AGENDA
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF MONO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Regular Meetings: The First, Second, and Third Tuesday of each month. Location of meeting is specified just
below.
MEETING LOCATION Mammoth Lakes Suite Z, 237 Old Mammoth Rd, Suite Z, Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Regular Meeting
August 15, 2017

TELECONFERENCE LOCATIONS:

1) First and Second Meetings of Each Month: Mammoth Lakes CAO Conference Room, 3rd Floor Sierra Center
Mall, 452 Old Mammoth Road, Mammoth Lakes, California, 93546; 2) Third Meeting of Each Month: Mono County
Courthouse, 278 Main, 2nd Floor Board Chambers, Bridgeport, CA 93517.

Board Members may participate from a teleconference location. Note: Members of the public may attend the
open-session portion of the meeting from a teleconference location, and may address the board during any one
of the opportunities provided on the agenda under Opportunity for the Public to Address the Board.

NOTE: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act if you need special assistance to participate in this
meeting, please contact Shannon Kendall, Clerk of the Board, at (760) 932-5533. Notification 48 hours prior to
the meeting will enable the County to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting (See
42 USCS 12132, 28CFR 35.130).

Full agenda packets are available for the public to review in the Office of the Clerk of the Board (Annex | - 74
North School Street, Bridgeport, CA 93517). Any writing distributed less than 72 hours prior to the meeting will be
available for public inspection in the Office of the Clerk of the Board (Annex | - 74 North School Street,
Bridgeport, CA 93517). ON THE WEB: You can view the upcoming agenda at http://monocounty.ca.gov. If you
would like to receive an automatic copy of this agenda by email, please subscribe to the Board of Supervisors
Agendas on our website at http://monocounty.ca.gov/bos.

UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED BY TIME, ITEMS SCHEDULED FOR EITHER THE MORNING OR
AFTERNOON SESSIONS WILL BE HEARD ACCORDING TO AVAILABLE TIME AND PRESENCE OF
INTERESTED PERSONS. PUBLIC MAY COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS AT THE TIME THE ITEM IS
HEARD.

9:00 AM Call meeting to Order

Pledge of Allegiance

1. OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD

on items of public interest that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board.
(Speakers may be limited in speaking time dependent upon the press of business


http://monocounty.ca.gov/
http://monocounty.ca.gov/bos

and number of persons wishing to address the Board.)
RECOGNITIONS - NONE
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

CAOQ Report regarding Board Assignments
Receive brief oral report by County Administrative Officer (CAQO) regarding work
activities.

DEPARTMENT/COMMISSION REPORTS
CONSENT AGENDA

(All matters on the consent agenda are to be approved on one motion unless a
board member requests separate action on a specific item.)

Board Minutes
Departments: Clerk of the Board

Recommended Action: Approve minutes of the regular meeting held on August
1,2017.

No Place Like Home Technical Assistance Grant
Departments: Behavioral Health

(Robin Roberts or Amanda Greenberg) - Proposed resolution authorizing
application for, and receipt of, No Place Like Home Program Technical Assistance
grant funds of $75,000 from the State of California, Department of Housing and
Community Development Department. This application will be filled out by Mono
County Behavioral Health staff.

Recommended Action: Adopt proposed resolution #R17-____, Authorizing
application for, and receipt of, No Place Like Home Program Technical Assistance
grant funds. Provide any desired direction to staff.

Fiscal Impact: There is no fiscal impact to the Mono County General Fund. This
application process will yield, if accepted, $75,000 to Mono County Behavioral
Health

Ordinance Amending Section 3.04.040 of the Mono County Code
Departments: CAO

(Jay Sloane) - Proposed ordinance amending section 3.04.040 of the Mono County
Code pertaining to the purchase procedures for equipment and supplies.

Recommended Action: Adopt proposed ordinance, Amending Chapter 3.04
Section 3.04.040 of the Mono County Code pertaining to purchase procedures for
equipment and supplies.



Fiscal Impact: None.
Ordinance Temporarily Designating Roughly Graded Roads
Departments: Public Works - Road

(Jeff Walters) - The Sierra Safari is a three-day guided off-highway vehicle tour
starting in Mammoth Lakes, continuing to Hawthorne Nevada, and entering the
Bridgeport area and the community of Bridgeport. The event takes place on roads
and trails throughout Mono County, and Mineral County in Nevada. The Eastern
Sierra ATV/UTV Jamboree is a four-day off-highway vehicle event taking place in
the Antelope Valley. Both events include some dirt roads that are part of Mono
County's maintained mileage system.

Recommended Action: Adopt proposed ordinance designating certain unpaved
county roads throughout the unincorporated area of Mono County as roughly
graded roads within the meaning of Vehicle Code Section 38001 for the purpose
of facilitating the short-term use of those roads for the 2017 Sierra Safari Off-
Highway Vehicle Tour and the 2017 Eastern Sierra UTV / ATV Jamboree.

Fiscal Impact: $500 or less to the Road Fund.
Letter of Support for Mammoth Lakes Firesafe Council Grant Application
Departments: CAO

Letter of support for Mammoth Lakes Firesafe Council’s grant application to Sierra
Nevada Conservancy for Hazardous Fuels Reduction in the Mammoth Lakes basin
area.

Recommended Action: Direct staff to prepare, obtain Board Chair Corless’
signature and submit a letter in support of Mammoth Lakes Fire District’'s grant
application for Hazardous Fuels Reduction in the Mammoth Lakes Basin

Fiscal Impact: No impact to the County, but could leverage up to $500,000 in
benefits for Mammoth Lakes Firesafe Council.

CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED

All items listed are located in the Office of the Clerk of the Board, and are available for
review. Direction may be given to staff regarding, and/or the Board may discuss, any
item of correspondence listed on the agenda.

Letter from Tilth, LLC

Departments: Clerk of the Board

Letter from Eric Edgerton of Tilth, LLC discussing local approval of commercial
cannabis.

Letter from Antelope Valley Fire Protection District
Departments: Clerk of the Board



Letter to Mono County CAO Leslie Chapman from the Antelope Valley Fire
Protection District regarding the possibility of outsourcing dispatch /
communications.

REGULAR AGENDA - MORNING

Friends of the Inyo Trails Maintenance Program
Departments: Economic Development
20 minutes

(Wendy Schneider - Executive Director, Friends of the Inyo) - Presentation by
Wendy Schneider, Executive Director of the Friends of the Inyo regarding the
Mono County trails maintenance program report for summer 2017, and the
expanded scope of work for summer 2018.

Recommended Action: None (informational only). Provide any desired direction
to staff.

Fiscal Impact: None at this time. Funding will be included in the Economic
Development FY 17-18 Department Requested Budget.

Mammoth Lakes Community Housing Action Plan
Departments: Community Development
45 minutes (15 minute presentation; 30 minute discussion)

(Jennifer Halferty, Mammoth Lakes Housing) - The Mammoth Lakes Community
Housing Action Plan: will specify housing goals and priorities identified by the
community, strategies and policies to meet the identified goals, funding
mechanisms, a timeline for implementation and assign responsibilities to carry out
the plan. Project website: www.housemammothlakes.com.

Recommended Action: Receive update on progress of Mammoth Lakes
Community Housing Action Plan.

Fiscal Impact: None.

Mono County Housing Needs Assessment
Departments: Community Development

1 hour (15 minute presentation; 45 minute discussion)

(Jen Garner, BBC Research and Consulting) - BBC Research and Consulting will
present the study methodology, preliminary research findings and policy options
resulting from the Mono County Housing Needs Assessment.

Recommended Action: Receive update from BBC Research on Mono County
Housing Needs Assessment and provide desired direction to staff.


http://www.housemammothlakes.com

Fiscal Impact: Leverage awarded grant funds with general fund contribution as
well as funding from the Town of Mammoth Lakes and Mammoth Mountain Ski
Area/Mammoth Lakes Housing.

2017 Emergency Road Repairs — Update
Departments: Public Works
10 minutes

(Paul Roten) - Update on emergency road repairs.

Recommended Action: 1. Receive update on emergency repairs to low water
crossing on Upper Summers Meadow Road in the Bridgeport Valley and Crowley
Lake Drive near Tom’s Place. 2. As established by Public Contract Code Division
2, Part 3, Chapter 2.5 “Emergency Contracting Procedures”, review the emergency
action taken on August 1, 2017 and make a finding, based on substantial evidence
set forth in this staff report and at the meeting, that the emergency continues to
exist as to Upper Summers Meadow Road, and that continuation of the action to
replace the washed-out bridge on that road is necessary to respond to the
emergency (A 4/5 vote is required). 3. Direct the County Engineer to continue
procuring the necessary equipment, services, and supplies to make emergency
repairs to Upper Summers Meadow Road, without giving notice for bids to let
contracts. 4. Find that work has been completed on Crowley Lake Drive and that
the conditions resulting in the emergency no longer exist.

Fiscal Impact: The Upper Summers Meadow Road bridge at Green Creek is
eligible for 75% funding via the California Disaster Assistance Act (CDAA) Program
administered by Cal OES. The total cost of replacement is estimated at $350,000.
Staff proposes that the 25% local match be paid with new SB1/RMRA gas tax
funds or, potentially, funds left over from the Round Fire emergency. The Crowley
Lake Drive road edge and shoulder repairs are estimated to cost $84,640.
Unfortunately, since the last meeting staff has learned that because of the timing of
the road opening and repairs, it is not eligible for the Emergency Relief (ER)
Program administered by Caltrans. Staff proposes that this be paid with new
SB1/RMRA gas tax funds or, potentially, funds left over from the Round Fire
emergency.

NACo Conference Report
Departments: Board of Supervisors
10 minutes

(Supervisor Corless) - Supervisors Gardner and Corless will give a report from the
2017 National Association of Counties Conference in Columbus, Ohio.

Recommended Action: None, receive report.

Fiscal Impact: None.
OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD

on items of public interest that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board.



10.

11.

(Speakers may be limited in speaking time dependent upon the press of business
and number of persons wishing to address the Board.)

CLOSED SESSION

Closed Session--Human Resources

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS. Government Code Section
54957.6. Agency designated representative(s): Stacey Simon, Leslie Chapman,
Dave Butters, Janet Dutcher, and Anne Larsen. Employee Organization(s): Mono
County Sheriff's Officers Association (aka Deputy Sheriff's Association), Local 39--
majority representative of Mono County Public Employees (MCPE) and Deputy
Probation Officers Unit (DPOU), Mono County Paramedic Rescue Association
(PARA), Mono County Public Safety Officers Association (PSO), and Mono County
Sheriff Department’'s Management Association (SO Mgmt). Unrepresented
employees: All

Closed Session - Existing Litigation
Departments: County Counsel

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION. Paragraph
(1) of subdivision (d) of Government Code section 54956.9. Name of case:
Administrative citation, APN # 012-050-004: Gloria Ma.

THE AFTERNOON SESSION WILL RECONVENE NO EARLIER THAN 1:00
P.M.

OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD

on items of public interest that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board.
(Speakers may be limited in speaking time dependent upon the press of business
and number of persons wishing to address the Board.)

REGULAR AGENDA - AFTERNOON

Mammoth Lakes Tourism Air Service Presentation
Departments: Economic Development
30 minutes

(John Urdi, Executive Director, Mammoth Lakes Tourism) - Presentation by John
Urdi of Mammoth Lakes Tourism regarding commercial year-round Air Service at
Mammoth Yosemite Airport.

Recommended Action: None (informational only). Provide any desired direction
to staff.

Fiscal Impact: None at this time. Funding request from Mammoth Lakes Tourism
will be included in the Economic Development FY17-18 Department Requested



12

Budget.
BOARD MEMBER REPORTS

The Board may, if time permits, take Board Reports at any time during the meeting
and not at a specific time.

ADJOURN
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MEETING DATE  August 15, 2017

Departments: Clerk of the Board

TIME REQUIRED PERSONS

, APPEARING
Board Minut
SUBJECT oard Minutes BEFORE THE
BOARD

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve minutes of the regular meeting held on August 1, 2017.

FISCAL IMPACT:

CONTACT NAME: Scheereen Dedman
PHONE/EMAIL: x5538 / sdedman@mono.ca.gov

SEND COPIES TO:

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
¥ YES ™ NO

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

O Draft Minutes August 1, 2017

History

Time Who Approval
8/10/2017 10:28 AM County Administrative Office Yes
8/10/2017 11:01 AM County Counsel Yes

8/10/2017 4:53 PM Finance Yes
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DRAFT MEETING MINUTES
June 20, 2017
Page 1 of 13

DRAFT MEETING MINUTES
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF MONO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Regular Meetings: The First, Second, and Third Tuesday of each month. Location of meeting is
specified just below.
MEETING LOCATION Board Chambers, 2nd Fl., County Courthouse, 278 Main St., Bridgeport, CA
93517

Regular Meeting
August 1, 2017

Flash Drive Board Room Recorder
Minute Orders M17-156 to M17-162
Resolutions R17-63 to R17-64
Ordinance ORD17-11 Not used

9:04 AM Meeting called to Order by Chair of the Board Corless.

Supervisors Present: Corless, Gardner, Peters, and Stump.
Supervisors Absent: Johnston.

Break: 10:19 AM
Reconvene: 10:33 AM
Break: 12:31 PM
Reconvene: 12:36 PM
Closed Session: 12:42 PM
Reconvene: 1:20 PM
Break: 3:03 PM
Reconvene: 3:09 PM
Adjourn: 3:15 PM

The Mono County Board of Supervisors stream all of their meetings live on the
internet and archives them afterward. To listen to any meetings from June 2, 2015
forward, please go to the following link: http://www.monocounty.ca.qov/meetings

Pledge of Allegiance led by Supervisor Gardner.

1. OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD

Lt. Commander Bill Boyes, California Highway Patrol:
* Introduced himself. Is excited to be here.
« Addressed the idea of CHP possibly leaving Bridgeport — stated that CHP never wanted
to leave Bridgeport. They are vital for the community. Right now, things can change, but

Note:
These draft meeting minutes have not yet been approved by the Mono County Board of Supervisors


http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/meetings

DRAFT MEETING MINUTES

June 20, 2017
Page 2 of 13

they are looking at property in Bridgeport to possibly build a new office in the next 3 to 5
years. Looking for a minimum of 4 acres, up to 10 acres.

34™ Annual National Night Out is tonight, sponsored by the National Association of
Town Watch. Directed his staff to be on foot in Mono County towns.

The two offices (Bishop and Bridgeport) still split at Tom’s Place.

Trying to get approval to move the residence post in Mammoth from Hot Creek to
McGee so they have better access during the winter.

Three new officers starting, staffing is pretty much what it should be, minus one officer.

Supervisor Peters:

Thanked him for being so active in Bridgeport.

Stated that a member of our community was lost, David E. Cogdill, Sr., July 23, 2017.
David was a Mono County employee in the past.

He would like today’s meeting to be adjourned in David’s memory, and will have a
resolution to honor him at a later meeting.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - NONE
3. RECOGNITIONS - NONE
BOARD MEMBER REPORTS

Supervisor Corless:

NACo has staff liaisons with BLM and Forest Service that the Board can turn to for
assistance and expertise.

July 20, attended NACo annual meeting: will give a full report/agendize if needed.
Success with PLSC resolution, formation of resort/gateway focused group.

YARTS: July meeting usually hosted by Mono County, but due to Detwiler fire, only
Kathleen Morse from Yosemite was able to attend in Mammoth.

YARTS has 13,181 reservations, 12,000 reservations made since January 1, 10,500 of
the reservations are just for this summer (through 9/29), 5,000 being Highway 120 East.
$116,000 in reservations; each reservation could represent many actual passengers
(families and groups).

It was noted that YARTS needs to develop a refund policy.

Kathleen Morse, Yosemite National Park update: challenging year (rockslides and fires);
Tuolumne Meadows store/campground will open August 1; high sierra camps and white
wolf are not opening; extremely busy weekends, 7500 cars in the Valley on Saturday,
July 1 (in 2011, biggest day ever was 6,000); weekdays are like weekends used to be;
construction—Yosemite Falls parking area upgrade; in August they're implementing a
parking reservations pilot program (at Falls area/ reservations can be made on rec.gov);
Mariposa Grove scheduled to open in October, shuttle access only.

Mammoth Lakes Housing: lecture and workshop looking at developing solutions from
report, good community participation.

Collaborative Planning Team meeting: Inyo NF, Humboldt Toiyabe NF reported on
winter storm/runoff damage; they are struggling with getting facilities open and
operational this summer. Inyo NF set to approve deer fence project at Mammoth Airport,
need for agencies to collaborate on wildlife plan for 395.

RED Collaborative: Club House Live expansion is successful, report from participants.
Probation staff updated us on upcoming training and education opportunities, and will
need to apply for the next round of RED funding next month.

Recreation Task Force: well attended by agency partners—thanks to all for participating
--developing initial recommendations for budget around addressing current
infrastructure/operations shortfalls, coordinator position/ communication, revenue
expansion.

Note:

These draft meeting minutes have not yet been approved by the Mono County Board of Supervisors
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Continued concerns in Mammoth about the negative impacts of tourism and agency
partners’ inability to deal with it — full, over-flowing trash cans. All need to work on this
solution.

Supervisor Gardner:

Fire in June Lake.

On July 19, attended a seminar in Sacramento on cannabis regulation with Supervisor
Peters and other County staff. The seminar was quite useful in providing information
about current state efforts and other county regulation to date.

From July 20 through the 23" attended the NACo Conference in Columbus, Ohio with
Board Chair Corless. They presented and gained approval of a platform change
proposal supporting increased funding for all federal public lands agency infrastructure.
This is particularly timely given the sad condition of the Inyo National Forest water and
sewer systems as well as other facilities, and the minimal funding available to the INF
for capital repair and replacement projects. They also convened with other counties
across the nation - the NACo Resorts/Tourism/Gateway County Caucus - to advocate
for policies supporting counties dependent on outdoor recreation and continued federal
investment in and protection of public lands. Board Chair Corless and he are leading
this new effort.

On Monday July 24" met with Supervisor Peters, CAO Chapman, and Finance Director
Dutcher to discuss the status of the 2017-2018 Mono County Budget, as part of the
Board Ad Hoc Budget Committee.

On Monday, the 24" also attended a meeting of the YARTS Board in Mammoth. The
YARTS buses are in full operation now.

On Monday, August 7 at 6:00 PM there will be a Town Hall meeting at the Community
Center in June Lake to hear from various officials about bears in the community.
Representatives from the State Fish and Wildlife Department, the Mono County Sheriff,
and BearBusters will be present.

Finally, on August 15 at 6:00 PM in the June Lake Community Center Southern
California Edison will be presenting an update on their operations in the Rush Creek
Dam System.

Supervisor Johnston:

Absent.

Supervisor Peters:

July 19" Cannabis Summit

July 20" AVLC Dinner

21% Rosachi Ranch tour with Greg Tanner and Jeremy Marshall

24" Budget Ad Hoc meeting with Bob Gardner, Janet Dutcher, and Leslie Chapman
24" Cal Fire Swauger with County Counsel Simon and Code Enforcement Officer Criss
25" EMCC with Dr. Rick Johnson Bob Rooks, Frank Frievalt, and representatives from
ICEMA

25" Probation appreciation lunch

25" Public Works Don Nunn tour of AV CC Campus area

27" Recreation Task Force Representatives from TOML Agency Partners including HT
and Inyo Forest Supervisors

Garret Higerd regarding the Lower Summers Meadow Bridge repair

28™ — 29" Bridgeport Fish Fest Hosted by Lower Twin Lakes and BCOC

Upcoming:

2" Fisheries

3" ATV Jamboree

Thrift Store and Recycling Center

Hospice

Note:

These draft meeting minutes have not yet been approved by the Mono County Board of Supervisors
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RPAC AV Meeting
Swauger / Devils Gate Community Members

Supervisor Stump:

7-19: Tri Valley Water Commission - Commission voted 4-2 to join the Inyo JPA under
the same conditions adopted by the County. That is, wait until the JPA Budget is
developed and then finalize a decision to permanently join the JPA.

Didn’t attend Bishop city council meeting, but apparently they made the same decision.
He abstained from that vote.

7-25: CSA 1 Board meeting - Skate park construction is supposed to start the first week
of August. Best wishes to Peter Chapman who recently suffered some injuries. In
addition they are working with their TV service.

7-26: Crowley / Swall meadows / Paradise Area meeting on Cannabis and other issues.
7-31: Meeting with Staff and Sheriff about a conserved property in Chalfant with
hazardous substances left on the property. Situation has gone on for over a year.
Neighbors are concerned by all the "Danger / Hazard" tape around the property.
Thanked Supervisors Corless and Gardner for the influence created at NACo - their
efforts around the issues that they bring up are pretty amazing. Also in terms of
collaborative planning in advancing wildlife.

5. COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

Leslie Chapman:

10:00 agenda item, they are held up in construction so they may be late.

Had an email exchange with Supervisor Johnston - it was very upbeat, he is doing well,
will be finishing up with the 1% phase of his treatment. He will be heading home Friday.
Has no side effects from the treatment and is looking forward to getting back into the
groove.

Megan Mahaffey stated that the county has the opportunity to apply for a fairly large
CBPP grant. Exploring some opportunities for childcare in Mammoth.

19™ attended Cannabis summit in Sacramento, well attended by the county, looking
forward to the two workshops today to get more information, and hear what the board’s
perspective is in moving forward.

Has spent the last several weeks in budget meetings with Janet Dutcher with the
individual departments. Still have a $3 million gap to close. Has asked to postpone the
workshop scheduled for August 9 and go with the originally scheduled budget hearing
on September 12 - will not have the preliminary workshop. If it cannot be finished, it will
carry over into the 19™.

On the 21%, the new payroll system started. Go live went well. There are some bugs to
work out. Payroll is diligently working on that.

Received an email this morning from Marilyn McCurry, the TOT person for the county -
right now there is $3.25 million in TOT collections, there are still about 20 people who
have mailed in receivables that haven’t been received yet.

24" — Budget ad hoc committee meeting.

25" — Attended probation officer appreciation lunch.

28" -- Payroll and HR teams met, Delilah Balatti is our new HR generalist, we are
moving benefits administration into HR, it is a much better segregation of duties. There
is going to be some documentation and FAQs set up so people know what to call HR for
and Benefits for. Thinks it is going to make the intake of new employees much better.
Supervisor Stump asked if she anticipated a substantial return from the ERAF
repeating. She anticipates a return, but has no indication of what it will be. The schools
do a calculation and then they notify the county of what the excess will be and what the
refund will be. The Plan is to balance the budget without that information. Hoping the
Board will use that to agree to do some salary adjustments. Reconciliation occurs in
August.

Note:

These draft meeting minutes have not yet been approved by the Mono County Board of Supervisors
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6. DEPARTMENT/COMMISSION REPORTS
Sheriff Braun:
*  Gave information about the Grant Fire.
e Attended the Southern California Earthquake Plan Senior Leadership Steering
Committee.
*  Drive carefully — two bears were struck by cars in Mammoth Lakes. Need to be watching
for bears and deer, keep eyes on the road, not on your phone.
« Wil be at meeting on Thursday to discuss ATV jamboree.
Helen Nunn, Assistant Clerk Recorder Registrar:
e E-disclosure software system update.
* Anticipates a high rate of electronic and on time filers next year
Garrett Higerd, County Engineer:
¢ Provided an update on the jail project.

7. CONSENT AGENDA

(All matters on the consent agenda are to be approved on one motion unless a
board member requests separate action on a specific item.)

A. Resolution Amending Sheriff's Management MOU
Departments: Administration

Proposed resolution adopting and approving first amendment to the 2015-2018
MOU between the County of Mono and the Mono County Sheriff's Management
Association to allow for bi-weekly pay periods.

Action: Adopt proposed resolution #R17-63, Adopting and approving first
amendment to the 2015-2018 MOU between the County of Mono and the Mono
County Sheriff's Management Association to allow for bi-weekly pay periods.
Peters moved; Gardner seconded

Vote: 4 yes; 0 no; Absent: Johnston

R17-63

B. Monthly Treasury Transaction Report
Departments: Finance

Treasury Transaction Report for the month ending 6/30/2017.

Action: Approve the Treasury Transaction Report for the month ending
6/30/2017.

Peters moved; Gardner seconded

Vote: 4 yes; 0 no; Absent: Johnston

M17-156

C. June Lake Citizens Advisory Committee Appointment
Departments: Community Development

Note:
These draft meeting minutes have not yet been approved by the Mono County Board of Supervisors
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Consider appointment to the June Lake Citizens Advisory Committee.

Action: Appoint David Rosky to the June Lake Citizens Advisory Committee, as
recommended by Supervisor Gardner.

Peters moved; Gardner seconded

Vote: 4 yes; 0 no; Absent: Johnston

M17-157

D. Mono County Economic Development, Tourism & Film Commission
Reappointment

Departments: Economic Development
Reappointment of Jimmy Little (District 4) to the Mono County Economic

Development, Tourism & Film Commission (EDTFC) for a 4-year term, ending
June 30, 2021.

Action: Approval by the Board to reappoint Jimmy Little to the Mono County
EDTFC so that he may continue representing District 4 along with county-wide
tourism and economic development interests. The 4-year term extends from
July 1, 2017 to June 30, 2021.

Peters moved; Gardner seconded

Vote: 4 yes; 0 no; Absent: Johnston

M17-158

Supervisor Peters:
« Wanted to provide recognition to Jimmy Little for all of his work.

8. CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED

All items listed are located in the Office of the Clerk of the Board, and are
available for review. Direction may be given to staff regarding, and/or the Board
may discuss, any item of correspondence listed on the agenda.

A. Letter from Sonoma County Juvenile Justice Commission
Departments: Clerk of the Board

Letter from the Sonoma County Juvenile Justice Commission introducing the
brochure, "A Crisis in Care for Dependent Youth."

B. Application for Alcoholic Beverage License
Departments: Clerk of the Board

Copy of application for Alcoholic Beverage License to the Department of
Alcoholic Beverage Control for Walker Country Store in Walker, CA.

C. Letters regarding National Monuments
Departments: Clerk of the Board

Letters regarding national monuments.

Note:
These draft meeting minutes have not yet been approved by the Mono County Board of Supervisors
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D.

Letter from Liberty Utilities
Departments: Clerk of the Board

A notice of Liberty Utilities - Calpeco Electric Company's request to increase
electric rates for projects and programs that will increase electric transportation
use.

Supervisor Peters:

» Stated that there needed to be a correction to whom Liberty Utilities will contact in the
future — update the name of the County Clerk — Recorder.

Letter regarding the CFAA
Departments: Clerk of the Board

Letter from Fire Chief Frank Frievalt about the California Fire Assistance
Agreement, including prior correspondence between CalOES and Chief Tidwell
regarding same.

Supervisor Stump:

« Originally had a support letter that would have reinforced the position with Cal OES.

* In consulting with Freivalt, the issue of past conversation has been resolved, there are
still current issues - issue of reimbursement for volunteer fire departments. Called
attention to the second letter from Chief Tidwell, 2™ page 2 paragraph.

Supervisor Gardner:

* The letter does provide a lot more context for the overall situation. Agrees with resolving

the issue with the volunteer departments.

Letters regarding Cannabis
Departments: Clerk of the Board

Letters regarding the legalization of commercial cannabis activities in Mono
County.
Supervisor Stump:
» Forwarded two additional letters for Board consideration.
Supervisor Peters:
« Seeing these letters come in is a testament to the fact that this process is accomplishing
what the meetings have been trying to accomplish.
e ltis critical to write these letters.
« Appreciates the attendance, and the effort community members are putting into
weighing in on this.
*  Thanked staff for their effort to try to figure this out.

REGULAR AGENDA - MORNING

Review of Need for Continuation of Local Emergency - Snowmelt and
Runoff

(Leslie Chapman, Ingrid Braun) - On March 20, 2017 the Mono County Sheriff
declared a state of local emergency as a result of continuing snowmelt and
runoff from severe winter storms beginning in January 2017. The Board of

Note:
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Supervisors ratified this declaration on March 21, 2017, and further declared a
continuing state of emergency. Mono County Code Section 2.60.080 requires
that the Board of Supervisors review the need for continuing the local
emergency every 14 days, and Government Code section 8630 requires that
the Board review the need at least every 30 days until it is terminated. This item
is provided for that purpose.

Action: Review need for continuing the local emergency. If Board determines
that need no longer exists, direct staff to prepare a declaration terminating local

emergency.
Sheriff Braun:

¢ Discussed items 9a and b together.

« Still believes the county is suffering the effects of severe winter storms and run off.

¢ Need to continue the local emergency, to be sure that we the county can recoup

whatever costs that are due to this.

« Information for residents that need help is available on the county website.

« Itis important for the county as a whole to have a record of all damages.

« SCA loans available for those who may not have access to the insurance.

B. Review of Need for Continuation of Local Emergency - Severe Winter
Storms

(Leslie Chapman, Ingrid Braun) - On January 31, 2017 the Mono County Sheriff
declared a state of local emergency as a result of extreme winter weather. The
Board of Supervisors ratified this declaration on February 7, 2017, and

further declared a continuing state of emergency. Mono County Code Section
2.60.080 requires that the Board of Supervisors review the need for continuing
the local emergency every 14 days, and Government Code section 8630
requires that the Board review the need at least every 30 days until it is
terminated. This item is provided for that purpose.

Action: Review need for continuing the local emergency. If Board determines
that need no longer exists, direct staff to prepare a declaration terminating local
emergency.

C. Quarterly Investment Report
Departments: Finance
(Gerald Frank) - Investment Report for the Quarter ending 6/30/2017.

Action: Approve the Investment Report for the Quarter ending 6/30/2017.
Gardner moved; Peters seconded
Vote: 4 yes; 0 no; Absent: Johnston

M17-159
Gerald Frank:
¢ Presented report.

D. Ordinance Amending Section 3.04.040 of the Mono County Code
Departments: CAO

Note:
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10.

11.

(Jay Sloane) - Proposed ordinance amending section 3.04.040 of the Mono
County Code pertaining to the purchase procedures for equipment and supplies.

Action: Introduce, read title, and waive further reading of proposed ordinance.
Gardner moved; Stump seconded
Vote: 4 yes; 0 no; Absent: Johnston

M17-160
Jay Sloane:
* Presented ordinance.

. Cannabis Workshop - Presentation from Rural County Representatives of

California
Departments: CAO, County Counsel, Community Development

(Rural County Representatives of California (RCRC)) - Presentation from Rural
County Representatives of California (RCRC) on the current state of cannabis-
related affairs, including legislative and regulatory overviews.

Action: Receive presentation from RCRC
Paul Smith, RCRC Vice President, Governmental Affairs:
« RCRC is a 35 member advocacy group. Members are small rural counties of California.
Supervisor Corless sits on the Board.
*  Went through presentation, with Arthur Wylene, RCRC Governmental Affairs Counsel.
Supervisor Peters:
« Asked a question about medical cards, and how current changes to legislation will affect
those.
Supervisor Stump:
* Asked about physical developments, and whether or not the county can say, “no” to the
state on account of an applicant not meeting local requirements unrelated to cannabis.
« Has anyone put together a list of recommended don’ts?
Stacey Simon:
e Moratorium will be up for extension December 2.
Supervisor Gardner:
» Federal status, Bill 975 (H.R.975 - Respect State Marijuana Laws Act of 2017), is
inclusive of all usage? Is it sponsored in the House?
Supervisor Corless:
« Micro business? Volatile solvent manufacturing, are you seeing a lot of local
governments limit or ban?
Nolan Bobroff, Assistant Planner, TOML.:
« SB 94 states that licensees can have multiple licenses — needs clarification of separate
and distinct premises vs co-locations.

OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD

No one spoke.

CLOSED SESSION

. Closed Session - Existing Litigation

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION. Paragraph

Note:
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12.

13.

(1) of subdivision (d) of Government Code section 54956.9. Name of case:
County of Mono v. Emilio Gonzalez and Josefina Gonzalez.

. Closed Session: Workers Compensation

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION.
Subdivision (a) of Government Code section 54956.9. Name of case: Worker's
compensation claim of Franklin Smith.

THE AFTERNOON SESSION WILL RECONVENE NO EARLIER THAN 12:30
P.M.

OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD

No one spoke.

REGULAR AGENDA - AFTERNOON

. Cannabis Taxation and Fiscal Policy Workshop

Departments: Finance

(Janet Dutcher, David McPherson of HAL Companies) - Workshop about
Cannabis taxation here in Mono County and establishing a cost recovery fee
strategy associated with local Cannabis regulation activities.

Action: Conduct workshop and discuss Cannabis taxation and fee strategies

for Mono County.
Janet Dutcher:
* Engaged HCL to help as subject matter experts.
David McPherson, Cannabis Compliance Director:
¢ Provided his background.
¢ Went through presentation.
Supervisor Stump:

» If you have a bank across the border willing to open an account, does that law
restricting crossing of lines apply?

«  Where does the enforcement responsibility lie on black market activities?

Stacey Simon:

« Clarified the difference between a special and a general tax.

» Fees being charged for how far the person regulating has to drive: already do that in
most regulatory activities. Fees based on hourly work time. As long as the fee doesn’t
exceed the cost to regulate, it is allowed.

Supervisor Gardner:

e Can some costs be recaptured with the fee? Such as the preparation and community
development done to date.

* Any examples where jurisdictions are jointly doing the regulatory function?

Supervisor Corless:

» If taxation is being considered at this time, when should it be looked at, what sort of time

frame?
Janet Dutcher:

» Concerns and comments on the topic of taxation. Regulatory fee to cover 100% of cost
to regulation. And a tax to take care of the illegal market. Concern is if the county has
enough money in place to cover the ability to build and asses the tax, to collect the tax,
and the auditings.

Note:
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« A banking solution is needed. Local bank has said that if the county agrees to be the
collector for the state, they will allow comingling of funds.
Wendy Sugimura:
¢« Recommendations on whether the land-use regulation should be coordinated with the
taxation?
John Wentworth, Mayor, TOML.:
e Tax choices are special and general?
e Breakdown of receipts?
« Speak to how best practices for coordinating regulations between county and
incorporated entities? Both regulatory and taxing scheme.
Sally Rosen:
«  Went through main points of her letter submitted to the Board. Part of correspondence.
* Thanked the Board for being open minded, RCRC for presentation.
Interested in becoming a legal cultivator in Walker.
< There are significant regulatory costs associated with entering this market.
Thinks it would be good to promote business entities that want to participate.
Interested parties are very interested in working with the county to make it successful
on all fronts.
Leslie, Mammoth:
e Thanked Mono County and TOML for being open minded. Important to bring the whole
community together to make the cannabis industry viable for everybody.
Moved next to item 13d.

B. Resolution of Intention to Approve an Amendment to an Existing CalPERS
Contract

Departments: Finance

(Janet Dutcher) - Proposed resolution of intention to approve an amendment to
the contract between the Board of Administration California Public Employees'
Retirement System and the Board of Supervisors, County of Mono.

Action: Adopt proposed resolution, #R17-64, declaring the County's intention to
amend the contract between the Board of Administration California Public
Employees' Retirement System and the Board of Supervisors County of Mono.
Peters moved; Stump seconded
Vote: 4 yes; 0 no; Absent: Johnston
R17-64
Janet Dutcher:

« Explained resolution as part of a multi-step process to make change to contract.

