
PLACER COUNTY GRAND JURY 
RESPONSES TO THE 2021-2022 FINAL REPORT 

 
 

 
STATE 

OF 

CALIFORNIA 

November 2022 
 



Responses to the Placer County Grand Jury 
2021-2022 Final Report 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cover Photos 
(Clockwise from top left) 
Truckee Tahoe Airport – Norma J. Worley 
Lincoln City Hall – Bob Bettencourt 
Schuyler Colfax Statue – Bill Oudegeest 
Auburn Historical Courthouse – Joe Sledge 
DeWitt Homeless Encampment 1 – Norma J. Worley 
South Placer Adult Correctional Facility – Joe Sledge 
DeWitt Homeless Encampment 2 – Norma J. Worley 
Distance Learning Student – Monica Gavia 
Auburn Juvenile Detention Facility – Joe Sledge 



Responses to the Placer County Grand Jury 
2021-2022 Final Report 

 

 

PLACER COUNTY GRAND JURY 
11532 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603 Phone: (530) 886-5200 
E-mail: info@placergrandjury.org Fax: (530) 886-5201 

 
 
 
 

November 10, 2022 

The Honorable Alan V. Pineschi The Honorable Suzanne Gazzaniga 
Presiding Judge, Superior Court Advising Judge, Superior Court 
County of Placer County of Placer 
P.O. Box 619072 P.O. Box 619072 
Roseville, CA 95661 Roseville, CA 95661  

 
Subject: Responses to the 2021-2022 Placer County Grand Jury Final Report 

 
Dear Judge Pineschi, Judge Gazzaniga, and Citizens of Placer County, 

The current Placer County Grand Jury has received, reviewed, and assembled the responses 
to the 2021-2022 Placer County Grand Jury Final Report which was published in June 2022. 

This report contains all responses received by the grand jury. While some may not adhere 
to the legal requirements of California Penal Code § 933.05, they are published as received 
by the current Placer County Grand Jury. The mayors from the cities of Colfax and Lincoln 
did not respond to the grand jury. 

This report is being published in electronic form and will be available on the Placer County 
Superior Court’s website at: http://www.placer.courts.ca.gov/general-grandjury- 
reports.shtml. Hard copies are available by request only. To obtain a hard copy please 
contact the Placer County Grand Jury at info@placergrandjury.org. Please include your 
name, title, agency name, department name, and a complete mailing address. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Barbara Ferguson, Foreperson 

http://www.placer.courts.ca.gov/general-grandjury-reports.shtml
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INTRODUCTION 

The Placer County Grand Jury Final Report for 2021-2022 was published in June 2022. A 
copy of the report can be found on the superior court’s website at: 
http://www.placer.courts.ca.gov/general-grandjury-reports.shtml. 

Penal Code § 933.05 spells out the State law regarding responses to the grand jury 
including the timeframe in which a recommendation will be implemented and if the 
respondent agrees with the findings. 

Government offices, agencies, and local entities cited in the Final Report for a response are 
required to respond to the Final Report within 60 days (elected officials who head county 
agencies) or 90 days (governing bodies of public agencies). 

The current Placer County Grand Jury would like to thank the 2021-2022 jury for their 
efforts in producing the Final Report. In addition, the current jury would like to thank the 
Honorable Alan Pineschi, Presiding Judge, The Honorable Suzanne Gazzaniga, Advising 
Judge, Deputy County Counsel Emily Taylor and Shane Campbell-Kaslin, our office 
manager, for their ongoing support. 

2021-2022 Grand Jury Members 
 

Lorena Sims – Foreperson 
Auburn 

 

Bob Bettencourt 
Roseville 

Jan Borrego 
Lincoln 

Mark Brown 
Roseville 

Dennis Dohner 
Roseville 

Marti Fischer 
Auburn 

Wayne Fiske 
Foresthill 

Monica Gavia 
Penryn 

Gail Graybeal 
Roseville 

Phil Hermanson 
Lincoln 

Paul Jessen 
Lincoln 

Larry Langham 
Granite Bay 

Bill Oudegeest 
Soda Springs 

Chuck Phillips 
Rocklin 

Sherry Rutledge 
Roseville 

Joe Sledge 
Roseville 

 
Sheral Manges Tennell 

Roseville 

 
Norma J. Worley 

Gold Run 

Lupine 
Future Service Dog 

Roseville 

http://www.placer.courts.ca.gov/general-grandjury-reports.shtml
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CALIFORNIA PENAL CODE § 933.05 
(emphasis added) 

 
(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Penal Code § 933, as to each grand jury finding, the 

responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: 
(1) The respondent agrees with the finding. 
(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding; in which case the 

response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include 
an explanation of the reasons therefore. 

