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AGENDA ITEM:

6.a CONSENT CALENDAR

APPROVAL OF MINUTES


PLUMAS LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

Minutes of the Meeting of June 12, 2006


1.
CALL TO ORDER

The scheduled and noticed meeting of the Plumas Local Agency Formation Commission was called to order by Chairman Meacher at 10:03 a.m. on May 8, 2006, in the Board of Supervisors Room of the Plumas County Courthouse, located in Quincy, California.

2.
ROLL CALL

Chairman Meacher, noting that a quorum was present, asked the Clerk to call the roll and Mr. Gullixson recorded the following:


          PRESENT: 
Commissioners: Rose Comstock, William Kennedy, Jim Krantz,  

                                                                     Robert Meacher, and Mike Rush.                


             ABSENT:   None


ALSO PRESENT:
Executive Officer: John M. Gullixson, Clerk: Melissa Duenas

3.
INTRODUCTIONS AND PRESENTATIONS

None

4.
PUBLIC COMMENTS

Members of the public were invited to address the Commission on any matter of interest to the public that is not on the agenda for a period of time not exceeding 5 minutes; and were informed that pursuant to the Brown Act, the Commission may not take any action on issues not included on the posted agenda but may add to a future agenda matters brought up under public comments for appropriate action at a future meeting.  The only exception to this rule is found if the Commission adds to the present agenda by finding an “emergency” exists, knowledge of which did not allow legally sufficient time to include on the printed and posted agenda.

Chairman Meacher greeted the members of the public who were present and invited them to participate.  There were no comments from the public on items not on the agenda.

5.
CONSENT CALENDAR
5.a 
Consideration of Minutes of the May 8, 2006 meeting of the Plumas Local Agency Formation Commission.

MSC: Comstock/Kennedy (5-0): To approve the consent calendar including the minutes of the meeting of May 8, 2006. 

6.
MATTERS PRESENTED BY COMMISSIONERS
William Kennedy reported that he had further researched the issue of having taxes withdrawn from Commissioner per diem checks and that the Plumas County Personnel department reported that it was a Commission policy not to take taxes.  Mr. Kennedy reminded all of the Commissioners that they needed to report these earnings to the IRS. 

7.
STUDY SESSIONS
7.a  Study Session Re:  City of Portola Notice of Proposed Negative Declaration,  

       APN’s 025-050-044, 025-050-027, 025-050-032 (No Plumas LAFCo File the   

       City has failed to file an application)

Chairman Meacher asked the Executive Officer for the staff report and Mr. Gullixson reported that this issue is brought before the Commission as a study item only as the City has not filed an application with Plumas LAFCo for annexation as addressed by the proposed negative declaration prepared by the City of Portola.  The effect of failing to file an application with LAFCo is to cause interference with the Administrative obligations of LAFCo to participate in the review process as a “responsible party” under CEQA.  An annexation is a project under CEQA and all CEQA projects should be discussed in one document.  Cases have found that when an agency attempts to circumvent the obligations of another agency such as a “responsible party” from completing it environmental review obligations (such as failing to file an application) that such an act can be considered unethical.  Staff is uncertain why the City has failed to file an application.  Mr. Gullixson reported that the attached letter staff sent to the City regarding this issue sets forth other reasons this environmental review is flawed.  The City is claiming a “no project annexation” on parcels the City has pre-zoned for 1 to 8 units per acre for a total of 161 acres.  This means that the landowner would have entitlement to up to 1280 homes.  On such a project the obligation of Plumas LAFCo is to seek a plan for providing services and the terms and conditions of annexation.  The landowner can demand service at the completion of annexation and can demand that services be provided consistent with the terms and conditions of annexation.  This parcel is also still in the Williamson act which causes other concerns.

Recently the City of Portola has been in controversy with the Grizzly Lake Resort Improvement District over an environmental review performed significantly in a higher level of compliance with CEQA than the one presented today.  For purposes of a Statute of Limitations on this project there are two times when the CEQA statute doors open and can be challenged.  The first is on the City review and the second is when LAFCo approves the annexation in a public hearing.  Because of the condition of this review by the City of Portola and the level of controversy Staff has observed between the City and GLRID, Staff believes that a law suit on the sufficiency of this negative declaration is a real possibility and based thereon hopes that the matter does not come to LAFCo prior to the City taking another look at the document.  

