
 
 

Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District 
Temporary Advisory Fire Services Funding 

Committee 
MEETING AGENDA 

 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Temporary Advisory Fire Services Funding 

Committee of the Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District has called a Special Meeting of the 
Committee to be held on Monday, April 9, 2018 at 2:00 P.M. at the Kirkwood Meadows Public 
Utility District Community Services Building, 33540 Loop Road, Kirkwood, California 95646. 

 
The Agenda for this Regular Meeting is: 
 

1) Update on Vail Discussions. Chair Richert 

2) Discussion of Similar Fire Agency Funding Mechanisms. Chair Richert & AGM Ansel 
Pgs. 2-30 

3) Discussion of Definition of Tax Base (LAFCO Resolution 84-1). GM Christeson            
Pgs. 31-50                                        

4) Revenue Outside Service Area. GM Christeson Pgs.51-54 

5) Discussion of Request for Proposals / Scope of Work. GM Christeson Pgs. 55-62 

6) Updated Task Worksheet. Chair Richert Pgs. 63-64 

7) Committee Recommendations. GM Christeson 

8) Next Meeting 
 

 
Dated: April 2, 2018     

 
        _____________________________ 
 Kirkwood Meadows PUD 
 
 
 

The Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District is an Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer. 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you are a disabled person and you need a disability-related 
modification or accommodation to participate in this meeting, please contact the District at (209) 258-4444, by email to 
jaustin@kmpud.com.  Requests must be made as early as possible, and at least two business days before the meeting. 
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Rick Ansel

From: Delana Lindsey <dlindsey@alpinecountyca.gov>
Sent: Friday, April 06, 2018 2:20 PM
To: Rick Ansel
Subject: Eastern Alpine Fire
Attachments: 17-18 Alloaction Alpine half percent sales tax - PS.pdf; Reporting_Forms_.pdf

Good afternoon, 
 
Just to summarize the revenue for Eastern Alpine fire (17/18 Budget page 200): 
 
State public safety augmentation (1/2% sales tax)  approximately $31,000 to $39,000  ‐ see attached  
 
There is a yearly “transfer in” of $7,081 from fund 274 HPP (Hospital Preparedness Program) ran by Health and Human 
services 
 
The rest is back filled by the general fund – approximately $175,000 to $220,000 depending on the year and available GF 
monies. 
 
All other revenues are one time revenues like sales of fixed assets  and additional transfers in for cleanup.   
 
Thank you and have a great weekend!! 
 
Delana 
 
Delana Lindsey 
Interim Assistant CAO to Budget & Finance 
(530)694-2284 x 132 
(530)694-1308 Direct 
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QUARTERLY JOURNAL ENTRIES

 PUBLIC SAFETY AUGMENTATION
Q3

ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION DEBIT CREDIT

500-505-25167-000 Public Safety Augm. This item changes
149-149-30541-000 1/2% Sales Tax 74% quarterly SO
100-165-30570-000 1/2% Sales Tax 9% EMS
100-165-30571-000 1/2% Sales Tax 10% FD's
100-146-30572-000 1/2% Sales Tax 7% DA

R# TOTAL 100% -                         -                
T#

G:\MONTH END\6-30-11 Current
Qtrly JE 4/6/20183
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AMADOR LAFCO  MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW FOR AMADOR COUNTY 

cÉÄ|vç VÉÇáâÄà|Çz TááÉv|tàxá? __V 194AFPD 

9 .  A M A D O R  F I R E  P ROT E C T I O N  
D I ST R I C T  Amador Fire Protection District (AFPD) provides fire prevention and protection, rescue and emergency medical services.  Additionally, AFPD provides contract fire suppression and emergency medical services to the City of Plymouth. 

A G E N C Y  O V E RV I E W  B a c k g r o u n d  AFPD was formed in 1990 as a dependent special district of Amador County.  The District was formed to provide fire, rescue and emergency medical services.   The principal act that governs the District is the Fire Protection District Law of 1987.181  The principal act empowers fire districts to provide fire protection, rescue, emergency medical, hazardous material response, ambulance, and any other services relating to the protection of lives and property.182  Districts must apply and obtain LAFCO approval to exercise services authorized by the principal act but not already provided (i.e., latent powers) by the district at the end of 2000.183   
Boundary  AFPD’s boundary is entirely within Amador County.  The bounds encompass approximately 491 square miles, constituting 85 percent of the unincorporated area in the County.  The communities of Amador Pines, Fiddletown, Pioneer, Pine Grove, Volcano, Martell, Drytown, Willow Springs, and River Pines are within the AFPD bounds.  Areas outside AFPD bounds include the five cities and territory within three other districts providing fire services:  Jackson Valley Fire Protection District (JVFPD) (72 square miles), Lockwood Fire Protection District (LFPD) (19 square miles), and Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District (KMPUD) (16 square miles). Jackson Rancheria is federal land, and therefore also outside of AFPD bounds.  Other providers serve portions of the District’s boundary area through automatic aid agreements.   The District’s bounds were expanded in 1994, when AFPD absorbed fire services from Pine Acres Community Services District, Pine Grove Community Services District, Volcano Community Services District, and CSA 1.   
Sphere of influence There is no record of LAFCO adopting an SOI for AFPD.  After adoption of this MSR, LAFCO will adopt an SOI for the District.   
                                                 
181 Health and Safety Code §13800-13970. 
182 Health and Safety Code §13862. 
183 Government Code §56824.10. 
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L o c a l  A c c o u n ta b i l i ty  a n d  G o v e r n a n c e  The Amador County Board of Supervisors (BOS) is AFPD’s governing board pursuant to an organizational option in the principal act.  AFPD is one of three special districts overseen by Amador County BOS.  District boards are to internally elect officers to the positions of president and vice-president of the board; the BOS has positions of chair and vice chair fulfill this requirement.  For more information on the County BOS, see the Amador County profile (Chapter 32). District information is accessible on the Amador County website.  In addition, local reporters attend approximately 20 percent of meetings.  There is no newsletter, but the District occasionally has a column in the Ledger-Dispatch regarding safety issues.  The District reported that it has had no Brown Act violations in recent history. With regard to customer service, the Chief is the District’s primary ombudsman, although complaints are forwarded to the Board if warranted.  Complaints may be submitted to the Chief or Board through a call, a letter, or in person.  The District reported that no complaints were submitted in 2012. The District demonstrated accountability in its disclosure of information and cooperation with LAFCO.  The agency responded to LAFCO’s written questionnaires and cooperated with all document requests. M a n a g e m e n t  Daily operations are managed by the Chief, a paid battalion chief, and two volunteer battalion chiefs. The Chief evaluates district performance by tracking response times and conducting monthly reviews of service call volume.  The Chief reports to the Board at its regular meetings. Personnel are accountable to the Chief and the battalion chiefs.  The paid battalion chief conducts performance reviews of paid fire suppression personnel while the volunteer battalion chiefs conduct performance reviews of the volunteers.  
Planning Documents AFPD has a mission statement. District financial planning efforts are completed through the County’s annual budgets and annual audited fiscal statements.  The most recent audit was completed for FY 12.  The District produces a five-year capital improvement plan (CIP) annually.  The most recent CIP was completed in 2012. It includes standards for all apparatuses and facilities, an allocation plan for existing equipment, and agency objectives. S e r v i c e  D e m a n d  a n d  G r o w t h  Present land uses within the District’s boundary area are primarily agricultural, with large areas of timber preserve zone and undeveloped, vacant land.  Residential uses are concentrated in the central portion of the District, in developed areas and around Pine Grove and Buckhorn.  Commercial land uses are located primarily in Martell, and also in the 
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Buckhorn, Red Corral and Pine Grove communities within district bounds.  Nearly all land in the east is vacant; this land is within the Mokelumne wilderness.184 Farming, ranching and mining are the area’s primary industries.  Major employers within district bounds are Amador County and Jackson Rancheria Casino in the Jackson vicinity.  Major employers within the District’s primary service area are Sierra Pine (lumber manufacturing) and Volcano Communications Group (utilities) in Pine Grove. There were approximately 17,147 residents in the District’s boundary area.185  The District’s overall population density is 35 per square mile, compared to the countywide density of 64.  Existing residential structures in unincorporated Amador County include 5,614 one-unit dwellings, 115 two-unit dwellings, 62 three or four unit dwellings, 526 apartments (5 units or more) and 559 mobile homes.186   The District reports moderately increasing service demand, due to development and growth.  The population of unincorporated Amador County grew by 9.6 percent between 2000 and 2010.   There are multiple planned and proposed developments within the District.  In the 2008 MSR, it was reported that there were 10 approved residential development applications within AFPD bounds.  These plans covered an aggregate of approximately 715 acres of unincorporated territory.  Construction plans detailed 247 residential units and another 109 units of mixed use (residential, commercial, recreation).  As of January 2013, there were 13 approved residential development applications within AFPD bounds. These plans covered an aggregate of approximately 786 acres of unincorporated territory. Construction plans detail 358 residential units and another 106 units of mixed use (residential, commercial, recreation). Subdivisions are located in the areas of Sutter Creek, Drytown, Buckhorn, Pine Grove, and Pioneer.187 If all residential units are built and occupied, this would be an addition of 823 to 1,067 residents to the area.188 Three commercial and industrial development applications had also been approved within the District, as of the drafting of the 2008 MSR.  The Amador Central, Martell Business Park and the Sierra West Business Park would together cover 444 acres and contain over 70 commercial structures. The Amador County Planning Department  reported in 2013 that all three of these developments are in the process of being built.189 In addition, there is a new commercial development application that has been approved since the previous MSR, in the Sutter Creek Area called East Ridge Business Park. If the development is successfully built, it will include six units on 9.7 acres. 
                                                 
