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Compliance to Penal Code § 933.05 and Accountability 
Studying the Responses to the Placer County Grand Jury 2022-2023 
Final Report 

Summary 
The primary duty of the Placer County Grand Jury is to investigate the functions of city and 
county government, school districts, and special districts. Each year the grand jury 
conducts inspections of the jails, holding facilities, and the juvenile detention center in the 
county. Additionally, the grand jury investigates different aspects of city and county 
government. Reports are written on the inspections and investigations conducted during 
the term with each report listing the grand jury’s findings and recommendations. These 
documents are combined into a final report published each June.  

A Response Report is published in the fall of each term. The report contains the responses 
from the investigative entities to their respective recommendations. The current grand jury 
verifies responses are Penal Code § 933.05 compliant.  
 
Background 
The grand jury reviews the responses and compiles the Response Report for publication. In 
a review of past Placer County Grand Jury Final Reports the grand jury has identified 
several responses that have not complied with Penal Code § 933.05. The 2020-2021 grand 
jury issued the first compliance report which held responding entities accountable to the 
citizens of Placer County.  

Methodology 
The grand jury reviewed all the reports and responses to the 2022-2023 Placer County 
Grand Jury Final Report published on June 27, 2023. The final report contained nine 
individual reports, with thirty-seven findings and fourteen recommendations. The current 
grand jury did not review nor have access to the prior grand jury’s investigative evidence, 
which is confidential.  

Discussion 
What is a Fact? 
After research on a topic has been completed, the grand jury determines what facts of the 
investigation or inspection have been discovered. What are facts? They are: 

• information proven to be true, 
• verified by several sources, 
• relative to the subject, 
• objective – not subject to interpretation, and 
• precise. 
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What is a Finding? 
Once the grand jury has determined the facts, findings are developed based upon those 
facts. The grand jury’s findings are listed in each report and may or may not lead to a 
recommendation. What are findings? They are: 

• conclusions or value judgments based on verified facts which express approval or 
disapproval and 

• the link between the facts and the recommendations. 

What is a Recommendation? 
Recommendations are actions the grand jury believes the investigated and inspected 
entities should implement. Recommendations should be SMART, meaning they are:  

• Specific 
• Measurable 
• Actionable 
• Reasonable 
• Time framed 

What is a Compliant Response? 
Penal Code § 933.05 is very specific in what is required in a response. First, a respondent 
must address the findings listed in the report. There are only two responses allowed by the 
penal code. However, additional information is required if the respondent disagrees with a 
finding. If a report only lists findings and there are no recommendations, a response 
agreeing or disagreeing with each finding is not necessary. The responses allowed are: 

The respondent agrees with the finding. 

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 
reason(s) therefore. 

       Table 1 
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The Placer County Grand Jury Final Report released in June 2023 included thirty-seven 
findings. An analysis of the responses was done to determine how many respondents 
agreed or disagreed with the findings or did not reply. The chart below shows the 
breakdown of the analysis. 

 
         Chart 1 

The second step is to address the recommendations in the report, which require the 
entities to respond. There were fourteen recommendations in the grand jury report that 
required twenty-two individual responses. For purposes of subdivision (b) of Penal Code    
§ 933.05, the respondent shall report one of the following four actions with regards to the 
recommendation: 

The recommendation has been implemented with a summary regarding the 
implemented action. 

The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future, with a timeframe for the implementation. 

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. This timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of 
publication of the grand jury’s report. 

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

Table 2 

 

52%

24%

24%

FINDINGS

Agreed with Finding

Disagreed with
Finding

Did Not Respond
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The chart below provides the implementation statistics by the respondents for the 
recommendations to the nine reports published by the Placer County Grand Jury in            
June 2023.  

 
       Chart 2 

The tables on the following pages list each of the nine reports. Included is the summary of 
each report along with the findings, recommendations, and if the response(s) given to each 
recommendation is compliant with the penal code. From the data provided in these tables, 
the current grand jury developed their findings and recommendations for this report, 
which can be found starting on page 43. Penal Code § 933.05 can be found at the end of the 
report. Refer to Table 1 (above) for further explanation of the color coding on the tables. 

