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6.a CONSENT CALENDAR

APPROVAL OF MINUTES


PLUMAS LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA

September 18, 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 September 18 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.       CLOSED SESSION


None
4.
INTRODUCTIONS AND PRESENTATIONS

None

5.
PUBLIC COMMENTS
Members of the public are 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.  Pursuant to the Brown Act, the Commission cannot take any action on items not listed on the posted agenda but may add to a future agenda matters brought up under public comments for appropriate action at a future meeting.  

6.
CONSENT CALENDAR 


6.a
Consideration of the Minutes of the 8-11-2006 regular meeting of Plumas LAFCo.
Commissioner Kennedy would like the following clarification added to Item 5. of the minutes:

“Chairman Meacher suggested that the City of Portola Staff be allowed to copy the requested public records”.
Chairman Meacher and Mr. Gullixson also requested that the following clarification be added to Item 5. of the minutes:

“Staff noted that the City of Portola staff is welcome to work in coordination with LAFCo staff to obtain copies of the requested records.  However, Plumas LAFCo staff does not have the equipment or the personnel time available to make the requested copies and the City of Portola staff can either hire a copy company, have a company hired on their behalf by LAFCo staff, or coordinate with staff to bring their own machine and personnel to the LAFCo offices to reproduce the requested information”.
MSC: Krantz / Comstock (5-0): To approve the consent calendar including the minutes of the meeting of August 11, 2006 with the above noted clarifications. 

7.   
MATTERS PRESENTED BY COMMISSIONERS


7.a      Report Re:   CALAFCo Conference by Commissioners Meacher & Krantz
Chairman Meacher and Commissioner Krantz gave the Commission a report on their attendance at the CALAFCo 2006 annual conference.  Commissioner Krantz noted the emphasis on completion of Municipal Service Reviews and Sphere of Influence Amendments, differences in LAFCo funding on a County by County basis, the importance of addressing affordable housing issues, and the expansion of LAFCo oversight and review as it affects County planning issue.  Chairman Meacher noted that he attended a track that discussed water delivery issue and that he heard discussion regarding consolidations and mergers, and an increase in rural LAFCo litigation.
8.        PUBLIC HEARINGS

8.a
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)
Chairman Meacher reported that the public hearing was already open and asked for the staff report.  The Executive Officer reported that he has spoken to County Counsel, Barbara Thompson who has requested that this issue be taken of calendar for the present.  Ms. Thompson relayed to staff that the County would like the application to remain open so that the County can try the recommended approach of creating Permanent Road Divisions as opposed to the creation of a County Service Area for Road Maintenance.  The County would like the application to remain open so that they may move forward with the formation, should the PRD approach not work as desired.  Mr. Gullixson reported that he has informed County Counsel that if they wish to process a formation Plumas LAFCo staff will need a budget for the CSA as well as all pertinent information related to the implementation of the CSA, including a work plan and fee schedules.

MSC: Krantz / Comstock (5-0): To close the public hearing and to take Plumas LAFCo File No. 2005-FORM-001, an Application for the Formation of a County-Wide Road Maintenance County Service Area (CSA) of calendar, until a business plan and budget are provided to Plumas LAFCo staff.
.
8.b
Public Hearing Re:
  Annexation proceedings for Plumas LAFCo File No. 2003-ANNX-004, Valley Ranch/Mohawk Meadows to the Graeagle FPD an Application for annexation to the Graeagle Fire Protection District.
Chairman Meacher opened the Public Hearing.  Mr. Gullixson reported that the District would like this annexation completed as soon as possible, however staff was unable to receive to information from the District necessary in order to coordinate with the Plumas County Assessor’s office on time in order to obtain information needed to properly notice this public hearing.  The District has asked that Plumas LAFCo hold a special meeting on October 2, 2006 at the District’s expense.  Staff recommends that the commission continue this public hearing to that date.

