PLACER LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

Miguel Ucovich, Chair (City), Jim Holmes, Vice Chair (County); Gray Allen (District); Bill Kirby (City); E. Howard
Rudd, (Public); Ron Treabess (District); Robert Weygandt (County). Alternate Commissioners: Jim Gray (Public);
Jack Duran (County); Brian Sheehan (District); Stan Nader (City).

8.

9.

REGULAR HEARING AGENDA
September 9, 2015--4:00 p.m.
Board of Supervisors' Chambers
County Administrative Building
175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603

Flag Salute
Call to Order and Roll Call
Approval of Agenda (Action item)
Public Comment: This is the time when persons may address the Commission on items
not on the agenda. Please limit comments to three (3) minutes as the Commission is not
permitted to take any action on items presented as public comment.
Approval of Minutes: From the August 12, 2015 hearing. (Action item, pg. 1)
Town of Olympic Valley Incorporation proposal:
6. a. Status update for the Incorporation proposal (pg. 6)
6. b. Authorize Executive Officer to execute an amendment to the existing contract with
RSG to provide for work required during the State Controller Review of the Town of
Olympic Valley Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis and to take such further action as may be
necessary to complete the review by the State Controller. (Action item, pg. 100).
6. c. Public comment on other matters regarding the Olympic Valley proposal.
Executive Officer Reports:

Legislative Committee

Proposal Status

Report from CALAFCO Conference

Next Hearing: October 14, 2015
Commissioner Reports:

Adjournment

For further information or to provide written comments on any item on the agenda, please contact the Placer
LAFCO. Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the Commission after distribution of the
agenda packet are available for public inspection in the Placer LAFCO office at 110 Maple Street, Auburn, CA
95603 during normal business hours. Phone: (530) 889-4097. Placer LAFCO is committed to ensuring that
persons with disabilities are provided the resources to participate in its meetings. If you require a disability-
related accommodation, please contact the Clerk to the Commission at least two business days prior to the
meeting date.



September 9, 2015
Item No. 5

PLACER LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

Miguel Ucovich, Chair (City), Jim Holmes, Vice Chair (County); Gray Allen (District); Bill Kirby (City); E. Howard Rudd,
(Public); Ron Treabess (District); Robert Weygandt (County). Alternate Commissioners: Jim Gray. (Public); Jack Duran
(County); Brian Sheehan. (District); Stan Nader (City). : ' ' v

Minutes
-August 12, 2015

1. Flag salute was led by Commissioner Holmes

2. Call to Order and Roll Call: Chairman Ucovich called the hearing to order at 4:00 p.m. in the Board
of Supervisors Chambers at 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn CA. Those present and seated were
Commissioners Allen, Treabess, Rudd, Holmes Weygandt, Kirby, and Ucovich. Staff present were Executive
Officer Kris Berry, LAFCO Counsel Bill Wright, and Clerk to the Commission Linda Wilkie.

3. Approval of Agenda: The Agenda was approved as submitted by motion: Weygandt/

Treabess/Unanimous 7:0
4, Public Comment: There was no public cdmment on any item not listed on the agenda.
5 Approval of Minutes from the July 8, 2015 hearing: The minutes were approved as submitted by

motion: Treabess/Kirby/Unanimous 7:0
6. Town of Olympic Valley Incorporation proposal:
Commissioner Treabess recused himself. Alternate Commissioner Sheehan took his place.

» 6a. Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analy5|s
1. A presentation on the Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis was given by RSG Consulting.
Staff is recommending the Commission receive and file the report.
2. Receive comments from the public on the Draft CFA:

Kathryn Rees, Squaw Valley Lodge Homeowners Association, stated that to the association homeowners:
the CFA is credible, appropriate and fairly depicts what she has continued to say every time she has
appeared before the Commission. She didn't feel that the critical mass was present to support the
incorporation or would it enhance services. She'is concerned that since Olympic Valley would be such a
small city, the second homeowners in the area would be tasked with higher taxes to sustain the city. She
requested that the Commission accept the CFA and reject the application.

Tom Sinclair, speaking on behalf of Incorporate Olympic Valley, stated that the Commission has received a
letter from IOV discussing the 4 major concerns in the draft CFA. He said that they are complex issues
and should be addressed by the State Controller’s Office. He addressed the following; 1. Contingency
expense of 10% per year and that it amounts to over 3.4 million dollars over 10 years. He said that Gov.
Code Sec. 56815.2 directed the office of Planning and Research to prepare guidelines, one section stating
that the guidelines shall be advisory to the Commission in review of incorporation proposals. He quoted
directly from the OPR guidelines stating “A contingency fund based on a percentage of estimated
expenditures should be reflected in the CFA projections”. Most cities attempt to reserve a minimum
percentage of the operating budget in an unappropriated reserve as prudent fiscal policy.” 2. He said _
regarding the general fund reserve, the draft CFA does calculate the general fund reserve at 30% of total
revenue, and although it does tell you the percent of the expense, it does not calculate it based on the
30%; it does not tell you what 30% would be. He said it does have the 30% of the TOT of which 60% is
already set aside for the North Tahoe Resort Association which leaves only 10% of TOT for town
operations. It also reserves funds for revenue neutrality negotiations and that IOV thinks that the funds

. should be a percentage of the total of the operating expense and not the revenues. 3. With regard to the
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calculations of future property tax revenue, he said that the state law says regarding property tax
calculation “The total net cost means total direct and indirect costs” and that the county did provide the
$183,555 as indirect costs related to the municipal services that would be transferred. He said that the
draft CFA does use artificially low assessed values for future development projects. He also stated that
with the three changes and the correction in the law enforcement charges, the CFA will show that the
incorporation is fiscally sound.

Tom Day, a resident of Squaw Valley, stated that regarding the law enforcement portion of the CFA, the
community would like to see the CFA reflect what the current level of law enforcement costs are. He said
that the level of service is determined by how many full time employees it takes to cover an area and that
currently there are 3.35 full time employees. He said that the CFA has doubled the level of service to 6.45
full time employees which is the single highest expense in the CFA. He said that in addition by adding in a
. per capita adjustment it will raise the staffing level to 10.2 full time employees by 2025. He said that
rather than employing a traffic enforcement officer, there should be a course in traffic training for deputies
already assigned to cover Olympic Valley. He requested that the CFA be sent to the State Controller's
office for review:.

Lisa Cardin, resident of Olympic Valley, commented regarding the CalFire acreage. She said she asked
the local fire chief if the acreage (5662 acres) in the CFA was correct. The chief told her that the battalion
chief supplied RSG with the correct figure (4578 acres), but that the battalion chief had no recollection of
speaking with anyone from RSG. She questioned the CFA’s accuracy and requested that it be sent to the
State Controller for review. -

Steve Hoch, resident of North Tahoe, stated that the analysis from RSG is inaccurate and the assumption
and opinions are inappropriate. He requested that the CFA be sent to the State Controller for review and
~the decision to incorporate be brought to the voters.

Peter Schweitzer, stated that TOT has been stable and growing in the community through droughts and
the recession. He said that to think that the reserve must be higher because of risk isn't relative. He
stated that the draft CFA should go to the State Controller to determine what is accurate.

Fred Ilfeld, He wished to rebut RSGs comments. He said that regarding the contingency of 10%, he
agrees to the percentage but that the 10% should be in a reserve fund and not as a line item expense. -
Regarding the general fund reserve, the arguments were that it should be 30%. He said that his
_argument is whether the general reserve is based on expenditures or revenue. He stated regarding
property tax that HEC more accurately reflects the market values than that given in the CFA. He said .
regarding law enforcement that in terms of new units and per capita adjustment that the transient
population will go up but pointed out that the owner of Squaw Valley Ski Holdings has a- private security
force so it will not just be the Sheriff’s Department providing enforcement.

Matthew Newman, with Blue Sky Consulting Group working for Save Olympic Valley and Squaw Valley Ski
Holdings said that the Commission has heard a lot about the CFA and how it was revised and from IOV
about what is wrong with it. He said that the important thing is to try to decide is there confidence in the
document and would the changes that IOV is asking for make a difference at arriving at a different
conclusion and that the town would be viable. He said that the Commissions independent consultant has
stated twice that there is no scenario that shows that the town would be viable and furthermore have
looked at the previous State Controller's reviews and a number of the assumptions that 10V criticized and
said that their approach is consistent with what the State Controller has suggested and what other
consultants have come up with. - :

Keith Fountain, a condominium owner in Squaw Valley, said that as a second homeowner he is concerned
with property taxes and TOT, that the incorporation is not viable and the homeowners will suffer for it. He
stated that he thought the CFA was of sound thinking. :

Chairman Ucovich closed public comment.

Staff recommends the Commission receive and file the CFA report. Motion: Kirby/Allen/Unanimous 7:0

6.b State Controller Review/Funding for the EIR



1. Consideration of the request from IOV to submit the Draft CFA to the State Controller for
review. Ms. Berry reminded the Commission that the proponents have requested a review of the CFA by
the State Controller’s office. She said that the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) guidelines for
incorporation indicate that review by the State Controller must be made within 30 days of the Executive
Officer noticing the final report is complete and available for public review, however this proposal is not at
that point yet. She said that the Commission directed staff to discuss with the State Controller's office
and they verified that they will accept the CFA for review even before the 30 day timeframe. She said
that the process is that the party who requests the review submit a detailed letter to the Executive Officer
stating what items are of concern and what items they wish to have reviewed. She stated that it is then
sent to the State Controller’s office along with the CFA and then the Controller will send an estimate of the
cost to review. She said that the party requesting the review is the responsible party to pay the costs and
submit a deposit to LAFCO. She said that LAFCO then notifies the Controller that the funds have been
received and the Controller’s office then has 45 days to finish the review once they start it. She said that
* by statute, work on the proposal is suspended until the review is complete. She stated that staff does
support the review and verifying the analysis. She asked that the Commission allow staff to send the CFA
to the State Controller’s office for review and not require the proponents to pay for the EIR at this time.

2. Discussion and direction to staff on whether to process the request to submit the CFA to the
State Controller for review or whether submission of the CFA to the State Controller should only occur
after the EIR has been completed and the Executive Officer has set the matter for hearing.

3. Discussion and direction to staff on whether to continue processing the proposal in the event
the funding for the EIR is not provided within the required timeframe.

Public Comment:

Robert Barnett, advisor on behalf of 10V, stated that he thinks that RSG has made their case for flexibility
and guidelines and certainly in priorities. He said that the issue of whether or not the incorporation has the
potential to be feasible is a far more important issue to everyone than the EIR. He said that he thinks that
to the people of Squaw Valley, the focus is more on viability than on the EIR. He said that he thinks the
priority is trying to get an understanding of some of the technical issues that have been argued by people
that are very qualified. He talked about the issue of property tax change (sec 56810) in the CFA referring
to direct and indirect costs funded by general purpose revenue. He said that he felt the State Controller
review was best to decide on issues. '

Kathryn Rees, stated that she continues to be a bit confounded by this LAFCO process. She felt that it
should be uniformly applied to anyone who goes through an application process with LAFCO. She
commented on the Commission’s action on May 12, and again on July 8 to require IOV to pay for the EIR.
She said that it was her understanding that the EIR and the CFA were to be concurrent because the
results of both of those are needed to go forward with neutrality negotiations with the county. She also

- mentioned that Commissioner Kirby had asked for a list of participants from IOV and SOV. She stated
that in Dr. Iifeld’s (I0V) letter to the Commission, he stated that Ms. Rees speaks for Save Olympic Valley,
she clarified that she only represents Squaw Valley Lodge Homeowners Association, however, she does
share the position of SOV to oppose the incorporation. She also stated that there are many businesses in
the Squaw Valley area that have concerns with the incorporation and do not support it. ’

Dr. Fred Ilfeld apologized to Ms. Rees for incorrectly naming her as supporting SOV. Dr. Ilfeld stated that
there is only one business that he knows of that financially supports SOV and that is Squaw Valley Ski
Holdings.

Michael Colantuono, attorney for IOV stated that there are three ways this process can come to an end.
He said that'1. Is that the applicants might be persuaded that it’s not how they accomplish their vision to
make it a better community to live in. 2. LAFCO could get to a place where you have an adequate record
to make a decision not to approve it. 3. It could be put on the ballot and the voters could resolve it. He
stated that the IOV does have the money to cover costs, however, they don’t want to spend $147,000 on
an EIR if the State Controller’s review of the CFA shows that the incorporation is not feasible. He said that
IOV did give the Commission four topics that they wanted reviewed in the CFA. He said that IOV will
submit a final letter listing items for review if the Commission chooses to send the CFA to the Controller,

- and they are prepared to pay for that review when LAFCO receives the cost estimate. He also stated that
if the Controller determines that the incorporation is feasible, that IOV is prepared to pay for the EIR,
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Ed Heneveld, a resident of Squaw Valley stated that he just wants to see fairness and certainty with this .
project. He said that KSL and SOV have put almost $700,000 against the incorporation. He requested
that the Commission defer the EIR payment and send the CFA to the State Controller’s office for review.