  

44%

20%

4%

28%

4%

RECOMMENDATIONS

Implemented

Will be Implemented

More Time/Study
Required

Will Not be
Implemented

Did Not Respond
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A Closer Look at Placer County Veterans Service Office 
The Placer County Veterans Service Office presented an overview of their services to the 
Placer County Grand Jury. As a result, the grand jury decided to further investigate the 
Veterans Service Office and its operations. During its investigation, the Placer County Grand 
Jury found the Veterans Service Office performs much needed services for veterans, 
regardless of county or state of residency.  

The Veterans Service Office is an integral part of the county’s Department of Health and 
Human Services. The veteran population in Placer County currently stands at 24,986, 
ranking fifteenth among the fifty-eight counties in the state. This office aids veterans in 
receiving benefits by confirming veteran status, assisting with filing compensation claims, 
and providing guidance with pension and tuition information for family members. The lack 
of accredited staff, however, has resulted in a loss of funding from the CalVet County 
Subvention Program. 

Despite the office having a limited staff and ruled by federal regulations required in filing 
an application, the veterans service representatives strive to process all claims in a timely 
manner. The grand jury found the Veterans Service Office staff to be dedicated to their job 
and to the veteran’s seeking assistance. 
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RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: The Veterans Service Office is 
underfunded.  

  x x   

R1: The Veterans Service Office 
budget be increased dramatically to 
reflect the importance of our 
veterans and their service to our 
country by January 1, 2024. 

      x YES 

F2: The Veterans Service Office 
does not have adequate 
accredited veteran service 
representatives to answer phones 
and process approved claims in a 
timely manner to receive 
subvention funds.  

  x x   

R2: Additional accredited Veterans 
Service Office positions be added to 
process claims and answer phones 
by January 1, 2024. x       YES 

F3: There are opportunities to 
partner with other programs in 
the Placer County Department of 
Health and Human Services to 
further support veterans. 

x       
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RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented 
Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with 
Target Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F4: The Veterans Service 
Office’s social media presence is 
insufficient in providing online 
information and promotion of 
their services.  

x       

 

     

F5: The Veterans Service Office 
is working to increase their 
outreach through the Veterans 
Advisory Council. 

x       

 

 

   

 

F6: There are benefits available 
to veterans and their families of 
which they may not be aware. 

x       
  

          
F7: The Promise to Address 
Comprehensive Toxics Act 
broadens the benefits and 
services for which veterans 
may be eligible. 

x       

  

          
F8: There has been a high 
turnover of the County Veteran 
Service Officer over the past 
five years. 

x       
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RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented 
Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with 
Target Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F9: The grand jury found the 
Veterans Service Office staff to 
be dedicated to their job and to 
the veterans seeking assistance. 

x       

  

          
F10: Depending on the 
complexity of the claim, it can 
take an accredited staff 
member up to four hours to 
compile required 
documentation and manually 
input into VetPro. 

x       
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RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES DIRECTOR 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: The Veterans Service Office is 
underfunded.  

  x x   

R1: The Veterans Service Office 
budget be increased dramatically to 
reflect the importance of our veterans 
and their service to our country by 
January 1, 2024. 

      x YES 

F2: The Veterans Service Office 
does not have adequate accredited 
veteran service representatives to 
answer phones and process 
approved claims in a timely 
manner to receive subvention 
funds.  

  x x   

R2: Additional accredited Veterans 
Service Office positions be added to 
process claims and answer phones by 
January 1, 2024. x       YES 

F3: There are opportunities to 
partner with other programs in the 
Placer County Department of 
Health and Human Services to 
further support veterans. 

x       

R3: The Placer County Department of 
Health and Human Services will 
identify opportunities to cross train 
CalFresh, Medi-Cal, and Veterans 
Service programs by  
December 1, 2023.  

  x     YES 
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RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES DIRECTOR 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F4: The Veterans Service Office’s 
social media presence is insufficient 
in providing online information and 
promotion of their services.  x       

R4: The Veterans Service Office will 
work with the Placer County 
Department of Health and Human 
Services to develop and implement a 
social media presence by  
January 1, 2024.  

x       YES 

F5: The Veterans Service Office is 
working to increase their outreach 
through the   Veterans Advisory 
Council. 