MSC: Krantz / Kennedy (5-0):  To continue the open Public Hearing Re:
  Annexation proceedings for Plumas LAFCo File No. 2003-ANNX-004, Valley Ranch/Mohawk Meadows to the Graeagle FPD an Application for annexation to the Graeagle Fire Protection District to Special Meeting on October 2, 2006 at 10:00 am in the Board of Supervisors Room, Plumas County Courthouse.
8.c
Public Hearing Re:
  Annexation proceedings for Plumas LAFCo File No. 2005-ANNX-008, Feather River Partners to Chester PUD an Application for the Annexation to the Chester Public Utility District.
Chairman Meacher opened the Public Hearing and Mr. Gullixson gave the following staff report:

Staff has received and processed Plumas LAFCo File No. 2005-ANNX-008, an application to initiate proceedings for change of organization from Feather River Partners (Successor of Vandenburghe Properties Inc.), applicant, on behalf of Ray and Maxine Keefer, property owners, who seek annexation into the Chester Public Utility District.   

The annexation application from the applicant involves one identified 14.92 acre parcel, APN 001-140-009, proposed for use as 49 single-family residential parcels contiguous by extension of utility easement road to the subject parcels from the present western jurisdictional boundaries of the Chester Public Utility District.  

The application was subsequently supplemented with a resolution prepared by the District Staff and adopted by the District Board of Directors wherein the District requests the boundary changes and agrees to exercise jurisdiction over the territory to be annexed and provide Domestic Water and Sanitation Sewer services.  The District has also included terms and conditions of annexation.  

PROJECT SITE: The territory to be annexed consists of the 14.92 acre parcel reference above and approximately 1.0 acre of roadway utility easement area over three parcels including parcels, APN 001-140-009 owned by the Keefers and the Chester Church of Christ, and APN 001-140-019, APN 114-002-200 and APN 001-140-043 which are owned by COLLINS PINES and SIERRA PACIFIC INDUSTRIES.
On the map attached and marked Exhibit “A”, the Commission will find the project area set forth in yellow with the present District boundaries shown in red.  Contiguity is achieved by annexing the road territory upon which the utility easements will follow.  The territory is uninhabited.
The territory included in the primary territory to be annexed (APN 001-140-009) was recently changed upon application of Vandenburghe Properties Inc., to change the general plan designation and zoning of 11.94 acres of the 14.92 acre parcel to Single Family Residential (7-R) within a Prime Opportunity Area.  This application was favorably acted upon by the County of Plumas during this past year.  Therefore, there is no change in “land use” anticipated by this change of organization.  

PURPOSE: The purpose of this annexation is to promote the orderly and logical expansion of the jurisdictional boundaries of the Chester Public Utility District over territories to which it may efficiently provide domestic water and sanitation sewer services.  
California Government Code §56668 spells out the factors to be considered by the Commission when making its determinations on applications. The code was incorporated as part of this report
ANALYSIS: The Executive Officer has reviewed the Application of Feather River Partners (Successor of Vandenburghe Properties Inc.), applicant, on behalf of Ray and Maxine Keefer, property owners, who seek annexation into the Chester Public Utility District   and Resolution No. 214 from the Chester Public Utility District.  Staff has visited the site to be annexed and has reviewed the maps and legal description of the territory to be annexed.   Resolution No. 214 of Chester Public Utility District is attached hereto and is incorporated herein by reference.  

The District agrees to annex the Feather River Partners (Successor of Vandenburghe Properties Inc.), applicant, on behalf of Ray and Maxine Keefer, property owners into the Chester Public Utility District subject to terms and conditions set forth therein and the applicant has agreed to the terms and conditions.  The terms and conditions call for the payment of annexation fees to the District with periodic user fees thereafter.  

District General Manager, Robert Merrifield also supplied this office with a letter explaining the District approach to funding this project, the letter was incorporated as part of the staff report.
The Executive Officer reported that he finds that the fiscal transaction between the applicant and the District is not “revenue neutral”.  Revenue Neutrality is included as part of the Plumas LAFCo Policies and Procedures and it is a necessary part of the review process the Commission has previously adopted to protect constituents.  

