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11 June 2018 
 
 
The Honorable Thomas Anderson 
Supervising Judge of the Nevada County Grand Jury 
Superior Court of Nevada County 
201 Church Street 
Nevada City, California 95959 
 
 
To Judge Anderson and the citizens of Nevada County: 
 
In compliance with the California Constitution and in accordance with California Penal Code 
Section 933(a), the 2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury is honored to present its Final Report 
to you and the citizens of Nevada County. 
 
The Grand Jury is responsible for overseeing the legislative and administrative departments that 
make up county and city governments and special districts in Nevada County.  We investigate 
those organizations to evaluate their efficiency, honesty, fairness, and dedication to serving the 
public.  The Grand Jury extends its sincere appreciation to each of those organizations for their 
cooperation, patience, and prompt responses to all requests for information. 
 
The Grand Jury receives formal complaints from citizens 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.  Of the 33 citizen complaints received this year, 20 were investigated, nine were 
closed with no action taken, and four were forwarded to the next Jury because they were 
received too late in the jury year to sufficiently investigate.  Reasons for taking no action on a 
citizen complaint included: 
 

 the investigation resulted in insufficient facts to substantiate the complaint, 
 the complaint concerned a subject that is out of the Grand Jury’s jurisdiction, or 
 the subject of the complaint had already been rectified. 

 

NEVADA COUNTY GRAND JURY 
Eric Rood Administration Center 

950 Maidu Avenue 
Nevada City, California 95959 

Telephone: 530-265-1730 
Email:grandjury@nccourt.net 
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In addition, the Grand Jury conducted 27 preliminary inquiries and formally investigated eight 
issues.  Two investigations were closed without action, three resulted in reports, and three were 
recommended to the next Grand Jury for follow-up. 
 
Our Final Report contains three investigative reports with the following titles: 
 

 A Sally Port is Needed at the Truckee Brance of the Nevada County Superior 
Court, 

 Safety and Security at Nevada County Schools, and 
 Will the Public Suffer Because of Unfunded Pension Liabilities? 

 
As required by the Penal Code (§919(b)), the Grand Jury inspected the detention facilities in the 
County to “inquire into the conditions and management of the public prisons within the county.”  
The 2017-2018 Detention Facility Inspection Report is included in the Final Report. 
 
To perform the work of the Grand Jury, the members are divided into six investigative 
committees that focus on specific areas of the County: 
 

 Finance, 
 Health and Environment, 
 Law Enforcement, 
 Local Governments, 
 Schools and Libraries, and 
 Special Districts. 

 
Each of the committees meet weekly throughout the jury year to conduct their investigations.  
Jurors also spend a considerable amount of time performing research on their own. 
 
In addition to the investigative committees, two 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 committees about the effectiveness of the 
report from the perspective of the intended audience.  The Community Outreach committee 
maintains a relationship with the media and service organizations to publicize the Grand Jury.  
Presentations were given to a number of community groups including the Grass Valley Kiwanis, 
the Truckee Rotary, the Nevada City Rotary, and the League of Women Voters, along with a 
very successful Open House in April.  They all generated a number of applications to join the 
Grand Jury. 
 
The Final Report is the result of dedicated work performed by the members of the Grand Jury.  
Our members volunteered a year of their time for public service to help improve local 
government, law and justice, health and social services, education, and administration throughout 
Nevada County on behalf of its citizens.  The members applied their extensive and diverse 
experience to this challenge. 
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The Grand Jury could not have done its work without the assistance of its advisors: 
 

 Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury Thomas Anderson, 
 Deputy Jury Commissioner Audrey Golden, and 
 Counsel to the Grand Jury Amanda Uhrhammer and other members of the County 

Counsel staff. 
 
The ultimate goal of the Grand Jury is to make a positive difference in the lives of the citizens of 
Nevada County and the agencies that provide services to them.  The Grand Jury is the 
“watchdog” for county residents in an attempt to ensure good government and make all agencies 
accountable for their actions and decisions.  I believe that goal has been achieved.  Nevada 
County and its citizens are well served by the work performed by this Grand Jury. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Thomas Achter, Foreperson 
2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury 
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About the Grand Jury 
 
The Nevada County Grand Jury is a judicial body sanctioned by the Superior Court to act as an 
extension of the Court and the conscience of the community.  The Jury is an investigative body 
created for the protection of society and enforcement of its laws.  The conduct of the Jury is 
defined in California Penal Code Sections 888 through 945.  Jurors operate under the jurisdiction 
of the Superior Court but function as an independent body. 
 
A Grand Jury’s function is to inquire into and review the conduct of county and city 
governments and special districts.  It is also 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.  Jurors are citizens of all ages and different walks of 
life bringing their unique experiences, personalities, and abilities.  All jurors are volunteers who 
must apply in writing and be interviewed.  They are then selected by a panel of Superior Court 
Judges.  Jurors spend many hours researching, reading, and attending meetings to monitor county 
and city government and special districts and overseeing appointed and elected officials. 
 
The Grand Jury receives formal complaints from citizens who allege government inefficiencies, 
mistreatment by officials, or who voice suspicions of misconduct.  Anyone may ask that the Jury 
conduct an investigation on agencies or departments within the Jury’s jurisdiction.  The Jury 
cannot be forced to undertake an inquiry it deems unnecessary or frivolous.  The Jury may also 
investigate an issue or condition without receiving a formal complaint. 
 
Members of the Grand Jury are sworn to secrecy and all Jury proceedings are secret.  This 
secrecy guards the public interest and protects the confidentiality of sources.  The minutes and 
records of Jury meetings cannot be subpoenaed or inspected by anyone. 
 
Each juror must keep secret all evidence presented before the Grand Jury, anything said within 
the Jury, and the manner in which any juror may have voted on a matter.  The juror’s oath of 
secrecy is binding for life.  It is a misdemeanor to violate the secrecy of the Jury.  Successful 
performance of Jury duties depends upon the secrecy of all proceedings.  A juror must not 
divulge any information concerning the testimony of witnesses or comments made by other 
jurors.  The confidentiality of witnesses and complainants is critical. 
 
A report may be written after many hours of fact-finding investigation conducted by the Grand 
Jury.  A report can disclose inefficiency, unfairness, wrongdoing, and violations of public law 
and regulations by local governments and special districts.  A report can also recognize positive 
aspects or provide information to the public.  A report provides the mechanism for the Jury to 
make recommendations for change and request responses to ensure more 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. 
 
 

http://nccourt.net/divisions/gj-reports.shtml
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Members of the 2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury 
 
 
Administrative Board: Foreperson Thomas Achter 
 Foreperson Pro-Tem Gordon Mangel 
 Business Manager Lynn Mangel 
 Sergeant at Arms JoAnn Marie 
 Administrative Secretary Gary Davis 
 
 
Committee Chairs: Community Relations Thomas Achter 
 Editorial Gary Davis 
 Finance Judith Cowles 
 Health and Environment JoAnn Marie 
 Law Enforcement Terry Young 
 Local Governments Gordon Mangel 
 Schools and Libraries Robert Ogden 
 School Safety Scott Berry 
 Special Districts Scott Berry 
 
 
Members:  Don Branson 
  Damon DeCrow 
  Bill Del Bonta 
  Kay Edmonds 
  Charlotte Hill 
  Marilee Mullin 
  Kelly Robyn 
  John Tracy 
 
 
Members Unable to  Susan Cox 
Complete Term:  Lee Hentschel 
  Margeret Rodda 
  Mary Rosenberg 
  Bill Wasil 
 
 
  
Legal Advisors to 
the Grand Jury:  Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury Thomas Anderson 
 Deputy Jury Commissioner Audrey Golden 
 County Counsel Alison Barratt-Green 
 Counsel to the Grand Jury Amanda Uhrhammer 
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Standing Committees on the Grand Jury 
 
 
State law does not refer to Grand Jury committees.  However, the Jury could not be effective if 
everything were handled by the Jury as a whole so the Jury ordinarily establishes committees.  
The Nevada County Grand Jury is divided into standing committees to handle investigative and 
administrative work.  Other ad hoc committees may be formed as needed. 
 
The functions of an investigative committee include the following. 
 

1. Conduct the investigations assigned to the committee by the Grand Jury.  The 
assignments may be the result of citizen complaints or topics the committee believes 
are important and has requested authorization to proceed from the Grand Jury. 

2. Draft reports of the committee’s completed investigations. 
3. Prepare a summary, year-end report of its activities, including recommended 

avenues of investigation or follow up to be presented at the first committee meeting 
of the following year. 

4. Keep the Grand Jury 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 various programs that provide training and job placement 
assistance designed to assist citizens into productive lifestyles and away from public 
assistance.  Health and Environment may also investigate issues relating to public 
health, environmental health, mental health, and substance abuse, as well as clinic 
services. 
 
Penal Code Section 919(b) requires that the Grand Jury inquire into the condition and 
management of “public prisons” within the County.  A “public prison” is a 
state-operated correctional facility.  While an inquiry into the condition and 
management of public prisons is required, the Grand Jury is not required by the Penal 
Code to write a report following its inquiry.  The Law Enforcement committee 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 would include the 
administrative branches of County and city governments, airports and other 
transportation departments, parks and recreation departments, service areas, planning 
departments, public works departments, utility departments, and public libraries.  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 investigation and 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. 
 
Penal Code Section 925a authorizes Grand Jury investigations and reports on any joint 
powers agency in the County and Penal Code Section 933.5 allows the Grand Jury to 
examine the books and records of the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) 
or any special-purpose assessing or taxing district located wholly or partly in the 
County.  The Special Districts committee conducts these investigations.  However, the 
scope of any investigation into special districts, including 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.  County Counsel can assist the 
Grand Jury in determining if an investigation would involve an improper review of 
policy matters.  The committee may conduct a fiscal review of any district or agency 
that it investigates. 

 
The Editorial committee has three major responsibilities: 1) to review, edit, and 
approve all reports submitted by investigative committees prior to acceptance by the 
entire Grand Jury; 2) to coordinate and manage the publication of the Grand Jury’s 
Final Report; and 3) to review and, when appropriate, update the Grand Jury Handbook 
with the goal of providing continuity from one Grand Jury to the next.  In early January, 
the committee presents to the Grand Jury a series of training sessions on report writing.  
Editorial reviews draft reports submitted by committees for adherence to the agreed-
upon format, completeness, clarity, logic, and mechanics as well as providing feedback 
about the effectiveness of the report 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 jurors.  The committee operates 
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throughout the Grand Jury’s term and is chaired by the Foreperson since s/he is the 
official Grand Jury spokesperson. 
 
In addition to the standing committees, a School Safety committee was established after 
the mass shooting at Stoneman Douglas High School in Parkland, Florida.  The 
committee examined security policies followed by Nevada County schools. 
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Complaints Received 
 
 
The Grand Jury receives numerous citizen complaints throughout the year.  Every complaint is 
carefully reviewed to determinate jurisdiction.  If jurisdiction is confirmed and the complaint 
warrants investigation, it is assigned to the appropriate committee.  The committee investigates 
the complaint with oversight by the Grand Jury.  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 2017-2018 Grand Jury received 33 new citizen complaints.  Of those, 20 complaints were 
assigned to investigative committees for review.  Of those assigned, none of the complaints 
resulted in a report included in this Final Report.  14 complaints were determined to be outside 
the jurisdiction of the Grand Jury and two were rejected for reasons other than jurisdiction.  Four 
complaints were received too late in the year to complete an investigation and so were referred to 
the 2018-2019 Grand Jury. 
 
