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2017-2018 Grand Jury Fact Sheet 
1.  On Wednesday, January 25, 2017, a 17-member Douglas County Grand Jury was impaneled by 

the Honorable Nathan Tod Young and the Honorable Thomas Gregory, 9th Judicial District Court 
Judges for Douglas County, Nevada. Twelve alternates were also selected. Members of the 
Grand Jury were selected as specified in the Nevada Revised Statutes Section 6.120. The statute 
requires that 36 people be able and willing to serve. 

2.  Nevada Revised Statutes 172.175. This statute specifically provides that each Grand Jury that is 
not impaneled for a specific limited purpose shall inquire into: 

3) The misconduct in office of public officers of every description within the county, which may 
constitute a violation of a provision of Chapter 197 of NRS. (Chapter 197 addresses Crimes 
concerning the Executive Power.) 

A Grand Jury that is not impaneled for another specific limited purpose may inquire into all matters 
affecting the morals, health and general welfare of the inhabitants of the county, any 
administrative division thereof and any township, unincorporated towns, or irrigation districts 
therein. A Grand Jury term of empanelment is one year. 

3.  They reviewed the final reports of the 2000/2001 and the 2007/2008 Grand Juries to see what 
recommendations were made. The results of this survey, whether these recommendations were 
implemented or not and how effectively, will be covered in subsequent sections of this report: 

1) Grand Jury Generated Reviews 

2) Community Generated Complaints with Recommendations. 

Recommendations for the Future 

Ten (10) years have elapsed since the previous Grand Jury review and report. The Grand Jury 
process provides an avenue for review of citizen complaints and suspicion or knowledge of misdoing. 
Frequent wellness checks on government are in the best interests of its citizens. Although the Grand 
Jury process comes at a cost to taxpayers, the lack of a timely Grand Jury review over the past 
ten years has proven to be far costlier. 

The 2017/2018 Grand Jury members encourage the 9th Judicial District Court Judges to impanel a 
new Grand Jury within the next five (5) years and at a minimum of every five-year interval thereafter. 

The 2017/2018 Grand Jury members request the county commissioners, elected officers, department 
heads and county employees to read the 2017/2018 Grand Jury Report. We believe the contents of 
this report contain pertinent information that will provide guidance in improving county government 
and the service provided to the citizens of Douglas County. Most of the testimony we heard indicated 
that few of our leaders and/or county staff had read previous Grand Jury Reports. This is 
unfortunate and indicates a lack of commitment to enhance the quality of our county 
government. 

Grand Jury Generated Reviews 

Schools Committee 

Recommendations: (Page 15) 

The Grand Jury makes the following recommendations in no specific order of priority: 
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1) Provide a battery backup system for the voice over IP phone servers and main office workstations 
at all schools. 

2) Continued coordination with DCSO for active shooter/lockdown drill training and protocols. 

3) Institute a youth education and substance abuse prevention program that focuses on student goals 
and potential, with data points on health effects and consequences of underage marijuana use and 
provides resources for parents and teachers to discuss marijuana use with children and teens. 

Fraud and Theft in the Vehicle Maintenance Department Committee 

Summary: (Page 16) 

The Grand Jury conducted investigations into issues involving several county departments. It was 
apparent there was a consistent pattern of poor management. Repeating examples included lack 
of managerial oversight and written or updated procedures and policies; inadequate and inconsistent 
training; and lack of transparency for the citizens of Douglas County. During these investigations, 
evidence of a substantial embezzlement and theft of county property in the Department of Public 
Works Vehicle Maintenance Division was brought to the attention of the Grand Jury. 

A criminal investigation is currently being conducted by the Nevada Division of Investigation (NDI). 
The Douglas County Sheriff's Department could not handle the investigation because several 
deputies had purchased tires and/or had their personal vehicles serviced by the Vehicle Maintenance 
Director Chris Oakden, who is now deceased. The deputies, other county employees, and members 
of the public believed that Mr. Oakden was operating a private business, when in fact he was using 
Douglas County funds to purchase tires and supplies while pocketing payments from those 
individuals. It is expected that an internal investigation will be conducted by the Douglas County 
District Attorney when the criminal investigation is complete. 