Jennifer Merchant, Deputy CEO with Placer County, stated that she wanted to reiterate some of the points
that the CEO David Boesch made in his letter that he sent to LAFCO earlier in the week. She said that it is
Placer County staff’'s recommendation that LAFCO set a defined process from here on.out. She stated that
there is a broader community of interest than just the people within the proposal area that care what
happens. She said that at the last LAFCO hearing the Commission suggested that the EIR and the CFA be
concurrent so that a mutual conclusion could be reached and have that reviewed by all involved so that
revenue neutrality negotiations could be engaged. She referred to the state code section 56833.3, 56801
is that the “Controller review the applicants fiscal analysis must be submitted within 30 days of the
Commissions first published notice of the proposal” and we don’t have that yet. She said that Placer
LAFCO is not being consistent with the state code. She suggested that there be a peer review rather than
a State Controller's review because the Controller’s review puts the proposal at a stopping point for 45
days. She recommended that the Commission provide a clear process and stick to it.

Rich Molsby, representing Save Olympic Valley, stated that it is a group of more than 100 people and
business owners in the Valley that object to the incorporation. He said that sending the CFA to the State
Controller abdicates the Commissions responsibility. He said that he thought that the CFA should not go
to the Controller until the final CFA was completed. He also stated that there is no EIR because the oV
did not pay that fee in May when the Commission voted to have it paid. He said that the public, the
opponents, and the proponents have commented extensively and RSG did a thoughtful and extensive
review and has determined that the incorporation is not feasible. He reminded the Commission that the
proponents have the money but that they would withdraw the application if the incorporation was not
feasible yet now there is a request to continue and send the CFA to the State Controller. He said that the
list of items to be reviewed is extensive to the point of almost doing a new CFA. He also added that SOV’s
position is that the EIR should be paid by tomorrow (8/13/15), and that the Controller review is premature
and that there is enough evidence on this incorporation to terminate. o

Keith Fountain said that as a homeowner, he wonders what services there will be if the incorporation
happens. He stated that he thought the Commission was slowing down the process by sending the CFA to
-the Controller and not starting the EIR. '

Chairman Ucovich closed public comment.

After Commission discussion;_Motion:

1. Allow the review of the CFA by the State Controller’s Office as requested by the proponents.

2. Allow the proponents to defer payment on the EIR until after the review by the State Controller’s
office has been received by LAFCO. _

3. Formal request to be received by LAFCO from IOV detailing items to be reviewed by the State
Controller’s office within 5 business days of the date of this hearing.

4. The Executive Officer to transmit required information for review to the State Controller's office for
estimated costs associated with the review and subsequent submission of the review once deposit for
review has been received from IOV.

5. IOV to submit payment for State Controller’s review to LAFCO within 5 business days of LAFCO
receiving estimate of charges from the State Controller’s office.

6. Direct LAFCO to suspend activity on the processing of the application during the duration of the State
Controller’s review not related directly to the review process by the State Controller. 6. Require payment
of current invoice dated July 29, 2015 to insure adequate funding for staff time associated with the State

Controller review. Rudd/Weygandt/6:1 (Holmes opposed)

6 c. Public comment on other matters regarding the Olympic Valley proposal.
Kathryn Rees spoke.
Chairman Ucovich closed public comment.

7. Executive Officer Reports:
Legislative Committee



Proposal Status
CALAFCO Items: Conference

Preconference LAFCO 101 session availability
Next Hearing: September 9, 2015
8. Commissioner Reports: Commissioner Kirby reported on the CALAFCO Board of Directors meeting.

9. Adjournment: There being no further business, the hearing was adjourned at 5:55 p.m. by
motion. Holmes/Allen/Unanimous 7:0

Linda Wilkie, Clerk to the Commission



September 9, 2015

Iltem No. 6a
PLACER COUNTY
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
110 Maple Street, Auburn California 95603 530-889-4097
Email: lafco@placer.ca.gov
STAFF REPORT
DATE: September 1, 2015
TO: Chairman Ucovich, Commissioners Allen, Holmes, Kirby, Rudd, Treabess,

Weygandt. Alternate Commissioners Duran, Gray, Nader, Sheehan

FROM: Kris Berry, AICP, Executive Officer %4/ @’—

SUBJECT:" Town of Olympic Valley Incorporation proposal update

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the Commission receive this update regarding the Status of the
Incorporate Olympic Valley proposal.

SUMMARY:
Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis

The Commission considered a request to allow State Controller review of the Comprehensive
Fiscal Analysis at the August 12, 2015 hearing, agreeing to the request and requiring the
proponents to submit their request to Placer LAFCO within 5 business days. The request was
submitted in the required time frame (attached as Exhibit 1) and forwarded to the State
Controller’s office on August 20, 2015 (Exhibit 2). In addition, a letter from Placer County CEO
David Boesch was received by LAFCO (Exhibit 3) on August 21, 2015 and an additional letter
from the proponents providing backup information (Exhibit 4) were forwarded separately to the
State Controller’s office.

LAFCOQO received an estimate from the State Controller’s office (Exhibit 5) on Friday, August 28,
2015 in the amount of $125,000, and forwarded this estimate to the proponents the same day.
On Monday, August 31, 2015, the proponents informed us they would be submitting payment for
the State Controller review by Friday, September 4, 2015 (Exhibit 6).

The review by the State Controller’s office will entail work with LAFCO staff and the Fiscal
Consultants, RSG. The additional work required by RSG will entail a contract amendment, which
is the subject of a separate item on the agenda, item 6.b. Once the State Controller receives
notification that we have received the payment, the Controller’s office has 45 days to perform the
review.



Environmental Impact Report

The Environmental Impact Report has not been funded as of this date. At the August 12
Commission meeting, the Commission voted to allow the State Controller review of the proposal.
This review tolls time and suspends work on the incorporation proposal while the review is
occurring. '

Attachments: -

Exhibit 1 Request for State Controller review

Exhibit 2 LAFCO Ietter to State Controller's office

Exhibit 3 Letter from Placer County CEO David Boesch

Exhibit4 Backup information from IOV

Exhibit 5 State Controller estimate

Exhibit 6 Email from IOV agreeing to fund State Controller review

Misé correspondence _
Letter from David Boesch, CEO Placer County



EXHIBIT 1

Incorporate OV Foundation
P.O. Box 2826
Olympic Valley, CA 96146
Ms. Kris Berry, executive officer
Placer Local Agency Formation Commission
110 Maple St.
Auburn, CA 95603 August 19, 2015

re: request for State Controller’s Office review of the Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis
for the proposed incorporation of the Town of Olympic Valley

1. INTRODUCTION

Incorporate Olympic Valley (I0V) respectfully submits this request to Placer Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) for State Controller’s Office (SCO) review of the Draft Comprehensive Fiscal
Analysis (Draft CFA) of the Proposed Incorporation of the Town of Olympic Valley, dated July 24, 2015,
prepared by Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc. (RSG).

This request accompanied with its exhibits of supporting information is submitted pursuant to
Government Code section 56801(b), which authorizes an interested party to request SCO review of any
element of the comprehensive fiscal analysis. Our request is based on our concerns regarding the
accuracy and reliability of the information, methodologies, and documentation used in the analysis
(Government Code section 56801(c)).

The elements noted in this request are submitted for SCO review because they are inconsistent with
Government Code section 56800 et seq. and the “Guide to the LAFCO Process for Incorporations”
published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR Guidelines). More specifically and as
described in this request, the CFA understates revenues that will accrue to the Town, proposes service
levels that are in excess of existing service levels, estimates expenditures based on cities that are not
comparable to the proposed Town, and makes other assumptions that do not accurately reflect the
viability of incorporation of the Town of Olympic Valley.

2. PROJECTED TOWN REVENUES UNDERSTATED

Property Tax Revenue

Government Code section 56810 provides the formula for calculating the amount of property tax
revenue to be exchanged between the affected local agencies. An “Auditor’s Ratio” is calculated by
determining the proportion that property tax revenue bears to total County General Fund revenue. The
Auditor’s Ratio is multiplied by the “total net cost” of County services in Olympic Valley to calculate the
base year property tax revenue. This amount is adjusted by annual tax increment factors to calculate
the amount the Town will receive in initial allocation of property taxes.




The Draft CFA indicates that the total County base year net cost of services transferred to the Town is
$1,439,385, which when multiplied by the indicated Auditor’s Ratio of 51.21% results in $737,053 in
- property tax revenue to be transferred to the Town in 2013/14 dollars (page 21).

IOV Request #1: The Draft CFA should include indirect costs in the calculation of total net cost
transferred from the County to the Town.

The California Government Code and Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Guidelines clearly state that
indirect County costs must be included in the calculation of total net cost and the amount of property
taxes that will be transferred. Government Code section 56810 (c)(2) states in part: “total net cost
means the total direct and indirect costs that were funded by general purpose revenues of the affected
agency...” (underlining added). 10V has repeatedly asked LAFCO how indirect costs have been included
in the calculation of the property tax revenue that will be transferred. In its July 24, 2015 letter (letter
page 7) that accompanied the Draft CFA, RSG indicates that the Draft CFA uses “all direct and indirect
costs provided to RSG by the County.” But in fact the Draft CFA does not include indirect costs.

IOV has examined the data sheets provided by the Placer County (County) to RSG for the calculation of
County costs that will be transferred.

Exhibit 1 is a spreadsheet prepared by County staff on January 8, 2015 confirming $183,555 in A-87 costs
(indirect costs) related to the services to be transferred to the Town. Exhibit 2 is the hand-written
County staff note calculating the $183,555 A-87 amount apportioned to Olympic Valley. This County-
calculated indirect cost is not included in the calculation of property tax revenue transferred to the
Town. '

Further evidence that the Draft CFA does not include indirect costs in the total net cost includes:

* The Community Development Resource Agency costs indicate $100,037 in what are
characterized as “indirect costs”, in the County January 8, 2015 spreadsheet (Exhibit 1), but a
subsequent clarifying email from County staff (third page of Exhibit 3) states “The overhead
included in CDRA costs include administrative and support staff, general public service costs,
rent, utilities and office supplies” (underlining added). These are all non-personnel operating
costs, mischaracterized in the County spreadsheet as indirect costs. These non-personnel costs
are not indirect costs.

* The Public Works Department, Sheriff Department Parks Department and HHS - Animal Services
Department costs do not include any dollar amounts for indirect costs on the January 8, 2015
spread sheet (Exhibit 1).

For all of these service departments, and for the County as a whole, indirect costs are not included in the
analysis.

Further, RSG’s July 24, 2015 letter {letter page 12) indicates that there is a “countywide Overhead Cost
Allocation factor of 71.43 % of salaries and benefits.” If this is cotrect, the amount of overhead related
to the County’s transferred costs should be calculated at 71.43% multiplied by the salary and benefit
portion of direct costs.

IOV Request #2: The Draft CFA should include Olympic Valley’s proportionate share of the cost of North
Lake Tahoe regional marketing, transportation and infrastructure improvement services in the
calculation of property tax revenue to be transferred to the Town.

The County provides regional services either directly by County departments or through a contract with
. the North Lake Tahoe Resort Association to the North Lake Tahoe area, including Olympic Valley. These
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services are funded by general purpose transient occupancy tax revenue. The Draft CFA identifies the
cost of these services in a separate section of the report (page 31), but fails to include the proportionate
share of the cost of these services attributable to Olympic Valley as services and costs transferred to the
Town in the calculation of total net cost funded by general purpose revenues, as required in
Government Code Section 56810(c)(2) (pages 20-21). :

Government Code section 56810(c){2) excludes from the calculation only those costs that are funded by
revenues specified in subparagraphs: (A).revenue required by statute to be used for a specific purpose,
(B} revenue from fees, charges and assessments, and (C) revenue received from the federal
government. Transient occupancy tax revenue does not fall within any of these exclusions. Therefore,
the Draft CFA should have included Olympic Valley’s proportionate share of the cost of the County
regional services to the North Lake Tahoe area in the total net cost of services transferred.

IOV Request #3: In _addition, IOV requests that the SCO inform LAFCO that transient occupancy tax
revenue should not be subtracted from the cost of these services to arrive at total net cost of services, ds
transient occupancy tax revenues do not fall within section 56810(c)(2) exclusions.

OV Request #4: The net costs of services transferred by the Community Development Resource Agency,
HHS - Animal Services DepartMenf, and Facilities — Parks Department as reported by the County should
be used in the Draft CFA.