In addition to citizen complaints, the Grand Jury inquired into 27 issues brought forward by 
committee members and eight were approved by the Grand Jury for further investigation.  Three 
of the investigations resulted in reports. 
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A Sally Port is Needed at the Truckee Branch 
of the Nevada County Superior Court 

 
 

Summary 
 
Transporting prisoners from a secure law enforcement vehicle into or out of a jail or courthouse 
involves increased risk of escape and danger to the public and prisoners alike.  To reduce that 
risk, most secure facilities – jails, prisons, and courthouses – are equipped with an enclosure 
providing limited access to the transfer location.  Such enclosures are called sally ports.  Access 
into and out of a sally port is typically through a gate.  After a secure vehicle enters through the 
access gate, it is closed.  Then prisoners can exit the secure vehicle and enter the jail or 
courthouse through another controlled door.  Thus, a sally port provides protection for the public 
from attempted escape and for the prisoner from attempted revenge. 
 
There are four locations in Nevada County (County) in the control of the Nevada County 
Sheriff’s Office (NCSO) that involve the transfer of prisoners – the Wayne Brown Correctional 
Facility (Wayne Brown), the Nevada County Courthouse in Nevada City, the NCSO Truckee 
Sub-Station (Truckee Jail), and the Truckee Branch of the Nevada County Superior Court 
(Truckee Courthouse).  Only the Truckee Courthouse lacks a sally port. 
 
The Truckee Courthouse is located in a building shared with various County offices and shares a 
public parking lot with the Truckee Branch of the Nevada County Library (Truckee Library). 
Adjacent to the same public parking lot is the Truckee Jail.  While the NCSO and the Nevada 
County Board of Supervisors (Board) believed it appropriate to equip the Truckee Jail with a 
sally port in 2006, they have consistently failed and refused to install a sally port just across the 
public parking lot at the Truckee Courthouse.  The same prisoners pass through both facilities 
and there is no reason why the facilities should not be similarly equipped.  The safety of the 
employees sharing a building with the Truckee Courthouse and library patrons using the same 
public parking lot is in jeopardy in the absence of such a sally port. 
 
While the NCSO has stated that: “We have had an excellent record with our transport of 
prisoners from transportation units to the Courthouse in Truckee with no threats, escapes, or 
injuries,” the fact remains that the NCSO and the Board have provided a sally port at every other 
location in the County where prisoners are transferred from secure vehicles to secure buildings. 
There is nothing that distinguishes the conditions at the Truckee Courthouse to make it safer than 
those other three County-operated locations.  Moreover, the presence of public facilities and a 
County Library in the immediate proximity of the Truckee Courthouse creates an increased 
threat to the public, law enforcement, and the prisoners at this location.  Hence, the lack of a 
sally port at the Truckee Courthouse poses a greater risk than has been permitted at the Nevada 
City Court Holding Facility, the Truckee Jail, or Wayne Brown.  County employees in Truckee, 
prisoners, and the citizens of Truckee deserve better. 
 
The Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) recommends that the NCSO budget the construction of a 
sally port at the Truckee Courthouse and that the Board immediately approve the construction of 
such a sally port to protect County employees, the citizens of Truckee, and prisoners. 
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Glossary 
 
Board Nevada County Board of Supervisors 
CO Nevada County Sheriff’s Office Correctional Officer 
County County of Nevada 
Deputy Nevada County Sheriff’s Office Deputy 
Jury Nevada County Grand Jury 
NCSO Nevada County Sheriff’s Office 
Truckee Courthouse Nevada County Superior Court, Truckee Branch 
Truckee Jail Nevada County Sheriff’s Office, Truckee Sub-Station 
Truckee Library Truckee Branch of the Nevada County Library 
Wayne Brown Wayne Brown Correctional Facility 
 
 

Background 
 
Pursuant to California Penal Code Sec. 919(b),1 the Jury is required to inquire into the condition 
and management of all public prisons in the County on a yearly basis.  In September 2017, 
members of the Jury visited the Truckee Jail.  The Jury also visited the Truckee Courthouse 
located across the public parking lot from the Truckee Jail in the Joseph Center.  The Jury had 
seen, in visits to Wayne Brown, the Nevada City Court Holding Facility, and the Truckee Jail, 
that each of those facilities was equipped with a secure area called a sally port for the safe 
transfer of prisoners.  The Jury noted that notwithstanding prior Jury reports and 
recommendations on the lack of a sally port at the Truckee Courthouse, none has been added. 
The Jury undertook to review past Jury reports, findings, and recommendations to determine 
why there was not yet a sally port at the Truckee Courthouse. 
 
 

Approach 
 
The Jury visited the Truckee Jail and the Truckee Courthouse in September 2017.  It also 
reviewed previous Grand Jury reports, the responses to those reports by the NCSO and the 
Board, and reviewed the agreements between the County and the California Administrative 
Office of the Courts concerning the use of a portion of the Joseph Center as the Truckee 
Courthouse. 
 
 

Discussion 
 
In September 2017, members of the Jury visited the Truckee Jail and the Truckee Courthouse, 
where prisoners detained at the Truckee Jail are often tried.  Both are located off Donner Pass 
Road in the Joseph Center, a government complex comprising three buildings: the Truckee Jail, 
the Truckee Library, and a building housing the Truckee Courthouse and various other County 
government departments including the Public Health Department, Probation, the District 
                               

1 “919(b) The grand jury shall inquire into the condition and management of the public prisons within the county.” 
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Attorney, and the Public Defender.  The three buildings comprising the Joseph Center share a 
public parking lot.  The Truckee Courthouse is across that public parking lot from the Truckee 
Jail.  Walking from the Truckee Jail to the Truckee Courthouse, one passes the Truckee Library. 
 
Since the Truckee Jail is a Type I facility, the maximum stay permitted there is 96 hours.  Thus, 
prisoners are normally transported from the Truckee Jail to Wayne Brown for stays longer than 
96 hours.  When such prisoners have a subsequent hearing at the Truckee Courthouse, they are 
transported to the Truckee Jail to wait for their appearance.  Such prisoners depart Wayne Brown 
and are brought to the Truckee Jail in a secure law enforcement vehicle.  The vehicle arrives at 
an area behind the Truckee Jail that is enclosed with a chain link fence with a roll-down gate. 
Vehicles enter through the gate, the gate closes, and the officers escort the prisoner into the 
booking area of the jail while protected from any interference by the enclosing fence.  Such a 
secure area for the transfer of prisoners is called a sally port. 
 
Thus, for court appearances, prisoners are transported from Wayne Brown, through its sally port 
to the Truckee Jail, arriving at its sally port.  When they are scheduled to appear at the Truckee 
Courthouse, they enter an NCSO vehicle in the Truckee Jail sally port and are securely 
transferred across the public parking lot to the prisoner entrance to the Truckee Courthouse.  This 
disembarkation point is in an open area at the edge of the public parking lot shared with the 
Truckee Library and other County offices.  There is no sally port at the Truckee Courthouse.  
During 2016, approximately 15 prisoners were transported from the Truckee Jail to the Truckee 
Courthouse each month. 
 
Every facility in the County at which prisoners are transferred from law enforcement vehicles 
into jails or holding facilities is equipped with a sally port except the Truckee Courthouse.2  The 
close proximity of the Truckee Courthouse to the Truckee Library and other County offices 
makes the lack of a sally port even more dangerous. 
 
Since prisoners who are escorted from a secure vehicle into the Truckee Courthouse are normally 
chained or otherwise restrained, there is little risk of an unaided escape.  However, the location 
of the walkway and door on the edge of the public parking lot provides very little security 
against assisted escapes or attempts at retaliation against the prisoner.  These are the very 
dangers that sally ports are designed to ameliorate. 
 
The Grand Jury has commented regularly over the years on the lack of sally ports in Truckee.  In 
2004, when the Truckee Jail was remodeled and assigned to the NCSO after the formation of the 
Truckee Police Department, the Jury issued a report including a Finding that: “Inmates are 
transferred in and out of the substation [the Truckee Jail] through an open and non-secured 
carport at the rear of the facility.  This carport, which has no security fencing, faces the front 
door, driveway, and parking lot for the Truckee branch of the Nevada County library and the 
Joseph Center, where the courtrooms are located.” 
                               

2  There are four locations in the County under the control of the NCSO that involve the transfer of prisoners –
Wayne Brown, the Nevada County Courthouse in Nevada City, the Truckee Jail, and the Truckee Courthouse.  In 
addition, the Carl F. Bryan II Juvenile Hall, under the Jurisdiction of the Chief Probation Officer, involves such 
transfers.  Only the Truckee Courthouse lacks a sally port. 
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The Board and the NCSO responded to that Finding stating “Agree.”  Based on that Finding the 
Jury recommended:  “In the interest of public safety, the Board of Supervisors and the Sheriff, 
must ensure that the open carport at the Truckee Substation be secured with a physical barrier.”  
The NCSO responded:  “The recommendation requires further analysis, and has not been 
budgeted for this fiscal year.  The ‘Sally port’ enclosure is an item that will be prioritized and 
funding sought for future installation.” 
 
In 2005, the Jury again reported on the Truckee Jail and recommended the installation of a sally 
port, noting that the NCSO had requested funding for such a project from the Board.  The 
installation of the sally port at the Truckee Jail was completed in 2006.  In Resolution 06-567, 
the Board took notice of the completion of the contract with Empire Fence Co., Inc. “for a total 
project expenditure of $21,122.” 
 
In 2011, the Jury issued a report recommending the installation of a sally port at the Truckee 
Courthouse.  Noting that “[i]nmates are moved from the secure vehicle to the Truckee Court 
through an outdoor, unsecured, open walkway utilized by court and county employees and the 
public,” the Jury made the Finding:  “There is concern regarding officer and public safety, as 
well as potential prisoner escape, when transferring prisoners between vehicles and the Truckee 
Court.” 
 
The NCSO responded “Agree” to the Finding.  The Jury also made a recommendation that the 
NCSO should discuss installation of a sally port at the Truckee Courthouse with the California 
Administrative Office of the Courts.  The NCSO responded:  “The recommendation has been 
implemented in that the discussion has taken place, although the California Administrative 
Office of the Courts does not have any funding sources to cover the costs of building a Sally 
port.” 
 
The following year, 2012, the Jury again recommended the addition of a sally port and sought to 
clarify whether the County was responsible for the security of the area where prisoners are 
unloaded outside the Truckee Courthouse for their court appearances.  The Jury made the 
following Finding: “Nevada County is responsible both for the area where prisoners are removed 
from the secure vehicle and for the unsecured walkway leading to the Court.”  The Board 
responded:  “Agree.” 
 
Based on that Finding, the Jury issued this Recommendation in 2012: “The Nevada County 
Sheriff should: “… In conjunction with the Nevada County Board of Supervisors, secure the 
open prisoner loading/unloading area at the Court with a fenced enclosure, commonly known as 
a sally port.”  The NCSO and the Board responded as follows: “The recommendation will not be 
implemented because it is not reasonable in the current fiscal environment.” 
 
In 2014, the Jury again found that the lack of a sally port posed an unsafe condition.  The Jury’s 
Finding was: “F1.  The current conditions at the Joseph Center are believed to pose an imminent 
threat of serious injury to the public, courthouse employees, and county employees.”  The NCSO 
responded: 
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Due to past experience, we do not feel an imminent threat of serious injury to the 
public, courthouse employees, and/or county employees exists.  We have had an 
excellent record with our transport of prisoners from transportation units to the 
Courthouse in Truckee with no threats, escapes, or injuries.  We are committed to 
mitigating risk at every opportunity within the County's existing resources. 
Prisoners are transported from the transportation unit to the Courthouse in 
customary restraints, including leg shackles and waist shackles. 