Chairman Meacher thanked Mr. Gullixson for his staff report and opened the item for discussion.  Mr. Steve Gross, Portola City Counsel, responded on behalf of the City.  Mr. Gross reported that he would like to clear up a few issues and that he had taken a look at Mr. Gullixson’s staff report.  Mr. Gross reported that the City is not going to be adopting the mitigated negative declaration on the 14th of June as advertised and that the intention of the City all along was to start looking at various issues relating to this property, for example Williamson Act issue.  As part of the Cities pre-application, pre-annexation request they felt it would be wise to start the environmental review process and to send out a mitigated negative declaration to see if there are any issues that just “hit us (the city) over the head” or came to our attention that made us or the property owner step back and say we don’t want to proceed with a formal application at this time or ever.  Mr. Gross reported that “that’s all we were doing” and that the City doesn’t intend to adopt the mitigated negative declaration until we submit an application to LAFCo and go through LAFCo’s normal procedures in this respect.

Chairman Meacher noted that usually when a mitigated negative declaration was done; issues were usually known and addressed within the document prepared.  Chairman Meacher asked if this was a “fishing expedition” and Mr. Gross responded, “I wouldn’t call it a fishing expedition, it is an opportunity to and for public comment but in a sense for people to come to us and say geez you haven’t considered this fact or you are unaware of this particular circumstances that may affect that application.  So this process is designed to get that information out into the open.”

Mr. Gullixson asked whether the document in question was going to be adopted at the next City Council meeting and Mr. Gross responded, “We are not going to take any action on this I am not certain whether or not we are going to recirculate it we will have to look and determine whether or not the facts would justify recirculation.  We will submit an application with LAFCo and submit a formal application when we finalize.“  Mr. Gullixson noted that he hoped in the future the City and County could meet and discuss issues such as this prior to an Environmental Review being circulated, especially in cases where Plumas LAFCo is a responsible party.  Chairman Meacher asked for clarification on this point and Mr. Gullixson responded that as a responsible party Plumas LAFCo must find the Environmental Review adequate and complete and if they do not they would ask the lead agency, in this case the City of Portola, to make changes to the document and to recirculate it.  Further Plumas LAFCo must find the Environmental Review adequate and complete before approval of an annexation.

Commissioner Comstock questioned the Cities use of a mitigated Negative Declaration as a method of exploration for the issue, and Mr. Gross responded, “As part of the exploratory process we wanted to circulate the document to see if anybody came to us and said, oh there is environmental issues that you need to be aware of early on and that we could factor that into our review and consideration.”

Finding no further question Chairman Meacher moved to the next agenda item.


7.b  Study Session Re:  Preliminary Initial Study for General Plan Amendment/American  


       General Limited (Plumas LAFCo File No. 2005-ANNX-002, Perano et al to Hamilton  

                  Branch CSD) 

Mr. Gullixson reported that staff had reviewed an initial study for American General Limited prepared by the County of Plumas, Planning Department.  This initial study is for the same property currently being considered for annexation into Hamilton Branch CSD for the potential provision of domestic water and sanitary sewer services.  Staff attached a copy of the letter sent in response to the Planning Department’s request for comment on the Initial Study.  This letter stated that, “Staff has no reason to object to the zone change because under Government Code § 56375, “A commission shall not impose any conditions that would directly regulate land use density or intensity, property development, or subdivision requirements.”
In the response to the county’s request for information Staff identified that Plumas LAFCo has an application pending for the same property in question and asked for additional information should it become available.  Plumas LAFCo also requested that it be included in any further environmental review for this property, since the application before Plumas LAFCo is considered a project under CEQA due to its size and potential development.  This report is provided as a lesson on the extent of LAFCo review generally and the limitation on LAFCo powers regarding land use issues even though there is an annexation application on file.

There were no questions on this agenda item.
8.
PUBLIC HEARINGS


8.a    Public Hearing Re Consideration of the Final Fiscal Year 2006/2007 Budget.

1)  Open the Public Hearing

2)  Take Staff Report

3)  Take Public Testimony

4)  Close the Public Hearing

5) Make Determinations to adopt the Final Fiscal Year 2006/2007 Budget.   

Chairman Meacher opened the public hearing and asked for the staff report.  Mr. Gullixson reported that after the Commission meeting of May 8, 2006 Staff published legal notice in the countywide newspapers, sent written notice to all effected agencies and posted notice of this Public Hearing and the Commission approval of its preliminary budget for fiscal year 2006/2007.