C. CalPERS Mono County Deputy Sheriff's Association Contract Amendment
Ordinance - Introduction

Departments: Finance

(Janet Dutcher) - An Ordinance of the Board of Supervisors, County of Mono,
authorizing an amendment to the contract between the Board of Supervisors,
County of Mono and the Board of Administration of the California Public
Employees' Retirement System.

Action: Introduce, read title and waive further reading of the proposed

Note:
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ordinance.
Peters moved; Gardner seconded
Vote: 4 yes; 0 no; Absent: Johnston
M17-161
Janet Dutcher:
« Explained ordinance as part of a multi-step process to make change to contract.

D. 2017 Emergency Road Repairs
Departments: Public Works - Engineering

(Garrett Higerd) - Report on roads damaged by flooding and recommended
repairs.

Action: As established by Public Contract Code Chapter 2.5 “Emergency
Contracting Procedures," make a finding, based on substantial evidence set
forth in this staff report and at the meeting, that the emergency will not permit a
delay resulting from a competitive solicitation for bids, and that action to repair
the roads is necessary to respond to the emergency. (A 4/5 vote is required);
Direct the County Engineer to immediately procure the necessary equipment,
services, and supplies to make emergency repairs, without giving notice for bids
to let contracts; Amend the FY 2016-2017 Carry-over Budget to include these
projects.

Gardner moved; Peters seconded

Vote: 4 yes; 0 no; Absent: Johnston

M17-162

Garrett Higerd:

e Follow up to disaster declaration item

*  Went through staff report / packet.

¢ Recapped steps taken to resolve the issues.

e Has taken into consideration truck traffic received by this road.

Stacey Simon:

* Adding to the information regarding the emergency finding, affected residents and

property owners will provide additional evidence to support that finding.
Steven Fulstone, Fulstone Ranchs:

e Only access to Bridgeport Meadow property. Hasn’t been on property since June 15 or
20" Needs to get this road fixed. Wants to make sure that bridge will be capable
enough to handle his equipment.

* Uses the road nine months out of the year.

« Could have a loss of $150,000 if he can’t get to the land and graze it.

Marianne Leinassar, F.I.M. Corporation:

¢ Needs to be able to get supplies to the sheep herder. Imperative to get something
temporary.

* What happens if there is a fire, how will emergency equipment get in there?

«  How will trash that is going to keep going under the bridge be taken care of?

Joe Sceirine, Sceirine Ranches:
e Property owner right north of the bridge.
*  Water washed out lots of head gates, need the road to get in to repair things.
Supervisor Stump:
« Asked for patience since the county didn’t create the problem, the heavy winter did.
« Stated that Garrett is willing to have calm conversations to explain any hiccups or

Note:
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bumps in the road.
*  Clarified funding.
Supervisor Peters:
¢ The county has willing communicators that will be hands-on with this project.

Moved next to item 13b.

ADJOURNED in honor of Senator David E. Cogdill, Sr. at 3:15 PM

ATTEST

STACY CORLESS
CHAIR OF THE BOARD

SCHEEREEN DEDMAN
SENIOR DEPUTY CLERK

Note:
These draft meeting minutes have not yet been approved by the Mono County Board of Supervisors
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MEETING DATE  August 15, 2017

Departments: Behavioral Health

TIME REQUIRED PERSONS Robin Roberts or Amanda Greenberg

. . APPEARING
SUBJECT No Place Like Home Technical
Assistance Grant BEFORE THE
BOARD
AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

Proposed resolution authorizing application for, and receipt of, No Place Like Home Program Technical Assistance grant
funds of $75,000 from the State of California, Department of Housing and Community Development Department. This
application will be filled out by Mono County Behavioral Health staff.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Adopt proposed resolution #R17-___, Authorizing application for, and receipt of, No Place Like Home Program Technical
Assistance grant funds. Provide any desired direction to staff.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no fiscal impact to the Mono County General Fund. This application process will yield, if accepted, $75,000 to Mono
County Behavioral Health

CONTACT NAME: Robin Roberts or Amanda Greenberg
PHONE/EMAIL: 760-924-1740 / rroberts@mono.ca.gov

SEND COPIES TO:

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
¥ YES [~ NO
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Click to download

b StaffReport

[ Resolution

History
Time Who Approval


javascript:history.go(0);

                                                AttachmentViewer.ashx?AttachmentID=17309&ItemID=8990

                                                AttachmentViewer.ashx?AttachmentID=17315&ItemID=8990

8/9/2017 6:27 PM
8/9/2017 11:40 AM
8/9/2017 6:36 PM

County Administrative Office
County Counsel

Finance

Yes
Yes

Yes



MONO COUNTY MENTAL HEALTH, ALCOHOL AND DRUG PROGRAMS

COUNTY OF MONO

P.0. BOX 2619 « MAMMOTH LAKES, CA 93546 (760) 924-1740 » FAX (760) 924-1741

Date: August 7, 2017

To: Honorable Chair and Members of the Board of Supervisors

From: Robin Roberts, Behavioral Health Director

Subject: Adopt Resolution authorizing application for, and receipt of, No Place Like Home

program technical assistance funds

Recommended Action:

Approve Resolution for No Place Like Home technical assistance funds
Discussion:

This resolution allows Mono County Behavioral Health (MCBH) to apply for, and if accepted,
receive, a onetime amount of $75,000 for No Place Like Home (NPLH) technical assistance.
These funds will be used to further MCBH’s housing project for those persons in Mono County
who are mentally ill and have insecure or no housing. The Resolution also authorizes the
County Executive or her designee to execute the County of Mono NPLH Program Technical
Assistance Grant Application, the NPLH Program Technical Assistance Grant Documents, and
any amendments thereto, on behalf of the County as required by the Department for receipt of
the NPLH Program Technical Assistance Grant.

Fiscal Impact:

There is no fiscal impact to the Mono County General Fund.
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R17-_

A RESOLUTION OF THE MONO COUNTY
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AUTHORIZING
APPLICATION FOR NO PLACE LIKE HOME
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANT

WHEREAS, the State of California, Department of Housing and Community
Development (Department) has issued a Notice of Funding Availability dated April 10, 2017
(NOFA), for its No Place Like Home (NPLH) Program Technical Assistance Grants; and

WHEREAS, the County of Mono desires to submit a project application for the NPLH
Program and will submit a 2017 Technical Assistance Grant Application as described in the
NPLH Program Technical Assistance Grants NOFA and NPLH Program Technical Assistance
Grant Guidelines released by the Department for the NPLH Program; and

WHEREAS, the Department is authorized to provide up to $6.2 million from the Mental
Health Services Act Fund for technical assistance and application preparation assistance to
Counties (as described in Welfare and Institutions Code §5849.10) related to the NPLH Program.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF
MONO RESOLVES that:

SECTION ONE: The County is hereby authorized and directed to apply for and submit
to the Department the 2017 NPLH Program Technical Assistance Grant Application released
April 10,2017 in the amount of $75,000.

SECTION TWO: In connection with the NPLH Program Technical Assistance Grant, if
the application is approved by the Department, the County is authorized to enter into, execute,
and deliver a State of California Standard Agreement (Standard Agreement) for the amount of
$75,000, and any and all other documents required or deemed necessary or appropriate to
evidence and secure the NPLH Program Technical Assistance Grant, the County’s obligations
related thereto, and all amendments thereto (collectively, the “NPLH Technical Assistance Grant
Documents™).

SECTION THREE: The County shall be subject to the terms and conditions as
specified in the Standard Agreement, the NPLH Program Technical Assistance Guidelines, the
NPLH statute (Welfare and Institutions Code §5849.1 et. Seq.), and any applicable NPLH
Program guidelines published by the Department. Funds are to be used for allowable project
expenditures specifically identified in the Standard Agreement. The application in full is
incorporated as part of the Standard Agreement. Any and all activities funded, information
provided, and timelines represented in the application will be enforceable through the executed
Standard Agreement. The County hereby agrees to use the funds for eligible uses in the manner
presented in the application as approved by the Department and in accordance with the NPLH

-1-
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Program Technical Assistance Grant NOFA, the NPLH Program Technical Assistance
Guidelines, and 2017 NPLH Program Technical Assistance Grant Application.

SECTION FOUR: The County Administrative Officer or designee is authorized and
directed to execute the County of Mono NPLH Program Technical Assistance Grant Application,|
the NPLH Program Technical Assistance Grant Documents, and any amendments thereto, on
behalf of the County as required by the Department for receipt of the NPLH Program Technical

Assistance Grant.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this day of , 2017,

by the following vote, to wit:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Board

Stacy Corless, Chair
Mono County Board of Supervisors

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

County Counsel
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MEETING DATE  August 15, 2017
Departments: CAO
TIME REQUIRED PERSONS Jay Sloane
. . . APPEARING
SUBJECT Ordinance Amending Section
3.04.040 of the Mono County Code ~BEFORE THE
BOARD
AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

Proposed ordinance amending section 3.04.040 of the Mono County Code pertaining to the purchase procedures for
equipment and supplies.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Adopt proposed ordinance, Amending Chapter 3.04 Section 3.04.040 of the Mono County Code pertaining to purchase
procedures for equipment and supplies.

FISCAL IMPACT:

None.

CONTACT NAME:
PHONE/EMAIL: 760-932-5405 / jsloane@mono.ca.gov

SEND COPIES TO:
Jay Sloane and Christy Milovich

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
~ YES @ NO

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

O Staffreport
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Time Who Approval
8/9/2017 6:06 AM County Administrative Office Yes
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COUNTY OF MONO

P.O. BOX 696, BRIDGEPORT, CALIFORNIA 93517
(760) 932-5410 * FAX (760) 932-5411

Leslie Chapman
County Administrative Officer

To: Board of Supervisors

From: Jay Sloane, Risk Manager

Date:  8/15/2017

Subject

Adopt ordinance amending Chapter 3.04 Section 3.04.040 of the Mono County Code

Recommendation
Adopt proposed ordinance.

Discussion

Section 3.04.040 distinguishes between purchase procedures for equipment and supplies
over $50,000 and purchase procedures for equipment and supplies under $50,000.
Section 3.04.040(C), pertaining to the formal bidding process, grants explicit discretion
to the CAO to determine whether competitive bidding would or would not be in the
public interest for purchases over $50,000. Section 3.04.040(B), pertaining to the
informal bidding process does not, due to an oversight in the drafting process, grant this
same discretion to the purchasing agent for County purchases under $50,000. This
ordinance corrects this inconsistency and grants discretion to the CAO to determine
whether competitive bidding would or would not be in the public interest for purchases
under $50,000.

Fiscal Impact
None

Attached
Ordinance
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ORDINANCE NO. ORD17-___

AN ORDINANCE OF THE MONO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AMENDING CHAPTER 3.04 SECTION 3.04.040 OF THE MONO COUNTY CODE
PERTAINING TO PURCHASE PROCEDURES FOR EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

WHEREAS, Chapter 3.04 of the Mono County Code sets forth policies and procedures
governing the County’s purchases of supplies, equipment, and services, in accordance with state
law; and

WHEREAS, the Mono County Board of Supervisors has appointed the county administrative
officer to serve, ex-officio, as the purchasing agent for the county and to have all the powers
provided by Chapter 3.04 and applicable state law; and

WHEREAS, Section 3.04.040 distinguishes between purchase procedures for equipment and
supplies over $50,000 and purchase procedures for equipment and supplies under $50,000,
requiring a formal bidding process for the former and an informal bidding process for the latter;
and

WHEREAS, Section 3.04.040(C), pertaining to the formal bidding process, grants explicit
discretion to the purchasing agent to determine whether competitive bidding would or would not
be in the public interest for purchases over $50,000; and

WHEREAS, Section 3.04.040(B), pertaining to the informal bidding process does not, due to an
oversight in the drafting process, grant this same discretion to the purchasing agent for County
purchases under $50,000; and

WHEREAS, it is the desire of the Board of Supervisors, in order achieve consistency in and
throughout its policies governing the County’s purchase procedures — as was the original intent
when drafting Chapter 3.04, to amend Chapter 3.04 to grant discretion to the purchasing agent to
determine whether competitive bidding would or would not be in the public interest for purchases
under $50,000.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF MONO
ORDAINS as follows:

SECTION ONE: Section 3.04.040(B) of Chapter 3.04 of the Mono County Code is hereby
amended to read as follows:

B.

Informal bid process. Unless otherwise specified by this chapter or state law and except
where the purchasing agent finds that competitive bidding would not be in the public
interest, purchase of supplies and equipment not exceeding fifty thousand dollars require
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proof of an informal bidding process including supporting information. For purchases of
less than one thousand dollars, a minimum of one informal quote is required. For
purchases of more than one thousand dollars but not exceeding fifty thousand dollars, a
minimum of three informal quotes are required. The actions and results of obtaining
informal quotes, including any vendors declining to quote, shall be documented in the
form and manner prescribed by the purchasing agent. The purchase shall be awarded (if
at all) to the responsible bidder submitting the quote that is most advantageous to the
county and conforms to the needs of the county, as determined by the purchasing agent o
assistant purchasing agent (if applicable) in his or her sole discretion. In the event that the
quote selected is not the lowest price, the specific reason for selecting the higher quote
shall be documented. If it is necessary to use a single source because of a unique product
an explanation shall be included in the documentation for the purchase.

SECTION TWO: This ordinance shall become effective 30 days from the date of its adoption
and final passage, which appears immediately below. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
shall post this ordinance and also publish the ordinance in the manner prescribed by Government
Code section 25124 no later than 15 days after the date of this ordinance’s adoption and final
passage. If the Clerk fails to so publish this ordinance within said 15-day period, then the
ordinance shall not take effect until 30 days after the date of publication.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this day of , 2017, by
the following vote, to wit:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
Stacy Corless, Chair
Mono County Board of Supervisors
ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Clerk of the Board County Counsel
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MEETING DATE  August 15, 2017
Departments: Public Works - Road
TIME REQUIRED PERSONS Jeff Walters
. i I APPEARING
SUBJECT Ordinance Temporarily Designating
Roughly Graded Roads BEFORE THE
BOARD
AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

The Sierra Safari is a three-day guided off-highway vehicle tour starting in Mammoth Lakes, continuing to Hawthorne
Nevada, and entering the Bridgeport area and the community of Bridgeport. The event takes place on roads and trails
throughout Mono County, and Mineral County in Nevada. The Eastern Sierra ATV/UTV Jamboree is a four-day off-highway
vehicle event taking place in the Antelope Valley. Both events include some dirt roads that are part of Mono County's
maintained mileage system.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Adopt proposed ordinance designating certain unpaved county roads throughout the unincorporated area of Mono County
as roughly graded roads within the meaning of Vehicle Code Section 38001 for the purpose of facilitating the short-term use
of those roads for the 2017 Sierra Safari Off-Highway Vehicle Tour and the 2017 Eastern Sierra UTV / ATV Jamboree.

FISCAL IMPACT:
$500 or less to the Road Fund.

CONTACT NAME: Jeff Walters
PHONE/EMAIL: 760.932.5459 / jwalters@mono.ca.gov

SEND COPIES TO:

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
~ YES @ NO

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

@ Ordinance temporarily designating roughly graded roads - staff report
@ Ordinance temporarily designating roughly graded roads - Ordinance
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MONO COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

POST OFFICE BOX 457 ¢ 74 NORTH SCHOOL STREET ¢ BRIDGEPORT, CALIFORNIA 93517
760.932.5440 « Fax 760.932.5441 « monopw@mono.ca.gov ¢ www.monocounty.ca.gov

Date: August 15, 2017
To: Honorable Chair and Members of the Board of Supervisors
From: Jeff Walters, Public Works Director / Director of Road Operations and Fleet Services

Subject: Ordinance Temporarily Designating Certain County Roads as “roughly graded” for the
purpose of making them available for the 2017 Sierra Safari Off-Highway Vehicle Event
and 2017 Eastern Sierra ATV / UTV Jamboree — Second Reading

Recommended Action:

Adopt proposed ordinance designating certain unpaved county roads throughout the unincorporated
area of Mono County as roughly graded roads within the meaning of Vehicle Code section 38001 for
the purpose of facilitating the short-term use of those roads for the 2017 Sierra Safari off-highway
vehicle tour and 2017 Eastern Sierra ATV / UTV Jamboree.

Provide any desired direction to staff.
Strategic Plan Focus Area(s) Met

The proposed ordinance furthers the Strategic Plan focus area of “economic base” by facilitating the
continuation of a popular events in Mono County which have taken place for many years, and which
brings visitors and economic benefits to the community of Bridgeport, the Antelope Valley and other
areas within the County.

Fiscal Impact:

Public Works staff time to place “Special Event” signs estimated at less than $500.

Discussion:

Mono County has been the site of off-highway vehicle events known as the Sierra Safari and Eastern
Sierra ATV/UTV Jamboree. Sierra Safari is a three-day off-highway vehicle tour starting in Mammoth
Lakes, continuing to Hawthorne Nevada, and entering the Bridgeport area and the community of
Bridgeport. The Eastern Sierra ATV/UTV Jamboree is four days of guided off-highway vehicle tours
throughout the Bridgeport and Antelope areas.

These events take place on roads and trails throughout Mono County, and Mineral County in Nevada,
including some dirt roads that are part of Mono County’s maintained mileage system.

Last year the California Highway Patrol (CHP) brought to the County’s attention an ambiguity in the
laws governing the use of County-maintained unpaved roads by off-highway vehicles such as those
participating in the Sierra Safari. CHP indicated that these ambiguities could be addressed through
adoption of a local ordinance designating those roads as “roughly graded roads” pursuant to Vehicle
Code section 38001.

Parks ¢ Community Centers ¢ Roads & Bridges » Land Development ¢ Solid Waste
Building Maintenance e Campgrounds e Airports « Cemeteries ¢ Fleet Maintenance



Board of Supervisors Agenda Item August 15, 2017
Sierra Safari Ordinance Page 2 of 2

The County has developed an ordinance confirming that the roads involved in the events are “roughly
graded roads” so that the event may take place again this Fall. Similar ordinances have been
adopted in Lassen, Del Norte, and Plumas counties. The ordinance proposed for your Board’s
introduction and subsequent approval is designed as a short-term solution (with a sunset date of

October 16) for the purpose of allowing the Sierra Safari and ATV/UTV Jamboree to go forward this
year.

If you have any questions regarding this item, please contact me at 760.932.5459. | may also be
contacted by email at jwalters@mono.ca.gov.

Respectfully submitted,

% ‘L.Ua/ﬁ/ ]

Jeff Walters
Public Works Director / Director of Road Operations and Fleet Services

Attachments: Exhibit 1 — Proposed Ordinance

Parks ¢ Community Centers ¢ Roads & Bridges » Land Development ¢ Solid Waste
Building Maintenance e Campgrounds e Airports « Cemeteries ¢ Fleet Maintenance
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ORDINANCE NO. ORD17-__

AN ORDINANCE OF THE MONO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
DESIGNATING CERTAIN UNPAVED COUNTY ROADS
THROUGHOUT THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MONO COUNTY
AS ROUGHLY GRADED ROADS WITHIN THE MEANING OF
VEHICLE CODE SECTION 38001 FOR THE PURPOSE OF FACILITATING
THE SHORT-TERM USE OF THOSE ROADS FOR THE
2017 SIERRA SAFARI OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE TOUR
AND THE 2017 EASTERN SIERRA UTV / ATV JAMBOREE

WHEREAS, Mono County has been the site of off-highway vehicle events known as the Sierra
Safari and the Eastern Sierra ATV/UTV Jamboree; and

WHEREAS, portions of the Sierra Safari and Eastern Sierra ATV/UTV Jamboree take place
on dirt roads and trails throughout Mono County, and Mineral County in Nevada, including some roads
that are part of Mono County’s maintained mileage system; and

WHEREAS, the events are an important recreational and economic opportunity for Mono
County, bringing critically needed commerce, activity and prestige to the communities of Bridgeport
and the Antelope Valley; and

WHEREAS, the California Highway Patrol has indicated that the County must designate those
County-maintained roads which are “roughly graded roads” within the meaning of California Vehicle

Code section 38001, in order that the use of such roads for the Sierra Safari and Eastern Sierra
ATV/UTV Jamboree is authorized; and

WHEREAS, the County desires to make that designation for the purpose of allowing the Sierra
Safari and the Eastern Sierra ATV/UTV Jamboree to go forward this year, through adoption of this
ordinance, which sunsets after the event;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF MONO
ORDAINS that:

SECTION ONE:  Definitions and Findings

A. For the purposes of this ordinance the term “Off-Highway Vehicles” (OHV) means off-
highway motorized wheeled vehicles including but not limited to “All-Terrain Vehicle” (ATV),
“Utility Vehicle” (UTV), “Trail Bike”, “Dune Buggy”, “Off-Road Motorcycle”, and Jeep-type
vehicles, — pursuant to Sections 38006, 38010, and 38012 of Division 16.5, “Oft-Highway
Vehicles” of the California Vehicle Code. This definition applies to off-highway motorized
wheeled vehicles that are not licensed for on-highway use as well as highway-licensed vehicles
while operated off-highway.

B. The unpaved roads or portions of unpaved roads listed below are a part of the Mono
County Maintained Mileage System and are within or connect to rural recreation areas and
public lands where off-highway vehicle use is permitted.

C. The unpaved roads or portions of unpaved roads identified below are low volume, low
speed, roughly-graded dirt roadways which are minimally maintained. The design and use of

Page 1 of 3
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these roads allows for the safe operation of both regular vehicular traffic and off-highway
vehicle use.

SECTION TWO: Off-Highway Vehicles: Areas Allowed
The following unpaved roads, or portions thereof, are hereby designated as roughly
graded roads, pursuant to Section 38001 of Division 16.5, “Off-Highway Vehicles” of the
California Vehicle Code upon which Off-Highway Vehicles may be operated at the operator’s
own risk:

Road District ONE:

Road #3001, Big Springs Road

Road #3003, Bald Mountain Road

Road #3004, Bald Mountain Springs Road

Road District TWO:
Road #3028, Adobe Ranch Road
Road #3029, McGee Canyon Road

Road District THREE:

Road #3020, Pilot Springs Road
Road #3024, Crooked Meadows Road
Road #3023, Johnny Meadows Road
Road #3027, Dobie Meadows Road
Road #3022, Wet Meadows Road
Road#3021, Logging Camp Road

Road District FOUR:

Road #4007, Bodie Road

Road #4114, Aurora Canyon Road

Road #4008, Bodie Masonic Road

Road #5001, Burcham Flat Road

Road #4020, Masonic Road

Road #4004, Green Creek Road

Road #4005, Upper Summers Meadows Road

Road District FIVE:

Road #5011, Eastside Road
Road #5007, Eastside Lane
Road #5017, Lobdell Lake Road

SECTION THREE: This ordinance shall automatically sunset, and shall be of no
further force and effect, on October 16, 2017 unless extended by further ordinance of the
Board of Supervisors

SECTION FOUR: If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this

ordinance is for any reason held to be unconstitutional and invalid, such decision shall not
affect the validity of the remaining portion of this ordinance. The Board of Supervisors hereby
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declares that it would have passed this ordinance and every section, subsection, sentence,
clause or phrase thereof, irrespective of the fact any one or more sections, subsections,
sentences, clauses or phrases be declared unconstitutional or invalid.

SECTION FIVE: This ordinance shall become effective 30 days from the date of its
adoption and final passage, which appears immediately below. The Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors shall post this ordinance and also publish it in the manner prescribed by
Government Code Section 25124 no later than 15 days after the date of its adoption and final
passage. If the Clerk fails to publish this ordinance within said 15-day period, then the
ordinance shall not take effect until 30 days after the date of publication.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this
following vote, to wit:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Board

Page 3 of 3

day of , 2017, by the

Stacy Corless, Chair
Mono County Board of Supervisors

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

County Counsel
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MEETING DATE August 15, 2017

Departments: CAO

TIME REQUIRED PERSONS
APPEARING

SUBJECT Letter of Support for Mammoth Lakes

Firesafe Council Grant Application BEFORE THE
BOARD
AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

Letter of support for Mammoth Lakes Firesafe Council’s grant application to Sierra Nevada Conservancy for Hazardous
Fuels Reduction in the Mammoth Lakes basin area.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Direct staff to prepare, obtain Board Chair Corless’ signature and submit a letter in support of Mammoth Lakes Fire District's
grant application for Hazardous Fuels Reduction in the Mammoth Lakes Basin

FISCAL IMPACT:

No impact to the County, but could leverage up to $500,000 in benefits for Mammoth Lakes Firesafe Council.

CONTACT NAME: Leslie Chapman
PHONE/EMAIL: 760-932-5414 / Ichapman@mono.ca.gov

SEND COPIES TO:

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
~ YES @ NO

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

O StaffReport
[ Public Scoping Letter
[ Public Scoping Ma;

History
Time Who Approval
8/10/2017 10:13 AM County Administrative Office Yes
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COUNTY OF MONO

P.O. BOX 696, BRIDGEPORT, CALIFORNIA 93517
(760) 932-5410 * FAX (760) 932-5411

Leslie Chapman
County Administrative Officer

To: Board of Supervisors

From: Rebecca Buccowich, County Administrative Office, Administrative Services
Specialist

Date:  August 15,2017

Subject:
Letter of support for Mammoth Lakes Fire District’s grant application to Sierra

Nevada Conservancy for Hazardous Fuels Reduction in the Mammoth Lakes basin
area.

Strategic Focus Area:
This is a collaborative solution that enhances public safety and environmental

sustainability.

Recommendation:

Direct staff to prepare, obtain Board Chair Corless’ signature and submit a letter in
support of Mammoth Lakes Firesafe Council’s grant application for Hazardous Fuels
Reduction in the Mammoth Lakes Basin.

Discussion:

The Mammoth Lakes Firesafe Council will be submitting a Category I grant application
to the Sierra Nevada Conservancy (SNC) to support fuels management work in the lakes
basin area. This area is simultaneously a watershed origin for Mammoth Lakes and Los
Angeles, serves as a focal point for summer and winter recreation in a recreation based
economy, and is the initial point of threat for wildfires moving into the urban interface
based on prevailing winds. The Mammoth Lakes Basin Hazardous Fuels Reduction
Proposal involves various treatments to 667 acres that will provide wildfire defensible
space around recreation sites or developments and establish a shaded fuel-break along
primary roads and at Mammoth Pass. Providing defensible space and fuel breaks directly
improves fire suppression effectiveness, thereby minimizing secondary and long-lasting
damage to watershed, property, and forest lands in and around the lakes basin.

Fiscal Impact:
Could leverage up to $500,000 in benefits for Mammoth Lakes Firesafe Council.

Attached:
Public Scoping Letter



Lakes Basin Scoping Map



,'gé‘:?‘ﬁ?"» United States Forest Inyo Mammoth Ranger Station
24853 Department of Service National P.O. Box 148
" Agriculture Forest Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
(760) 924-5500
(760) 924-5531 TDD

File Code: 1950
Date: September 22, 2016

Dear Mammoth Lakes Resident/ Interested Party

The United States Forest Service, Mammoth Ranger District of the Inyo National Forest is
proposing to undertake the Mammoth Lakes Basin Hazardous Fuels Reduction Project. The
project lies within the Mammoth Lakes Basin Approximately 1/4 mile Southwest of Mammoth
Lakes, CA (See attached map). Fuels reduction will occur on 667 acres in order to reduce
potential fire severity and provide defensible space around recreation sites, structures, and along
primary roads. The goal of treatments will be to reduce the likelthood of adverse wildfire
impacts to recreation residences, resorts, and other developments, and to improve public and
firefighter safety in the event of wildfire.

Fuels reduction treatments will include:

* Thinning of trees less than 30 inches in diameter, and conifers encroaching in meadows

or stands of aspens
o Thinning trees which are dead or dying from insect outbreaks or are infected by
pathogens

* Retaining larger more vigorous fire resistant and resilient trees

¢ Ground-based equipment will be used to remove trees in areas with slopes less than 30
degrees

* Hand labor or suspension systems (cable logging), will occur on steeper slopes

* Boles of trees will be sold as fuel wood or as sawlogs to be processed by contractors

* Slash and residual material will be piled and burned on site or chipped

Table 1. Mammoth Lakes Basin Fuels Project Proposal

Treatment Area Acres
100-foot shaded fuelbreak along primary roads 158
300-foot defensible space around recreation sites and developments 407
Fuelbreak at Mammoth Pass (54 acres in [nventoried Roadless Area) 76
Removal of small conifers from meadows and aspen - hand work 26

Total 667

The proposed action can also be viewed on the Inyo National Forest website at:
http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/fs—usda—pop.php/ ?project=50217 To obtain a copy of the proposed
action please contact Eric Vane, North Zone Vegetation Management Planner, at the Mammoth
Ranger Station at 2400 Highway 203, phone (760)924-5509, or email ericdvane @f{s.fed.us.

Caring for the Land and Serving People Prirted on Recyded Paper ﬁ



How to Comment and Timeframe

The proposed action is currently available for public response. With this letter we would like to
invite your input regarding issues, opportunities, concerns, and suggestions for the proposed
project.

This project is a hazardous fuel reduction project as defined by the Healthy Forest Restoration
Act (HFRA), section 101(2), that is subject to comment pursuant to 36 CFR 218, subparts A and
C. Only those who submit timely project-specific written comments during this public comment
period, are eligible to file an objection. There will be no other opportunity for written public
comment. Individuals or representatives of an entity submitting comments must sign the
comments or verify identity upon request.

Written comments may be submitted by fax (760-924-5537) or by hand-delivery to the
Mammoth Ranger Station at 2400 Highway 203, during normal business hours (Monday- Friday
8:00 A.M — 4:30 P.M). Electronic comments may also be sent to ericdvane @fs.fed.us in the
following acceptable formats: plain text (.txt), rich text (.rtf), Adobe (.pdf), or word (.doc). They
can also be mailed to Jon Regelbrugge, c/o Eric Vane, Mammoth Ranger Station, P.O. Box 143,
Mammoth Lakes, CA, 93546. Comments must be postmarked no later than November 2, 2016.
Only those individuals or organizations who submit specific written comments during this
scoping period will have standing to file an objection.

We will also be hosting a public meeting to discuss this project at the Mammoth Ranger Station
(2400 Highway 203, Mammoth Lakes, CA) in the auditorium at 6:00 P.M on Qctober 13.

Please contact Eric Vane, Fuels Planner, at the Mammoth Ranger Station at 2400 Highway 203,
phone (760)924-5509, or email ericdvane @fs.fed.us for more specific information about how to
provide comments on the project.

Sincerely,

C

JON C. REGELBRUGGE
District Ranger

!



Mammoth Lakes Basin Hazardous Fuels Reduction Project Area
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MEETING DATE  August 15, 2017

Departments: Clerk of the Board

TIME REQUIRED PERSONS

, APPEARING
Letter fi Tilth, LLC
SUBJECT etter from Ti BEFORE THE
BOARD

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

Letter from Eric Edgerton of Tilth, LLC discussing local approval of commercial cannabis.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

FISCAL IMPACT:

CONTACT NAME: Scheereen Dedman
PHONE/EMAIL: x5538 / sdedman@mono.ca.gov

SEND COPIES TO:

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
~ YES @ NO

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

O Letter from Tilth LLC

History

Time Who Approval
8/9/2017 6:36 PM County Administrative Office Yes
8/9/2017 11:37 AM County Counsel Yes

8/9/2017 5:01 PM Finance Yes
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TILTH, LLC

P.O. Box 207
Coleville, CA96107
tilthfarms@gmail.com

To: Mono County Board of Supervisors
From: Tilth, LLC
Date: August 6, 2017

Subject: Antelope Valley RPAC meeting follow up
Good Afternoon,

I would like to thank the County staff for presenting the current state of regulation drafting in Mono County to the Antelope Valley
RPAC last Thursday night. The meeting went long into the evening, and it was voiced that Antelope Valley residents are interested in
starting commercial cannabusiness.

The County has done a great job on educating themselves about this industry and how the State envisions the industry to operate.
Unfortunately, the process has not kept the same pace with other counties. Current timelines are now indicating that operations
may not be able to start in Mono County until mid to late 2018. The due diligence that the County is doing is critical, but | fear the
residents that have interest in starting these businesses will be left behind.

Perhaps, Mono County should give control to the local RPACs to accept applications and give provisional permits. This will allow for
outdoor planting to occur during the spring of 2018 without a loss of another growing season. Antelope Valley residents that have
interest to start agricultural operations could be given an opportunity by the RPAC committee. Approval by the local RPAC before
the end of the year will allow Antelope Valley residents to get in the State’s que of applicants and begin to plan for spring planting.
Mono County does not appear to be moving the regulation process quick enough, and | fear all of these type 3 medium size permits
will be distributed to the northern counties that have been more moving in a timelier manner in their implementation. As you know,
the State will be limiting the amount of type 3 medium size permits within the State. This authority granted to the RPAC to allow
operations to start will keep up the pace with the State roll out and consumer demands. According to the California Cannabis
Growers Association, the State may begin accepting applications as early as October. Local approval is a prerequisite to apply to the
State. Any building or remodeling of structures would still need to go through the county planning and building processes. This
motion would provide the opportunity for outdoor growing to begin. The County at this time can continue with the important job of
drafting and finalizing their regulations and allowing time for use permits to be considered without stifling the eminent
opportunities for economic development this industry offers and another growing season will not be lost.

It would be helpful if this discussion continues at every Board of Supervisors meeting until businesses can get local approval.

Thanks for your time.
Eric Edgerton

Tilth LLC
Tilthfarms@gmail.com
(775) 291-1480
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MEETING DATE  August 15, 2017

Departments: Clerk of the Board

TIME REQUIRED PERSONS

. APPEARING
SUBJECT Letter from Antelope Valley Fire
Protection District BEFORE THE
BOARD
AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

Letter to Mono County CAO Leslie Chapman from the Antelope Valley Fire Protection District regarding the possibility of
outsourcing dispatch / communications.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

FISCAL IMPACT:

CONTACT NAME: Scheereen Dedman
PHONE/EMAIL: x5538 / sdedman@mono.ca.gov

SEND COPIES TO:

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
~ YES @ NO

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

O Letter from AV Fire Protection District

History

Time Who Approval
8/10/2017 4:53 PM County Administrative Office Yes
8/10/2017 11:22 AM County Counsel Yes

8/10/2017 4:53 PM Finance Yes
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ANTELOPE VALLEY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
1166 Larson Lane

Coleville, CA 96107
530-495-2900

July 27, 2017
Letter of Intent:

Dear Leslie Chapman (CAO Mono County)

This letter is to inform the Mono County CAO that Antelope Valley Fire Protection District is looking into
outsourcing Dispatch/Communications due to ongoing issues with the current system in Mono County. We have
expressed our concerns over the years, about clarity and professionalism of communications, to no avail . The lack of
clear communication causes confusion and delayed response times. We have to repeatedly ask for clarification
because the communication is not clear and information is sketchy.

We find it necessary at this time to look into outsourcing this service as we feel it is in the best interest of our
community and our Fire Department. By doing this we will obtain professional life saving information and
communication. After reviewing the situation the Antelope Valley Fire Protection Board of Commissioners has
determined this to be necessary for AVFD to respond to calls in and expeditious and informed manner.