 
Nothing has changed since 2014. 
 
The history of responses to Jury findings and recommendations creates some confusion 
concerning whether the Administrative Office of the Courts or the County are responsible for the 
dangerous condition arising from the absence of a sally port at the Truckee Courthouse.  Most 
recently, as noted above, the Board accepted that the County is responsible for the area in 
question but claimed that there were not sufficient funds available to protect County employees 
and Truckee residents at the Courthouse.  The Board previously undertook a similar sally port 
installation across the parking lot at the Truckee Jail.  The cost of providing that protection 
eleven years ago was just in excess of $21,000. 
 
While the NCSO has stated that: “We have had an excellent record with our transport of 
prisoners from transportation units to the Courthouse in Truckee with no threats, escapes, or 
injuries,” the fact remains that the NCSO and the Board have provided a sally port at every other 
location in the County where prisoners are transferred from secure vehicles to secure buildings. 
There is nothing that distinguishes the conditions at the Truckee Courthouse to make it safer than 
those other three County-operated locations.  Moreover, the presence of public facilities and a 
County Library in the immediate proximity of the Truckee Courthouse creates an increased 
threat to the public, law enforcement, and the prisoners at this location.  Hence, the lack of a 
sally port at the Truckee Courthouse poses a greater risk than has been permitted at the Nevada 
City Court Holding Facility, the Truckee Jail, or the Wayne Brown Correctional Facility.  
County employees in Truckee, prisoners, and the citizens of Truckee deserve better. 
 
 

Findings 
 

F1 The sally port at the Truckee Jail increases safety for the public during the transfer 
of prisoners from secure vehicles into the secure jail. 

 
F2 The absence of a sally port at the Truckee Courthouse increases the risk to the 

public, law enforcement, and the prisoners at this location during the transfer of 
prisoners from secure vehicles into the secure courthouse. 

 
F3 The absence of a sally port at the Truckee Courthouse, in immediate proximity to 

a public parking area, County offices, and the Truckee Library, creates an 
increased risk to the public, law enforcement, and the prisoners at this location. 
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F4 The addition of a sally port to the prisoner entrance at the Truckee Courthouse 
would increase safety for the public, prisoners, and citizens of Truckee. 

 
 

Recommendations 
 
The Nevada County Grand Jury recommends that the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office and the 
Nevada County Board of Supervisors implement the following recommendations. 
 
The Nevada County Sheriff’s Office should: 
 

R1 Request funding from Nevada County Board of Supervisors to install a sally port 
at the Truckee Courthouse. 

 

The Nevada County Board of Supervisors should: 
 

R2 Provide funding to install a sally port at the prisoner entrance to the Truckee 
Courthouse. 

 
 

Request for Responses 
 
Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the Nevada County Grand Jury requests responses as 
follows: 
 
From the following: 
 

 Nevada County Sheriff’s Office (R1) by 7 April 2018. 
 

 Nevada County Board of Supervisors (R2) by 7 May 2018. 
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RESPONSES 
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Safety and Security at Nevada County Schools 
 
 

Summary 
 
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. 
 
 

Glossary 
 
ALICE Alert, Lockdown, Inform, Counter, Evacuate (in response to an active shooter) 
County Nevada County 
Jury Nevada County Grand Jury 
NCSOS Nevada County Superintendent of Schools 
 
 

Background 
 
With the recent school shootings at Parkland, Florida, it was apparent that parents and guardians, 
students, school administration, law enforcement, and virtually all of the general public were 
shocked to their core.  Additionally, with 24/7 news and unlimited social media accounts, the 
extent of the volume became overwhelming and the need simply to “do something … anything” 
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was felt throughout the nation.  The people of Nevada County (County) have been no less 
affected. 
 
The Jury determined that an assessment of the situation as it applies to our County could be of 
extreme value.  Accordingly, this report is an attempt to assess, inform, and advise to the extent 
possible the current status of “Safety and Security at Nevada County Schools.” 
 
 

Approach 
 
The Jury visited 16 of the 42 schools in Western Nevada County to see if there were safety 
programs in place, what they included, and what the school administration felt in reference to the 
effectiveness of safety policies. 
 
The Jury reviewed the comprehensive school safety plan in the California Education Code 
Sections 32280-32289.  These sections define the California Legislature’s instructions to school 
districts, law enforcement, community leaders, and the school community as a whole regarding 
the need for a comprehensive school safety plan.  Further, the legislature defined the elements of 
a safety plan to include prevention strategies and education of crime and violence on the school 
campus. 
 
The Jury also reviewed Assembly Bill 424, passed in October 2017, which deleted the authority 
of local school officials to grant permission for a person to possess a firearm within a school 
zone. 
 
Additionally, the Jury contacted the offices of the NCSOS to determine what role it played in 
overseeing implementation of safety policies. 
 
During this investigation the Jury asked questions of a cross-section of school administration 
officials regarding: 
 

 communications on site; 
 parent notification and communications; 
 law enforcement and emergency notification; 
 conduct and scheduling of fire and emergency drills; 
 evacuation procedures and concerns; 
 active shooter drills; 
 communications among teacher, staff, counselor, psychologist, and principal; 
 accessibility and visibility to classrooms; 
 cameras and video equipment; 
 easy access to schools and lack of perimeter fences surrounding schools; 
 training and goal setting; 
 funding; 
 arming teachers; and 
 additional Resource Officers. 
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Discussion 
 
A recent article in The Washington Post (March 9, 2018) titled Eighteen Years of Gun Violence, 
Mapped defined a school shooting as “… the targeting of students and/or teachers at a school.” 
Using Wikipedia, they went on to identify the numbers of school shootings since 2000 
(debunking an initial claim made by other sources that there had been 18 school shootings in the 
United States already in 2018).  Using their definition, as of March 9, 2018 seven school 
shootings had thus far occurred in 2018.  Moreover, since 2000, there have been nearly 190 
shootings at elementary, middle, and high schools and at colleges and universities. 
 
We can all agree that one shooting is one too many.  Any act of violence at a school inflicted on 
student or staff is such an overwhelming violation of our sense of reasonable security that it is 
almost beyond our capacity to comprehend.  It is absolutely essential that we understand and 
ensure that our systems of security have the capability to effectively respond should the 
unthinkable become a reality.  Further, the Jury feels compelled to address the phenomenon that 
causes outrage in our community and our nation that is as intense as it is short-lived.  Our 
national conversation about school shootings has historically vacillated from absolute outrage to 
political soundbites and has thus far created less than optimal results. 
 
This report looks back to the year 2000 and begs the question: why are we merely talking at each 
other and not gathering our strength and insisting and seeing to it that something is done to 
protect our children? 
 
The following is provided as a means to document the problem and acquaint the citizens of the 
County with objective information and collective opinion of the Jury that we hope may be useful 
in determining our safety posture, our vulnerability, and the steps that our local agencies, 
districts, and activities are taking and perhaps should take to protect our children, teachers, and 
school staff. 
 
To understand our situation locally, we need to assess the scope of the problem nationally.  The 
chart below illustrates the toll school shootings have taken. 
 

 
Eighteen Years of Gun Violence, Mapped  - The Washington Post – March 9, 2018 

 
Between 2000 and Feb 14, 2018, there have been 188 school shootings in 43 of the 50 states.  
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Since 2000, school shootings have taken place at a rate of about one a month and left more than 
250 students or teachers dead.  The quantity of shootings predominately involves schools with 
older students. 
 
While it is mandatory to assess the preparedness of our schools, recent studies referenced by 
National Public Radio1 reveal a serious lack of consensus on possible solutions.  Furthermore, 
the intensity of one-sided opinions seems to have stifled broad discussion and searches for 
mutual consensus.  These studies did point out that to simply prepare for shootings is reactive 
and insufficient.  A coalition of law enforcement, mental health, and educational agencies is 
necessary to begin to shift the focus onto prevention and not just reaction.  However, this report 
is not focused entirely on that larger coalition; it is mainly intended to address the present state of 
preparedness of our schools to react to an active shooter or other criminal activity. 
 
With a countywide safety assessment of our local schools as an objective, the Jury interviewed 
selected officials from schools and school districts in the County as well as the NCSOS.  The 
Jury was interested in determining the extent of deployment of the California’s mandated 
comprehensive school safety plan, Education Code 32280-32289. Additionally, the Jury sought 
out the attitudes and reactions toward school safety of a broad spectrum of local individuals 
within the system who are charged with educating and protecting our youth. 
 
We questioned the existence of school safety plans and the extent to which they were actually in 
use as part of the schools’ operations.  We asked whether safety was practiced or was merely a 
plan on the shelf.  Of the 42 schools within the jurisdiction of the County, the Jury elected to 
interview 16 schools … a 38% sample size.  The sample contained a cross-section of small and 
large schools, charter schools, private schools, and the community college.  The Jury did not 
interview any of the East County schools because they are under the jurisdiction of Placer 
County. 
 
 

Observations 
 
Our questions and observations were specific as to regulations, but general enough to reflect the 
unique characteristics of the individual schools.  Our collective observations are: 
 

 All schools had an annually updated comprehensive school safety plan in accordance 
with California Education Code, Section 32280-32289. 

 
 All schools showed a realistic and forthright effort to deploy and execute their safety 

plan.  This observation was clearly stimulated by the recent tragedy in Florida. 
 

 Teacher training on safety and security was observed to be mostly confined to “scheduled 
collaboration” sessions as part of imparting weekly notices, alerts, and business topics.  
This did not appear to provide enough opportunity to thoroughly instruct the teachers on 

                               
1
 www.npr.org/sections/ed/2018/03/07/590877717/expert 

http://www.npr.org/sections/ed/2018/03/07/590877717/expert
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responsibilities, alternatives, and appropriate methods of dealing with an extreme 
emergency. 

 
 Notifications to parents and guardians were consistent among the schools.  All schools 

use 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 communication, has increased the sense of panic and confusion in 
students, teachers, and parents and guardians.  Some noted concerns were: 

 
a. There were reports of Facebook posts regarding a lockdown at a school which 

preceded the actual lockdown.  There was virtually no information regarding what 
had prompted the lockdown in the Facebook post and this caused an enormous digital 
outcry among the students from inside the school as well as from parents and 
guardians outside the school. 

 
b. Messages between the parents and guardians, others, and the students in a recent 

lockdown drill caused flashing of cellphone screens to be observed in darkened 
corridors and immediately disclosed to the person portraying a shooter the location of 
hidden students in lockdown. 

 
c. Social media chatter among students was continuous. 

 
d. During recent lockdowns, rumors on social media to and from students exponentially 

increased while teachers and others school administrators were cut off from 
legitimate ongoing information or silent because of efforts by the school to prevent 
incomplete information from being released prematurely.  Complete information 
always lagged behind rumors. 

 
e. Student attention is critically diffused. 

 
 Safety training of teachers and administrators was an ongoing activity, some more 

seriously conducted than others, and was not consistent throughout all schools. 
 

 While most had conducted recent active shooter or civilian response drills, some schools, 
especially those of earlier grades, chose to minimize potential trauma and emphasized 
response through discussion and simple examples as opposed to a lockdown and active 
shooter drills.  Younger children were therefore protected from excessive and 
unnecessary trauma.  This was an enhancement of state regulations and not in conflict 
with the Education Code or state law. 