The Grand Jury further learned the Board of County Commissioners were not informed of any 
mismanagement and/or embezzlement, either individually or as a group, until March 2017. 
The mismanagement/embezzlement issue was brought to the attention of the Grand Jury several 
months later, after the initiation of NDI’s criminal investigation. The Grand Jury was not requested to 
and did not pursue a criminal investigation or indictment because of NDI’s ongoing investigation. 
However, the Grand Jury believed the issues facing the county were substantial and warranted an 
investigation to develop recommendations to safeguard taxpayer money and prevent future fraud and 
embezzlement. NDI’s criminal investigation is not complete at this time. 

At the outset, the Grand Jury understood that a determined thief will always find a way to steal. 
At the same time, we must emphasize that during the years that the tire theft occurred, if the existing 
Whistleblower policy had been followed, and appropriate direction given from management, it is 
highly possible the theft would have been stopped years sooner. 

The first indication of a problem surfaced in 2008. A complaint was made, but not pursued 
because the complainant did not trust the Whistleblower process. The second notice of the problem 
was made by a Whistleblower in 2012. The Grand Jury received testimony that an investigation, 
initiated by Human Resources, was inexplicably stopped by top management almost immediately. 
Testimony was also received that the District Attorney’s office conducted an inquiry with 
nothing significant being found; therefore, an investigation was not initiated by that office. 

In 2013, Vicki Moore, a county accountant in the Finance Department (who now serves as 
Douglas County Chief Financial Officer) questioned the excessive expenditures on tires. Her 
supervisor at that time, Kathy Bradshaw, Accounting Operations Supervisor, directed Ms. Moore to 
conduct an internal audit. During testimony to the Grand Jury, Ms. Moore stated: 
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“The audit did not occur because there was no time available to do the audit.” The same 
concerns were noted in 2014, 2015 and 2016. Vicki Moore testified: “The audit never happened 
because the financial department was just too busy and short staffed to complete the audit of 
fleet services.”  

Hundreds of thousands of dollars would have been saved if that internal audit had been 
conducted. (Page 17, Paragraph 5) 

The Grand Jury believes Steve Mokrohisky, County Manager at the time, Christine Vuletich, Chief 
Financial Officer at the time, Kathy Bradshaw, Accounting Operations Supervisor at the time and 
Vicki Moore failed the county and citizens when they chose to not conduct an audit in a 
department that was consistently, year-after year, generating excessive and unjustified expenditures. 

In early 2017, a Whistleblower came forward with detailed concerns regarding the vehicle 
maintenance facility. The County Manager and District Attorney were informed, and the 
embezzlement and mismanagement were finally exposed. 

During those critical and expensive years when problems were noticed but not investigated, 
Chris Oakden was issued a letter of reprimand by the Public Works Director in 2012 after the District 
Attorney’s Office inquiry. That seemingly did not deter Mr. Oakden from his activities. 

He used his position to manipulate the computer system in vehicle maintenance and to remove 
simple inventory controls. He also moved the bulk of his activity to offsite locations. Some of his 
purchases using county funds never made it to any county vehicle or facility. Instead he used his 
personal vehicle to drive them as far as Sacramento and then sold them to private individuals. He 
gained the ability to order, approve, purchase and receive inventory, even when such inventory had 
no possible use on any county vehicle. This activity certainly violated policy, and it occurred due to 
total failure of managerial oversight. 

The Grand Jury identified the following issues for investigation: (Page 18, Paragraph 2) 

1) Fraud and embezzlement allegations within the Public Works Department, Vehicle Maintenance 
Division 

2) Overall operation of Vehicle Maintenance 
3) Guidelines and procedures for Risk Management and Fraud Prevention 
4) Evaluation of fiscal responsibility and internal audits 
5) Concern regarding the existing Whistleblower policy and procedures 
6) Concern regarding the sidelining of the Board of County Commissioners 
7) Responsibility of elected officers to Douglas County citizens 
8) Training and orientation, top-to-bottom 
9) Employee evaluations 
10) Employee Moonlighting policy 

Fraud and Embezzlement Allegations within Public Works Department-Vehicle Maintenance 
Division: 

While current Douglas County policies are in place to protect against misuse of public funds, at least 
one employee was found to have used both Douglas County funds and equipment for personal gain. 

The County Manager and County Commissioners have indicated they are in the process of 
developing additional policy to eliminate the likelihood of a re-occurrence in the future. The Grand 
Jury applauds their efforts; however, we believe there are additional steps that should be taken. The 
County Commissioners received a presentation on asset management, proposed by the public works 
department in the spring of 2017.  Commissioners determined they did not have the funding, so the 
proposal was rejected. (Page 19, Paragraph 1) 
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Recommendations from this Section: 

1) Purchase and implement or outsource an Asset Management Program. 