184 Amador County, General Plan Existing (2007) Land Use Classification Map, 2007. 
185 The District population estimate was calculated using the 2010 population (DOF) in unincorporated Amador County less population estimates for JVFPD and LFPD (described in their respective profiles). 
186 Numbers are estimates from DOF American Community Survey 2007-2011. 
187 http://amadorgov.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=3492 
188 Population growth projection was calculated using the average household size (2.3) in Amador County in 2010, according to the DOF. 
189 Conversation with Susan Grijalva, Planning Director, Amador County on October 11, 2013. 
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In the 2008 MSR it was also reported that in and around Plymouth there were six proposed residential developments with 1,028 residential units on 733 acres. As of 2013, two developments are in progress: Zinfandel and Shenandoah Ridge. Other proposed developments in the Plymouth are no longer active. At completion, Zinfandel and Shenandoah Ridge190 subdivisions will be comprised of 365 and 137 dwelling units, respectively.  If all units are built and occupied, the service area population would increase by 1,195 residents in the coming years.191 Considering the approved subdivision applications, there is a possibility for growth of as many as 2,416 residents in the District.  For more information on proposed or planned development, see the Amador County profile (Chapter 32) and the City of Plymouth profile (Chapter 7). The District is not a land use authority, and does not hold primary responsibility for implementing growth strategies.   
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities LAFCO is required to evaluate disadvantaged unincorporated communities as part of this service review, including the location and characteristics of any such communities.  A disadvantaged unincorporated community is defined as any area with 12 or more registered voters, or as determined by commission policy, where the median household income is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median.192 The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has developed a mapping tool to assist in determining which communities meet the disadvantaged communities median household income definition.193DWR identified nine disadvantaged communities within Amador County—three of which are cities and are therefore not considered unincorporated.194 Six of the identified disadvantaged communities are within AFPD bounds. The six disadvantaged communities include Camanche North Shore (population 777), River Pines (population 574), Buena Vista (population 518), Drytown (population 210), Martell (population 153), and Kirkwood (population 110).  However, DWR is not bound by the same law as LAFCO to define communities with a minimum threshold of 12 or more registered voters.  Because income information is not available for this level of analysis, disadvantaged unincorporated communities that meet LAFCO’s definition cannot be identified at this time. F i n a n c i n g  The District reported that the current financing level is adequate to deliver services, due to the addition of Measure M funds. 
                                                 
190 Telephone conversation, Jeff Gardner, City Manager. 
191 Population estimate calculated with the 2009 DOF average household size (2.38) in the City of Plymouth. 
192 Government Code §56033.5. 
193 Based on census data, the median household income in the State of California in 2010 was $57,708, 80 percent of which is $46,166. 
194 DWR maps and GIS files are derived from the US Census Bureau's American Community Survey (ACS) and are compiled for the five-year period 2006-2010.  
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AFPD accounting is reported in the aggregate within the County’s financial statement and budget.  The District practices fund accounting for each revenue source. Measure M, which was approved by Amador County voters in 2009, is accounted for in a separate fund. 
Revenues The District’s total revenues were $2,488,783 million in FY 12.  Revenue sources include Measure M sales taxes (46 percent), a special tax collected through a community facilities district (22 percent), aid from the County (18 percent), fees for services (eight percent), and miscellaneous (four percent) sources. Property taxes, impact fees and interest payments comprised the remaining revenue sources.  The District’s benefit assessment varies by land use: vacant lands are charged a maximum annual assessment of $24.46; residential units (single-family or multi-family units) are charged a maximum of $36.78; and mobile home parks and commercial or industrial parcels are charged a base of $92.02 plus a charge based on the number of mobile homes and a fee based on the square footage of any buildings and their use.  Annual assessments may vary from these amounts due to square footage and, for commercial or industrial land uses, the level of risk assigned to the business type.  The schedule is updated annually; the schedule increased, on average, 10.4 percent from the rates in 2008.   The Amador County general fund provides financial aid to AFPD through the County budget process. The County does not designate a specific purpose to its AFPD contribution. Historically, other significant revenue included grant monies from the Indian Gaming Special Distribution Fund (IGSDF), a statewide fund used to allocate monies to communities impacted by tribal government gaming facilities.195  AFPD has received support from this source for several years: $185,000 in 2004; $251,300 in 2005; $166,000 in 2006; and $152,000 in 2007. However, the District reported that they have not applied for or received funding from IGSDF since 2009. AFPD collects development impact fees to fund additional fire protection facilities and equipment to meet the increased demand inherent in new development.196  These are one-time fees paid by new development projects in the District.  The residential fee is $250 per unit; the commercial fee is $650 plus an additional cost of $0.25 to $0.60 per square foot, depending on risk categorization.  Structures larger than 5,000 square feet or three stories in height are assessed individually to determine their impact fee amount, as large structures create unusual fire risk.  The District reported in the 2008 MSR that development impact fees have been adequate to meet the financial needs of the District, but an increase may be required in the future.197  As of 2013, the District had not yet increased the development impact fees.  Contracts for services provide additional revenue for the District.  The contract between the City of Plymouth and AFPD was initially signed on July 13, 2005 and was valid through June 30, 2010. On November 9, 2010 a 20 year extension was signed under the same terms. AFPD agreed to provide all fire protection, fire suppression, and emergency response 
                                                 
195 Pursuant to SB 621, signed into law on October 11, 2003. 
196 Pursuant to Amador County BOS Resolution No. 91-401. 
197 Interview with Jim McCart, Fire Chief, AFPD, January 17, 2008. 
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services for the City.  The District leases the existing Plymouth fire station for a nominal amount (one dollar) and has use of all city equipment.  The City pays AFPD an amount equal to the total the District would collect were parcels within the city limits subject to the AFPD benefit assessment schedule.  The District performs annual audits of city parcels to update the service charge.  Payments are made in two annual installments in December and April.198 In November 2007, the AFPD Board passed and adopted an ordinance establishing a fee schedule for plan review, inspections, and providing reports. 199  Plan reviews for subdivisions with four lots or less are $123, more than five lots is an additional $10 per lot. Plan reviews and/or inspections for other structures such as new commercial buildings, automatic sprinkler systems, and water storage systems among others range from $61.50 to $184.50. Some reviews and inspections are charged hourly others are a flat rate.200 Fire reports are $10.  Penalty amounts for failure to secure required permits or approvals are twice the amount of the original fee.     
Expenditures AFPD expenditures were $2,118,383 in FY 12.  Expenditures included salaries and benefits (54 percent), services and supplies (38 percent), and fixed asset spending such as building improvements and equipment purchase (eight percent).  Other AFPD expenditures include the cost of service provision and automatic aid agreement payments to Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District (KMPUD).  AFPD pays KMPUD $2,200 annually plus $72 per response to compensate the District for increased insurance costs for its primary response area, which includes land in AFPD bounds.  
Debt and Reserves The principal act permits fire districts to incur general obligation bonded indebtedness for the acquisition or construction of any real property or other capital expense or for funding or refunding of any outstanding indebtedness.  At the close of FY 12 the District had no long-term debt. The District does not have a formal policy on maintaining financial reserves.  AFPD had $1,648,686 in reserve funds at the close of FY 12.  The amount is equivalent to just over 75 percent of all expenditures in FY 12.  In other words, the District maintained nine months of working reserves. 

                                                 
198 Contract between City of Plymouth and AFPD, signed 2010. 
199 Ordinance No. AFPD 002 
200 Ibid.  
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F I R E  A N D  E M S  S E RV I C E S  N a tu r e  a n d  E x t e n t  AFPD provides fire suppression, fire prevention, emergency medical, and rescue services. For calls involving emergency medical services, AFPD provides basic life support (BLS) until American Legion Ambulance Service arrives to perform advanced life support and ambulance transport.   The District also provides plan review and inspection services for SCFPD, City of Plymouth, and the City of Jackson and collects impact fees for JVFPD and LFPD. The District’s boundaries overlap with the CAL FIRE State Responsibility Area in some portions.  In these areas of overlap, CAL FIRE provides primary wildland fire response and AFPD provides primary structure fire response.201  All of unincorporated Amador County is SRA jurisdiction.  The time of day with the highest percentage of calls for service was at 2:00 pm with approximately six percent of the daily call volume.202  Personnel All sworn personnel in the District are firefighters.  There are a total of 56 sworn personnel, including the fire chief, three battalion chiefs, and two prevention officers.  The median firefighter (paid and volunteer) age is 29 years, with a range from 19 to 66.  Thirty-one sworn personnel (55 percent) are certified by the State at Firefighter Level 1 or higher.  Thirty-two sworn personnel (57 percent) are certified at the EMT-1 level or higher. The District reported that revenue from Measure M and the formation of a community facilities district which collects a special tax for fire protection services provided by AFPD in 2007 has made it possible to hire paid fire suppression personnel and as such the District began paying some personnel in October 2010. Of the 56 sworn personnel, 22 are paid; 20 suppression personnel and two part-time prevention officers.203 The 20 paid suppression personnel are supervised by a paid battalion chief. The 41 volunteers are supervised by two volunteer battalion chiefs.  AFPD has a contract with SCFPD to provide paid staff to SCFPD’s Station 141. Initial training for firefighting in the District is a 67-hour course, which is held annually and is open to all County providers.  State-mandated training is provided by or through AFPD, including medical and hazardous materials training.  The District provides emergency vehicle operation training in-house; drivers must take this course no less than once every two years.  AFPD battalions each have scheduled training one day per week.  Volunteer firefighters must attend at least half of these training events.   
                                                 