 
 Most schools were aware of the “ALICE” standard (Alert, Lockdown, Inform, Counter, 

Evacuate)2.  However, the exercise was inconsistently practiced. 

                               
2https://www.alicetraining.com/  
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 Some programs, like “Run. Hide. Fight.”3 have been taught by the Grass Valley Police 
Department. 
 

 As a result of the shootings in Las Vegas, Nevada, and the fire alarm activation by the 
shooter in Florida, there was a growing concern about the manner in which students and 
staff members were instructed to evacuate school facilities.  Assembling in large groups 
outside could have unintended consequences and provide a potential target of 
opportunity.  The Jury could not find evidence of a collective effort within the County to 
attempt to develop a means to overcome this concern.  This item is one where urgent 
attention is demanded. 

 
 Questions concerning signs of mental instability garnered a significant response. 

Teachers knew their students.  They saw their students daily and if negative changes were 
observed, they were in the most advantageous position to take action and address the 
issue with the help of site staff or County Behavioral Health.  In most serious or 
emergency cases, school representatives were very complementary of the services of 
County Behavioral Health. 

 
 In addition, the “Handle with Care” program4 allows law enforcement and Health 

officials to alert schools of traumatic events involving students offsite.  This provides the 
insight and the methods to the school staff to intercede and prevent possible behavioral 
escalation. 

 
 The schools visited by the Jury had no effective means to physically secure the outside 

perimeter of their school grounds but research indicates that most schools would not 
become safer merely because of perimeter fences, extensive camera systems, or walls.  
Research has also shown that excessive “hardening” of schools jeopardizes the learning 
environment and undermines the trust between students and faculty.  Having multiple 
means of evacuation reduces the bottleneck of forcing students through known fixed 
gateways and structures.  For more information on concerns of “hardening” schools, the 
Jury suggests a recent interview on National Public Radio5.  This interview points out 
that “… safety is a product of relationships.”  This is especially true among young adults 
where the preponderance of occurrence of violence happens.  In our quest for safety, we 
should not turn our schools into prisons. 

 
 The University of Virginia in February, 2018 engaged an “Interdisciplinary Group on 

Preventing School and Community Violence” (also called the “Youth Violence 
Project”)6.  Consisting of 22 noted academicians from universities throughout the United 
States, the group crafted a series of recommendations aimed at “… changing the national 
mindset and policy from reaction to prevention.”  The results of this engagement have 
been endorsed by over 75 national organizations, including medical, law enforcement, 
legal, and social services organizations. 

                               
3 https://www.ready.gov/active-shooter 
4 handlewithcare.com 
5 http://wbaa.org/post/after-parkland-dont-turn-our-schools-prisons-says-education-activist#stream/0 
6 https://curry.virginia.edu/prevent-gun-violence 

https://www.ready.gov/active-shooter
http://wbaa.org/post/after-parkland-dont-turn-our-schools-prisons-says-education-activist#stream/0
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 Throughout all interview sessions, one consistent issue emerged: a need to establish a 
presence at each school of some form of Resource Officer.  Only a few of our 42 schools 
have assigned representatives of law enforcement.  The teachers were sensitive to the 
presence of erratic behavior and responded accordingly.  There was instruction given to 
these teachers on what constitutes erratic behavior with the singular direction of reporting 
it to the front office.  While teachers were clearly the figure of authority in each 
classroom as it relates to education, as a body they were not trained in depth to recognize 
evolving mental conditions or to know the appropriate response necessary to defuse 
erratic behavior. 

 
 When questioned about possibly arming teachers, an immediate consensus emerged that 

the proposal is inappropriate.  Concerns were voiced that arming teachers may become 
more of the problem than the solution.  As it stands, any effort to allow an armed civilian 
on campus must be preceded by legislative changes from the California Legislature. 

 
 

Conclusion 
 
There is no absolute means to prevent a crisis from happening within our County. 
 
As citizens and residents and students we can only trust that those who are charged with the 
primary responsibilities of protecting and caring for us are properly trained and motivated to do 
their very best.  This trust, however, comes with an obligation on the part of all citizens to 
periodically review the safeguards that exist for our benefit. 
 
Toward this end, the Jury researched the wide range of laws, policies, procedures, and protocols 
that are in place to protect us.  Further, the Jury considered a significant cross-section of leaders, 
agencies, and individuals who are entrusted with our children’s safety.  Additionally, we 
inspected and observed a cross-section of school facilities within our County which we rely upon 
to shelter and protect our students. 
 
To document our conclusions from this effort, the Jury compiled observations that span a wide 
range of topics in support of the following Findings and Recommendations.  They are meant to 
alert the citizens of the County to situations that need to be pursued.  It is up to each of us to do 
our part and to see to it that the responsible individuals and agencies review and enact the 
changes. 
 
We cannot absolutely prevent a crisis!  However, we can improve upon our chances to avoid the 
unthinkable.  Our schools are in relatively good shape.  They could be better! 
 
In a recent article from a local newspaper7, an official of the NCSOS responsible for ensuring a 
safe climate within County schools declared, “The number one deterrent to school violence is 
relationship.”  We ask that we all work together to become an ever-increasing part of that 
relationship. 

                               
7 https://www.theunion.com/news/local-news/in-wake-of-shootings-schools-evolve-to-keep-students-safe/ 

https://www.theunion.com/news/local-news/in-wake-of-shootings-schools-evolve-to-keep-students-safe/
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Findings 
 

F1 With the recent school shootings, it is apparent that parents and guardians, school 
administrators and staff, law enforcement, and virtually all of the general public are 
shocked, angry, and dismayed.  However, the attention and focus here and across the 
nation has waned following each and every tragedy and we have made little progress. 

 
F2 Effective communication between schools and parents, guardians, and students appears 

to vary widely among schools.  There is limited communication about emergency 
procedures that involves and informs the parents or guardians and includes older 
students. 

 
F3 During a recent actual lockdown response activity several reports indicated substantial 

confusion between all parties involved, thus creating overreaction, rumors, and some 
degree of panic that tied up the school phone systems.  The difficulty in controlling 
social media was cited as the chief reason this occurred. 

 
F4 The schools visited by the Jury have safety and security plans, emergency response 

modes, and some level of perimeter surveillance.  They exercise their plans on a regular 
schedule but some are not always fully engaged. 

 
F5 In most schools, emergency secure communication is somewhat lacking or does not 

exist between front office and teacher. 
 

F6 Some very good efforts have been made to secure classrooms.  However, not all 
classrooms have inside locks or window coverings to prevent observation from the 
outside.  Camera systems are not always present or are inconsistent. 

 
F7 Resource Officers are minimal, part time, or non-existent in our schools.  Emphasis is 

placed on the two principal high schools where sworn officers are present. 
 

F8 Teacher training on safety and security is mostly confined to “scheduled collaboration” 
sessions as part of imparting weekly notices, alerts, and business topics.  This does not 
provide enough opportunity to thoroughly instruct the teachers on responsibilities, 
alternatives, and appropriate methods of dealing with an extreme emergency. 

 
F9 Evacuation alarms result in teachers assembling the students outside of the school 

building in locations that are potentially exposed to possible danger. 
 
 

Recommendations 
 

R1 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 
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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. 
 

R2 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. 

 
R3 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. 

 
R4 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. 

 
R5 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. 

 
R6 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. 
 

R7 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. 
 

R8 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. 
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Request for Responses 
 
Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the Nevada County Grand Jury requests responses from 
the following: 
 

 Nevada County Superintendent of Schools for Recommendations R1, R 2, R 3, 
R4, R6, and R7 by 6 July 2018. 

 
 Chicago Park School District for Recommendations R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, and 

R8 by 5 August 2018. 
 

 Clear Creek School District for Recommendations R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, and 
R8 by 5 August 2018. 

 
 Grass Valley School District for Recommendations R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, and 

R8 by 5 August 2018. 
 

 Nevada City School District for Recommendations R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, and 
R8 by 5 August 2018. 

 
 Nevada Joint Union High School District for Recommendations R1, R2, R3, R4, 

R5, R6, and R8 by 5 August 2018. 
 

 Penn Valley Union Elementary School District for Recommendations R1, R2, R3, 
R4, R5, R6, and R8 by 5 August 2018. 

 
 Pleasant Ridge Union School District for Recommendations R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, 

R6, and R8 by 5 August 2018. 
 

 Twin Ridges School District for Recommendations R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, and 
R8 by 5 August 2018. 

 
 Union Hill School District for Recommendations R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, and R8 

by 5 August 2018. 
 

 The Nevada County Sheriff’s Office for Recommendations R1, R2, R6, R7, and 
R8 by 6 July 2018. 

 
 The Grass Valley Police Department for Recommendations R1, R2, R6, R7, and 

R8 by 6 July 2018. 
 

 The Nevada City Police Department for Recommendations R1, R2, R6, R7, and 
R8 by 6 July 2018. 
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 Nevada County Behavioral Health for Recommendation R7 by 5 August 2018. 
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RESPONSES 
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Will the Public Suffer Because of 
Unfunded Pension Liabilities? 

 
 

Summary 
 
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 to offer clarity to a complex issue and to encourage public agencies to provide 
greater transparency to their constituents. 
 
 

Glossary 
 
CalPERS California Public Employees’ Retirement System 
CalSTRS California State Teachers’ Retirement System 
County Nevada County 
GASB Governmental Accounting Standards Board 
GASB 68 Governmental Accounting Standards Board Statement #68 
Jury Nevada County Grand Jury 
NPL Net Pension Liability 
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Background 
 
The California State Teachers’ Retirement System (CalSTRS) was established by law in 1913 
to provide retirement benefits to public school educators from pre-kindergarten through 
community college.  According to the CalSTRS website, it is the largest educator-only pension 
fund in the world and the second largest pension fund in the United States.  As of February 28, 
2018, the market value of the investment portfolio was approximately $224.4 billion. 
 
In 1932 the State of California created what is now called the California Public Employees’ 
Retirement System (CalPERS) to establish defined benefit pension plans for their employees by 
requiring contributions from employees and employers during the course of employment.  
These contributions are accumulated and invested by CalPERS to fulfill its obligation of 
building funds sufficient to meet the promised level of retirement income.  In 1939 the 
California State Legislature voted to allow local public agencies (cities, counties, school 
districts, etc.) to participate in the CalPERS retirement system.  It is the largest defined benefit 
public pension fund in the United States with a total market value of $326.4 billion and 1.9 
million members. 
 
In the late 1990s, CalPERS held assets well in excess of its predicted future pension 
obligations.  In 1999, California Assembly Bill 400 provided retroactive increases to retirement 
benefits and retirement eligibility at earlier ages for many state employees to utilize this 
predicted surplus.  However, the bursting of the dotcom bubble in the early 2000s and the 
recession beginning in 2008 caused a dramatic fall in the value of CalPERS assets.  Where 
there had been surplus assets, the state now had a large Net Pension Liability (NPL).  The value 
of the CalPERS investment portfolio peaked at $260 billion in the fall of 2007 then plunged for 
a year and a half before bottoming out at $160 billion in March 2009.  The value has grown 
since but not at the rate originally predicted. 
 
The retirement programs for most of the public employees and teachers in Nevada County 
(County) are administered by CalPERS or CalSTRS.  Accordingly, a portion of our countywide 
income, once planned for other local obligations, is being diverted to increased payments to 
CalPERS and CalSTRS to pay down the NPL. 
 