The Community Development Resource Agency (CDRA) reported $245,861 in transferred costs and
$179,277 in transferred revenue, for a total net cost of $66,584 (Exhibit 1). The Draft CFA reduced the
CDRA transferred costs to $238,512, retained the $179,277 in transferred revenue, for a total net cost of
$59,235 (page 21). The Draft CFA should use the CDRA net cost of $66,584 as reported by the County.

The HHS Animal Services Department reported $14,902 in transferred costs and $478 in transferred
revenue, for a total net cost of $14,424 (Exhibit 1). The Draft CFA reduced the transferred costs to
$7,533, reduced transferred revenue to $258, for a total net cost of $7,295 (page 21). The Draft CFA
should use the HHS Animal Services Department net cost of $14,902 as reported by the County.

The Draft CFA indicates $22,014 in Facilities — Parks revenue, yet later reports $14,118 in Park User Fees
(page 35). The calculation of net cost should use park revenue of $14,118.

JOV Request #5: The Draft CFA should disclose the calculation of the Auditors’ Ratio, to allow
confirmation of its accuracy. 10V also requests that the State Controller confirm that the Auditor’s Ratio
has been calculated in compliance with Government Code Section 56810 (c)(1).

IOV has repeatedly asked for and has not received the detailed calculation of the Auditor’s Ratio. IOV
made Public Records Act requests of both Placer County and LAFCO, and the details of the calculation of
the Auditor’s Ratio have not been provided to 10V as of this date. IOV requests that the State
Controller’s Office review and confirm that the Auditor’s Ratio has been calculated in compliance with
Government Code Section 56810 (c)(1).

10V Request #6: The Draft CFA should use future residential development sales values and resulting
assessed values as reported by the Village at Squaw Valley developer. '
Government Code section 56801(c) authorizes the SCO to address the “accuracy and reliability of the
information, methodologies, and documentation used in the analysis.”

The Draft CFA assumes $490,000 sales value for new Village at Squaw Valley condos and $1,050,000 for
new “fractional residences” (page 24). The RSG July 24, 2015 letter states “We note Squaw Valley Ski
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Holdings has not provided any information regarding potential pricing strategies for these proposed
units” (letter page 8), and therefore, RSG has used its own estimates for sales values.

Hansford Economic Consulting (HEC) prepared an analysis of the Revenue Impacts of the Village
Development on the Squaw Valley Public Service District. This study was paid for by the developer,
Squaw Valley Ski Holdings (of which Squaw Valley Real Estate (SVRE) is a part). SVRE provided to HEC
the expected sales values of $950,000 for condo hotel units and $3,150,000 for the fractional cabin
units, which HEC reduced to $770,000 and $2,250,000 respectively (Exhibit 4).

The SVRE sales values are a matter of public record. "Because these values were provided by the
developer (SVRE), they constitute “accurate and reliable information and documentation”. Accordingly,
the Draft CFA should use the sales values and assessed values for new residential units based on the
values reported by Squaw Valley Real Estate.

IOV Request #7: The Draft CFA should to include “foreseeable” and “forecast” development reported by
Placer County. ’

Placer County recently completed a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Village at Squaw Valley
Specific Plan (“DEIR”, May 2015). As required by CEQA, the DEIR analyzes the cumulative impacts of the
proposed project and includes “the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.” The DEIR cited the Squaw Valley Ranch Estates, Mancuso, Plumpjack Redevelopment, single-
family residential units (66), resort/hotel/condo units (34) and general commercial {56,000 square feet)
as foreseeable and forecast development through 2039 (Exhibit 5). Yet, the Draft CFA does not include
any of these foreseeable and forecast units. Moreover, an April 8, 2014 “Absorption Schedule Technical
Memorandum” prepared by County staff indicates that the “cumulative projections include projects that
are approved and are likely to be constructed. This includes the approved resort at Squaw Creek, Phase
2 and the Olympic Estates Subdivision projects, and other projects that the County is currently
processing' including the Squaw Valley Ranch Estates, the Mancuso rezone project, and the
redevelopment of the Plumpjack Hotel”, and again, the Draft CFA does not include any of these projects
(page 2 of Exhibit 6).

The DEIR and the Absorption Schedule Technical Memorandum constitute “accurate and reliable
information and documentation”. The Draft CFA should include foreseeable and forecast development
as reported by the County and as cited in the DEIR.

10V Request #8: The Draft CFA should include the recapture of all of the Proposition 8 reassessment
values.

Olympic Valley properties have received substantial downward reassessments pursuant to Proposition
8, which temporarily reduces assessed values until market values increase. 10V research indicated that
as of 2014, there was $153,885,639 of Proposition 8 reassessments to be recaptured within the Town
limits in future years, which prior versions of the CFA did not include in assessed value projections
(Exhibit 7). After IOV reported this omission, the July 24, 2014 Draft CFA apparently added $58,343,000
in Proposition 8 reassessments in the 2015-16 values (we indicate “apparently” because while the Draft
CFA .did not clearly indicate the amount recaptured in 2015-16, this is the change in the 2015-16
assessed value from the prior Preliminary Draft CFA). The Draft CFA also adds $28,599,900 in both fiscal
years 2016-17 and 2017-18, for a total recapture of $115,543,600 of Proposition 8 reassessments (page
24). This leaves $38,342,039 in Proposition 8 reassessments yet to he recaptured, which is not included
in the Draft CFA assessed value analysis.
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The Draft CFA should (1) confirm that $58,343,000 was recaptured in fiscal year 2015-16 values, and (2)
recapture the remaining $38,342,039 (or more, if the 2015-16 change in assessed value was not for the
purpose of recapturing Proposition 8 reassessments).

Sales Tax Revenue .
|0V Request #9: The Draft CFA should include four quarters of sales tax revenue in the Transition Year.
The Draft CFA indicates that because of timing issues, the Town will receive two quarters sales tax
revenue in the Transition Year ($235,600) (page 28). The Draft CFA also indicates that the County will
receive one quarter of sales tax revenue ($118,000) in the Transition Year loan analysis (page 46). One
quarter sales tax revenue is missing from the analysis. IOV believes that it will be received by the Town
for the 4™ quarter, based on the “advance payments” of sales tax revenue made by the State. In any
event, all four quarters revenue should be included in the analysis, whether allocated to the Town or the
County (as an offset to Transition Year loan costs).

Property Transfer Tax Revenue

IOV Request #10: The Draft CFA should include the property transfer tax revenue from 376 new
residential units omitted from the analysis; use sales values of new residential units as reported by the
developer of the Village at Squaw Valley; and use current values for the resale of existing residential
Figure 5 (page 14) in the Draft CFA projects the construction and sale of 492 residential units in the
Village at Squaw Valley and 457 residential other residential units, for a total of 949 new residential
units constructed and sold over the ten-year period. Yet Figure 14 (page 30), presented for the purpose
of estimating property transfer tax revenue, indicates that the housing stock will increase from the
existing 1,906 units to 2,479 units over the ten-year period, for a total of 573 new units {a difference of
376 units). The Draft CFA then uses the existing units plus new units to calculate the property tax
revenue from the resale of units. Because 376 units are omitted from the housing stock, the property
transfer tax revenue from the resale of these 376 new units as part of the future housing stock is also
omitted from the analysis. The Draft CFA should include the property transfer tax from the resale of the
additional 376 units.

If additional “foreseeable” and “forecast” residential units are added to the property tax revenue
calculations as discussed earlier in this letter, those additional units should also be included in the
property transfer tax analysis. ’

The Draft CFA assumes $490,000 valuation for the first time sale of Village at Squaw Valley condos and
$1,050,000 for new fractional residences (2014 values) for purposes of calculating property transfer tax
revenue (page 30). As discussed above, SVRE reported the sales value of a new condo unit at $950,000
and fractional residences at $3,150,000 per unit. The calculation of property transfer tax revenue on the
first-time sale of these units should be based on the developer’s estimate of sales value, adjusted by
5.2% in 2015 and 2.5% annually thereafter.

The Draft CFA uses $547,820 as the median sales price for all existing residential units in Squaw Valley,
adjusted by 2.5% CPI in future years, to calculate property transfer tax revenue from the sale of existing
units (page 30). Single family detached units sold at an average price of $1,847,132 in 2014; single
family attached units sold at an average price of $504,359 in 2014 (Exhibit 8). The CFA should use the
2014 average sales prices, adjusted by 5.2% in 2015 and further adjusted by the 2.5% CPI factor in future
years.
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The Draft CFA also uses $547,820 as the 2015 median sales price for the resale of the Village at Squaw
Valley units to calculate the property transfer tax revenue (that is, the second time these units are sold).
The Draft CFA should use inflation-adjusted resale values for the turn-over of Village at Squaw Valley
units (i.e. new condo hotel units at $950,000 plus 2.5% annually and fractional residences at $3 150,000
per unit, plus 2.5% annually). :

The SVRE sales values, and the average sales values indicated in Exhibit 8 constitute “accurate and
reliable information and documentation” that should be used in the Draft CFA.

Franchise Fees

IOV Request #11: The Draft CFA should include franchise fee revenue from new development and a CPI
factor.

The Draft CFA estimates franchise fees for cable, electricity and gas utilities at $20,600 annually,
throughout the ten year period of the analysis (pages 35 and 53). The Draft CFA should include the
incremental franchise fee revenue from new commercial and residential development, as well as the
2.1% CPI factor used for other revenue projections in the analysis.

Community Development Fees

10V Request #12: The Draft CFA should include recovery of a portion of the cost of preparing the General
Plan and Zoning Ordinance through a General Plan fee.

The Draft CFA estimates that the Town will recover the same percentage of Community Development
Department costs in the form of fees as the County now collects, yet it omits the cost of the preparation
of the Town General Plan and Zoning ordinance in the calculation of costs recovered (pages 35 and 53).
Government Code Section 66014 (b) states “The fees charged pursuant to subdivision (a) {planning and
building fees) may include the costs reasonably necessary to prepare and adopt plans and policies that a
focal government is required to adopt before it can make any necessary findings and determinations.”
Commonly known as a “General Plan Fee”, public agencies adopt these fees to be reimbursed for a
portion of the cost of preparing a General Plan, Zoning ordinance or other plans and policies. The Draft
CFA does not include any such fee for partial reimbursement of the proposed $600,000 cost of the
General Plan and Zoning ordinance. The Draft CFA should include a partial reimbursement of this cost
from future development applicants, using the County recovery percentage of 75.16%.

3. TOWN STAFFING NOT BASED ON COMPARABLE CITIES

Government Code section 56800 (a) (1) states: “In the analysis, the executive officer shall also review
how the costs of any existing services compare to the cost of services provided in cities with similar
populations-and similar geographic size that provide a similar [evel and range of services...” {underlining
added).

[0V Request #13: The Draft CFA should use truly comparab/e contract cities in projecting the number of
employees required to provide Town services.

The Draft CFA estimates that the number of full-time staff needed to administer operations at their '

current level would be 7.0 full-time equivalents, including City Manager, City Clerk, Administrative
Assistant, Finance Director, Public Works Director, Community Development Director and Associate
Planner (page 9).

The Draft CFA selects six cities by which to compare “similar populations” {page 10, Figure 3). While
Olympic Valley {population 943) has seasonal visitors, that does not make it similar in size relative to
municipal service demands in several of the “comparable” cities, such as Placerville {population 10,389),
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Auburn (population 13,580) or Truckee (population 18,942) (page 10). The Draft CFA argues that the
Olympic Valley seasonal visitors warrants a comparison with these much larger jurisdictions, but fails to
note that these larger jurisdictions are destination cities as well, heavily trafficked by day visitors,
further increasing those “comparable” cities daytime and/or seasonal population.

Moreover, in Figure 3 page 10 the Draft CFA compares Olympic Valley to cities that do not have a
“similar level and range of services” and thus do not meet the requirements to be considered
comparable by Government Code section 56800(a)(1). The Draft CFA acknowledges that Olympic Valley
would be a contract city, but uses five cities that are not contract cities among its six purported
comparable cities to develop staffing projections and other CFA assumptions. Among the six
“comparable” cities used in the Draft CFA, only Colfax is remotely comparable. None of the other five
cities are contract cities; in fact, excluding Colfax, the other five cities have an average of 123 full-time
equivalent employees. All but Colfax provide Police services with City employees; three have a Fire
Department; most provide sewer and/or water utility services; some operate transit systems,
redevelopment successor agencies, or an airport. The Town of Olympic Valley would provide none of

these services. Quite simply, these five “comparable cities” do not “provide a similar level and range of
services”.