x       

R5: The Veterans Service Office 
continue with the Veterans Advisory 
Council to increase outreach among 
veterans. 

x 

      

YES 

F6: There are benefits available to 
veterans and their families of which 
they may not be aware. 

x       
  

          
F7: The Promise to Address 
Comprehensive Toxics Act broadens 
the benefits and services for which 
veterans may be eligible. 

x       

  

          
F8: There has been a high turnover 
of the County Veteran Service 
Officer over the past five years. 

x       
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RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES DIRECTOR 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F9: The grand jury found the Veterans 
Service Office staff to be dedicated to 
their job and to the veterans seeking 
assistance. 

x       

  

          

F10: Depending on the complexity of 
the claim, it can take an accredited staff 
member up to four hours to compile 
required documentation and manually 
input into VetPro. 

x       
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A Look into Mental Health Services in Placer County Schools 
The COVID-19 pandemic closed industries, businesses, and educational institutions across 
the nation. Those shutdowns were a visible precaution to curtail the spread of an invisible 
virus. The shutdowns, however, affected more than just buildings. Studies show students of 
all ages began to manifest mental health issues during the enforced closures of educational 
facilities. With the reopening of schools, educational administrators have noted a marked 
increase in behavioral issues in students. Not all students’ emotional issues can be blamed 
on the pandemic.  

The grand jury found Placer County schools have a multitude of interventions and mental 
health services and programs available to staff, students, and families. This report will 
detail many of the programs available within the school systems as well as community 
resources, which are accessible by the public and free to the community. 

********** 
This report included two findings but no recommendations.  

Therefore, no responses were required. 

Placer County Animal Services to the Rescue! 
The last report published by the Placer County Grand Jury, which focused on Placer County 
Animal Services, was published in June 2014. The report was titled, “Placer County Animal 
Services Facility—in a Perfect World.” The report recommended the original facility be 
“fixed versus replaced” and disagreed with a proposal presented to the Placer County 
Board of Supervisors to build a new facility.  

Given it has been nine years since the last report, and a new facility was constructed in 
2016, the 2022-2023 Placer County Grand Jury determined it was time to revisit Placer 
County Animal Services. This report focuses on the new facility, animal shelter operations, 
and animal control procedures in the greater Placer County community. Placer County 
Animal Services faces unique challenges due to the growth of Placer County’s Wildland 
Urban Interface and increased occurrences of wildfires. Their motto, “Saving people from 
animals and animals from people,” drives Animal Control Officers and Animal Services 
personnel to provide the best care and services in its daily and emergency operations. The 
grand jury found that Placer County Animal Services lives up to its motto while 
administering the many duties of their department. 

********** 
This report included three findings but no recommendations.  

Therefore, no responses were required. 
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South Placer Fire District 
Fiscal Challenges and Station Closures 
South Placer Fire District was formed in 1952 as a special district. Special districts are a 
form of local government created by a community to meet a specific need. Inadequate tax 
bases and competing demands for existing taxes can make it hard for cities and counties to 
provide services for citizens. When landowners want new services or higher levels of 
existing services, they can form their own district to pay for and administer them.  

The South Placer Fire District has reported ongoing financial difficulties over the past 
several years, due in part to its operational costs increasing faster than its sources of 
funding. Increased administrative and operational costs, diminished revenue streams, and 
changing service provision demands have required Division 2 of the South Placer Fire 
District to make significant changes to maintain their level of community service. These 
challenges, however, are not unique to South Placer Fire District, as they are being reported 
throughout the State of California. Financial shortfalls within established revenue 
collections are requiring fire districts to become more creative in manpower distribution, 
facility usage, and asset allocations. In many instances, potential reorganization of districts 
is a necessary, viable solution, allowing for increased overall efficiency. 
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RESPONSE FROM SOUTH PLACER FIRE DISTRICT BOARD 

FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: South Placer Fire District 
existing revenue streams are 
insufficient for the district to 
maintain their current level of 
operations. 

  x x   

R1: South Placer Fire District explore 
other revenue resources by 
September 20, 2023, to maintain 
their current level of operations. 