(b) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Penal Code § 933, as to each grand jury recommendation, 
the responding person or entity shall report one of the following actions: 
(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the 

implemented action. 
(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the 

future, with a timeframe for implementation. 
(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope 

and parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be 
prepared for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being 
investigated or reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when 
applicable. This timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of 
publication of the grand jury report. 

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

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

(d) A grand jury may request a subject person or entity to come before the grand jury for the 
purpose of reading and discussing the findings of the grand jury report that relates to that 
person or entity in order to verify the accuracy of the findings prior to their release. 

(e) During an investigation, the grand jury shall meet with the subject of that investigation 
regarding the investigation, unless the court, either on its own determination or upon request 
of the foreperson of the grand jury, determines that such a meeting would be detrimental. 

(f) A grand jury shall provide to the affected agency a copy of the portion of the grand jury report 
relating to that person or entity two working days prior to its public release and after the 
approval of the presiding judge. No officer, agency, department, or governing body of a 
public agency shall disclose any contents of the report prior to the public release of the final 
report. 
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City of Colfax - Citizen Complaint Process 
The 2021-2022 Placer County Grand Jury received a citizen complaint alleging 
“harassment,” “bullying,” and “slander” by a City of Colfax elected official as described by 
the complainant on their completed Placer County Grand Jury Confidential Complaint 
Form. The citizen first addressed these concerns with the Placer County Assistant to the 
Undersheriff, was directed to the Colfax city manager, and then told to bring the concern to 
city council members or the grand jury. This was also detailed on the complainant’s grand 
jury complaint form. 

California Penal Code § 919(c) states, in part, “The grand jury shall inquire into willful or 
corrupt misconduct in office of public officers of every description within the county.” The 
grand jury determined after interviews with the complainant and witnesses that the 
alleged behavior did not rise to the level of “willful or corrupt misconduct.” As a result of 
information uncovered in the course of this investigation, the grand jury instead focused on 
the city’s complaint process and not the alleged misconduct activity by any public official. 

Findings 
The grand jury found that: 

F1: The City of Colfax has an incomplete complaint process. 

F2: The City of Colfax does not provide training on its complaint process to city 
employees. 

F3: The Colfax City Complaint Form is not easily accessible on the City of Colfax website 
and it is not clear on what happens to the complaint once filed. 

F4: The city manager stated that he lacked knowledge of the city’s citizen complaint 
process, as he disclosed in his interview with the grand jury. 

Recommendations 
The grand jury recommends that: 

R1: By October 1, 2022, the city manager and other City of Colfax officials shall review 
and publish documented policies and processes on managing citizens’ complaints. 

R2: By October 1, 2022, the city shall provide training to management staff and city 
officials on the citizen complaint process and their responsibilities on how to handle 
complaints. 

R3: By October 1, 2022, the City of Colfax shall make the complaint form and 
instructions easily accessible and available in a drop-down menu on the city’s main 
web page. 
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R4: By November 1, 2022 the Colfax City management will communicate the new 
complaint process and inform Colfax citizens about the process and how to file a 
complaint. 

R5: By November 1, 2022, all complaints shall follow a written complaint process 
utilizing the confidential complaint form. 

Request for Response 
Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the Placer County Grand Jury requests a response from 
the following governing bodies: 

 

Recommendations Response 
Requiring Response Due Date 

Wes Heathcock R1, R2, R3, R4, R5 October 1, 2022 
City Manager 
City of Colfax 
P.O. Box 702 
Colfax, CA 95713 

Trinity Burruss R1 September 1, 2022 
Mayor 
City of Colfax 
P.O. Box 702 
Colfax, CA 95713 
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Cybersecurity - Is Placer County Prepared for Cyber Threats? 
Government entities and private businesses face the daily risk of cyber-attacks. In the 
Sacramento region, both the Lodi School District and Sierra College experienced system 
shutdowns in 2021 due to unauthorized access with resulting sabotage. The Placer County 
Grand Jury investigated the exposure that Placer County information systems might be 
facing. The grand jury found that the Placer County Information Technology (PCIT) 
department has an excellent program to protect their information systems. The effort is 
well staffed and well managed. The grand jury did identify some improvements that should 
be evaluated for adoption. 

Findings 
The grand jury found: 

F1: Attendance at the quarterly meetings of the Security Working Committee is not a 
priority for all departments, and attendance is not 100 percent. As a result, 
strategies developed and implemented by the committee are not as robust as they 
could be. 

F2: There is no formal requirement for report updates by the Security Working 
Committee to the Leadership Committee, resulting in a lack of prioritization by 
county departments and potential cybersecurity weaknesses. 

F3: Placer County data, infrastructure, and applications are well protected from 
cybersecurity attacks. 