Guidelines and Procedures for Risk Management and Fraud Prevention: (Page 20, Paragraph 3) 

Our investigation showed a lack of initial and on-going training for county management 
positions in topics including: risk management, fraud prevention, and general management 
skills. 
A Douglas County employee attended an off-site training conference several years ago on risk 
management and fraud prevention. While there, she contacted the appropriate county personnel with 
her ongoing concerns of a potential problem within the vehicle maintenance department. Because of 
the related information she was learning at the conference, she requested an internal audit be 
conducted. Testimony was heard that request was denied, consequently preventing an investigation. 
The result of her request, was that she was given a letter of reprimand. (Page 19, Paragraph 4) 

Recommendations from this Section: 

2) Ongoing & annual fraud prevention training for all Douglas County management. 
3) Ongoing & annual risk management training for all Douglas County management. 
4) Moonlighting Policy - Review, update and follow. 

Evaluations of Fiscal Responsibility and Internal Audits: (Page 20, Paragraph 1) 

During the economic downturn numerous county positions were eliminated. Some of these positions 
could have prevented the embezzlement of public funds, subsequently eliminating the compounded 
losses Douglas County incurred. Internal audits were requested by more than one employee 
during the years in which the fraud and embezzlement occurred. These internal audits did not 
happen, effectively allowing the alleged fraud and embezzlement to continue. 

Consequently, the Grand Jury recommends, in compliance with NRS 244.1507, the county should 
begin the process to consolidate the current county recorder position back to the County 
Recorder/Auditor (NRS 251). An advisory question should be submitted to the Douglas County voters 
in the 2020 general election proposing to combine the County Recorder and county finance into one 
elected county position thus eliminating the Chief Financial Officer position. If this combined office 
had been in place when the Whistleblower came forward and human resources wanted an audit 
conducted at vehicle maintenance, there is a strong possibility the theft would have been detected in 
2012.  

The human resources department and other department heads do not have an independent officer to 
contact when concerns regarding financial questions are brought to their attention. Currently, both the 
finance department and human resources work for the county manager. If the county manager does 
not determine there is a need to investigate, the issue is stopped. This separation of authority proved 
to be critical during this embezzlement timeframe. The Grand Jury has confidence that a 
separation will provide better accountability and transparency for the citizens of Douglas 
County. The duties of the current finance department will be under the jurisdiction and the 
responsibility of an elected officer of the county. The current structure is obscured and not easily 
accessible for close monitoring by the public. Having the position under the authority of an 
independently elected officer who reports to and is directly responsible to the citizens of Douglas 
County will make it more accountable and lessen the ability to be manipulated while granting more 
access for the general public, county commissioners and county departments. 

This will also provide for a more independent and detailed budget process and monitoring of budgets 
by line-item throughout the fiscal year. This would provide a significant safeguard to help ensure 
the scrutiny and safety of taxpayer dollars and county funds. 
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Previous, there was an internal budget committee. This committee included the elected County Clerk-
Treasurer, Recorder/Auditor and an appointee of the county commissioners. The committee served to 
prepare, review, monitor and make recommendations regarding the budget. All departments of the 
county presented their line-item budget requests to this committee. Joint meetings were held, with all 
departments participating, where requests and needs were addressed. The budget process was open 
and closely monitored. It appears the current process is handled by the county manager and chief 
financial officer (who work for the county manager). A balanced budget is then presented to the 
county commissioners where little or no discussion or comparisons are outlined. An internal budget 
committee would provide an improved process and closer monitoring of the county’s numerous 
budgets and funds. 

An internal audit committee would also be beneficial. That committee would be responsible to 
ensure internal audits are conducted and should also review those audits once completed. A 
committee comprised of elected officers and appointed department heads would provide a good 
balance. Any unusual or questionable transactions should then be reported to the district attorney’s 
office. 

Recommendations from this Section: (Page 21, Paragraph 3) 

5) Reinstate internal audits. 
6) Place an advisory question on the 2020 general election ballot to consolidate the elected 

Recorder/Auditor position. Chief Financial Officer would be eliminated. 
7) Clerk-Treasurer and finance develop a resolution to separate the duties between purchasing & 

inventory responsibilities and processing payments. 
8) Create an internal Budget Committee. 
9) Create an internal Audit Committee. 