There are two changes in the Draft CFA from the earlier Preliminary Draft CFA versions. First, the
Preliminary Draft CFA versions presented the number of employees in these “comparable cities”, but
after IOV objected to the use of these cities as not being comparable, the July 24, 2015 Draft CFA
deleted the data on the number of employees (but did not alter the comparable cities list for payroll
cost comparison). Second, the Draft CFA added a new “comparison city analysis” (page 11, figure 4),
including fiscal data and services provided by six cities with smaller populations, which was not included
in any of the prior Preliminary Draft CFA versions, apparently to respond to 10V’s criticism of the
comparable cities. However, this “comparison city analysis” offers no data on similar levels and range of
services, staffing levels, or any other relevant information that supports the staffing levels for Olympic
Valley for number of town employees, attorney costs, insurance costs, police costs. The Draft CFA
Figure 4 shows irrelevant data from cities with smaller populations with data not germane to calculating
town government staffing and expenses for Olympic Valley.

The chart below provides information on the populations and levels of service provided by the
Preliminary Draft CFA “comparable cities”, which demonstrates that they are not comparable.

Olymple Colfax N.evada Angels Placerville | Auburn Truckee

Valley City Camp
Population 943 2,055 3,087 3,748 10,389 13,580 18,942
Employees (1) thd 19 (4.3) 97 76 197 91 155
Police Contract Contract Employees | Employees | Employees | Employees | Employees
Fire No District Employees | Employees | District Employees | District
Sewer/Wastewater | No Employees | Employees | Employees | Employees | Employees | District
Water Utility No District Employees | Employees | Employees | District District
Building Inspection Contract Contract Employees | Employees | Employees | Employees | Employees
Dispatch Contract Contract Contract Contract Employees | Employees | Contract
Recreation No District Employees | District Employees | District District
Planning Employees | Contract Employees | Employees | Employees | Employees | Employees
Engineering Contract Contract Contract Employees | Employees | Employees | Employees
Solid Waste No Franchise | Franchise | Franchise | Franchise | Franchise | Employees
Transit No n/a n/a n/a n/a Employees | Employees
Airport No n/a n/a n/a n/a Employees | n/a

(1) Source: RSG Preliminary Draft CFA
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The Preliminary Draft CFA dated June 10, 2015 mistakenly indicated that Colfax has nineteen
employees. A review of the Colfax budget for fiscal year 2014/15 confirms a total of nine employees,
not nineteen. However, 4.7 of these employees are dedicated to sewer operations, vehicle
maintenance and oil recycling, which are services that will not be provided by Olympic Valley. The
Colfax budget includes only 4.3 FTEs for services that Olympic Valley would provide: one City Manager,
.9 FTE City Clerk, one Community Services Director who oversees both Planning and Public Works
(including a sewer system, which would not be an Olympic Valley service), and 1.4 FTE clerical staff.

A staffing level similar to Colfax (without sewer, vehicle maintenance and oil recycling) with no more
than four full-time equivalent positions is the only conclusion that can be drawn for Olympic Valley
staffing from the only reasonably comparable city included in the Draft CFA.

IOV believes the staffing of four full-time equivalents should be as follows:
Town Manager — one FTE
Administrative Assistant/Secretary — one FTE
Public Works Director — one FTE
Community Development Director — one FTE

IOV believes the following positions should be deleted from the Draft CFA:
Town Clerk ’
Finance Director
Associate Planner

Town Clerk - Many small contract cities appoint the City Manager as the City Clerk. The Administrative
Assistant/Secretary can serve as the Deputy Town Clerk. The Draft CFA should reflect this designation,
and the Town Clerk position should be eliminated.

Finance Director - The Draft CFA did not consider the most logical service model for support services,
which would be a contract for financial services with the Squaw Valley Public Services District, but
instead assumed that the Town would require a full-time Finance Director. A contractual, cooperative,
efficient arrangement with SVPSD would save money for both public agencies, and reduce the Town’s
Finance costs by one-half. The Draft CFA should delete the Finance Director position and use contractual
service costs with SVPSD, including in the transition year. '

Associate Planner - The Draft CFA proposes two FTE staff positions plus $125,000 in contract staff for the
Town’s Community Development Department. This is the equivalent of approximately 3 FTE positions
for planning, development engineering and building inspection services. The Draft CFA does not provide
any data or basis for the proposed Town staffing level or contract amounts. The Placer County
Community Development and Resource Agency reported that it currently allocates 1.212 FTE's for
planning, building and engineering services for Olympic Valley, which is based on their experience in
providing these specific services to Olympic Valley (Exhibit 9). The Draft CFA estimate of 3 FTE’s exceeds
the current level of service and violates Government Code section 56800({a)(1), as well as OPR
Guidelines, which state “feasibility is best determined by comparing existing costs, revenues and levels
of service to those expected after incorporation. The Associate Planner position should be deleted from
the CFA. The Draft CFA should include 1 FTE Community Development Director only. Contract costs are
discussed later in this 10V Request to the SCO.
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Benefit Ratio and Costs: _ : _
IOV Request #14: The Draft CFA should use a benefit ratio more appropriate to newly incorporated,
contract cities, rather than the older, full-service cities.

The Draft CFA uses a benefit ratio of 35%, based on the “comparable cities” average benefit ratio of 38%
{page 10).

As discussed above, the “comparable cities” are not comparable. They are full service cities with an
average of more than 100 employees, multiple labor unions and a long history that has built up benefit
obligations. Five of the six “comparable cities” have sworn police staff and three have Fire Department
employees, both of which have higher benefit ratios than the Town's non-public safety employees. The
two Placer County cities that are included in the comparable cities analysis, Colfax and Auburn, have
benefit ratios of 30% and 20%, respectively. Yet the Draft CFA proposes a 35% benefit ratio, above both
of these jurisdictions. '

Newly incorporated cities and contract cities have lower benefit ratios because they do not have large
employee unions, benefit-laden labor contracts, unfunded CalPERS liabilities, post-employment health
care obligations, high public safety workers compensation rates, high public safety pension rates and
other significant benefit costs. Our consultants’ combined experience with seven newly incorporated
cities is that new cities begin with and retain relatively low benefit packages. We suggest that a benefit
ratio of 20%, or even 25% at the mid-point between the Auburn (20%) and Colfax (30%) benefit ratios,
would be more appropriate.

4. TOWN SERVICES AND COSTS EXCEED EXISTING LEVELS QF SERVICE
Government Code section 56800 states, in part “...The analysis shall review and document each of the
following:

(a) The costs to the proposed city of providing public services and facilities during the three fiscal
years following incorporation in accordance with the following criteria:

‘(1) When determining costs, the executive officer shall include all direct and indirect costs
associated with the current level of services in the affected territory. These costs shall include
the actual or estimated costs at which the existing level of service could be contracted by the
proposed city following an incorporation” (underlining added). )

Government Code section 56800 clearly intends that the estimates for the Town’s costs should be based
on existing {County) levels of service.

Furthermore, OPR Guidelines state, in part: “Although it is assumed that it is the intention of all new

cities to improve services, feasibility is best determined by comparing existing costs, revenues and levels

of service to those expected after incorporation” (underlining added). The OPR Guidelines are equally
clear in requiring service levels and costs to be based on existing (County) levels of service.

The following expenditure estimates violate Government Code section 56800 and OPR Guidelines
regarding the requirement to use existing levels of services and costs.
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Law Enforcement

IOV Request #15: The Draft CFA should use existing law enforcement levels of service, adjusted by an .

annual CPl factor as the basis for Town law enforcement costs.

Law enforcement service levels and costs have been inflated in the Draft CFA in three ways: (a) the level
of service provided for in the Draft CFA is a dedicated deputy 24/7 (5.2 FTE), plus a .25 Sergeant and a .5
FTE detective, for a total of 6.45 FTE’s, which is approximately double the existing service level; (b) the
Draft CFA's "per capita adjustment" is unwarranted and increases the staffing from the already inflated
6.45 FTEs to 10.2 FTEs in FY 2025-26; and (c) employing a traffic enforcement officer exceeds the
“existing level of services, is unnecessary, and is much more costly than providing a course in traffic
training for deputies assigned to cover Olympic Valley. These three issues are addressed below.

(a) The Captain in charge of Lake Tahoe Station Sheriff's Office has informed IOV that on a typical day
there is one sergeant and three deputies on duty in all of eastern Placer County. The Captain made it
clear that only one of these three deputies is assigned to cover the entire Squaw Valley, Alpine Meadow,
Northstar and unincorporated Truckee areas. 10V reviewed the Sheriff's Patrol Shift Rosters over a
twelve month period; we found that there is never more than one deputy assigned to the combined
Squaw/Northstar/Truckee beat (note that “Squaw” includes Alpine Meadows and “Truckee” refers to
the unincorporated area surrounding the Town of Truckee). On many shifts, there is NO deputy
covering this territory {see attached Exhibit 10 - an example of a Shift Roster showing, first, that the
entire Squaw/Northstar/Truckee area is a single beat and that Squaw Valley does not have a dedicated
deputy assigned 24/7, and second, there is no deputy assigned on this particular shift). 10V carefully
examined the Sheriff Department Patrol Shift Rosters for the Day, Swing and Grave shifts during two
peak visitor months — July 2014 and January 2015. In July 2014, no deputy was assigned to the
Squaw/Northstar/Truckee beat during 42% of all shifts. In January 2015, no deputy was assigned to the
Squaw/Northstar/Truckee beat during 54% of all shifts. In January 2015, during one period of time, no
deputy was assigned to the Squaw/Northstar/Truckee beat for seven consecutive shifts, and there were
two periods when no deputy was assigned for five consecutive beats.

The Draft CFA justifies the future service levels based on a reported ratio of Olympic Valley service calls
as compared to the Tahoe Basin service calls over a five year period, and multiplying that ratio by the
Lake Tahoe Station Sheriff's Department budget to arrive at approximately $1.2 million in FY 2014-15
(page 43). This amount conveniently compares closely to the cost of 6.45 FTE’s. We believe that this
mathematical approach to determining service levels is inferior to the real facts confirmed by the actual
Shift Patrol Rosters. The mathematical approach does not meet the intent of Government Code section
56801(c) regarding the accuracy and reliability of the information, methodologies, and documentation
used in the analysis.

Olympic Valley population is 943 residents. There are indeed seasonal visitors, but only in four peak
months of the year. During the other eight months, there are few visitors. The Draft CFA proposed
“officer/1,000 population” ratio during these eight months is extraordinary. During the four peak
months the major resorts provide their own private security, further minimizing the need for sworn
officers. R

With one deputy assigned to the entire Squaw/Northstar/Truckee area, the current law enforcement
coverage in Olympic Valley is less than one-half of a deputy on duty 24/7. But the Draft CFA assumes a
full time deputy 24/7 to cover Olympic Valley, which is more than double the existing level of
service. This is inconsistent with Government Code section 56800(a){1) and OPR Guidelines requiring a
CFA to use the existing level of service for calculation of cost. There is no reasonable conclusion that can
be drawn from the Lake Tahoe Substation Patrol Shift Roster data that the current level of service
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includes a dedicated Olympic Valley patrol officer 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. ‘At best, a shared
Squaw/Northstar/Truckee officer can be assumed (2.6 FTE), along with the .25 FTE sergeant and .5 FTE
detective, for a total of 3.35 FTE's.

(b) The Draft CFA increases the law enforcement contract cost by 76.4% from the first year following the
transition year through the next eight years (page 70). Given a compounded 2.1% annual CPI increase
over the eight year period, 18.1% of the 76.4% can be attributed to inflation. The remaining 58.3%
appears to be based on the “per capita adjustment” that is included.in the law enforcement projected
expenditures {page 70). This remaining 58.3% per capita adjustment is in reality a projected increase in
staff levels over the eight years, which the Draft CFA casually describes as “additional consideration for
population increases” (page 43). Yet the Draft CFA population increase is projected in the Draft CFA to
be 17.9% over the ten year period (page 16), so the 58.3% increase is obviously not for a “population
increase”. The 58.3% increase would raise the already inflated 6.45 FTEs in 2017-18 to a completely
unnecessary 10.2 FTEs in 2025-26. The per capita adjustment should be eliminated from the analysis.

(c) Finally, the Draft CFA includes a .5 FTE traffic control officer, which exceeds the existing level of
service and is unnecessary in Olymplc Valley. It is extraordinarily beyond the current level of service
from the California Highway Patrol. Contract cities typically send their Sheriff's deputies to a one-week
traffic school, thus qualifying them for traffic patrol services. The .5 FTE traffic officer should be deleted
from the Draft CFA because it exceeds the current level of services. It should be replaced with an
estimate of traffic school cost (which is likely partially POST reimbursable)- '

The Draft CFA offers only one comparable city that uses contract law enforcement services. Colfax, with
a population 2,055 and with a high school that draws from a radius of many miles of incorporated area,
contracts for Placer County law enforcement services at a cost of $502,542 in fiscal year 2015/16.