The inability to find “revenue neutrality” is based upon the records provided by Mr. Merrifield and the fact that this District continues to use “acreage” as a measure of assessment rather than the number of “equivalent dwelling units” and “flow”.  Mr. Merrifield’s note, set forth above, does not include District cash in the sum of $2.31 million dollars nor does his formula add back in the “District depreciation” in the amount of $2.279 million dollars into his equation.

In the letter of the District Engineer, Ed Anderson, dated August 17, 2006, Mr. Anderson states in pertinent part……”most Special Districts rely on Annexation Fees to insure that newly annexed land into the District will pay their fair share to “buy in” to the existing system(s) and contribute to the impact the additional growth and development will have on existing facilities and infrastructure owned and operated by the District.” The concept Mr. Anderson refers to as “fair share” and “buy in” is very close to the LAFCo concept of revenue neutrality.  
According to our recent MSR on this District there are approximately 1090 users in the District, Mr. Merrifield has rounded this number to 1100.  The 49 units to be attached to the District system(s) are normally required to pay a fair share and “buy in” to the system, otherwise it might be said that present constituents are subsidizing the developer project.  Simple math shows us that 49 units are equivalent to 4.95% of the existing district users.  The District has cash and infrastructure worth 9.0 million dollars.  If the District goes out of business and each user is treated as a stock holder entitled to a return on his investment into the District, that user would be entitled to his part of the cash on hand.  Mr. Merrifield has not even included the cash in his calculation.  He has deleted the equity contributions and the depreciation without explanation.  District cash ($2.31 million) multiplied by 4.95 % and divided by 49 units equals a buy in of $2,333 per unit.

A District can determine that it has sufficient funds and does not need to collect a “buy in” if it determines that other issues are more important to the District and if the District Board has determined that the need to promote more user “hookups” to gain the benefits of an expanded user base that will act to spread costs in the future, is a more important policy to adopt.  Here, Mr. Merrifield has not provided any information that such is the policy of his Board.

The terms and conditions for annexation include a plan for providing services by the District to the Feather River Partners (Successor of Vandenberghe Properties Inc.) parcels.  Such plan requires the applicant to provide sewer and water lines to his building pads from the present District boundary line, such to be installed by the applicant at the applicant’s sole cost with same to be dedicated to the District in so far as they are installed in the public right of way, consistent with District requirements and consistent with District approval. 

Government Code §56653 was incorporated as part of the staff report.
Mr. Gullixson reported that staff reviewed the list of conditions and the plan for providing services and determines that the requirements of Government Code §56653 have been met.  Staff has visited the site to be annexed and has reviewed the maps and will prepare a legal description of the territory to be annexed through our ArcView software for submission to the SBE.  

Approval of an Application for Annexation is a “project” under the California Environmental Quality Act and therefore the Commission is required to make its determinations with CEQA as part of its consideration.  The County of Plumas prepared an environmental review of this project when the County allowed the zone change on the property.  This Commission approved the environmental review of Plumas County during its study session of the review on January 20, 2006 wherein the Commission approved Resolution No. 2006-001, which approved the environmental review as adequate and complete.  The review concludes and determines that the project does not present any significant environmental impact.  This determination was based upon the expectation that this annexation is for territory to which the District should logically provide services and that while it may alter the social or economic interests of the property owners in question it will not substantially alter interests of other nearby landowners.  The existing Plumas County zoning designates the territory for uses consistent with the applicant proposal.  

The territory is presently within the Sphere of Influence of the Chester Public Utility District and the annexation of this property into the District is a logical expansion of the boundaries of the District.  The proposed new boundaries are definite and certain.  The territory to be annexed is uninhabited.  

The Executive Officer sent notices to all other local government agencies that might be affected by this annexation for purposes of securing public and agency comment.  The Staff received comments in favor of the project only.   