x       YES 

F2: South Placer Fire District 
Division 2 parcel assessment is 
insufficient for the division to 
maintain their current level of 
operations. 

x       

R2: South Placer Fire District 
Division 2 continue efforts to 
reintroduce a special assessment 
ballot measure, that will also adjust 
for inflation, by November 30, 2023. 

    x   YES 

F3: South Placer Fire District 
constituents seem unaware of 
the district’s performance and 
operating needs. 

x       

R3: South Placer Fire District 
increase constituents’ awareness of 
district performance and operating 
costs by proactively advising the 
public through town hall meetings, 
newsletters, social media, email, and 
direct mail before the next special 
election date by November 30, 2023. 

x       YES 
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RESPONSE FROM SOUTH PLACER FIRE DISTRICT BOARD 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F4: Budget shortfalls will result 
in additional justification for 
reorganization of South Placer 
Fire District.    x x   

R4: South Placer Fire District and the 
Local Agency Formation Commission 
reorganize and consolidate 
administrative and/or operational 
functions with neighboring districts 
by December 31, 2023. 

      x YES 
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RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY LAFCO 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: South Placer Fire District 
existing revenue streams are 
insufficient for the district to 
maintain their current level of 
operations. 

      x 

R4: South Placer Fire District and the 
Local Agency Formation Commission 
reorganize and consolidate 
administrative and/or operational 
functions with neighboring districts 
by December 31, 2023. 

      

x 

NO 
Did not respond 

to any of the 
findings 

required by 
Penal Code  

§ 933.05 
F2: South Placer Fire District 
Division 2 parcel assessment is 
insufficient for the division to 
maintain their current level of 
operations. 

      x 

  

          
F3: South Placer Fire District 
constituents seem unaware of 
the district’s performance and 
operating needs. 

      x 

  

          
F4: Budget shortfalls will result 
in additional justification for 
reorganization of South Placer 
Fire District.  

      x 
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Spending on Homelessness Within Placer County 
The 2020-2021 and 2021-2022 Placer County Grand Juries published reports on the 
homeless population in Placer County. On June 14, 2022, the Board of Supervisors 
published a chart showing Placer County government spending of approximately $20 
million for FY 2021 to 2022. The 2022-2023 grand jury found the total spending by city, 
town, and county during July 2021 through March 2023 amounted to more than $80 
million. 

 



18 

 

RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: Spending for homelessness 
in Placer County exceeded $80 
million for the periods covered in 
this report and is made up of 
funding by city, town, county, 
state, federal, and non-profit 
organizations. 

  x x   

R1: Placer County establish a full 
accounting of homeless funding and 
expenditures to citizens on an annual 
basis by January 1, 2024, and include 
in the annual budget going forward. 

      

x YES 

F2: The Placer County does not 
clearly define or report all 
sources of funding and 
expenditures on homelessness in 
the county budget.  

  x x   

            

F3: It appears there is little to no 
communication or coordination 
of spending among the 
incorporated cities and town, 
and the county. 

  x x   

            

F4: Funding for homelessness 
services comes from various 
sources including city, town, 
county, state and federal 
governments, and non-profit 
organizations.  

x       
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RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F5: The five incorporated cities 
and one incorporated town in 
Placer County do not have 
homeless budget line items that 
define sources of funding and 
expenditures. 

  

x x 
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RESPONSE FROM THE CITY OF AUBURN 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: Spending for homelessness 
in Placer County exceeded $80 
million for the periods covered in 
this report and is made up of 
funding by city, town, county, 
state, federal, and non-profit 
organizations. 

      x 

R2: Each of the five incorporated 
cities and one incorporated town in 
Placer County establish a full 
accounting of homeless funding and 
expenditures to its citizens on an 
annual basis by January 1, 2024, and 
include in the annual budget going 
forward. 

      

x 

NO 
Did not respond 

to any of the 
findings 

required by 
Penal Code  

§ 933.05 

F3: It appears there is little to no 
communication or coordination 
of spending among the 
incorporated cities and town, 
and the county. 

      x 

            

F4: Funding for homelessness 
services comes from various 
sources including city, town, 
county, state and federal 
governments, and non-profit 
organizations.  

      x 
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RESPONSE FROM THE CITY OF AUBURN 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F5: The five incorporated cities 
and one incorporated town in 
Placer County do not have 
homeless budget line items that 
define sources of funding and 
expenditures. 

      x 
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RESPONSE FROM THE CITY OF COLFAX 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: Spending for homelessness 
in Placer County exceeded $80 
million for the periods covered 
in this report and is made up of 
funding by city, town, county, 
state, federal, and non-profit 
organizations. 