“Our conclusion, taking into consideration the actual shift assignments, existing levels of service,
comparable city comparison, and the true needs of Olympic Valley, is that the law enforcement
expenditure should be in the range of $500,000 to $600,000 in fiscal year 2017-18, adjusted only by a
CPlin subsequent years. '

Community Development_ Department Contract Costs

10V Request #16: The Draft CFA should match future service levels with existing service levels. The “cost

allocation for O/H and Admin” factor should be deleted from the Community Development Department
xgend/tures :

As mentioned above, the Draft CFA proposes two FTE staff positions plus $125,700 in contract staff for
the Town’s Community Development Department. This is the equivalent of approximately 3 FTE
positions for planning, development engineering and building inspection services. The Draft CFA does
not provide any data or basis for the staffing level or contract amounts.

The Placer County Community Development and Resource Agency reported that it currently allocates
1.212 FTF’s for planning, building and engineering services for Olympic Valley, which is based on their
experience in providing these specific services to Olympic Valley (Exhibit 9). OPR Guidelines state:
“feasibility is best determined by comparing existing costs, revenues and levels of service to those
expected after incorporation.” Accordingly, the Draft CFA should use 1.212 FTE's for Community
Development. 10V believes that the Town would require one Community Development Director (one
FTE). This means that contract services should be estimated at .212 FTE (.212 x CD Director
Compensation = $27,400). The $125,000 estimate violates Government Code section 56800 requiring
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costs to “reflect the actual or estimated costs at which the existing level of service could be contracted
by the proposed city...’

The Draft CFA also includes a line item in the Town's Commumty Development Department
expendltures for “Cost Allocation for O/H and Admin” in the amount of $84,287 in the transition year
(page 67), increasing each year thereafter by 2.1%. RSG’s July 24, 2015 letter (letter page 12) indicates
that this is the “countywide Overhead Cost Allocation factor of 71.43 % of salaries and benefits.” It is
highly unlikely that the Town would contract with the County for any planning, code enforcement or
other development services, so this would not be an incurred Town cost.

Itis interesting to note that the Draft CFA was able to determine this proposed ongoing “Cost Allocation
for O/H and Admin” cost of $84,287 for a “countywide Overhead Cost Allocation factor of 71.43 % of
salaries and benefits” for contract services to the Town, yet does not include these costs in the existing
County Community Development Department costs that would be transferred to the Town in the
calculation of property tax revenue, as discussed above.

Fire Protection
IOV Request #17: The Draft CFA should use the existing acreage for Cal Fire services as reported by the
Squaw Valley Fire Chief.

The Draft CFA assumes 5,662 acres would be subject to the Cal Fire per acre fee of $23.01 per acre, plus
an administrative fee of 11.97% (page 41). The Squaw Valley Public Service District {SVPSD) Fire
Department has stated that the correct acreage is 4,578 acres. Exhibit 11 is an email from the SVPSD
confirming 4,578 acres would be subject to the fee.

Animal Control
IOV Request #18: The Draft CFA should use existing Animal Control service levels and costs as reported
by Placer County.

The Draft CFA states that Placer County Animal Control services are provided to Olympic Valley at a cost
of $7,553 in Fiscal Year 2013-14. The Draft CFA estimates contract animal control services far the Town
in Fiscal Year 2017/18 would cost $16,190.

Again, OPR Guidelines state: “feasibility is best determined by comparing existing costs, revenues and
levels of service to those expected after incorporation.” The Draft CFA should use the existing cost
(67,553 adjusted by a CPI) for animal control services

5. TOWN CONTRACT SERVICES AND COSTS NOT BASED ON COMPARABLE CITIES
IOV Request #19: The Draft CFA should use truly comparable contract cities in projecting the number of
employees required to provide Town services.

As discussed above, Government Code section 56800 (a) (1) states: “In the analysis, the executive officer

shall also review how the costs of any existing services compare to the cost of services provided in cities

with similar populations and similar geographic size that provide a similar level and range of services...”
{underlining added).

The following expenditures violate Government Code requirements and OPR Guidelines on comparable
cities:
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City Attorney .

10V Request #20: The Draft CFA should use comparable, limited service contract cities as the basis for
City Attorney expenditures _

.Previous Preliminary Draft CFA versions stated that City Attorney costs were based on “comparable
cities”. IOV objected by pointing out that the “comparable cities” were not comparable, in that they did
not have similar levels or ranges of services, as required by the Government Code. So the Draft CFA
disingenuously changed the basis to “Costs were estimated based on consideration of nearby cities”, but
did not change the estimate of City Attorney expenditures. Nowhere in State law or OPR Guidelines are
“nearby cities” the basis for expenditure estimates.

IOV has pointed out that Loomis (population 6,300) budgeted $60,000 and Colfax (population 2,019)
budgeted $43,000 for attorney costs. |OV’s counsel, who provides City Attorney services for many
California jurisdictions, estimates $50,000 for the transition year and $40,000 for ongoing Town
Attorney services.

IOV has pointed out the as a contract city with no bargaining units, no Police Department, no Fire
Department and no utility services, legal costs would be minimal. Comparing legal costs for a limited
service contact city with the full service, employee-based services in the “comparable cities” analysis is
just not an accurate comparison. '

RSG, in its July 24, 2015 letter (letter page 11) suggests that Olympic Valley is not as accessible as Loomis
and Colfax, but fails to recognize that there are competent municipal attorneys located close to Olympic
Valley. It is an unsubstantiated argument that travel time will result in higher Town Attorney costs. The
Draft CFA should use $50,000 for the transition year Town Attorney expenditure and $40,000 for
ongoing Town Attorney services.

Non-Departmental Expenditures — Insurance
10V Request #21: The Draft CFA should use comparable city insurance costs and industry standards for
calculating insurance costs.

The Draft CFA assumes insurance costs are a percentage of revenues, which is not at all common to
cities’ Joint Powers Insurance Authority practices, which charge premiums based on payroll. Based on
the percentage of revenue methodology, insurance costs are assumed to be $66,400 in the Transition
Year (during which there is practically no payroll and no liability exposure), increasing by 2.1% per year.
Colfax, with contract law enforcement services and 2,019 population, has an insurance cost of $30,000
per year, even including coverage for a wastewater collection and treatment operation. 10V believe this
is a reasonable comparable city estimate for insurance costs, adjusted annually by payroll cost increases.

6. TRANSITION YEAR LOAN NET COSTS OVERSTATED

10V Request #22: The Draft CFA should include four quarters of sales tax revenue in the Transition Year
The Draft CFA indicates that because of timing issues, the town will receive two quarters sales tax
revenue in the Transition Year ($235,600) (page 53). If the Town receives only two quarters, the County
should be noted as receiving the other two quarters in the Transition Year Loan analysis (page 46). The
Draft CFA indicates that the County will receive one quarter of sales tax revenue ($118,000) in the
Transition Year loan analysis. The Transition Year loan should be corrected to show two quarters of sales
tax revenue retained by the County.
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IOV Request #23: The Draft CFA should include fines and forfeitures revenue in the Transition Year
Fines and Forfeitures that will be received by the County are omitted from the revenue retained by the
County. They should be included in the analysis.

IOV Request #24: The Draft CFA should use the correct CPl in the Transition Year analysis.

The Transition Year analysis mistakenly includes four years of CPI adjustments instead of three (from FY
2013-14 to FY 2016-17).

7. CONTINGENCY BASED ON A PERCENTAGE OF OPERATING EXPENDITURES AND PRESENTED AS A
RESERVATION OF FUND BALANCE .

OPR Guidelines state: “A contingency fund based on a percentage of estimated expenditures should be
reflected in the CFA projections to cover unforeseen expenses. Most cities attempt to reserve a
minimum percentage of the operating budget in unappropriated reserves as prudent fiscal policy.”

The OPR Guidelines are unambiguous:
= The contingency is an unappropriated reserve, not an expenditure.
= The contingency fund should be a percentage of the operating budget, not a percentage of
revenues.

The Draft CFA violates both of these Guidelines:
= The Draft CFA assumes an annual contingency as an expense line-item, instead of presenting it
as an unappropriated reserve in the General Fund Equity.
®»  The Draft CFA estimates the contingency expenditure as 10% of total General Fund revenue,
instead of 10% of operating expenditures.

IOV Request #25: The 10% annual contingency expenditure should be eliminated and instead, be
presented as an unappropriated and cumulative 10% contingency fund reserve. This would make the
Draft CFA consistent with OPR Guidelines and it is also consistent with the way in which the General
Fund Reserve is treated in the Draft CFA. :

8. GENERAL FUND RESERVE BASED ON AN APPROPRIATE PERCENTAGE OF OPERATING EXPENSE

IOV Request #26: The Draft CFA should calculate d reasonable General Fund reserve of 17% of operating
expense.

OPR Guidelines state : “A reasonable unappropriated reserve, in addition to a contingency fund, is
necessary. Although the preferred level of a reserve fund can vary and should be based on existing and
comparable new cities, a minimum reserve of 10% is recommended.”

Instead of a “reasonable” reserve, the Draft CFA argues for a 30% reserve from the very first year
following incorporation. 10V has consistently presented its case that the reserve should be built up over
time, and that it should be based on Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) recommended
practiceé. GFOA is the source of best practice financial guidelines for public agencies; it recommends a
General Fund reserve of two months expenditures (17%). The Preliminary Draft CFA overachieves, using
anecdotal information on reserves that have accumulated in cities over many years, to support an
arbitrary reserve of 30%. The Draft CFA should follow the OPR Guidelines and GFOA best practices, and
have a reserve of 17%.
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IOV Request #27: The Draft CFA should calculate the Town’s reserve based on total operating expenses
and not on total town revenue. By calculating a 30% reserve based on total revenue, the Draft CFA
"reserves” an additional 30% of the Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenue, in addition to the 60% of
TOT that is assumed to be "passed through" to the NLTRA or used for transit as portrayed in the Draft
CFA's Scenario 2. By doing so, it effectively makes 90% of the TOT unavailable to support town services
(60% to NLTRA and 30% to a reserve). It also reserves revenue that may be necessary to make revenue
neutrality payments to the County.,

-9, REVENUE NEUTRALITY MITIGATION PAYMENTS ASSUMPTIONS PREMATURE

JOV Request #28: The Draft CFA should calculate the cost of County services transferred and the
revenues transferred, but should not speculate on the amounts of revenue neutrality payments.

The Draft CFA acknowledges: “Because revenue neutrality has not been discussed and is pending the
release of this Draft CFA, the potential payments are not yet known.” Yet, it calculates what it describes
as “Revenue Neutrality Mitigation Payments” and includes them in the Fund Summaries.

OPR Guidelines clearly state: “Revenue neutrality negotiations are initiated during the preparation of
the CFA. After the preliminary results of the CFA are compiled, the county, proponents and LAFCO use
the information to structure payments for revenue neutrality. The negotiated terms of the agreement
are then used to create the public hearing draft of the CFA for consideration by LAFCO during the public
hearing on incorporation.” (underlining added) '

The Draft CFA should estimate the amount of County’s revenues transferred and the cost of County
services transferred to the Town upon incorporation. It should not speculate on revenue neutrality
payments. Revenue neutrality payments will be the subject of negotiations, which have not yet been
initiated, per the OPR Guidelines. The payments may be structured quite differently from what the
Draft CFA projects and will be included in the final CFA, agaih as per OPR Guidelines. We request that
the Preliminary Draft CFA limit itself to what is known, not what is unknown. We ask that this section
heading and text be revised to be an estimate the County’s revenues transferred and the cost of County
services transferred to the Town only, and not the revenue neutrality payment, which will be the subject
of future negotiations.

IOV Request #29: The cost of County services transferred should include indirect costs.
Government Code section 56815(b) states: “The commission shall not approve a proposal that includes
an incorporation unless it finds that the following two quantities are substantially equal:

(1) Revenues currently received by the local agency transferring the affected territory that, but for
the operation of this section, would accrue to the local agency receiving the affected territory.

(2) Expenditures, including direct and indirect expenditures, currently made by the local agency
transferring the affected territory for those services that will be assumed by the local agency receiving
the affected territory.” ‘

The Draft CFA does not include indirect costs in the calculation of expenditures transferred, which is
contrary to State law. IOV has previously noted that the County reported $183,555 in indirect costs
transferred, and that RSG identified a countywide Overhead Cost Allocation factor of 71.43 % of salaries
and benefits. One of these factors should be included in the analysis of costs transferred by the County.
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10V Request #30: The responsibility for North Lake Tahoe contributions should be clarified.