On May 22, 2006 the Executive Officer of Plumas LAFCo met with Plumas County CAO, Jack Ingstad in his office along with Plumas County Auditor, Shawn Montgomery and staff and Chairman Meacher at the request of the Auditor.  The issue presented by the Auditor was her objection to having to constantly monitor the LAFCo budget for fund balance due to the fact that fund shortfalls have occurred for a second year.  An objection the Auditor refuses to work with.  CAO Ingstad was informed by the Executive Officer and Chairman Meacher about the role of LAFCo, the law and the differences between what the law provides for LAFCo funding and how the Commission has addressed the issue of funding LAFCo these past few years.

After information was exchanged, the CAO said that he did not see the funding shortfall as a problem of the Auditor or the County.  He concluded that since the law provides for full funding of LAFCo at the beginning of each fiscal year that the problem was that of the Commission for failing to ask each one of the contributing agencies to provide the full extent of funding at the beginning of each fiscal year.

On May 24, 2006 Mr. Gullixson met with the Budget Ad Hoc Committee to discuss the final budget.  The Executive Officer informed the Ad Hoc Committee of the content of the meeting with the County Auditor.  The committee proposed that the initial contribution in July remain at $45,000 from both the County of Plumas and the City of Portola for a total of $90,000.  Further, the Budget Ad Hoc Committee decided to recommend that the Commission review its budget status in February 2007 and make findings of need, if any.  Should Plumas LAFCo determine that it requires further funding in the February 2007 meeting that the Staff will then be directed to bill the City of Portola and the County of Plumas for the funding needed to finish the fiscal year without unduly burdening the Plumas County Auditor.   Such bill is to go out no later than March 1, 2006.  Further, that the approval of this budget include notice to the City and County that they each need to budget for a further cash outlay on March 1, 2007 if a need is determined by the Commission.

The Commission met on May 8, 2006 and considered the “Draft Working” 2006/2007 Budget.  During the meeting the Commission made numerous comments and directed Staff to bring back a “FINAL” budget for fiscal year 2006/2007 in a Public Hearing set for June 12, 2006, consistent with the proposed “DRAFT” budget.  Notice of public hearing on the “proposed final budget” for fiscal year 2006/2007 was sent to Feather River Publishing for publication and legal notice was so published. 

The Executive Officer also took steps after the last Commission meeting to address the revenue shortfall anticipated for the final three weeks of the present fiscal year.  On May 16, 2006 Plumas LAFCo sent a letter to Plumas County CAO, Jack Ingstad requesting an advance of the County funds due on July 1, 2006.  

Staff had also attached for Commission review and discussion several budgets from other rural LAFCo’s.  Each is informative on the “costs to exist”, the budgeting for legal services and the costs of staffing.  Please note that none of these smaller LAFCo organizations have one/tenth of the number of projects in progress.  By contrast the Portola budget is attached which shows annual expenditures of $903,096 for 9-fulltime, 1-permanent part time and several seasonal lifeguard workers.  An Excel spreadsheet was attached as part of this report for Commission use during the Staff presentation.  At this public hearing, the Commission must adopt a “final budget” after taking testimony during the Public Hearing.  

Chairman Meacher thanked Mr. Gullixson for the staff report and opened the item for discussion.  The Commission discussed the possibilities for the Special Districts to participate in Plumas LAFCo and addressed concerns regarding agency contribution rates.   Staff informed the Commission that the City and the County have the ability to meet and to negotiate a different cost sharing ratio for Plumas LAFCo funding.  Commission Comstock also noted that she is still concerned that a portion of Plumas LAFCo expenditures are subsidized by the Executive Officer, through the continued use of his equipment, and a sharing of the rent and utility expenses with his private law practice.  Further, Commissioner Comstock noted that she is still concerned that Plumas LAFCo has no contingency fund and/or reserve.  Commissioner Rush questioned what the City of Portola, would be getting for its $45,000 contribution and Commission Krantz responded that they are getting the oversight that LAFCo has demonstrated as invaluable for new developments and other new projects in the County.  

After taking further Commissioner Discussion Chairman Meacher opened the floor to the audience and City Administrator, Jim Murphy addressed the Commission.  Mr. Murphy reported that he had contacted 16 other cities to determine how LAFCo is run in their county.  Mr. Murphy presented the Commission with a copy of the data he had collected.  This information showed the County name and population and offered statement s regarding LAFCo employee status, contract Executive Officer status, suggestions that MSR timelines may not be met, alternative funding options for County and City LAFCo cost shares, MSR bundling, and how “one” LAFCo officer is able to build a reserve.  Mr. Gullixson asked for a copy of the data gathered to create this report and Mr. Murphy responded that the information contained in the report was obtained verbally and that no actual data exists.  Mr. Gullixson reminded the Commission that staff had included the actual budgets of several LAFCo and encouraged them to review this information.  Mr. Gullixson also reported that several LAFCo have been researching the issue of the Executive Officer being an “employee” of LAFCo and it is the opinion of legal Counsel that the EO is required by law to be an “employee”.