Recommendations 
The grand jury recommends: 

R1: By October 1, 2022, the County Executive Officer shall create a policy requiring all 
departments to send a representative to all Security Working Committee meetings. 
If the department designated representative has a conflict, a substitute should be 
sent to the committee meeting. 

R2: By November 1, 2022, the Chief Information Officer shall create a policy to require 
that the Chief Information Security Officer provide semiannual updates to the 
Leadership Committee on cybersecurity. These two semiannual updates should 
include a report on attendance to the quarterly meetings. In this way, the 
department executives would be confident that their department’s concerns were 
represented in the Security Working Committee quarterly meetings. 
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Request for Response 
Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the Placer County Grand Jury requests a response from 
the following governing bodies: 

 

Recommendations Response 
Requiring Response Due Date 

Jane Christenson R1 October 1, 2022 
Acting County Executive Officer 
175 Fulweiler Ave. 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Jarrett Thiessen R2 October 1, 2022 
Chief Information Officer 
3091 County Center Dr. 
Suite 160 
Auburn, CA 95603 
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Homelessness in Placer County 
In Placer County, on any given night, approximately seven hundred unhoused men, women, 
and children sleep in tents, cars, shelters, or on sidewalks. Point-in-time (PIT) reports, 
together with Placer County Health and Human Services (HHS) data, indicate that the 
majority fall into the category of chronic homelessness of one year or more. 

Since 2019, the DeWitt Center in Auburn has been home base for a group of individuals 
living on these county owned grounds. This tent encampment is home to approximately 
one-hundred men and women, and thirty pets. The impromptu campground consists of 
over sixty occupied informal tent-like homesteads, twenty abandoned tents, five porta- 
potties, a dumpster, mounds of trash, used drug paraphernalia, and deposits of human and 
animal waste. The DeWitt Center is also the headquarters for county services such as HHS 
and The Welcome Center, as well as the non-profit program The Gathering Inn Mid-Placer’s 
one-hundred bed shelter (currently housing ninety-two due to COVID-19 restrictions). 
Placer County Animal Services (PCAS) is located less than a half mile away. Although the 
DeWitt Center is the focal point of this investigation, it is an indicator of a county-wide problem. 
The grand jury set out to investigate the challenges experienced by the homeless and the barriers 
for individuals entering shelters and utilizing services available to them. 

 
Findings 
The grand jury found: 

F1: There is no single entity, department, or individual providing oversight and 
leadership in Placer County for the homeless issue resulting in uncoordinated or 
overlapping services. 

F2: Placer County officials were repeatedly unable to provide the grand jury with 
requested detail and information about the homeless problem, resulting in a lack of 
transparency. 

F3: No Placer County official was able to provide the grand jury with accurate statistics 
related to costs, funding, and population of the homeless, making analysis of the 
homeless issue difficult. 

F4: The Placer County Board of Supervisors allocated a $195,000 contract with Moore 
Iacofano Goltsman to provide facilitation, planning, and technical assistance to a 
regional workgroup. Despite repeated requests for information gathered by the 
consultants, the grand jury was refused access to the draft report, revealing a lack of 
transparency. 

F5: Martin v. Boise mandates that campers cannot be removed from their place of 
encampment if there are no adequate shelters available to house them, thus 
facilitating continued growth of hazardous encampments on county property. 
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F6: The creation of low barrier shelters would fulfill the requirements of Martin v. Boise 
and the Placer County Housing Element 2021 – 2029, HE-41. Low barrier shelters 
could resolve many of the homeless problems Placer County and local jurisdictions 
are faced with today. 

F7:  A local non-profit entity proposes a facility that, if approved, might address some of 
the needs of the homeless in Placer County. 

F8: The State of California Assembly Bill 2630 if passed, would require all cities and 
counties to declare all homeless funds received and how those funds were spent, 
which would force Placer County executives to be transparent about funding 
received and spent. 

F9: The approved camping ordinance is inadequate in discouraging the continued use of 
encampments. As written, the “clean and clear” provision will allow the campers’ 
homesite to be improved with no cost or responsibility placed on the camper. 
Allowing the campers to remain without accountability deters them from seeking 
help through county services. 

F10: The passing of this revised camping ordinance does not resolve the issue of how to 
reduce the number of campers and encampments in Placer County. 

F11: Campers migrate to Placer County due to the lax camping ordinance. Only 55-60 
percent of the campers in the PCGC encampment at the DeWitt Center are from 
Placer County, placing a burden on local taxpayers and public safety. 

F12: The DeWitt Center encampment is rampant with crime including assaults, batteries, 
sales and usage of narcotics, domestic violence, and possession of deadly weapons, 
creating an unsafe environment. 