Employee Evaluations: (Page 22, Paragraph 3) 

The Grand Jury heard testimony regarding the process for employee evaluations. A common practice 
in the evaluation of the Vehicle Maintenance Manager (Chris Oakden) was to give him some of the 
highest evaluation marks in the county. These high scores continued even after he was issued 
a letter of reprimand for wrong-doing. During an investigation conducted by the District Attorney’s 
office the employee’s personnel file may be reviewed to help determine if there is an ongoing problem 
or if a red-flag surfaces. The District Attorney testified that if he had seen Mr. Oakden’s personnel file 
his review would have gone from inquiry to investigation. 

Management is responsible for providing accurate and honest evaluations of their employees. 

Recommendations from this Section: 

12) Reinforce training of all management regarding employee evaluations. 
13) Appraisal of every employee should be accurate and unbiased. 

Concern Regarding the Sidelining of the Board of County Commissioners: (Page 23, Paragraph 
1) 

The Grand Jury believes the Board of County Commissioners should have an improved role 
involving the management of Douglas County. We recognize there is a fine line between 
managing and micromanaging. We understand a county manager is hired to “manage” a county, but 
we believe, he/she is not hired to keep the county commissioners in the dark, uninformed or 
prevent them from interacting with the department heads and employees of the county. 
Interaction does not mean managing but should be interpreted to be open communication without the 
department heads or employees fearing retaliation. We do not encourage county commissioners to 
go directly to staff and give directives or assign tasks, but an employee should feel comfortable 
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enough to contact a county commissioner with concerns when all other available avenues have 
failed. 

One commissioner stated that he was only “a figurehead”. Another statement by a 
commissioner was “A $400,000 loss is a drop in the bucket in the scheme of things”.  

The Board, by law, is ultimately responsible for the county budget and expenditure of county funds in 
conjunction with other statutory mandates. Those roles should be taken seriously, not completely 
relinquished to county staff.  

Testimony was received from both present and past county commissioners that they had to guard 
against micromanaging county business and employees. This mindset has resulted in the county 
commissioners being walled off from critical information by top county management and is 
detrimental to good governance. Knowledge of budget detail and sensitive personnel issues will 
assist the Board of County Commissioners in making informed decisions and is not micromanaging. 

We recommend the Board of County Commissioners develop and implement a more comprehensive 
and detailed budget process where county departments are required to provide comparisons of 
substantial line-item expense increases from previous years to their proposed current year 
budget requests. This will allow the Board of County Commissioners to determine where these 
increases are occurring and how significant they are. In any area indicating an unusual, considerable, 
or recurring increase, the county commissioners should immediately demand a detailed and 
documented explanation. If reasonable justification is not provided, then an investigation and 
audit should be conducted. 

If during the fiscal year a department is making large or frequent transfers of funds or augmentations 
within their budgets, those transfers and/or augmentations should be brought to the attention of the 
county commissioners. 

The Board of County Commissioners is encouraged to hold annual public meetings with elected 
officers and department heads to review and discuss key policies regarding financial matters, written 
policies (i.e. whistleblower, moonlighting, fraud prevention, etc), personnel practices, and changes in 
law. This will allow the leadership of Douglas County to stay informed, ask questions, and provide 
direction if changes are needed or have occurred through legislation. Communication and 
monitoring of county policies and internal activities are essential to maintaining safeguards of 
county funds and actions. 

Recommendations from this Section: (Page 24, Paragraph 1) 

14) Board of County Commissioners develop a policy for improved level of management including 
more involvement in the budget process. 

15) Board of County Commissioners hold annual joint meetings with elected officers and department 
heads. 

Operations at the Vehicle Maintenance Facility (Facility & Fleet Department): (Page 25, 
Paragraph 1) 

Closing Statement: (Page 26, Paragraph 1) 

The theft and embezzlement of Douglas County funds and property and the misuse of county 
equipment should never have occurred and the failure to detect it was inexcusable. As of this 
report’s writing, the data the Grand Jury has received indicates the minimum loss to the county is 
in excess of one million dollars ($1,000,000). This amount only represents the tires; it does not 
include any other supplies, equipment, or liquids. Although the Vehicle Maintenance Manager (Chris 
Oakden) was the perpetrator of the unlawful activities, the failure of management was of equal, if 
not greater significance. A total of four (4) county managers, three (3) financial officers and one (1) 
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public works director held their positions during the time of the theft and embezzlement. A county 
employee and a human resources director did everything in their scope of authority to 
convince management to take action on valid red-flag concerns. Management chose to ignore 
those requests. No internal audits were conducted; policies and procedures were not 
followed; safeguards were overlooked; significant yearly increases in a line-item budget were 
not investigated; and obvious exploitations of county guidelines regarding equipment and 
supplies were ignored. 