Best Regards:

i
Kathy Mandichak (Board Chairperson) %ﬂ% I ArC i ’ié-)
Bob Dunn

Tom Stewart ﬁ N /% ,E ;',u.f‘ﬂ/xjt

Don Morris ﬁm Mo

Dave Robbins

Antelope Valley Fire Protection District Board of Commissioners
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MEETING DATE  August 15, 2017
Departments: Economic Development
TIME REQUIRED 20 minutes PERSONS Wendy Schneider - Executive Director,
: . APPEARING Friends of the Inyo
SUBJECT Friends of the Inyo Trails
Maintenance Program BEFORE THE
BOARD
AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

Presentation by Wendy Schneider, Executive Director of the Friends of the Inyo regarding the Mono County trails
maintenance program report for summer 2017, and the expanded scope of work for summer 2018.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

None (informational only). Provide any desired direction to staff.

FISCAL IMPACT:

None at this time. Funding will be included in the Economic Development FY 17-18 Department Requested Budget.

CONTACT NAME: Wendy Schneider
PHONE/EMAIL: 760-873-6500 / wendy@friendsoftheinyo.org

SEND COPIES TO:

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
~ YES @ NO

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

O Staff Report

[ PowerPoint Presentation

O Accomplishments Report
O Proposed Scope of Work

History

Time Who Approval
8/9/2017 6:53 PM County Administrative Office Yes


javascript:history.go(0);

                                                AttachmentViewer.ashx?AttachmentID=17321&ItemID=8938

                                                AttachmentViewer.ashx?AttachmentID=17306&ItemID=8938

                                                AttachmentViewer.ashx?AttachmentID=17307&ItemID=8938

                                                AttachmentViewer.ashx?AttachmentID=17308&ItemID=8938

8/9/2017 12:19 PM
8/9/2017 6:20 PM

County Counsel

Finance

Yes

Yes



[ : -:. u ™
3 g 5, ’r it i ™ B e ™ Tl =,
N\ - alge a,l *[ r
Calffornia’s eastern: sierra
MONO COUNTY TOURISM & FILM COMMISSION
B0, Box 503 Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 TE0-924-1743 TE0-924-1701 FAX www. Monelounty.org

STAFF REPORT
Mono County Board of Supervisors
Regular Meeting — August 15, 2017

SUBIJECT: Mono County Trails Maintenance Presentation by Wendy Schneider, Executive Director,
Friends of the Inyo.

RECOMMENDATION: Receive presentation.

BACKGROUND: Ms. Schneider will provide the Board with information regarding the highlights of
the summer 2017 trails maintenance and improvement program, including the coordination of
three successful Community Trails Days. According to the Mono County Economic Impact &
Visitor Profile Study (2008), hiking is the number one outdoor activity among summer visitors to
the region. Since 2013, Mono County has provided an annual financial contribution of
approximately $8,500 to Friends of the Inyo to help improve and maintain the popular hiking trail
system in Mono County. This year, due to the impact of record-breaking winter snowfall and
spring flooding, local trail damage is significantly more extensive than in recent years. The
expanded scope of work for summer 2018 (attached) presented by Ms. Schneider reflects this
issue.

DISCUSSION: After her presentation, Ms. Schneider will invite comments and discussion from the
Board, and will answer questions regarding issues related to the trails program and proposed
scope of work for summer 2018.

FISCAL IMPACT: None at this time. Friends of the Inyo has requested county grant funding for
summer 2018 trail work; currently an amount of $12,500 is in the FY17-18 Economic Development
Department-requested Budget which will be reviewed by the Board during budget hearings on
September 12/19, 2017.
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Addressing the Damage

* 4-Person Professional Stewardship Crew
2 Eastern Sierra Trail Ambassadors
* 3 Permanent FOI Staff Members
* 71 Community Volunteers
* 14 Local Businesses
* 2 National Forests

* 1 County




Marshall

Combined 15
seasons of
experience




FOI Stewardship Crew
2017 Accomplishments

* Brushed two miles of
Green Creek Trail,
removed 11 downed
logs, and cleaned 13
water bars in one eight-
hour work day

* Led 71 volunteers in
trail maintenance during
three community
stewardship events




FOI Trail Ambassadors

To Date

Monitor trail conditions to identify needed
maintenance

Perform routine trail maintenance and repair
Offer weekly interpretive walks

Lead weekly volunteer stewardship projects

Act as models of wilderness and trail ethics

2017 Accomplishments

~73 miles

~8 miles; 45 logs removed

37 participants

129 hours of volunteer time

270 visitor contacts






Mono Basin Trails Day
11 volunteers
First 0.4mi of Lee Vining Creek Trail brushed
and delineated with rocks
Swept and brushed 0.5m1 of Mono Basin
Visitor Center ADA Trail, and blocked and
camouflaged informal trail departures
Repaired 2 barriers blocking a closed road
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First Annual Bridgeport Trails Day
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> 24 Volunteers
* Brushed 0.5mi of Cattle Creek Trail and 1mi of
Upper Twin Lake Trail
 Removed 2 downed logs
. Camouﬂaged sw1tchback cuts on Horse Creek Trall
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Bridgeport locals were delighted to have a stewardsh

their own backyard.
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Ei1ghth Annual June Lake Trails Day

|

36 volunteers
Repainted 17 trail signs
Repaired and repainted trailhead g™,
kiosk
Removed >1001bs of invasive ‘
cheat grass and trash

Cleaned 25 waterbars
Removed 3 downed logs
Brushed and rocked 2mi of trail
14 local businesses donated
raffle prizes
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3 youth groups *® 9 days of service ® 41 youth participants
4 Mono County trails and 1 campsite maintained






Volunteer events are a Valuable
outreach opportunity.

It’s important to balance volunteer
events with professional trail work.

Remaining projects are large-scale,
requiring focused, long-term effort.




Work Remaining

(as far as known in July 2017)

Trail rerouted and 10-12
rock steps installed 64h with 4-person crew
around washout

Glass Creek Meadow
Trail

Boardwalk dug out, 20-40h with 4-person

Convict Lake Trail bridge replaced crew

McGee Creek Trail Bridge replaced 80h with 4-person crew

Lee Vining Creek Trail Trail repaired at washout 20h with 4-person crew

Help us make 2018 a great season for Mono County Trails!
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Friends of the Inyo
Accomplishment Report
Mono County Trails
7/14/17

Summary

Mono County Trails work in 2017 represents the continuation of a successful partnership between Friends
of the Inyo (FOI), Mono County, the June Lake Trails Committee, the Inyo National Forest, and the
Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest. The following are highlights of the 2017 season:

* During three public stewardship events, including the first annual Bridgeport Trails Day,
71 volunteers completed 249 hours of labor at a total value of $6,011".

* Volunteers and FOI staff members maintained 6.4 miles of trails in Mono County, repaired
41 trail structures, and removed 16 downed logs and over 100 pounds of trash and invasive
cheat grass.

* 14 local businesses contributed food or raffle items to reward volunteers.

Narrative

June Lake Trails Day has become one of the most popular and successful volunteer events in the Eastern
Sierra. Prior to the event, FOI Stewardship Program staff coordinated with the June Lake Trails
Committee, Mono County, and the Inyo National Forest to identify high-priority restoration projects in the
June Lake area. We focused on the Fern Lake and Yost Lake Trails, which sustained considerable erosion
following the dramatic winter of 2016-17, and on the heavily used Gull Lake Trail. On June 24, 36
volunteers joined FOI’s professional stewardship crew to carry out 6 projects: removing trash and
invasive cheat grass from the Gull Lake Trail, repainting Gull Lake Trail signs, rebuilding and repainting
the Gull Lake trailhead kiosk, brushing and rocking the Fern Lake Trail, clearing and rehabilitating
waterbars along the Fern Lake Trail, and crosscutting fallen logs on the Yost Lake Trail. In all, we
maintained over 2 miles of trails.

Two additional volunteer events brought attention to other areas of Mono County. At Mono Basin Trails
Day, 11 volunteers swept and brushed the ADA-accessible trail at the Mono Basin Visitor Center,
camouflaged informal departures from the main trail, repaired a structure blocking a closed road, and
lined the start of the Lee Vining Creek trail with rocks.

Bridgeport locals were delighted to be the focus of the first annual Bridgeport Trails Day, at which 24
volunteers camouflaged switchback cuts on the Horse Creek Trail, brushed the Lake Trail and the Cattle
Creek Trail, and picked up trash around the lakeshore and the marina. Several community members
mentioned that they were very pleased to have a volunteer event in their own backyard, and suggested that
they would be eager to participate in the event again next year. However, they cautioned that scheduling
the event during the Mono Basin Bird Chautauqua will inevitably reduce community involvement, and
suggested another weekend for the 2018 event.

1 .
www.independentsector.org



FOI’s stewardship crew spent a day maintaining the first two snow-free miles of the Green Creek Trail,
removing 11 downed logs and cleaning 13 waterbars. The crew also scouted potential projects in the June
Lake area and led volunteer crews during each public stewardship event.

Although lingering snow has impeded our assessment of trail conditions at higher elevations, we have
identified several trail projects in Mono County that remain incomplete and could be addressed during the
2018 season:
1. A sizeable washout on the Glass Creek Meadow Trail requires a trail reroute and 10-12 rock
steps (Figure 10).
2. The Convict Lake Trail boardwalk is covered in sediment and needs to be dug out, and the
bridge at the southwest end of the boardwalk needs to be replaced (Figure 11).
3. The first bridge on the McGee Creek Trail needs to be replaced.
4. The Lee Vining Creek Trail is washed out and requires rerouting (Figure 12).

We also recognize that volunteer events often do not address all needed trail maintenance. In 2018, it may
be beneficial to build in crew time for follow-up and completion of trail projects started during volunteer
events.

Friends of the Inyo is indebted to our partners for their support, and for their commitment to building a

culture of volunteer stewardship within Mono County communities. We look forward to working together
to coordinate another summer of trail work and volunteer service in 2018.

Figure 1. Volunteers at the ninth annual June Lake Trails Day (photo by Jil Stark).



2017 Mono County Trails Stewardship Accomplishments

Trail Date of Work Participants Work Accomplished
2 FOI staff Trail scouted and
L. 6/5/2017 1 Inyo National Forest volunteer projects
Lee Vining staff member identified
Creek Trail 6/15/2017 — Mono 2 FOI crew members First 0.4mi of trail

brushed and delineated

Mono Basin
Visitor Center
ADA Trail

Basin Trails Day 4 volunteers with rocks
2 FOI staff Trail scouted and
6/5/2017 1 Inyo National Forest volunteer projects
staff member identified

6/15/2017 — Mono

3 FOI crew members

0.5mi of trail swept and
brushed

Informal trail departures
blocked with rocks and

Basin Trails Day 7 volunteers camouflaged
2 barriers blocking
closed road repaired
2mi of trail brushed
Gre,en Creek 6/16/2017 4 FOI crew members 11 logs removed
Trail
13 waterbars cleaned
Trail scouted and
6/5/2017 2 FOI staff volunteer projects
Horse Creek identified
i 500’ of informal
Trail 6/17/2017 2 FOL crew members | ¢ vit hback cuts
5 volunteers
camouflaged
Trail scouted and
6/5/2017 2 FOI staff volunteer projects
Cattle Creek identified
Trail 1 FOI crew member 0.5mi of trail brushed
6/17/2017 14 volunteers incl. 11
youth
Trail scouted and
6/5/2017 2 FOI staff volunteer projects
. identified
Upper Twin Imi of trail brushed
Lake Trail I FOI staff
6/17/2017 1 FOI crew member 2 logs removed

5 volunteers

Trash removed




2017 Mono County Trails Stewardship Accomplishments (continued)

6/14/2017

4 FOI crew members

Trail scouted and
volunteer projects
identified

Gull Lake Trail

6/24/2017 — June Lake
Trails Day

1 FOI crew member
15 volunteers

>1001bs invasive cheat
grass and trash removed

17 trail signs and 1
trailhead register
repainted

Trailhead kiosk repaired
and repainted

6/15/2017

4 FOI crew members

Trail scouted and
volunteer projects
identified

Fern Lake Trail

6/24/2017 — June Lake
Trails Day

2 FOI crew members
14 volunteers

1.5mi of trail brushed
and rocked

25 waterbars cleaned of
sediment and debris and
rehabilitated to direct
runoff away from the
trail

6/15/2017

4 FOI crew members

Trail scouted and
volunteer projects
identified

Yost Lake Trail

6/24/2017 — June Lake
Trails Day

7 volunteers

1 FOI crew member

0.5mi of trail brushed

3 downed logs crosscut

Projects In Need of Further Work*

Trail

Work Needed

Estimated Time Needed

Glass Creek Meadow
Trail

Trail rerouted and 10-12 rock
steps installed around washout

64h w/ 4-person crew

Convict Lake Trail

Boardwalk dug out, bridge
replaced

20-40h w/ 4-person crew

McGee Creek Trail

Bridge replaced

80h w/ 4-person crew

Lee Vining Creek Trail

Trail repaired at washout

20h w/ 4-person crew

* Due to continued high-elevation snow cover, we have been unable to make a complete assessment
of work needed on Mono County Trails. We anticipate that further projects will be identified in fall
2017 and spring 2018, and we welcome the County’s suggestions regarding work needed.




Figure 2. The Lee Vining Creek trail is now well delineated (photos by Julia Runcie); volunteer Janet Barth and FOI Stewardship Program Manager Julia
Runcie carry rocks to line the trail (photo by Ben Wickham); volunteer Chris MaclIntosh hefts a pumice boulder (photo by Janet Barth).



Figure 3. FOI Stewardship Crew member Dylan clears a winter’s worth of sand from the Mono Basin Visitor Center ADA trail; a volunteer clears
overgrown brush from the trail’s edge; FOI Stewardship Crew member Marshall, Inyo National Forest staff member Nick Carle, and two volunteers
assess the broken barriers; the repaired barriers at the end of the day (photos by Ben Wickham).



Figure 4. Volunteers at the first annual Bridgeport Trails Day were excited to participate in stewardship of their own backyard trails (photo by Ben Wickham).



Figure 5. Volunteer Jim Wells of Snowflake, AZ and June Lake repairs the Gull Lake trailhead kiosk (photo by Julia Runcie; the finished product (photo
by Jora Fogg).



Figure 6. Volunteers restore a waterbar on the Fern Lake Trail (photo by Marshall Davis).



Figure 7. Volunteers Roland and Marni Wieshofer repairing a waterbar on the Fern Lake Trail (photo by Julia Runcie).



Figure 8. The finished product: a restored waterbar on the Fern Lake Trail (photo by Marshall Davis).



Figure 9. A tree fallen across the Yost Lake Trail; volunteers tackle it with the crosscut; success! (photos by Bill Miller)



Figure 10. Washed-out section of the Glass Creek Meadow Trail (photo by Astra Lincoln).



Figure 11. Flooded boardwalk on Convict Lake Trail (photos by Astra Lincoln).
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Figure 12. Lee Vining Creek Trail washout (photo by Julia Runcie).
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Mono County Trails
Connecting Local Communities, Economies, and Public Lands with Stewardship
Friends of the Inyo Matching Contributions and
Justification for Expanded Scope of Work in 2018

Since 2013, Friends of the Inyo (FOI) and Mono County have collaborated successfully
to finance local trail maintenance and repair. In addition to the $8,500 generously granted
to this project by Mono County, FOI has made a substantial commitment of funding and
time to support professional trail work and public engagement within the county. We
respectfully offer the following summary of our non-grant-funded contributions to Mono
County trails in 2017.

FOI Operational Contributions

While the funds provided by Mono County help considerably to defray the expenses of
volunteer trail days, these events require a substantial input of staff time and mileage for
project identification, advertising, purchase of supplies, and follow-up. Table 1
documents FOI’s expenses in excess of the contract funds.

Table 1. FOI staff time and mileage for Mono County volunteer stewardship events in
excess of the funding provided by the County.

Item Rate Quantity Total
Project Manager 50 15 $750
Additional FOI 50 35 $1.750
permanent staff

Stewardship Crew | 33 10 $330
Mileage .54 151 $81.54
Total $2,911.54

Figure 1. FOI Stewardship Program Manager Julia Runcie hauls rocks with a volunteer
during Mono Basin Trails Day.




Trail Ambassadors Program
This summer, in partnership with the Inyo National Forest, FOI is piloting a new program
called Trail Ambassadors. Two highly talented seasonal staff members hike the trails
between the June Lake Loop and Big Pine Creek and provide the following crucial
services:

*  Monitor trail conditions to identify needed maintenance

* Perform routine trail maintenance and repair

* Offer weekly interpretive walks

* Lead weekly volunteer stewardship projects

* Make contact with visitors and act as models of wilderness and trail ethics

One highlight of the Trail Ambassadors program so far was a weekend with youth
volunteers from the summer adventure programs Rustic Pathways and Road Less
Traveled. Trail Ambassadors led these groups in clearing brush from over 3 miles of
trails in Rock Creek Canyon (both within and outside of Mono County), and shared
lessons in tool safety, wilderness etiquette, and natural history. In exchange, the students
treated the Trail Ambassadors to renditions of every single song from the musical
Hamilton. The weekend was full of firsts: one student from New York City had never
seen the stars before they appeared above her campsite on Crowley Lake. Several others
hiked above 10,000 feet for the first time in their lives. For some, finding a robin’s nest
with four blue eggs was just as exciting as the Fourth of July fireworks.

\q By connecting young
¥ people and visitors to
the wild and
spectacular public
lands of Mono
County, FOI’s Trail
Ambassadors
program fills a vital
niche in our
stewardship of local
trails. Table 2
documents the
extensive work the
Trail Ambassadors

| have already
completed on Mono
County trails.

We anticipate their contributions in miles and hours will double over the remainder of the
summer. Their contributions in visitor contacts and eye-opening interpretive experiences,
however, will be immeasurable.



Table 2. Work completed by FOI Trail Ambassadors in Mono County as of 8/3/2017.

Item Quantity

Staff time 295 hours ($7,965 value)'
Trail monitored 73 miles

Trail maintained 8 miles

Volunteers 32 (incl. 22 youth)
Volunteer time 129 hours ($3,114 value)”
Visitor contacts 270

Volunteer Service

FOI’s leverage of volunteer service is immensely valuable to Mono County trails.
Volunteer trail stewardship events create a fulcrum for community action in support of
access to public lands. These events draw participants together around a meaningful
shared experience, and provide the opportunity to spread the word about stewardship to
hundreds of visitors on Mono County trails. In 2017, volunteer events generated over
$6,000 in tangible value (Table 3).

Table 3. Work completed during volunteer events.

Item Quantity

Volunteers 71 (incl. 12 youth)
Volunteer time 249 hours ($6,011 value)
Trail maintained 4.4 miles

Trail structures repaired 28

Logs removed 5

Trash removed >100 pounds

In total, FOI’s investment in
work on Mono County trails
exceeds $20,000 in both
cash and in-kind
contributions. We are eager
to discuss a new system for
sharing these costs in 2018,
and we welcome Mono
County’s continued and
gracious support.

1gure 3. A volunteer hoists a pumice boulder during Mono B Basin
Trails Day.

' FOI 2017 billable rates.
2 Per hour value of volunteer labor calculated according to www.independentsector.org.



Mono County Trails
Connecting Local Communities, Economies, and Public Lands with Stewardship
Friends of the Inyo Scope of Work Proposal —2018

In 2017, Friends of the Inyo (FOI) proposes the following work for trails in Mono
County. This proposal emerged through conversations with the Inyo and Humboldt-
Toiyabe National Forests, Mono County staff, and FOI’s Stewardship Program staff. The
majority of the work will be completed in May, June, and July 2018 as weather allows.
We will coordinate specific details for these projects in spring 2018.

Anticipated Role and Associated Costs

Professional 4-Person Stewardship Crew — 8 days $8,448
The dramatic winter of 2016-17 left many Mono Basin trails severely damaged by
erosion and debris. Friends of the Inyo proposes to address this significant workload by
expanding the commitment of our professional Stewardship Crew to maintaining and
repairing established trails at priority locations in Mono County. In 2018, this work will
include three volunteer trail stewardship events and five additional days of project
scouting and professional trail maintenance. Potential areas of focus include the Convict
Lake, Glass Creek Meadow, Lundy Canyon, and Green Creek Trails, and trails departing
from the June Lake Loop and Twin Lakes in Bridgeport. Projects would likely entail
routine maintenance along a suite of trails (clearing debris from winter storms, brushing,
repairing waterbars). The crew may also return to complete work on projects left
unfinished after volunteer events.

(Additional Crew Time $1,056/day)
If desired, our Stewardship Crew could devote additional days to completing a single,
time-intensive trail project. Rerouting the Glass Creek Meadow Trail around a washout
and installing steps would take an additional four days of work for a total of 12 days.
Rebuilding the McGee Creek bridge would take an additional six days of work for a total
of 14 days.

Project Manager — 60 hours $3,000
The Stewardship Program Manager is essential to the success of this project. This
position coordinates with agency and county staff and local partners to identify and
prioritize projects, organizes community outreach to ensure attendance at volunteer
events, directs event logistics, ensures crew and participant safety, and prepares and
presents reports detailing project deliverables.

Travel $500

Tools & Supplies $500-$1000



Trails Days — Mono Basin June 14, June Lake June 24, Bridgeport June 30

Volunteer trail stewardship events make a tangible difference for trails in Mono County.

In 2017, 71 volunteers contributed 249 hours of service at a value of over $6,000.

Volunteers picked up trash, cleared brush, rocks, and downed logs, rehabilitated damaged
waterbars, repaired and repainted trail signs, and restored informal trails. These events
also help to build a culture of stewardship within our communities as volunteers share
their work with interested visitors along the trail. Friends of the Inyo anticipates another
successful series of volunteer events in 2018, and will provide all tools, a professional
volunteer management team, liability insurance, and agency coordination.

Proposed Budget to Mono County for 2017-18 Funding

Item Rate Quantity Total

Professional 4-person Stewardship Crew

— 8 days of trail maintenance 33 256 $8.448

Stewardship Program Manager —

planning, community outreach, events,

publications, reporting 50 60 $3,000

Travel .54/ mile 926 $500

Tools and supplies $500
Total $12,448

Possible Supplemental Budget Items

Professional 4-Person Stewardship Crew

-- 4 additional days of trail work on the

Glass Creek Meadow Trail 33 128 $4,224

Professional 4-Person Stewardship Crew

-- 6 additional days of trail work on the

McGee Creek bridge 33 192 $6,336

Supplies for McGee Creek bridge $500

Basic Budget + Glass Creek Meadow $16,672

Basic Budget + McGee Creek $19,284

Basic Budget + Glass Creek Meadow and McGee Creek $23,508




Project Timeline
This timeline is subject to change depending on weather and other conditions. FOI will
develop a specific schedule of work in May 2018.

May: Planning and scouting for trail projects
Outreach for volunteer events

June: Trail work

June 14™; Mono Basin Trails Day

June 23™; June Lake Trails Day

June 30™ Bridgeport Trails Day

July-August: Reporting, follow-up trail work

August/September:  Program Manager presentation to Board of Supervisors

Following completion of projects in June and early July, FOI will provide Mono County
with a thorough report of accomplishments. The report will contain a narrative of projects
completed, before-and-after photos, and quantitative measures such as pounds of trash
collected, miles of trail maintained, signs installed, water bars cleaned, logs removed, etc.

With support from Mono County, FOI will continue our work to enhance trails in Mono
County while cultivating locally-driven stewardship programs for public lands. FOI is
grateful for Mono County’s support of our programs and of projects to enhance access to
public lands for visitors and local communities.

Figure 4. First annual Bridgeport Trails Day.
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(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

The Mammoth Lakes Community Housing Action Plan: will specify housing goals and priorities identified by the community,
strategies and policies to meet the identified goals, funding mechanisms, a timeline for implementation and assign
responsibilities to carry out the plan. Project website: www.housemammothlakes.com.
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Mono County
Community Development Department

PO Box 347 PO Box 8
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 Bridgeport, CA 93517
760.924.1800, fax 924.1801 760.932.5420, fax 932.5431

commdev(@mono.ca.gov WWWw.monocounty.ca.gov

August 15, 2017
TO: Honorable Board of Supervisors

FROM: Megan Mahaffey, Accountant
Scott Burns, Director

RE: Mammoth Lakes Housing Action Plan Update

RECOMMENDATION
Receive update on Mammoth Lakes Community Housing Action Plan; provide any desired direction to
staff.

FISCAL IMPACT
No impact.

BACKGROUND

The purpose of Mammoth Lakes Community Housing Action Plan: Live, Work, Thrive is to help identify,
understand and address the housing challenges and problems faced by local residents and workers in
the town of Mammoth Lakes.

Mammoth Lakes Housing, with financial support from Mammoth Mountain Ski Area, has contracted
with WSW Consulting, Inc. to conduct extensive local interviews and data collection, community
outreach, and facilitated work sessions with community members to:

e Identify the type and price points of housing needed in the town of Mammoth Lakes to better
serve local residents, employees and businesses;

* Understand resident housing accomplishments and the opportunities and constraints to
providing better and more affordable housing in town; and

* Help the community develop a Community Housing Action Plan to address local housing needs,
support the community, and allow residents to live, work and thrive in Mammoth Lakes.

DISCUSSION

Part 1, Housing Needs, Accomplishments and Challenges has been completed, and Part 2 was initiated
with a kickoff meeting July 20. The Community Housing Action Plan will specify housing goals and
priorities identified by the community. Strategies and policies to meet the identified goals will be
developed. Funding mechanisms, a timeline for implementation and responsibilities to carry out the
plan will also be specified. The Action Plan is being conducted through two processes: public meetings
and housing working group discussions.

ATTACHMENT
e Housing Action Plan Part 1

Planning / Building / Code Compliance / Environmental / Collaborative Planning Team (CPT)
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) / Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACs)


http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/

Wendy Sullivan, WSW Consulting
San Anselmo, CA
wendy@wswconsult.com

Melanie Rees, Rees Consulting, Inc.
Montrose, CO
WWW.reesconsultinginc.com

Willa Williford
Crested Butte, CO
www.willifordhousing.com

Christine Walker, Navigate, LLC
Jackson, WY
Wwww.navigatejh.com
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Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs, Accomplishments and Challenges: Conclusions and Recommendations
(July 2017)

Mammoth Lakes Community Housing Action Plan: Phase 1
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Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs, Accomplishments and Challenges: Conclusions and Recommendations
(July 2017)

Housing and Community Changes Since 2011

Changes in the housing market, employer and employment issues, and community
housing issues in Mammoth Lakes since 2011 can be summarized with one key
indicator: (See Part A, pp. 18 et seq., 28 et seq.)

e 480 jobs added since 2011, most of which were added in the past two years;
e 22 homes available to residents added since 2011, all of which are rentals.

The additional housing inventory is about one-tenth of what was needed. A comment
from a local Realtor sums this up:

“I cannot stress enough the housing shortage here!”
Local Realtor

While the under-development of homes for residents in relation to job growth is a
significant problem in itself, the following factors compound the housing shortage:

» Existing rentals cannot absorb new workers filling jobs. In 2011, winter/spring
rental vacancy rates were consistently under 2%. In 2016/17, winter/spring
rental vacancy rates were consistently under 2%. When rental markets are this
tight, the rental market is near capacity and cannot absorb new residents or
employees moving to the area. If homes are not available, then workers must
seek housing in other areas. (See Part A, pp. 59 et seq.)

¢ Long-term rentals have been lost. An estimated 200 rentals have been lost to the
short-term rental market (60 units) and owners selling rentals (130 units) over
the past 3 years. The majority of homes sold are bought by out-of-area owners,
many of whom rent short-term. The advance of the sharing economy since 2011
and ease of renting units short-term on sites such as Airbnb and VRBO have
greatly accelerated this problem. (See Part A, pp. 66 et seq.)

e Shortage of homes for sale. There are very few homes available for purchase by
anyone, but especially residents and the local workforce. In July 2011, 324
homes were for sale on the MLS; 55% (178 homes) under $400,000. In April
2017, 177 are for sale, 35% (67 homes) under $400,000. Any home under
$400,000 that is in decent condition is snapped up — most by out-of-area buyers.
(See Part A, pp. 45 et seq.)

e Competition for housing. Residents and employees in Mammoth Lakes compete
with second homeowners for housing across all price points and have been for a
long time. The majority of second homeowners are primarily southern California

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC 1



Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs, Accomplishments and Challenges: Conclusions and Recommendations
(July 2017)

residents who demand homes ranging from small, low-priced condominiums
through single family homes over $700,000. Some also compete with residents
and employees for rentals; between 5% to 10% of apartments leased by a
property manager in town were second home renters. (See Part A, pp. 33 et seq.,
62)

Second homeowners in comparable resort communities have typically preferred
higher-priced, higher-amenity units. Winter Park, Colorado, which has high
ownership from other Colorado residents (mostly the Denver-Boulder area), is
one resort community in which second homeowners have also been competing
with residents across all price points for decades.

Because the supply of housing has not been keeping up with the needs of and demand
from residents and new employees, since 2011:

e Prices rose; affordability decreased. Rents and home sale prices increased 22%
since 2011. Incomes increased 12%. Rents are now near or at pre-recession
prices, averaging $1,400/month. Home sale prices have still not recovered to
pre-recession levels, but are still higher than what most locals can afford. The
median single family home sold for $690,000 in 2016; condominiums for
$300,000. High HOA fees averaging $500/month is equivalent to adding $80,000
to the sale price. (See Part A, pp. 16, 40 et seq., 48, 56)

e In-commuting increased. About 42% of the workforce (2,100 employees)
commute into Mammoth Lakes for jobs. This is about 5% higher than in 2011.
Unable to find housing locally, many new workers and relocating existing
employees have had to find housing in other communities. The result — prices
are rising and housing is becoming scarcer in Crowley Lake and other areas too.
(See Part A, pp. 24, 51 et seq.)

e There are more unfilled jobs. About 4% of jobs from major employers were
unfilled in 2017 compared to 1% in 2011. The primary problem is filling service
positions — dishwashers, housekeepers, servers and bussers, line cooks and sales
clerks. Many businesses were understaffed this past winter, resulting in existing
employees working long hours, filling multiple roles (or leaving gaps) and hurting
service to residents and visitors. Employers know they cannot provide five-star
service unless more housing is available for workers. (See Part A, pp. 23, 25 et

seq.)
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Challenges

Resort communities have unique challenges that contribute to the housing problems of
residents and the workforce. These issues need to be factored into any solutions that
may be considered to help address community housing needs. In Mammoth Lakes in
particular:

e Low unemployment rate. Unemployment dropped from over 10% in 2011 to
under 4% now. When jobs returned, employers could pull from the local labor
force. As unemployment drops below 4%, more workers are needed from
outside the area to fill jobs. Employers like hiring local because local employees
have housing and stay in their jobs; out-of-area recruits, if they come, often
leave within a few years. New workers coming to the area need housing. (See
Part A, pp. 23, 25 et seq.)

e Lack of Economic Diversification. Since most jobs are in low wage, tourism-
related industries, household incomes are too low to compete for housing with
second home buyers or renters. Approximately 50% of jobs are low-paying
accommodations/food service positions. Mammoth Lakes has less diversification
in jobs than many mountain resort towns. Spouses unable to find employment
are currently more of a problem for retaining new hires to some professional,
year-round positions than housing. (See Part A, pp. 20, 25 et seq.)

¢ High Seasonality in Employment. Mammoth Lakes has a dominant winter
employment season, filling 3-times as many seasonal jobs (over 2,000) than in
the summer (about 700). Many jobs temporarily disappear during the spring and
fall. Summer vacancy rates reported by one market-rate property manager were
up to 30% in 2011 and have fallen to 15% in recent years — most of the vacancies
are furnished units that are occupied by seasonal employees. Income-restricted
rentals, however, stay full year-round. It can be challenging to provide rental
housing if the summer months have high vacancies. (See Part A, pp. 21-23, 60)

e Restricted Land Availability. Residential development in the Town of Mammoth
Lakes is constrained by land availability. This includes restrictions resulting from
neighboring public lands and topography, as well as regulatory restrictions from
an urban growth boundary and zoning. Under current zoning, the town is about
65% built-out. Opportunities exist to revisit zoning and residential development
potential in town, including developable portions of the 68-acres of town-owned
land which presently do not allow community housing. (See Part B (2), pp. 1-5)

e High Housing Development Costs. It is expensive to build in remote, high
mountain environments. In Mammoth Lakes, land is expensive and local builders
report stick built construction costs (excluding land) average $200 to $240 per
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square foot. The full cost to develop (including land, soft costs and site work)
averages about $310 per square foot on an RMF-1 lot. Total development costs
vary by site location and other factors.

On average, a 1,200 square foot townhome will cost about $370,000 to build on
an RMF-1 lot; more on higher-priced land. A subsidy ranging between $50,000
up to $200,000 per unit is needed to make a $370,000 home affordable for
households earning between 70% and 120% AMI. (See Part B (2), pp. 22 et seq.)

e Poor Condition of Units. The housing stock is old. This impacts buyers and
renters.

0 Homes priced under $400,000 are single family homes in vey poor or
tear-down condition or condominiums, most of which are old and in need
of repair, have high HOA fees and are facing costly special assessments.
Some were designed for transient use rather than year-round occupancy,
and no projects are FHA-approved, which limits mortgage options and
raises down payment requirements. (See Part A, pp. 46 et seq.)

0 Many rental units are not professionally managed and their landlords
often do not adequately maintain and repair units. Of those that are
professionally managed, even the managers have trouble getting owners
to complete needed repairs. Utility costs are very high - $270 average per
month.

There is no incentive for owners to keep up with property maintenance.
Units in bad condition can demand high rents. There is no competition
from higher quality, newer product. (See Part A, pp. 58-59, 61-63)

¢ Loss of Community Housing Entitlements and Renegotiations. Since 2011,
entitlements for 24 community housing units have expired. The Clearwater
Specific Plan has been renegotiated to pay mitigation fees for 32 community
housing units in lieu of development. Several other Plans incorporating hundreds
of community housing units may be subject to renegotiation. (See Part A, pp. 38-
39)

Replacing these units will be very difficult. Leveraging impact fees with federal or
state funding will restrict the ability to provide housing for households earning
over 80% AMI (i.e. the “missing middle”). A subsidy of between $50,000 to
$200,000 per unit is needed to produce housing for households earning between
70% and 120% AMI, plus substantial time and staffing to manage, locate and
build projects; not to mention land. (See Part B (1), p. 11, p. 22; Part B (2), pp. 22
etseq.; Part A, p. 8)
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e Purchase by Aspen/KSL. The purchase of MMSA by the Aspen/KSL partnership
presents an unknown factor for future development and investment in
Mammoth Mountain and the town in terms of what, when and how. Speculation
has begun, with Realtors receiving calls after the announcement in April from
prospective buyers and sellers of properties. The Town received increased short-
term rental inquiries from buyers researching the area post-announcement. If
and when new development and redevelopment investment occurs, it will be
essential to ensure the housing needs of residents and the workforce are in the
forefront. (See Part A, pp. 25, 69-70)

Advantages

Although the task appears daunting, Mammoth Lakes is not starting from scratch. It has
an existing program with many successes that can be expanded and improved. It also
has active and engaged employers and several organizations, providing more potential
for cooperative housing options. More specifically:

Mammoth Lakes Housing (MLH) with the Town. MLH was created in 2003 to provide
housing to support a viable economy and sustainable community with development,
acquisition, preservation, and homebuyer assistance. Working together with the Town:

* MLH and the Town have built, renovated and/or manage 222 deed restricted
ownership and rental units. About 7% of residents reside in this housing. These
units have successfully maintained their affordability over time for locals, unlike
fluctuating free market homes.