F13: Not all homeless individuals make the choice to accept support services or enter 
shelters due to mental health or behavioral anomalies. 

F14: There is a lack of leadership, responsibility, and accountability among Placer County 
officials in dealing with the homeless situation. 

F15: The Placer County Sheriff’s Office Homeless Liaison Team is doing an effective job 
interacting with and controlling the situation at the DeWitt Center. The officers have 
excellent rapport and are caring and compassionate in dealing with the campers. 

F16: The Placer County Sheriff’s Office Homeless Liaison Team would be strengthened 
with the addition of more deputies. 

F17: All three of the previously contracted consultant reports, across nearly three 
decades and costing taxpayers hundreds of thousands of dollars, address the same 
issues and appear to have similar findings and recommendations, and have been 
ignored by previous and current county officials. 
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Recommendations 
The grand jury recommends that: 

R1: By January 1, 2023, Placer County Board of Supervisors shall designate a single 
homeless “czar” with the budget, authority, and resources to oversee the county’s 
services for the homeless. This position will provide leadership, oversight, and 
accountability in directing funds and resources allocated and expended for the 
homeless. This individual will report to the County Executive Officer. 

R2: By January 1, 2023, the Placer County Board of Supervisors shall implement the 
provisions of proposed Assembly Bill 2630, requiring all unincorporated areas and 
cities in Placer County to be transparent on all funding received and expended on 
homelessness. 

R3: By January 1, 2023, the Placer County Executive Officer shall create a transparent 
homeless expense report for the public. This report must include all county costs, 
expenses, and funding for all county programs relating to the homeless population. 
This report shall be published semi-annually on January 1 and July 1 of each year 
and shall be placed prominently on the county website. 

R4: By January 1, 2023, and to meet the obligations of the Martin v. Boise decision and 
the requirements of the Placer County Housing Element 2021 - 2029, HE-41, the 
Placer County Board of Supervisors shall immediately seek and obtain funding to 
create low barrier shelters throughout Placer County. 

R5: By January 1, 2023, all cities and jurisdictions in Placer County shall identify and 
apply for grants, allocate funds, and establish their own municipal low barrier 
facilities. 

R6: By October 1, 2022, in compliance with of the Placer County Housing Element 2021 
- 2029, HE-41, the Placer County Board of Supervisors shall seek out and approve a 
multi-service, including low-barrier, facility within Placer County. 

R7: By January 1, 2023, the Placer County Board of Supervisors shall pass an effective 
and enforceable ordinance to manage and remove unsanctioned camping on Placer 
County property. 

R8: By September 1, 2022, the Placer County Board of Supervisors and the Placer 
County Sheriff’s Office shall increase staffing and funding for the Homeless Liaison 
Team. 

R9: By October 1, 2022, the Placer County Board of Supervisors shall compare and 
evaluate the two prior homeless consulting reports (2004 and 2015) with the 
current 2022 report to determine why little or no action has been taken on the 
previous and almost identical report recommendations. No further consultants 
should be hired or compensated until previous recommendations have been 
implemented. 
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Request for Response 
Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the Placer County Grand Jury requests a response from the 
following governing bodies: 

 
 Recommendations 

Requiring Response 
Response 
Due Date 

Cindy Gustafson 
Chairperson 
Placer County Board of Supervisors 
175 Fulweiler Avenue 
Auburn, CA 95603 

R1, R2, R4, R6, 
R7, R8, R9 

September 1, 2022 

Devon Bell 
Sheriff 
Placer County Sheriff’s Office 
2929 Richardson Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

R8 September 1, 2022 

Jane Christenson 
Acting County Executive Officer 
Placer County Executive Office 
175 Fulweiler Avenue 
Auburn, CA 95603 

R1, R3 October 1, 2022 

Dominick Casey 
City Manager 
City of Roseville 
316 Vernon St 
Roseville, CA 95678 

R5 October 1, 2022 

Aly Zimmerman 
City Manager 
City of Rocklin 
3970 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, CA 95677 

R5 October 1, 2022 

Sean Scully 
City Manager 
City of Lincoln 
600 Sixth Street 
Lincoln, CA 95648 

R5 October 1, 2022 
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John W. Dunlevy, Jr. 
City Manager 

R5 October 1, 2022 

City of Auburn 
1225 Lincoln Way 
Auburn, CA 95603 

  