      

x 

R2: Each of the five incorporated 
cities and one incorporated town in 
Placer County establish a full 
accounting of homeless funding and 
expenditures to its citizens on an 
annual basis by January 1, 2024, 
and include in the annual budget 
going forward. 

        
NO 

Did not respond to 
any of the findings 

or recommendation 
as required by Penal 

Code § 933.05 

F3: It appears there is little to 
no communication or 
coordination of spending among 
the incorporated cities and 
town, and the county. 

      

x 

            

F4: Funding for homelessness 
services comes from various 
sources including city, town, 
county, state and federal 
governments, and non-profit 
organizations.  

      

x 
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RESPONSE FROM THE CITY OF COLFAX 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F5: The five incorporated cities 
and one incorporated town in 
Placer County do not have 
homeless budget line items that 
define sources of funding and 
expenditures. 

      

x 
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RESPONSE FROM THE CITY OF LINCOLN 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: Spending for homelessness in 
Placer County exceeded $80 
million for the periods covered in 
this report and is made up of 
funding by city, town, county, 
state, federal, and non-profit 
organizations. 

      x 

R2: Each of the five incorporated 
cities and one incorporated town in 
Placer County establish a full 
accounting of homeless funding and 
expenditures to its citizens on an 
annual basis by January 1, 2024 and 
include in the annual budget going 
forward. 

  x    

NO 
The City of 

Lincoln replied 
to only one of 
five Findings. 

F3: It appears there is little to no 
communication or coordination of 
spending among the incorporated 
cities and town, and the county. 

      x 

          

 

F4: Funding for homelessness 
services comes from various 
sources including city, town, 
county, state and federal 
governments, and non-profit 
organizations.  

      x 
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RESPONSE FROM THE CITY OF LINCOLN 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F5: The five incorporated cities 
and one incorporated town in 
Placer County do not have 
homeless budget line items that 
define sources of funding and 
expenditures. 

x    
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RESPONSE FROM THE TOWN OF LOOMIS 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: Spending for homelessness 
in Placer County exceeded $80 
million for the periods covered 
in this report and is made up of 
funding by city, town, county, 
state, federal, and non-profit 
organizations. 

x       

R2: Each of the five incorporated 
cities and one incorporated town in 
Placer County establish a full 
accounting of homeless funding and 
expenditures to its citizens on an 
annual basis by January 1, 2024, and 
include in the annual budget going 
forward. 

      

x YES  

F3: It appears there is little to 
no communication or 
coordination of spending among 
the incorporated cities and 
town, and the county. 

  x x   

            

F4: Funding for homelessness 
services comes from various 
sources including city, town, 
county, state and federal 
governments, and non-profit 
organizations.  

  x x   
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RESPONSE FROM THE TOWN OF LOOMIS 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F5: The five incorporated cities 
and one incorporated town in 
Placer County do not have 
homeless budget line items that 
define sources of funding and 
expenditures. 

x 
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RESPONSE FROM THE CITY OF ROCKLIN 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: Spending for homelessness 
in Placer County exceeded $80 
million for the periods covered in 
this report and is made up of 
funding by city, town, county, 
state, federal, and non-profit 
organizations. 

x       

R2: Each of the five incorporated 
cities and one incorporated town in 
Placer County establish a full 
accounting of homeless funding and 
expenditures to its citizens on an 
annual basis by January 1, 2024, and 
include in the annual budget going 
forward. 

  x    YES 

F3: It appears there is little to no 
communication or coordination 
of spending among the 
incorporated cities and town, 
and the county. 

  x x   

            

F4: Funding for homelessness 
services comes from various 
sources including city, town, 
county, state and federal 
governments, and non-profit 
organizations.  