* Provided homeownership assistance. Realtors and residents use it and want
more. About 60 homeowners are currently receiving assistance. There is desire
for higher income households to be able to qualify and for larger loans, which
are limited by the state and federal funding sources. Local financing could
increase options.

» State/local funding expertise. If state or federal grants or financing exists, MLH
with the Town will get it. MLH and the Town have successfully received and used
a wider variety of state and federal funding than the majority of comparative
resort communities. Near $44 million has been invested in housing since 2003.
(See generally Part B (1))

Active Employers. Many employers provide some sort of housing assistance to their
employees through down payment or rent assistance programs, master leasing or
owning units leased to employees, among other programs. This housing fills needs that
are not being met by other programs. Employers understand the benefit of housing for
their employees. This provides additional opportunities for shared resources and
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partnerships that can further housing needs for the community. (See Part B (1), pp. 23-
24; Part A, pp. 25-27, pp. 36-38)

Local and Regional Resources. Town-owned land, existing organizations such as Inyo
Mono Advocates for Community Action and Mammoth Lakes Foundation, plus potential
regional partners through Mono County, U.S. Forest Service, Eastern Sierra Council of
Governments and others provide additional opportunities to address housing regionally
as well as locally. (See Part B (2), pp. 8-10)

Housing Needs and Gaps

About 600 housing units are needed to address current housing shortages for residents
and the workforce and keep up with future demand. This averages about 120 units per
year, which is more than has been constructed in total since 2011. This is over twice the
estimate presented in the 2011 Housing Needs Assessment due in large part to more
unfilled jobs, increased in-commuting, and higher projected job growth. The relative
priority of housing each of the below resident and workforce segments, and how much,
will need to be considered during the Action Plan process.’

Summary of Housing Needs

Catch-Up 330
Overcrowded Households 55

In-commuters 220

Unfilled jobs 55

Keep-Up 275
Retiring employees 45

New jobs 220

TOTAL through 2022 595

There is need for both ownership and rental housing in Mammoth Lakes that is available
to the local workforce. If the current ownership ratio is retained, then about 46% of new
units should be for ownership and 54% for rent. The precise ratio, however, is
somewhat dependent upon the desired direction and housing policy of the Town, which
will be a decision to make during the Action Plan process.

' See generally Part A, Section 8 — Current and Projected Needs and Gaps, pp. 72 et seq. for a complete
description of community housing needs.
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Summary of Housing Needs by Own/Rent Through 2022

Units needed through 2022 595
Ownership 275
Rental 320

In 2011, there was sufficient ownership product at lower price points such that
developing new ownership was not recommended. Rentals were needed, however. In
2017, both ownership and rental housing are desperately needed in Town.

e Toretain the current homeownership rate, 46% of homes should be for
homeownership. Homeownership supports year round residency and allows
residents to invest in and help build a more stable community.

0 As depicted by the blue shaded rows in the below table, about 64% of
ownership units (180 total) should be priced affordable for residents and
the workforce.

0 Affordable prices should range between $180,000 and $325,000 for
households earning between $45,000 through $85,000 per year (70% to
120% AMI). There is a lesser need for homes up to $400,000 (150% AMI).

0 Homes affordable for households earning under $45,000 per year are
also undersupplied; however, producing homes below $180,000 will
require substantial subsidies or programs such as Habitat for Humanity.
These lower income households also often have trouble qualifying for
loans and meeting down payment purchase requirements.

0 Preferred product types are single-family homes and townhomes/PUDs.

Distribution of Needed Community Ownership Housing by AMI
MAXIMUM

Income Level Affordable 9wn:|ers!1ip

Purchase Price Distribution
<=60% AMI Under $162,000 12%
60-80% AMI $213,000 7%
80-120% AMI $325,000 25%
120-150% AMI $406,000 20%
150-200% AMI $541,000 21%
>200% AMI Over $541,000 16%
TOTAL - 275

NOTE: Shading indicates where there is a shortage of housing supply for residents and the
workforce. Units provided in the lighter shade price point should be move-up housing for
families, preferably offering three-bedrooms and garages.
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e Rentals have been and are in tight supply. Rentals support businesses in need of
workers and help new residents get a foothold in a community.

0 As depicted by the blue shaded rows in the below table, about 50% of
rentals (160 total) should be priced below market.

0 Most new units should be priced below about $1,200 per month, or up to
$1,400 per month if utilities are included. These would be affordable for
households earning below 80% AMI (about $25/hour).

0 Emphasis should be on studio, one and two bedroom rentals since there
is insufficient diversity in the existing inventory.

0 Renters want their units to be kept well maintained and in good repair.

O Renters want pet-friendly units.

Distribution of Needed Community Rental Housing by AMI

Maximum
Income Level Affordable Rental
Housing Distribution

Payment
<=60% AMI $1,035 35%
60-80% AMI $1,360 16%
80-100% AMI $1,725 12%
100-120% AMI $2,070 9%
>120% AMI Over $2,070 28%
TOTAL - 320

NOTE: Shading indicates where there is a shortage of housing supply for residents and the workforce.

Recommendations for Moving Forward

The following recommendations provide guidance on what should be done to help set
the stage for the Community Action Plan phase.

A Silver Bullet Does Not Exist. You will NOT find one strategy nor one funding source
that will fix all of your housing problems.

Mammoth Lakes needs a comprehensive array of strategies to address existing needs
and create housing to support residents and the workforce as the town grows and
diversifies. The past reliance on development requirements and federal funding sources,
while producing many housing units and assisting many families, has not produced the
diversity of housing needed. Nor were regulatory measures effective over the past ten
years when development stopped during the recession and drought.
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Communities with the most successful programs have many strategies — up to 20 or
more —that are diligently implemented. Different strategies produce different types of
housing and serve different needs. An array of strategies also ensures progress on
housing continues to be made regardless of development and market ups-and-downs.
For example, during the downturn, many communities took advantage of lower land
prices and housing costs to land bank or redevelop properties or get housing plans in
place for when development activity picked up again. (See generally Part B (3))

Develop and Commit to a Plan. This is the task for Part 2 of this study — to develop a
Community Housing Action Plan. This will identify housing goals and a plan for achieving
housing objectives. Strategies to meet objectives will be identified and prioritized, roles
and responsibilities will be assigned, and a timeline for achievement of various
components established. This will focus the housing program, allow Mammoth Lakes to
target strategies and use resources wisely, and track progress and changes over time.

The community needs to commit to implementing the plan, however. Without a
continuous commitment of resources, staffing, and management, as well as open
communication and collaboration, the Action Plan will be just another document.
Increasing the supply of housing for locals takes time — it will not be over with one or
two projects. (See generally Part B (3))

Build and improve upon what has already been done. The town is not starting from
scratch. The town should build upon successes and improve and expand upon the
existing community housing program. Some broad scale recommendations that should
be considered when weighing policy and program options during the Action Planning
process include:

1. Commit to Housing! In making policy and development decisions, the impact on
the ability to house residents and the workforce must be recognized and
prioritized. Communities in which housing is a priority consider the impact that
any development or financing decision will have on the availability of housing for
residents and the workforce.

e Itisrecognized that the recession, drought and Mammoth Lakes Land
Acquisition (MLLA) settlement required the town to make some financing
trade-offs. But, since 2011, housing commitments were hit harder than
others: TOT allocations dropped by 40% or more; impact fees were
reduced by 75%. The town just approved additional TOT funding for
housing in July 2017, which is a positive step forward.

e Civic projects are under development or proposed — a multi-use facility,
Town/County civic campus, performing arts center — which will benefit
the community; however, the residents served by these developments
and employees needed to run these facilities also need housing.
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Commitment to housing requires funds, staff, resources, direction, hard work —
and consistency. (See Part A, pp. 38-39; Part B (1), pp. 19-20; Part B (2), pp. 6-8, 11-13)

2. Establish Clear Roles and Responsibilities. No one person or organization can do
it all. Housing takes commitment from many to make it happen. The existing
program primarily looked to MLH and limited town staff to do it all. Some roles
were not clearly defined and oversight of some units developed through
mitigation/variances has fallen through the cracks. Moving forward, provide
enough resources, staffing and management to ensure that the housing program
is meeting needs, tracking goals and units are retained and managed for
residents and the workforce. Roles and responsibilities will be defined as part of
the Community Housing Action Plan. (See Part B (1), pp. 15-16; see generally Part B
(3))

3. Local funding. The Town of Mammoth Lakes uses more state and federal sources
of funding than most other resort communities. This is a great resource. These
funding sources have, however, dominated affordable housing decisions,
development and actions. State and federal monies have limitations and strict
guidelines for their use: income limits, specific uses, etc. Acquiring most funds is
a competitive process, sources for some have been decreasing in recent years
and, under the current federal administration, the future of many sources is
unknown. (See generally Part B (1), pp. 20-22)

The most successful programs supplement state and federal monies with local
sources, or vice-versa. Local funding avoids the restrictions applied to state and
federal sources and can be flexibly applied to needs that arise. The Town should
explore diversifying its revenue for housing, which is dominated by TOT. Other
communities use a combination of sales taxes, real estate transfer taxes or real
estate transfer fees negotiated as part of development agreements, impact fees,
and others. Communities with the most successful housing programs also
commit land and other resources for housing. (See generally Part B (3))

4. Produce Housing that Meets the Needs of Residents and the Workforce. The
current deed restricted housing stock is dominated by rentals (71%) and large 3-
or 4-bedroom units (78% ownership; 42% rentals). Only about 60 deed-restricted
ownership units are available. Over 70% of the workforce occupying current
units are families with children, most renting.

While housing families is good, it should not be the only segment of the
workforce provided with housing options. More ownership options are needed.
Over 60% of Mammoth Lakes households have one- or two-persons. These
segments are largely missed by the current inventory.
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Development of community housing has been largely driven by funding rather
than demographics. Moving forward, the provision and development of units
should be driven by the demographics and preferences of residents and the
workforce. The focus should be placed on increasing the diversity of units to be
more responsive to community housing needs and provide for all residents and
employees in need. (See Part B (1), pp. 9-15)

5. More stable rental housing. There is a need for good quality rental product.
Renters will pay up to $200 more per month for newer or upgraded product. A
well-managed apartment complex, as opposed to individually rented condos,
avoids HOA or owner restrictions that prohibit pets, ensures repairs are
completed in a timely manner and will provide a more stable rental inventory.
Renters occupying apartments, unlike those in individually-owned
condominiums, do not need to worry about owners selling their rental or
converting their home to a short-term rental. (See generally Part A, pp. 55, 61-63)

6. Balanced Regulatory Approach. The deed restricted units provided through
mitigation or variances under the pre-2015 development code (excluding San
Joaquin Villas) show a decent mix of bedroom sizes and income ranges
compared to local demographics. These units also cover a wide range of
incomes; up to 200% AMI. (See generally Part B (1), pp. 9-12)

The prior Inclusionary Zoning code required development; the current code
requires impact fees. While fees can be leveraged to potentially produce more
units, if the additional monies are federal or state funds, this will restrict the
ability to provide housing for higher income households (e.g., 80% to 120% AMI
or more). (See generally Part B (1), pp. 11, 22; Part B (2), pp. 11 et seq.)

Many resort communities have a balanced regulatory approach that produces a
mix of units and fees, not just one or the other, recognizing the value that each
brings to produce a diversity of housing needed for the community. Some are
better than others at also working to reduce barriers and impart flexibility to
increase desired housing production. (See generally Part B (3))

7. Balanced Short-Term Rental Approach. Over 65% of the Town’s revenue in
recent years has come from TOT collections. Almost 70% of TOT collections came
from short-term rental of owner-rented condominium, single family and
apartment rentals in 2016. This needs to be balanced with local housing
concerns, in which long-term rentals have been taken off the market, as well as
significant developer preferences to build for transient occupancy in zones in
which they are permitted. In areas with limited land, like Mammoth Lakes, this
should be a significant concern. (See Part A, pp. 68-69; see generally Part B (2), pp.
16-17, 27)
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8. Support for Employers Helping with Housing. Many employers are providing
housing or other programs to employees to assist them with housing needs.
Employer efforts should be encouraged and supported. Considerations from this
research include providing property management support for employer-owned
units; support for homeownership programs, such as down payment assistance;
incentives to employers who provide housing; and technical or other assistance
to employers with resources for housing. (See generally Part A, pp. 25 et seq.)
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Introduction
Purpose

This report provides an update to the 2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment
and an analysis of accomplishments, challenges, and opportunities for the Town of
Mammoth Lakes to provide and retain community housing suitable and affordable for
its residents and workforce. The purpose of this research is to inform the development
of a Mammoth Lakes Community Housing Action Plan later this year.

The goal of this report and the following Action Plan process is to understand and devise
a plan to address the housing needs of residents and the workforce. By doing so, this
will also ensure the Town has the housing necessary to support a thriving community —
housing to support businesses, economic development, community vibrancy, and
residents and visitors alike.

Report Organization

The first part of this report is the Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment, which
presents current and projected community housing needs through 2022. The Mammoth
Lakes Housing Needs Assessment:

e Examines changes in demographics, the economy, ownership and rental housing,
and new development since 2011;

e Compares local household income with the relative affordability of home prices
and rents;

¢ Identifies where there are gaps in the housing market and what housing is
needed to catch up and keep up with resident and workforce needs; and

* Examines the general impact of short-term rentals on housing for residents and
workers from currently available information.

The second part of the report examines existing housing programs, opportunities, and
constraints in three chapters:

1. Housing Program Accomplishments and Opportunities for Improvement — Tools
and strategies to address the shortage of housing for residents and employees in
town are not new to Mammoth Lakes. This chapter provides a summary and analysis
of the inventory of community housing that has been created to date, and reports
on the performance of current programs, suggesting where improvements can be
made.
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2. Housing Resources, Opportunities, and Constraints — This chapter provides a brief
inventory of resources available for future efforts, including land, finance, zoning,
and organizational capacity. It also explores the development environment,
including the general cost of construction, development fees and requirements, and
the challenges and opportunities experienced by local developers and stakeholders.

3. Comparison of Locals Housing Programs in Mountain Resort Communities — This
section provides a snapshot of housing policies, strategies, and accomplishments in
the comparative mountain resort communities of Breckenridge, Crested Butte, and
Telluride in Colorado; Jackson, Wyoming; and Truckee, California. It enables the
Town of Mammoth Lakes to make comparisons with other mountain resort
communities, and is a reference for best practices for the Action Plan phase.

This report provides the resources for the Mammoth Lakes Housing Working Group and
the community to begin the Action Plan process. The Action Plan will identify and
recommend the strategies and tools, action steps, timeline, and responsibilities for the
Town’s next chapter in addressing community housing needs.

Methodology

Primary research was conducted to generate information beyond that available from
existing public sources and included:

Employer Interviews. Ten primary employers in Town were interviewed, representing
about 1,200 year-round jobs, 600 summer seasonal jobs and over 1,500 winter seasonal
jobs in Mammoth Lakes. Interviews probed where employees live, unfilled jobs, retiring
workers, positions of high turnover, difficulty finding and recruiting workers, changes in
employment over time, to what extent employee housing is perceived to be a problem
and employers’ level of support for housing assistance. A mix of employers was
represented, including: government, schools/education, utilities, health care, resort,
retail, bar/restaurant, lodging, real estate and property management.

Realtor and Lender Focus Group. A focus group with three Realtors and local mortgage
lenders was held in the Town of Mammoth Lakes. Information was obtained on the
ownership market including current prices, recent trends, occupancy patterns,
availability, and what households are seeking when looking to purchase or rent a unit.
This discussion helped define housing preferences among locals and second-home
owners searching for homes in town, including unit type, price points and amenities.
Information was also collected on the availability of financing and the challenges faced
when residents try to purchase housing.

Property Manager Interviews. Local market-rate and affordable rental property
managers were interviewed to understand current rents, vacancy rates, recent trends,
renter profiles, waitlists and units most in demand.
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Stakeholder and Community Discussions. Additional interviews and discussions were
conducted with Mammoth Lakes Housing (MLH), Inyo Mono Advocates for Community
Action (IMACA), Mammoth Lakes Foundation (MLF), a Town Council member, Town
Planning and Economic Development Commission, Mono County, Mammoth Lakes
Tourism, Town Finance Department, Town Community and Economic Development
Department, local entrepreneurs (sole/small business owners), among others to gather
their input and perceptions on housing problems, programs and challenges in town and
collect local data.

Public Kick-Off Meeting. Early in the process we held a ) The community was clear:
discussion with the Mammoth Lakes Housing Working it is time to take action on
Group and community members at a kick-off session to meeting housing needs
target primary housing concerns and understand for locals!

community housing needs.

Joint Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work survey. We borrowed results from a
survey conducted for Mono County and the Town of Mammoth Lakes as part of the
Housing Element update process for Mono County by BBC Consulting. Responses
included over 500 residents in Mammoth Lakes and 120 households with members who
commute into town for work. This information was used for limited specific needs,
including number of jobs per worker, number of employees per household, work
location data and information on renters regarding rent payments, utility costs and
forced to move issues.

Secondary and Local Data Sources

A variety of sources of published information were used in the preparation of this
report, including but not limited to:

e 2000 and 2010 US Census data. This information is used to identify changes in
Mammoth Lakes’ residents and households over time and identify the
demographics of the area.

e 2011-2015 American Community Survey data (ACS) to understand general trends
since the 2010 Census.”

e Employment information from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
(QCEW), the US Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), California Employment
Development Department (EDD), and ESRI Business Data.

' The ACS is not used to define the current demographic composition of Mammoth Lakes’ households, but
only to understand if general shifts have occurred. The Census Bureau recommends using the data to
understand trends in changes, where margins of error are reasonable, and not for exact numerical shifts
in population or household demographics.
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e 2016 Area Median Income from the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD).

e Mono County property ownership and residential records acquired through the
Mono County GIS Department and Mammoth Lakes Community and Economic
Development Department.

e MLS listings and recent home sales acquired from Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.

e Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) collections and Town financial data and housing
expenditure contributions from the Town Finance Department.

e lLand, parcel, building permit and housing inventory data from the Town
Community and Economic Development and Building Departments.

e Existing reports, including the 2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment;
Town of Mammoth Lakes Housing Elements 2014-2019; 2015 Draft Town
Housing Strategy; 2015 Affordable Workforce Housing Fee Nexus Study; 2012
Impact of Potential Tax Increases on Mammoth Lakes Economy; and Mammoth
Lakes Annual Financial Report (June 30, 2016), among others.

Acronyms

The following acronyms are used in this report.

ACS American Community Survey

AMI Area Median Income

BEA US Bureau of Economic Analysis

BEGIN Building Equity and Growth in Neighborhoods
BTC Business Tax Certificate

CalHome | State of California low-income homeownership assistance program
CalHFA California Housing Finance Agency

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CDBG Community Development Block Grant

CHDO Community Housing Development Organization
DOF California Department of Finance

EDD California Employment Development Department
ESCOG Eastern Sierra Council of Governments

ESRI Environmental Systems Research Institute

FHA Federal Housing Administration

GIS Geographic Information Systems
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HEAP Home Energy Assistance Program

HCD California Department of Housing and Community Development
HOA Home Owner Association

HOME HOME Investment Partnerships Program

HUD United States Department of Housing and Urban Development

IMACA Inyo Mono Advocates for Community Action
LIHEAP California Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program

LIHTC Low-Income Housing Tax Credit

MLF Mammoth Lakes Foundation

MLH Mammoth Lakes Housing

MLLA Mammoth Lakes Land Acquisition

MLS Multiple Listing Service

MMSA Mammoth Mountain Ski Area

PUD Planned Unit Development

QCEW Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
REO Real Estate Owned

STAR State funds from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
TOT Transient Occupancy Tax

UGB Urban Growth Boundary

USDA United States Department of Agriculture
VRBO Vacation Rental By Owner
WFH Workforce Housing funding through Prop 1C and 46

Definitions

The following terms are used in this report. Definitions are provided for reference.

Affordable Housing As used in this report, housing is deemed to be affordable if
the monthly rent or mortgage payment is equal to or less
than 30% of gross household income (before taxes). When
housing costs exceed 30% of income, the household is
considered to be Cost Burdened.

Area Median Income A term that generally refers to the median incomes

(AMI) published annually for counties by the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and published
annually by the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD). California State Income
Limits published through HCD apply to State and local
affordable housing programs statutorily linked to HUD
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income limits.

AMI varies by household size and is published each year by
HUD and HCD for households at various income levels, as
follows:

¢ Extremely Low Income — At or below 30% AMI

¢ Very Low Income —Between 31% and 50% AMI

e Low Income — From 51% to 80% AMI

e Moderate Income — From 81% to 100% AMI

American Community The ACS is part of the Decennial Census Program of the U.S.

Survey (ACS) Census. The survey was fully implemented in 2005, replacing
the decennial census long form. Because it is based on a
sample of responses, its use in smaller areas (under 65,000
persons) is best suited for monitoring general changes over
time rather than for specific demographic counts due to
potentially high margins of error.

Catch-up Needs The number of community housing units needed to catch up
to meet the current shortfall in housing available for town
residents and the workforce.

Community Housing Used in this report to define housing that is intended to be
affordable for and occupied by residents of the town of
Mammoth Lakes and workers employed in town. This
housing needs assessment identifies community housing
needs in Mammoth Lakes presently and over the next five
years.

Cost Burdened When housing costs exceed 30% of a household’s gross
(pretax) income. Housing costs include rent or mortgage and
may or may not include utilities, homeowner association
fees, transportation or other necessary costs depending
upon its application. Households are severely cost-burdened
when housing costs comprises 50% or more of gross income.

Keep-up Needs Keep-up refers to the number of community housing units
needed to keep up with job growth and the housing units
needed to house employees filling jobs over the next 5-years.

HOME Funds Grants from HUD to states and units of general local
government to implement local housing strategies designed
to increase homeownership and affordable housing
opportunities for low and very low-income households.

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC PartA-6



PART A — Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment Update (July 2017)

Missing Middle Generally refers to housing needed that is affordable to
residents and the workforce earning over 80% AMI, yet
cannot afford market-rate housing. In Mammoth Lakes, this
generally refers to households earning between about 80%
AMI up to 150% AMI (an average-sized 2.5-person household
earning between $54,000 to $100,000 per year).

Transient Occupancy Tax A 13% tax that is charged “for the privilege of occupancy of
(TOoT) any transient occupancy facility.” TOT is a primary source of
General Fund revenue for the Town.

Workforce Housing Housing intended for and affordable to employees and
households earning local wages.

What is Affordable Housing for Locals?

“Affordable” Defined

In high-cost resort communities, affordability is often a problem not only for low-income
households, but middle- and upper-income households as well. Housing is affordable
when the monthly payment (rent or mortgage) is no more than 30% of a household’s
gross income (i.e., income before taxes). Although there is some variation, this standard
is commonly applied by federal and state housing programs, local housing initiatives,
mortgage lenders and leasing agents.

Affordable rents and purchase prices meeting this 30% standard can be calculated for
various income levels, which are often expressed as a percentage of the Area Median
Income (AMI). AMlI is published annually by the California Department of Housing and
Community Development for each county and represents the Median Family Income of
an area. Many of the income- and deed-restricted housing units in Mammoth Lakes use
AMI to qualify households for occupancy and establish affordable prices.

The AMI varies by household size. The median (or middle) family income estimate in an
area generally falls on or near the 100% AMI rate for a family of four. In Mono County,
for example, the AMI in 2017 is $81,200. Households earning less than the middle
income (100% AMI) are identified as earning a lower percentage AMI (e.g., 80% AMI).

In resort communities, the median family income is often about 20% higher than the
average income of all households because the AMI does not incorporate incomes from
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single- and non-family roommate households. Here, the median family income is about
17% higher than the median income of all households in Mammoth Lakes ($67,000).

Mono County AMI by Household Size: 2017

AMI Level 1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person ‘
30% $17,050 $19,500 $21,950 $24,350
50% $28,450 $32,500 $36,550 $40,600
60% $34,150 $39,000 $43,850 $48,700
80% $44,750 $51,150 $57,550 $63,900

100% $56,850 $64,950 $73,100 $81,200
120% $68,200 $77,950 $87,700 $97,450
150% $85,300 $97,450  $109,650  $121,800
200% $113,700  $129,900 $146,200  $162,400

Source: California HCD

The average household size in the Town of Mammoth Lakes is about 2.5-persons. The
below table shows the affordable rents and home purchase prices at various household
incomes and the respective AMI level for an average-sized household, as calculated
from California HCD AMI figures, above.

Maximum Affordable Housing Costs

Household Income Max Purchase
*

AMI (2.5-person household) Max Rent Price**

30% $20,725 $520 $81,300
50% $34,525 S865 $135,400
60% $41,425 $1,035 $162,500
80% $54,350 $1,360 $213,100
100% $69,025 $1,725 $270,700
120% $82,825 $2,070 $324,800
150% $103,550 $2,590 $406,100
200% $138,050 $3,450 $541,400

Source: California HCD
*AMI for the average sized 2.5-person household earning the respective income.
**Assumes 30-year mortgage at 5.0% interest with 5% down and 20% of the payment covering
taxes, insurance and HOA fees.

?See Section 1 — Demographics (Income) for more information.
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Interest rates significantly affect the affordable o

purchase price of homes. Affordable purchase prices in Interest rates significantly
the above table assume an average mortgage interest affect the affordable
rate of 5.0%, which is slightly higher than the current purchase price of homes.

rate. For every 1%-point rise, the purchasing power of a
household decreases by about 10%. This needs to be considered when evaluating the
affordability of housing for locals and establishing prices for new affordable homes.

Diversity of Housing Needs: Life-Cycle Housing

A diversity of housing types and prices are necessary to allow locals to live, work and
grow in a community. Providing a sufficient supply of housing that meets the changing
needs of residents and employees over time ensures communities achieve several goals,
including:

e Boosting its resident base;

* Providing more stable year-round activity for local businesses;

e Building and maintaining a diverse community;

e Supporting and growing families;

e Attracting and retaining employees, filling jobs, decreasing commuting, and
housing essential workers to ensure provision of quality services to residents and
visitors; and

e Supporting a more vibrant and diverse economy.

In Mammoth Lakes, housing should accommodate The lack of availability of
households with seasonal and entry-level service housing affordable to
employees making $10.50 to $17 per hour through locals is a moderate
business managers making $100,000 or more per year. It  problem for our hiring, but
must also provide options for households at various life the most critical problem
stages to buy or rent — from new school graduates, to for the community.
young families, to empty-nesters preparing for Local Employer

retirement. More specifically:

e At the lowest income levels (under $30,000 per year; below 50% AMI),
homelessness and the threat of homelessness are important issues. Special
populations who are unable to work (e.g., seniors and the disabled) may require
assistance at the lower income levels. Affordability problems, especially for
renters, may also be present among the working poor.

* Asincomes increase to between $50,000 to $70,000 per year (about 80% to
100% AMI), households often want to buy their first home. Policies at this level
are designed to help bring homeownership within reach, including down
payment assistance and first-time homebuyer loans.
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e Finally, at the highest levels (over $80,000 per year; 120% AMI), upper income
groups fuel the market for step-up and high-end housing. The needs of this
group may often be addressed by the free market; although market housing in
many high-cost resort communities, such as Mammoth Lakes, often start at
150% AMI or more.

Household
Income AMI Level
Classification

Maximum 2-person
Household Income

Typical Housing Needs

E ly | E idi
xtrem.ey ow <=30% AMI $21,000 ($10/hr) mergency/sub5|d|z.ed
income housing
Very low 31% to 50% 435,000 ($17/hr) Income restricted housing
income 0 0 ! (LIHTC, etc.)
Low income 51% to 80% $55,000 ($26/hr) Market rentals

Moderate 81% to . .

come 100% $70,000 ($35/hr) First time homebuyers
Mldf:lle and Over 100%  $70,001+ ($35+/hr) Entry market housing and
upper income step up home buyers

Source: California HCD, Consultant team
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SECTION 1 - DEMOGRAPHICS

Population

Mammoth Lakes is home to approximately 58% of Mono County’s population and 56%
of the county’s households. This is consistent with 2010 and slightly higher than in 2000.

e Based on state estimates, the population in Mammoth Lakes decreased between
2010 and 2016, showing a slight increase beginning last year. With the 4% rise in
jobs these past two years,? near-term population estimates are likely
conservative.

e Growth is projected to be significantly slower between 2010 and 2022 (0.4%
increase) compared to the prior decade (16.1% increase). The population in
Mono County is projected to decline slightly (-0.3%) between 2010 and 2022.

e Between 2017 and 2022, the Town is projected to gain about 260 residents, yet
this will depend on multiple factors, including the development of housing
affordable to residents and the workforce.

Population: 2000 to 2022 (Projected)*

%
change
2000 2010 2016 2017 2022
(2000-
2010)
Mono ., 953 14202 13654 13,713 14162 105%  -0.3%
County
Mammoth
ey 7093 8234 7984 8002 8264 16.1% 0.4%

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census; California Department of Finance (DOF); Consultant team
*Population estimate for Mammoth Lakes in 2022 is based on DOF projections for Mono County.

* The mix of residents by age shows little change since 2010. ACS trends indicate
seniors age 65 and over were the only age segment to increase since 2010 (0.5%

per year). This was the fastest growing age segment between 2000 and 2010.

Children under 5 show the largest decline (-2.4% per year).

? See Section 2 — Jobs, Seasonality and Commuting
* As was the case in 2011, seniors comprise a relatively small percentage of the population in Mammoth
Lakes (7%) compared to Mono County (11%).
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Population Distribution by Age: 2010 to 2015 (est)

45% 41%
i 40% (+- 6.7%)

40% 230
0
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>
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= 15% ( )
@ 7%
o 5%

10%
3 0 6% (+- 1.6%) 6% (+/- 30%)

0%
Under 5 5t0 17 18t0 34 3510 64 65 and over

Age of Population
Source: 2010 US Census, 2011-2015 5-year ACS

* The Hispanic/Latino population has continued to increase. ACS trends indicate
the Hispanic/Latino population grew (0.8% per year on average), while the total
population declined (-0.4% per year).

Hispanic/Latino Population: 2000 to 2015 (est)

2000 2010  2011-2015
Number 1,575 2,772 2,935
37%

P 229 49
ercent % 34% (+/- 4.1%)

Source: 2000 and 2010 US Census, 2011-2015 ACS, DOF, Consultant team
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Households

With an average of about 2.5 persons per household, residents currently occupy about
3,250 housing units.

Households: 2000 to 2022 (Projected)

change change

2000 2010 2016 2017 2022
(2000- (2010-

2010) 2020)

Mono .13, 5768 5724 5824 6,015 12.3% 4.3%
County
M th
amgﬁes 2814 3229 3223 3252 3,359 14.7% 4.0%

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census; ACS; DOF; Consultant team
*ACS indicates housing vacancy rates may have increased slightly since 2010, not decreased as DOF
estimated. Above projections are based on the same vacancy rate as in 2010.

e The homeownership rate among residents stayed at about 46.5% since 2010,
after declining about 6-percentage points since 2000. While some home owners
are selling their homes as prices have started to rise since the recession, not
many locals can afford to purchase them.

Owner- and Renter-Occupancy: 2000 to 2015 (est)
2000 2010 2011-2015
Owner-occupied 52.3% 46.5% 46.4% (+/- 8.5%)
Renter-occupied 47.2% 53.5% 53.5% (+/- 10%)

TOTAL 2,814 3,229 -
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census; 2011-2015 ACS

e Since 2010, ACS trends indicate that the percentage of households occupied by
couples with children decreased, although this decline is within the margin of
error. A decline would be consistent, however, with observations from real
estate professionals and employers that young families have trouble getting
established in housing in town and instead find homes outside of the
community.

e Both the 2010 census and 2011-2015 ACS show non-family households comprise
47% of households in town. This includes households living alone and with
roommates. Trends indicate little change from 2011, in which 28% lived alone
and 19% with roommates.

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC Part A-14



PART A — Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment Update (July 2017)

Household Distribution by Type
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10%
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Couple, no children Couple, with children  Single parent Non-family
households (living
alone and
roommates)
Household Type

Source: 2010 US Census and 2011-2015 ACS

¢ Household size has remained about the same since 2011 based on trends
reported in the ACS over the past few years.’

Household Size: 2010 to 2015 (est)
Persons per

2010 2015 (est)

Household
Average: 2.5 2.6
Owner 2.3 2.2
Renter 2.7 2.9

Source: 2010 Census, 2007-2011 to 2011-2015 ACS trend; Consultant team

* EDD and the 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work survey also estimate that there are
about 2.5-persons per household.
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Income

The median household income in Mammoth Lakes is slightly below that for Mono
County as a whole. This is due to the higher percentage of low-wage service jobs in town
compared to the county overall.®

Median Household Income: Mono County and Mammoth Lakes

Mono County Mammoth Lakes

2011-15 $56,944 $55,799

2010-14 $61,814 $60,984

2009-13 $61,757 $60,208
Source: ACS

Since 2011, the median household income in Mammoth  °©
Lakes has increased about 12%. In comparison, housing
prices have increased much faster —about 22% on

average since 2011.” It has become harder for residents

and the workforce to afford housing.

Home prices have
increased much faster
than incomes.

Median Household Income:

2011 to 2017
$80,000 m2011 ®2017
$70,000 $67,000
o $60,000
€ $60,000
8
[
5 $50,000
o
‘S $40,000
3 Percent Increase:
£ $30,000 11.7%
[
@
S $20,000
=

$10,000

$0 -

Mammoth Lakes Households

Source: 2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment/Survey;
Ribbon Demographics, LLC; Consultant team

® See Section 2 — Jobs, Seasonality and Commuting for more information.
7 See Section 4 — Homeownership Market Conditions for more information.
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Mammoth Lakes households by HCD AMI level are shown below. AMI income
distributions are used to determine housing affordability levels and needs for residents
in town. As is typical in resort communities, the median income of all households
(567,000) is almost 20% lower than the HCD area median income defined for Mono
County ($81,200). This is because HCD AMI estimates include only families and not the
47% of households that are living alone or in roommate households.

The distribution of households by AMI in Mammoth Lakes is about the same as in 2011.
Most renter households earn incomes below 80% AMI (51%) and owner households are
more likely to earn over 120% AMI (57%), which is typical. When renters earn over 80%
AMI they are often wanting to purchase homes.