Sean Rabé 
Town Manager 
Town of Loomis 
P.O. Box 1330 
Loomis, CA 95650 

R5 October 1, 2022 

Wes Heathcock 
City Manager 
City of Colfax 
P.O. Box 702 
Colfax, CA 95713 

R5 October 1, 2022 
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Attachments can be found at: 

https://www.placer.ca.gov/documentcenter/view/59123/Final-Placer-Homelessness-Response-Emerging-Strategies-Phase- 
One-Report 

www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/62346/Investments-in-Homelessness 

https://www.placer.ca.gov/documentcenter/view/59123/Final-Placer-Homelessness-Response-Emerging-Strategies-Phase-One-Report
https://www.placer.ca.gov/documentcenter/view/59123/Final-Placer-Homelessness-Response-Emerging-Strategies-Phase-One-Report
http://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/62346/Investments-in-Homelessness
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https://www.placer.ca.gov/documentcenter/view/59123/Final-Placer-Homelessness-Response-Emerging-Strategies-Phase- 
One-Report 

www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/62346/Investments-in-Homelessness 

https://www.placer.ca.gov/documentcenter/view/59123/Final-Placer-Homelessness-Response-Emerging-Strategies-Phase-One-Report
https://www.placer.ca.gov/documentcenter/view/59123/Final-Placer-Homelessness-Response-Emerging-Strategies-Phase-One-Report
http://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/62346/Investments-in-Homelessness
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Lincoln, California – A City in Transition 
The city of Lincoln is a rapidly growing city. Its population increased 282.1 percent 
between 2000 and 2010, making it the fastest growing city with over 10,000 people in the 
United States. As a result of this significant growth, Lincoln is at a crossroads. 

The confluence of events potentially impacting Lincoln’s financial stability are (1) citizen 
mistrust of its government, and (2) urban sprawl that has farmers at odds with city council. 
A 2019 state auditor’s report on the city of Lincoln, titled Fiscal Mismanagement, 
Insufficient Accountability and Lax Oversight Threaten the City’s Stability (the state auditor’s 
report), pinpoints many issues of this fast-growing city. 

In the past few years, Lincoln has made noticeable changes to its city government with the 
election of new city council members, a commitment to greater government transparency, 
and more recently, hiring a new, experienced city manager. Despite these advances, some 
residents and a few generational farmers are at odds with the Lincoln City Council (LCC) 
and the Lincoln Planning Commission (LPC). Other citizens have pointed out continuing 
concerns that have not been addressed. These include financial issues, lack of transparency, 
prior grand jury reports, the current city plan, and overall approach to growth and other 
governing problems. 

Findings 
The grand jury found that: 

F1: Lincoln has significant financial issues and needs to find additional ways to increase 
revenue 

F2: City government has failed to act on previous recommendations. 

F3: Lincoln has an opportunity to raise some revenue through the airport fees but have 
not acknowledged there is needed action, as stated in the Lincoln News Messenger 
article. 

F4: Placer County has granted up to $11,700,000 additional funds to Lincoln to aid in its 
current financial situation to support public safety infrastructure. 

F5: Lincoln is attempting to resolve some of the problems caused by past 
mismanagement. 

F6: The new city manager seems capable and aware of the issues facing the city. 

F7: Lincoln lacks sufficient commercial and retail establishments needed to increase its 
tax base. 

F8: Lincoln lacks the demographic parameters that draw large retailers to a city. 

F9: The city has had significant turnover in city management positions including city 
manager, police chief, and fire chief. 

F10: The police and fire departments are greatly understaffed for the current population 
of the city. 
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F11: The city’s general plan needs to be updated to reflect population growth and the 
state of the city. 

F12: Lincoln’s sales tax rate is 7.25 percent. 

F13: Building more houses will not generate enough property tax revenue to solve the 
city’s financial issues. 

Recommendations 
The grand jury recommends that: 

R1: By October 1, 2022, the Lincoln City Council shall approve a raise in the sales tax. 

R2: By January 1, 2023, the Lincoln City Council shall establish a new task force to 
develop a plan to bring more retail and commercial businesses into the city. 

R3: By January 1, 2023, the Lincoln City Manager shall conduct a thorough financial 
review to set goals to meet the city’s needs based on realistic planned growth and 
funding levels. 

R4: By January 1, 2023, the Lincoln City Manager shall utilize the formal update process 
to amend the city plan to reflect the current and forward looking situation of the 
city. 

Request for Response: 
Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the Placer County Grand Jury requests a response from the 
following governing bodies: 

Recommendations Response 
Requiring Response Due Date 

Holly Andreatta, R1 ,R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 September 1, 2022 
Mayor  
City of Lincoln 
Lincoln City Hall 
600 Sixth Street 
Lincoln, CA 95648 

 
Sean Scully, Lincoln R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 October 1, 2022 
City Manager 
Lincoln City Hall 
600 Sixth Street 
Lincoln, CA 95648 
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Livestreaming of Classes 
Rapid Response from Schools During the COVID-19 Pandemic 
The COVID-19 pandemic that began in 2020 forced Placer County public schools to readjust 
how students were to be taught. Superintendents, principals, teachers, students, and 
parents participated in the necessary shift from in-class learning to distance learning, 
coordinated by the Placer County Office of Education. Numerous obstacles were overcome 
by the persistence and ingenuity of all involved. The experience and knowledge gained by 
Placer County educators will be useful if and/or when future disasters occur, such as fires, 
floods, and disease outbreaks. 