The “Revenue Neutrality” section of the Draft CFA should be revised to state that under Scenario 1, with
the higher revenue neutrality payment estimate, the County would be the source of 4% of transient
occupancy tax revenue for North Lake Tahoe services and infrastructure.

10. APPENDICES 4 and 5 — HISTORIC REVENUE GROWTH SCENARIOS

10V Request #31: Appendices 4 and 5 should be removed from the Draft CFA

Appendices 4 and 5 were added to the July 24, 2015 Draft CFA at the request of the consultant for
Squaw Valley Ski Holdings. They are “Historic Revenue” scenarios that substantially discount growth
and development in Olympic Valley. Given the Placer County Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan (“DEIR”, May 2015) and the April 8, 2014 “Absorption Schedule
Technical Memorandum” prepared by Placer County staff (Exhibit 6), the fact is that historical growth is
not what will happen in the future. The historical growth scenarios are not consistent with the accuracy
and reliability of the information, methodologies, and documentation requirements of Government
Code section 56801(c). They should be removed from the Draft CFA.

11. SUMMARY

Incorporate Olympic Valley appreciates the opportunity to present our concerns and objections
regarding the Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis (Draft CFA) of the Proposed Incorporation of the Town of
Olympic Valley, dated July 24, 2015. We believe that the State Controller’s Office independent,
objective review of the Draft CFA and the requests we have made in this correspondence will lead to
findings by the State Controller that the Draft CFA is inconsistent with the California Government Code
and the “Guide to the LAFCO Process for Incorporations” published by the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research.

Our goal, in the final analysis, is to have a fair and accurate Comprehensive Fiscal analysis so that Placer '

LAFCO and the residents of Olympic Valley may make informed decisions regarding the proposed
incorporation of Olympic Valley.

Yours very truly,

Fred lifeld Board Chair, Incorporate OV Foundation
FILFELD@gmail.com
(530) 448-6060
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Incorporate Olympic Valley Request to Placer LAFCO for California State Controller’s Office Review of the
Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed Incorporation of the Town of Olympic Valley, dated
July 24, 2015

Exhibit 2:

Hand-written Placer County staff note calculating the $183;555 (A-87) indirect cost apportioned to
Olympic Valley.
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Incorporate Olympic Valley Request to Placer LAFCO for California State Controller’s Office Review of the
Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed Incorporation of the Town of Olympic Valley, dated
luly 24, 2015

Exhibit 3: {third page)

Community Development Resource Agency staff email clarifying that “The overhead included in CDRA
costs include administrative and support staff, general public service costs, rent, utilities and office
supplies.” ) ’
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From: Jane Carlson [ malitojcarlson@webrsg.com)

Sent: Friday, February 06, 2015 1:34 PM

To: Andy Heath

Ce Kris Berry

Subject: RE: Olympic Valley CPA Data Response Questions

Hi Andy,

| have attachied the summmary that was kindiy provided by you for the data responses. For the top haif of the summiary,
the Municipal Services, would it be possibie to adjust the numbers for 2013-14 actuals instead of projections for 2014
157 The salaries may he easy to calculate, but the other costs and revenues might change as well. Sorry for this
additional work. The 2014-15 numbers are very helpful to us to project future costs, but | realized we might be shorting
you money te use these numbers against the 2013-14 revenues, The 2013-14 revenue versus expenditure calculation
will be used to determine your transition year loan, so we want to have that ratio as accurate as possibie for yours
benefit,

Jane Carlson
R8G, Inc.

I 714 316 2123
webrsq.com

CA DRE Corporate Broker Licanse #01930929

From: Andy Heath [malllo:Atleath@placer.ca.gov)

Sent: Thursday, January 2%, 2015 3:27 PM

To: Jane Carison; Kris Barry

Ce: Jennifer Merchant; Gretchen Nedved; Bryan Hacker; Adrianne Barber; Beverly Roberts
Subject: Qlympic Valley CFA Data Response Questicns

Good Morning lane -

Please sec responses as synepsized from the departments below. Relevant information is also attached herein where
nated,

Please let me know if you need any additional information,

Andy

From: Jane Carlson

Sent; Wednesday, January 21, 2015 3:33 PM

To: Andy Heath

€c: Gretchen Nedved; Bryan Hacker; Adrianne Barber; 'Beverly Roberts'; Kris Berry
Subject: Olympic Valley CFA Data Response Questions

Hi Andy,

Thank you again for the call this morning. Please find below my follow-up guestions for the different departments or
personnel, I'm happy to reach out 1o them myself if itis easier for you, Just et me know if there is anything | can do io
help.
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Jannifer Merchant, Paul Griffith
| am looking for additional informatlon on TOT appropriations to various County departments/programs
- New development pipeline tor the OV area
History of new construction (Has there been 2 lot? Any big years in the Jast 10 years? Etc)

RESPONSE: The current North Lake Tahoe Resort Association (NLTRA) contract s attached. The County is in the
first of a two-yeas contract at this time, so it will run through FY 2015-16. Also attached s an
electronle version of the contract’s Attachment C document, which inciudes additional information
under the different tabs about “county services,” which encompass costs like direct allocations to
other departments, This tontract, along with the allocation to County Services, covers 60 percent of
TOT collections In eastern Placer County (collections from the 10 percent TOT collection area), Finally,
included with the emait is an attached document of an inventory of past development in the Olymple
Vailey dating to the late 80's, including a summary at the bottom, The second document describes
how this Inventory was utilized to calibrate the County's 25-year cumulative growth projection for the
Village at Squaw Vailey Specific Plan DEIR analysis. (Note: There are four attachments that
accompany this responsel.

All departments
Is there a Countywide salary inflation rate? Mandatory cost of living increase? How can be project wage
increases over the next 10 years for the various County departrents?

RESPONSE: There Is no standard Countywide Satary Inflation Rate. Salaries for the majority of County employees
{who are covered by bargaining unit MOU's) are either negotiated on a perlodic basis or subject to
annual escalators previously approved by the electorate, Law Enforcernent employees are due 1o
receive an increase of 1.3% - 2.9% (depending on classification) effective February 2015. Non-safety
employees received a 2.0% Increase effactive December 2014 and are scheduled to receive a 2.0%
increase In December 2015 and 1,0% increases in December 2016 and 1.0% in July 2017,

Counly Assessor
. Does the assessor charge any fees to cities beyond S8 2557 and other properly tax management fees?

RESPONSE: There are nio additional fees charged to cities beyond what was mentioned in the previous response.

HHS

Need specific data on animal services costs
RESPONSE: Attached with this email Is the breakdown of Anirmal Services costs identified for Olympic Valley,
Public Warks

- Arocugh estimate of how much HUTA and LTF revenue the new City would bring in
- s there an equipment replacement reserve requirement?
Details on how they came to their numbers for supplies and services
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Are road maintenance services provided by County employees anly, or are there contracts to provide services?
For example, do County employzes actuaily operate and own snow plows or does the County contract with a
plow campany?

RESPONSE: Regarding potentlal revenue fron: Highway User Tax - the closest City in size to Olympic Valley is the
City of Blue Lake with 1,265 Population. They recelve $56,300 a year based on the city formula which is calculated
slightly different than the formula used for county.

In regards to equipment - they would need various pieces of equipment. Some of the basic
equipment could be - 4x4 Pick Ups, Grader, Loader, Sweeper, Backhoe, Snow Blower.

axa % Ton Pick Up 5 30,000 ea

Snow Blower $ 550,000 ea

Grader § 275,000 ea

Loader 4 200,000 ea

Sweeper $ 260,000 ea ~ would need to meet TRPA regulations
Backhoe N . $ 120,000 ea

The replacement costs depend on fife of the equipment. Life of a Pick Up, Sweeper is usually 10 years
so replacement monjes would be collected each year for 10 years, Graders, Loaders, Snow Blowers
can usually be stretched to 20 years, maybe more depending on usage and monies avallable, Our
{arger equipment such as Snow Blowers we typically do not have replacement monles set aside each
year due to the cost of the item and was not feasible to collect during the down turn {including State
borrowing a portion of Mighway User Tax} as we put as much of the money on the road as

possible. We tend to take one time monies for things like Snow Blowers. The Loaders/Graders we
huild in the budget in better times when we have more constant revenue streams,

CDORA
- For the overhead cost allocation, what supplies and services are included in this cost?

RESPONSE: The overhead included in CORA costs include administrative and support staff, general public service
costs, rent, utilities and office supplies.

Sheriff
Doas their proposed service contract factor in the fluctuating seasonal population?
- s there an equipment replacement reserve requirement?
- Would their overhead needs in OV be similar ta Colfax? {Colfax is required to provide a small office and
appropriate parking lot lighting for the patrol cars)

RESPONSE: Fluctuating seasonal population: Seasonal fluctuations were taken into consideration with respect
to traffic enforcement. Winter vehicle traffic has a larger volume and we can expect an increase in
collision reports. Howaver, data from the highway patrol 1o estimate the number of coilisions In
winter versus summer has not as yet been collected.

Eguipment replucement reserve: No, Any equipment “replacement costs" for the Sherlff have
already factored into the “Vehicle Expenses”.
Qverhead in OV: We do not anticipate a need for an office similar to the Colfax contract. The
patrol vehicles would be parked at the existing statlon in Tahoo City. However, with either model,
it would be prudent to have an office avallable for the deputy assigned to Olympic Valley to meet
with the public and write thelr reports. An office location In Glympic Valley would enhance
response times to service calls. That said, enhanced {evels of service and potential costs would
be subject to discussion with a future town or city council.
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Facilities - Parks
This department is currently responsible for all parks in the area. If OV became a City, they would most likely
take over responsibility for local parks while the County would continue to maintain any regional systems. Which
parks/public facilitios would be considered local parks? Which parks/public facilities would be considered
regional parks?
in the Squaw Valley Park and 8ike Trail Project Planning Report, what are the funding sources for the proposed
projects? is the funding already in place? Mave any of the projecis already been completed in 2014-15?

RESPONSE: Local / Regional Parks: 11 OV became a City, they would be responsible for taking over responsibility
of all parks and trails {paved and unpaved) within the Squaw Valley Community Plan area, as the
parks and trails are within the future City boundaries. This would include the Truckee River Bike Trail
that Is currently in the planning stage.

Funding sources for proposed projects: Funding for the projects on the attached spreadsheet have
either been secured or are in the process of being secured through Fiscal Year 2016-17. Funding has
not heen secured beyond that time frame. Construction of the Truckee River Bike Trall along Hwy 89
from Squaw Valley to Truckee Town Hmits is 8.3 miles. Estimated construction cost is $20M with a
$10k/mile maintenance cost thereafter.

Thanks again,

Jane Carlson
RSG, Inc,
T 714 316 2123

webrsg.con

CA DRE Corparate Bralet License #01930929
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Incarporate Olympic Valley Request to Placer LAFCO for California State Controller’s Office Review of the
Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis of the Propased Incorporation of the Town of Olympic Valley, dated
July 24, 2015

Exhibit 4:

Hansford Ecanomic Consulting (HEC) analysis of the Revenue Impacts of the Village Development on the
Squaw Valley Public Service District. Squaw Valley Real Estaté provided to HEC the expected sales values
of $950,000 for condo hotel units and $3,150,000 for the fractional cabin units
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Tabla A-7
Squaw Valizy Public Services District

Financial Projections of SVRE Davelcpment
Assesced Value Assusnptions by Land Use 2014-15 Values
Total per Unit / Square
Land Use SVRE P50 Analysis
2], 13]
Residential per unit
Condo Hotels {if $950,000  $770,600
Fractional Cabins [1] 7 shares  $430,000 pershare  $3,130,000 $2,550,000
Timashare [1] 36weeks 549,000 perweex 51,754,000
per bed
Employee Housing - Dermitory (4] $11,900
Employee Housing - Studios (4) $33,400
Cammercial [5] persq. ft.
Retall $450
focd & Beverage $450
Cotnmen Areas $300
Amanities / Services 5300
Transt Center 5150
Neighiathood Matket 3200
Shipping & Recewing $100
Source: SVRE Jung 2014 and HEL. pricas
{1} Brovided by SVAF, funs 2014
{21 862 estimates per Satain Tatla A8, ‘Weigined Avarape us 3 Tondo Hotel Unit:
Avg. Unit sq
Area Price parsq. ft ft Avg Price @ Units. Total Revenua
A $iici 1301 $786,371 223 S175354,643
1® $604 1,433 $866.150 2 $19,055,234
3 5604 41 $649,661 98 $67.586,771
4 $604 1334 sata317 8 $70,149,572
6 604 1,142 $690,26% 17 $11,733,511
7 S6es 2408 51,455,481 1 $17,465,769
9 04 1,674 $1,011,80% 58 $58,685,854
i3 $604 1211 $731971 167 $122,239,227
1 $604 1,063 $642,515 & $30,198,202
15 S6 1,071 §647.350 87 $56,315,449
818 $628,795,485
Welghted Average per Conda Hotel Unit $770,000
13) Fractional £atin - gef shaiw $384,]