Area Median Income: Owners and Renters
Town of Mammoth Lakes, 2017

Owners Renters TOTAL

<30% 3% 11% 7%
30.1-60% 9% 24% 17%
60.1-80% 7% 16% 12%
80.1-100% 13% 12% 12%
100.1-120% 12% 9% 10%
120.1-150% 20% 14% 17%
150.1-200% 21% 6% 13%
Over 200% 16% 8% 12%
TOTAL 1,508 1,744 3,252

Source: HCD; Ribbon Demographics, LLC; Consultant team
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Section 2 - Jobs, Seasonality and Commuting

Job Estimates

There are about 9,360 jobs in Mono County in 2017.
About 64% of total county jobs (5,990 total) are located in the Town of Mammoth Lakes.
In 2010, a lower 62% of jobs were located in Mammoth Lakes, meaning that job growth

has been stronger in town than in the county.

Total Jobs: 2010 and 2017

Average %

2017 Change

per Year
Mono County 8,820 9,360 0.9%
Mammoth Lakes 5,510 5,990 1.2%

Source: Calif. Employment Development Department (EDD), Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
(QCEW), Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) jobs estimates, Consultant team.

Job Projections

The Employment Development Department (EDD) estimates job projections of wage
and salary jobs in the Eastern Sierra Region.? The 2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs
Assessment estimated that about 865 wage and salary jobs would be added in Mono
County between 2010 and 2017 based on EDD projections for job growth in the region.’
Revised EDD estimates show that jobs increased by about one-fourth that amount (224
jobs). More specifically:

e In 2011 jobs had started to return after the recession, but then the drought hit.
Jobs fell in 2012.

8 Wage and salary jobs exclude proprietor’s employment (jobs not covered by unemployment insurance,
such as business owners, the self-employed, unpaid family workers and private household workers).
Proprietors comprise about 25% of jobs in Mono County based on Bureau of Economic Analysis estimates.
Jobs reported in this section, therefore, will be lower than the “total jobs” figures presented for 2017,
above.

°In 2011, projected jobs in Mono County were estimated by assuming jobs comprise 45.6% of Eastern
Sierra jobs, which was the average ratio of Mono County to Eastern Sierra jobs over the prior 5 years. The
same method is used in 2017, except Mono County comprises a slightly lower 43% of jobs in the region in
recent years.
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e After remaining relatively flat for a few years, jobs increased about 4% between
2014 and 2015, coinciding with an increase in snowfall. Preliminary estimates
show jobs may have increased another 4% in 2016.

e Despite recent increases, total wage and salary jobs in Mono County remain
about 7% below the pre-recession peak in 2006.

e EDD projections estimate that jobs will increase to 7,720 by 2022, an average of
2% per year.™ At this rate, all jobs lost during the recession and drought will be
regained by 2020.

Average Annual Wage and Salary Jobs Estimates and Projected Increase:
Mono County, 2007 — 2022
9,000 -
2011 jobs estimates W 2017 jobs estimates
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Source: QCEW, EDD projections, Consultant team
Note: Solid bars denote known QCEW job counts, striped bars show EDD projections.

108 2% per year growth rate is equivalent to the average growth in jobs between 2012 and 2015 in Mono
County.
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Job projections are used to estimate how many housing units will be needed to house
workers filling new jobs.™

* Assuming that jobs grow an average of 2% per year through 2022 as projected by
EDD, Mammoth Lakes will add about 610 jobs over the next 5 years.

e This conservatively assumes that job growth in town will occur at the same rate
as projected for the county and the rate will average 2% as projected, rather
than the 4% experienced the past couple of years. If jobs average 4% growth
each year, over 1,200 jobs will be added in town.

Total Jobs Estimates (Wage and Salary and Proprietors Jobs): 2017 to 2022

Average Yearly %
Growth
2017 2022 2017-2022
Mono County 9,360 10,320 2.0%
Mammoth Lakes 5,990 6,600 2.0%

Source: EDD, QCEW, BEA, Consultant team.

Jobs and Wages by Sector

The average wage paid in Mono County in 2015 was about $34,920, or 50% AMI for an
average sized 2.5-person household.

The average wage was slightly lower in Mammoth Lakes ($33,950). This is primarily
because over 50% of jobs are in the low-paying accommodations and food sector,
compared to 44% of jobs in the county overall.

* Thereis very little diversity in jobs in Mono County and Mammoth Lakes
compared to resort areas with more balanced dual-season employment. Jobs are
also dominated by the lowest wage sectors of arts and recreation,
accommodation and food services, and retail (55% of Mono County jobs).

¢ Most winter seasonal jobs are in the low paying sectors of arts, entertainment
and recreation, accommodation and food services, and retail. Seasonal positions
typically range in pay from about $10.50 to $17 per hour depending upon the
position and business."

11 Estimates in the 2011 Housing Needs Assessment conservatively focused on wage and salary jobs only.
This report also includes sole proprietors given that they are an important and growing job sector in the
area.

12 california Gov. Jerry Brown signed in April a "living wage" bill to increase the minimum wage to $15.
This will be a gradual increase that will not be fully implemented until 2022.
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Jobs and Wages by Industry Sector:
Mono County, 2015
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Source: QCEW, EDD, Consultant team

Seasonality of Jobs

Mammoth Lakes has dominant winter peak employment, with a smaller increase in the
summer. May and October are the lowest employment months, which occur at the
changeover of the seasons.

Jobs in the remainder of the county are highest in the summer and lowest over the
winter.

Mammoth Lakes is working to increase visitation during the non-winter months.
Changes in seasonality of jobs should be monitored accordingly.
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Employment by Month: 2015
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Source: QCEW, EDD, Consultant team

Winter seasonal employment in Mammoth Lakes is almost 2,200 jobs; summer seasonal
employment is about one-third of that amount (730 jobs).

o

Up to 500 summer jobs
and 1,500 winter jobs are
filled by workers who are

recruited from outside

the area each year.

Employers hiring seasonal workers estimate that between
30% to 40% reside in the area year-round. These are
workers that may hold seasonal jobs in the summer and
winter, or a year-round job along with a seasonal job.

Between 400 to 500 summer jobs and up to 1,500 winter jobs must be filled by workers
who are recruited from outside of the area each season. Because of this discrepancy, if
enough seasonal units were built to accommodate 100% of the winter seasonal
workers, then many would sit vacant in the summer, adding to the challenge of
providing this type of housing.

The rest of the county adds about 1,000 jobs in the summer. It is a 45-minute commute
to Lee Vining from Mammoth Lakes and over an hour to Bridgeport. Absent regular
transit options, trying to fill vacant seasonal units in Mammoth Lakes in the summer
with seasonal county employees will add significantly to the cost of living and is not
affordable for employees holding low-wage seasonal jobs. Employers noted that many
seasonal workers do not have cars.
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Mammoth Lakes Employment: Est. Year Round and Seasonal

Average Year-

Round Winter Seasonal Summer
Seasonal
Employment
2015 5,780 2,100 700
2017 6,000 2,180 730

Source: EDD employment estimates and projections,
QCEW monthly employment estimates, BEA employment, Consultant team

Unemployment Rate

o

Employers need to

The unemployment rate has dropped nearly 50% since the attract more
2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment. workers from
Unemployment in Mammoth Lakes was below 5% in 2016 and outside of the area
dropped to 3.8% in January 2017. As unemployment to fill jobs.

approaches 3% to 4%, more workers will be needed from
outside of the area to fill jobs. New workers coming to the area need housing.

A key recruitment strategy of many local employers has been to hire local. Since 2011,
this strategy has worked well. This year, however, primary employers reported that
about 4% of their jobs went unfilled, compared to only 1% in 2011. This is a symptom of
the low unemployment rate, combined with a limited housing supply (particularly in the
winter) for workers.

Unemployment Rate: 2010 - 2016

12.0% -¢
L loow ¢
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o
= 8.0%
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e
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2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Mono County 102% 10.1%  10.3% 8.5% 7.0% 6.1% 5.3%

Mammoth Lakes  9.1% 9.0% 9.2% 7.6% 6.3% 5.4% 4.7%
Year

Source: Calif. EDD
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Commuting

More employees in town are in-commuting for work compared to 2011.
* About 42% of average year-round employees in ’ About 2,100 workers
Mammoth Lakes reside outside of town (about
2,100 employees).” This is about 5% higher than
in 2011, when 37% of employees lived outside of
town.

(42% of employees)
commute into Mammoth
Lakes for work.

* Employers and Realtors both observed that employees are increasingly finding
housing in other communities. The effect is that homes in Crowley Lake and
other communities are getting expensive and scarcer.

Very few residents commute out of Mammoth Lakes for work.

e About 93% of employed Mammoth Lakes households have at least one local
employee based on responses to the 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live
and Work survey. This has remained unchanged since 2011.

e About 5% of survey respondents also work from home. Realtors indicated that
work-from-anywhere employees are a rising segment of the population. These
residents are mostly employed in businesses outside of the County, so earn
higher wages and can afford homes in Mammoth Lakes.

Jobs Per Employee and Employees Per Household

The number of jobs per employee and employees per household are used to translate
job growth into housing units needed by workers that fill new jobs.

Workers in Mono County hold about 1.2 jobs on average and there are about 1.8
workers per household.* These show little change from the survey conducted for the
2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment and are in line with other mountain
resort communities.

' Data from employer interviews on where workers live and the Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and
Work survey both show that 58% of town employees live in town and 42% in-commute.
% Based on responses to the 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work Survey.
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Employers, Employees and Housing

Most employers interviewed feel that the availability of housing affordable to the
workforce is either the “most critical” problem or a “more serious” problem in town.
The lack of housing availability has been affecting their ability to recruit workers, fill jobs
and retain employees. The problem is critical in the winter and slightly less critical in the
summer. Lower-wage jobs lacking benefits are the hardest hit. Almost all employers
interviewed felt that these problems have gotten worse since 2011.

Many employers offer some housing assistance. The most common assistance includes
owned or master-leased units that employers rent to employees, in-house down-
payment programs, and help with housing searches. Employers with units will also help
house workers for other employers if a unit becomes vacant. Some employers have
considered either purchasing units to offer to their employees or constructing units on
available land, but two primary barriers were noted:

¢ Too expensive. The smaller employers see the benefit of helping with housing,
but they cannot afford to do so.

¢ Do not want to be in the housing business. One employer currently managing
rentals for their employees wants out, but keeps managing their units because
they need them. There are no property management options desirable to
employers in town.

Low Wage and Service Jobs

o

We need more housing if we

This winter, service positions were understaffed in want to provide 5-star
many businesses, resulting in existing employees filling service.
multiple roles, or leaving gaps, and hurting service to Local Employer

residents and visitors.

Competition for workers to fill low wage positions, including dishwashers,
housekeepers, servers and bussers, line cooks, and sales clerks is tough. There are not
enough of these workers to go around — $0.25/hour can make all the difference in
whether an employee will continue to work for an employer or move to another. The
result is that these workers move around, but the total number of vacant jobs remains
the same.

Employers are excited and concerned about the Aspen/KSL purchase of Mammoth
Resorts — they see it as boosting business, but also attracting more five-star clientele.
Without enough workers to fill jobs, nor the ability to retain those workers over time,
the expectation of visitors will not be met. They also see increased demand for housing
from visitors and job growth making the housing market even more expensive and less
available. Employers in these industries all agreed that more housing is needed -
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ownership and rental, seasonal and year round — to meet current and future needs of
both residents and visitors.

Professional or Benefited Jobs

Employers providing year-round, benefited jobs typically If a local finds a year-
had less problem filling jobs and retaining employees, and  round benefited job, they
saw the housing problem as a “more serious” or will keep it.
“moderate” problem, rather than “critical.” These Local Employer
employers have been able to recruit local residents, for

the most part, given their competitive advantage over predominate service jobs in the
area (i.e., higher wages, benefits); though with falling unemployment, this is getting
harder.

Recruiters have several strategies to find workers:

e Recruit and train local residents — if workers are already here, they are more
likely to stay;

* Recruit new workers that used to live here — the school district has seen many
former students come back after college to fill positions;

¢ Find “lifestyle” employees — people wanting to come to Mammoth Lakes for the
amenities it offers (skiing, climbing, etc.); and

* Start early — some skilled or certified positions can take 2-years to fill.

o Employers that hire primarily in the summer or during

”Ti.7e QN_LY time to find seasonal turn-over periods, such as the school district,
housing is in the SUMMEr O had the least problem. Employees can typically find
off-season. housing at that time. Keeping them here can be

Local Employer difficult, however. Young teachers cannot afford to

purchase in town nor can other entry-level to mid-level
positions. New workers will typically try for 3 to 5 years to get established in housing,
then leave if they are unable to.

Even mid-level professionals (doctors, emergency
services/police, mid-management, utility engineers,
etc.) are hard to attract and retain. These workers
have certain expectations about housing and specific
needs that they often cannot find in town at an
affordable price.

People need to lower their
expectations about the
housing they will find in

Mammoth.
Local Employer
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Housing Needed
Housing needed by employees varied by employer, but covers the entire spectrum:
» Seasonal housing offering rooms priced under $600 per room;

e Year-round rentals priced under $1,000 for studio/1-bedrooms and $1,200 to
$1,500 for 2-bedrooms in apartments that do not allow short-term rentals.

* Ownership in three tiers:

0 Townhomes for less than $200,000 for entry-level workers with 1- or 2-
bedrooms or lofts;

0 Two- and 3-bedroom units under $300,000 for young professionals; and

0 Three-bedroom townhomes, duplexes or, if possible, single-family homes
with access to a private or shared yard area up to $400,000.

0 Affordable HOA dues for all are required.

¢ Nearly all employers stressed the importance of needing more pet-friendly
homes — especially rentals. This was a problem in 2011, but is now an
impediment to employee recruitment and retention. Pets are part of the culture
of workers attracted to Mammoth Lakes.

Other Problems
Aside from housing issues, employers noted three other primary problems:

e Diversity of jobs for spouses. Two or more jobs are typically needed to make
ends meet. Spouses unable to locate their own professional position result in
hired employees leaving. The Westin works hard to help locate employment for
spouses.

* Day care. Employers were uniform that more is needed, including lower cost
options and options open 7-days a week. Some employers have had persons
unable to return to work after maternity leave. All employees with young
children at one interviewed business had to take days off this past year due to
lack of day care.

* Transportation. Few options are available to transport workers into Mammoth
Lakes. And local bus routes may not start early enough to get workers to jobs in
time. This is a big problem for seasonal and low-wage workers in particular.
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Section 3 — Housing Inventory and Pending Development

New Housing Inventory

Since the 2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment, 96 new housing units have
been constructed or converted from other uses. This means that the town has just over
9,700 residential units, which equates to almost 70% of the total units in Mono County.

Housing Units: Town of Mammoth Lakes, 2017

Housing
Units

2010 9,626
New Units 96
2017 9,722

Source: 2010 US Census, EDD household estimates, Town Building Permit and
Community and Economic Development Department data, Consultant team

Of the 96 housing units produced in the Town of Mammoth Lakes since the 2011
Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment, about 17% are income-restricted rentals
for town residents and the workforce. More specifically:*

e 74 units are new construction, consisting of 71 market rate single-family homes
and three condominiums. The vast majority of these units are not affordable for
residents and are geared toward second-home owners;

e 6 are market-rate rentals at Market Center Apartments (63 Center Street). This
project renovated and converted short-term rentals into long-term rentals for
residents; and

e 16 are income-restricted rentals in Kitzbuhel Apartments (<100% AMI). These
units were produced as mitigation for development of part of Sierra Star Golf

Course. This project renovated a rental complex that had been vacant for about
ten years.

S Star Apartments were opened for occupancy in 2012. This renovation project, completed by Mammoth
Lakes Housing, was included in the 2011 Housing Needs Assessment inventory.

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC Part A-28



PART A — Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment Update (July 2017)

Housing Units Produced:
2011 - March 2017

New

Housing Units

TOTAL 96
Market Rate 80
Single family 71
Multi-family 9
Income-Restricted 16
Kitzbuhel Apts 16

Sources: Town Building Department, Town Community and Economic Development Department

Residential Development Activity

Residential development has picked up a little in recent years, but is still very low
compared to activity before the recession and drought. As shown below:

e Building permits peaked in 2005, but there has been very little activity since the
recession in 2008.

¢ Only 3% of existing homes in town have been constructed in the last 15 years.
The majority of homes (62%) were built priorto &
1990 — almost 30 years ago. Realtors note that “I cannot stress enough the
there is a severe shortage of newer homes in housing shortage here!”
good condition. Newer housing is needed, and Local Realtor
more of it, across all price points.
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Residential Building Permits: Mammoth Lakes, 2004-2017
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Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes Building Department
* The 454 units approved in 2005 includes the Westin Monache Resort Hotel, comprised of 230
condominium-hotel units, which are primarily suited to transient (i.e., non-resident/vacation) occupancy.

Unit Type

The diversity of housing types in Mammoth Lakes is unchanged since 2011. The majority
are condominiums (58%), followed by single-family homes (22%), apartments (10%) and
townhome-style PUDs (7%). Only 1% are mobile homes (about 130 units).

Housing Units by Type: Mammoth Lakes 2017

Apartments
Mobile Homes/ 10%
1%

Other
2%

Single family

22%
L
\ PUD
' 7%
Condominium\ ’
58%

Source: Mono County Assessor, Town Community and Economic Development Dept.,
Consultant team
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Housing Occupancy

About 3,252 (33%) of the 9,722 housing units are occupied by residents.

The 2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment showed that resident occupancy
of homes declined about 2-percentage points between 2000 (35% occupied) and 2010
(33% occupied). This is less of a decline than seen in many mountain resort areas, some
of which lost 5- to 10-percentage points during this time (e.g., Winter Park, CO.;
Whitefish, MT.; South Lake Tahoe, CA.; Estes Park, CO.; etc.). Occupancy trends since
2010 indicate that this occupancy rate has stayed about the same.®

Resident Occupied Housing Units: 2000, 2010, 2017 (est)
100% -

90%
80%
70%

60%
2000

2010
2017 (est)

50% A% o 4%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0% -~

3% 330 33%

% of Housing Units that are Occupied

Mono County Mammoth Lakes
Year

Source: 2000 and 2010 US Census, EDD estimates, Consultant team

Resident and Out-of-Area Ownership

While residents reside in nearly 33% of the housing units, only 17% are owned by
Mammoth Lakes residents based on the mailing addresses in Mono County Assessor

'® ACS data for 2006-2010 through 2011-2015 (the most recent available) show occupancy rates staying
between about 28% to 30% with a 3% to 4% margin of error. The definition of vacancy for ACS differs
slightly from the decennial census (2000 and 2010); the data is not directly comparable. The overall trend,
however, shows little to no change in the resident occupancy rate since 2010.
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records.'” Renters who live in units owned by absentee landlords account for the
difference.

e The majority of housing units are owned by other California residents (78%).
* Only about 6% are owned by persons from other states or countries.

Estimated Owners by Place of Residence:
Mammoth Lakes, 2017

Other state/
country
- 5%

Mammoth Lakes
17%

Other California
78%

Source: Mono County Assessor records, Town Community and Economic Development Dept.

Ownership by Type of Unit

Resident-ownership varies by type of unit:

e With the exception of mobile homes, out-of-area residents own the majority of

each unit type.

e Condominiums are least likely to be owned by Mammoth Lakes residents (10%).

e Town residents own 20% of townhome-style PUD units. PUD units are
considered single-family attached product for lending purposes, which are
differentiated from multi-family condominiums.®

Based on US Census and ACS data, 33% of all housing units are occupied by town residents and 46% of
resident-occupied homes are owned by the resident, whereas 54% are rented by residents. This means
that 15% of all housing units are owned and occupied by town residents (33% * 46% = 15%). This is very
close to the 17% of all homes that are owned by residents based on the Mono County Assessor database.
¥ See Section 4 — Homeownership Market Conditions (Loans by Product Type) for more information on

lending options for the various housing products.
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* About 31% of single-family homes are owned by Mammoth Lakes residents.
Mammoth Lakes residents most prefer this type of home, but single-family
homes are largely unaffordable for residents under current market conditions. *

Ownership of Homes by Type of Unit: 2015

B Qut-of-area owner @ Mammoth Lakes owner

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30% 64%

20:/0 31% )

12 ;c: n - 20% 17%

Single Family ~ Condominiums PUDs Mobile Homes ALL Units
Residence Type

% of Housing Units

Source: Mono County Assessor Records, Town Community and Economic Development Dept., Consultant
team

Ownership by Home Value

Ownership varies little by value, with the exception of homes valued under $100,000
and homes valued over $700,000.

e Homes under $100,000 comprise a higher percentage of homes owned by
Mammoth Lakes residents rather than out-of-area owners. These are mostly
mobile homes and smaller, older condominiums.

* Homes over $700,000 comprise a higher percentage of homes owned by out-of-
area owners rather than Mammoth Lakes residents. Most Mammoth Lakes
residents cannot afford these properties.

% See Section 4 — Homeownership Market Conditions for more information.
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It is more typical in resort communities to see more division in Mammoth Lakes
values among properties owned by town residents and out-of- residents compete
area owners, with higher priced homes comprising a higher with second-home
percentage of units owned by out-of-area owners. The below owners at ALL price
chart supports what Realtors have noticed: that Mammoth Lakes points.

residents and employees compete with out-of-area buyers at all
price points. This makes the housing market in Mammoth Lakes particularly challenging
for residents.

Ownership by Estimated Home Value: 2017

B Mammoth Lakes owner ™ Qut-of-area owner
22% 22%

15%

10%

% of Households

5%

0%

Estimated Home Value

Source: Grand County Assessor, Consultant team

Deed and Income/Occupancy Restricted Inventory

About 7% of resident households, plus several seasonal employees, reside in one of the
264 deed-restricted and income/occupancy restricted housing units in Mammoth
Lakes.?® More specifically:

e 37 units are deed-restricted for ownership;

% See the 2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment for a detailed description of the ownership
(pp. 79-81) and rental projects (p. 90).
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e 157 are year-round rentals with income restrictions;

e 28 are deed-restricted for either owner- or renter-occupancy; and

e 42 are rentals for seasonal employees providing 140 beds.
Of these, 106 units were provided by developers or Mammoth Mountain Ski Area
(MMSA); 103 units were constructed or rehabilitated by Mammoth Lakes Housing
(MLH), 26 used HOME funds to rehabilitate an old hotel, and 108 units were constructed

as tax credit (LIHTC) projects.

Inventory of Restricted Ownership and Rental Units:
Town of Mammoth Lakes, 2017**

OWNERSHIP Year How Built Units AMI Level
Aspen Village Condos 2009 MLH 8 120%
Chateau De Montagne 2006 Mitigation 1 50%
80%; 100%; 120%;
Meridian Court 2006 MLH 13 200%
Nordica 2007 Mitigation 1 50%
L 80%; 100%; 120%;
San Joaquin Villas 2008 Mitigation 14 150%; 200%
TOTAL - - 37 -
Aspen Village Apts 2007 MLH - LIHTC & Land 48 50%; 60%
Bristlecone 1996 LIHTC 30 50%; 60%
Glass Mountain (rehab) 1999 HOME (IMACA) 26 60%
Kitzbuhel Apts (rehab) 2012 Mitigation 16 100%
Mammoth Apts (Jeffreys ) o MLH - LIHTC 30 50%; 60%
and Manzanita)
Mono Ridge 2006 Mitigation 3 80%; 120%
Star Apartments (rehab) 2012 MLH - CDBG 4 80%
Sherwin Apartments 1998 MMSA 20 Seasonal
The Chutes 2004 MMSA 22 Seasonal
TOTAL - - 199 -

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes; Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.; Property Manager Interviews

?! The characteristics, occupancy, management and operation of these units are discussed in detail in Part
B (1) — Housing Program Accomplishments and Challenges.
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Inventory of Restricted Ownership and Rental Units (Continued)

Ownership or rental Year Built Total Units 3 51% - 81- Over
(variance/mitigation units) 50% 80% 120% 120%
Grayeagle | (ownership) 2005 3 - - - 150%
Grayeagle Il (ownership) 2005 4 - - - 200%
1401 Tavern Rd 2003/2007 2 - - 2 -
100 Sierra Park Rd 2003 4 - - 4 -
19 Center Street 2004/2006 5 - 2 3 -
200 Sierra Park Rd 2003 1 - - 1 -
1903 Sierra Nevada Rd 2003 2 - 1 1 -
436 Old Mammoth Rd 2004 1 - - 1 -
82 and 106 Mountain Blvd 2004 2 - 2 - -
204 Sierra Manor Rd 2004 2 - 2 - -
1787 Old Mammoth Rd 2007 1 - - 1 -
192 Laurel Mountain Rd 2005 1 - 1 - -
TOTAL - 28 0 8 13 7

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes, Community and Economic Development Dept.

Seasonal Worker Housing

Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MMSA) owns and manages 460 beds in 139 units for
seasonal and year-round employees; fewer than in 2011. Since 2011, MMSA did not
renew its lease on 75 beds and sold four condominiums, two to employees.

MMSA'’s current inventory includes:

e 390 beds in 97 units for seasonal employees. This includes units in The Chutes
and Sherwin Apartments, which were built by Intrawest and MMSA, respectively,
as mitigation for other development, among several other units.

e 28 units for year-round employees, called management units, 18 of which allow
pets. Most of these were converted from seasonal to year-round units since
2011. Some units were converted because of their location in residential
neighborhoods that are incompatible with seasonal occupancy; others due to
need from employees.

* Rents are updated each year based on prevailing market prices for unit/room
type and condition.

¢ Only full-time employees of MMSA or Leevy Foods (mountain food services) can
occupy units during the winter. This summer, forest service employees will also
occupy some units and potentially some seasonal Town employees.
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MMSA Housing Inventory: 2017

. Average
Beds Units Monthly Rent
TOTAL 460 125 -
Seasonal 390 97 »420 - 5660
per room
$1,000 (2-b);
M - 7 2
anagement (year-round) 70 8 ¢1,995 (3-b)

Source: MMSA

Employer-Assisted Housing

Because the high cost and limited availability of housing impacts the ability of
employees to hire and retain employees, many employers either own or master lease
units that they then rent or provide to their employees. The benefit of having the
housing outweighs the cost of provision. This includes MMSA (discussed above), the
Town of Mammoth Lakes, Mammoth Hospital, the Water District, Vons, property
management companies, Mammoth Lakes Fire District, and many others.

The below table summarizes the number of units and rents provided by several of the
larger employers.

e Rents are generally below market-rate. The Hospital does not charge rent.

e The Water District allows pets with a $500 deposit; pets are negotiable in town
units.

e All units are occupied by single-person households. A couple of occupants rent
the extra bedroom to another local employee.

Units Provided by Primary Employers: 2017

#
Employer ; Rent Bedrooms Occupants
units
. Shift/transitional employees (Nurses,

H tal 8 N 1,2,3

osprta one EMTs, Med/Surg)

Town 2 $800 2 Manager, Intern

$1,000;

Water District 4 2 Engineer, HR, Accounting (various)

$1,120
TOTAL 14 - - -
Source: 2017 Employer interviews, Consultant team
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Student Housing

The Mammoth Lakes Foundation (MLF) manages 35 furnished units in South Gateway
Apartments to house students for Cerro Coso College in Mammoth Lakes. In 2011, four
units were also occupied by college staff. Units cost $750 for a shared 1-bedroom, $900
for a studio apartment, and $1,000 for a private 1-bedroom.

Units have never been completely full (90% at the maximum). During the drought,
occupancy dropped to 60% - many students could not find nor keep jobs. MLF needs
85% occupancy to have positive cash-flow.

The MLF property is within the (General Plan) Institutional Public land use designation,
which "allows institutional uses such as schools, hospitals, governmental offices and
facilities, museums and related uses.” Residential uses are not permitted, with the
exception of employee and student housing that is accessory to the College. First
priority is for students, then a hierarchy of school related affiliations, providing some
flexibility.

Currently 60% of units are occupied by students and another 30% by seasonal
employees and interns. Since 2011, units have housed a couple of college employees, a
few K-12 teachers; interns and hospital residents. In the summer, when students have
left, they rent to various camps — athletic, film festival, etc.

MLF sees a need for more housing, but not for students. They are in discussions with an
area partner to purchase part of the building for local employees. They have
undeveloped land that could be used for future housing, but will require a General Plan
amendment to allow housing for other purposes.

Planned Development

Housing for Residents

No plans to construct affordable housing units are currently

submitted to the town. Pending community housing Only 13 units are
development under approved master plans is unknown at this pending
time. In 2011, there was potential for over 450 restricted units, development for
185 of which were to be affordable (under 120% AMI). The residents!

recent change in the Town’s development codes from
inclusionary zoning to a fee structure has prompted some renegotiations and may result
in changes to existing master plans:

¢ Shady Rest Master Plan, which specified 172 affordable units not to exceed 120%
AMI, is undergoing negotiations. It is uncertain how many and what type of units
may be constructed, and at which affordability levels.

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC Part A-38



PART A — Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment Update (July 2017)

e Clearwater Specific Plan (32 restricted units) has been renegotiated to pay fees
rather than construct units.

e The Intrawest Development Agreement currently has no movement, but may
negotiate fees in lieu of some of the potential 120 restricted units under that
agreement.

e Sijerra Star 4A entitlement for 24 restricted units has expired.
* Holiday Haus, with the potential for 14 affordable units, expires in 2019.

Plans for redevelopment of Mammoth Mall are pending. The proposal includes 13 rental
units on the upper floor. These will be a mix of studio through 3-bedroom units, starting
at $800 per month for a studio. While the units are not proposed to be deed-restricted
or income-limited, the developer is proposing to offer them at low/below market prices
to help house residents.

Commercial Activity

Commercial development brings new jobs to the area and New commercial
impacts the need for workforce housing. There are several development means
commercial and other projects in discussion. more workers are
needed to fill jobs —
* New performing arts center on the college campus; workers need
housing.

¢ New Town multi-use facility, including an ice rink
and recreation area, located at Mammoth Creek Park West with a
complementary Community Center.

¢ New Town Hall and county facility on property near the courthouse that is
owned by the Town and County, which will become a new civic campus;

e Grocery outlet proposed for a one-acre site on Old Mammoth Road; and

* South Hotel in the Village may want to resubmit building permits for a
proposed 251-unit hotel, 5,300 square foot restaurant and additional
commercial and conference space.

The projects intended to help better serve the community and its residents are
encouraging — e.g. the recreation center, performing arts center and civic center.
Without more housing for residents, however, these improvements will increasingly
serve visitors and second-home owners when they are in town.
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Section 4 — Homeownership Market Conditions

Trends in Home Sales: 2004 — 2016

At the time of the 2011 Needs Assessment, the market was showing signs of recovery,
but instead continued downward when the drought hit. The median sale price of single-
family homes declined 36% from the pre-recession peak to the lowest point in
2011/2012. Condominiums lost 57% of their value.

Both single-family homes and condominiums have increased in price since the bottom
of the recession, but are still well below pre-recession values.

* The median sale price for single-family homes is 23% lower than the peak sale
price in 2006 and 2007. Condominiums are still 46% below the peak.

* Since 2011, the median sale price of single-family homes has increased 19%
(about 4% per year). Condominiums increased 24% (about 5% per year).

* The median single-family sale price rose 16% in 2015 from the prior year. About
30% of sales in this year were newer (built since 2000) and 12% of sales were
priced over $1.5 million, accounting for the significant rise.

¢ Median sale prices for both single-family homes and condominiums have settled
back in 2016, but median sale prices per square foot have remained flat or
increased. Sales volumes also increased. Newer sales and high-priced sales were
slightly lower in 2016.
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Single-Family Home Sale Prices: Mammoth Lakes, 2004 - 2016
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The number of sales declined before prices began to fall in the recession. Both
condominium and single-family home sale volumes fell about 67% from the pre-
recession peak to the bottom in 2007/08.

Sales remain well below pre-recession volumes. Sales of single-family homes have more
than doubled since 2007, but remain 28% lower than the peak. Sales of condominiums
remain about 50% lower than the peak.

Number of Sales: 2004-2016
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Source: MLS, 2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment

Sale of land has been the last segment of the residential market to pick up. Last year,
nine lots sold; up from almost no land sales for several years. Construction costs
continue to be high, construction financing is difficult to obtain and there is a shortage
of skilled labor. Most local contractors are busy repairing damage from the 2016/2017
snow year. Purchasing land and building a home is not perceived by Realtors to be an
option for local buyers.
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Recent Home Sales

Sales in 2016

A higher proportion of homes that sold in 2016 were priced over $400,000 (42%)
compared to sales in 2010 (33%). This is primarily because the number of homes
available for sale at lower price points has declined since 2010. Realtors noted that
demand for homes below $400,000 remains strong among both locals and second-home
owners — supply is the limiting factor.

One exception to this was homes priced over $1 million — a lower proportion sold in
2016 compared to 2010. Realtors noted that the market for these high-end homes has
not returned since the recession, but also that the supply is very low, allowing little
choice for potential buyers.

Percentage of Sales by Price: 2010 and 2016
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Source: MLS, 2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment, Consultant Team
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Deed-Restricted Sales

The market for deed-restricted condominiums has stabilized. Realtors stated that
residents and the workforce have no problem considering deed-restricted units for
purchase.

Turnover has been minimal, meaning availability is very limited. When units have
become available over the past year, multiple buyers have been interested and units are

quickly under contract.

e Since 2011, there have been nine total resales; an average of two resales per
year.

* No resales took place from 2009 through 2012, nor in 2014.
e Activity was highest in 2015, though activity is also high in 2017.

e Sale prices are between 43% and 53% of the !

average market sale price of comparable units. Deed-restricted sale prices

Deed-restricted sale prices have ranged from are 43% to 53% of the
$104,680 to $288,000, depending on the size average market price of
of the unit, capital improvements performed, comparable homes.

and the target income level.

Resales of Deed-Restricted Condominiums

# Bedrooms # of Resales 2013 2015 2016 2017* \

1 Bdrm 2 $105,000 $104,680

2 Bdrm 2 $165,000 $122,000

3 Bdrm 4 $285,000 $302,335**
$288,000
$273,000

4 Bdrm 1 $220,000

Total 9 1 4 1 3

Source: MLH, MLS
*One additional sale was under contract in early May.
**pending sale.

Mixed-Use Deed-Restricted Sales — Lesson Learned

The exception to the strong market for deed-restricted homes is a condominium at 1401
Tavern Road, which provides a valuable lesson on what to avoid when developing
mixed-use properties.
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The $225,000 2-bedroom unit has not sold for four-years. Buyers have been unable to
obtain financing because more than 25% of the building is commercial, meaning
conventional Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac loans are not available.?

A cash investor is now under contract to purchase the unit, then rent it for an affordable
price to a local household pursuant to the deed restriction.

The sellers had twice unsuccessfully requested for the Town to lift the deed restriction.
It is important to note that lifting the deed restriction would not have made it easier to
obtain mortgage financing; it simply would have opened the door to more buyers
encountering the same financing problem.

Current Listings

Compared to listings in 2011, there is a much lower inventory of homes for sale in the
current market and asking prices are higher.

e The number of listings in April 2017 (177) is about one-half the inventory that
was available in July 2011 (324);

* The median price of listings in 2017 ($499,900) is 34% higher than in 2011
(5371,950);

e About 55% of listings in 2011 were priced under $400,000 (178 units) compared
to only 38% in 2016 (67 units).