The territory is recently included within the Sphere of Influence of the Chester Public Utility District and the annexation of this property into the District is a logical expansion of the boundaries of the District.  The proposed new boundaries are definite and certain.

The Executive Officer sent notices to all other local government agencies that might be affected by this annexation for purposes of securing public and agency comment.  The Staff received no comments except for a comment from Ms. Becky Herrin of the Plumas County Planning Department.  Her concerns were addressed and mitigated. 

The District has entered into a tax exchange agreements with the County of Plumas, the Plumas County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the Seneca Health Care District, the Chester Public Utility District and the Chester Cemetery District. Such agreement was memorialized by Chester PUD Resolution No. 216, Plumas County Resolution No. 2006-7252, Seneca Health Care District Resolution No. 341, Chester Cemetery District Resolution No. 05-02.  

Expanding or limiting the breadth of this annexation is within the discretion of the Commission.  Pursuant to Government Code §56375 the Commission has the power and authority to approve, modify or disapprove proposals for change of organization.  

Staff has published Notice of a Public Hearing because of the size of this project.  If all of the landowners agree to the annexation as evidenced by their written agreement to be annexed.  Government Code §56663 (a) 3 allows the Commission to process the annexation without notice, hearing or an election.  The Executive Officer has determined that Conducting Authority may be waived based upon 100% landowner signature participation in agreement to the annexation of the territory.  Staff has not presently received written agreement to annex from all of the owners of record of these parcels at this time.

The Commission then discussed the “buy-in” fee as proposed by Mr. Merrifield.  Commissioner‘s Krantz and Comstock, questioned Mr. Merrifield’s “buy in fee” in relationship to the utilization of depreciated values to determine District infrastructure replacement value.  They also raised concerns over the use of an acreage formula to determine user rates for this project.  Mr. Merrifield responded that he finds the “buy in” fee to be fair and revenue neutral and finds no issues with his current fee schedule; he also informed the Commission that if they did not find the annexation to be revenue neutral and/or his method for determining fees to be accurate, that they should deny the annexation.  Following further discussion Commissioner Kennedy noted that he does not like to interfere with local agency policy and that it is not his place to determine the adequacy of local manager’s policy, noting that this is the job of the District’s constituents.  Chairman Meacher also noted that the concerns raised do not merit holding up this annexation process.
Following further discussion Chairman Meacher closed the public hearing and called for a motion.

MSC: Kennedy / Rush (3-2) Chairman Meacher, Commission Kennedy, Commissioner Rush-AYE; Commissioner Comstock and Commissioner Krantz-NO:  Approving RESOLUTION NO. 2006-013, A RESOLUTION OF THE PLUMAS LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING THE ANNEXATION OF “FEATHER RIVER PARTNERS PARCEL” TO CHESTER PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT, PLUMAS LAFCO FILE NO. 2005-ANNX-008

8.c
Public Hearing Re:
  Annexation proceedings for Plumas LAFCo File No. 2004-SOI-002, Eastern Plumas FPD Sphere of Influence Amendment and Municipal Service Review, an Application for a Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence update for Eastern Plumas Rural Fire Protection District.
Chairman Meacher opened the public hearing and asked for the staff report.  The Executive Officer reported that he has not received the needed and requested information from the District.  Mr. Gullixson reported that to date he has approximately 70% of the information needed to complete the MSR. Mr. Gullixson recommended that the Commission continue this Public Hearing to the next regularly scheduled. 
MSC: Comstock / Kennedy (5-0):  To continue the Public Hearing Re: Annexation proceedings for Plumas LAFCo File No. 2004-SOI-002, Eastern Plumas FPD Sphere of Influence Amendment and Municipal Service Review, an Application for a Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence update for Eastern Plumas Rural Fire Protection District.
9.       ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS BY EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

9.a
Annexation Proceedings Re:  Plumas LAFCo File No. 2005-ANNX-003, Wilburn Properties to Greenhorn Creek CSD. 
Mr. Gullixson reported that this agenda item was discussed at the previous Plumas LAFCo meeting.  At the August 14, 2006 meeting the Commission reviewed the staff report for this application, discussed it, initially approved it and requested that staff prepare a Resolution consistent with the finding of the of the staff report presented to be finalized at the September 15, 2006 meeting.  The Commission had no additional comments or questions regarding this application.