The citizens of Douglas County have a right to feel confident that their tax dollars are safeguarded, 
used prudently, and are accounted for accurately. County personnel should be properly trained to 
perform their jobs with integrity and professionalism. The Grand Jury cannot express strongly 
enough the need for the county commissioners, county manager and department managers to 
take immediate corrective action regarding the recommendations we are making. 

Recommendations: (Page 25, Paragraph 5) 

The Grand Jury makes the following recommendations in no specific order of priority: 

1) Purchase and implement or outsource an Asset Management Program. 
2) Ongoing & annual fraud prevention training for all Douglas County management. 
3) Ongoing & annual risk management training for all Douglas County management. 
4) Moonlighting Policy - Review, update and follow. 
5) Reinstate internal audits. 
6) Place an advisory question on the 2020 general election ballot to consolidate the elected 

Recorder/Auditor position. Chief Financial Officer would be eliminated. 
7) Clerk-Treasurer and finance develop a resolution to separate the duties between purchasing & 

inventory responsibilities and processing payments. 
8) Create an internal Budget Committee. 
9) Create an internal Audit Committee. 
10) Update Whistleblower policy to improve anonymity and follow-through in Whistleblower situations. 
11) Implement a website or phone-based service to protect employees from retaliation. 
12) Reinforce training of all management regarding employee evaluations. 
13) Accurate appraisal of every employee is paramount. 
14) Board of County Commissioners develop a policy for improved level of management including 

more involvement in the budget process. 
15) Board of County Commissioners hold annual joint meetings with elected officers and department 

heads. 
16) Improved leadership role by elected officers in county government. 
17) Monthly meetings of elected officers and department heads. 
18) Create, update & review training procedures annually. 
19) Proper orientation and training needs to be provided to every new hire, including the county 

commissioners and elected officers. 
20) Clarify and justify dollar amounts charged for labor. 
21) Standard automotive industry guides should be used when billing labor for vehicle repair. 
22) Technicians should clock in and out when doing repairs that are not in the standard labor guides 

so the correct time for labor is being billed. A clock in and out policy on labor fees should be 
developed. 

23) Supervisor(s) should monitor weekly the hours of work performed and work billed, to insure 
proper labor time is correctly allocated to each job. 

24) Technicians sign-off on labor per job with supervisor approval. Abnormalities would be caught if 
labor is checked on a regular basis. 
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County Commissioner Non-Meetings and Appointments Committee 

Summary: (Page 28, Paragraph 1) 

The Grand Jury reviewed and investigated the practice of the Board of County Commissioners to hold 
“non-meetings” pursuant to a concern that a violation of the Open Meeting Law may be occurring. 

The Grand Jury also reviewed the failure of the Board of Commissioners to conduct applicant 
interviews when making appointments to boards and commissions. 

Description of Investigative Findings: 

Non-Meetings: 

During its investigation, the Grand Jury referred to two (2) chapters of Nevada Revised Statutes: NRS 
288.220 - Certain proceedings not required to be open or public; NRS 241.015(3)(b)(2) – Attorney-
client conference exception; and the Open Meeting Law Manual prepared by the Attorney General. 

These chapters allow open meeting law exceptions for local government boards to discuss labor 
negotiations and issues regarding attorney/client matters involving pending or existing 
litigation. The Attorney General Manual provides guidance to assist local governing bodies to meet 
compliance with the Nevada Open Meeting Law. 

The term “non-meeting” was not found in any of our research. Closed sessions, executive 
sessions and personnel sessions were addressed; however, no section was located that outlined 
non-meetings. Apparently, the term non-meeting has been adopted by several local 
governments. There is not a clear understanding of why or where that term was derived. 

During testimony heard from both the County Commissioners and the District Attorney, it became 
apparent a quorum of the County Commissioners attended these non-meetings. The District 
Attorney, or a representative from his office, and the County Manager were also in attendance.  

The Grand Jury has concluded the term “Non-Meeting” is a meeting organized to circumvent the 
statutory requirements of the Open Meeting Law. 