¢ There are no deed-restricted homes listed for sale.

e The number of homes in foreclosure or bank owned has significantly dropped in
the past 24 months. As of the 2011 Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment,
188 homes were Real Estate Owned (REO) or transferred via short sale or
auction. As of spring 2017, less than 10 homes are in one of these processes.

> See Mortgage Availability — Loans by Product Type in this section (below) for more information.
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Residential For-Sale Listings: July 2011 and April 2017
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Comparing current listings to sales last year shows that thereisa =

significant shortage of homes priced affordable for residents. Homes priced for
Only 38% of homes listed for sale are priced under $400,000, locals are in very
compared to 56% of sales in 2016. This equates to about a 3.6- short supply and
month supply of homes at this price point. Typically, when supply often in poor
drops below six months, the market favors sellers and indicates a condition.

shortage for buyers.

Homes currently listed for sale and priced under $400,000 share many characteristics
with similarly priced units for sale in 2011 — the vast majority are older condos and the
few single-family homes need significant repairs. In 2011, however, there were four
mobile homes listed for sale. There are no mobile homes currently listed for sale.

Of current listings under $400,000:

¢ Oneis asingle-family home. Local Realtors noted that single-family homes priced
under $500,000 are typically in bad shape and often need to be gutted.

e The other 66 homes are condominiums. These units often pose challenges for
locals:

0 About 79% are nearing 30-years old, with a median year built in 1974.
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0 HOA dues are very high, averaging $552 per : A $500 HOA fee is

month for condominiums. Increasing the equivalent to adding
monthly payment by $500 is equivalent to $80,000 to the price of
adding $80,000 to the purchase price of the home.

home.??

0 Special assessments are common on older
properties to repair roofs and other major infrastructure, adding
unpredictable cost for buyers. Most complexes are anticipated to have
special assessments of $2,000 to $5,000 per unit following the high level
of snowfall this past winter.

0 Most older condominiums require a fireplace retrofit at the time of sale,
usually costing at least $2,000.
0 Many condominiums were designed and built for second-home owners,

have expensive amenities with high HOA dues, and may lack features that
are preferred by residents and the workforce, including covered
parking/garages, storage, pet-friendly covenants, and in-unit
washer/dryers.

Residential For-Sale Listings by Type:
Mammoth Lakes, April 2017

Condominiums Single Family TOTAL TOTAL %
<=$199,999 8 0 8 5%
$200,000-5299,999 26 0 26 15%
$300,000-399,999 32 1 33 19%
$400,000-499,999 20 2 22 12%
$500,000-599,999 20 4 24 14%
$600,000-749,999 7 7 14 8%
$750,000-999,999 16 6 22 12%
>$1 million 7 21 28 16%
TOTAL 136 41 177 100%
Median List Price $418,000 $1,074,000 $509,900 -
Average List Price $490,272 $1,307,279 $675,955 -
Average HOA Dues $645 - - -
Source: MLS

23 Assuming 30-year mortgage at 5.0% interest with 5% down and 20% of the payment covering taxes and
insurance, then the average monthly payment on an $80,000 loan would be about $500.
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In 2011, there was a shortage of homes for sale that were priced for households earning
below 80% AMI and low availability up to 120% AMI.

In 2017, there is a shortage of homes for sale that are priced up to 120% AMI ($325,000)
and a tight supply up to 150% AMI (under $400,000).%*

Residential For-Sale Listings by AMI: April 2017

Pur::;?::ce* Condominium :;:ﬁ'ls TOTAL  TOTAL%

<=60% AMI $162,000 0 2 1%
60-80% AMI $213,000 0 7 4%
80-120% AMI $325,000 30 0 30 17%
120-150% AMI $406,000 29 1 30 17%
150-200% AMI $541,000 25 3 28 16%
>200% AMI Over $541,000 43 37 80 45%
TOTAL - 136 41 177 100%
Average HOA dues - $645 - - -

Source: MLS; Consultant team
*Assumes 30-year mortgage at 5.0% interest with 5% down and 20% of the payment covering taxes,
insurance and HOA fees.

Affordability and Suitability for the Community

Even though prices have not returned to previous peak levels, they are still too high for
most resident and workforce households.

* The median income for a 2.5 person household is $69,025.

* Anincome of over $176,500 (or 255% of AMI) is needed to afford the median
priced single-family homes sold in Mammoth Lakes in 2016. Based on the

current median listing price of over $1 million, the income required rises to over
$260,000, or 380% AMI.

* The median priced condominium sold in 2016 requires an income of $76,500 to
afford (110% AMI). This price point could be affordable to local households,
provided suitable product can be found without expensive HOA dues and special
assessments, as noted above. Based on the current median listing price of
$418,000, the income required jumps to over $100,000 (150% AMI).

** See Section 8 — Current and Projected Needs and Gaps (below) for more information.
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Income Needed to Afford Median Home Price: 2016

B Median Sale Price (2016)
¥ Income needed to afford median home
Median household income (2.5 person)

= Average wage (2015)
$700,000 C C $250,000
$692,000
» $600,000 2
2 $200,000 &
& $500,000 =
3 =
2 $400,000 $150,000 ¢
L $300,000 S
[ , E
£ T $100,000 =
= $200,000 2
wn
$50,000 32
$100,000 2
$0 n $0

Single Family Condo

Source: MLS, QCEW, HCD, Consultant team

Homebuyer Profiles and Preferences
Second-Home Buyers

About 80% to 90% of buyers in the current market are second-home owners. While very
few are investment buyers (buyers who purchase for the sole purpose to rent the unit
for profit), second-home buyers commonly purchase with the intent to rent the home

short-term.

Unigue in Mammoth is that very few buyers are purchasing their homes to retire in the
area. Realtors equate this to the amount of snow and preference to live in the desert.
This is contrary to many mountain resort communities, in which retiree-buyers have
been increasing.

On the rise, however, are purchases by young professionals from more expensive city
and beach areas of California that cannot afford to purchase homes in their community
of residence. They invest in homes in Mammoth Lakes as a second home while still
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renting their primary home. This trend is often supported by short-term rental income
from the second home.

Many second-home buyers pay cash. For those not paying cash, loans are available at
the same interest rate as owner-occupied loans. These factors make it harder for town
residents and employees to compete for the same housing product.

R di f dunitt :
egarding preterred unit types Locals are competing with

* Second-home owners demand a wide range of second-home buyers for

housing types, from studio condos to large single- homes at all price points.
family homes; however single-family homes Local Realtor

priced from $500,000 to $800,000 and

condominiums priced between $300,000 to $400,000 are most desired.

¢ The market for large very expensive homes has not returned following the
recession — homes priced over S1M tend to sit on the market.

e Second-home buyers will pay a premium for homes in zones where short-term
rentals are allowed.

Local Resident Buyers
Local residents comprise about 10% to 20% of buyers.

e About one-third are new to the area and are either relocating for work or
seeking to telecommute from Mammoth Lakes (a growing trend).

* The remaining two-thirds are current residents, most of which are first-time
homebuyers.

* Afew buyers are searching to move-up into a larger home to meet family needs.
Often move-up buyers start searching in Mammoth Lakes, but then move
outside the town when they compare available product and price.
Unincorporated Mono County, Crowley Lake, and Bishop are common options,
although these areas are also rising in price and homes are becoming scarcer.

¢ Almost no local buyers are retirees looking to downsize. Retirees downsizing
typically move out of the area to be nearer family or leave the snow.
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¢ Residents and employees wanting to buy are typically couples, young families,
and occasionally individuals. Many buyers are employed at multiple jobs and
may hold both winter and summer seasonal work.

With the current lack of inventory, and therefore lack of choice in housing, local buyers
are willing to purchase whatever they can afford. Given a choice in housing, however,
residents and employees in town have the following preferences:

e Single buyers most prefer townhomes with a bedroom and/or loft, in-unit

washer/dryer, and covered parking for one o

car, priced below $200,000. “With the current lack of
inventory, and therefore lack of

choice in housing, local buyers
are basically willing to purchase

whatever they can afford.”
Local Realtor

* Local families prefer 3 bedrooms, 2 baths, in-
unit washer/dryer, with covered parking for
two cars, priced below $400,000. Single-
family homes are preferred, but townhomes
are acceptable.

¢ In-town is the preferred location for local buyers, although many will consider
Crowley Lake, Bishop or rural areas. Within town, Old Mammoth, The Knolls and
The Trails are most preferred by locals, while second-home owners prefer The
Slopes and areas around the ski base. This is consistent with preferences in 2011.

e Locals are very open to purchasing homes with deed restrictions, more so than in
2011 when deed-restricted homes and market priced condos were more
comparable in price. Realtors report that the tipping point at which a deed
restriction becomes attractive is about $340,000 for a 3-bedroom home with
covered parking. Deed-restricted homes with 2-bedrooms, 2-baths and covered
parking priced under $250,000 would have very strong demand.

e Realtors report more 2-bedroom/1-bath condominiums like Aspen Village are in
demand. These are units that are designed and priced for local buyers and have
covered parking.

Mortgage Availability

Lenders report that there are several mortgage products, both conventional and
government-backed, that are being used by local buyers. Some of the more popular
include Wells Fargo First Time Homebuyer, the Home Ready Program, and FHA. Loans
are also available through USDA, but have yet to be used in town.
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Loan Rates

* Current interest rates are just under 4.5%. Lenders are optimistic that rates are
not going to increase significantly in the near future. Every 1% increase in the
interest rate decreases the purchasing power of the borrower by about 10%.

* Loans that require down payments of 3% to 5% are fairly accessible to buyers
with good credit scores.

Lending Requirements

Lending requirements are stricter than pre-recession, *
but have eased since 2011. Results have both positive

and challenging elements for local buyers:

“The biggest challenge [for
locals] is finding something
to buy. If they get under
contract, we can usually

make the loan work.”
Local lender

* Buyers can only access loans they can afford,
avoiding the previous foreclosure problems;

* Fewer speculative loans are being made. This has helped keep housing prices
more stable then pre-recession lending practices;

e Buyers with multiple jobs, seasonality to their work, and/or previously
unreported income need to be diligent in documenting their income; and

e Residents and employees in town who can document consistent income for two
years or more, regardless of any seasonality of work, are in the strongest
position to qualify.

The primary challenges for local buyers in the mortgage process are:

¢ Finding a home they can afford;

¢ Demonstrating sufficient down payment;

e Refraining from making big purchases during qualification (e.g., a new car); and
* Planning ahead and documenting and reporting all household income.

High HOA dues also decrease the buying power of residents and employees in town,
decreasing their ability to qualify for the needed loan.
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Loans by Product Type

Condominium Lending. Buyers purchasing condominiums have more limited loan
options than for single-family homes or townhome-style PUD units:

¢ No condominium projects in Mammoth Lakes have FHA approval. FHA no longer
offers spot loans on non-FHA approved properties.

¢ Condominium review is required for buyers using conventional Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac financing on non-FHA approved condominiums. Several criteria
must be met to obtain a mortgage and include in part that no single investor can
own more than 10% of the units and 51% of the units in the project must be
owner-occupied. The 51% occupancy requirement is the largest barrier in
Mammoth Lakes.

¢ Condominiums are not eligible for conventional Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac
loan programs if more than 25% of the building is commercial. Portfolio lenders®
in comparable mountain resorts have been willing to lend on mixed-use
developments. Portfolio lenders are only interested in loans of $400,000 or more
in Mammoth Lakes.

e More financing options are available for townhome-style PUD projects such as
Tyrolian Village, Timberline, Sierra Park and Tamarack because they do not
require FHA approval. PUD projects are treated like attached single-family
homes for lending purposes. Conventional loans will lend on this product and 3%
down payment options are available.

e For condominiums not approved for FHA or Fannie Mae financing (called non-
warrantable condominiums), it is necessary to pay cash or find a portfolio lender.
Portfolio loans typically carry higher interest rates and have high down payment
requirements.

* Preemptive measures to open up lending options on attached product include
developing properties as townhome-style PUD units (single family attached
homes) or ensuring developed condominiums are FHA approved.

HOA Dues. High HOA dues also reduce the buying power of residents and the workforce,
decreasing their ability to qualify for the needed loan. This affects condominium and
PUD purchases alike.

% portfolio lenders are banks that use their own underwriting criteria for variable rate loans, which they
hold rather than sell on the secondary mortgage market.
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Deed-Restricted Product. Lending practices for deed-restricted units are very similar to
market rate homes. Buyers are typically using the same first-time homebuyer loan
products, and facing the same mortgage underwriting process. Lenders are generally
comfortable lending on properties with deed restrictions, as long as the restriction does
not survive foreclosure.

Down payment Assistance

The down payment assistance offered through Mammoth Lakes Housing is popular with
residents, the workforce, lenders and Realtors. They all want more. Recommendations
for growth of the program include increasing the amount of assistance offered per
household (up to $200,000) and allowing households with higher incomes to qualify for
the program.
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Section 5 — Rental Market Conditions

Rental Inventory The Town added 480 jobs

since 2011 and only 22
Since the 2011 study, the Town of Mammoth Lakes rentals — far below needs.

has added about 480 jobs, but only 22 new rental

units. In a community in which 54% of households rent their homes, 22 new rental units
falls very short of the demand created by 480 jobs. The impact of this imbalance is
reflected in decreased vacancy rates, rising rents and increased in-commuting.?

Renter-Occupied Households: Mammoth Lakes

Total Households 3,252
Renter-occupied 1,740

Source: ACS, DOF, Consultant team

The mix of units occupied by renters is reported to be about the same as in 2011, with
over 50% in apartments or other multi-family complexes, about 26% in single-family
homes, and 5% in mobile homes. A total of 157 income-restricted rentals are in town,
accounting for about 9% of rental units.

Type of Unit Occupied by Renters:
Mammoth Lakes 2017

ACCESSOY y1o1jle home
dwelling unit 0 Single family
5%
% home
26%

\ g Townhome,
. duplex
Condominium 13%
or apartment
51%

Source: 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work survey

?® See Section 2 — Jobs, Seasonality and Commuting.
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Rents

Market Rate Rentals

After rents fell 20% to 25% after the recession, property managers were optimistic they
could again start raising rents in 2011. Since the 2011 study:

e Rents have increased an average of 2% to 3% per year, with much of this rise
occurring over the past couple of years. Rents are now at or near where they
were prior to the recession.

e The average rent is about $1,400 per month. On average, roommates expect to
pay about $600 to $800 per bedroom.

¢ Rents have become less affordable for residents and employees in town. In 2011,
a household earning 70% AMI could afford the average rent. Currently,
households must earn about 85% AMI ($56,000 per year; $27/hour) to afford the
average rent.

* Rents vary significantly within each bedroom size. For example, rents for
studio/1-bedroom units range from about $700 to $1,200. Rent differences
depend primarily upon unit condition and secondarily on location. The rental
inventory is old — updated units can command higher rents.

Average Rents by Unit Type: Mammoth Lakes

2011 2017 % change
Single-family house $1,514 $1,730 14%
Condo / Apt $1,077 $1,250 16%
Mobile home $1,052 $1,260 20%
TOTAL $1,159 $1,400 21%

Source: 2011 Household Survey; 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes survey, Interviews

Average Rents by Bedroom Size: Mammoth Lakes
2017 AMI

2011 2017

Affordability
Studio/1 BR $850 $980 60%
2BR $1,085 $1,300 80%
3+ BR $1,580 $1,840 110%
TOTAL $1,159 $1,400 85%

Source: 2011 Household Survey; 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes survey, Interviews
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Deed-Restricted Rentals

There are 157 deed-restricted rental units in Mammoth Lakes.*’

*  Only rents for 1-bedroom units in Kitzbuhel are near Deed-restricted rents
average market rents. All other units rent for are between 55% to
between 55% to 76% of the market rent for a 76% of market rents.
comparable sized rental.

¢ Maximum allowed rents are charged at the LIHTC projects — Aspen Village,
Bristlecone, Jeffreys and Manzanita. The only difference in rents among these
projects is due to variation in utility allowances for electric versus propane heat.

e Glass Mountain’s rates are based on extremely- and very low-incomes and are
$590 for studios and $640 for the one 1-bedroom unit.

* MLH charges less than the maximum allowed at Star Apartments for units
targeting 80% AMI. One-bedroom apartments rent for $800 to $900 per month
(including snow removal, trash, and recycling), whereas $1,100 could be
charged. For the 3-bedroom unit, $1,400 is charged instead of the over $1,500
allowed.

* Rents at Kitzbuhel range from $700 to $1,135 per month with 100% AMI
restrictions. These rents are lower than the maximums allowed for all types of
units.

%7 See Part A, Section 3 — Housing Inventory and Pending Development and Part B (1) for more detail on
these properties.
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Deed-Restricted Rents by Project and Unit Type®
Aspen Bristlecone Glass Mtn Kitzbuhel Jeffreys Star Apts
Village and

Manzanita

Studio
50% - - $590 - - -
60% - - - - - -
100% - - - $700 - -
1BR
50% - - $640 - - -
60% - - - - - -
100% - - - $950- - -

2 BR/1
BA
50% $806 $790 - - $790 -
60% $992 $973 - - $973 -
80% AMI - - - - - $800, $850,
$900
100% - - - $1,135 - -
3 BR/2
BA
50% $932 $907 - - $907 -
60% $1,143 $1,118 - - $1,118 -
80% - - - - - $1,400
4 BR
60% - $1,237 - - - -
Source: Property manager interviews, MLH, consultant team

Utilities

Rents in Mammoth Lakes do not typically include utilities. Utilities have increased by
S50 per month since 2011 and remain an expensive problem. Utilities now average
about $320 per month, adding about 23% to monthly rent payments.

Utilities are very high compared to many other mountain resort areas. Electric and
propane heat dominates in Mammoth Lakes and is expensive. Gas is much less
expensive.

The advanced age of rentals also contributes to the high energy and heating costs.
Renovation and rehabilitation of existing units can help.

28 This section excludes Mono Ridge rentals (3 units) — information on rents was not available.
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Average Utilities: Mammoth Lakes

Single Mobile
Condo/Apt home

TOTAL

family
$320 $430 $270 $320

Source: 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work survey

Vacancy Rates and Turnover

Winter/Spring

Vacancy rates show little change in the winter/early spring between 2011 and 2017 —
vacancies have been consistently below 2% (and near 0% in January of this year). When
vacancy rates are this low, there is little to no ability for the rental market to absorb new
workers filling new jobs. The rental market is near capacity. If units do not become
available, then workers must seek housing in other areas (i.e., in-commute).

Vacancy Rates: Mammoth Lakes, April/May 2017

Income-restricted rentals 1.3% (2 units)
Market-rate rentals (interviews) 0.3% (6 units)
Market-rate rentals (advertised) 1.6% (28 units)

Source: Facebook/local listings; Town of Mammoth Lakes vacancy survey;
Property Managers; consultant team

Units that do become available also need to be affordable for the workforce. Very few
units were advertised for rent in April and May 2017. Advertised rents average about
20% more than occupied rentals. Only 3 units would be affordable for workers earning
$16 an hour or less (50% AMI).

Market Rents of Vacant Units by Bedroom Size:
Mammoth Lakes, Apr/May 2017

Units Average Rent AMI Affordability

Studio/1 BR 10 $1,110 65%
2BR 9 $1,905 110%
3+ BR 9 $2,425 140%

TOTAL 28 $1,700 100%

Sources: Mammoth Times, Internet search (Facebook, Craigslist, Zillow),
local Realtors/Property managers, Consultant team
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MMSA-managed units were able to absorb some new workers between 2011 and 2017.

* Seasonal employee units were only 80% occupied at their peak in 2011. In the
2015/16 winter season, units filled up before the season started. This past
season, units were leased up by October 2016 and they did not begin turning
over until March.

¢ MMSA also manages about 28 units as management housing for year-round
employees, rented at prevailing market rates. Some were converted from
seasonal units in 2011 when seasonal units were under-occupied. Management
units have remained full since conversion and carry an informal waitlist. These
have helped several year-round employees stay in town.

Summer

As with many predominate winter-employment communities, vacancy rates increase in
the summer. Vacancies rates are lower now than they were in 2011.

* A manager of market-rate apartments and condominium rentals reported
vacancy rates as high as 30% in the summer of 2011. In the past couple of years
this has dropped to 15%. Summer vacancies are mostly furnished homes that are
occupied by seasonal employees — year-round residents have their own
furniture. Employers like the school district, which hire most of their new
employees in the summer, benefit from the housing available during this period.

e Affordable/income-restricted rentals, on the other hand, remain mostly full
throughout the year and were similarly full in 2011. All units carry waitlists,
indicative of the high demand for these units.”

e Even MMSA seasonal units have seen a shift. Last summer, only about 1/3 of
seasonal bedrooms were full (about 100 employees). As of April 2017, the
mountain still had 300 bedrooms leased, a product of the extended 2016/2017
ski season. Forest service employees are scheduled to lease additional units this
summer.

Unit Turnover

Consistent with 2011 is that turnover of rentals still primarily occurs in April through
June, coinciding with the turnover in winter employment.

» See Part B (1) — Housing Program Accomplishments and Challenges section for more information on
rental waitlists.
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e Market rate managers reported up to 30% of inventory may turnover at this
time. Units that allow pets are an exception — managers note that these rarely
turnover.

e Turnover is also rare at most income-restricted properties. At Bristlecone, no
units have turned for over one year. At some properties (Mammoth Il and
Kitzbuhel) turnover has been close to 50%.

Condition of Rental Units

As noted in the 2011 study, rental units are often not in good condition, particularly
with the aging rental stock. Around the recession, owners had difficulty keeping up with
and affording maintenance problems. Now that the housing market has picked up and
older, poor quality units can demand high rents, many owners lack incentive to catch up
with repairs. A high percentage of the owner base lives outside of the area, lending to
the inconsistency in maintenance. Even property managers find it difficult to get owners
to respond when repairs need to be made.

The record snowfall this past year added challenges. This both set landlords back with
high snow removal bills and caused additional and sometimes significant maintenance
issues. A couple of rental buildings had roof failures, displacing about 20 households.
Property managers indicate that the lack of quality updated product helps feed this

cycle. The inventory is old and much is in poor condition, lacking competition from
newer, updated product.

Renter Preferences and Challenges

Preferences

Renter preferences are unchanged since 2011. Very
little new product has been added:

“It is a landlord’s market; low
quality units command

substantial rent.”
e Studios and 1-bedroom units are lacking in Local property manager

supply and are very popular. Studios under
$800 and 1-bedrooms under $900 are leased immediately.

¢ Two- and 3-bedroom market rate units are harder to rent — it is necessary to find
the right family or roommates.

e Renters prefer to be in Old Mammoth, Sierra Valley and other neighborhoods
not at the mountain.
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e C(Clean, updated product is in demand. Condition is the biggest influence on rent.
Residents will pay up to $200 more per month for newer, good quality product,
mainly because it is so hard to find.

* Renters desire garages. In-unit or on-site laundry, extra storage and energy
efficiency all top the list of desired amenities.

e Pet-friendly units are wanted.

Managed Inventory

Property managers have seen a rise in business since 2011 — more owners are seeking
management. Most new clients are owners that have been self-managing units. A few
new buyers are choosing to rent units long-term, but the majority of new buyers opt for
short-term.

Loss of or conversion of year-round leases to shorter term rentals among managed units
has not been common.

e Of over 200 long-term condominiums, apartments and single-family rentals
managed by one manager, none had been lost to owners converting to short-
term rentals since 2011. More common is owners selling their homes, then new
owners choosing to rent short-term or occupy the home as a second home (see
Section 7 — Short Term Rental Impacts on Community Housing).

¢ A handful of leases have changed from year-round to six- or nine-month leases
to allow the owner to use the unit.

Challenges

Aside from rapidly rising rents, 0% vacancy in the winter, and high utility costs, renters
face the following difficulties:

e Problems affording deposits is common. Some landlords will allow 2- and 3-
month installment payments.

e Extreme pet charges or deposits. One renter paid the regular deposit, plus an
extra $2,000 deposit per pet to lease a unit.

e Competition with out-of-area renters. One property manager estimated that
between 5% to 10% of his units were leased by out-of-area, primarily southern
California, tenants.
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e Owners not conducting repairs, as noted earlier in this section (see “Condition of
Units,” above).

¢ Finding rentals. When the rental market is this tight, many properties are not
widely advertised, but filled through word of mouth, phone numbers posted in
windows (street advertising), or landlords calling employers directly seeking
good tenants (such as the school district and MMSA). On the tenant side, some
local newspapers have received calls from prospective tenants seeking to learn
of upcoming units before for-rent ads are printed.

* Being forced to move. Based on responses to 2017 Mono County/Mammoth
Lakes Live and Work survey, about 28% of renters were forced to move out of
their rental at least once in the past three years.

About 8% had to move due to affordability problems. Rent increased too much
or utility payments could no longer be met.

Other displacement is related to the high percentage of owner-managed rental
stock in town — this is a more unstable source of rental housing than apartments.
Owners selling the unit affected the highest percentage of renters (7%). This is
followed by owners not committing to a long enough lease (4%), the unit being
converted to a short-term rental (3%), and owners moving in (2%).>°

Why Were You Forced to Move? % of renters

Owner sold my rental 7%
Rent increased; could no longer afford 6%
Owner wouldn't commit to a 6-month or greater lease 4%
Owner changed unit to a short-term rental 3%
Owner moved in 2%
Couldn’t afford utilities 2%
Other 8%

TOTAL forced to move 28%

Source: 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work survey
*Sum of percentages exceed 28% because some renters were forced to move more than once.

%% See Section 7 — Short-Term Rental Impacts on Community Housing for more detail.

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC Part A-63



PART A — Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment Update (July 2017)

Section 6 — Housing Problems

This section provides an overview of multiple indicators of housing problems, including
households that are cost-burdened by unaffordable housing payments, overcrowded or
forced to commute.*

Cost-Burdened

Households are considered to be cost burdened if their housing payment*” exceeds 30%
of their gross income, and extremely cost burdened if it exceeds 50%. Cost burdened
households often have insufficient income left over for other life necessities including
food, clothing, transportation and health care.

In 2011, about 19% of owners and 31% of renters in town were cost-burdened. ACS
2011-2015 indicates a potential decrease in renter cost-burden, though this change is
within the 11% margin of error. This data includes the early drought years, before rents
starting rising significantly. With rents now up 21% and incomes only up 11% since 2011,
it is likely any decline in cost-burdened, if it occurred, has been erased.

The data also shows that cost-burden among owners has increased, ranging from 23%
to 57%. It is difficult to quantify the magnitude of this change; however, with home
prices increasing faster than incomes, affordability of homes for locals has declined.

Cost Burdened Households:
Mammoth Lakes: 2011 to 2011-2015 (ACS)

2011 2011-2015

Owners 19% 23%-57%
Renters 31% 13% - 35%
TOTAL 25% 30% - 50%

Source: 2000 Census, 2011-2015 ACS estimate

*! This section uses local information and secondary data from the 2010-2014 ACS because 2010 Census
data is not available for these topics. Because the ACS is based on monthly samples of residences, rather
than a point-in-time 100% census count like the 2000 or 2010 Census, the ACS is useful for tracking trends
over time rather than showing precise changes. This is particularly true in areas with populations under
20,000 (such as Mammoth Lakes), where margins of error can be high. The ACS margins of error have
been provided to illustrate its level of reliability for certain housing problems.

3 The US Census defines “housing payment” to include rent and mortgage plus utilities.
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Overcrowding

Overcrowding does not have a strict definition. Property managers typically allow no
more than two persons per bedroom in their units. The Census Bureau defines
overcrowded housing units as those with more than one person per room.

In 2011, 5% of households were over-crowded, including 6% of owner households and
28% of renter households. The ACS 2011-2015 reports that about 4% of households are
overcrowded. Insufficient sample was available to break this down by owners and
renters.

Among renters, overcrowding problems change with peak employment periods.
Property managers noted that overcrowding in their rentals has not been a problem,
but they allow no more than two persons per bedroom upon lease-up and monitor this
requirement.

Overcrowded Households:
Mammoth Lakes, 2011 — 2011-2015 (ACS)

2011 2011-2015

Owners 6% -
Renters 28% -
TOTAL 5% 4% (+/-3.5%)

Source: 2000 Census, 2011-2015 ACS estimate

Forced to Commute

Based on the 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work survey, about 19% of
in-commuting workers (400 total) would prefer to live in Mammoth Lakes if they could
find housing that they could afford. In 2011, a similar 14% of in-commuters wanted to
move.

These workers are forced to commute due to the lack of suitable and affordable housing
in town. Most respondents indicate that deed-restricted ownership housing in town is
an acceptable option.

Providing a range of housing options — both rental and ownership — at various price
points would provide in-commuting workers with more local housing options. This
would also help house new workers nearer their jobs and help mitigate in-commuting in
the future.
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Section 7 — Short-Term Rental Impacts on Community Housing

The short-term rental market affects the demand for community housing both from the
supply side, by removing long-term rentals and homes previously owned by local
residents from the market, and the demand side, through increased job growth to
provide services to the short-term visitors and the rental properties. With the explosive
growth in short-term vacation home rentals available through websites such as VRBO,
Airbnb and other online hosting sites, these concerns have come to the forefront, not
only in the Town of Mammoth Lakes, but also among most every high-cost resort
community throughout the mountain west.

VRBO and Airbnb

In June of this year, there were 1,786 short-term rentals
advertised on VRBO in Mammoth Lakes, constituting no more
than 18% of housing units in the Town.*

VRBO listings in
June totaled 1,786
units in Town.

Short-term rental advertisements on Airbnb have increased
significantly over the past few years. In 2017:

¢ There were 1,107 active rentals listed with 336 active hosts, 49 of which have
multiple listings.

* Average nightly rents received for Airbnb-listed units ranged from about $170
for a studio/1-bedroom to over $450 for a 4-bedroom home.

e About 98% of listings leased the entire home; very few offer a private or shared
room (2%).

e Only 17% of advertised units can be rented during most of the year (10 to 12
months). The largest percentage of units (43%) is available for three-months or
less per year.

Summit County, Colorado, has a new program in place to incentivize some
owners to change from short-term renting to housing locals year-round, basically
offering owners property management services and tenant location in exchange
for owners renting homes year-round to local employees.>* The units in

** Some listings are hotel and other commercial rentals that are not included in residential unit counts.
3 Through collaboration between The Summit Foundation, the Family & Intercultural Resource Center
(FIRC) and the Summit Combined Housing Authority, this pilot program will work to provide 45 new
housing options for working families in Summit County, Colorado. See
http://www.summitfirc.org/assistance/housing-works-initiative/ for more information.
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Mammoth Lakes that are advertised to rent during most of the year (10 to 12
months) would be the most likely to be attracted by programs incentivizing such
conversion.

Growth in Airbnb Listings: 2012 to 2016

Year of listing: 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
# of listings: 12 66 138 458 1,100

Source: Airdna.co

Units are scattered throughout town. Airbnb maps do not show exact unit locations;
however, most properties appear to be clustered within zones that allow short-term
rental uses, with a few outliers.> The Town has stiff penalties for illegally renting units,
which they have been more active in enforcing since 2011.

Location of Airbnb Listings: June 5, 2017
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Source: AirDNA.co
*Red dots denote that the entire unit can be rented; blue dots are renting a room.

** Short-term rentals are permitted in five zones in town: Residential Multi-Family 2 (RMF-2), Commercial
Lodging (CL), Commercial General (CG), Resort (R) (including master plan areas), and Specific Plan (SP)
(including North Village and Clearwater specific plan areas).
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Town Certificate Data

The Town has 827 unit managers and owners of condominium, multi-family and single-
family homes that have signed up for short-term rental Business Tax Certificates (BTC).
Over 35% have signed up since the Town increased its regulation of units in 2011.

Each owner or manager of short-term rental units must also sign up for a Transient
Occupancy Tax (TOT) Certificate for each unit that is rented. There may be multiple TOT
Certificates associated with each BTC. The Town has parcel records for 1,998 units
associated with the 827 BTC.*®

As shown below:

*  About 95% of units with TOT certificates fall within permitted zones, including
RMF-2, R and NVSP. Units in other zones were grandfathered in at the time the
zoning ordinance went into effect.

e Only 3% of short-term rentals with TOT Certificates are owned by residents with
a Mammoth Lakes address. This varies by zone, with 17% of units in the Old
Mammoth Road (OMR) zone owned by Mammoth Lakes residents.

¢ Almost all units are condominiums or PUDs, which is largely a function of the
zones in which units are permitted. Only four units are single-family homes and
two are apartment buildings consisting of 14 units in total.

Town TOT Certificate Records:
Units by Zone, Type and Ownership

UNIT TYPE
Condominium, Single Apartment % local
PUD Family Complex ownership

D 0 0 1 0%
MLR 56 0 0 5%
NVSP 267 0 0 3%
OMR 30 0 0 17%
R 454 1 0 2%
RMEF-1 13 0 1 0%
RMEF-2 1163 3 0 3%
TOTAL 1983 4 2 3%

Source: Town/County Assessor records, Town finance dept., consultant team

*® The Town underwent a system software change recently and does not have access to all parcel records
with TOT Certificates.
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The Town is dependent on tourism generated tax dollars for providing revenue to its
general fund (the primary operating fund of the Town). TOT collections have accounted
for over 60% of general fund revenues since 2013.

TOT % Contribution to General Fund
2013 2014 2015 2016
% Contribution to General Fund 66% 63% 64% 67%
Total TOT Collections (millions) $11.7 $10.4 S$11.3 $15.7

Of TOT revenues, almost 69% come from condominium, apartment and single-family
rentals through sites like VRBO and Airbnb. Any program to address the impact of these
units on the availability of housing for residents and employees in town needs to be
balanced with the reality of this revenue source to the Town.

% TOT collected by source 2016/17

% TOT Collections

Hotels / Motels / Etc. 30.6%
RV Parks and Campgrounds 0.5%
Condo and Apt Rentals 68.9%

TOTAL $16,489,707

Source: Town Finance Dept.

Effect on Housing Availability

Complete data on the change in use of units over time is not available. Without a full
census of use of units —including units that are owner-occupied, short-term rented,
long-term rented, seasonally used, etc. — and the ability to track changes over time, the
precise impact cannot be known.*’

Several observations from the Town, Realtors, property managers, and input from
renters (based on the 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work survey),
however, provide some insight into the effect short-term rentals have on home
availability for residents.

¢ The Town receives several calls per day from prospective buyers of homes
regarding BTC/TOT regulations. The vast majority (over 95%) that sign up for
Certificates are new out-of-area purchasers of homes. Additional interest has
been expressed since the Aspen/KSL purchase of the mountain.

¢ Realtors have observed that:

37 Of the comparative communities identified in Part B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain
Resort Communities, only Crested Butte has completed such a census.
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0 When current owners of long-term rental units sell their homes, out-of-
area buyers are most likely to purchase them and either short-term rent
the homes or otherwise take them off of the long-term rental market.

0 There are very few investment buyers seeking to only short-term rent the
homes; most buyers want to use the homes themselves part of the time.

0 Areas zoned for short-term rentals can demand higher prices.

0 Realtors find that units are being short-term rented regardless of
whether they are permitted by the zoning or not.

O Calls from sellers and buyers have increased since the Aspen/KSL
purchase announcement, asking about opportunities.