 

Approach 
 
The Grand Jury (Jury) reviewed audited financial statements of 28 county agencies and schools 
for fiscal year 2015-2016 (Appendix A).  We focused on NPLs as well as key financial data 
from the Statements of Net Position (called balance sheets in the private sector) and Statements 
of Change in Net Position (income statements) for each of the agencies selected.  The Jury also 
interviewed staff and management from the selected agencies and reviewed the current data 
provided about NPLs by CalPERS and CalSTRS. 
 
The Jury’s investigation was to determine only the pension obligations of each agency, not the 
details of individual pension plans.  The Jury did not analyze the mix of pension fund 
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investments nor did we investigate other employee benefits such as deferred compensation or 
inducements for early retirement. 
 
Financial Data Transparency 
 
The Jury sought the audited financial statements and multiple-year financial forecasts for each 
agency in the County through each agency’s website.  However, the availability of current and 
past financial statements online was limited.  Obtaining this information required additional 
research. 
 
The inconsistency of agencies’ publishing of audited financial statements is a transparency 
issue in the County.  In general, the Jury found that the County and municipalities are most 
transparent while school districts are least transparent.  The Jury also found that, in some 
instances, obtaining the financial statements in person or by telephoning was difficult.  For 
public information and transparency, financial statements should be available online.  Hard 
copies that are only available through the mail or in person make it difficult for the public to 
access.  Websites should be organized so that citizens can easily find financial statements.  A 
good user experience online is very important.  Hiding financial statements in a deep, dark 
corner of a website – a place that takes multiple clicks to reach – does not convey transparency.  
For financial comparison, at least three years of audited financial statements should be 
available. 
 
Higgins Fire Protection District was not in compliance with Government Code 26909 which 
requires audited financial statements to be filed with the County Auditor-Controller within 12 
months of the end of the fiscal year.  Higgins Fire Protection District financial statements were 
not available for review by the Jury. 
 
The 2015-2016 audited financial statements for the Nevada City School of the Arts were done 
as a non-profit organization audit instead of as a governmental agency audit.  Governmental 
Accounting Standards Board (GASB) rules therefore did not apply and the NPL was not 
disclosed. 
 
The 2015-2016 audited financial statements for the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools 
include five charter schools considered part of the agency’s audit.  The total NPL shown in the 
financial statements is not split out to show each charter school’s NPL.  The five charter 
schools are: 
 

1. Bitney College Prep High School, 
2. Forest Charter School, 
3. Sierra Montessori Academy, 
4. Twin Ridges Home Study Charter School, and 
5. Yuba River Charter School. 

 
See Appendix B for the results of the search for financial statements. 
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Discussion 
 
Most Nevada County public employees have a defined benefit pension plan administered by 
CalPERS or CalSTRS as part of their employee compensation package.  This benefit assures 
retired public employees a predictable retirement income protected by California law. 
 
Where there had been surplus assets in the past, the state now has a large unfunded NPL 
primarily due to the recession starting in 2008 in which the CalPERS and CalSTRS investments 
lost a large portion of their value.  In Nevada County, the Jury’s review of 2016 financial 
statements has calculated the NPL for 26 county agencies to be approximately $336 million. 
 

                      AGENCIES          NPL 
County and Municipalities $ 167,745,712 
Western Nevada County Special Districts $   48,203,290 
Truckee Special Districts $   21,157,099 
Western Nevada County School Districts $   99,172,619 
TOTAL $ 336,278,720 

 
In short, CalPERS and CalSTRS do not have the money required to pay the predicted benefits 
that are guaranteed to be paid and protected by California Law.  Accordingly, the member 
employers must make up the difference. 
 
The State Controller’s office has estimated the pension debt of California’s 130 state and local 
pension plans to be approximately $254 billion.  That amount is based on how much money the 
system assumes it will gain from investments.  But actual returns do not follow a straight line.  
In the past two decades, CalPERS and CalSTRS have hit their target only two out of every 
three years.  As far back as 1994, CalPERS was projecting 8.75 percent growth from 
investment returns.  Today it has lowered projections to 7.0 percent.  CalSTRS assumed 8.5 
percent returns in 1994 but it is also revising its rate down to 7.0 percent.  Some pension 
advisors believe the projections are still overly optimistic. 
 
The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) establishes rules that it recommends 
public agencies follow (and most do) when presenting their financial results.  The recent 
implementation of GASB Statement #68 (GASB 68) requires public agencies to report their 
NPL as a liability to their net position on their audited financial statements beginning with the 
fiscal year ended June 30, 2015.  Prior to this accounting rule change, agencies only reported 
required annual contributions to pension plans on their income statements but NPL was not 
reflected on their Net Position Statements. The net position is one way to evaluate the financial 
health of an organization.  The new method of reporting has provided greater transparency into 
the future impact of pension promises on current agency financials.  The addition of NPL as a 
liability on the Net Position Statements of government agencies has resulted in dramatic 
reductions to most agencies’ net position. 
 
Agencies are required to make annual contributions to the pension plan administrator 
(CalPERS and CalSTRS).  Portions of the yearly contributions are used to make payments to 
current retirees and the remainder is invested into a diversified portfolio of stocks, bonds, real 
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estate, and other investments.  The NPL is the difference between how much an agency should 
be saving to cover its future pension obligations and how much it has actually saved.  Less than 
expected returns by many CalPERS and CalSTRS investments have resulted in long-term 
projections of market value insufficient to meet the plans’ obligations. 
 
Growing NPLs and lower investment growth lead to higher required contributions by public 
agencies to their pension plans.  Because these payments are contractually required, they are 
not a discretionary item in the agencies’ budgeting process. 
 
Until recently, CalPERS had a policy aimed at returning the retirement system to fully-funded 
status within 30 years.  It has now targeted 20 years in which to return it to fully-funded status.  
The net effect of this change is to increase the annual contributions required by each employer.  
Consequently, steadily increasing pension payments are competing with and reducing other 
items in the budgets.  
 
In January 2018 the League of California Cities issued a Retirement System Sustainability 
Study and Findings which includes three key recommendations (Appendix C): 
 

1. City pension costs will dramatically increase and eventually reach unsustainable 
levels. 

2. Rising pension costs will require cities to nearly double the percentage of their 
General Fund dollars to pay to CalPERS. 

3. Cities have few options to address growing pension liabilities. 
 
The report offered suggestions for cities to address these fiscal challenges.  These are: 
 

1. Develop and implement a plan to pay down the city’s NPL. 
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 transparent collective bargaining to increase employee pension contributions. 
6. Issue a pension obligation bond. 

 
The Jury believes these League of California Cities’ recommendations should be adopted by 
all Nevada County agencies. 
 
The NPL of Nevada County’s public agencies cannot be made to disappear.  It represents 
benefits earned over several decades by public employees and constitutes a legal and ethical 
obligation.  Some progress has been made to reduce the growing liability but the vast bulk still 
needs to be paid. 
 
 

Findings 
 

F1 Nearly every Nevada County agency has a Net Pension Liability. 
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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 makes the following recommendations. 
 

R1 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. 

 
R2 Public agencies and public employee unions should explore how increasing employee 

pension contributions can reduce non-funded pension liabilities. 
 

R3 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. 

 
R4 Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of 

California Cities. 
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R5 Higgins Fire Protection District should comply with Government Code 26909 and file 
an audited financial statement for 2015-2016. 

 
R6 Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should report the Net Pension Liability for 

charter schools that are part of its agency’s audit. 
 

R7 Nevada City School of the Arts should report its Net Pension Liability in its financial 
statements. 

 
 

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 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. 
 

 Town of Truckee for Recommendations R2 and R4 by 10 August 2018. 
 

 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. 
 

 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. 

 
 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. 
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 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. 
 

 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. 
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 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. 
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Appendix A 
 

NEVADA COUNTY PUBLIC AGENCIES 
NET POSITION STATEMENT DATA 

2016 
 

Agency Assets Liabilities Net Position Net Pension 
Liability 

NPL % 
of 

Net 
Position 

NPL % of 
Liabilities 

       
COUNTY AND MUNICIPALITIES 
County of 
Nevada $452,115,976 $204,630,431 $249,882,965 $143,371,040 57% 70% 

City of Grass 
Valley $129,240,858 $36,146,111 $93,094,747 $12,879,011 14% 36% 

City of Nevada 
City $25,853,390 $8,372,137 $12,839,589 $3,204,165 25% 38% 

Town of 
Truckee $225,870,471 $23,535,597 $204,054,950 $8,291,496 4% 35% 

 
COUNTY AND MUNICIPALITIES TOTALS 
 

 $167,745,712   

       
WESTERN NEVADA COUNTY SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
Nevada 
Irrigation 
District 

$512,525,523 $114,710,733 $397,814,790 $43,525,370 11% 38% 

Nevada County 
Consolidated 
Fire District 

$6,243,759 $4,704,144 $1,481,062 $3,801,425 257% 81% 

Nevada 
Cemetery 
District 

$6,128,775 $426,992 $5,651,220 $192,258 3% 45% 

Ophir Hill Fire 
Protection 
District 

$1,884,505 $233,856 $1,650,606 $131,224 8% 56% 

Peardale 
Chicago Park 
Fire Protection 
District 

$1,490,278 $147,266 $1,289,753 $89,335 7% 61% 

Penn Valley 
Fire Protection 
District 

$2,496,477 $667,720 $3,090,460 $432,756 14% 65% 

Nevada County 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

$617,857 $56,129 $561,728 $30,922 6% 55% 
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Agency Assets Liabilities Net Position Net Pension 
Liability 

NPL % 
of 

Net 
Position 

NPL % of 
Liabilities 

       
WESTERN NEVADA COUNTY SPECIAL DISTRICTS continued 
Higgins Fire 
Protection 
District 

Financial statement in process 

 
WESTERN NEVADA COUNTY SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
TOTALS 
 

$48,203,290   

       
TRUCKEE SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
Truckee 
Donner Public 
Utilities 
District 

$163,775,304 $48,948,240 $113,229,938 $10,250,329 9% 21% 

Truckee Fire 
Protection 
District 

$16,099,866 $5,961,082 $10,176,878 $4,680,993 46% 79% 

Tahoe-Truckee 
Sanitation 
District 

$67,735,788 $6,884,123 $60,851,665 $4,519,215 7% 66% 

Truckee Tahoe 
Airport District $58,129,058 $4,928,194 $53,504,307 $1,706,562 3% 35% 

 
TRUCKEE SPECIAL DISTRICT TOTALS 
 

 $21,157,099   

       
WESTERN NEVADA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
Nevada County 
Superintendent 
of Schools** 

$24,900,379 $22,191,071 $3,442,545 $17,704,242 514% 80% 

** Consolidated financial statement includes 5 charter schools 
CalPERS    $6,988,507   
CalSTRS    $10,715,735   

Grass Valley 
School District $11,492,877 $16,755,881 ($4,934,052) $15,469,370 -314% 92% 

CalPERS    $4,953,665   
CalSTRS    $10,515,705   

Chicago Park 
School District $4,137,882 $1,296,919 $3,053,768 $1,138,960 37% 88% 

CalPERS    $256,726   
CalSTRS    $882,234   

Clear Creek 
School District $2,780,976 $1,265,287 $1,671,654 $1,224,545 73% 97% 

CalPERS    $390,366   
CalSTRS    $834,179   
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Agency Assets Liabilities Net Position Net Pension 
Liability 

NPL % 
of 

Net 
Position 

NPL % of 
Liabilities 

     
WESTERN NEVADA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICTS continued 
John Muir 
Charter School $463,500 $15,086,678 ($9,421,710) $11,542,000 -123% 77% 