Reviewing the Attorney General Open Meeting Law Manual several sections were noted. Part 
3; 3.01 states: “These statutes create exceptions to the OML (open meeting law) but a public body 
still must record and keep minutes of closed meetings under statutes allowing for 
exceptions.” Part 8; 8.06 states: “The closed session must be tape-recorded.”; and “Minutes 
must be kept of the closed session, and they must be prepared with the same detail as 
minutes of the open session.” Part 9; 9.02 states: “NRS 241.035 requires that written minutes be 
kept by all public bodies of each meeting they hold regardless of whether the meeting is open or 
closed to the public,” and “Verbatim minutes are not required by the Open Meeting Law”. 

Testimony was received that the non-meetings held by the Douglas County Board of County 
Commissioners are neither tape-recorded nor minutes taken. Extensive research of the statutes or 
the Attorney General Manual was not conducted; however, the research that was conducted strongly 
indicated that all meetings, whether open or closed, should be tape-recorded and minutes kept. 

Although the Grand Jury did not find substantial evidence of any violations to the open meeting law 
requirements regarding the non-meetings, it is our opinion that an abundant caution should always be 
followed during non-meetings, and the open meeting law exceptions be fully respected. 
The Grand Jury recognizes the importance of maintaining a high level of confidence and 
transparency for the citizens of Douglas County by insisting on strict compliance with open meeting 
law exceptions when protecting confidential topics. 

Appointments: 
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The practice of appointing applicants to a board or commission without interviewing them first is a 
disservice to Douglas County. Interviews allow both the applicant and the Board of Commissioners to 
more thoroughly develop the applicant’s qualifications and approach to the appointed position beyond 
those contained in the written application. 

Recommendations: (Page 29, Paragraph 5) 

The Grand Jury makes the following recommendations in no specific order of priority: 

1) All closed meetings, regardless of what they are called, should have an audio recording and written 
minutes. These recorded tapes and written minutes should be retained in the office of the County 
Clerk-Treasurer in a secured area for a period of not less than five (5) years. 

2) The County Clerk-Treasurer should attend all closed meetings. 
3) The Board of Commissioners should conduct interviews of applicants before making appointments 

to the respective boards and/or commissions. 

Complaint #5 – Concerning Douglas County Sheriff's Department 

“Performance Standards” (Page 34, Paragraph 1) 

Summary: 

This complaint alleged “Performance Standards” have been implemented by the Captain of the Patrol 
and Traffic Division for patrol duties. The “standards” establish that the deputies need to arrest four 
(4) people and write sixteen (16) citations each month for their performance evaluations. 

Specific Action Requested: 

1) Investigate the Douglas County Sheriff’s Office (DCSO) for allowing the implementation of “illegal 
quota” and require the cessation of same. 

2) Complete a review of previous audits for accuracy and completeness. 

3) Review the history of merit increases and decreases provided to deputies involved in this situation 
to determine if a nexus exists between quotas and merit raises. 

Description of Investigative Findings: 

After reviewing the information, the Grand Jury requested an interview with the complainant to 
request further information about the complaint. The complainant stated he was approached by a 
couple deputies while working out at the gym. The deputies told the complainant there was a new 
requirement for them to have a minimum of four (4) arrests and write sixteen (16) citations each 
month or face disciplinary action. This “quota” requirement was said to be implemented after 
Captain Joe Duffy was promoted to Patrol Captain on or around September 2015. 

The Grand Jury obtained records from the DCSO Records Department for the number of citations for 
the calendar years 2014, 2015, 2016 and the first quarter of 2017. The number of citations issued by 
DCSO deputies was 3638, 3836, 6347, and 4377, respectively. There was a noticeable increase in 
citations issued in the calendar year 2016 and through the first quarter of 2017. The Grand Jury 
received a copy of an email originating from Captain Duffy and addressed to the Sheriff, the 
Undersheriff, and other Captains dated in March 2017 stating there was no quota system in place 
and “the tickets you generate are one piece of statistical information that helps measure your activity 
levels used in your performance evaluations.” 

“Statistics take subjectivity and personalities out of the evaluation process.” The Sergeants are 
directed to use this statistical information to justify “Exemplary Performance” (EP) or 
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“Requires Improvement” (RI) ratings in employee evaluations to show high levels of activity and 
above average performance and low activity or poor performance, respectively. After this email was 
sent out, the number of citations issued for the remainder of the year 2017 were trending toward the 
years before 2016. 