201 Pursuant to Health and Safety Code §13811. 
202 Information received via email from Fire Chief Jim McCart, October 22, 2013. 
203 As reported by Fire Chief Jim McCart, 2013. 
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The payment policy for call (volunteer) firefighters is a flat reimbursement of $8 per response.  These funds are intended for undocumented expenses and are paid twice annually. AFPD turnover rates in recent years for paid and volunteer firefighters were 25 percent in 2011 and 29 percent in 2012.   Recruitment of call firefighters is accomplished through advertisement in the local newspaper and local cable station, although the District has limited success with these efforts.  Most call firefighters are recruited by friends.  Many recruits are young people looking for a career.   
Regional Collaboration The District’s goal is to fully participate in local and State mutual and automatic aid systems.204 AFPD collaborates with other fire providers in the County through the Amador Fire Protection Authority and previously through the Amador Plan agreement, and had cooperative agreements for the staffing of district-owned apparatuses.  Ione volunteers staffed a district-owned rescue squad vehicle in the City of Ione, and Jackson call firefighters staffed a district-owned 75-foot aerial apparatus, housed in Jackson. The District donated the rescue squad vehicle operated by the Ione volunteers to the City of Ione in 2009 and the 75-foor aerial apparatus to the City of Jackson in 2012.  AFPD has a master Amador County Mutual Aid Agreement between AFPD, City of Ione, City of Jackson, JVFPD, LFPD and SCFPD. The agreement states that it is of mutual benefit to each party in some circumstances, if mutually the services of the fire department of one party were extended to the aid of another party.205 The parties of the agreement therefore agreed to respond to emergencies outside their jurisdictional boundaries and within the jurisdictional boundaries of the other.206 Therefore, all fire jurisdiction equipment and personnel are dispatched as the closest available resource regardless of jurisdictional boundary.207 As previously mentioned, AFPD also has an automatic aid agreement in the form of payments to Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District and a contract with SCFPD to provide paid staff to SCFPD’s Station 141, 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 365 days a year. Additionally, AFPD has an informal mutual aid agreement with Latrobe Fire Protection District in El Dorado County.   AFPD participates in two joint powers authorities including Amador Fire Protection Authority and Fire Agencies Self Insurance System (FASIS). FASIS is funded by membership premiums.  The District is also a member of the Fire Districts Association of California, National Fire Protection Association, International Code Council, and Amador County Fire Chiefs Association. 
                                                 
204 AFPD, Capital Improvement Plan: 2007-08, 2007. 
205 Amador County Mutual Aid Agreement.  
206 Ibid. 
207 As reported by AFPD Fire Chief Jim McCart in 2013. 
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Dispatch and Communications All 911 calls made from landlines in Amador County are automatically routed to the Amador County Sheriff’s communication center in Jackson (the Public Safety Answering Point, PSAP).  Cell phone 911 calls are answered by the California Highway Patrol in Stockton, and then are routed to the Sheriff.  Fire and EMS calls are routed from the PSAP to CAL FIRE’s Camino Interagency Command Center, which in turn dispatches appropriate responders.  AFPD is dispatched to all calls within its primary response area. All fire providers in Amador County, including AFPD, communicate through the same radio systems.  Due to shared radio frequencies, AFPD is able to communicate with other providers.  When multiple service providers respond to an incident, the first unit to arrive on scene is responsible for incident command.  The incident commander will give the dispatch center a report on conditions at the scene and the personnel and equipment needed to mitigate the situation.  The dispatch center then modifies the initial dispatch by cancelling resources en route or notifying additional providers to respond to the scene.  For incidents such as vehicle accidents, law enforcement is responsible for incident coordination once it arrives on scene through universal command protocols; prior to law enforcement arriving on scene, the first fire provider responding remains responsible for incident command. L o c a t i o n  AFPD provides service to 71 percent of its boundary area; the remaining areas are served by other providers through automatic aid agreements.  AFPD serves the northern area of the County along the western Amador-El Dorado County line including the City of Plymouth, as well as the areas east of Sutter Creek except for the KMPUD area in the northeast and LFPD’s territory along the central Amador-El Dorado County line.     Territories within AFPD’s bounds served through automatic aid agreements with other providers include: 
 39 square miles in the Sutter Creek vicinity, including portions of Martell, are served by SCFPD; 
 45 square miles in the Jackson vicinity, including portions of Martell, are served by the City of Jackson; 
 38 square miles in the Ione vicinity are served by the City of Ione; and 
 6 square miles in the Kirkwood vicinity are served by the Kirkwood PUD. The River Pines community is served by Pioneer Fire Protection District in El Dorado County as well as by AFPD.  Latrobe FPD in El Dorado County responds to assistance requests in the vicinity of Latrobe Rd. and Old Sacramento Road in AFPD bounds.   I n f r a s tr u c tu r e  AFPD operates seven fire stations across the County: two in Pioneer (Stations 111 and 112), two in Pine Grove (114 and 115), two in Plymouth (121 and 122), and one in Fiddletown (123).  The District owns four of the seven stations, leases one (122) from the City of Plymouth for $1.00 as part of contractual services to the City, and occupies two 
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others owned separately by Pine Grove Community Services District (114) and Volcano Telephone Company (115).  Three stations are in fair condition: the leased Plymouth station and both stations in Pine Grove.  The District-owned station in Plymouth and both stations in Pioneer are in good condition.  The Fiddletown station was built in 2005 and is in excellent condition.   A new station is planned in the Pine Grove area near the intersection of Mt. Zion Road and SR 88.  Its construction date is dependent on identifying a financing source, as the estimated cost to build is $2.25 million. An additional station is scheduled to be built in Martell in 2017 costing $2.5 million.  The Martell station will also serve as a training center and emergency operations center.  The District has created an acquisition schedule that addresses their infrastructure needs. In FY 13, the District intends to acquire a structure engine and water tender costing $400,000 and $175,000, respectively. In FY 14, the District intends to acquire a used interface engine costing $175,000. FY 15 calls for the building of the Pine Grove station. In FY 16 the District intends to acquire a water tender at $185,000. And finally, in FY 17, the new fire station in Martell will be built.   Station 123 in Fiddletown is open to the community for polling and election events. Opportunities for future shared facilities at the planned station in Pine Grove include possible partnerships with American Legion Ambulance, Amador County Sheriff, and Pine Grove CSD.  The planned station in the Martell area will provide opportunities to partner with Sutter Creek Fire Protection District, the County Office of Emergency Services, and include a fire training facility for countywide use.   AFPD relies primarily on fire hydrants and reservoirs to refill its water tenders during firefighting incidents.  There are fire hydrants in Martell, Pine Grove, Pioneer, Plymouth, River Pines, Drytown, Volcano, and Fiddletown.  New wineries are required to install appropriately sized water tanks for fire flow purposes.  S e r v i c e  A de q u a c y  There are two general indicators of service adequacy for municipal fire providers: ISO rating and response times.  The Insurance Service Office (ISO), an advisory organization, classifies fire service in communities from 1 to 10, indicating the general adequacy of coverage.  Communities with the best systems for water distribution, fire department facilities, equipment and personnel and fire alarms and communications receive a rating of 1.  AFPD’s service goals include achieving an ISO rating of 6 for all areas with qualifying water systems (a hydrant within 1,000 feet) and a rating of 8 for all areas not having water hydrants.208  The District achieved these goals as of the last grading.  In 2004, however, statewide policy eliminated Dwelling Class 8 and made all those with that grade, including certain AFPD areas, a Dwelling Class 8B.   Emergency response time standards vary by level of urbanization of an area: the more urban an area, the faster a response is required.  The response time guideline established by the California EMS Agency is fine minutes in urban areas, 15 minutes in suburban or 
                                                 
208 AFPD, Capital Improvement Plan: 2007-08, 2007. 
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rural areas, and as quickly as possible in wilderness areas.  The District’s primary response zone includes suburban, rural and wilderness classifications.209  AFPD’s 90th percentile response time is 11 minutes, decreasing from 12.7 minutes in 2008, meeting the suburban/rural standard. AFPD has achieved greater efficiency in the provision of services through reorganization into two battalions.  Battalion 20 has three stations, and Battalion 10 operates four.   The District reported that it is the expressed desire and goal of AFPD to consolidate local government fire services in Amador County into one agency. As such, AFPD discussed the possibility of consolidation with the City of Jackson, Lockwood FPD and Sutter Creek FPD. The discussions have not resulted in any actions to date, but consolidation continues to be discussed. Currently, AFPD is beginning discussions with Sutter Creek FPD on the consolidation of the two districts. Sutter Creek FPD contracts for services from AFPD for station staffing and fire prevention. 

                                                 
209 Mountain Valley EMS, Amador County Ambulance Grid Map. 
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Figure 9-1: AFPD Fire Profile  

Fire Suppression Statistical Base Year 2012EMS Total Service Calls 1,844Ambulance Transport % EMS 74%Hazardous Materials % Fire 5%Air Rescue & Ambulance Helicopter % Hazardous Material (no fire) 2%Fire Suppression Helicopter % Other 18%Public Safety Answering Point % False Alarm 1%Fire/EMS Dispatch Calls per 1,000 people 107.5
6/8b Fire Stations in District 77:37 Fire Stations Serving District 711 Sq. Miles per Station3 53.42012 Total Staff4 62Total Full-time Firefighters 20Total Call Firefighters 34Total Sworn Staff per Station5 8

Total Sworn Staff per 1,000 3.2
Fire Flow Water Reserves6 NP

Station7 Location Condition Staff per Shift ApparatusStation 111 26517 Meadow Dr.,Pioneer, CA 95666 Good Staffed full-time, number of staff not provided Engine, Rescue
Station 112 23770 Van de HeiRanch Rd., Pioneer, CA 95666 Good Unstaffed 2 Engines, Water tender, Squad
Station 114 19840 Highway 88,Pine Grove, CA 95665 Fair Staffed full-time, number of staff not provided 2 Engines, 2 Squads, Utility Vehicle 
Station 115 18655 Ridge Rd.,Pine Grove, CA 95665 Fair Unstaffed Engine
Station 121 16850 Demartini Rd. Plymouth, CA 95669 Good Unstaffed 2 Engines, Water tender, SquadStation 122 18534 Sherwood St.,Plymouth, CA 95669 Fair Staffed full-time, number of staff not provided 2 Engines, Squad,Utility Vehicle
Station 123 14410 Jibboom St.Fiddletown, CA 95629 Excellent Unstaffed 2 Engines, Water tender

American Legion
Fire Service

Service Configuration Service DemandDirectDirectCalaveras and San Joaquin1CHP, PrivateCAL FIRESheriffCAL FIRE

Facilities

ResourcesISO Rating2Median Response Time (min)90th Percentile Response Time (min)Response Time Base Year
Training

Service Adequacy

Initial training includes a 67-hour course that is held annually. State-mandated training is provided by AFPD including EMS and HAZMAT training. Emergency vehicle operation training is also provided and is required by drivers at least once every two years. AFPD's battalions each have training one day per week. 
Service Challenges Staffing Base Year 2012Maintaining and recruiting a sufficient and diverse pool of volunteers is challenging. 
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(7) Station 141 in Sutter Creek Fire Protection District is staffed full time by AFPD by contract.