x       
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RESPONSE FROM THE CITY OF ROCKLIN 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F5: The five incorporated cities 
and one incorporated town in 
Placer County do not have 
homeless budget line items that 
define sources of funding and 
expenditures. 

  x x   
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RESPONSE FROM THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: Spending for homelessness in 
Placer County exceeded $80 
million for the periods covered in 
this report and is made up of 
funding by city, town, county, 
state, federal, and non-profit 
organizations. 

x       

R2: Each of the five incorporated 
cities and one incorporated town in 
Placer County establish a full 
accounting of homeless funding and 
expenditures to its citizens on an 
annual basis by January 1, 2024 and 
include in the annual budget going 
forward. 

  x    YES 

F3: It appears there is little to no 
communication or coordination of 
spending among the incorporated 
cities and town, and the county. 

  x x   

            

F4: Funding for homelessness 
services comes from various 
sources including city, town, 
county, state and federal 
governments, and non-profit 
organizations.  

x       
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RESPONSE FROM THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with 
Target Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F5: The five incorporated cities 
and one incorporated town in 
Placer County do not have 
homeless budget line items that 
define sources of funding and 
expenditures. 

  x x   
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Placer County Jails and Holding Facilities 
Annual Inspection Report 2022-2023 
The Placer County Grand Jury conducted required inspections at Placer County jails and 
holding facilities located in Roseville, Auburn, and Tahoe City between the months of 
August 2022 and February 2023. Multiple visits, both announced and unannounced, were 
made to the facilities. The grand jury found these facilities to be secure and well organized 
but found that cleanliness at the Placer County Main Jail and the South Placer Adult 
Correctional Facility was substandard.  
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RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY SHERIFF 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for 
Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: Showers, toilets, sinks, and 
cells are not adequately cleaned 
in the Placer County Main Jail 
and South Placer Adult 
Correctional Facility.  

x       

R1: The Placer County Sheriff 
develop written policies and 
procedures for cleaning of the cells, 
showers, and common areas that 
meet Board of State and Community 
Corrections standards for all facilities 
by September 1, 2023.  

x       YES 

F2: The Placer County Sheriff’s 
Office lacks detailed procedures 
for cleaning of the facilities and 
staff follow-up.  

x       

R2: The Placer County Sheriff 
develop a method to measure, follow-
up, and track the cleaning of holding 
cells, showers, and common areas for 
all facilities by September 1, 2023 

x       YES 

F3: The Placer County Sheriff’s 
Office Tahoe Substation is 
outdated and needs to be 
replaced.  

x       
            

F4: All facilities appeared well 
organized, safe, and secure.  x                   

F5: California Assembly Bill 109 
continues to have a profound 
negative impact on the county 
jail system.  

x       

            

  



34 

 

RESPONSE FROM PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FINDINGS 
A-Agree with Finding 
D-Disagree with Finding 
RGD-Reason Given for Disagreement 
DNR-Did Not Respond 

A D RGD DNR 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
IR-Implemented Recommendation 
WI-Will be Implemented with Target 
Date 
MT-More Time Needed with Target 
Date 
WNI-Will Not be Implemented 

IR WI MT WNI 
Compliance 

of 
Response 

F1: Showers, toilets, sinks, and cells are 
not adequately cleaned in the Placer 
County Main Jail and South Placer Adult 
Correctional Facility.  x       

R3: The Placer County Board of 
Supervisors provide a public progress 
report and timeline to the citizens of 
Placer County on the status of the 
Placer County Sheriff’s Office Tahoe 
Substation’s new facility by October 
1, 2023. 

x 

      

YES 

F2: The Placer County Sheriff’s Office 
lacks detailed procedures for cleaning 
of the facilities and staff follow-up.  x       

            

F3: The Placer County Sheriff’s Office 
Tahoe Substation is outdated and needs 
to be replaced.  

x       
 

          

F4: All facilities appeared well 
organized, safe, and secure.  x                   

F5: California Assembly Bill 109 
continues to have a profound negative 
impact on the county jail system.  

x       
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Placer County Juvenile Detention Facility 
Annual Inspection Report 
The California Penal Code § 919(b) authorizes county grand juries to inspect all jails and 
holding facilities within county boundaries. Historically, although not legally mandated, the 
Placer County Grand Jury (PCGJ) has also included the inspection of the Juvenile Detention 
Facility (JDF) located in Auburn. The 2022-2023 grand jury toured and inspected the 
facility on October 7, 2022. 