The Grand Jury interviewed five deputies who were currently or previously assigned to the Patrol or 
Traffic Division under Captain Duffy’s command. At the time of the interviews, three of the five 
deputies were actively employed by the DCSO, one had left to pursue other endeavors and one 
retired after more than 20 years in service. These deputies were assigned to various teams or special 
assignments such as SWAT, the K-9 Unit, Coroner, and Field Training Officer (FTO). They all 
stated there was a new performance standard put into place that measured a deputy’s activity 
over the month by the number of arrests, citations written, and any Field Interviews (FI) 
conducted. 

The Captain reported the month’s Patrol Division Statistics in the form of a spreadsheet listing 
the Time on Duty, On View Time, Busy time, Committed Time, Service Calls, Traffic Stops, 
Arrests, Citations, FI’s and the year-to-date (YTD) totals for Arrests, Citations, Field Interviews, 
and Traffic Stops. The Grand Jury was provided with copies of the spreadsheet over various 
months. The spreadsheet totaled and averaged the statistics for all Patrol, Traffic, School 
Resource, Gang, Training Deputies, and Patrol Sergeants. The spreadsheets were color coded in 
green or red. The deputy was highlighted in red if Captain Duffy felt the performance was less than 
the average and highlighted in green if the deputy was above average. This spreadsheet was posted 
in the Sergeant’s office for all to see. Deputies were unsure of the average until the end of the month 
when the statistics were tabulated. The average was perceived as a “moving target”. The statistics 
are a measure used in the annual performance evaluations and ultimately affect the 
percentage of the wage increase a deputy receives. 

After the Grand Jury reviewed months of Captain Duffy’s spreadsheets, there were 
inconsistencies present in how a deputy was labeled above or below the average. Some were 
in the red even though they exceeded the average or had other duties that affected their busy time, 
i.e. coroner duties. This created a morale problem amongst the staff in the Patrol Division. If a deputy 
was “in the red” for long periods of time, his or her special assignment was taken away and the 
annual performance was marked as “Requires Improvement” (RI). 

Additionally, the deputies felt their discretion was taken away since meeting or exceeding the average 
was always a concern. 

One of the active Patrol Deputy’s interviewed stated he had given notice that he was leaving the 
department after eleven years of service. The Grand Jury asked the reason for his resignation. He 
stated he requested permission to teach at the P.O.S.T (Peace Officers Standards & Training) 
academy as a representative of the DCSO. Captain Duffy denied the request and made a 
derogatory statement regarding the deputy’s weight even though this deputy was fully 
qualified. Some deputies stated higher salaries, especially closer to retirement, are a compelling 
incentive to leave Douglas County for departments in Carson City, Reno or Sparks. Many deputies 
feel in the past the living and working environment in Douglas County offset financial considerations 
and they remained with the County. However, since Capt. Duffy instigated new methods and 
requirements, morale has declined and early retirement or a new place to work has become much 
more appealing. Quite a few deputies have left Douglas County in the past two years. This trend is 
alarming. The Grand Jury realizes there is an upfront expense and time to train new deputies. Losing 
seasoned, dedicated deputies to other counties or municipalities because of low morale, benefits and 
lower than average regional wages is not acceptable. 
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As immediate supervisors of the deputies, several patrol Sergeants were interviewed and were asked 
if there was a quota system in place. They all stated there was no quota system, but Captain Duffy 
implemented a new performance statistics spreadsheet to measure deputy activity. They all agreed 
the deputies’ performance could not be measured equally across the board due to many 
variables. Deputies assigned to the Traffic division will have more citations than Deputies in the 
Patrol Division who handle other calls and assignments. Additionally, there are three different work 
shifts throughout the 24-hour workday that have various levels of activity requiring different levels of 
staffing. Deputies on day shift or assigned to traffic will have more citations than those on the 
graveyard shift. 

Both Captain Duffy and Undersheriff Paul Howell were interviewed and stated there was no quota 
either implied or expressed. The Grand Jury asked Captain Duffy if the spreadsheet was utilized 
before he assumed command. He stated it was, but he incorporated the green and red highlights for 
the high and low performers. The statistics showed some deputies were not active during their 10-
hour shift. Captain Duffy labeled these deputies as “lazy” or “malcontents”. Undersheriff Howell 
stated the directive Captain Duffy passed onto the Patrol/Traffic Sergeants and Deputies after 
assuming command was interpreted incorrectly and he is working with Captain Duffy on the 
matter. Undersheriff Howell provided a copy of a memo sent out to the Patrol Sergeants and Captain 
Duffy in October 2017 clarifying that there are no quotas. 