Fire Service, continued.

(6) Reserves include public and private water sources.

(1) Amador County has a MOU with Calaveras County and a secondary MOU with San Joaquin County for Hazmat services. (2) AFPD has an ISO Rating of 6 for areas within 1,000 feet of a hydrant and a rating of 8B in areas without a hydrant. 

Infrastructure Needs and DeficienciesNew fire stations are scheduled to by built: one in Pine Grove in FY 15 if financing is secured and one in Martell in FY 17. The District also has projected the need for a structure engine, two water tenders and interface engine between FY 13 and FY 17.
Facility Sharing
Current Practices: Station 123 in Fiddletown is open to the community for polling and election events.
Opportunities: There are many opportunities associated with the planned stations in Pine Grove and Martell including partnerships with American Legion Ambulance, Amador County Sheriff and PGCSD. AFPD is amenable to county-wide fire district consolidation.
Mutual & Automatic Aid AgreementsMaster Amador County Mutual Aid Agreement with City of Ione, City of Jackson, JVFPD, LFPD and SCFPD. Automatic aid agreement with KMPUD consisting of payments to compensate the District for increased insurance costs for its primary response area. AFPD provides paid staff to Station 141 in SCFPD. AFPD also has an informal mutual aid agreement with Latrobe Fire Protection District in El Dorado County. Notes:
(3) Primary service area (square miles) per station.(4) Total staff includes sworn and non-sworn personnel.(5) Based on ration of sworn full time and call staff to the number of stations. Actual staffing levels of each station vary.  
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S U M M A RY  O F  D E T E R M I N AT I O N S  G r o w t h  a n d  p o p u la t i o n  p r o j e c t i o n s  
 Growth in AFPD’s boundary area between 2000 and 2010 was 9.6 percent; a majority of this growth is associated with commercial developments in the area. 
 Growth is expected to continue, due to the number of proposed and approved residential applications within the District’s bounds.  
 New residents and businesses may desire or expect higher levels of service. T h e  L o c a t i o n  a n d  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  D i s a d v a n ta g e d  U n i n c o r p o r a t e d  C o m m u n i t i e s  W i t h i n  o r  C o n t i g u o u s  t o  t h e  A g e n c y ’ s  S O I  
 There are six disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the District’s bounds and SOI based upon mapping information provided by the State of California Department of Water Resources. The identified communities are Camanche North Shore, River Pines, Buena Vista, Drytown, Martell, and Kirkwood. P r e s e n t  a n d  p la n n e d  c a p a c i ty  o f  p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  a n d  a de q u a c y  o f  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s ,  i n c lu d i n g  i n f r a s tr u c tu r e  n e e ds  a n d  de f i c i e n c i e s  
 AFPD now has the capacity to serve its district constituents, due to the infusion of Measure M funds. Automatic aid agreements also ensure service adequacy.  
 AFPD plans to expand its capacity with two planned new stations in Martell and Pine Grove to address current and anticipated growth in those areas. F i n a n c i a l  a b i l i ty  o f  a g e n c i e s  t o  p r o v i de  s e r v i c e s  
 The District reported that with Measure M funds they are now able to pay firefighters. Paid and volunteer firefighter numbers are adequate to service the District. 
 The District relies on volunteers for some of the services it provides.  While this is currently an effective arrangement, the long-term availability of able volunteers, which is often unpredictable, may affect the sustainability of service provision. 
 AFPD effectively supports services provided by other government agencies through contracts, agreements and cooperative efforts. Reorganization and/or consolidation of services with those agencies may further improve the financial ability of AFPD and other fire service providers to offer the highest level of services at the lowest possible cost to citizens.  
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Sta tu s  o f ,  a n d  o p p o r tu n i t i e s  f o r,  s h a r e d  f a c i l i t i e s  
 AFPD collaborates with other fire providers in the County through membership in Amador Fire Protection Authority, as well as extensive automatic aid and mutual aid agreements. Opportunities for future facility sharing include the use of the planned Martell training facilities as a joint training facility for all County fire providers. 
 Consolidation/reorganization or further functional consolidation with other fire service providers will likely offer increased opportunities for shared resources, including facilities and vehicles, as well as pooled finances to hire full-time staff. A c c o u n ta b i l i ty  f o r  c o m m u n i ty  s e r v i c e  n e e ds ,  i n c lu d i n g  g o v e r n m e n ta l  s tr u c tu r e  a n d  o p e r a t i o n a l  e f f i c i e n c i e s  
 AFPD demonstrated accountability and transparency by disclosing financial and service related information in response to LAFCO requests. 
 There is a close working relationship among the fire providers in Amador County.  The similarity of challenges faced by each agency and potential cost savings offered by consolidation or reorganization suggests that fire agencies will need to review opportunities for reorganization in some form, including functional consolidation. 
 AFPD ‘s network of services and service support functions affirm that reorganization and/or consolidation, including functional consolidation, is a feasible option.  
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COUNTY OF AMADOR
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

SPECIAL DISTRICTS
AMADOR FIRE PROTECTION  DISTRICT BUDGET  DETAIL

FISCAL YEAR 2017-2018

State Controller SCHEDULE 16
County Budget Act GOVERNED BY:

  LOCAL BOARD

ACTUAL ACTUAL RECOMMENDED ADOPTED
  SUMMARY BY SOURCE 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2017-2018

FUND BALANCE 396,536.00 474,317.00 412,273.00 829,911.00
ADDITIONAL FINANCING SOURCES:

  PROPERTY TAXES 17,806.08 18,205.78 16,900.00 16,900.00
  HOMEOWNERS EXEMPTION 220.54 224.42 112.00 112.00
  AID FROM OTHER AGENCIES 245,175.00 240,368.00 240,368.00 240,368.00
  SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS 614,704.30 603,945.04 605,000.00 612,000.00
  INTEREST 3,241.40 5,472.06 5,472.00 5,435.00
  IMPACT FEES/MITIGATION 23,838.85 12,475.45 12,088.00 12,088.00
  OTHER GOVERNMENT STATE 74,416.05 103,433.21 0.00 22,820.00
  FEES FOR SERVICES 194,468.74 232,468.18 283,013.00 171,451.00
  FEMA FIRE GRANT 0.00 (10,878.00) 0.00 0.00
  FIRE PREVENTION FEES 15,459.20 14,652.25 14,200.00 16,010.00
  MISCELLANEOUS 117,680.36 341,193.06 2,500.00 22,563.00

TOTAL ADDITIONAL FINANCING SOURCES 1,307,010.52 1,561,559.45 1,179,653.00 1,119,747.00

  CANCELLATION OF RESERVES 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL AVAILABLE FINANCING 1,703,546.52 2,035,876.45 1,591,926.00 1,949,658.00

   SUMMARY OF FINANCING REQUIREMENTS

FINANCING USES:
   TOTAL SALARIES AND BENEFITS 169,820.18 175,462.00 184,392.00 187,842.00
   TOTAL SERVICES AND SUPPLIES 767,282.79 894,175.00 980,673.00 924,673.00
   TOTAL FIXED ASSETS 292,126.21 256,719.00 577,281.00 573,081.00
   CONTINGENCIIES 0.00 0.00 100,000.00 30,000.00

TOTAL FINANCING USES 1,229,229.18 1,326,356.00 1,842,346.00 1,715,596.00

PROVISIONS FOR RESERVES 0.00 82,887.00 0.00 234,062.00

TOTAL FINANCING REQUIREMENTS 1,229,229.18 1,409,243.00 1,842,346.00 1,949,658.00

Fund 45500
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FY17-18 AMADOR COUNTY DEPARTMENTAL
BUDGET SUMMARY, DESCRIPTION AND PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS

Budget Name/Unit:

Performance Measurements:
2014-15 
Actual

2015-16 
Actual

2016-17 
Actual

2017-18 
Anticipated

CalFire contract for County-wide dispatching of fire services $240,368 $245,175 $240,368 $240,368
Year-round paid staffing of AFPD Station #114 in Pine Grove $258,000 $258,000 $258,000 $258,000

Budget Summary:
Position

County Revenue $33,037,380 

Source(s) of Revenue:
Account

45242

Total Total

Measurement

This budget supports fire protection services in Amador County.  The funding supplements the Amador Fire Protection District budget for fire station 
staffing and providing services under a contract with Cal-Fire for the radio dispatching of all local fire departments in Amador County.

General Fund
$498,747 

$94
Aid-Public Safety

Amount

0.00%
NET COUNTY COST:  
% OF DISCRETIONARY GENERAL FUNDS

100.00%

%
99.98%
0.02%

$498,841

Source

FY17-18 ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES $498,841 
$498,747 

$94

FIRE PROTECTION 2440

Staffing History: (Budgeted)

FY17-18 ESTIMATED DEPT. REVENUES

Department 
Description/Purpose:

178
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ALPINE COUNTY GRAND JURY 2007-2008  
 

FINAL REPORT 
 
 
  

1. Introduction  
 

Here follows the report of the Alpine County Grand Jury for 2007-2008. Judge David 
DeVore impaneled the jury in 2007.  Special legislation allows Alpine County’s Grand 
Jury to operate with 11 members rather than 19 as in most California counties  
 
Beginning in late June, the jury announced to the public that it was in session.  
Information about how to contact the jury was distributed in all parts of the County 
through the use of available bulletin boards and newsletters.  The jury considered all 
correspondence and complaints.  
 