MSC: Kennedy / Rush (5-0):  Approving RESOLUTION NO. 2006-012, A RESOLUTION OF THE PLUMAS LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING THE ANNEXATION OF “WILBURN PROPERTIES” TO GREENHORN CREEK CSD, PLUMAS LAFCO FILE NO. 2005-ANNX-003

9.b
Annexation Proceedings Re:  Plumas LAFCo File No. 2004-ANNX-002, Eicher / Brenneman parcels to Beckwourth FPD and Annexation Re Plumas LAFCo File No. 2005-ANNX-004, Joy-Wirta-Pearson et al to Beckwourth FPD.
Mr. Gullixson reported that he has contacted the Chairman of the Board for the Beckwourth Fire Protection District, regarding the plan for providing services for Plumas LAFCo File No. 2004-ANNX-002, Eicher / Brenneman parcels to Beckwourth FPD and Annexation Re Plumas LAFCo File No. 2005-ANNX-004, Joy-Wirta-Pearson et al to Beckwourth FPD.  The Board responded that they have not yet received the report from the firm that is preparing the report and that the hope to have the needed information in the next couple of weeks.  Mr. Gullixson will bring this issue before the Commission again when staff has received all of the information needed to process the application.

MSC: Comstock / Meacher (5-0):  To receive and file the staff report.

9.c
Action Item Re:   Request Re Almanor Park and Recreation District for Waiver of Annexation Fees for Application to Chester FPD and Chester PUD.
Mr. Gullixson reported that at the August 14, 2006 Plumas LAFCo meeting, representatives for the Almanor Parks and Recreation District (APRD) addressed the Commission requesting a waiver or reduction in Plumas LAFCo annexations fees for the annexation of a portion of a parcel of land equaling 2.932 acres.  Annexation into both the Chester Public Utility District and the Chester Fire Protection District of this parcel is sought. 

The Application for annexation is not brought by the District; it is brought by the Landowner, COLLINS PINES.  The territory in question is within the boundary of APRD.  The parcel is to be the subject of a future lease by the District from the Collins Pine Company for 20 years, with an option to renew, and is scheduled to be utilized as a multipurpose ball field.  The lease is for an initial term of 20 years with an option to renew for two additional terms, for ten years each.  The tenant is to pay the yearly taxes for the property, as the cost of the lease.  The lease specifies that the tenants shall use the property only for the following purpose: operation of a baseball/softball/soccer field and related facilities serving the community of Chester, Ca. etc. The tenant is also responsible for the cost of developing the property for the use specified and for obtaining all needed permitting.

Under normal circumstances the Plumas LAFCo Filing and Processing Deposits for the annexation of 2.932 acres is $4,400 per annexation.  There is also an additional fee of approximately $50.00 for legal advertising and of $25.00 for a De Minimus Finding for the California Department of Fish and Game.  The State Board of Equalization fee for an annexation of this size would be $350.00.  That brings the total cost for each annexation to $4825.00. Therefore, the estimated total cost to the Landowner District would be $9650.00 for annexation of the territory in question to both the PUD and FPD.

This annexation could be determined by the Commission to fall under the category of an “Annexation of single-family residence for reasons of public health or safety”.  The rational being that water and sanitation facilities are needed to adequately provide for children on park lands.  The fees for an annexation under this category are $1925.00, plus approximately $50.00 for legal publication, $25.00 for De Minimus Finding, and a $350 SBE fee.  The total estimated cost per annexation under this category would be $2350.00.  The cost for both annexations under this category is $4,700.  The costs may be minimized because the two District findings may be similar and actual costs may be less depending on the ability of the District and the Landowner to act with Staff in a collaborative way to expedite the process.