The pandemic brought to focus the need for developing and increasing the use of 
technology in the education of students, not only in a classroom setting, but in off-site 
settings as well. Livestreaming of neighborhood school classes during the pandemic 
months demonstrated it to be a workable learning option. Once students returned to the 
school setting, the use of this technology, was discontinued. The Placer County Grand Jury 
(PCGJ) researched how Placer County school districts handled implementation of 
alternative teaching methods during the pandemic and if livestreaming of a neighborhood 
campus is subsequently being considered as an alternative mode of instruction available to 
students who choose to continue to study at home but still be a part of the local campus. 

Findings 
The grand jury found that: 

F1: Placer County school districts are commended for their swift response to the 
pandemic shutdown of in-class learning. Their quick implementation of live- 
streaming classes, the educators’ willingness to embrace a new way of instructing 
students, and the districts’ generosity in providing laptops to ensure that no student 
is left behind, shows the dedication of all those involved in the educational field. 

F2: While technology is available to livestream neighborhood classes for students who 
must quarantine or for those students who might desire to attend neighborhood 
school classes via livestreaming, funding is not available to support the continuation 
of this type of teaching method. Average Daily Attendance funding is only allotted to 
Independent Study students and those that have “butts-in-seats.” 

Recommendations 
The grand jury recommends that: 

None. There are no recommendations, therefore no responses were required. 
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Placer County Jails and Holding Facilities 
Inspection Report 2021-2022 
Placer County Grand Jury conducted required inspections at the seven Placer County jails 
and holding facilities in Roseville, Rocklin, Auburn, and Tahoe City between the months of 
July and November 2021. The grand jury found these facilities to be secure, orderly, and 
well-run. 

Findings 
The grand jury found: 

F1:  The Placer County jails appear to be well-run, efficient, and safe. There were some 
areas where cleanliness could be improved, notably the holding cell area at Placer 
County Main Jail. 

F2: Jail personnel are well-trained, take pride in their work, and are very professional. 

F3: Inmate health care appears to be well managed by WellPath. 

F4: Staff is cooperative, knowledgeable, and courteous. 

F5: The minimum security work program is a big incentive for the inmates. Programs 
such as this may reduce the length of sentences and improve inmate behavior and 
morale. 

F6: The state deactivation of the inmate transfer facility at Deuel Vocational Institution 
has placed additional burdens on the county jail system. 

F7: Debris in the sally port at the Auburn Historic Courthouse poses security and safety 
issues. 

F8: A new security camera system at the Auburn Historic Courthouse has been installed 
and is completely operational. The system is unable to focus on vehicle license 
plates that were located in the parking lots, which is a potential security risk. 

F9: The restricted parking area at Burton Creek is not secure, leaving it open to 
trespassers and potential loss of county property. 

F10: The Burton Creek facility has outlived its functionality for the number of sheriff’s 
personnel working in it. 

F11: The Rocklin Police Department holding cells have been significantly underutilized 
over the past several years. As a result, the facility was requested to be decertified 
by the Board of State and Community Corrections. 

F12: Placer County Main Jail is to be commended for the inspirational messages painted 
on various walls throughout the facility. These demonstrate a management attempt 
to maintain positive tone for inmates and staff alike. 
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F13: Implementation of AB109 has had an adverse effect on the inmate population and 
management of the Placer County jail system. 

Recommendations 
The grand jury recommends: 

R1: By September 1, 2022, the Placer County Sheriff will institute improvement in the 
cleaning of the holding cells at the Auburn Main Jail. 

R2: By September 1, 2022, the Court Administrative Officer and Placer County Sheriff 
will have the debris within the sally port removed at the Auburn Historic 
Courthouse. 

R3: By January 1, 2023, the Court Administrative Officer and Placer County Sheriff shall 
enable the camera system to read license plates on vehicles in and around the 
parking lots at the Auburn Historic Courthouse. 

R4: By May 1, 2023, the Court Administrative Officer, Placer County Sheriff, and the 
Placer County Board of Supervisors shall approve and fund the construction of a 
security fence and gates enclosing the restricted parking area at Burton Creek. 

R5: By October 1, 2022, the Placer County Board of Supervisors shall provide a public 
update on the progress of a new substation to replace the Burton Creek facility. 