 
 
2.  Foreman’s letter of transmittal and foreman’s report  
 
This report is submitted to the people of Alpine County. The jury has learned a great deal 
about county government and the members have benefited from this process. 
  
Everyone who was part of this process, both jurors and witnesses, possesses different 
opinions on the necessity for the Grand Jury.  This jury hopes that many more people in 
Alpine County will become interested in this fascinating process and will choose to volunteer 
to be a part of it. 
  
The jury wishes to thank Superior Court Presiding Judge David L. DeVore who originally 
impaneled this jury and started its training, as well as Judge Richard K. Specchio. Both 
offered much guidance throughout.   District Attorney Will Richmond rendered valuable 
legal advice; and Jury Commissioner Lisa Cobourn provided excellent assistance whenever 
needed to make the work of the jury more enjoyable.  
  
Alpine County Grand Juries seem to always encounter the same difficulties when conducting 
business; the physical locations of the jury volunteers makes achieving a quorum a challenge.  
Great distances, which are amplified during the winter season, separate jury members, 
making it difficult, but not impossible, to carry on the work of the jury.  Members of this jury 
are commended for the special efforts they made to keep the process moving forward. 
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Following the instructions provided by the Alpine County Superior Court, the Grand Jury 
worked diligently during its session, reviewing comments and complaints submitted by the 
public on various subjects.  The various committees were formed; they worked as very 
cohesive units to investigate complaints and concerns, by gathering information and 
reviewing it with the remainder of the jury.  Following jury recommendations, the 
committees completed their investigations and developed a formal report along with 
recommendations.   
 
This 2007-2008 Final Report is the result of these efforts; it is submitted to the people of 
Alpine County with the hope that it is received with open mind. 
 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
 
 
Tom Sweeney, Foreman 
Alpine County Grand Jury  
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3.  List of Jurors and their region  
 
 
Thomas Sweeney, Foreman; Woodfords  
Kristopher Hartnett, Secretary; Markleeville   
Madelina Henry; Woodfords, Hung-A-Lel-Ti Community  
Ernestine Fogarty; Markleeville  
Kira Krayk; Bear Valley  
David Pye; Bear Valley  
Gilbert Klingman; Kirkwood 
Cheryl Stern; Kirkwood  
John Super; Markleeville  
Jane Starratt; Markleeville  
Thomas Kelly; Markleeville  
Richard Williams; Markleeville 
 
4.  Report of Secretary  
 

a. Number of full jury meetings and attendance:  
 

Meeting date  Number Attending 
July 14, 2007  11  
August 23, 2007  11  
September 27, 2007  10  
October 25, 2007  9  
November 29, 2007 (unofficial)  Not a quorum 
December 5, 2007  9 
January 23, 2008  8  
February 28, 2008  9  
March 27, 2008  8  
April 23, 2008 9 
May 21, 2008 8 
June 11, 2008 TBD 
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b. Number of complaints received (5) and how many were 
addressed (3):  

 
Complaint Addressed 

Defensible Space Inspection Yes 
Fair Share Yes 
Sierra Pines Mobile Home and Hung-A-Lel-Ti Block Grant Yes 
Snowmobile Bear Valley No 
Eric Foster Complaint No 
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1. Reports on Specific Items; each item divided into 
Summary of Activities; Findings; Recommendations 
 
 

a.  Defensible Space Inspection  
 
 
The Complaint: 

The Jury received an anonymous complaint concerning two related matters.  The 
Grand Jury requests complainants to provide their name to the jury, in order to 
assist the jury in complainant contact. But because the issues raised in the 
complaint were significant, and endemic, and would provide much needed 
education to county residents regarding, fire safety, and its overall maintenance 
the jury decided to take up the complaint.   The issues raised are: 

 
 

1. The Fire Safe Council and its role in the 2007 Defensible Space Inspections 
(DFI), and property owners’ rights regarding Defensible Space Inspections. 

 
2. The relationship or lack of it between the Fire Safe Council (FSC) and the County    

Volunteer Fire Departments (VFD). 
 
Summary of the First Issue: 
The issues raised in the first part of the complaint were investigated as companion issues:  
 
The Fire Safe Council and its role in the 2007 Defensible Space Inspections (DFI), and 
property owners’ rights regarding Defensible Space Inspections.  
 
Findings, First Issue: 
The Alpine Fire Safe Council (FSC) is a non-profit 501(c)(3) corporation dedicated to 
reducing the risk to life and property due to catastrophic wildfires in Alpine County. It 
was formed in 2003 after the Resource Advisory Committee (RAC) granted funds from 
Title II of the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act of 2000. 
Although most of what the FSC does could and should be done by local government, as a 
non-profit corporation, the FSC is eligible for grant funding that would otherwise not be 
available to the community.  

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE) protects the 
people of California from fires, responds to emergencies, and protects and enhances 
forest, range, and watershed values providing social, economic, and environmental 
benefits to rural and urban citizens.  CALFIRE is tasked with training those individuals 
the County contracts with to perform Defensible Space Inspections. 
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The 2007 Defensible Space Inspections, as they have been in prior years, are intended as 
a courtesy to the property/home owner, and are meant to alert the property/home owner 
of the imminent threat of fire in wild land areas where there are structures, and abundant 
downed fuels. Because of Alpine County budget constraints, the Defensible Space 
Inspections had not been completed since 2004. Due to the extended drought, 
precipitating dry downed fuels, and devastating large fires in parts of California, 
inspections were resumed in 2007 as a response to a state mandate, and at the governor’s 
request. 
 
The DFI Courtesy Inspection reports, insofar as this investigation determined, were not 
citations. No records were kept of the individual home/property owner’s fire safety issues 
elicited from the DFI. There was no intent insofar as our investigation found for any 
agency, fire or others to return, unless requested as a follow up by the home/property 
owner. The DFI Courtesy Inspection reports served only to notify the home/property 
owner of potentially hazardous conditions relating to the established County Defensible 
Space Ordinance for downed fuels, and other natural combustibles at a minimum of 100 
feet from structures1. 
 
As there were no records of reported complaints to the FSC or VFDs pertaining to 
property rights encroachment, the jury reached a conclusion that no violations or illegal 
encroachment of property rights occurred. These inspections in Alpine County were 
conducted within the scope and confines of County guidelines and state law (1&3), and 
were conducted in the same manner by the CALFIRE Inspectors in other counties 
throughout the State.   
 
Specific to Defensible Space Inspections/Inspectors, California Code of Regulations, title 
14, section 1299, states in part, “where the Inspector can observe a property to perform an 
inspection, without the aide of ladders, trucks or other implements, from a common place 
normally open to the public, the inspector may conduct the inspection.” In this context 
the homeowner can assume no legitimate expectation of privacy. “The inspector may not 
proceed into covered areas, backyards etc., which are not readily visible from common 
areas, without the consent of the homeowner” 1. As this matter of encroachment was 
specific to the complaint and the jury determined that this could also be of serious 
concern to other county residents, the issue of whether the Inspectors were in violation of 
property owner rights was pursued. 
   
The Defensible Space Inspectors are trained by CALFIRE:  

a) In the requirements of the State Regulation(3) pertaining to Defensible Space 
Inspections  
b) Property rights                     
c) Encroachment issues  
d) Methods of identification to the property owner,  
e) Interfacing with the property owner  
f) Procedures of performing the inspections, etc.  
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Conclusion, First Issue: 
It is the opinion of the jury that the grievance by the complainant, specific to a violation 
of property owners’ rights regarding Defensible Space Inspections, lacks merit, in that   
these inspections were conducted without any recorded complaint of violation, and within 
the provisions of the law. (1,2,3)  
 
Summary of the Second Issue: 
The second part of the complaint addressed:  
 
The relationship or lack thereof between the Fire Safe Council and the Volunteer Fire 
Departments, with specific respect to the continued  recruitment of volunteers, and 
personnel issues. 
 
Findings, Second Issue: 
In the investigation, the jury learned that there was a lack of communication between the 
Volunteer Fire Departments and the Fire Safe Council.  There also appeared to be a level 
of confusion as to jurisdiction amongst the County Volunteer Fire Departments.  It is the 
opinion of the jury that a County Fire Chief would be able to improve communication 
and clarify the jurisdictional issues and responsibilities.  
 
Conclusion, Second Issue: 
The jury concluded that this entire complaint embodies a common thread:  the 
relationship between the Fire Safe Council and the local Volunteer Fire Departments.  
The jury found this matter to be a duplicate complaint to one investigated by the 2006 
Grand Jury, as reported in the 2006 Grand Jury Final report (Public Safety Officer for 
east side). The 2006 Jury recommended the hiring of a full or part-time salaried Fire 
Chief. This remains a recommendation of the 2007 Jury.  
 
Recommendations: 
Therefore the Jury recommends the following to enhance the relationship for the benefit 
of those they serve: 
 

1. The County hire a full or part time salaried Fire Chief. The position should be 
funded annually as a budget line item. 

2. The respective County Supervisor(s) for Markleeville and Woodfords   provide 
oversight for the integration of the Volunteer County Fire Departments leading up 
to hiring a County Fire Chief. 

3. At the conclusion of the 2008 Defensible Space Inspections the Alpine County 
Board of Supervisors should convene a meeting with the FSC and the Volunteer 
Fire Departments Chiefs to report to the County on the results of the 2008 
inspections and to communicate any recommendations for improvements for the 
2009 season. 

4. Hire a full time Defensible Space Inspector. 
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a) The new position of Defensible Space Inspector should be under the 
direction of the Volunteer Fire Chiefs for the interim, until a 
permanent County Fire Chief position can be filled, and a full 
spectrum of duties for the DSI can be identified.  

b) The DSI for the interim must have law enforcement citation authority. 
The regular presence of a DSI in the inhabited areas of Alpine Co. will 
promote a more cognitive appreciation by the community to defensible 
space objectives.  