¢ A manager of over 200 rental units in town has had a handful of leases reduced
to six- or nine-month leases over the past few years; no units, however, were
converted to short-term rentals. A handful of units were lost when owners sold
their homes and new buyers chose not to long-term rent.

e Employers knowledgeable of employees that have been displaced from rentals in
recent years noted both short-term rental conversion and buyers selling homes
as the main reasons, with the latter being more common.

o

Almost 200 renter
households lost their
homes due to owners

selling homes or
converting them to
short-term rentals.

e Input from 225 renters in town on the 2017 Mono
County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work survey show
that about 28% (63 total) were forced to move out of
their rental at least once in the past three years. This
includes:

7% because the home was sold by the owner;

4% because the owner would not commit to a long enough lease;
3% because the unit was converted to a short-term rental; and
2% because the owner moved in.

O O 0O O

If responses are extracted to the 1,740 renter households in town, this would
mean that about 124 renters had to move because their unit was sold over the
past three years; 58 because the unit was converted to a short-term rental.

Of homes sold by the owner, most are purchased by second-home owners, who
then typically short-term rent or otherwise take them off the rental market. The
resulting impact is the same — loss of units for residents to rent long-term.

Although the effect of new owners renting short-term or current owners selling
homes may be the same, the source of the problem is important to understand.
Existing owners converting to short-term rentals may respond to certain
measures differently than new owners renting units short-term from the date of
purchase.
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Section 8 — Current and Projected Needs and Gaps

This section updates the current and future community housing needs in Mammoth
Lakes through 2022. This section:

e Updates the current shortfall in housing affordable for residents and the
workforce in 2017 based on changes in unfilled jobs, over-crowded conditions
and in-commuting since 2011;

e Projects how many units will be needed to keep up with job growth and retiring
employees; and

e Estimates needs for both ownership and rental housing and by AMI level.

As in the 2011 study, housing needs are based on average annual employment and do
not represent peak season needs for seasonal workers residing in the area for only a few
months during the year.

Catch-Up Needs (2017)

Catch up in 2017 refers to the number of units needed to catch up to meet the current
shortfall in housing available for residents and the workforce.

An estimated 330 units are needed to house residents and employees to help fill unfilled
jobs, provide homes for in-commuters that prefer to live in Mammoth Lakes, and reduce
over-crowding among residents. This is about twice the number of units needed in 2011
(170 units), primarily because:

e More jobs are vacant (120 in 2017 versus 40 in 2011);

* Ahigher percentage of workers commute into Mammoth Lakes for work (42% in
2017 versus 37% in 2011); and

e A higher percentage of in-commuters desire to move to Mammoth Lakes if they
can find housing they can afford (19% in 2017 versus 14% in 2011).

Overcrowded Units

As local workers become intolerant of living in overcrowded conditions, they are likely
to leave their jobs and the area, causing problems for employers in retaining qualified
employees and filling jobs.

Overcrowding can only be addressed by building additional units. As reported in Section
6 — Housing Problems of this report, 170 households (about 5%) are overcrowded in
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Mammoth Lakes. An increase in the supply of community housing equal to about one-
third of the number of overcrowded units will help address overcrowding and provide
some options for and more movement among these households. Therefore, about 55
units are needed to help address overcrowding within the town; about the same as in
2011.

Units Needed to Address Overcrowding

Overcrowded households (5%) 170

Additional Units Needed (1/3) 55

Unfilled jobs

With very low and falling unemployment, recruiting workers from outside of the area
will be necessary — new employees need housing to be able to move to the area.

About 55 housing units are required to house employees needed to fill the 120 jobs that
employers reported to be vacant — or about 4% of jobs provided by primary employers
in the area. This is up from only 1% of jobs that were reported to be unfilled in 2011.

Units Needed to Help Fill Vacant Jobs

# unfilled jobs 120
Jobs per worker 1.2
Employees per household 1.8
Housing units needed 55

In-commuters

Providing stable housing options for in-commuters that would prefer to live near their
jobs has many benefits to both employers and the community, including helping to
decrease employee turnover, improving customer service, and increasing community
vibrancy and year-round occupancy.

About 220 units are needed in Mammoth Lakes to meet the needs of in-commuters who
would prefer to live nearer their jobs. About 19% of in-commuters reported in the 2017
Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work survey that they would prefer to live in
Mammoth Lakes if they could find housing they can afford — very similar to the 14%
reported in 2011.
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Units Needed to House In-Commuters

Total in-commuters

2,095
(42% of employees) ’
% prefer to live in Mammoth Lakes 19%
# that prefer to move 400
Workers per household 1.8
New housing needed 220

Keep Up Needs (2017 to 2022)

Retiring employees

Employers will need to fill the jobs vacated by retirees in addition to any newly created
jobs. Some retirees will leave the area upon retirement; however, when they sell their
homes, many will be purchased by second-home owners rather than local employees.

Primary employers interviewed report that about 7% of their year-round average
employees (100 total) will be retiring over the next five years. About 45 housing units
will be needed to house the employees filling jobs vacated by retirees.

Retiring employees

% to retire by 2022 7%
# to retire 100
Jobs per worker 1.2
Employees per household 1.8
Housing units 45

These estimates are conservative because they reflect pending retirees reported by the
primary employers interviewed. Other businesses in town will have retiring employees
whose positions will need to be filled by new workers.

Job Growth

To keep up with estimated job growth over the next five years (610 new jobs),
approximately 220 additional units will be needed by 2022 to house 77% of local
employees in Mammoth Lakes. The 77% target is based on current patterns — 58% of
the current workforce lives in Mammoth Lakes and 19% commute in but prefer to
move. Job growth and commuting estimates are presented in more detail in Section 2 —
Jobs, Seasonality and Commuting.
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Estimated Housing Needed by the Workforce
Filling New Jobs, 2017 — 2022

Increase in Jobs from 2017 to 2022 610
Jobs per Employee 1.2
New Employees Needed 510
% to live in Mammoth Lakes* 77%
# to live in Mammoth Lakes 395
Employees per Housing Unit 1.8
New housing needed 220

*Includes 58% of the workforce that lives in Town plus in-commuters who prefer to move
to Mammoth Lakes.

Summary of Catch-Up and Keep-Up Needs

Based on estimated catch-up and keep-up needs, approximately 595 community
housing units are needed by 2022, or an average of about 120 units per year. This
includes housing in-commuters that want to move to Mammoth Lakes, workers needed
for unfilled jobs, housing units needed to address overcrowding and workers filling new
jobs created through 2022.

The extent to which some of these needs may be addressed by the market will be
influenced by changes in housing prices over time, the availability of land, developers’
construction of community housing, and the presence or absence of regulatory
measures. In addition, the extent to which any or all of these elements of need are
addressed by community housing programs will be an extension of housing policy,
resources and desired direction with respect to community housing. Setting this policy
direction will be a goal of Phase 2, the Community Housing Action Plan.

Summary of Housing Needs

Catch-Up 330
Overcrowded Households 55

In-commuters 220

Unfilled jobs 55

Keep-Up 275
Retiring employees 45

New jobs 220

TOTAL through 2022 595
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Needs by Own/Rent and Income

There is need for both ownership and rental housing in Mammoth Lakes that is available
for residents and the workforce. If the current ownership ratio is retained, then about
46% of new units should be for ownership and 54% for rent. The precise ratio, however,
is somewhat dependent upon the desired direction and housing policy of the Town.
Rentals are needed to help recruit new workers and residents to town; ownership is
needed to retain year-round residents and support community stability.

Summary of Housing Needs by Own/Rent Through 2022

Units needed through 2022 595
Ownership 275
Rental 320

Ownership housing should be created based on the income distribution of households in
Mammoth Lakes, as shown below.

e Prices for residents and employees in town should primarily range as low as
about $180,000 up to about $325,000. This would provide ownership
opportunities for households earning between $45,000 through $85,000 per
year (between about 70% and 120% AMI). The current for-sale market is not
providing a sufficient supply of homes in this price range.

e Thereis also a shortage of move-up homes for residents and the workforce in
the $325,000 to $400,000 range. These homes should provide 3-bedrooms/2-
baths and garages with a small or shared yard space.

* Households earning between roughly 80% AMI through 150% AMI represent the
middle-income group in Mammoth Lakes that is being increasingly left behind by
the housing market: the “missing middle.”

* The table below indicates there is also a gap in units priced up to $500,000;
however, residents and the workforce searching at this price point desire single-
family homes — an unlikely product to provide in Mammoth Lakes at this price.
Deed restrictions would also not be acceptable at this level.

* Homes affordable for households earning under $45,000 per year are also
undersupplied; however, producing homes below $180,000 will require
substantial subsidies or programs such as Habitat for Humanity. These lower
income households also often have trouble qualifying for loans and meeting
down payment purchase requirements.
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Homeowner Income Distribution Compared to Homes Availability

MAXIMUM Owner For-Sale

Income Level Affordal.)le . I.nco.me Listings
Purchase Price Distribution

<=60% AMI Under $162,000 12% 1%
60-80% AMI $213,000 7% 4%
80-120% AMI $325,000 25% 17%
120-150% AMI $406,000 20% 17%
150-200% AMI $541,000 21% 16%
>200% AMI Over $541,000 16% 45%
TOTAL - 100% 410

NOTE: Shading indicates where there is a shortage of housing supply for residents and employees in town.
Units provided in the lighter shade price point should be move-up housing for families, offering 3-
bedrooms and garages.

There are very few units available to rent at any price point in Mammoth Lakes.

¢ New rentals for the workforce should be mostly priced for households earning
under 60% AMI (under $20 per hour). Only four rentals in this price range were
advertised for rent in April/May 2017.

* There is also a shortage of rentals priced up to about $1,200 for 1-bedroom
units. These would be affordable for households earning about 75% AMI.
Residents and employees in town that pay this amount in rent prefer in-unit
laundry and covered parking.

« Utilities add about 23% to the monthly cost for renters.*® Adding this into the
affordable payment amount shows a significant shortage of units priced
affordable for households earning 80% AMI or less (households earning about
$25/hour), for which the total housing payment (rent and utilities) should not
exceed $1,400 per month.

Renovating older, energy inefficient rentals and providing new developed units
designed for energy efficiency can have a significant impact on the affordability
of rentals for residents.

38 See Section 5 — Rental Market Conditions for more information.
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Renter Income Distribution Compared to Available Rentals

Maximum Renter Income Available Available

Income Level Affordable s Rentals Rentals (rent
Housing Payment 2Ll (rent only)* plus utilities)

<=60% AMI $1,035 35% 14% 7%
60-80% AMI $1,360 16% 21% 11%
80-100% AMI $1,725 12% 7% 18%
100-120% AMI $2,070 9% 25% 7%
>120% AMI Over $2,070 28% 32% 57%
TOTAL - 100% 100% 100%

*Available rentals include rentals available in April/May 2017.
NOTE: Shading indicates where there is a shortage of housing supply for residents and employees in town.
Units nearing 80% AMI should provide amenities such as in-unit laundry, covered parking and storage.

Seasonal Workers

Employers hiring seasonal workers estimate that 30% to 40% reside in the area year-
round. These are workers that may hold seasonal jobs in the summer and winter, or a
year-round job, but supplemented with extra income from a seasonal job. Between 400
to 500 summer jobs and up to 1,500 winter jobs must be filled by workers who are
recruited from outside of the area each season.>* Most seasonal workers earn anywhere
from about $10.50 up to $17 per hour.

If the summer and winter peaks were more even, this would assist the provision of
housing for employees holding seasonal jobs. Many employees in the area currently live
in the area year-round, but hold dual-seasonal jobs — working for one employer in the
winter and another in the summer. With more balanced employment, more employees
could find job options throughout the year. Further, seasonal employees that leave their
winter jobs (and rental housing) would be replaced by workers coming in to fill summer
jobs, filling vacancies. This should be kept in mind as Mammoth Lakes works to increase
its summer employment base.

¥ See Section 2 —Jobs, Seasonality and Commuting.

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC Part A-77



PART A — Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment Update (July 2017)

Summary of Seasonal Workers

Summer Winter

Total seasonal jobs 730 2,180
Jobs filled by seasonal residents 400-500 1,300-1,500
Jobs per seasonal worker (est.)* 1.4 1.4
Seasonal workers needing housing 285-355 930-1,070
# of Seasonal Housing Units Needed Variable/fluctuates

*Year round workers hold 1.2 jobs on average in Mammoth Lakes. Seasonal workers typically hold more
than this (up to 1.8 jobs in some communities). The 2017 Mono County/Mammoth Lakes Live and Work
survey shows seasonal employees hold an average of about 1.4 jobs.

The number of housing units needed by seasonal workers is difficult to define — needs
change year-to-year based on several factors — tourism, hiring needs, weather, housing
market availability, etc. In most seasonal resort communities, housing for seasonal
workers is often provided by the employers who hire them. Neither private developers
nor public housing authorities can afford to develop housing that is occupied only part
of the year. The large discrepancy between summer and winter seasonal employment in
Mammoth Lakes presents such a challenge.

The type of housing needed can also vary significantly. Employers have specific
knowledge of the number of workers they plan to hire, their demographic
characteristics and their housing needs. For example:

*  MMSA, which provides about 390 seasonal beds for its workers, has evolved its
program in recent years, transitioning some former seasonal units into year-
round occupancy for dual seasonal employees and permanent staff in need of
housing.

e MMSA still hires primarily younger, 20-something employees for a few months in
the winter, for which dorm-style and shared-living quarters suffice. With the
extended ski season, however, older seasonal workers from other resorts have
filled some positions. Mixing 40- and 50-year-old workers with younger workers
in units has been an awkward fit.

Seasonal employees in many comparable resort communities have shifted to an
older demographic, particularly in areas where summer seasonal employment is
more even with winter seasonal jobs. Older, more permanent workers require

different housing options; an adjustment many communities have had to make.

* Other positions may be filled by employees who only come to the area for a few
months. Dorms or hostels may suffice for these employees. For summer
seasonal employees, RV spaces, camping facilities, non-winterized cabins and
similar low-cost options are feasible, unlike for winter employees.

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC PartA-78



PART B (1) — Mammoth Lakes Housing Program Accomplishments and Challenges (July 2017)

Mammoth Lakes Community Housing Action Plan: Phase 1

HOUSING NEEDS, ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND CHALLENGES

PART B (1): HOUSING PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND CHALLENGES
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PART B (1) — Mammoth Lakes Housing Program Accomplishments and Challenges (July 2017)

Introduction

Tools and strategies to address community housing needs have been in operation and
development for over 20 years. This section summarizes the inventory of deed-restricted and
employee housing that has been created to date, and reports on the performance of current
programs, challenges encountered and accomplishments.

The detailed review focuses primarily on MLH’s and IMACA’s housing inventory in Mammoth
Lakes; however, the number and type of housing units owned, operated and/or master leased
by major employers is also provided to understand how employer assistance supplements
other programs.

This section will be useful when devising the Community Housing Action Plan to understand
what has worked well and where changes or alternative approaches may be needed to
address existing and projected needs.

Accomplishments

Expertise and resources from multiple sources — the Town, MLH, non-profit organizations and
employers — have been used in Mammoth Lakes for over 20 years to provide housing for the
community and its workforce. These efforts have produced a number of significant
accomplishments:

e Enacted affordable housing regulations — Enacted inclusionary zoning and other
development requirements that have:
0 Helped create or preserve 133 deed-restricted units, including ownership,
rental, and seasonal housing, 105 of which remain deed-restricted, and
0 Contributed $3.6 million and 4.3-acres of land through in-lieu fees and land to
the Town’s housing fund for investment in housing.

¢ Passed Measure 2002A increasing the Transient Occupancy Tax — The measure passed
by a 79% vote, followed by a Town commitment to allocate a portion of the now 13%
tax to community housing. Since 2003, $14.9 million in TOT dollars has been invested in
housing.

* Acquired housing financing — Approximately $44 million in state and federal financing
and grants for housing programs, rehabilitation and development has been acquired.
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¢ Developed and rehabilitated community housing — Utilizing state and federal funding,
Certificates of Participation, land received through in-lieu mitigation, TOT revenue and
other sources:
0 Constructed 48 units for local homebuyers, 28 of which are deed-restricted;
0 Constructed 78 rentals and rehabilitated four units for very low- and low-
income renters.

¢ Utilized Low Income Housing Tax Credits to attract equity investment and bond
financing for the development of Aspen Village Apartments, Mammoth Apartments
and Bristlecone, totaling 108 apartments.

¢ Managed deed-restricted units — Oversaw compliance with deed restrictions upon
resale of homes to preserve affordability over time; modified deed restrictions to
remedy problems; and established a revolving loan fund with both the Town and Mono
County to help preserve deed restrictions.

¢ Converted a motel into an apartment property — Conversion utilized Federal
Community Development Block Grants and HOME funding. Acquired additional CDBG
funding to renovate units this year.

» Provided homebuyer assistance — Over $4 million in grants from state and federal
sources funds the homebuyer education and down payment assistance program,
through which over 60 homeowners are being assisted. MLH also collaborates with
Mono County and the city of Bishop to provide down payment assistance.

* Employer-provided housing — 139 rental units are being provided by major private and
public-sector employers, 97 of which provide 390 beds for seasonal employee
occupancy.

¢ Regional coordination — MLH is a regional Community Housing Development
Organization (CHDO), assisting other households throughout the county; Inyo Mono
Advocates for Community Action (IMACA) operates a weatherization and energy
assistance program available to Mammoth Lakes residents.

* Helped residents and employees live in Mammoth Lakes — About 7% of residents
reside in deed-restricted ownership or rental units in Town. These units have permitted
essential service, education, health care, emergency services, utilities and civic
employees to reside in Town; helped keep families with children in the community; and
maintained affordability for residents over time.
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Analysis of the Housing Program — Challenges and Recommendations

Despite commendable accomplishments, several challenges have been encountered. This is
not unique to Mammoth Lakes; all comparable resort communities have needed to shape and
evolve their program over time in response to changes in the market, changes in the
community, unforeseen outcomes, and other factors. Housing is a dynamic market — it is
essential to adjust housing programs to accommodate changes.

The rest of this section evaluates various components of existing community housing
programs, challenges encountered, responses to those challenges and recommendations for
improvements.

Existing Housing Inventory

A total of 381 residential units in Mammoth Lakes have been built or acquired through various
methods for occupancy by members of the community. The below inventory contains a mix of
units that either carry deed restrictions to ensure affordability for households at specified
income levels or occupancy requirements in terms of local employment status.

These units house approximately 7% of the households residing in Mammoth Lakes, plus
provide 390 beds for seasonal workers. More specifically:

e 37 units are deed-restricted for ownership by income qualified households, primarily in
three developments: Aspen Village, Meridian Court and San Joaquin Villas.

e 157 units are deed-restricted rentals, most of which are in five complexes: Aspen
Village, Bristlecone, Glass Mountain, Kitzbuhel, and Mammoth Apartments (Jeffreys
and Manzanita).

e 28 units are deed-restricted for either owner or renter occupancy, which were built as
mitigation or in exchange for variances granted through the Town’s development
codes.

e 20 units are free market homes that owners purchased with homebuyer assistance
through MLH.

e 139 units were either built by or are master leased by larger employers in town to help
ensure housing is available for employees.

In addition to this inventory, the Mammoth Lakes Foundation developed and manages 35
furnished units in South Gateway Apartments to house students for Cerro Coso College. Units
have occasionally housed college employees, K-12 teachers; interns and hospital employees.
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Because priority is for students during the school year rather than residents or employees in
Mammoth Lakes, these units are not included in the resident and workforce housing
inventory, below.

Summary of Resident and Workforce Housing Inventory

Owner* Renter Either Total_# of
Units
Deed-Restricted
463 Mono St. 3 3
Aspen Village 8 48 56
Bristlecone 30 30
Chateau De Montagne 1 1
Glass Mountain 26 26
Kitzbuhel 16 16
Mammoth Apts (Jeffreys & Manzanita) 30 30
Meridian Court 13 13
Nordica 1 1
San Joaquin Villas 14 14
Star Apts 4 4
Town Restrictions — Scattered Sites 28 28
Sub-total 37 157 28 222
Homebuyer Assistance -- Market Units 20 20
Employer Assisted Housing
MMSA 125 125
Hospital 8** g**
Town 2 2
Water District 4 4
Sub-total - 139 139
Total 57 295 28 381

Source: Town Community and Economic Development Dept., MLH, Employer interviews
*Two units owned by MLH are now renter-occupied, but may be sold as leases expire.
**The hospital also owns a deed-restricted unit in L’Abri Condominiums that is available to employees. This unit is
included in the “Town Restrictions — Scattered Sites” row of this table.
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Rate of Development

The development and acquisition of deed-restricted units has been closely tied with the
activity of the private development market. When private development has been active, many
units have been added to the inventory; when private development has stopped, so has the
production or acquisition of deed-restricted inventory. More specifically:

Development of the resident and workforce housing inventory began in 1996 with the
construction of Bristlecone Apartments, followed in 1999 by the acquisition and
renovation of Glass Mountain. Early housing efforts focused on seasonal workers and
low-income year-round renters.

Unit production escalated during the next decade, coinciding with active private
development activity in Town. Between 2000 and 2009 an average of 14 units per year
of community housing was produced, including:

(o]
(o]

(0]

Development of all of the deed-restricted ownership units was initiated;

All 28 deed-restricted units provided as mitigation or in exchange for variances
under the Town Code were developed or acquired; and

81 deed-restricted rental units, including Aspen Village and Mammoth
Apartments, were built or acquired.

Coinciding with the drop-off in private development activity, since 2010, development
of deed-restricted units ceased. An additional 20 deed-restricted rentals were added to
the inventory by redeveloping and renovating existing properties: 16 units through
developer mitigation requirements and four units by MLH with CDBG assistance.

Community Housing Development
Before 2000 2001-05 2006-2010 2011-present

Own 0 0 37 0
Rent 56 0 81 20
Seasonal 20 58 0 0
Various (own or rent) 0 24 4 0
TOTAL 76 82 122 20

Source: Town Community and Economic Development Dept., MLH

The existing program has been too reliant on mitigation and requirements placed on private
development at the exclusion of other strategies. Many other resort communities took
advantage of the downturn and lower prices to acquire land or properties, redevelop units, or
initiate housing planning and track job growth to be prepared when the market picked up

again.
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A wider diversity of and commitment to programs is needed to better weather market
downturns and take advantage of opportunities as they arise. With stronger commitment to
community housing, a defined plan and staffing support, the Town could increase housing
production and be more resilient to fluctuations in private market activity.

Location

Concerns have been expressed that existing deed-restricted housing has resulted in
concentrations in some areas of town, such as the Sierra Valley.

The following map shows the location of deed-restricted ownership and rental housing, homes
purchased with homebuyer assistance that are in the current portfolio, deed-restricted
mitigation units produced, and employer-provided units. The map reveals that community
housing is dispersed throughout eight neighborhoods:

Sierra Valley Meridian
Sierra Star Snowcreek
Old Mammoth Road Main Street
Old Mammoth North Village

e More units are located in Sierra Valley, Sierra Star and Meridian neighborhoods due to
a combination of MLH, Town and employer housing units, but do not represent a
concentration.

e MLH’s three ownership developments are in three different neighborhoods.

* Rental units are scattered throughout neighborhoods with less concentration then
often found in other resort communities. Only 30 of the 157 deed-restricted rentals are
located in Sierra Valley.

To help address perceptions of concentrations, however, near term rehabilitation and
redevelopment programs within the three neighborhoods with the highest number of units
could be undertaken to improve the quality of the housing.
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Loss of Deed Restrictions

As of 2011, 19 deed restrictions had been lost on units developed by MLH or deed-restricted
through mitigation. Since then, restrictions have been removed from five additional units.

o

* Unfortunate timing with the development of units coinciding Deed restriction
with the recession, restrictions that gave MLH only 30 days to revisions and Town
acquire properties when units could not be sold, and the lack funding commitment
of funding to re-purchase units all contributed to the loss. are in place to prevent

future losses.
e The Town and MLH restructured the deed restriction to

prevent future losses. The new deed restriction is set up as an

agreement between the buyer and MLH. The agreement now affords MLH, on behalf of
the Town, a 45 day first right of refusal period. Then, if the right of first refusal is not
exercised, the owner has a 60-day marketing period during which the owner must try
to sell the home. This is followed by a second right of refusal for MLH to purchase.

e A Revolving Loan Fund (RLF) has also been established, through which the Town will
dedicate up to $300,000 per year to securing these units. A similar agreement is
established with Mono County for an additional $300,000. At least four units have been
preserved utilizing the Town’s fund.

Loss of Deed Restrictions on Ownership Units

Total Units Original DR Lost Remaining
DR Units DR Units

Grayeagle Condominiums N/A 8 8 0
Meridian Court* 24 24 11 13
Bigwood N/A 1 0

Chateau de Montagne N/A 0

Nordica N/A 1 0

San Joaquin Villas 40 18 4 14

Aspen Village Condos* 24 8 0 8

TOTAL 61 24 37

Source: Town Community and Economic Development Dept., MLH
*MLH developments

The Town and MLH have been exercising the right to purchase units with the old deed
restriction so that the new restriction can be placed as units come up for sale. There has been
no need, however, to do this within the past year.
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Unit Mix

The following table shows the unit characteristics of the deed-restricted housing stock,
including:

Own/Rent mix: which are dominated by rentals (71%), with another 13% that may be
renter- or owner-occupied.

=]

Future provision of

Bedroom size: which have a high proportion of 3- and 4- community housing
bedroom units (78% of ownership and 42% of rentals). The 28- should be driven by
units available for owner- or renter-occupancy show a more the demographics and

preferences of town
residents and the
workforce.

typical mix of unit sizes seen in resort communities, with 1- and
2-bedrooms dominating. This mix better matches resident
household demographics.

Unit type: which are mostly apartments and condominiums. Units restricted for owner-
or renter-occupancy include a more diverse mix of apartments, condominiums and
PUD units.

Deed-Restricted Inventory: Number, Size and Type of Units

Deed-Restricted Deed-Restricted Deed-Restricted

Ownership Rentals Own/Rent
Total Units

% 17% 71% 13%

# 37 157 28
Studios 20% 7%
1BR 8% 7% 25%

2 BR 14% 32% 64%

3 BR 54% 41% 4%

4 BR 24% 1% 0%
Apartment - 98% 29%
Condominium 97% - 39%
PUD/PD 3% 2% 32%

Source: Town Community and Economic Development Dept, MLH, Mono County Assessor Data

Past decisions made on the provision of community housing units in Mammoth Lakes have
been more tied to financial considerations rather than the household composition and needs
of the local households whom they are intended to serve. For example, bedrooms are less
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expensive to provide than kitchens or bathrooms; three and four-bedroom units are less
expensive to build on a per square foot basis than one and two-bedroom units.

Most of the units available for either owner- or renter-occupancy were existing homes in town
that were rehabbed or bought-down, or incorporated as part of a larger market-rate product.
This lends to the greater diversity in these units.

Moving forward, the provision and development of community housing should be driven by
the demographics and preferences of town residents and the workforce. The focus should be
placed on increasing the diversity of units and providing options for all residents in need.

More specifically:

e Owner/Renter Mix. While rentals are needed to help get people into the community,
ownership is needed to help keep them there. Owners currently comprise 46% of
resident households. To be more responsive to local needs, more deed-restricted

ownership units are needed. More ownership options will:
0 Allow some households to move out of rentals and into homeownership,
thereby freeing up some rentals for other households to occupy; and
0 If move-up purchase opportunities are provided, this can help increase turnover
in the existing deed-restricted ownership inventory.

e Unit Type. Almost all of the deed-restricted ownership units in Mammoth Lakes are
condominiums.

Loans for condominiums are more limited and can be more difficult to obtain than for
other types of units, especially when the projects are not FHA-approved. No
condominiums in Mammoth Lakes are FHA-approved.”’ If conventional financing is
used, buyers need to provide 20% down payments. The problem has been addressed
by the provision of homebuyer assistance from MLH. To provide more lending options
for residents and employees in town:

0 Condominiums should be FHA approved prior to development to open up
access to government insured mortgages and reduce the need for grants for
homeownership assistance.

0 Greater diversity in unit type, specifically more townhome-style PUD units,
would better meet resident unit preferences and increase mortgage options.

¢ Bedroom Mix. Over 60% of Mammoth Lakes households have one- or two-persons and
households average 2.5-persons in size. The current mix of units has done a good job

** See Part A — Section 4 Homeownership Market Conditions (Mortgage Availability) for more information.
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housing families with children and more is needed given waitlists; however, few
opportunities are provided for single and two-person households.

0 Smaller households have trouble affording 3- and 4-bedroom homes and many
desire smaller homes. 78% of deed-restricted ownership units are 3- and 4-
bedroom homes.

0 Inrentals, most 3-bedroom or larger units cannot be occupied by multiple
income earning households (e.g., roommate households) because they exceed
income restrictions. Therefore, 42% of the inventory primarily serves large
families, which comprise a minority of renter households in town.

To better serve the diversity of resident households:

0 For ownership, the majority of residents and employees wanting to buy are
couples, young families, and occasionally individuals. Smaller units with desired
amenities are in demand — one- and two-bedrooms with in-unit washer/dryers,
extra storage, and covered or garage parking. The two-bedroom condominiums
in Aspen Village are in demand.

0 For rentals, market-rate property managers report that studios and one-
bedroom units have the lowest vacancy, are the fastest to fill when vacant, and
are in short supply.

Income Targeting

Deed restrictions limit the maximum incomes that occupants can

] Reduce dependency on
make to be able to purchase or rent deed-restricted homes.

federal subsidies which

) - limit housing production
¢ The current inventory covers a range of affordability levels, to low-income households

providing for households earning under 50% AMI (9% of — more diversity in pricing
units) up to 200% AMI (3% of units). is needed.

e The majority (74%) target low-income households earning
80% AMI or below; 36% of all households in Mammoth Lakes earn at this income level.
While more low-income rentals are needed given the long waitlists and low turnover,
more units are also needed at higher price points for middle-income households that
are being increasingly left behind by the market.

e The vast majority of units priced for homes earning 60% AMI or less are rentals.
* Properties developed using federal monies or subsidies, such as LIHTC, serve lower

income households as a condition of those funding sources. Alternative funding and
methods must be used to develop units for households earning over 80% AMI.
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Deed-Restricted Housing Inventory by AMI

50% 60% 80% 100% 120% 150% 200%
Ownership 5% 0% 27% 14% 41% 5% 8%
Rental* 11% 75% 3% 11% 1% 0% 0%
Either — Town DR’s 0% 0% 29% 4% 43% 11% 14%
Total Units 19 114 23 22 29 5 7
Percent of Total 9% 51% 10% 10% 13% 2% 3%

Source: Town Community and Economic Development Dept., MLH, IMACA
*Three rental units are for onsite managers and are not income restricted.

Characteristics of Deed-Restricted Occupants

Deed-restricted homes are helping to keep many residents and
employees within the community. The lack of diversity in existing
units, however, limits options for many households in Mammoth
Lakes. This includes primarily one-person households, couples
without children, and roommate households. This is described in
more detail, below.

More diversity in unit
sizes and price points
are needed to ensure
all locals have
community housing
options.

Jobs Held

Occupants of the 194 deed-restricted units examined hold over 230 jobs. Jobs held are in all
types of sectors, but most occupants work in tourism related positions. These are the lowest
wage jobs in the community and comprise over 55% of jobs in Mammoth Lakes. In deed-

restricted housing:

Renters are most likely to hold tourism-based jobs (62%). These households often
need below market rentals to reside in a community.

A high 45% of owners are also in tourism trades. This is important for stability and
high level of service in these industries, which typically suffer from high job
turnover.

Essential workers in education, health care, emergency services, utilities and civic
positions have also been able to purchase in the community. About 43% of owners
are in these professions, compared to about 20% of jobs in total in the community.
Rental units also provide homes for these workers.

Two apartment projects have residents who are living on social security/disability
and not employed.
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Residents of Deed-Restricted Units — Jobs Held by Sector

Ownership Rental

Tourism - MMSA, lodging, retail, restaurants, recreation 45% 62%
Professional - Town, County, Water District, non-profit 19% 10%
Education — local schools, child care, Cero Cosa College 8% 2%

Medical, health care, emergency services 16% 4%
Trades, self employed 12% 19%

Other - 3%

Total Jobs 64 167

Source: Property manager interviews, IMACA

Household Composition

As mentioned above, multiple-income households have difficulty meeting the income
requirements for deed-restricted units. A high proportion of deed-restricted units are also 3-
and 4-bedroom homes. These characteristics are reflected in the occupancy mix of units, in
which:

* The majority of units house families with children (83% of rentals and 64% of
owner-occupied homes).

* A high proportion of rentals are occupied by Hispanic/Latino households (88% of
units), who are more likely to have larger families. The ethnic mix of households
owning deed-restricted homes is representative of resident households in the
community.

¢ Singles have few opportunities to live alone even though they are the largest
demographic group in Mammoth Lakes.

¢ Singles have had proportionately more success in deed-restricted ownership than
rentals. Singles are not eligible to rent 2- and 3-bedroom units under the
requirements for LIHTC properties.

* Comparatively few couples own deed-restricted housing (14%), in part due to
income limits that dual income households have trouble meeting. Couples without
children comprise about 22% of the households in Mammoth Lakes.

¢ Very few households consist of unrelated roommates compared to the community
as a whole (about 19%) and to comparable communities in general.
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e A high 36% of rentals and 16% of ownership units are occupied by single parents.
This demographic typically struggles the most with affording housing and below-
market units are essential. These households can meet income requirements of
two-bedroom units whereas dual-income couples without children or roommate
households may not.

Occupants of Deed-Restricted Housing
Total Resident

Ownership Rental

Households

Household type
Singles living alone 19% 10% 28%
Roommates 3% 1% 19%
Single parents 16% 36% 10%
Couples 14% 7% 22%
Couples w/ kids 43% 45% 20%
Extended family 5% 2% NA

Ethnicity

% Hispanic/Latino 30% 88% 34%
Other 70% 12% 66%

Source: Property manager interviews, IMACA

Designing Homes for Locals

When considering designs that work for and attract town o
residents and the workforce, some lessons can be learned from
three existing projects: Meridian Court, Aspen Village, and San
Joaquin Villas. Each of these projects contain a mix of deed-
restricted and free market condominiums. The mix between local
and non-local/second-home ownership varies by project. This
difference is largely tied to design, as well as price:

When designing units for
locals, look to the
successes of Meridian
Court and Aspen Village
and learn from problems
encountered at San
Joaquin Villas.

*  Meridian Court —95% are occupied by town residents,
whereas only 11 of 24 units are deed-restricted. The design/bedroom mix with 1-, 2-
and 3-bedroom units as well as lower price contribute to this high occupancy rate.

e Aspen Village — Approximately 60% of the units at Aspen Village are occupied by town
residents while 33% (eight of 24 units) are deed-restricted. This development was
designed to provide housing for residents, providing 2- and 3-bedrooms with desired
amenities such as covered parking. Even market rate units are contributing to
community housing availability, at least under recent market conditions.

e San Joaquin Villas — About 35% of units are deed-restricted, similar to Aspen Village,
yet a lower 40% of units are occupied by town residents. Two primary factors influence
the lower local ownership rate:
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0 The development was completed at the height of the recession when very few
local residents were in a position to buy homes; and

0 The design is less attractive to locals. All units have 3- or 4- small bedrooms that
were built to comply with the housing code, implementing minimum bedroom
sizes.