Former Commissioner John Larrieu asked why the fees were not being discussed and raised.  Commissioner Krantz responded that the fees and not the contribution rate were substantially raised the previous year and the fees are currently so high that many potential applicants are avoiding the LAFCo process because they see it as too expensive.  He further added that Plumas LAFCo is doing a tremendous job and reminded those in attendance to revisit the Gold Mountain Municipal Service Review to understand what can happen without LAFCo oversight. 

Supervisor Olsen presented the Commission with an analysis that looked at the relocation of Plumas LAFCo offices to the Plumas County Planning Department.  The Commission asked if Mr. Olsen had obtained the monetary cost for rental of space in that office as requested and Supervisor Olsen reported that LAFCo staff should research that issue.  Following further discussion, the Commission thanked Supervisor Olsen for his information.  The City responded that they would like notice if LAFCo were considering moving to the County Office if the rent was to be negotiated for a reduction in contribution.  Commissioner Comstock noted that Plumas LAFCo would need to purchase all new office equipment f this was done.  

Finding no further discussion Chairman Meacher closed the Public Hearing.  Commissioner Comstock moved to approve the Plumas LAFCo Final Budget for fiscal year 2006/2007 as presented and Commission Krantz seconded the motion.  Chairman Kennedy then read a two page statement to the Commission against the raising of the City and County contribution rate from $30,000 to $45, 000.


MSC: Comstock/Krantz 3-2; Commissioners Kennedy and Commissioner Rush voting no:  To approve the Final 2006/2007 Draft Budget as presented and adopting Plumas LAFCo Resolution No. 2006-010, A Resolution of the Plumas Local Agency Formation Commission Making Determinations and Approving the Final Budget for the 2006/2007 Fiscal Year.

.
8.b
Continued Public Hearing Re Plumas LAFCo File No. 2005-FORM-001, an Application for the Formation of a County-Wide Road Maintenance County Service Area (CSA)

The Public Hearing was already open and Mr. Gullixson presented the Commission with the following information:

A resolution to initiate proceedings has been received from the Plumas County Board of Supervisors. The resolution of application for the formation of a County Service Area (CSA) for Road Maintenance was approved by the Board of Supervisors on June 21, 2005 (Resolution No. 05-7169).  Thereafter, the Plumas County Public Works Director, Tom Hunter, prepared an application for formation to file with Plumas LAFCo on 07-19-2005.  Upon receipt of the Application for Formation, Staff sent out notice to all County Departments, All Plumas County Special Districts, the City of Portola and others notifying them of the Application of Formation and requesting comments.  Staff also published notice of Application of Formation and request for comments in all four newspaper publications in the County of Plumas on August 17, 2005.  

Staff has spoken to Tom Hunter, Plumas County Public Works Director, about the content of this report and the recommendation that a CSA not be formed but instead the County form a Permanent Road Division, a process that eliminates the need for future LAFCo review and/or dissolution of the CSA and the complications presented with environmental reviews  Based upon this recommendation Mr. Hunter and the Executive Officer have agreed to meet and discuss the different provisions in the code with County Counsel.  To allow this, Mr. Hunter has requested that this Public Hearing be continued until the next regularly scheduled meeting of Plumas LAFCo.  

This public hearing was scheduled for the May 8, 2006 Plumas LAFCo meeting and continued to the June 12,2006 regular meeting of the Plumas LAFCo.  The CSA boundary is proposed to be the exterior boundaries of the County, excluding the incorporated City of Portola. The purpose of the proposed CSA is to provide a funding mechanism for the maintenance of future new roads in new subdivisions prior to acceptance into the County Road system.  The services to be provided by the CSA are for new services for road improvements, road maintenance and snow removal for new roads that would not otherwise be accepted into the County Road system. The conclusion of this process will result in the formation of a CSA to be known as the County Service Area No. 2005-1.

The purpose behind the Plumas County resolution authorizing the Formation of a new County Service Area is to provide a mechanism to fund future road improvements in new subdivisions to be built in the County under a system that will be cost saving, convenient and administratively efficient.  