CalPERS    $2,654,000   
CalSTRS    $8,888,000   

Nevada City 
School District $17,068,160 $7,165,097 $9,933,780 $6,194,916 62% 86% 

CalPERS    $1,452,992   
CalSTRS    $4,741,924   

Nevada County 
School of the 
Arts 

$1,036,970 $32,708 $1,004,262 not shown in FS 

Nevada Joint 
Union High 
School District 

$52,346,135 $42,259,563 $9,158,904 $24,130,158 263% 57% 

CalPERS    $5,880,128   
CalSTRS    $18,250,030   

Penn Valley 
Union 
Elementary 
School District 

$9,468,445 $5,935,083 $3,299,824 $5,411,865 164% 91% 

CalPERS    $1,533,651   
CalSTRS    $3,878,213   

Pleasant Ridge 
Union School 
District 

$10,646,912 $9,893,862 $327,021 $9,274,654 2836% 94% 

CalPERS    $1,534,284   
CalSTRS    $7,740,370   

Twin Ridges 
Elementary 
School District 

$6,997,773 $1,332,100 $5,684,555 $1,149,645 20% 86% 

CalPERS    $433,744   
CalSTRS    $715,901   

Union Hill 
Elementary 
School District 

$9,116,618 $6,341,807 $3,157,586 $5,932,264 188% 94% 

CalPERS    $1,446,217   
CalSTRS    $4,486,047   

 
WESTERN NEVADA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICTS TOTALS 
 

$99,172,619   

 
NEVADA COUNTY TOTALS 
 

 $336,278,720   
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Appendix B 
 

NEVADA COUNTY PUBLIC AGENCIES 
FINANCIAL DATA TRANSPARENCY 

23 April 2018 
 

AGENCY WEBSITE Ease of 
Transparency 

Last Financial 
Stmt 

# of Years 
Posted 

     
COUNTY AND MUNICIPALITIES    
County of 
Nevada mynevadacounty.com Transparent 2017 11 

City of Grass 
Valley cityofgrassvalley.com Transparent 2017 9 

City of Nevada 
City nevadacityca.gov Transparent 2015 5 

Town of Truckee townoftruckee.com Transparent 2017 11 
     
WESTERN NEVADA COUNTY SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
Nevada Irrigation 
District nidwater.com Transparent 2016 3 

Nevada County 
Consolidated Fire 
District 

nccfire.com Not Transparent  0 

Nevada 
Cemetery District nevadacemeterydistrict.com About us – 

Budget 2015 2 

Ophir Hill Fire 
Protection 
District 

ophirhillfire.org Not Transparent  0 

Peardale Chicago 
Park Fire 
Protection 
District 

pcpfire.com Not Transparent  0 

Penn Valley Fire 
Protection 
District 

pennvalleyfire.com Transparent 2016 1 

Nevada County 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

ncrcd.org Not Transparent  0 

Higgins Fire 
Protection 
District 

higginsfire.org Not Transparent  0 

     
     
     
     
     
     

http://www.nccfire.com/
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AGENCY WEBSITE Ease of 
Transparency 

Last Financial 
Stmt 

# of Years 
Posted 

     
TRUCKEE SPECIAL DISTRICTS    
Truckee 
Cemetery District truckeecemeterydistrict.com Not Transparent  0 

Truckee Donner 
Public Utility 
District 

tdpud.org Transparent 2016 3 

Truckee Fire 
Protection 
District 

truckeefire.org Transparent 2017 1 

Tahoe-Truckee 
Sanitation 
District 

truckeesan.org Transparent 2017 9 

Truckee Tahoe 
Airport District truckeetahoeairport.com Transparent 2016 7 

     
WESTERN NEVADA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
Chicago Park 
School District chicagoparkschool.org Not Easily 2017  

Clear Creek 
School District clearcreekschool.com Transparent 2017  

Grass Valley 
School District gvsd.us Not Transparent NA  

Nevada City 
School District ncsd.school Transparent 2016 2 

Nevada Joint 
Union High 
School District 

njuhsd.com Board Agenda 
Packet 2016  

Penn Valley 
Union 
Elementary 
School District 

pennvalleyschools.k12.ca.us Board Agenda 
Packet 2017  

Pleasant Ridge 
Union School 
District 

prsd.us Board Agenda 
Packet *   

Twin Ridges 
Elementary 
School District 

twinridgeselementary.com Not Transparent   

Union Hill 
Elementary 
School District 

district.uhsd.k12.ca.us Not Transparent   

Nevada County 
Superintendent of 
Schools 

nevco.org Not Transparent   

Bitney College 
Prep High School bitneyprep.net Not Transparent   

     
     

http://www.ncsd.school/
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AGENCY WEBSITE Ease of 
Transparency 

Last Financial 
Stmt 

# of Years 
Posted 

     
WESTERN NEVADA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICTS continued 
Forest Charter 
School forestcharter.com Not Transparent 

**   

John Muir 
Charter School johnmuircs.com Transparent 2017  

Nevada City 
School of the 
Arts 

ncsota.org Not Transparent   

Sierra Montessori 
Academy sierramontessori.org Not Transparent   

Twin Ridges 
Home Study 
Charter School 

twinridgeshomestudy.org Not Transparent 
***   

Yuba River 
Charter School yubariversschool.org Not Transparent   

 
*     Agendized for 12-13-16 not included in packet. 
**   Agendized for 1-17-17 no packet available online. 
*** Agendized for 1-11-17 no packet available – link from agenda does not work. 
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Appendix C 
 

League of California Cities® 
Retirement System Sustainability Study and Findings 

January 2018 
 
The League of California Cities® supports and continues to advocate for secure defined benefit 
pension plans and the reforms that will allow them to flourish through the next century of 
public service.  Defined benefit plans have proven to be an effective vehicle to provide pension 
benefits to employees and support California’s public servants throughout their lifetimes.  
Local governments wish to continue to use these pension plans to attract and retain a highly 
skilled workforce. 
 
The California Public Employee Retirement System (CalPERS), however, is underfunded.  As 
of January 2018, CalPERS had only 68 percent of the funds required to pay estimated 
retirement benefits – in other words, only 68 cents for every dollar needed to fund retiree 
pension commitments.  Several factors have contributed to unsustainability of the CalPERS 
system – and as a result, the contributions paid by all public employers to CalPERS are 
dramatically increasing.  California cities are feeling the effects of growing budgetary pressure 
more than other public employers. 
 
To better understand the cost drivers behind increasing local employer contribution rates and 
impacts on cities, the League commissioned Bartel Associates, LLC, a leading California 
actuarial firm serving only public sector agencies to: 
 

 analyze anticipated pension contribution rates for cities as a percentage of payroll; and 
 determine how those future contribution rates would impact cities’ General Funds. 

 
This study was limited only to pension liability.  It does not reflect costs to cities associated 
with active or other post-employment benefits such as health care.  Bartel Associates based its 
analysis on CalPERS’ June 30, 2016 public agency actuarial valuation data and results of the 
League’s October 18, 2017 City Survey. 
 
The findings of this study reveal the following: 
 

1. Rising pension costs will require cities over the next seven years to nearly double the 
percentage of their General Fund dollars they pay to CalPERS. 

2. For many cities, pension costs will dramatically increase to unsustainable levels. 
3. The impacts of increasing pension costs as a percentage of General Fund spending will 

affect cities even more than the state.  Employee costs, including police, fire and other 
municipal services, are a larger proportion of spending for cities. 

 
The results of this study provide additional evidence that pension costs for cities are 
approaching unsustainable levels.  While the state budget has recovered significantly since the 
2004 recession with the assistance of substantial voter-approved tax increases, some cities have 
yet to recover.  With local pension costs outstripping revenue growth, many cites face difficult 
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choices that will be compounded in the next recession.  Under current law, cities have two 
choices: attempt to increase revenue or reduce services.  Given that police and fire services 
comprise a large percentage of city General Fund budgets, public safety, including response 
time, will likely be impacted.  
 
Cities are looking for sustainable solutions that provide near-term relief while broader impacts 
from pension reform enacted by the Legislature in the Public Employees’ Pension Reform Act 
(PEPRA) [applying to employees hired after January 1, 2013] materialize.  However, tangible 
savings resulting from PEPRA will not have a substantial effect on city budgets for decades. 
 
The League has created an online resource (www.cacities.org/pensions) to provide additional 
background and information for cities on this issue.  Consistent with its adopted Pension 
Sustainability Principles, the League looks forward to working with employees, CalPERS, the 
Legislature and the Governor to achieve meaningful options for cities to address growing 
unfunded pension liabilities that will ensure cities remain solvent and able to provide services 
to residents while continuing to offer employees sustainable pension and health benefits. 
 
 

Key Findings 
 
City pension costs will dramatically increase to unsustainable levels. 
 
Between FY 2018–2019 and FY 2024–2025, cities’ dollar contributions will increase by more 
than 50 percent.  For example, if a city is required to pay $5 million in FY 2018–2019, the 
League expects that it will pay more than $7.5 million in FY 2024–2025. 
 
Miscellaneous Employees: In FY 2024–2025, half of cities are anticipated to pay over 30.8 
percent of their payroll towards miscellaneous employee pension costs, with 25 percent of 
cities anticipated to pay over 37.7 percent of payroll.  This means that for every $100 in 
pensionable wages (generally base salary), the majority of cities would pay an additional $31 or 
more to CalPERS for pensions alone.  This amount does not include active or retiree 
healthcare. 
 
For “mature cities” with larger numbers of retirees, the percentages are even higher.  Half of  
those cities are anticipated to pay 37.9 percent or more of payroll and 25 percent are anticipated 
to pay 42.9 percent or more of payroll.  These findings are not specific to one region of the 
state.   The data shows that cities throughout California are dealing with these challenges. 
 
Public Safety Employees: Contributions are projected to be much higher for cities that employ 
safety personnel (police officers and firefighters).  By FY 2024–2025, a majority of these cities 
are anticipated to pay 54 percent or more of payroll, with 25 percent of cities anticipated to pay 
over 63.8 percent of payroll.  In other words, for every $100 in salary, the majority of cities 
would pay an additional $54 or more to CalPERS for pensions alone.  As with miscellaneous 
employees, for cities with a large number of retirees, these percentages are even higher.  The 
cities paying the highest percentages of payroll are spread throughout the state. 
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Unsustainable Costs: For FY 2024–2025, the average projected contribution rate as a 
percentage of payroll is 34.6 percent for miscellaneous employees and 60.2 percent for safety 
employees.  For cities with a large percentage of retirees, the averages are 39.4 percent and 
67.5 percent. 
 
Rising pension costs will require cities to nearly double the percentage of their General Fund 
dollars they pay to CalPERS. 
 
The League surveyed its members regarding the proportion of their General Fund budget 
devoted to paying pension costs to CalPERS.  These percentages are for CalPERS costs only, 
over and above the cost of salaries and do not include the cost of active and retiree health care. 
 
On average, from FY 2006–2007 to FY 2024–2025, cities will nearly double the percentage of 
the General Fund dollars that goes to CalPERS.  In FY 2006–2007, the average city spent 8.3 
percent of its General Fund budget on CalPERS pension costs.  That average increased to 11.2 
percent in FY 2017–2018 and it is anticipated to increase to 15.8 percent in FY 2024–2025.  In 
FY 2024–2025, 25 percent of cities are anticipated to spend more than 18 percent of their 
General Fund on CalPERS pension costs with 10 percent anticipated to spend 21.5 percent or 
more.  These cities are located throughout the state. 
 
