550 Howe Avenue, Suite 210
Sacramento, California 95825
Telephone: (916) 564-8727
FAX: (916) 564-8728

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT’S REPORT
ON APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES

To the Board of Directors
Nevada Irrigation District
Grass Valley, California
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Board of Directors of
the Nevada Irrigation District (the District), on the costs related to the Centennial Water Supply Project
incurred from inception in 2014 through 2017. The District’s management is responsible for the proper
accounting and reporting of the Centennial Water Supply Project costs. The sufficiency of these
procedures is solely the responsibility of District’s Board of Directors. Consequently, we make no
representation regarding the sufficiency of the procedures described below either for the purpose for which
this report has been requested or for any other purpose.
The procedures and associated findings are as follows:
1. Procedure: Test all consultant and property purchase costs from 2014 through 2017 and agree to
supporting invoice to determine that if cost relates to the Centennial Water Supply project is properly
assigned to that project in the accounting system. This testing was performed to determine that the
District properly identified and assigned costs to the Centennial Water Supply Project in their project
cost accounting system. A sort of all District expenditure by vendor was performed to narrow down
the completeness test to only District consultant costs, legal and property purchases for coding to the
proper project in the accounting system. A total population of 3,589 vendor payments and 44 journal
entries were tested.
Finding: We examined invoices and other supporting documentation for 100% of the narrowed down
population to determine the completeness of the costs assigned to the Centennial Water Supply Project
in the accounting system. We determined that wire transfers were not included in the original
disbursement list provided by the District for us to perform the completeness testing, so we examined
bank statements for wire transfers to include in our scope of testing. We then compared the Centennial
costs in the completeness test to those costs assigned by the District to the Centennial project and noted
additional costs and journal entries included within the project accounting system, which we tested as
well for proper charging to the Centennial project. A summary of the number and total dollar amount
of items tested is presented in Attachment A. The District was able to locate all of the invoices for
our testing except for one invoice in 2014 in the amount of $240 for an excavator rental that was
misplaced, but this invoice was not charged to the Centennial project. There was also one invoice
missing in the amount of $9.73 to PG&E that was charged to the Centennial project, but we determined
the PG&E account number was for a property that was purchased for the project. See below for a
further discussion of property-related expenses. As demonstrated in Attachment B, we tested 89% to