There are several ways that Plumas County can achieve funding sources for future road improvements other than the Formation of a new County Service Area.  In fact, Staff believes that the most cost effective, convenient and administratively efficient means of doing this is not through the formation of such a CSA but instead through the use of Streets and Highways Code § 1160-1197.  This code allows for the formation of Permanent Road Divisions (PRD).

Staff has done considerable research on the different funding mechanisms available for road improvements and maintenance.  In fact, the Executive Officer’s computer holds sixty-seven pages of materials and code sections on different ways to approach the funding of road improvements.  Staff has also made contacts with eight other counties to exchange information and ideas on this common problem throughout the State of California.  Based upon all of this research Staff does not endorse the formation of a County Service Area for Road Maintenance.

A clear disadvantage is the formation and dissolution costs of a County Service Area through LAFCO.  The County wants to avoid the LAFCo process if it can.  If Plumas LAFCo makes its approval conditional upon a requirement that services to be provided be limited to those specified in the County resolution of intention any authorization for the provision of additional services shall be effective only upon further approval of the Commission. Requiring the County CSA to go through continuing LAFCo proceedings.

In Nevada County they historically formed CSAs for road maintenance.  However, they now use PRDs - permanent road divisions – because it is much more effective to create small discrete funding sources for roads.  The reason they prefer the PRDs is they are not subject to the LAFCo process, so they are less expensive to form and they don’t have to be monitored and/or dissolved in the future.  PRDs are essentially zones of benefit formed and administered by the county, and they can be funded either by special taxes or by assessments.  See Streets and Highways Code Section 1160, et seq.   

Streets & Highway Code (Section 1160, et seq.) allows the County Board of Supervisors to create permanent road divisions.  About 5 years ago, San Diego County had the Streets & Highway Code amended to include this provision (1160).  After the law was enacted, San Diego LAFCO dissolved 58 road maintenance CSAs.  This has also been the case in San Bernardino County where CSAs became a considerable problem.  The problems with CSAs has been experienced and changed by older communities who have the experience to know better.  This is an opportunity to adopt a new approach to road funding that clearly allows the County more flexibility than the CSA process.
Overall, staff does not recommend the Formation of this CSA, because it is the recommendation of staff that each new area to be added to the CSA would need to go through an annexation process and possibly, an environmental review process.  As a CSA, LAFCo would also have to do a Municipal Service Review every five years.  It is the desire of the Public Works department to streamline this process which is meant as a funding mechanism only.   Therefore the most expedient means of doing so is the formation of Permanent Road Divisions that do not require the intervention of LAFCo or any LAFCo review now or in the future.  The formation of Special Assessment Areas is also an available funding vehicle.  
If the Commission and the County of Plumas determines that the formation of the CSA is the desired course of action, Staff recommends that this matter be continued as an open Public Hearing to the meeting of July 10, 2006 to allow the Public Works Director, the Executive Officer and County Counsel to discuss the alternatives set forth above.  
Following a brief discussion Chairman Meacher continued the public hearing.

8.d
Continued Public Hearing Re Public Hearing Re Plumas LAFCo File No. 2004-SOI-005, a Joint Application for the Quincy Community Services District and the East Quincy Community Services for Municipal Service Review and to update their Sphere of Influence.

Staff reported On June 8, 2006 Plumas LAFCo Executive Officer had a discussion with the General Manger of Quincy Community Services District, Mr. Larry Sullivan.  The Staff sought an update on the status of the District’s proposed common connection fee ordinance and study.  This study will be completed within the next four to six weeks. Attached please find a copy of a letter from the Quincy Community Services District consistent with staff conversations. Quincy CSD Manager Larry Sullivan is not ready with District recommendation for consolidation and the District is asking that the public hearing be postponed until the study is complete and made available to Plumas LAFCo for incorporation into the joint Municipal Service Review.  Staff recommended that the open public hearing be closed and that the Commission direct staff to set and notice a new public hearing when the District is ready to proceed and when the information discussed above is available.

Chairman Meacher closed the Public Hearing and Commissioner Kennedy made a motion to re-calendar this item at a latter date.  Commissioner Rush seconded the motion.

MSC: Kennedy/Rush, 5-0, To close the Public Hearing without the adoption of the MSR/SOI and to reschedule a Public Hearing at a latter date.  
9.
ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS BY EXECUTIVE OFFICER

           9.a
Staff Report Re:  Staff Contacts

Mr. Gullixson reported that staff has received numerous communications regarding questions concerning the City of Portola’s Sphere of Influence and staff was asked by Commissioner Comstock to place this item on the Contacts part of the agenda.  