A supervising deputy probation officer conducted the inspection tour. The grand jurors 
found the facility to be clean and well maintained. Services provided include education, 
health, mental health, social awareness, and special programs. These programs are taught 
by contracted providers, credentialed teachers, volunteers, and probation staff. The JDF 
staff are well-trained, knowledgeable, and supportive of the detainees and are involved in 
all aspects of services available.  

********** 
This report included three findings but no recommendations. 

Therefore, no responses were required. 

Five-Year Follow-Up to the 2017-2018 Placer County Grand Jury Final 
Report 
Every year the Placer County Grand Jury (PCGJ) publishes a final report. The reports 
provide citizens of the county an insight into county and city governments, special districts, 
schools, libraries, and jails. These reports may offer recommendations to the different 
entities for possible improvement in their procedures or operations. This year the 2022-
2023 grand jury looked back five years to the recommendations from the 2017-2018 final 
report and investigated the updated status of those recommendations.  

********** 
This report included four findings but no recommendations. 

Therefore, no responses were required. 

Continuity and Accountability – Responses to the 2021-2022 Placer 
County Grand Jury Final Report 
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 the grand jury conducts 
inspections of the jails, holding facilities, and the juvenile detention center in the county. 
Additionally, the grand jury investigates different aspects of city and county government. 
Reports are written on the inspections and investigations  

********** 
This report included one finding but no recommendations. 

Therefore, no responses were required. 
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Conclusion 
The 2023-2024 Placer County Grand Jury is following the precedent set by the past three 
grand juries by publishing a Compliance and Accountability Report. It is important the 
grand jury verify respondents are Penal Code § 933.05 compliant.  

Findings 
The grand jury found: 

F1: Most replies from respondents were compliant with Penal Code § 933.05. 

F2: Replies from Placer County LAFCO Board, City of Auburn, and City of Lincoln were 
not compliant as they did not respond to all findings in their respective reports. 

F3: The City of Colfax did not respond to the Spending on Homelessness Within Placer 
County report and is therefore not in compliance with Penal Code § 933.05. 

Recommendations 
R1: By April 10, 2024, the City of Auburn, City of Lincoln, and the Placer County LAFCO 

Board will update their response to address their agreement or disagreement with 
each finding in their respective reports. 

R2: By April 10, 2024, the City of Colfax will respond to the grand jury with their 
agreement or disagreement to each finding in the Spending on Homelessness Within 
Placer County report as well as responding to the recommendation.  

Required Responses: 
Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the Placer County Grand Jury requires a response from 
the following governing body: 

     Recommendations         Response 
      Requiring Response       Due Date  
 
Auburn City Council R1                                        April 10, 2024  
City of Auburn 
1225 Lincoln Way 
Auburn, CA 95603 
 
Lincoln City Council R1                                       April 10, 2024 
City of Lincoln 
600 Sixth St 
Lincoln, CA 95648 
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     Recommendations         Response 
      Requiring Response       Due Date  
Placer County LAFCO R1                                April 10, 2024 
Board of Directors 
110 Maple St 
Auburn, CA 95603 
 
Colfax City Council        R2                                 April 10, 2024 
City of Colfax 
P.O. Box 702 
Colfax, CA 95713 
 
Copies Sent to:  
Placer County Board of Supervisors  
175 Fulweiler Ave 
Auburn, CA 95603  
 
Placer County Health and Human Services Director 
3091 County Center Dr 
Suite 290 
Auburn, CA 95603 
 
Placer County Sheriff 
Placer County Sheriff’s Office 
2929 Richardson Dr 
Auburn, CA 95603 
 
Rocklin City Council 
City of Rocklin 
3970 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, CA 95677 
 
Roseville City Council 
City of Roseville 
316 Vernon St 
Roseville, CA 95678 
 
South Placer Fire District 
Board of Directors 
110 Maple St 
Auburn, CA 95603 
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CALIFORNIA PENAL CODE 
Section 933.05 

(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 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 Section 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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