Request for Response 
Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the Placer County Grand Jury requests a response from 
the following governing bodies: 
 Recommendations 

Requiring Response 
Response 
Due Date 

Cindy Gustafson 
Chairperson 
Placer County Board of Supervisors 
175 Fulweiler Avenue 
Auburn, CA 95603 

R4, R5 October 1, 2022 

Jake Chatters 
Court Administrative Officer 
P.O. Box 619072 
Roseville, CA 95661 

R2, R3, R4 October 1, 2022 

Devon Bell 
Sheriff 
Placer County Sheriff’s Office 
2929 Richardson Dr. 
Auburn, CA 95603 

R1, R2, R3, R4 September 1, 2022 
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Placer County Juvenile Detention Facility and Rocklin Police 
Department and Juvenile Holding Facility 
California grand juries are mandated by California Penal Code § 919(b) to inspect and 
report on juvenile detention facilities. The 2021-2022 grand jury inspected both the 
Rocklin Juvenile Detention Facility and the Placer County Juvenile Detention Facility 
(PCJDF) on September 15 and November 4, respectively. The grand jury found both 
facilities to be well-organized, neat, well maintained, and run by dedicated and 
knowledgeable staff. The grand jury was particularly impressed by the programs for 
juveniles in the PCJDF and the philosophy behind the programs. 

Findings 
The grand jury found: 

 
F1: The Placer County Juvenile Detention Facility is well-run and well-organized by a 

dedicated, well-trained staff. 

F2: Juveniles in the Placer County system have programs tailored by staff to their 
individual needs and aimed at helping them re-enter regular society, which is 
commendable. 

F3: The Placer County Youth Program, keeps juveniles in or near their home 
communities, which is intended to make the transition at the end of their sentence easer. 
The inclusion of families in this program is also to be commended. 

F4: The Positive Behavioral Intervention and Support program, focuses on the positive 
rather than the negative, and offers detainees some opportunity to control their 
lives within the rules of the system. There are rewards for good behavior and 
immediate consequences for negative behavior. 

F5: The Placer County Juvenile Detention Facility is operating at significantly less than 
capacity, which is consistent with an admirable change in philosophy dealing with 
juveniles. Rather than adopting a punitive approach, staff is working to help 
juveniles re-enter their home communities and programs. 

F6: The Rocklin Juvenile Detention Facility is underutilized and, therefore, is a waste of 
resources and space. 

Recommendations 
The grand jury recommends: 

R1: By January 1, 2023, the Rocklin Police Department close the two cells that are 
maintained to hold juveniles and re-allocate the space as they did when the adult 
detention cells were closed. 
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Request for Response 
Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the Placer County Grand Jury requests a response from 
the following: 

 

Recommendations Response 
Requiring Response Due Date 

Rustin Banks R1 October 1, 2022 
Chief 
Rocklin Police Department 
4080 Rocklin Rd. 
Rocklin, CA 95677 
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Truckee Tahoe Airport District - A Model Airport 
The Truckee Tahoe Airport District (TTAD) is one of the largest special districts in Placer 
County. The 2021 annual budget for the TTAD was $18.9 million. The major funding 
sources include property taxes, fuel sales, and federal aviation subsidies. Although all 
homeowners pay property taxes, not all residents utilize the airport. 

The Placer County Grand Jury investigated the budgeting process of the TTAD and was 
particularly interested in how funds were utilized that were received via property taxes. 
We found that the funds received were directed appropriately. The TTAD utilizes a 
transparent budget process which provides multiple opportunities for citizens to share 
concerns and suggestions on potential uses of these funds. 

Findings 
The grand jury found that: 

F1: Federal Aviation Administration-related grant expenditures are not easily 
identifiable in the budget documents. 

F2: The budget expenditures and processes are appropriate, transparent, and well 
managed. 

F3: The Truckee Tahoe Airport District has a professional management team and an 
effective board of directors. 

F4: The airport board publicizes a budget calendar that spans over several months and 
is very open to public comment. 

F5: The Truckee Tahoe Airport District is sensitive to citizen concerns regarding 
property tax usage. 

F6: The Truckee Tahoe Airport District recognizes and continually addresses the 
importance of noise abatement. 

Recommendations 
The grand jury recommends that: 

R1: By December 31, 2022, the Truckee Tahoe Airport District Board of Directors will 
enhance the budget provided to the public by delineating the usage of the Federal 
Aviation Administration grant revenue. 
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Request for Response: 
Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the Placer County Grand Jury requests a response from 
the following governing body: 

 

Recommendations Response 
Requiring Response Due Date 

Kathryn Rohlf R1 September 1, 2022 
President, Board of Directors 
Truckee Tahoe Airport District 
10356 Truckee Airport Rd. 
Truckee, CA 96161 
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Continuity and Accountability 
The primary duty of the Placer County Grand Jury is to investigate the functions of city and 
county government, schools, and special districts. Each year in June, the grand jury issues 
its final report which includes reports on inspections and investigations done during the 
term. 