97% of the costs charged to the Centennial Project each year. District salaries charged to the project
were not tested, as they were deemed to be costs incurred by the District regardless of the Centennial
project. The following exceptions were noted in our testing of expenditures, as summarized on
Attachments C and D:
Centennial costs not charged to project
a. In 2015, an adjustment was made that reduced the cost of the Centennial Project by
$387,862.03 representing the estimated cost of a building (house) that was on land purchased
for the Centennial project, which was reclassified to a depreciable asset account in the
District’s general ledger. Since the house was part of the land that was purchased for the
project, rather than it being purchased as investment property, the building should be recorded
as part of the cost of the land and not be depreciated. In addition, the District should be
recording the cost of land separate from construction in progress in its accounting records at
the time the land is purchased. The District will need to adjust its accounting records for these
costs.
b. Also noted in 2015 was one invoice for the purchase of property through Fidelity National
Title of $175,990 as well as two title searches for $2,500 each for property in the Centennial
project area that were excluded from project costs.
c. Repair and improvements totaling $8,000 on a project area property that has a house that is
being rented were not included in project costs. See further discussion below related to rental
property on project area property, and related costs.
d. In 2016 and 2017, the first installment of the property taxes on Centennial area property
totaling $2,412.36 and $5,112.47, respectively and were excluded from project costs. Costs
incurred while the project is under development are to be capitalized as part of the project
costs.
e. During 2016, the District incurred legal fees of $16,660.50 related to the issuance of bonds, a
portion of which were issued to fund the Centennial project. Bonds with a par value of totaling
$20,210,000 were issued, of which $3,200,000 were used for the Centennial project, or
15.834%. Based on this proportion, we believe $2,637.98 of these costs are allocable to the
Centennial project.
f. The amount of legal expenses the District allocated to the Centennial project differed from the
amounts we identified by reviewing the invoices. The differences were a $416 and $7,962.94
understatement in 2014 and 2016, respectively, and overstatement of $5,743 in 2015.
g. The District paid consulting fees to Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates Inc. in 2017 for $20,586.25
of which $1,131 was not charged to the project.
h. Expenditures totaling $117.33 for fire protection for a project area property were not charged
to the project.
Costs charged to Centennial project not related to project
i. Included in project costs in 2015 that did not appear to be project costs were two invoices for
a sound bar and computer equipment. An invoice to Capital Rubber Co with 8 items totaling
$1,257.82 for the purchase of nozzles was charged to the Centennial project that did not appear
to be project-related. Additional costs for a water treatment class of $500 and office supplies
of $70.52 also do not appear to be project costs but had been charged to the project.
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j. Costs for 2016 included three invoices for equipment rentals, stakes and delivery charges for
$458.03, $86.50 and $16.22 that were identified as Combie project expenditures that were
incorrectly charged to the Centennial project.
k. In 2017, we also noted the District’s Mail Chimp membership, a service used to assist with
getting information out to customers and interested parties, was $10 a month and increased to
$20 a month due to the increased usage for the Centennial project. However, the District
charged the full $20 per month to the project, not just the increase of $10, over charging the
project by $110. Additionally, a Go Daddy membership that the District has had for many
years that allows them to get a discounted price on web domains of $119.88 was charged in
full to the project, although this is a District-wide cost.
l. Several of the properties purchased for the Centennial project have existing houses on them.
Some of these houses are being rented until the land is needed for the project, at which time
the houses would be demolished. The District has been recording rental income, net of rental
expenses incurred by the property management company, as revenue rather than reflecting
these net revenues as a reduction of project costs. For 2015 to 2017 gross revenues are $16,990,
$79,216, $136,150 and gross expenses are $6,619, $39,234, $33,320 respectively. See
Attachment D for a summary of the rental income and expenses by property. Accounting
pronouncements require that rental income considered incidental to project operations,
generated while holding property during the development period, be offset against the project
costs. Any expenses related to this incidental activity is offset against this revenue as well,
except if these incidental expenses in a given year are higher than the rental income, then this
excess of expenses over revenue is recorded as a separate expense, not part of the project cost.
Project costs should be reduced by a total of $204,626 when these net rental income amounts
are reclassified.
District-wide costs allocable to Centennial
m. We noted costs related to the District’s asset management software and to the vegetation field
guide management that could be partially allocable to the Centennial project.
We understand that the District purchased property prior to 2014 for the Centennial Water Supply
project that is not included in the project costs that have been reported to the Board. The list on
Attachment G includes property purchased in 2014 and later. District records show other properties
owned by the District identified as Centennial project property that were purchased and sold in the
1920’s and 1930’s. The properties remaining are included on Attachment H. Cost data is not available
for these properties.
2. Procedure: Agree costs in March 2016, December 2016 and December 2017 staff reports to project
costs in the project accounting system.
Finding: The project costs reported in the staff reports dated March 2016, December 2016 and
December 2017 agreed to the project costs in the project accounting system with only minor
differences due to timing of $939.32 in December 2016. No differences were noted in the March 2016
and December 2017 staff reports. See Item 1 of this report, where we discuss adjustments noted to
these project costs as a result of our testing of invoices.
3. Procedure: Review requisitions for reimbursement of 2016A bond proceeds for the Centennial Water
Supply to ensure only those project costs were reimbursed with bond proceeds. (Total population of
4 remittances).
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Finding: The 4 remittances to request reimbursement for Centennial expenses totaled $3.2 million and
were tested without exceptions noted. This $3.2 million of costs reimbursed with bond proceeds are
included in the summary of costs in Attachment E. Centennial costs reimbursed with bond proceeds
appear to represent the proper use of these funds.
4. Procedure: Determine that budget amendments were properly supported and accurately reflected in
staff reports. Evaluate the impact of encumbrances on amounts budgeted. (Total population of 6
budget amendments).
Finding: We noted that the budget and budget amendment amounts reported to the Board in staff
reports were in agreement with the budget documents approved by the board. These budgeted amounts
are included on the bottom of Attachment E to this report. The District brought to our attention an
additional $525,000 budget amendment in 2015; however, the District has not provided Board minutes
or other documents to support that this budget amendment was approved by the Board. The District’s
accounting system was not set up to account for the carryover of budgeted amounts prior to 2017.
5. Procedure: Prepare a comparison of budgeted to actual expenditures for each year of the project and
project to date.
Finding: Attachment E to this report contains a summary of actual expenditures related to the
Centennial Project by cost classification, and a comparison of the costs to the amounts budgeted,
including budget amendments. The expenditure amounts reflect adjustments for amounts included on
the questioned cost schedule in Attachment C and net rental income included in Attachment D of this
report. Expenditures, excluding legal, payroll and equipment charges that are budgeted in other line
items, exceeded the capital budget for the project on a cumulative basis by $674,992. Most of this
over budget situation occurred in 2015, when multiple properties were purchased in the amount of
$1,291,537, when only $725,000 of budget amendments were approved by the Board.
We also noted prior to 2016, the District was not utilizing an encumbrance system for tracking
unexpended purchase orders or contractual obligations. In 2014 and 2015, the District entered into
contracts totaling $5.2 million for studies and other non-property purchase related expenditures, but
had only budgeted $750,000. Perhaps the District was budgeting based on when the expenditures
were expected to be made, rather than budgeting the entire amount of the contract when entering into
the agreement. As a result, as of December 31, 2016, when the District summarized open purchase
orders, the District had $1,399,250 of unexpended purchase orders that were not budgeted for in prior
fiscal years. This amount was reduced to $960,057 as of December 31, 2017. The District believes
the $4 million budgeted in 2018 is sufficient to cover these prior year unbudgeted commitments, but
if not, additional budget amendments would be warranted. We recommend as the District enters into
contracts and establishes encumbrances, sufficient budget exists to cover these commitments.
A further breakdown of the expenditures by vendor can be found on Attachment F.
6. Procedure: Compare Centennial Project consultant expenditures to the corresponding contracts to
ensure contracts were not exceeded by project expenditures.
Finding: Based on our testing, consultant expenditure equaled or were less than the contract amounts.
Thus, District appears to be in compliance with contract limits on expenditures.
This agreed-upon procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did
not conduct an examination or review, the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or
conclusion, respectively, on Centennial Water Supply Project costs. Accordingly, we do not express such
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an opinion or conclusion. Had we performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our
attention that would have been reported to you.
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the District and is not intended to be and
should not be used by anyone other than those specified parties.

June 15, 2018
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