The state also faces increasing pension costs.  According to Governor Brown’s 
proposed FY 2018–2019 budget introduced in January, $3.2 billion of the state’s General Fund 
will be allocated to pay down CalPERS pension liabilities.  This is approximately 2.75 percent 
of the total $131 billion proposed General Fund budget.  Furthermore, when all state-related 
retiree costs, including teachers in CalSTRS and state contributions for retiree health care are 
taken into account, that number increases to 8 percent of the state’s General Fund.  While these 
amounts are significant and affect the state’s ability to fund other priorities, cities’ pension cost 
impacts alone – without considering any obligations for active and retiree health care – are 
significantly higher as a percentage of cities’ General Funds. 
 
Cities have few options to address growing pension liabilities. 
 
Under the California Constitution, a city’s options for revenue raising are strictly limited.  Any 
increase in local taxes requires voter approval and voter tolerance for tax increases is waning.  
Much of a city’s budget is dedicated to employee salaries and benefits to provide fire 
protection, law enforcement, parks services and other municipal services.  If new revenues are 
unavailable, as contributions rise local agencies are forced to significantly reduce or eliminate 
critical programs. 
 
Despite the significant changes made through PEPRA, local governments will continue to face 
the financial conundrum of meeting their pension obligations.  PEPRA, with all of its positive 
changes, does little to address the more immediate and near-term pension funding problems 
facing local governments.  The anticipated benefits of PEPRA reforms are applicable only to 
new CalPERS employee members, and therefore it will take decades for these savings to be 
reflected in city budgets. 
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Under current law, there are only two sources to address the growing unfunded liability at 
CalPERS that cities face: higher than expected investment returns or increased employer 
contributions.  Although CalPERS recently reduced its discount rate to 7 percent, the Fund 
projects a 6.1 percent return over the next 10 years.  It is highly probable that public agencies 
will be expected to pay more to make up the difference – this is unsustainable. 
 
 

What Cities Can Do Today 
 
Many cities have already exercised their limited options under current law to address the fiscal 
challenges attributed to growing pension liabilities, which include: 
 

7. Develop and implement a plan to pay down the city’s Unfunded Actuarial Liability 
(UAL): 

a. Possible methods include shorter amortization periods and pre-payment of cities 
UAL. This option may only work for cities in a better financial condition. 

8. Consider local ballot measures to enhance revenues: 
a. Some cities have been successful in passing a measure to increase revenues.  

Others have been unsuccessful.  Given that these are voter approved measures, 
success varies depending on location. 

9. Create a Pension Rate Stabilization Program (PRSP): 
a. Establishing and funding a local Section 115 Trust Fund can help offset 

unanticipated spikes in employer contributions.  Initial funds still must be 
identified.  Again, this is an option that may work for cities that are in a better 
financial condition. 

10. Change service delivery methods and levels of certain public services: 
a. Many cities consolidated and cut local services during the 2004 recession and 

have not been able to restore those service levels.  Often, revenue growth from the 
improved economy has been absorbed by pension costs.  The next round of 
service cuts will be even harder. 

11. Use procedures and transparent bargaining to increase employee pension contributions: 
a. Many local agencies and their employee organizations have already entered into 

such agreements. 
12. Issue a pension obligation bond (POB): 

a. However, financial experts including the Government Finance Officers 
Association (GFOA) strongly discourage local agencies from issuing POBs.  
Moreover, this approach only delays and compounds the inevitable financial 
impacts. 
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o CaliforniaPensionReform.com: A group dedicated to putting a pension initiative 
on the statewide ballot led by Dan Pellissier, who served as an advisor to Gov. 
Arnold Schwarzenegger. 

 Blogs  
o Calpensions.com: A blog by former San Diego Union-Tribune reporter Ed 

Mendel. 
 
 
 
 
  

http://www.californiapensionreform.com/
https://calpensions.com/


 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  47 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESPONSES 
 
  



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  48 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  49 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  50 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  51 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  52 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  53 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  54 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  55 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  56 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  57 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  58 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  59 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  60 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  61 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  62 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  63 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  64 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  65 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  66 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  67 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  68 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  69 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  70 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  71 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  72 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  73 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  74 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  75 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  76 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  77 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  78 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  79 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  80 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  81 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  82 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  83 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  84 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  85 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  86 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  87 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  88 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  89 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  90 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  91 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  92 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  93 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  94 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  95 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  96 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  97 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  98 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  99 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  100 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  101 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  102 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  103 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  104 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  105 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  106 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  107 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  108 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  109 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  110 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  111 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  112 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  113 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  114 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  115 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  116 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  117 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  118 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  119 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  120 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  121 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  122 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  123 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  124 
 

 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  125 
 

 
 
 



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  126 
 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
 

  



 

Nevada County Grand Jury 2017-2018 Final Report  65 
 

 
 
 
 
 

2017-2018 DETENTION FACILITY INSPECTION REPORT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
 

  



 

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report  26 
 

2017-2018 Detention Facility Inspection Report 
 
 

Summary 
 
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. 
 
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 per 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. 
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Glossary 
 
2015-2016 Report Grand Jury’s 2015-2016 Report entitled “Carl F. Bryan  
 II Regional Juvenile Hall - Is It Worth the Cost?” 
AB109 California Public Safety Realignment Act of 2011 
Cal Fire California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
CDCR California Department of Corrections and  

Rehabilitation 
CO Correctional Officer 
County County of Nevada 
Nevada City Holding Facility Nevada County Superior Court Holding Facility 
IWF Inmate Welfare Fund 
Jury Nevada County Grand Jury 
Juvenile Hall Carl F. Bryan II Juvenile Hall 
NCSO Nevada County Sheriff’s Office 
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 civil 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 grand jury reviews and evaluates procedures, operations, and systems utilized 
by local agencies to determine whether more effective methods may be employed. 
 
California Penal Code Section 919(b) requires each county’s grand jury to inquire annually into 
the condition and management of public prisons within the county.  The subject of this report is 
the results of this year’s Jury’s inquiry into the condition and management of the public prisons 
in the County. 
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Approach 
 
The Jury inspected each of the public prisons in the County as follows: 
 

Truckee Jail    August 24, 2017 
Nevada City Holding Facility  September 7, 2017 
Wayne Brown    October 5, 2017 
Juvenile Hall    January 11, 2018 
Washington Ridge   March 8, 2018 

 
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 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/or 
hazardous conditions.  The kitchen in each facility, where present, was inspected.  Educational 
and vocational programs as well as discipline and inmate grievance procedures were reviewed.  
Policies for inmate classification, orientation, and visitation were also reviewed. 
 
The following describes the current condition of each facility. 
 
 

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.  In 2007 the average daily population was 189 inmates but by 2016 the 
average daily population had increased to 210.  In October 2017 it was 220.  The current rated 
capacity is 283 inmates with 5 additional beds in the medical unit to be used as needed. 
 
Wayne Brown is staffed with three full-time deputies, 47 correctional officers (CO), and five 
sergeants.  The ratio of male to female COs is approximately 50/50.  There is an ongoing 
problem with maintaining mandatory minimum staffing due to a lack of applicants who can pass 
the background check needed to qualify.  In addition, COs often apply to become deputies when 
the opportunity arises.  The shortage of COs and mandatory minimum staffing requirements 
result in the regular need for mandatory overtime and shift extensions. 
 
The infirmary is staffed by one nurse.  One nurse practitioner is also available during the day 
shift to handle sick call.  There is a doctor on call and one full time psychological worker to 
handle psychological issues.  Such issues have become more of a problem in recent years.  These 
professionals evaluate mental disorders or competencies to determine if inmates should be 
transferred to a state hospital or other secure treatment facility. 
 
The Jury visited the housing pods, recreational room, toured the intake area including the sally 
port, holding cells, 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 
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maintain the safety of inmates and staff.  The Jury also interviewed prisoners away from staff for 
their input into jail operations. 
 
All cooking and baking is performed in-house at Wayne Brown.  The kitchen is commercial 
grade and is staffed by federal inmates who are eligible to do such work.  Due to the longer terms 
for such federal inmates, they provide more continuity in the kitchen.  Unfortunately, the kitchen 
does not offer food handler certification to help in job placement when inmates return to society 
as does the kitchen at Juvenile Hall. 
 
The traditional library has been replaced by digital resources.  The former library room has been 
converted to a space for mindfulness stress reduction programs, inmate dramatic productions, 
and other recreational opportunities. 
 
There were several areas of concern in connection with the operation of Wayne Brown.  First, 
the Public Safety Realignment Act of 2011 (AB109) transferred certain inmates from State 
prison to county jails and increased the number of felons in county jails.  In the past, the normal 
maximum term in county jails was one year.  Wayne Brown, like most county jails, was not 
designed for housing long-term inmates.  It lacks, for example, the recreation facilities that are 
offered in state prisons.  It is not clear how this issue can be resolved without State intervention. 
 
Another area of concern is the management of the IWF.  The IWF is established by Penal Code 
Sec. 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 speak 
to other sources of revenue for the IWF.  Substantial amounts of money are involved.  The 
balance of funds in the Wayne Brown IWF at the beginning of 2017 was $399,901. 
 
Pursuant to the statute, the permitted uses of funds from the IWF are, among others: 
 

 generally, uses primarily for the benefit, education, and welfare of the inmates confined 
within the jail; 

 
 the salary and benefits of personnel used in the programs to benefit the inmates such as 

education, drug and alcohol treatment, and “other programs deemed appropriate by the 
sheriff;” and 

 
 to augment those required county expenses such as meals, clothing, housing, or medical 

services “as determined by the sheriff to be in the best interests of inmates.” 
 
Thus, use of IWF funds is broadly discretionary.  It appears that the NCSO has adopted a 
conservative approach to the use of IWF funds, keeping close to the statutorily approved uses. 
 
The NCSO has adopted a directive (Corrections Division Directive #64) “[t]o establish 
procedure [sic] for the administration of the Inmate Welfare Fund.”  Directive #64 establishes 
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numerous operational procedures for the IWF.  However, the NCSO appears to be out of 
compliance with Directive #64 as follows: 
 

 Section A of Directive #64 establishes a Welfare Fund Committee comprising 3 voting 
members: the Facilities Operations Lieutenant, the Facility Support Lieutenant, and a 
“volunteer member from the general public.”  Directive #64 provides that “[t]he 
committee shall provide advice and counsel regarding administration and expenditures of 
the Inmate Welfare Trust Fund.”  There currently is no Welfare Fund Committee.  There 
is no input from a member of the general public.  Decisions about purchases from the 
IWF currently are reviewed up the chain of command in the same manner as non-IWF 
expenditures. 

 
 Section B of Directive #64 sets forth “Staff Duties” for a Facility Support Lieutenant, an 

Accounting Assistant, and a Program Manager.  Currently, the “Staff Duties” provisions 
of Directive #64 are not followed.  It appears that the listed duties are carried out but not 
by the staff designated in Directive #64. 

 
 Section E of Directive #64 provides that “Inmate Welfare Fund property will be assigned 

a permanent welfare fund ID number and entered onto an asset inventory list.  An 
inventory will be conducted annually by the Facility Support Lieutenant and the Program 
Manager.”  There are currently no inventories maintained as required by Section E.  A 
general inventory of items above a designated price threshold is maintained at Wayne 
Brown but there is no separate inventory for the IWF. 