The report provides findings and recommendations for each investigation and inspection. 
Traditionally, a response report is issued in the November timeframe by the grand jury 
containing the responses from the investigated entities to their respective 
recommendations. 

The 2021-2022 grand jury believes it is important to verify that the responses were 
compliant with Penal Code § 933.05, which outlines what each response is to include. The 
intent of this report is to confirm that entities comply with the penal code. The Placer 
County Grand Jury produced its first continuity report in June 2021. This is the grand jury’s 
second continuity report. 

Findings 
The grand jury found: 

F1: Placer County Grand Jury wrote its first continuity report in 2020-2021 and is 
continuing that process this year, following up on noncompliant responses. 

F2: Newcastle Fire Protection District does not have clickable links on its website to 
their current agenda, making it noncompliant with the Brown Act. 

F3: Midway Heights Water District, Penryn Fire District, and Placer Hills Fire District all 
have links to their agendas, but the agendas posted are not current. This is 
noncompliant with the Brown Act. 

F4: The Placer County Sheriff’s Office response to the grand jury’s report on continuity 
and accountability was noncompliant with Penal Code § 933.05. While the response 
indicated that the recommendation would be implemented in the future, no timeline 
for implementation was provided. 

F5: Heather Glen Community Services District, Talmont Resort Improvement District, 
and the City of Lincoln did not provide responses that were compliant with Penal 
Code § 933.05. The response provided by these entities did not indicate agreement 
or disagreement with the pertinent findings. 

F6: Auburn Recreation & Parks District did not provide a response that was compliant 
with Penal Code § 933.05. The response provided did not indicate agreement or 
disagreement with the pertinent findings, nor did it provide any response to the 
recommendation. 
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Recommendations 
The grand jury recommends: 

R1: By the time of each year’s grand jury final report preparation, future Placer County 
Grand Juries shall continue to produce a continuity report each year. The grand jury 
shall follow up with any response that is not compliant with Penal Code § 933.05 
and require an updated compliant response. 

R2: By November 1, 2022, Newcastle Fire Protection District will insert on their website 
clickable links to their current agenda. 

 
R3: By September 1, 2022, Midway Heights Water District, Penryn Fire District and 

Placer Hills Fire District will all update their agenda links to include current 
agendas. 

 
R4: By September 1, 2022, the Placer County Sheriff’s Office will provide an updated 

response to the recommendations from the 2019-2020 grand jury report, indicating 
a timeline for implementation in compliance with Penal Code § 933.05. 

 
R5: By September 1, 2022, Heather Glen Community Services District and Talmont 

Resort Improvement District will provide updated responses to the 
recommendations from the 2020-2021 grand jury report, indicating agreement or 
disagreement with the pertinent findings in compliance with Penal Code § 933.05. 

 
R6: By October 1, 2022, the City of Lincoln will provide an updated response to the 

recommendations from the 2020-2021 grand jury report, indicating agreement or 
disagreement with the pertinent findings in compliance with Penal Code § 933.05. 

 
R7: By September 1, 2022, Auburn Recreation & Parks District will provide an updated 

response to the recommendations from the 2020-2021 grand jury report, indicating 
agreement or disagreement with the pertinent findings and a response to the 
pertinent recommendations in compliance with Penal Code § 933.05. 

Request for Response 
Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the Placer County Grand Jury requests a response from 
the following: 

Recommendations Response 
Requiring Response Due Date 

 
William Kahrl R2 September 1, 2022 
Chairperson 
Newcastle Fire Protection District 
P.O. Box 262 
Newcastle, CA 95658 
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David Wiltsee R3 September 1, 2022 
President 
Midway Heights County Water District 
P.O. Box 596 
Meadow Vista, CA 95722 

Cheryl Hotaling R3 September 1, 2022 
Chairperson 
Penryn Fire Protection District 
7206 Church St 
Penryn, CA 95663 

Peter Hills R3 September 1, 2022 
President 
Placer Hills Fire Protection District 
P.O. Box 350 
Meadow Vista, CA 95722 

Devon Bell R4 September 1, 2022 
Sheriff 
Placer County Sheriff’s Office 
2929 Richardson Dr 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Jim Henderson R5 September 1, 2022 
President 
Talmont Resort Improvement District 
P.O. Box 1294 
Tahoe City, CA 96145 

Max Bailey R5 September 1, 2022 
President 
Heather Glen Community Services District 
P.O. Box 715 
Applegate, CA 95703 

Gordon Ainsleigh R7 September 1, 2022 
Chairperson 
Auburn Area Recreation & Park District 
471 Maidu Dr #200 
Auburn, CA 95603 
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