Footnotes: 
 
(1) Alpine FSC Courtesy Fire Safe Reviews Volunteer “Authority to Inspect property” Guidelines 

(2) Public Resources Code Section 4291-4299: defensible space parameters, i.e. 0-30’rule & 0-100’ rule  

(3) California Code of  Regulations, title 14, section 1299, Defensible Space description  

 

The Grand Jury would like to thank those interviewed, who so willingly gave of their 
time to participate in this investigation.  
 
The Jury remands the issue of hiring a County Fire Chief to the County Board of 
Supervisors to address, as the communication and relationship between the Alpine Fire 
Safe Council and the Volunteer Fire Departments for the safety of Alpine County 
residents in this matter is integral and can only rest within their ultimate 
conscientiousness. 
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 b. Block Grants for Sierra Pines Mobile Home and Hung-a-Lel-Ti  
 

The Complaint:  
The Grand Jury received a signed complaint about two separate issues concerning 
Community Development Block Grant awards: 
 
Community Development Block Grant funding was used for upgrading a sewage 
treatment and disposal system on private property then known as Sierra Pines Mobile 
Home Park in 2001.   The complaint states that the owner did the work himself, that the 
owner subsequently sold the mobile home park, and that the system still does not work 
properly. 
 
Community Development Block Grant funding was granted for the building of the 
Wellness Center at the Hung-a Lel-Ti community.   The building is tied up in litigation 
and there has never been any public information about what has happened to the money 
or the facility.  
 
Findings for the First: 
The Grand Jury met with individuals from the county who deal directly with the people 
in the mobile home park and who were directly involved in the inspection and sign off of 
the septic system for the mobile home park The Grand Jury also met with county officials 
and inspected the mobile home park and specifically inspected the grounds where the 
septic system is installed. 
 
During these investigations the Grand Jury found that there is a current problem with the 
septic system that causes the septic system to back up at times. The exact cause of the 
problem is not known for certain. However, periodic “flushing” of the system relieves the 
problem. The Alpine County health officials are aware of the problem and have acted to 
demand that that owner of the property perform the periodic maintenance needed to keep 
the system operating properly. 
 
Findings for the Second: 
As stated in the complaint received by the Grand Jury, the Hung-a-Lel-Ti Wellness 
Center is in litigation.  Because of the litigation, the Grand Jury did not investigate how 
the Community Development Block Grant funds were spent.  This was left to the Court 
to adjudicate. 
 
The Grand Jury did however meet with the Chairman of the Community Council whose 
duties include scheduling events for the Wellness Center. The Chairman was very excited 
and happy to have the opportunity to talk about the Wellness Center and to describe how 
it is available to everyone in Alpine County to use. 
 
Currently the Wellness Center holds exercise classes two days a week. These classes are 
open to anyone who wants to participate. The gym is open from 4 PM to 10 PM Monday 
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through Friday. From 4 PM until 8 PM it is open for youth sports activities (basketball is 
big) and from 8 PM to 10 PM the facility is open for adult sport activities. The gym is 
open all day on Saturday to everyone. 
 
The Chairman gave the Grand Jury a tour of the Wellness Facility. In addition to the gym 
there are many offices and activity rooms. During the tour, the Chairman stressed that the 
goal of the Wellness Center is to promote overall physical and mental wellness – not just 
sports and exercise. It sponsors a mental health clinic, in the early stage of its operations, 
craft rooms, a kitchen to teach healthful cooking, an exercise room and more. 
 
The Hung-a-Lel-Ti community publishes a calendar of events for the Wellness Center. 
However, there are limited means for distributing this information among the people in 
Alpine County, those outside the Hung-a-Lel-Ti community. During our visit it was our 
observation that there is nothing but good will and good intentions surrounding the 
Wellness Center and that the facility is open to everyone in Alpine County.  What is 
needed is a better system for “marketing to” and informing the general community in 
Alpine County about the goals and activities of the Wellness Center. The Hung-a-Lel-Ti 
community strives for inclusion, not exclusion, for the entire community of Alpine 
County to participate in all activities of the Wellness Center. 
 
Recommendations for the Second:  
The Grand Jury recommends that the Alpine County Board of Supervisors assign the 
responsibility for updating and distributing the current events calendar in a timely manner 
to one department and/or instruction as to how to post activities and events should be 
provided.  This should include information from all parts of the County and include the 
Wellness Center.   
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c.  Fair Share 
 
The Complaint 
The 2007 – 2008 Grand Jury was asked to investigate a matter that relates to the recent 
significant growth and development in Kirkwood that has resulted in windfall property 
tax revenues to Alpine County.  Kirkwood homeowners have repeatedly expressed 
discontent with the lack of county services provided to the Kirkwood community and the 
neglect of necessary infrastructure improvements to support the continued growth of 
Kirkwood.   They specifically seek to understand whether county revenues and services 
received in Kirkwood are on par with other similar Alpine County communities such as 
Bear Valley and whether Kirkwood receives their fair share of the County General Fund.   
 
 
Summary:  Since 2005, Kirkwood homeowners, Kirkwood Mountain Resort 
management and other community organizations (Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility 
District and Kirkwood Community Association) have expressed concerns that the 
services Kirkwood receives from Alpine County are disproportionately small relative to 
what Kirkwood pays to the County in property tax dollars.  The 2007 – 2008 Grand Jury 
was asked to investigate this issue and assigned four members to lead the investigation 
and report back to the Grand Jury.  After learning that property taxes paid by Kirkwood 
homeowners are close to half of all property tax revenues assessed in Alpine County, the 
investigation focused on a comparison of services allocated to Bear Valley and to 
Kirkwood by the Alpine County Board of Supervisors (BOS).  These two communities 
were selected because they are similar in nature; they are both ski resorts and are both 
predominantly second-home communities.  Based on what was learned in interviews with 
county officials, the Grand Jury will make two recommendations.  The first will ask that 
the Alpine County Board of Supervisors consider returning additional future monies to 
Kirkwood, funded by the incremental property tax revenue associated with Kirkwood’s 
expansion, to help offset the costs incurred for snow removal and road maintenance that 
are presently being paid by the same Kirkwood homeowners that are contributing close to 
half of the property tax revenues to the County.  The second recommendation will ask the 
Board of Supervisors to initiate an in depth and thorough analysis of the funding needs of 
each area of the County and determine fair and appropriate funding allocations county 
wide, one that is in line with the needs of the diverse areas within Alpine County. 
 
Findings:  
The committee began by reviewing the Alpine County Budget with a specific focus on 
the property tax revenue in the County.  We then evaluated how the revenue for services 
in the County had been allocated and what governs its distribution.  The focus of this 
inquiry was to look at two similar communities in the County, Bear Valley and 
Kirkwood, to understand the nature of services provided using monies allocated to the 
County Service Area #1 (CSA#1) in Bear Valley and to the Kirkwood Meadows Public 
Utility District (KMPUD) in Kirkwood.   
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What Was Learned 
Kirkwood contributes 46% of Alpine County’s property tax revenue. 
In 2007 – 2008, close to half of the property tax revenue in Alpine County ($3,252,043) 
was collected from Kirkwood.  Property taxes are determined as 1% of the assessed 
property value. This is consistent throughout the entire County.  While property values 
throughout the County are increasing, Kirkwood’s property values have increased by 
more in the past year than other County areas:  Kirkwood 15% versus Bear Valley 11% 
and Greater Markleeville 9.7%.  In addition, the growth in the assessed property values in 
the County are disproportionately funded by Kirkwood’s expanding development.  
Kirkwood’s property taxes account for 54% of the incremental property tax assessment 
for the period covering 2006 – 2007 to 2007 – 2008 versus 20% from Bear Valley and 
25% from Greater Markleeville.  The following table supports this finding.  
 

2007-2008 Assessed Property Values – Alpine County 
 

Property Values Bear Valley Kirkwood 
Greater 

Markleeville Total 
     
Secured 156,472,279 310,871,463 197,054,323 664,398,065 
Homeowner Property Tax 
Exemption (HOPTE) 126,000 14,000 1,155,000 1,295,000 
Unsecured (includes ski lifts) 667,388 12,462,536 18,464,932 31,594,856 
Homeowner Property Tax 
Exemption (HOPTE)   14,000 14,000 
Non-Unitary (Utility lines/cable 
towers)  1,856,272 2,096,970 3,953,242 
Total Assessed Property Value 
2007 - 2008 157,265,667 325,204,271 218,785,225 701,255,163 
% of Total 22% 46% 31%  
     
Total Assessed Property Value 
2006 - 2007 141,480,671 283,093,641 199,412,450 623,986,762 
Change in Assessed Value 15,784,996 42,110,630 19,372,775 77,268,401 
%  Year on Year Change 11% 15% 9.7% 12% 
% of Annual Incremental 
Property Tax Dollar Growth 20% 54% 25%  
2007 - 2008 Total Property Tax 
Assessment $1,572,657 $3,252,043 $2,187,852 $7,012,552 

 
The 2007 – 2008 Alpine County property tax revenues are allocated as follows: 
 
County General Fund  61%  
Alpine County School  19%  
KMPUD  9%  
CSA  2.9%  
ERAF*  7%  

 
*Education Realignment Augmentation Fund 
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The Alpine County Board of Supervisors determines how the General Fund is spent 
within the County.  The General Fund dollars are allocated to the following departments:  
Administration/Purchasing/Risk Management, Auditor/Controller, Board of Supervisors, 
County Clerk, County Counsel, District Attorney, Health & Human Services, the Library, 
the Museum, Planning Department, Probation Department, and the Sheriff’s Department. 
 
The vast majority of General Fund dollars appear to be allocated towards the Greater 
Markleeville area of the County.  There it is used to pay for county infrastructure, 
programs and a full range of county services.   
 