 
There is no statute or policy that requires the NCSO to follow its own directives concerning the 
IWF.  Nor have we been able to find any source of “best practices” concerning the operations of 
an IWF in California.  There is a separate statute, Penal Code Sec. 5005, that establishes IWFs in 
the State prisons and it specifically requires biennial audits and, in the intervening years, a 
“statement of operations.”  However, that statute does not apply to IWFs in county jails like 
Wayne Brown. 
 
No audit of the IWF has been performed by the County Auditor nor are transactions in the IWF 
reviewed by anyone other than the NCSO.  The Auditor-Controller has not performed a separate 
audit of the fund but individual transactions are reviewed by that office.  The Jury has not found 
any suspicious financial activity related to the IWF but the lack of an inventory and the sporadic 
summary reports of financial activity provided to the Board of Supervisors make any analysis of 
IWF income and expenditures challenging. 
 
 

Carl F. Bryan II Juvenile Hall 
 
Pursuant to California law, only persons under 18 years of age at the time of his or her 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 and in favor of alternatives to detention including release on recognizance, release on 
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bond, community support, and formal evidence-based monitoring programs.  At the time of the 
Jury’s inspection of Juvenile Hall, there were four detainees resident in a facility configured to 
hold 30 detainees.  All four of the detainees were from Nevada County.  While the County has 
agreements with neighboring counties for the detention of juveniles from those counties at 
Juvenile Hall, there have not been any such detainees at Juvenile Hall for several months.  One 
reason for the drop off in detainees from other counties is the recent completion of a new 
juvenile facility in Tuolumne 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 detainee.  A new 
California program called the Transitional Age Youth Program (TAY) has been in effect for 
about a year.  The TAY program relates to detainees who are 18 years of age or older but under 
21 years of age on the date their offense was committed.  It permits incarceration of such 
detainees outside of county jails in facilities such as Juvenile Hall that offer programs for 
rehabilitation.  Modifications have been made to Juvenile Hall so that detainees in the TAY 
program can be detained there but not co-mingled with the 17 and under detainees.  It was hoped 
that the TAY program would increase the number of detainees at Juvenile Hall and reduce the 
cost per detainee.  Unfortunately, very few detainees eligible for TAY have been available and 
there has been no amelioration of the financial difficulties that were discussed in the 2015-2016 
Report. 
 
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.  In its response to the 2015-2016 
Report, the Board of Supervisors asserted that housing detainees in other counties would increase 
costs by requiring NCSO deputies or Probation officers drive detainees to and from the places of 
detention.  However, we note that all of the contracts that the County entered into with 
neighboring counties for detention of their juveniles at Juvenile Hall provided that Nevada 
County would bear the costs of transportation.  Hence, we would expect that Nevada County 
would not incur those costs in sending juveniles the other way. 
 
At the time of the Jury’s visit, we observed that the facility is clean and well maintained.  There 
are numerous programs and incentives to help detainees get a fresh start.  Recreational facilities 
and educational programs are provided.  Detainees are able to acquire work skills in gardening 
and the culinary arts.  All meals are prepared onsite and detainees 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. 
 
Juvenile Hall experienced a brief period of intensive use last summer when detainees from the 
Yuba and Sutter County juvenile halls, at risk during the Oroville Dam crisis, were transferred 
here.  Thirty-four new detainees arrived on very short notice.  By all accounts, the staff and 
facilities performed well.  The kitchen was able to ramp up to meet the increased needs and even 
got some of the Yuba and Sutter detainees working on food preparation. 
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In summary, it appears that Juvenile Hall continues to be a well-run and maintained facility.  
While the financial issues discussed in the 2015-2016 Report, in particular the $2,000,000 annual 
excess cost, continue to be a concern, the administration and staff continue to work on 
encouraging uses that could reduce the financial problems.  One promising possibility involves 
the use of the building as a regional facility for incarceration and treatment of prisoners with 
mental health issues.  Such a use is in very preliminary stages of discussion but, if it is possible, 
could help solve an ongoing and increasing problem in jails in the foothill counties. 
 
In its response to the 2015-2016 Report the Board of Supervisors pointed out that “Resolution 
No. 00-427, dated September 5, 2000, passed by the Nevada County Board of Supervisors, to 
receive the Construction Grants Program Grant Contract between the State Board of Corrections 
and County of Nevada, funding to build the Carl F. Bryan II Juvenile Hall stipulates in Exhibit 
D, page 1 of 4, "The Grantee assures and certifies that it: will not dispose of, modify the use of, 
or change the terms of the real property title, or other interest in the site or facilities, or lease the 
facility for operation by other entities, without permission and instructions from the Office of 
Juvenile Programs, U.S. Department of Justice."  We note that the TAY program comprised such 
an alternative use and the approval for that alternate use from the U.S. Department of Justice was 
obtained through a brief exchange of emails.  It is difficult to believe that the Department of 
Justice will force the County to operate Juvenile Hall at an excess cost of $2 million per year. 
 
The Jury has no further recommendations for change at this time.  The Jury again entreats the 
Board of Supervisors to consider closing down Juvenile Hall and to find an alternative use of the 
facility.  While the programs offered at Juvenile Hall are exemplary, the cost is prohibitive. 
 
 

Washington Ridge Conservation Camp 
 
Washington Ridge, located northeast of Nevada City off Route 20, is one of 44 conservation 
camps administered jointly by the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
(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 100 but can handle up to 300 additional 
firefighters when necessary to respond to major disasters.  The current inmate population is 78 
including support inmates assigned to do the cooking, cleaning, yard maintenance, and 
equipment maintenance and repair.  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 
AB109.  As a consequence of AB109, 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 prerequisites for eligibility to serve time in the conservation camps.  In 
addition, they have sought to encourage county sheriffs to transfer eligible inmates from county 
jails to conservation camps.  There currently is one NCSO inmate serving at Washington Ridge. 
The cost to the County for that inmate being housed and fed at Washington Ridge is $10/day. 
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The camp is self-sufficient.  It has its own well and a back-up generator that can run the whole 
camp.  It maintains five fire trucks each having a crew of 13-17 inmates.  The trucks are 
equipped to be self-sustaining for days, if necessary.  The inmates do the maintenance on the 
trucks and on the other fire-fighting equipment including chainsaws and hand tools. 
The firefighting inmates are selected in a multi-step process and are carefully trained to perform 
their dangerous duty.  Even though many man-hours of service are provided yearly fighting fires 
within the State the number of accidents is very low.  In addition to firefighting, the crews 
perform needed work in the community.  Local projects have included cutting firewood, working 
in public parks, and performing needed work for nonprofit programs such as maintenance for 
parks and sports fields.  Crews are available for $250 per day for a full crew for counties, cities, 
and certain nonprofit organizations.  Washington Ridge estimates that local communities have 
saved $3.5 million in the last year due to the use of Washington Ridge inmates doing community 
improvement projects.  During 2017, Washington Ridge inmates did an estimated 115,000 hours 
of community service work and 69,000 hours of firefighting. 
 
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 to house 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.  There is 24-hour staffing with a minimum of 
two COs including one female CO and two trustees.  One trustee is on site full time and one part 
time.  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. 
 
The Truckee Jail was built in the early 1960s and it is showing its age.  Nevertheless, it appears 
to be adequate for its limited use.  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. 
 
 

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 prisoners are brought into the facility.  We questioned the deputies and the 
COs regarding their duties, prisoner treatment, safety of the prisoners, safety of the public, 
security, maintenance of the 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 
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it is time for the inmate’s court appearance, the inmate is chained and handcuffed, and 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 also 
cameras directed at entrances and exits to the courthouse and some on the exterior of the building 
to help control access.  The cell area was clean and well maintained, and nothing appeared to be 
a potential danger for either the prisoners or the COs who supervise the prisoners. 
 
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 the prisoner.  Because of the restraints 
employed and the alertness of the officers, any prisoner who attempts to flee is unlikely to be 
successful. 
 
There is an air quality problem in the area where the NCSO’s administrative offices and security 
monitoring station are located.  The County is responsible for the maintenance of the building 
and the Jury could find no record that the County has made any effort to measure air quality at 
that location.  Asked about air quality in the control center, no one could remember it having 
been tested.  Moreover, no one knew if or when maintenance had been performed on the 
ventilation system.  This is a potential issue for both inmates and COs because of the propensity 
of bacteria to flourish in a closed environment with many different individuals passing through. 
During our visit, two members of the Jury were affected by the quality of the air. 
 
The age of the building also causes concern about the existence of asbestos possibly being used 
in its construction.  If so, it creates a health hazard to the lungs of everyone who enters the 
building, and especially those who remain in it for a prolonged period. 
 
 

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: 
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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. 

 
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. 

 

 
Request for Responses 

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

Nevada County Sheriff’s Office for Findings F1 and F3 and Recommendations R1, R2, 
and R4 by 9 August 2018. 

 
Nevada County Board of Supervisors for Finding F2 and Recommendations R3 and R4 
by 9 August 2018. 
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RESPONSES 
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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 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. 

 
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 empaneled 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 of a private citizen 
or as a result of data analysis, inspections, or interviews conducted by jurors.  Over the past 
decade, Nevada County Grand Jury investigations have resulted in reports that include topics 
such as: 
 

1. Alternative Education: NUHS Telecommunications Partnership Academy: 2006-2007 
2. Compensation and Benefits Review of the County Board of Supervisors: 2007-2008 
3. Child Protection and Welfare: 2010-2011 
4. Vagrancy in Nevada County – Illegal Campfires: 2014-2015 
5. Body Worn Cameras: 2015-2016 

 
This short sample of report titles is taken from the more than 70 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 to the general public. 
 
In Nevada County, citizens volunteer to serve as members of the grand jury.  The application 
period closes each year on May 1st.  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?  Jurors come from all walks of life.  We have 
retired lawyers, engineers, school principals, building contractors, medical professionals, 
military officers, business owners, homemakers, government employees … and the list goes on. 
 

http://nccourt.net/
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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 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 year, you are sworn in by the Supervising Judge of the 
Grand Jury and instructed that you are expected to maintain complete secrecy of 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. 
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Nevada County Grand Jury Application 
 
Name: ____________________________________________________________ 
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  NO 

 

1. Are you a United States citizen? _____ _____ 
 

2. Are you 18 years of age or older?  _____ _____ 
 

3. Have you been a resident of Nevada County for 
at least one year?  _____ _____ 
 

4. Do you speak English?  _____ _____ 
 

5. Are you currently serving as a trial juror?  _____ _____ 
 

6. Are you within one year of having been discharged 
as a grand juror?  _____ _____ 
 

7. Have you ever been convicted of malfeasance in 
office or of any felony?  _____ _____ 
 

8. 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. How many miles (round trip) is it from your residence to the  
Eric Rood Administrative Center? __________________ 
 

2. Are you now or have you ever been involved in litigation 
against Nevada County or any local public agency?  __________________ 
 

3. Rank your skill level with a computer (1 = poor, 5 = expert).  __________________ 
 

4. Indicate your age range: 18-25 __ 26-34 __ 35-44 __ 45-54 __ 55-64 __ 65-74 __ 75+ __ 
 

5. State your level of education:  __________________________________________ 
 

6. Indicate your gender:          Female _____                    Male _____  
 

7. 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. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

2. Describe any previous research or investigative experience. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

3. Describe any issues you might have investigating any local county or city governmental 
department or private or non-profit agency.  
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

4. What do you think are some of the major problems facing city and county government?  
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

5. 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?  
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

6. Describe any physical or sensory impairments (vision, hearing, etc.) you have.  
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

7. Why would you like to serve on the Grand Jury?  
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

8. Have you or your spouse ever been employed by a governmental body or agency and, if 
so, 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, I 
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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