Sheriff Ron Pierini was interviewed and asked if there was a quota. He replied there was no quota 
at any time. Sheriff Pierini reassured the Grand Jury that changes have been implemented in the 
department in the way DCSO employees are evaluated, how the department handled the statistical 
information as it pertained to the evaluations, and who was able to view the data. 

The second Specific Action Requested was to review previous audits for accuracy and completeness. 
After consultation with the Grand Jury’s counsel, it was determined the audit was outside the purview 
of the Grand Jury. The Grand Jury did not investigate employee merit raises as it related to the 
performance evaluations. 

Recommendations: (Page 39, Paragraph 1) 

The Grand Jury makes the following recommendations in no specific order of priority: 

1) Deputies should be evaluated on their individual performance, training received and special 
assignments and not solely on the metrics of a spreadsheet. 

2) All new management staff in the DCSO, either hired outside or within the department be required 
to complete training on staff management and ethics. 

3) A deputy’s performance should not be publicly posted for all staff to see. It is recommended all 
personnel matters related to job performance be handled privately between the Sergeant or 
Captain and the Deputy. 

4) The chronic “underperforming” deputies be reevaluated, retrained or reassigned to take advantage 
of their individual strengths. 

Complaint #9 - Concerning Review of Douglas County General 

Improvement Districts (Page 44, Paragraph 1) 

Summary: 

The complainant contends that county services suffer deficits because of the ineffective and 
inefficient expenditure of county funds on the administrative overhead of multiple General 
Improvement Districts (GIDs). 

Issues Raised by Complainant: 
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The complainant cites deficits in county services – zoning enforcement, road maintenance, and flood 
control - and states the entire county-wide system of GIDs and consolidations should be evaluated. 

Specific Action Requested: 

The Grand Jury is asked to study, review, evaluate, and make recommendations regarding the GIDs 
to Douglas County officials and to the Nevada State Legislature “as needed”. 

Description of Investigative Findings: 

There are currently seventeen (17) GIDs in Douglas County, authorized and established under NRS 
Chapter 318. Senate Bill 462, passed in the 2017 session of the legislature, relates to General 
Improvement Districts. The bill provides for county commissioners to create a committee to review 
existing GIDs in the county to determine if any GID district should be continued, modified, 
consolidated, merged, or dissolved. SB 462 became effective on July 1, 2017 and expires on June 
30, 2021. 

Enactment of SB 462 provides the mechanism to address the issues raised by the complainant. 
The Douglas County Board of Commissioners has not yet created the review committee provided for 
in SB 462. 

Recommendations: 

The Grand Jury recommends the Douglas County Board of Commissioners immediately create the 
GID review committee authorized under SB 462. 

Complaint #10 - Concerning the Current System for Code Enforcement 

Summary: (Page 45, Paragraph 1) 

The complainant believes the current system for County Code Enforcement is not efficient or effective 
because county staffing is too thin to investigate complaints. 

The Grand Jury sent a letter signed by the Foreperson to the complainant stating that the complaint 
was received. 

Issue Raised by Complainant: 

The complainant reports a neighbor is operating a “used car dealership” that has not been shut down 
and the General Improvement District cannot do enforcement. 

Specific Action Requested: 

The complainant asks the Grand Jury to recommend Douglas County upgrade its Code Enforcement 
standards and increase its staffing. If additional funding is necessary, the complainant suggests it be 
paid by assessing each General Improvement District. 

Description of Investigative Findings: 

The Grand Jury interviewed both the Director of Community Development, the Building Official, and the 
County Manager. Testimony was heard that Code Enforcement officers work only four (4) days per week, 
with no enforcement coverage on Friday, Saturday or Sunday due to the lack of County funding. 
The Grand Jury also learned there are ongoing problems with vacation rentals and the county’s failure to 
address noise, alcohol and drug concerns and enforce violations. 

The Grand Jury concludes that failure to enforce county codes is unacceptable. This failure could 
endanger residents and creates a significant potential legal liability for the County. 

Recommendations: (Page 45, Paragraph 9) 

The Grand Jury makes the following recommendations in no specific order of priority: 
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1) Restore funding to the Division of Code Enforcement (DCE). 
2) Enforce county codes, with violations subject to the appropriate fines and penalties. 

The remainder of the Grand Jury Report concerned criminal indictments 