The Executive Officer recommended that the Commission review the data provided above and make a determination to collect fees sufficient to enable processing by LAFCo Staff without a fiscal impact that would deplete budgeted funds or act to subsidize a Landowner Annexation application.  
The Commission then discussed the funds available from APRD, the charges the District will incur for service to this property, and possible sources of funds for the project.  Virginia Natalia spoke on behalf of the District and noted that the District had budgeted $1500.00 for the Plumas LAFCo annexation application.

MSC: Kennedy / Comstock (4-1) Chairman Meacher, Commission Kennedy, Commissioner Krantz, Commissioner Comstock -AYE; and Commissioner Rush-NO:   To accept an initial deposit of $1500.00 to process the annexation application for the property in question, the District is also to provide the State Board of Equalization fees in the amount of $850.00, prior to the final processing of the applications, further fees to be addressed as the application is processed.

9.d
Action Item Re:   City of Portola request for reconsideration of Sphere of Influence boundary line determination of March 2003 based upon claim that Plumas LAFCo Staff made a clerical error and Action Re Submittal of Legal Fees associated with this issue to the City of Portola consistent with signed Contract for Time and Materials Re Plumas LAFCo File No. 2002-SA-001.
Mr. Gullixson reported that this matter came to the Commission upon request of the City of Portola, after City Manager Jim Murphy presented a map of the City Sphere Of Influence in a public meeting organized and hosted by the Grizzly Lake Resort Improvement District last spring.  Representatives of GLRID challenged Mr. Murphy on the accuracy of the map offered at this meeting.

Staff received a request from the City for reconsideration of the Sphere of Influence previously approved by the Commission on March 10, 2003 after reviewing the Plumas LAFCo files and informing the City and GLRID that the map previously offered by the City Manager was in error.  The City request was based upon the claim that there was clerical error in the preparation of the map.   

Prior to the onset of this action the City of Portola was informed by the Staff that the City would be responsible for Staff and Legal costs associated with this effort under the provisions of the Contract for Time and Materials with indemnity clauses that the City executed and submitted with its application for Sphere of Influence Amendment.  The City Attorney was requested to provide to the Executive Officer any legal authority the City was aware of that would allow the Commission to do what the City was requesting.  The City Attorney never responded to this request.

In meetings with the Executive Officer, the City Manager claims that he did not receive the LAFCo correspondence dated June 27, 2003 wherein the Executive Officer mailed a conformed copy of the resolution with attached map of the Commission approved Sphere of Influence and that he was unaware of the approved Sphere of Influence boundary lines prior to the public meeting hosted by GLRID.

During these proceedings the Commission has hired the Law Firm of William Ross whose report is attached to this report.  For purposes of this presentation the Executive Officer presented the following maps:

· The map attached to the application of the City of Portola;

· The map requested by the Executive Officer from the City which depicts the Sphere of Influence approved by the City during its General Plan Update in March 2002;

· The map prepared by Staff for presentation of the Executive Officer report on the Municipal Service Review and the Sphere of Influence Amendment of the City of Portola;

· The map prepare in early June, 2003 by City Engineer, Bastian Engineering, on the final Sphere of Influence boundaries approved by the Commission;

· The map used by the City Manager in spring of 2006 at the GLRID public meeting; and

· A Certified City Map, prepared on January 14, 2004, by City Engineer, Bastian Engineering, showing the City boundaries, the General Plan Study area and the City Sphere of Influence, certified by City Clerk, Leslie Tigan and City Planning Director, Dean Deterich.  This map was obtained by the Executive Officer about one week after the Commission meeting of August 2006.  It was observed hanging on the wall of the Hamby Surveying office in the City of Portola.

Mr. Gullixson noted that one could only conclude that even though the City Manager and the City Attorney may have been unaware of the actual boundaries of the City Sphere of Influence approved by the Commission on March 10, 2003, it is obvious that the City Clerk, the City Planner and the City Engineer were all aware of the correct boundaries on January 14, 2004. 