20% of Property Taxes Paid by Kirkwood Homeowners are Returned to KMPUD to 
Fund Their Business Operations. 
The Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District (KMPUD) was formed by a Local 
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) and approved by resolution in May 1984.  The 
formation of KMPUD effectively transferred responsibility for the operation of water and 
wastewater systems, serving the Kirkwood community, from El Dorado Irrigation 
District to the KMPUD on July 1, 1985.  In order to support these operations and 
according to the LAFCO document, the KMPUD annually receives  20% of the property 
tax revenues paid by Kirkwood residents with properties in Alpine County. With the 
increases in Kirkwood’s assessed property values, the dollar amount returned to the 
KMPUD by the County has also increased.  Over the years, the KMPUD’s community 
service responsibilities have expanded to include fire and emergency services, parks and 
recreation, television cable, mosquito abatement, solid waste, snow removal and KMPUD 
employee housing.  
 
Certain KMPUD activities are funded primarily through service fees and are referred to 
as Enterprise activities. These include water, wastewater, solid waste and snow removal.  
 
Other KMPUD activities are funded primarily through property tax dollars (called Non-
Enterprise) and include fire/emergency services, mosquito abatement and parks and 
recreation. 
 
The funds returned to the KMPUD, the 20% of the property taxes paid by the Kirkwood 
residents in Alpine County equates to 9% of the total county property tax revenue or just 
over $650k for FY 2007 – 2008.  The property tax revenue received by KMPUD from the 
counties (Kirkwood is located in three counties:  Alpine County, Amador County and El 
Dorado County) is pooled into the KMPUD Operating Fund.   The KMPUD Board of 
Directors allocates these funds to defray the cost of day to day business operations of the 
KMPUD.  This includes loan payments on the Employee Housing Building, the 
Community Services Building and the Vehicle Maintenance Storage Facility.  Since the 
property tax revenues returned to the KMPUD from the three counties are allocated 
almost entirely to fund KMPUD operations and pay for KMPUD facilities, currently, 
very little comes back to the community to support required community services such as 
road repair or snow removal. 
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The 2007 – 2008 KMPUD Budget allocates Alpine County property tax revenues of 
$625,000 according to the following table. 
 

KMPUD Budget 2007 - 2008 
 Budgeted for 2007 - 2008 All County** 
 PROPERTY TAXES PROPERTY TAXES 
   

REVENUES $625,000  $739,300  
   

EXPENSES   
   

Water $59,372  $70,230  
Wastewater $116,664  $138,000  
Electrical/ Propane Study $49,375  $58,405  
Vehicle Purchase $14,372  $17,000  
Vehicle Maintenance Loan  $118,017  $139,600  
Generator Capital Costs $6,763  $8,000  
Employee Housing Loan  $63,853  $75,530  
Fire Department $124,611  $147,400  
Cable Television $2,519  $2,980  
Mosquito Abatement $5,719  $6,765  
Parks and Recreation $13,011  $15,390  
Monitoring Well Installation $50,724  $60,000  

   
Total 

 
$625,000  $739,300  

  
**Kirkwood is located in three counties:  Alpine, Amador and El Dorado.  85% of the 
property tax revenue returned to the KMPUD comes from Alpine County. 
 
No property tax monies are allocated by the KMPUD for snow removal services nor is 
the KMPUD responsible for, nor do they allocate any county funds for Kirkwood road 
repair and maintenance. 
 
Only County Roads Qualify for State Reimbursements for Snow Removal and Road 
Maintenance and Repair. 
Alpine County Department of Public Works (DPW) operates on a budget that is approved 
by the Alpine County Board of Supervisors (BOS).  Funds are spent as determined by the 
BOS.  County tax dollars are not used to fund road improvements in Alpine County.  
Instead, State funds determined through the California Streets and Highways Code funds 
the maintenance, rehabilitation and construction of new roads and road improvements.  
For every gallon of gas pumped into vehicles in California, the State collects a vehicle 
and gasoline tax.  Using a formula, the State allocates monies back to the counties from 
the special revenue fund called the Road Fund.  These funds must be used for road and 
transportation purposes on county roads, those roads accepted and maintained by the 
County. 
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The roads in Bear Valley were all designated as county roads in the late 1960s.  None of 
the roads in Kirkwood, located in Alpine County, are designated as county roads but 
instead these are considered private roads by the County and as such are not eligible for 
State dollars received by the DPW through the Road Fund.  The County has not accepted 
new county roads in many years due to the cost to maintain the roads.  Since the roads in 
Kirkwood are considered private roads and are maintained by various Kirkwood Valley 
Homeowners Associations, they are not eligible for snow removal reimbursements from 
the State.   This places the burden of road repair and maintenance as well as the expense 
for snow removal squarely on the homeowners in Kirkwood. The county roads in Bear 
Valley, on the other hand, do qualify for State road reimbursements to the DPW for road 
repairs and maintenance.  While no monies come back to Bear Valley, the DPW is also 
reimbursed by the State for a percentage of the snow removal cost on county roads 
(including those in Bear Valley) based on a three year average cost across all counties in 
the State.   
 
 
 
15% of Property Taxes Paid by Bear Valley Homeowners Are Returned to Bear Valley 
CSA#1 to Cover Snow Removal and Solid Waste Services. 
When the Bear Valley community and resort was established in the late 1960s, all of the 
roads were accepted as county roads.  Bear Valley is a County Service Area (CSA#1) that 
was established in 1976 under Proposition 13 guidelines.  It was initially formed to 
administer snow removal services and homeowner payment for these services.  Solid 
waste service was later added.  Of the property taxes paid by homeowners in Bear Valley, 
15% of that amount is returned to Bear Valley. This equates to 2.9% of the county 
property tax revenues or roughly $220,450 for 2007 – 2008.  These monies fund the 
operations of the CSA#1. The budget for the 2007 – 2008 period is $369,996 and 
includes monies left over from previous budget year(s).  
 
Additional services in Bear Valley paid for by the County include an elementary school, 
a library and a nurse both of which are located in the Perry Walther Community Center as 
well as funding for parks and fire protection.  Bear Valley water is supplied to the 
community by the Lake Alpine Water Company.  Bear Valley Water Company provides 
wastewater treatment.  None of these services were studied in this analysis given time 
constraints.   
 
 
 
Closing Summary 
While Kirkwood and Bear Valley have adopted different models to fund community 
services and infrastructure, both communities rely heavily on their homeowner 
associations to fund services and infrastructure.   And after developing a comparison of 
the services provided to these two areas it seems that the county funded support to Bear 
Valley and Kirkwood are dissimilar.  Bear Valley seems to have some services in their 
community that are not provided to Kirkwood.  
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What is strikingly similar in both communities is that funds from the County’s General 
Fund are not allocated to support either community.  The General Fund seems to be 
disproportionately allocated towards the Greater Markleeville area.  Another similarity is 
that Bear Valley and Kirkwood are ski areas requiring viable roads and snow removal 
services.  The County benefits from Bear Valley’s roads being designated as county roads 
in that State funding is available to defray the costs of road repair, maintenance and snow 
removal.  Kirkwood, on the other hand, is not eligible for State funding and with the 
County not willing to subsidize these services is further penalized due to their roads not 
being recognized as county roads. 
   

• Kirkwood homeowners pay for snow removal via a service managed by the 
KMPUD on a not for profit basis.  Homeowners in Kirkwood pay snow removal 
fees of more than $420k annually for snow removal services.  

 
• Road maintenance expenses in Kirkwood are paid by East Meadows Homeowner 

Association and West Meadows Homeowner Association from funds accumulated 
from homeowners association dues.  The more traveled portion of Kirkwood 
Meadows Drive that is used by all vehicular traffic entering the valley is 
indirectly paid for by the homeowners and guests via civic fees that are collected 
on lodging and retail sales and directed to the Kirkwood Community Association 
to manage.  As an example in excess of $500k was spent on road maintenance and 
repairs in 2006. 

 
 
Water Service:  Kirkwood water service costs the community $335k, $60k of which is 
subsidized by the property tax revenue returned to the KMPUD from Alpine County.  
Bear Valley’s water is provided by the Lake Alpine Water Company.  The associated 
costs were not analyzed in this study and require further investigation. 
 
Wastewater Treatment:  Kirkwood waste water treatment costs the community $531k, 
$117k of which is subsidized from the property tax monies returned to the KMPUD.   In 
Bear Valley sanitary sewer service is provided by Bear Valley Water District.  The 
associated costs were not analyzed in this study and require further investigation. 
 
Solid Waste:  Kirkwood solid waste costs the community $108k, with no property tax 
subsidy.  In Bear Valley each property is assessed on their annual property tax bill for the 
solid waste assessment (the right to dump in Calaveras County).  This amount changes 
every year because it is based on a cost share of the actual expense incurred.  In 
2007/2008 the solid waste assessment on the tax bill for a single family residence was 
$101.  The assessments are based on benefit assessment units and are different for each 
category (i.e. Residential Parcels: Unimproved parcels, Single Family, Residence with 
apartment; Commercial: unimproved lots, offices, grocery stores, laundries, hotels, etc).   
 
The annual Solid Waste Transfer Station assessment in Bear Valley is set up in the same 
way with the benefit assessment units and different categories, except that the condos and 
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businesses don't get assessed because they contract individually with the Solid Waste 
Contractor.  The assessment for a Single Family Residence this last 2007/2008 year was 
$123.48. 
 
Public Safety:  Bear Valley funds their Public Safety positions with a fire assessment for 
the 2007 – 2008 period of $131,618.  There are 5 positions in Bear Valley that include a 
Public Safety Supervisor and two Deputy Sheriffs.  The budget for Bear Valley’s Public 
Safety for 2007 – 2008 is $159,643.  Conversely there isn’t a sheriff based in Kirkwood.  
Instead the Alpine County Sheriff drives through Kirkwood at least once a day and is on 
call for emergency situations.   
 
 
The depth of this study was limited by time constraints.   As such, this report does not 
include the complete costs or assessments that Bear Valley homeowners incur for water 
and wastewater treatment. To date this committee has only been able to quantify these 
costs for the Kirkwood community (in both Alpine and Amador counties).  Further 
analysis is needed to evaluate Kirkwood’s costs by County and to complete studying the 
Bear Valley community.  This study has not attempted to understand or quantify how the 
General Fund, which is the recipient of 61% of the property taxes collected in the County 
($1,983,746 from Kirkwood and $959,321 from Bear Valley), is apportioned to support 
services in the County.  
 