On May 25, 2006 a public meeting was held by GLRID to discuss water issues relating to the Delleker area.  During that meeting, the City of Portola presented a map that erroneously depicted its Sphere of Influence (please see attached map).  Please note that this map is similar to the map that was presented with the City of Portola’s application.  However, it has been altered and it is not the map that was adopted as the amended Sphere of Influence for the City of Portola by the Commission in 2003.  

The area in question at this meeting was the area to the west of Delleker Drive.  The map presented by the City showed that the City sphere extended into the territory of GLRID, west of Delleker Drive, while the correct Sphere map shows the boundary to the east of Delleker Drive, not within the jurisdictional boundary of GLRID.  

 

The City of Portola Sphere Amendment and Municipal Service Review was first heard in January 2003 and was continued to the February meeting.  At that meeting the Commission approved the MSR.  On the SOI the City Commissioners moved approval of the recommended map with the "extreme eastern boundary" included.  The motion was moved seconded and failed 2-2.  Then the Chairman Emerson moved to approve the Staff recommended SOI with the "Central Alternate Eastern line".  This motion was moved seconded and failed 2-2.  The Commission moved to reopen the public hearing and then continue the matter to the next meeting in March when the fifth Commissioner would be present to break the tie.  In March the matter was heard and a motion was made to approve the Staff recommended map with the alternate central eastern line.  It was moved seconded and was approved 5-0.

 

All of the determinations of the City’s Sphere were based upon an analysis of the reasonable probability of the City extending services into the territory within five years.  It was not reasonable to conclude that the City would extend its service to Delleker since the services for fire; domestic water and sewer were already there.  Therefore, it was not reasonable to conclude that the City would extend services into that territory within five years.  Clearly attached to the Staff report was a recommended map with the lines clearly visible.  Such is attached hereto.  

The City requested a copy of the City of Portola Spheres Amendment and Municipal Service Review application file (Plumas LAFCo File No. 2002-SA-001) and such was delivered to the City on June 7, 2006.  Included in that information was a letter to the City dated June 27, 2003 wherein Manager Murphy was sent a final copy of the Resolution and the map (depicting the correct Sphere boundaries) prepared by Bastian Engineering (the City Engineer) for their records.  

There is no confusion in the Plumas LAFCo file relating to the Sphere of Influence map for the City of Portola and it is the map attached to Plumas LAFCo Resolution 2003-003.  Attached please find a copy of the “working map” used in the Plumas LAFCo staff report regarding this issue.  Staff did not attach a copy of the Sphere of Influence map, since staff did not have a copy of the map in a size that is reproducible at the office.  The Executive Officer has however brought a copy of the correct Sphere of Influence and the Plumas LAFCo file.  

The Commission then discussed allowing the City Engineer to present information pertaining to this issue.  Chairman Meacher commented that since this is not an action item the City Engineer should be allowed to address the Commission but that the Commission not be allowed to ask questions.  Chairman Meacher left the meeting and Vice Chairman Krantz, acting as chair asked Mr. Bastian to present his information to the Commission, Vice Chairman Krantz noting that this as not an action item, asked that the Commissioners to refrain from commenting or asking questions regarding the information to be presented.  Commissioner Comstock noted that she was opposed to this idea.  

Mr. Bastian reported that he was not in attendance at the MSR/SOI public hearing and that he did not determine the lines to be drawn on the map.  Mr. Bastion reported that he had only created the map consistent with staff direction and based upon a copy of the map used in the staff report and presented and approved by the Commission.  


9.b  
Staff Report Re:  Open Files.

No questions were presented on this subject matter.

10.
RESOLUTIONS

10.a 
Plumas LAFCo Resolution No. 2006-010, A Resolution of the Plumas Local Agency Formation Commission Making Determinations and Approving the Final Budget for the 2006/2007 Fiscal Year


This resolution was adopted as set forth in the motion referring to the 2006/2007 budget.

11. 
OTHER BUSINESS


Mr. Gullixson reported that the following application had been filed: 

Plumas LAFCo File No. 2006-OASA-001, Chester PUD Emergency Medical Services- Application filed, fees not yet collected.

12.
CLOSED SESSION

None

13.
ADJOURNMENT

Finding no further business on the agenda, Chairman Meacher called the meeting back to order and adjourned the meeting at 1230 p.m. to the next scheduled meeting of Plumas LAFCo at 10:00 a.m. on Monday, July 10, 2006 in the Board of Supervisors Room, Plumas County Courthouse, Quincy, California.
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