The Executive Officer recommended that the Commission review and discuss the Executive Officer and the William Ross Reports and receive the map presentation.  Further, Staff recommended that the Commission:

1)  Deny the requests of the City of Portola;

2) Direct Staff to bill the City of Portola, pursuant to the terms of it Contract with Plumas LAFCo, for the Staff time and Attorney fees and costs charged.

Chairman Meacher thanked Mr. Gullixson for the staff report and asked the Commission for questions and discussion.  Commissioner Kennedy asked staff if Mr. Ross had interviewed any of the former Commissioners or if he talked to the City attorney.  Mr. Gullixson responded that he had not, and that it would be legally improper to poll members of the Commission on an action taken three years previous.  Steve Gross, City of Portola Attorney, responded that City staff appreciates the time the Commission has taken to review this issue but that the City objects to the use of attorney William D. Ross for this inquiry.

Following further discussion the following motions were made to adopt the Staff recommendation:

MSC: Comstock / Krantz (3-2) Chairman Meacher, Commission Krantz, Commissioner Comstock -AYE; and Commissioner Rush, Commissioner Kennedy -NO:   To deny City of Portola request to determine a clerical error was made and to amend the City Sphere of Influence consistent with the map filed with the City application, Plumas LAFCo File No. 2002-SA-001.

MSC: Comstock / Krantz (3-2) Chairman Meacher, Commission Krantz, Commissioner Comstock -AYE; and Commissioner Rush, Commissioner Kennedy -NO:   To Direct Staff to bill the City of Portola, pursuant to the terms of it’s Contract For Time & Materials with Plumas LAFCo Re: Plumas LAFCo File No. 2002-SA-001, for the Staff time and Attorney fees and costs incurred.
9.e
Staff Report Re:   Plumas County Cemetery District Survey.
Mr. Gullixson noted that he has received responses to the Plumas County Cemetery District Survey and that those responses were very informative and comprehensive.
MSC: Comstock / Meacher (5-0):  To receive and file the staff report.
10.
OTHER BUSINESS
10a.
 Notice of New Filing:    Plumas LAFCo File No. 2006-ANNX-001, The Ridges       



to Eastern Plumas Rural FPD

10b.

Notice of Public Hearing:    Re Plumas LAFCo File No. 2003-ANNX-004, Valley Ranch/Mohawk Meadows to the Graeagle FPD an Application for annexation to the Graeagle Fire Protection District, Special Meeting October 2, 2006, Board of Supervisor’s Room, Plumas County Courthouse.

Mr. Gullixson informed the Commission of the above two items.  There were no further questions on these issues.
11. RESOLUTIONS


            11a.

     Resolution No. 2006-011:  A Resolution of the Plumas Local Agency          

                           Formation Commission Approving Plumas LAFCo File No. 2005-Annx-003,  

                           Wilburn Properties to Greenhorn Creek CSD.

This resolution was approved under item No. 9 a.
11b.
     Resolution No. 2006-012:  A Resolution of the Plumas Local Agency  

                           Formation Commission Approving Employee Participation in the California 

                           State Disability Insurance Program.
This issue was presented at the previous Commission meeting.  During that meeting Commissioner Kennedy commented that he is in favor of Employee Participation in the California State Disability Insurance Program.
MSC: Comstock / Krantz (4-1) Chairman Meacher, Commission Krantz, Commissioner Comstock, Commissioner Rush -AYE; Commissioner Kennedy -NO:   To approve     Resolution No. 2006-012:  A Resolution of the Plumas Local Agency  Formation Commission Approving Employee Participation in the California State Disability Insurance Program.
.
12. ADJOURNMENT 
Finding no further business on the agenda, Chairman Meacher called the meeting back to order and adjourned the meeting at 12:05 p.m. to a special meeting of Plumas LAFCo scheduled and noticed to be held at 10:00 a.m. on Monday, October 2, 2006 in the Board of Supervisors Room, Plumas County Courthouse, Quincy, California.
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