Usis same (b0 a5 SYRE #sii
14) See Table 49

15} Buted an curtent commertial listlngs e Afping Steadtwes, Tabna City 3nd Truchen (1es Table A1)

rates Butwcen 2 cands “atel and fractiony) cabin

Prepared by HEC 5/19/2014
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Incorporate Olympic Valley Request to Placer LAFCO for California State Controller’s Office Review of the
Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed Incorporation of the Town of Olympic Valley, dated
luly 24, 2015

Exhibit 6:

April 8, 2014 “Absorption Schedule Technical Memorandum” prepared by Placer County staff indicating
that the cumulative projections include projects that are approved and are likely to be constructed.
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Absorption Schedule Technical Memorandum

To; Mike Geary, Squaw Valley Public Services District General Manager
From: Alex Fisch, Placer County Planning Services Division
Date: April 8, 2014 -~ : ,

Sublect: Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Water Supply Assessment

Placer County is the lead agency for the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan (VSVSP) project
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (PRC 2100 et. seq.). The County is
preparing a Program EIR to analyze the environmenta! effects of project approval and
implementation. To comply with the statutory requirements of CEQA, the County will analyze
and disclose the impacts of the VSVSP project including analysis of the project’s incremental

- contribution to cumulative effects considered together with other probable future projects. While

there is no precise definition in CEQA for what is a probable future project, two approaches are
- prescribed. A list approach is commoniy used whereby the lead agency will generate a list of
“past, present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts including, .if
necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency’ (CEQA Guidelines § 15130). When
utilizing. the list approach Placer County would include approved projects cumently under
construction, projects that are approved that have not been canstructed, and prajects that are
expected fo be approved and constructed for which the County is currently processing an
application(s) or has direct knowledge of the project and reasonably expects it to be carried out
(including those cutside the local agency control). The second approach prescribed by CEQA is
to utilize projections contained in adopted local, regional, or statewide plan(s) or which are
forecast from such plan(s). When plans do not include quantifiable projections, forecast growth
projections can be developed in accordance with the adopted development regulations.
Projections are often utilized for projects thaf are expected fo build out over a relatively long-
petiod of time and the forecast timeframe will typically match the projected build out of the
project.

For the VSVSP project, which is proposed to build out over a 25-year perlod, the County

determined that it was appropriate to use both a list and forecast approach to determine

cumulative development within the Olympic Valley study area’. The cumutative development

" projectiotis therefore include approved projects that have not yet bben buiit, such as the Resort

at Squaw Creek Phase 2 and the Olympic Estates Subdivision, project applications that the

County has on file, and valley-wide development projections forecast outto 25 years®. The

" forecast does not-assign development to any specific properties nor grant or restrict any
development rights. Rather, the forecast identifies a total development projection for use in the

EIR cumulative impact analysis and SB 610 Water Supply Assessment. .

" The following, text and t'ables' detalls the cumulative list and projections prepared by Placer
County.. : ' ‘ .

TReglonal development projections from nelghboring communifies such as Truckee, Alpine Meadaws and Tahoe Cly are alao

{ncludad In the cumulative analysis. Thls memorandum deals specifically with the methodolepy used ta prepare cumulative .

zaumpﬁorr}: far tha Otympie Valley study area In suppert of cumuiative impact analyais within that community and the Water Supply
sessmant.

2 This meme does not descrlbe linear utiiify projects.within the Olymple Valley study area that may occur within the 25-year

cumulative horizon such as the Squaw Valley Public Senvce District's Altemative/Supplermental Waler Supply & Eahenced Utilltles

Feasibflity Study praferred altemalive. .
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Cumulative Projections

1. Development capacity is expressed in total bedrooms and commercial square footage in

accordance with policies of the Squaw Valley General Plan, which is applicable to the
entire Olympic Vallsy study area.
2. Cumulative projections include projects that are approved and are likely to be
constructed and projects that the County is pracessing which have a reasonable
expectation of being approved and constructed. This includes the approved Resort at

Squaw Creek Phase 2 and the Olympic Estates Subdivision projects, and other projects

that the County is currently processing including the Squaw Valley Ranch Estates, the
Mancuso Rezone project, and redevelopment of the PlumpJack Hotel, '
3. A parcel inventory of the study area was used to determine locations where additional

development could-be constructed during the 25-year cumulative timeframe and to verify

_that forecast development would not exceed the holding capacity of the Squaw Valley
Ganeral Plan. The parcel inventory does not assign any development to any specific

parcel. The forecast is a metric defining a number of bedrooms and commercial square-

footage only and development could accur anywhere where it is authorized within the
‘Olympic Valley study area. It is Intended solely to provide a reasonable basis for )
predicting cumulative conditions within the 25-year time frame so that an appropriate

cumilative impact analysis can be performed. The analysis is not intended to serve as a

precise prediction regarding the amount of development that will occur on a particular
parcel; rather, the analysis ie a forecast of the cumulative, aggregate level of
development that will exist in- 25 years. :

The results of thé County’s analysis of approved projects, foreseeable projects, and forecast
future development for the Olympic Valley study area are showh in the table below.

- . Cumulative List and Forecast to 2040

Approved Prajects
Units Bedrooms Commercial sq. ft.
RSC Phase 2 . 441 condo units 464 bedrooms -
. Olympic Estates 16 residential units 64 bedrooms -
: Fareseeable Projects ;
Units Bedrooms Commercial sq. ft.
Squaw Valley Ranch 8 residential units 40 bedrooms -
Estates . : )
Mancuso 4 residential units 20 bedrooms -
PlumpJack - 104 net hotel 10,000 sq. ft. net
Redevelopment rooms/condo new commercial
bedrooms - :
Olympic Valley Museum - : - 14,500
< Forecast Development j
e Units Bedrooms - Commercial sq. fi.
Single-Family 66 264 &
Residential ) oLl
Resort/hotel/condo units 34 52 --
General Cammercial . -- - i 56,000
Total Development Outside the Project Boundary -
569 units T 1,008 bedrooms | 80,500 sq. ft.

Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plah Project Development

Resort Residential

600

] 1,243
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Hotel 250 250 .

Employee Housing 21 264* . . 20,000
Net Other Commercial : - - 200,083
. Total Development s
i 1440 units | 2,765 bedrooms* | 300,583 sq. ft.

*264 employees In dormitory housing and studio uniis are Included In the 2,765 totel bedrooms of probable end forecast
development. Totat employees are utiiized as the metric in recognition that demand for new Infrastructure and services to serve

- dormitory employee housing are quantitatively distinct from new infrastructure and service demands created by constiuction of new
hotel, condeminium, and resldential bedraoms.

Development Absorption . . .
The following table detalls-projected absorption rates for the project and for the cumulative

developmient for the identified 26-year period in 5-year increments. To be conservative, the
overall absorption rate is weighted fo assume higher development rates in the near term for the
VSVSP and for the cumulative projects/development. Absorption rates for the VSVSP assunie
a slightiy higher rate of development in the near term due to the known tentative development
schedule for the plan. Absorption rates for the VSVSP utilize increments of 35%, 20%, 20%,
15%, and 10% for each 5-ysar period and are expressed in units of bedrooms and commercial
square footage. Commercial square footage for the VSVSP does not follow this formufa
precisely due to known amenities that are likely to be constructed in early phases of
development, such as the Mountain Adventure Camp. Employee beds are calculated at
corollary rates. ' : i

Absorption rates for the cumulative ‘brojects/devélopment utilize increments of 25%, 25%, 20%,
20%, and 10% for each 5-year period and are also expressed in units of bedrooms and
commercial square footage. Due to known commercial projects that are more likely to occur in
the near term, commerclal square footages do not follow this formula precisely.

Project Plus Cumulative Absorption Schedule

VSVSP Village Area
Year Bedrooms - Commercial sq. ft.
2020 © 522 : 104,940
2025 298 30,000
2030 298 : 30,000
2035 223 - 20,000
. 2040 162 : 15,143
‘Total 1,493 : 200,083
VSVSP East Parcel
Year . Beds** Commercial sg. ft.
2020 ) 92 15,000
2025 : 52 - 5,000
2030 52 -
. 2035 : . 39 ) . -
. 2040 - 29 -
Total . ' 264 20,000
. Cumiilative projects/development
Year . Bedrooms _ Commercial sq. fi.
2020 : i 262 . 24500
2025 : . 252 20,125

2030 201 14,000



2035 201 14,000

- 2040 102 7,875,

Total = _ 1,008 i 80,800

“The VSVSP 18 pro]ecled to canstruct & to! alof 277,733 square-fest of commercial uses, not including the 20 000 square-fest of

commercial planned for tha East Parcel. 77,650 aquere feet of the 277,733 square feet Is mplawmam of existing commierclal uses .

for & net total of 200,083 square fost of new commarcial uses,

*Due to the dormilosy and studio unkt houalng proposed for project-generated new employees, employee beds are uﬂllzsd asthe-

melrle In recognition that demand for risw Infrastruciure and services to serve employee housing ére quantitatively distinct from new
' Infrastructure and service demands created by canstruction of nevw hotel, condominium, and residential bedrooms.

Concluslons )
The 26-year cumulative list and forecast includes all approved projects that are within the
project vesting period, known active projects that are likely to be approved and carried out, and

" - forecasted development for the 25-year planning horizon. The 25-year project plus cumulative

Absorption Schedule dentifies total development in excess of 20% beyond the prior 25 years of
development within the Olympic Valley indicating that the quantity of development within the
Olympic Valley study area for the identified 25-year period would exceed development that had
occurred over the prior 25-year period and that the project development in this analysis would

oceur at a faster rate than historic levéls, Based on observéd development patterns, constraints

.and other factors, these fi igures will enable an appropriately conservative analysis of cumulative
development and. related erivironmental effects in the Olympic Valley and the VSVSP's potential
incremental contribution to these cumulative effects. This will also enable an appropriately
conservative analysis of the total water demand in order to complete the' SB 610 Water Supply

Assessment far this project, which will determine the availability of water for this same 25-year

period.
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Incorporate Olympic Valley Request to Placer LAFCO for California State Controller’s Office Review of the
Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed incorporation of the Town of Clympic Valley, dated
luly 24, 2015

Exhibit 7: -

HdL Coren & Coren Analysis of Proposition 8 Potential Recapture of Assessed Value as of 2014.
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Incorporate Olympic Valley Request to Placer LAFCO for California State Controller’s Office Review of the
Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed incorporation of the Town of Clympic Valley, dated
luly 24, 2015

Exhibit 8:

HdL Coren & Coren Analysis of Sales Value History
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i i " =4
CORENAKCONE

I3 THE COUNTY OF PLACER
E ' PROPOSED OLYMPIC VALLEY
SALES VALUE HISTORY

Detached Single Family Residential Full Value Sales (01/01/2000 - 12/31/2014)

2001
2002
2003
2004
2006
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
201
2012
2013
2014

$2,000,000

$1,129,000

$929,500

$960,568

$942,058
$1,084,348
$1,190,659
$1,646,250
$1,668,429
$1,790,864
$1,104,200
$1,020,840
$1,070,130

$783,630
$1,550,262
$1,847,132

SR

$991,250
$530,500
$739,750
$700,000
$809,000
$876,800
$1,512,500
$1,237,500
$1,200,000
$762,500
$825,000
$875,000
$750,000
$910,000
$1,312,000

- Median Price — Avg Price

TR

-46.48%
39.44%
-5.37%
15.57%
8.38%
72.50%
-18.18%
-3.03%
-36.46%
8.20%
6.06%
-14.29%
21.33%
44.18%

$1,600,000

$800,000

Sales Price

TR
\Warg

$400,000

$0

*Sales not Included in the analysis are quitclaim deads, tnust ransfers, timeehares, and partial sales.