 
 
Recommendation: 
1.  The Grand Jury recommends that the Alpine County Board of Supervisors consider 
returning additional amounts to Kirkwood funded from the year on year incremental 
property tax revenue (e.g. a portion of $421,106, the increase amount for the period 
2006/2007 to 2007/2008) associated with Kirkwood’s expansion be earmarked for 
Kirkwood to partially offset the costs incurred for road maintenance and snow removal 
on the roads in Kirkwood that are located in Alpine County.   
 
 
2.  The Grand Jury recommends that the Alpine County Board of Supervisors and/or the 
County Administrative Officer initiate a study to perform an in depth and thorough 
analysis of the funding needs of each area of the County and determine appropriate 
allocations county wide, in order to ensure a fair and equitable allocation of revenues and 
services throughout the County, one that focuses on the unique needs of each of the 
diverse communities in Alpine County.  
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ATTACHMENT D 
Page 1 of 3 

ATTACHMENTS A THROUGH E  
 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
 

PURCHASING AND CONTRACTING DEPARTMENT 
 

CONSULTANT NOMINATING AND SELECTION 
 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 
 
 
 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

(1) 
MINIMALLY 
QUALIFIED 

(2) 
 

QUALIFIED 

(3) 
HIGHLY 

QUALIFIED 
    
1. Specialized experience and technical competence 

of the firm and its subconsultants, considering 
the type of services required the complexity of 
the project, previous work performed on City 
contracts and past record of performance.  

 
 

 
 

 
2. Proposed method to accomplish the work, 

including technical and management 
considerations. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
3. Strength of key personnel (management 

personnel and technical personnel) and 
commitment to the project. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
4. Knowledge and understanding of local 

“environment” and a local presence for 
interfacing with the City’s project management 
staff.  The “environment” includes but is not 
limited to:  City and other local agencies 
regulations and policies; local environmental 
documentation requirements; geotechnical 
conditions in project area; and local building 
codes and other technical criteria. 

 
5. Commitment to Equal Opportunity demonstrated 

by programs and hiring practices in employment 
and subconsulting.   

 
____ 

 
____ 

 
____ 

 
OVERALL RANKING:    
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ATTACHMENT D 
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ATTACHMENTS A THROUGH E  
 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
PURCHASING AND CONTRACTING DEPARTMENT 

 
CONSULTANT NOMINATING AND SELECTION 

 
EVALUATION CRITERIA 

 
Footnote(s):  The following definitions provide a general overview of the requirement for each ranking. 
 
(1)  Highly Qualified 
- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(2)  Qualified -  
 
 

• Demonstrates extensive and diversified experience handling varied and complex projects. 
• Has both broad and specialized/advanced education as demonstrated by resumes. 
• Possesses extensive knowledge of the various resources required for the timely completion of the project 

and solid experience in managing these resources which include staying within established budgets. 
• Able to provide the range of required services and to undertake multiple task orders. 
• Has extensive experience with various regulatory agencies and policies. 
• Has proven exemplary leadership in commitment to Equal Opportunity in both employment and 

subconsulting. 
 

• Demonstrates moderate and diversified experience handling varied and complex projects. 
• Has broad related advanced education as demonstrated by resumes. 
• Possesses moderate knowledge of the various resources required for the timely completion of the project 

and moderate experience in managing these resources which includes staying within established budgets. 
• Can undertake multiple task orders, depending on available resources at that point in time. 
• Has moderate experience with various regulatory agencies and policies. 
• Has adequately demonstrated its commitment to Equal Opportunity in both employment and subconsulting.
• Has adequate communication skills and ability to be responsive to City staff, other government agencies, 

other consultants, and the general public. 
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ATTACHMENTS A THROUGH E  
 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 
(CONTINUED) 

 
(3)  Minimally Qualified - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(4)  Overall Ranking -  
 
 

• Demonstrates limited to moderate experience handling simple projects. 
• Has some related advanced education as demonstrated by résumés. 
• Has limited knowledge of the various resources required for the timely completion of the project and 

moderate experience in managing these resources. 
• Not able to undertake multiple task orders due to consultant’s limited resources and overall failure to 

stay within established budgets. 
• Has very limited or no experience with various regulatory agencies and policies. 
• Consultant failed to articulate any affirmative efforts related to, or an understanding of, the principals 

of Equal Opportunity Contracting in employment and subconsulting, and diversity in the workplace. 
• Has demonstrated inadequate communication skills. 

 

• This is based on a combination of the above rankings, (the presentation/questions and answers period 
which is applicable for scoring during the interview), as well as the firm’s demonstrated commitment to 
equal opportunity in its hiring practices, employment, and subconsulting. 
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Fire Services Funding Work Outline
February, 2018

Rating of Criteria  H/M/L

Method Research For March xx For April 9 For (Month, Day)
Ability to meet 

budgeted 
revenues

$ from 
Beneficiaries

Long term 
revenue 
source

Feasibility to 
implement 
within 12 

months

Notes

Increase Annual Assessment                     
Voting: 218 process that requires 50% + 1 
not objecting.  Voting is by parcel, 1 vote 
per parcel.  Single fee level regardless of 

benefit

Process and timeline

DEFER AS LONG AS POSSIBLE 
SINCE WE WANT TO ALLOCATE 
COSTS TO ALL WHO BENEFIT

UNLESS VAIL PROVIDES NEW 
INFORMATION REGARDING 
REVENUE SOURCES (SEE 
STATUS WITH VAIL BELOW) 
EVALUATE ANNUAL 
ASSESSMENT INCREASE 
VERSUS SPECIAL TAX

Regional comparisons of funding
501c3 option in lieu of monthly bill?
Engage specialist attorney?
Engage specialist consultant?

Mello-Roos / CFD / aka "Special Tax" /aka 
Ad Valorem                                                        

Voting: Not a 218 process, 1 vote per 
registered voter within our service area, 
2/3 approval required. Different benefit 

can = different fee

Process and timeline IF AGREEMENT WITH VAIL IS 
NOT FEASIBLE, SEEK FINANCE 
COMMITTEE AND BOARD 
APPROVAL TO ENGAGE 
SPECIAL ATTORNEY.  POSSIBLY 
AGREE THAT THIS IS THE MAIN 
(THOUGH NOT ONLY) 
APPROACH.  THEN, RFP TO 
ENGINEERS.  PLACE ON APRIL 
BOARD AGENDA

UNLESS VAIL PROVIDES NEW 
INFORMATION REGARDING 
REVENUE SOURCES, EVALUATE 
SPECIAL TAX VERSUS ANNUAL 
ASSESSMENT INCREASE.
ESTIMATED FEES: 
LEGAL $15,000
ASSESSMENT ENGINEER 
$60,000

Use name other than Mello-Roos? Impact 
on prop values?

Building area method (E)
Basis: Benefit Received
Other fee basis
Discussion with Vail
Engage specialist consultant/engineer
Billed via property tax bill?

Special Assessment
WEIGHTED VOTE ACCORDING 
TO BENEFIT AND PROPOSED 
ASSESSMENT SO NOT LIKELY 
TO SUCCEED IF VAIL OPPOSES

\

Development Impact Fee

Process and timeline

NO, FOR CAPITAL ONLY
No: for capital 

only
Capital or Operating Funds?
Should existing be changed?
In Task Force scope?

Excise Tax or Admission Fee

Process and timeline

DEFER FOR NOW BUT INCLUDE 
IN DISCUSSION WITH SPECIAL 
ATTORNEY

DISCUSS FURTHER WITH OUR 
ATTORNEY DICK SHANAHAN

Discussion with Vail
Possible methods
Engage specialist attorney?

Agreement with Vail for Emergency 
Services add-on charge to lift tickets and 

season passes (in lieu of excise tax)

Charge by skier on the mountain?
DISCUSSED W DOUG FEB 23, 
WAITING FOR HIS THOUGHTS, 
NEED BY WEEK OF MARCH 19

RECEIVED NOTE FROM DOUG, 
ERIK TO REVIEW WITH AD HOC 
COMMITTEE

Talk with Doug, then VP California

Local Sales Tax                                

Process and timeline
INCLUDE IN DISCUSSION WITH 
SPECIAL ATTORNEY RE: 
SPECIAL TAX

INCLUDE IN DISCUSSION WITH 
ATTORNEY

Concern that added tax will further 
discourage purchases within Resort

Discussion with Counties

Civic Fee

Process and timeline

DEFER FOR NOW
Concern that added fee will further 
discourage purchases within Resort

Discussion with KCA

Increase Revenue from Counties

Is 20% in State code or LAFCO only?
Current calculations are correct?
Increase 20% discussion w Counties
Share of existing Kirkwood sales tax? INCL IN DISC W SP ATTY AND 

SUPERVISORS
SAME AS LOCAL SALES TAX 
ABOVE.

Share of existing PILT? INCL IN DISC W SP ATTY AND 
SUPERVISORS

SAME AS LOCAL SALES TAX 
ABOVE.
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Increase Revenue from Counties

Services in lieu of revenue?
Regional comparisons of funding DURANGO; EAST ALPINE

Revenue from Caples, Silver, etc? INCL IN DISC W SP ATTY SEE MEMO

Grants

Availabliity for operations?
Repeatability
Federal Safer Grants: process, apply RICK FIND OUT TIMING NEW INFO FROM RICK?

Fund Raising Activities

Summarize existing

LETTER REQUESTING 
VOLUNTEERS FOR JULY 4 TO 
ALL HOA'S

Potential for additional?
Volunteer resources required?

Emergency Services Use Charges

Which uses would generate a charge? DURANGO FIRE PROT DISTRICT

Legality?      - Ambulance Svcs

     -  Wildfire Svcs
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