Data Saurce; Placar County Recorder

This report I3 not te be usedIn supp
congent of HdL, Coran & Cone

of dabt )

er

ts without the written

Prepared On 5/13/2015 By PC
Page 1
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Sales Price

\:l'a, THE COUNTY OF PLACER
* PROPOSED OLYMPIC VALLEY

$700,000

$600,000

§500,000

$400,000

$300,000

$200,000

$100.000

$0

SALES VALUE HISTORY
Aftached Single Family Residential Full Value Sales (04/01/2000 - 12/3172014)

. AveragePrica  MedianPrice  Median % Change

23 3314 348 $205 (00

38 2476 GdA 5510 500 7305%
o6 502 171 5436 750 14 45%
A4 3520 633 TAHG 000 509%
Gt 2552 132 “4/4 250 333%
62 25496 734 5555 000 17 3%
35 SE89 422 $615 000 1081%
32 %660 938 $59G 00U 407%
34 $672 638 8585 H0C -0 76%
16 3378 531 B384 500 <34 33%
49 3397 508 4361 000 € 11%
#1 3429 138 402 006G 11 36%
44 €374 511 $29% 000 26 62%
40 3459 613 $4237 A3 64%
32 52504 359 €510 000 20 35%

e A B SR I E S P e R

— Median Price — Avg Price

Al \ 7

[ il ¥4
& F & S 8 £ 80 S

Year
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Incorporate Olympic Valley Request to Placer LAFCO for Califarnia State Controller’s Office Review of the
Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed incarporation of the Town of Olympic Valley, dated
July 24, 2015

Exhibit 9:

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency Annual Costs and Services Questionnaire
confirming 1.212 Full Time Equivalents for Olympic Valley
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Incorporate Olympic Valley Request to Placer LAFCO for California State Controllet’s Office Review of the
Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed Incorporation of the Town of Olympic Valley, dated
July 24, 2015

Exhibit 10:

Placer County Sheriff’s Department — Lake Tahoe Station Patrol Shift Roster

49



PLACER COUNTY SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT

Lake Tahoe Station
PATROL SHIFT ROSTER
FRIDAY :
DATE: 3/20 /15 o SHIFT “A” GRAVES .
CALL SIGN SERGEANT VEHICLE CELL PHONE
618 SAM . CARMAZZI 1153
Call Sign / Beat DEPUTY Unit | LGun| PAS [Shotgun|L.L.| C-PHONE
R DR DEUPREE ns20s | hos o (|

Call Sign / Beat

GrL 1* TaM MORRIS nn| b e GEET
% e e ¢ : A
Call Sign DEPUTY Unit [LGun| PAS[Shotgun|L.L.] C-PHONE.

OVERTIME

TEAVE & REASON & OVERTIME
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Tom Sinclair

From: Pete Bansen <pbansen@svpsd.org>
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2015 4:41 PM

To: Lisa Cardin

Ca Fred llfeld; Tom Sinclair; Peter Schweitzer
Subject: RE: quick question

Attachments: Squaw_Valley.pdf; Squaw_Valley2.pdf

i Lisa ~

According to tha attached document requested from the CalFire Gi5 foiks by Battafion Chief Adamson in December, the
answver s 4,578 acres

This is a different number than the 5,662 acres included in the CFA. The CFA states that that acreage they used was
provided by “SYPSD’s fire department”. | find that puzzling, because | have no recollection of speaking with anyone
from RSG, have no incoming or outgoing emails listing RSG as a sender or recipient and, since our agency would not be a

party to the contract between Calfire and a town, would have referred any questions on acreage to Chief Adamson,

1 think you should consider Chief Adamson’s acreage figure and exhibits to be definitive, My review of them shows no
inaccuracy.

Best wishes,
Bete Bansen
Peter A. Bansen, Chief

Syuaw Valley Fire Departiment

3¢5 Squaw Valley Road
Olympic Valley, California 96146-2522

530/583-6111 ext. 221
53 /583-0624 facsimile

From: Lisa Cardin [mailto:lisacardin@yaho
Sent: Sunday, June 07, 2015 9:32 AM

To: Pete Bansen

Cc: Fred lifeld; Tom Sinclair; Peter Schweitzer
Subject: quick question

Hi Pete!

With a very important LAFCO meeting in TC this week (regarding the CFA) I am double checking with you
on the acreage CAL Fire covers here in Squaw. It the correct number 2592 acres?

Thanks for any info you can contribute.
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EXHIBIT 2

PLAGER COUNTY

COMMISSIONERS:

MIGUEL UcovicH
CHAIR (CITP)

Jix HOLMES
VICECHAIR (COLNTT)

GRrAY ALLENM
(SPECLIAL DISTRICTS?

DR, BiLL KIRBY
(Cr17)

£, HHOWARD RUDD
(PusLio)

RON TREABESS,
(SPECIAL DISTRICTS)

ROBERT WEYGANDT
(COUNT?)
ALTERNATE
COMMISSIONERS:

JACK DURAN
{(Coust?

Jir GRAY
{(PusLIC)

STAN NADER
(Cr

BRIAM SHEEHAN
(SPECIAL DISTRICTS)
STAFF,

- KRris BERRY
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

LINDA WILKIE
CLERK TO THE
COMMISEION

WILLIAM WRIGHT
LAFCO COUNSEL

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

110 MAPLE STREET, AUBURN, CALIFORNIA 95603 - 530-889-4097

LAFCO@PLACER.CA.GOY

August 20, 2015

Jeffrey Brownfield

Chief, Division of Audits
3301 C. Street, Suite 715A
Sacramento, CA 95816

RE: Request for review by State Controller's Office
Incorporate Olympic Valley Draft Comprehensive Fiscal
Analysis

Dear Mr. Brownfield:

As we have discussed, the Placer County Local Agency Formation
Commission is in the process of studying a proposal to form a new city
in the North Lake Tahoe region of Placer County. The proposed city has
been designated as the Town of Olympic Valley by the proponents.

The area of the incorporation is defined by the boundaries of the existing
Squaw Valley Public Service District, and includes approximately 943
permanent residents, and at the time of the petition drive, 564 registered
voters. Olympic Valley, at times, experiences a dramatic influx of
tourists during the ski season. During peak times, it is estimated that
around 9,000 people stay overnight in the area. There are a large
number of private vacation homes in addition to the Squaw Valley Ski
Resort and smaller independently-owned lodging establishments. The
daytime population can balloon to as much as 15,000 people.

Placer LAFCO retained the consulting firm of Rosenow Spevacek
Group, Inc. (‘RSG") to prepare a Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis to
assist Placer LAFCO to assess the fiscal feasibility of the proposed
incorporation and to review related potential impacts upon the County of

‘Placer and other agencies presently providing services to Olympic

Valley.

The proponents of the incorporation, Incorporate Olympic Valley (“IOV?),
have requested a review of the CFA by the State Controller pursuant to
Government Code Section 56801. We enclose the following documents
for your review and information:

1. The request from the 1OV proponents for review of the Draft CFA
by the State Controller.

2. A copy of the Draft CFA.

3. A letter from RSG that was submitted with the Draft CFA
explaining some of the reasoning behind the analysis in the CFA.
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Please note that the proponents have not commenced revenue neutrality negotiations with the
County. Thus, this CFA is submitted without the benefit of completed revenue neutrality
negotiations. Accordingly, the revenue neutrality figures in the CFA are estimated payments that
will be modified if and when the revenue neutrality negotiations are completed.

There has been significant debate by proponents and opponents concerning the proposal. LAFCO
staff and the Consultants worked extensively to ensure that the Fiscal Analysis was an accurate
and fair portrayal of the viability of the proposed Town in compliance with the Cortese Knox
Hertzberg reorganization act of 2000 and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Guidelines. Assumptions, such as the budgeting of revenues, contingencies and staffing needs
were discussed at length between the Consultants and LAFCO staff. LAFCO staff believes the
document is an accurate depiction of revenue and expenses that would be assumed by the new
Town.

Four different scenarios were reviewed in the CFA, as well as an alternative boundary and
alternative government structure which would include dissolving the existing Squaw Valley Public
Service District and having the Town assume the powers of the district. Scenarios 1 and 2 assume
a growth rate based upon proposed development projects currently under review by Placer
County. Scenarios 3 and 4 provide a more conservative growth forecast based upon historical
growth. Different transient occupancy tax allocations are used in the scenarios based upon the
nature of the proposal and representations by the proponents to continue current project funding
from this tax. Which scenario the Commission will use in its final decision on the proposal has not
been determined.

The Proponents have included a long list of issues, most of which have been discussed with the
Consultants, Staff, and the Commission previously. There also appear to be a few new issues not
discussed prior to the current version of the Draft CFA.

Under local policy, the proponents are required to fund the cost of the State Controller review.
Accordingly, we would appreciate receiving your cost proposal prior to the commencement of work
so that we may insure the receipt of funds prior to authorizing the review.

Please feel free to contact me directly at if you have any questions or need documentation for
items discussed. We thank you in advance for your review of this matter.

Sincerely, )
¢ /"‘ //
ey //’ 8% z
Kristina*Berry, AICP

Executive Officer

Cc:  William Wright, Counsel
Jim Simon, RSG

Attachments:
1. Request from IOV for Review by the State Controller (August 19, 2015).

2. A copy of the Draft CFA (July 24, 2015).
3 Letter from RSG that was submitted with the Draft CFA (July 24, 2015)

54



EXHIBIT 3

COUNTY OF PLACER OFFICE OF
COUNTY EXECUTIVE
BOARD MEMBERS 1 David Boesch, County Executive Officer
JACK DURAN JIM HOLMES =
District 1 District 3 175 FULWEILER AVENUE / AUBURN, CALIFORNIA 95603
TELEPHONE: 530/889-4030
ROBERT M. WEYGANDT KIRK UHLER
District 2 District 4 FAX: 530/889-4023
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August 20, 2015 RECEIVED
& LD S H ﬁ?

Kris Berry, LAFCO Executive Officer MG 29 28H

Placer County LAFCO PLAGER LAFCO

110 Maple Street

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Town of Olympic Valley Incorporation Proposal

Proponents’ Request for State Controller Office Review of the Draft CFA

Dear Kiris:

Thank you for providing the County with the Incorporate Olympic Valley (“lOV”)
proponents’ “Request for State Controller's Office Review of the Draft Comprehensive
Fiscal Analysis” dated August 19, 2015. On August 12, 2015, the LAFCO Commission
voted to allow the review by the Office of State Controller of IOV’s four specific points of
interest to be further clarified by the proponents within five business days. However, IOV
has now submitted 31 broad areas of review that in essence ask the Office of State
Controller to prepare a peer review of the entire draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis
(“CFA”) for this proposal. This broader list of issues was neither reviewed nor acted upon
by the LAFCO Commission, and as such should not be remanded in total by LAFCO to
the State Controller's Office as currently submitted by the proponents.

The County has no objection to the ultimate review of the draft CFA by the Office of State
Controller. However, because revenue neutrality negotiations have not yet begun, and
environmental review has not yet commenced, the County believes it is premature and
contrary to State law, Government Code Section 56801, and your local LAFCO rules for
the review of the draft CFA to occur at this time. The California Office of Planning and
Research Incorporation Guidelines state that the request for the Office of State Controller
review must be made within 30 days from the date that LAFCQO’s Executive Officer’s
report is complete and available for public review. This step in the process is not even
close to occurring.

Circumventing this process sets a bad precedent for future incorporation proposals and

creates a confusing process. State Controller's Office review of what amounts to the
entirety of the draft CFA at this time also usurps that County’s ability to meaningfully
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Re: Town of Olympic Valley Incorporation Proposal
Proponent’s Request for State Controller Office Review of the Draft CFA
August 20, 2015
Page 2 of 2

engage in revenue neutrality negotiations as it inserts the Office of State Controller into
the incorporation process to provide opinions on the broad areas of concern expressed
by the proponents before the affected parties have been able to engage in any revenue
neutrality discussions. Ignoring the process is not in the best interest of the proponents
or the public at large.

LAFCO'’s consultant, RSG, provided a detailed analysis of its methodology and reasoning
for its recommendations that are incorporated within the draft CFA (See attachment). If
LAFCOQ insists upon submitting the proponents’ requested review as submitted, the
County requests that the RSG letter be included with the request for review by the Office
of State Controller. The County requests that this letter also be included with the request
to provide the State Controller’s Office in order to provide additional context for the
request. The County also reserves its right as an interested party to further comment on
the draft CFA and any information submitted by IOV and to make any future request for
State Controller Review of specific issues cited by the County for review in order to insure
a fair process that is in the best interest of the public at large. The County requests that
any questions directed to the County by the State Controller's Office be transmitted to
Andy Heath, Deputy CEO. Mr. Heath may be reached at (530) 889-4030 or via email at
aheath@placer.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

COUNTY OF PLACER
(M///%/ A, ////
' David 'Boesch',/ Placer County CEO
By: Jennifer Merchant, Deputy CEO

7

Attachments: RSG Draft Comprehensive Fiscal Analysis letter dated July, 24, 2015

Cc: David Boesch, County Executive Officer
Gerald O. Carden, County Counsel
Jennifer Merchant, Deputy CEO
Andy Health, Deputy CEO
Michael Johnson, CDRA Director
Michele Kingsbury, Principal Planner
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