Management of Deed-Restricted Ownership Housing

Most of the condominiums that are deed-restricted for ownership are in three developments:
Meridian Court, Aspen Village, and San Joaquin Villas. This section discusses the management
of deed restrictions and resales as they apply to these properties, including compliance with
occupancy guidelines, pricing and affordability, and waitlists.

Compliance with Occupancy Guidelines

Deed-restricted units, once created, must be adequately monitored to =

ensure they are meeting their intended purpose. Significant Clear assignment of
investment in time and resources goes into producing these units. responsibilities is

Having an adequate management plan in place to ensure the needed to ensure all
investment is not lost is needed. deed-restricted units

are monitored.

In Mammoth Lakes, monitoring deed-restricted ownership units for
compliance is not done on a regular basis, although some units are
better tracked than others.

e Of the deed-restricted ownership inventory, most are overseen by MLH. MLH is
responsible for qualifying applicants and assisting in the transfer of deed restrictions at
the point of sale. Compliance with deed restrictions is ensured with each transfer of
property and annually.

e The 28-units that carry deed restrictions that permit them to be owner- or renter-
occupied are tracked by the Town, but are not actively managed. Current deed-
restriction compliance is largely unknown. The Town has discussed having MLH oversee
these units, but no action has been taken.

For units overseen by MLH, compliance with deed restrictions has generally been very good.

* MLH has been flexible by allowing owners to rent units or have roommates rather than
force sales, particularly during the recession.
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¢ Noinstances of units being rented on a short-term basis through VRBO or similar
marketing sites have been discovered.

Pricing and Affordability

Initial Sale Prices. The initial sale prices for deed-restricted homes
are set at the maximum price considered affordable for the
targeted income (AMI) category based on the number of bedrooms
in the unit being purchased.*!

Setting initial sale
prices at maximum
affordability levels has
risks for buyers and

Initial prices have been set at the maximum allowed price point to sellers.

reduce the gap between development costs and funds received
from sales. This practice has risks:

¢ It reduces the number of income eligible households that can afford to buy the homes.

e |t creates vulnerability in the program with regard to interest rates. A 1% increase in
the interest rate lowers the affordable price by about 10% (e.g., $25,000 on a $250,000
unit). If AMI is flat and interest rates increase, sellers will not be able to find qualified
buyers and will be required to drop the price of homes below the purchase price.

e It also creates dependency on homebuyer assistance. Homebuyer assistance is
currently used to fill the gap between the sale price and the mortgage amount for
which the buyers can qualify.

A more common practice in many comparable communities is to set initial prices at 10 to 20
percentage points lower than the maximum for the targeted AMI category. This provides a
buffer for changes in interest rates, varying down payment amounts, and reasonable HOA
fees.

Resale prices. Resale prices are calculated by applying the Capital improvements
percentage increase in the AMI for each of the years the home is
owned to the initial price and adding allowed capital their effect on resale
improvements. The percentage increase is not compounded. prices.
Buyers are able to sell units for the market price or the price

calculated according to the change in AMI, whichever is lower. This practice will retain the
affordability for the intended AMI household over time.

should be monitored for

* Calculations assume the buyer provides 2% down, and received the prevailing 90-day Fannie Mae rate for 30-
year, fixed-rate mortgages.
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Only the capital improvement policy has the potential to increase prices beyond desired
affordability levels.

 Each owner can make limited,** pre-approved capital improvements, adding up to 15%
to the purchase price upon resale. If a property changes hands frequently, and each
owner adds capital improvements, this could impact affordability over the long term.

* Few owners of deed-restricted homes have made capital improvements to date. As
homes age, however, more should be expected. This policy should be tracked to
monitor its effect on affordability of homes over time.

When creating resale formulas, housing policy makers must strike a Resale pricing
balance between preserving affordability, rewarding appropriate capital
improvements, and creating opportunities for owners to increase equity
through appreciation.

practices have
retained the
affordability of
e The current resale formula favors preserving affordability of the units.
homes over time.

* To date, nine homes have resold with deed restrictions in place. Most owners have
realized some appreciation. In the two cases where there was a significant downward
change in price, MLH intervened to purchase the units and re-sell them at lower prices.

Change in Years

Initial Sale Resale

Price Owned

Aspen Village* ~ $199,000 $165,000  ($34,000) 3 2013 2 120%
Aspen Village  $250,000 $285,000 $35,000 5 2015 3 120%
Aspen Village  $265,000 $288,000 $23,000 8 2015 3 120%
Aspen Village $250,000 $302,355 $52,355 6 pending 3 120%
San Joaquin $224,291 $273,000 $48,709 8 2015 3 120%
SanJoaquin  $165,783 $220,000 $54,217 8 2016 4 80%
oridi

Czrlﬂi" $209,865 $105,000 ($104,865) 8 2015 1 80-200%
Meridian Court  $105,000 $104,680 ($320) 2 2017 1 80-200%

Nordica $105,000 $122,000 $17,000 6 2017 2 50%

Source: MLH
*Purchased by MLH and resold.

2 Eligible capital improvements include: improvements that are non-decorative, for energy and water
conservation, for the benefit of seniors and/or handicapped persons, health and safety protection devices,
additional storage space and to finish unfinished space. Ineligible costs include landscaping, upgrades and
replacement if needed of plumbing and mechanical fixtures, decks/balconies, jacuzzis/saunas/steam showers and
repair/maintenance of existing items in the home at the time of purchase.
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Waitlists

MLH does not actively maintain a list of pre-qualified applicants for deed-restricted homes.
Buyers are selected on a first-come/first-served basis when homes become available. Sellers
typically list homes with a Realtor and MLH qualifies applicants. Since there have been no new
projects developed in recent years and turnover is low among existing units, MLH has not
found the need to maintain a waitlist or aggressively advertise units.

As Mammoth Lakes grows the inventory of ownership units, it may be feasible to re-institute a
waitlist, making it easier to locate buyers when units come available and provide access to pre-

qualified buyers when owners are ready to sell.

Management of Income-Restricted Rentals

Waitlists
The length of waitlists is an indication of unmet need for rental Waitlists are long —
units. more affordable rentals
¢ Roughly 30 applicants are on the waitlist for Bristlecone. are needed!
¢ IMACA has a waitlist with 10 applicants for Glass
Mountain.

e Blizzard does not maintain a waitlist for Kitzbuhel, but typically has several applicants
immediately upon posting units for rent.

¢ MLH maintains a combined waitlist for Aspen Village and Mammoth Apartments. As of
the end of June, the waitlist had 59 applicants.

MLH Rental Waitlist by Income
Number of Percent of

Income Income Category Applicants  Applicants

Less than 50% AMI Level 1 26 44%

50% - 60% AMI Level 2 21 36%

Above 60% AMI Level 3 9 15%

TOTAL - 59 100%
Source: MLH

About 44% of the applicants on the waitlist have incomes below 50% AMI. MLH reports that
many would qualify for apartments restricted at 40% AMI, but are managing to pay 50% AMI
rents even though they are cost burdened.

The waitlist has a high percentage of large families. About 44% of the households have four or
more members. This is due to a combination of factors — a large Hispanic/Latino population
and knowledge that MLH has very few one-bedroom apartments. Singles are not eligible to
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rent 2 and 3-bedroom units under LIHTC requirements. Single applicants are often referred to
IMACA since Glass Mountain has studio units.

MLH Rental Waitlist by Household Size
Personsin Number of Percent of
Household Applicants Applicants

1 5 8%
2 10 17%
3 17 29%
4 11 19%
5 11 19%
6 4 7%
TOTAL 59 100%
Source: MLH

Financing

Significant funding has been invested in community housing since the formation of MLH in
2003. This includes:

e About $14.9 million from the general fund;
e Another $3.5 million from in-lieu fees and 4.3-acres in land; and
e Over $43.9 million in state and federal grants and loans.

Local Financing

Local commitments to funding the housing program have been inconsistent. The primary
sources are the local Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) and monies and land received in-lieu of
development through the former Inclusionary Zoning code.

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT). In 2002, a local TOT ballot measure passed, increasing TOT to
12%."® Town Council since designated 1% of TOT toward community housing. After the
Mammoth Lakes Land Acquisition (MLLA) settlement, this amount was reduced. Only about
62% of the anticipated allocation for community housing was made in 2015/16 and actual
expenditures totaled 51% ($620K) of the full 1% TOT amount ($1.2 million).** In July 2017, the
Town restored additional TOT funding for community housing to 85% of the anticipated
allocation; this is in line with transit.

In-Lieu Fees. The Town has a balance of about $470,000 in the in-lieu fund. Very little has been
collected over the past eight years due to the slow-down in development activity. The Town
moved away from Inclusionary Zoning and toward a fee-based housing mitigation policy in

* Measure T was passed by voters in 2006 increasing TOT to 13%.
* See “Housing Resources, Opportunities, and Constraints” for more detail on Town financing sources.
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2015. When the change to fee-based housing mitigation occurred, the residential housing in-
lieu fee was reduced by 75%.* Without a substantial increase in development activity, in-lieu
fees will contribute less to housing financing in the future.

Property Management. Property management of rentals is not a significant role of MLH.
Though they have managed more units in the past, they currently have six rentals —one in San
Joaquin, one in Meridian Court and four Star Apartments. Property management is not and
has not been a significant source of revenue.

State and Federal Funding
Of the general fund monies expended by the Town on community housing:

* MLH has received about $5.2 million in contract services and grant administration
funding — or about 35% of general fund housing expenditures.

* MLH has leveraged about $8.50 for every $1 spent on MLH housing services by helping
the Town secure $43.9 million in grants and loans.

State and Federal funding sources available to the Town include Low-Income Housing Tax
Credits, Multifamily Housing Program, Affordable Housing Program (AHP), HOME, CDBG, and
others. The partnership between MLH and the Town has been very successful in acquiring
funding from most of these available State and Federal sources.

45 . . . . . .
See “Housing Resources, Opportunities, and Constraints” for more detail on Town financing sources.
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Town and MLH State and Federal Grant and Funding Summary:
2003 - Present

GRANTS Amount Received

State Block Grant CDBG, PTAA $2,070,000
CDBG $1,000,000
HOME $9,900,000
BEGIN* $2,190,000

Cal HOME $1,600,000

State Trust Fund** $2,000,000

Other*** $1,325,491

SUBTOTAL 520,085,491

LIHTC $10,800,000

Housing Bonds $13,000,000

SUBTOTAL 523,800,000

TOTAL $43,885,491
Source: MLH

*Currently no longer funded; this is a revolving loan fund allowing funds to be
reissued to new households as loans are paid off.
**The state no longer funds the trust fund; few communities took advantage of this fund
when it was available.
***Includes STAR (state funds from the American Reinvestment Act) and WFH (Workforce Housing Funding
through Prop 1C and 46), which are no longer funded.

e The Town and MLH have a balance of $174,500 in HOME®® funds.

* The Town and MLH received a 2014 CDBG"’ award, of which about $190,800 remains
for homebuyer assistance. Part of this fund is being used to rehabilitate Glass Mountain
Apartments.

e MLH also funds the down payment assistance program through a variety of grant
funded sources including HOME, CalHome, BEGIN, and CalHFA HELP.

46 HOME is a federally funded program that assists in the production and preservation of affordable housing for
low and moderate-income families and individuals. The program funds a broad range of activities including new
construction, acquisition, and rehabilitation of rental properties.

47 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds are applicable to a range of activities including housing
acquisition, rehabilitation, and homebuyer assistance, among others.
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Limitations of State and Federal Financing

Although MLH and the Town have been extremely successful acquiring state and federal
financing, these sources are becoming increasingly competitive. Many sources have been
decreasing their funding availability over time. Under the new federal administration, the
future of some programs, such as CDBG and LIHTC, are unknown.

Also, while state and federal programs can be a significant source of financing for housing
programs, they have important limitations.

e Alternative financing is needed to provide housing and assistance for households
earning over 80% AMI (or 120% AMI for BEGIN or CalHFA HELP). Many comparative
resort communities rely on partnerships and local financing and programs to provide
housing assistance at higher income levels.

¢ Acquiring funding is a competitive process and the ability to obtain funds is not
guaranteed. This has resulted in some awards needing to be returned. For example, in
2007, a CDBG grant was returned due to the inability to obtain funding from another
state program (Multifamily Housing Program), the disencumbrance of HOME funds,
and lack of in-lieu fees materializing. If grants can be supplemented with or backed by a
local financing commitment from the Town or other entity this will help mitigate this
uncertainty and allow projects to still move forward.*®

* State and federal financing programs are complex. They take significant staff time and
resources to apply for, navigate and manage once awarded. It is important to ensure
adequate staff and resources are dedicated to financing and program management.
The more funding sources being used, the greater the administration time and need for
coordination.

Housing Programs in Operation

The housing programs operated by MLH, other non-profits and employers are examined to
determine accomplishments to date, understand resources available and identify
improvements that could be made to address challenges. These programs will be considered in
the second work session for the Community Housing Action Plan.

*® The Town of Breckenridge was unsuccessful in acquiring LIHTC funding for a rental project last year, but the
project is moving forward as an ownership product. The Town is using local funding and changing the rental
project into townhomes, with an expected range of price points from $190,000 through $400,000.
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Employer Assisted Housing

Workforce housing provided by employers supplements other community housing programs
by filling additional needs. Detail on units was provided by four major employers. Combined,
these employers provide 139 rental units for their employees. This is a significant portion of
the workforce housing inventory (over 36%).

e MMSA provides 125 units with about 460 beds. Most were

originally for the seasonal workforce, but 28 units have been Employer
converted to management housing and house year-round contributions to
employees. Some were converted from seasonal to year-round workforce housing
use out of need to house year-round workers, while others fill needs not met by
were located in areas that were less appropriate for seasonal other programs.

employees (e.g., not compatible with surrounding residences).

* The Town of Mammoth Lakes provides two 2-bedroom condominiums that are rented
for $800 per month to single employees, one holding a management position and the
other an intern. The Town helped two employees purchase homes by providing
approximately 20% of the purchase price (577,212 for a purchase of $361,059 and
$74,000 for a $360,000 home); however, funding for this program was discontinued
following the MLLA settlement.

*  Mammoth Hospital provides nine units that are rented on a short-term basis to
employees rotating through assignments at the hospital, filling in as needed. No rent is
charged. All are occupied by single employees filing mid-level professional positions
(nurses, EMT’s, etc).

* The Water District provides four 2-bedroom condominiums that are rented to single
employees for $1,000 to $1,200 per month. Two employees rent the extra bedroom to
a roommate. The employees hold mid-level positions in multiple departments —
accounting, engineering, water production, human resources and safety.

* The Water District also has a down payment program. The program was adopted in
2008 and has helped nine employees secure housing since its inception, including three
in the past couple of years. The program provides a low cost loan for up to 35% of a
property’s value or a maximum of $400,000.

* Many other employers also help employees with housing, including but not limited to
the Fire District, Vons, local property managers, etc. About one-third who responded to
a 2011 conducted for the 2011 Housing Needs Assessment and responding to the 2017
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Mono County and Town of Mammoth Lakes Live and Work Survey provided some type
of housing assistance for their employees.

Employers have thus far acted independently, though many communicate with each other,
mainly to find or fill units for employees. Support programs could assist current employers
providing housing and help other employers get started. Some examples include:

e Property management service. This could assist employers in sharing, managing and
maintaining housing. It would allow employers to not be “in the housing business,” yet
still help supply housing for their employees.

e Technical assistance to employers that have land, under-utilized space or other
resources for the development of employee housing.

e Support for homeownership programs, such as down payment assistance. MLH has
already worked with a couple of employers to provide support.

* Incentives to employers who provide housing for employees, particularly on site. Allow
employers to construct on-site units not only for their employees, but for others in the
community.

Homeownership Assistance

MLH operates a homebuyer assistance program, providing gap financing to qualified buyers
for the purchase of deed-restricted and free market homes. The program is funded by over $4
million in grants awarded to the Town of Mammoth Lakes. Grant sources include both Federal
programs (HOME and CDBG) and State of California programs (CalHome, BEGIN and HELP). The
Town of Mammoth Lakes and one other local employer have provided funding for MLH to
assist their employees.

At present, approximately 60 homeowners have active loans through MLH - 20 owners of
market-rate housing and 40 owners of deed-restricted homes.

* About 50% of the funding from Federal sources is limited to applicants who meet HUD's
definition of first time buyers with incomes that do not exceed 80% AMI.

e BEGIN is State funding that can assist buyers with incomes of up to 120% AMI but can only
be used to purchase deed-restricted and market units at Aspen Village, Meridian Court and
San Joaquin Villas under grant restrictions.

e Buyers must provide a down payment of at least 2%. The program is intended to fill the
gap in the amount needed to lower the primary mortgage to the level at which buyers can
meet qualifying ratios; 100% financing is not allowed.
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* The maximum purchase price allowed is $380,000, which is updated annually by HCD. The
maximum amount of homebuyer assistance is $200,000, although specific grants may have
different maximumes.

e The assistance is typically provided through a deferred second mortgage that is
subordinate to the primary loan. An interest rate of 0% to 3% is charged (usually 0%). If
greater than 0%, interest charges accrue during the period that the loan is deferred. MLH
has used a shared equity approach in several instances, but shared equity is not allowed
with funds provided through the federal HOME program.

e All program participants must complete a homebuyer education program, which can be
provided by MLH staff.

e The program is popular with buyers, Realtors and lenders. The primary limiting factor is
availability of homes at the price points required. Households earning incomes higher than
the limits (80% or 120%) want access to this type of assistance.

While MLH and the Town have been successful at obtaining grants for homeownership
assistance, the lack of market units priced below the maximums allowed and low turnover
among deed-restricted units has limited the use of the assistance.

Given the challenges encountered with this program and desire for higher income households
to be able to participate:

e Local funding sources could be used to serve higher income households, or provide
assistance in larger amounts.

e Additional funding should be pursued when warranted by demand from
development of new deed-restricted units or acquisition of units for the purpose of
expanding the deed-restricted ownership inventory.

Inyo Mono Advocates for Community Action (IMACA)

Inyo Mono Advocates for Community Action (IMACA) provides several programs to improve
the quality of housing in Mammoth Lakes and make housing more affordable for residents
through weatherization, reduction in utility costs, and utility subsidies. Programs can only
serve households below 60% AMI; immigrants must have documentation. In 2016, the below
programs assisted 303 families in Inyo County and 178 in Mono County.

* The Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP) has been used extensively in Mammoth
Lakes, assisting over 400 households in the past nine years. The average payment for
electric assistance is $228.50 per household per month. For wood, propane, and oil the
average payment is between $300 and S600.

* The Weatherization Program was recently resurrected after a hiatus since 2014 due to
funding and staffing constraints. Funding from the California Department of
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Community Services and Development provided $165,000 in federal funding for FY
2016, of which nearly $92,000 is earmarked for Mono County. IMACA is assessing
which homes will qualify with a goal of weatherizing 18 to 22 in the contract year. This
program has potential in Mammoth Lakes, where heating costs are high.

* The Low Income Housing Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) provides up to $4,055
per housing unit to replace water heaters, AC units, furnaces, windows and doors,
refrigerators, kitchen appliances, attic venting, smoke alarms, carbon monoxide testing,
shower heads, faucet aerators, weather stripping, lighting, and more. Additional
funding can be requested with proven necessity. This program has potential in
Mammoth Lakes, where much of the housing inventory affordable to lower income
locals is in need of repair.

IMACA's programs are administered through their office in Bishop, CA. A satellite office in
Mammoth Lakes is used for meetings and outreach, and for minor storage of appliances and
installation materials as needed.

IMACA conducts outreach for their programs though property managers, residents of units
with low-income restrictions, and previous recipients of energy assistance.

IMACA'’s effectiveness in providing weatherization and energy assistance in Mammoth Lakes
has been challenged by the lack of applicants who both meet low-income qualifications and
are documented, as required by Federal funding.

To improve outreach and assistance with these programs, the following could be considered:

* A one-stop shop could be created for all weatherization and rehabilitation
programs to make it easier for residents and property owners to understand
eligibility criteria and assistance available.

e Priorities for weatherization could be coordinated with funding for rehabilitation to
make significant impacts in targeted areas.

¢ Local funding support could be provided to insure the programs provide adequate
staffing in Mammoth Lakes, are able to fix small two to four unit buildings, assist
households with incomes above the low income limits, and have sufficient
resources to meet demand.

Manufactured Home Mortgage Assistance

MLH added the Manufactured Home Mortgage Assistance, Rehabilitation & Replacement
Program in 2015. Mobile homes are an important community housing resource.
Unfortunately, it is difficult to find financing for these types of homes, and this program seeks
to address that gap. The program is limited to households with incomes below 80% AMI.

In Mammoth Lakes, there are two mobile home parks with over 140 units. Mammoth Lakes
Housing was recently awarded $1 million from CalHome to assist with the acquisition,
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replacement, and rehabilitation of mobile homes in the region. To date, three loans have been
made: one in Mono County and two in Mammoth Lakes.

This program is relatively new and its potential for success is to be seen.

Section 8

The Section 8 program, also known as Housing Choice Vouchers, has very little potential in
Mammoth Lakes.

HUD transferred Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers for a very large eight-county region to the
Housing Authority of Stanislaus County in January 2014, which is about six hours away. The
program’s impact has been minimal in Mammoth Lakes, with never more than a few vouchers
held by residents. The maximum allowed rents (referred to as HUD Fair Market Rents) are
typically lower than rents in Mammoth Lakes, and lower-priced rental units do not pass the
required housing quality inspection. When the vouchers were transferred in 2014, only six
were being used in all of Mono County. The program’s waitlist is rarely opened to new
applicants given the lack of funding. Increases in Section 8 funding are not anticipated.
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Mammoth Lakes Community Housing Action Plan: Phase 1

HOUSING NEEDS, ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND CHALLENGES

PART B (2): HOUSING RESOURCES, OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS
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Town Owned and Vacant Land

The Town of Mammoth Lakes encompasses approximately 24 square miles, with the
majority of that area comprising public lands administered by Inyo National Forest. Only
about four square miles, defined by the Town’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), is under
private ownership, and therefore developable. The majority of land outside of the UGB
but within the Town boundary is federally owned.

The Town owns several parcels, but only three allow residential uses under the General
Plan Land Use designation or other governing document. These are parcels with zoning
or permissions that could allow community housing to be constructed.

¢ The Park & Ride Parking lot, which is about 1.18 acres. It is zoned 2.0 FAR under
which Residential use is restricted to not more than 75% of the ground floor. This
does not limit the number of units that can be constructed, only the percentage
of use.

e Hillside Parking Lot, which is about 1.04 acres. This is governed by the North
Village Specific Plan and allows up to 80 rooms per acre.

¢  The Mammoth Lakes Community Center site in The Village, which is about 4.8
acres. This is also governed by the North Village Specific Plan (NVSP). The NVSP
does not have an established density for this Public area and would require a Use
Permit for the use.

The Town owns another 68 acres, but given current land use designations or other
governing documents, residential uses are not permitted. Depending on needs and
priorities, some properties could be reviewed for potential future residential use.

There are another 275 acres in Town that are presently undeveloped, not entitled, or
contain uninhabitable structures. Many are single lots. Roughly 40 parcels are ¥%-acre or
larger and may be candidates for future housing.
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Vacant & Town-Owned Land I Vacant (275 acres) '
- Vacant - Entitled (41 acres) 2
ﬁ/‘ Community Center v Not Available
Hillside Parking Lot 4.81 Acres oo X i ‘l’tu o (125 aores) 3
1 04 Aaros P North Village Speciifc esidential Uses (125 acres)
North Village Speciifc Plan - Public & Quasi-Public - Town Owned - Available for
Plan - Plaza Resort - Density established through Residential Uses (7 acres) *
- 80 rooms/acre Use Permit process Town Owned - Not Available
[ for Residential Uses (68
acres) °

Park & Ride Parking Lot
1.18 Acres
Downtown Zoning District

"Includes all undeveloped parcels,
developed parcels with uninhabitable
structures, and parcels that are under
construction, but have not received a
certificate of occupancy.

2 Includes all undeveloped parcels
that have a valid entittement as of
May 2017.

3Includes parcels that are vacant, but
not available for residential uses
because the General Plan Land Use
Designation or other governing
document does not permit residential
uses.

4 Includes all Town owned parcels
where the General Plan Land Use
Designation or other governing
document permits residential uses.

5 Includes all Town owned parcels
(developed or undeveloped) where
the General Plan Land Use
Designation or other governing
document does not permit residential

uses.
0 015 0.3
I |Mies
N

Created May 2017

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes -
Community & Economic
Development Department

Source: Town Community and Economic Development Dept.
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Build-out Capacity

The Town should
plan to construct at
least 1,800 units of
community housing

prior to build-out if a
33% occupancy rate
is to be retained.

Based on an assessment of both vacant land and under-
utilized sites, the Town is about 64% built-out.** An
estimated 5,650 units under existing zoning can be built. If
the current resident occupancy rate of 33% of total units is
retained, this means that 1,865 of these units should be built
as community housing.

Estimated Residential Units at Build-Out

# homes % homes

Existing units: 9,908 64%
New future units: 5,650 36%
Total units at build-out: 15,558 100%

Source: Town Community and Economic Development Dept.

The below table shows the amount of vacant land and potential residential
development by zone. As mentioned in the Development Environment section, below,
the RMF-1 zoning district (HDR-1 in the below table) provides adequate density and
limits the occupancy to non-transient, which makes it the most appropriate zone for
developing community housing. About 604 units can be constructed in this zone, which
is only slightly more than the amount of community housing needed in the next five
years.”

* NOTE: these estimates do not include development potential from secondary or accessory uses because
the state does not consider (or allow) that secondary units be counted against the allowable density for a
lot. Secondary or accessory unit potential will be assessed, as applicable, during Phase 2 of this study —
Community Housing Action Plan.

% See Part A— Housing Needs Assessment Update — Current and Projected Needs and Gaps

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC PartB(2)-3



PART B (2) - Mammoth Lakes Housing Resources, Opportunities and Constraints (July 2017)

Assumed

Density and New

Intensity for Commerdal

Total Land Vacant Land Future and Industrial  Total Units at
Land Use Designation/Proposed Maximum DU/AC and FAR Area (aces)!  Area(acres)!  Existing Units 2 Development 4 (sq ft) 2 Buildout 5
Existing Assumptions B

RESIDENTIAL
Low-Density Residential 1 (LDR-1) - 2 DU/AC 208 61 287 - 2DUJAC 122 N/A 409
Low-Density Residential 2 (LDR-2) - 4 DU/AC 384 69 1,569 - 4DU/AC 276 N/A 1,845
High-Density Residential 1 (HDR-1) - 6-12 DU/AC 112 36 692 - 12 DU/AC 604 N/A 1,296
High-Density Residential 2 (HDR-2) - 6-12 DU/AC, 36
rooms/AC 263 12 3,886 - 12 DUJAC 144 N/A 4,030
Resort (R) - 6-8 DU/AC, 12-16 rooms/AC 12 554 292 1,719 65,175 N/A 1,943 305,675 3,662
COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, AND INSTITUTIONAL PUBLIC
Commercial 1(C-1)-0.75-2.0FAR * 32 2 226 24 584 2.0FAR 180 1,857 406
Commercial 2 (C-2) -0.75-2.0 FAR S0 8 559 1,021,954 2.0FAR 659 338,520 1,218
Industrial (I) %1 68 68 2 296,941 N/A - 196,606 2
Institutional Public (IP) ** 218 30 36 - 4DU/AC 193 N/A 229
SPECIFIC PLAN
Clearwater Specific Plan (CSP) - 80 rooms/AC 7 6 N/A 74 11,948 | 80 rooms/AC 170 41,500 244
North Village Specific Plan (NVSP) 7 57 29 599 131,033 1,359 1,359 3,967 1,958
OTHER
Airport (A) 192 N/A N/A 7,250 N/A N/A 40,000 N/A
Open Space (0S) 317 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
National Forest (NF 12 837 N/A 259 350,234 N/A N/A N/A 259

Footnotes:

15,337

1. Acres are given as adjusted gross acreages rounded to the nearest acre, which do not include right-of-ways.
2. Consistent with Zoning Code Section 17.32.110.C.7 a hotel room is considered one-half of a unit.
3. Includes all non-residential uses including post office, office uses, day care, retail, industrial, etc.
4. Residential density is expressed as dwelling units per acre and commercial intensity is expressed as floor area ratio (FAR), which is the amount of building square feet in

relation to the size of the lot.

5. Includes 172 units within the HDR-1 land use designation achieved through a Town or State density bonus.
6. The total population number includes all residents/visitors in Town with 100 percent occupancy. The vacancy rate fluctuates in Town between a year-round vacancy rate of

72% to a seasonal vacancy rate of 10%

(Tishler Bise DIF Report 2015). Assuming the seasonal vacancy rate the maximum population in Town at buildout would be 48,582.

Source: Town Community and Economic Development Dept.

7. The total number of units and square footage of retail and nonretail uses for Specific Plans were taken directly from the approved land use plans associated with each Specific
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Plan document.

8. Estimates of population by residential designation are based on an average of 3.47 people per unit which is consistent with the 2007 General Plan.

9. The Industrial Zone includes two caretakers units that are limited to only one person per unit as the caretaker of the property.

10. Assumptions for build-out of the Industrial Land Use Designation are consistent with the 2007 General Plan.

11. The General Plan permits housing accessory to the college within the IP land use designation at a density of 4 units per acre. The Kern Community College District/Mammoth
Lakes Foundation owns a total of 229 acres of land and has constructed 36 units of student housing.

12. Density is based on approved Master Plans.

13. Commercial density in the North Village Specific Plan is limited to 135,000 square feet. The NVSP also includes an allowance for up to 3,317 rooms of density which can be
converted to commercial square footage at a rate of 1 room per 450 square feet of commercial area. It is likely that the commercial square footage in the Village will exceed
135,000 but the increase in commercial square footage would result in a decrease in rooms.

14. Vacant land within the C1 and C2 land use designations includes frontage road area of 2.6 acres total (0.9 acres within the C1 and 1.7 acres within the C2).
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Local Funding Sources

The Town has limited local funding sources for community housing — Transient
Occupancy Tax (TOT) and development in-lieu and mitigation fees.

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)

The Town has spent about $14.9 million from the general fund since 2003 on
community housing.>®

Since 2002, the Town committed to allocating one percentage point of the 13 percent
Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) in Mammoth Lakes for community housing within the
Town. After the Town’s Mammoth Lakes Land Acquisition (MLLA) settlement, the
amount allocated to housing dropped to about 62% of that amount and was less in 2015
and 2016. As shown below:

* TOT budgeted allocations have been below the full 1% of 13% TOT allocation
since 2013. Housing expenditures were reduced more than other expenditures,
such as transit, after the MLLA settlement.

* Although expenditures exceeded both budgeted and TOT 1% collections in 2012,

both budgeted and expended amounts have been well below TOT amounts since
2014.

e Actual TOT expenditures for housing in 2016 were 51% of the 1% TOT collection
in that year ($1.2 million).

InJuly 2017, the Town restored additional TOT funding for community housing to 85%
of the anticipated allocation, which is now in line with transit.

% See Part B (1) — Housing Program Accomplishments and Challenges for more information.
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General Fund (TOT) Actual Expenditures, Budgeted Amounts
and 1% TOT Collections
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General Fund (TOT) Housing Expenditures
and Allocations

o

Source: Town Finance Dept., Mammoth Lakes Tourism (TOT)

In-Lieu and Housing Mitigation Fees (Affordable Housing Fund)

Under the prior Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, some in-lieu of development fees were
collected and placed into an Affordable Housing Fund. About $3.5 million was collected
between 2001 and 2014.

In 2015, the Inclusionary Zoning regulations were replaced with Housing Impact
Mitigation Fee requirements. Developers are now required to pay a fee-in-lieu of
development.”*

About $3.1 million of the Affordable Housing Fund has been spent on housing. This Fund
has a balance of about $474,000.

As shown below:
* Fee collections were very strong during the development boom in 2005 and

20086, just before the recession. During the peak year in 2006, over $1.5 million
in fees were collected.

51 . . . .
See the Development Environment section below for more information.
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* Between 2009 and 2014, there was very little development and only $123,000 in
in-lieu fees were collected.

* Under the Impact Mitigation Fee, about $24,000 was collected in 2015.
Development activity picked up in 2016 and about $76,000 was collected.

In-Lieu and Mitigation Fee Collections: 2011 - 2016
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Source: Mammoth Lakes Finance Dept.
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Local and Regional Resources

The Town has several local and regional resources available. Some are already helping
to produce units, manage housing and otherwise assist with community housing. Future
collaboration could help expand these efforts.

Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. (MLH)

Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. (MLH) is a private, not for profit, organization that was
established in 2003 by the Town of Mammoth Lakes. The agency received its initial
start-up funds in 2003 through equal contributions from the Town of Mammoth Lakes,
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area, and Intrawest Mammoth. MLH receives the majority of
its current operating funding from the Town of Mammoth Lakes, receiving TOT
allocations, as discussed above.

This organization and the Town housing efforts are discussed in detail in Part B (1) —
Housing Program Accomplishments and Challenges, including the number of units the
organization has helped produce and manage, existing community housing programs
and success in acquiring multiple state and federal grants and loans for housing
programs.

Inyo Mono Advocates for Community Action (IMACA)

IMACA is a private non-profit organization that provides a range of social services
functions, including some aimed at housing. IMACA manages the Glass Mountain
Apartments, a 26-unit affordable housing project in Mammoth Lakes. IMACA used to
administer the Housing Choice Voucher Program, which has since been moved to the
Housing Authority of Stanislaus County.

The organization currently provides several programs to improve the quality of housing
in Mammoth Lakes and make it more affordable for residents through weatherization
and utility subsidies, which are described in detail in Part B (1) — Housing Program
Accomplishments and Challenges.

Mammoth Lakes Foundation (MLF)

The Mammoth Lakes Foundation (MLF) built and manages student housing for Cerro
Coso College in Mammoth Lakes called South Gateway Apartments. MLF is currently in
discussion with an area partner to purchase part of the student housing for local
employees. MLF could be a potential partner in creating more community housing
opportunities.
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MLF owns undeveloped land that has potential for future housing. The MLF property is
within the (General Plan) Institutional Public land use designation, which “allows
institutional uses such as schools, hospitals, governmental offices and facilities,
museums and related uses. Residential uses are not permitted, with the exception of
employee and student housing that is accessory to the College.” A General Plan
amendment will be needed to allow housing for other purposes (e.g. agencies, non-
profits, hospital, etc.).

Eastern Sierra Council of Governments (ESCOG)

The ESCOG consists of two representatives from each of the following: Mammoth Lakes
Town Council, city of Bishop City Council, Inyo County Board of Supervisors, and Mono
County Board of Supervisors. This organization coordinated a housing needs assessment
of the region in 2005 and several discussions regarding regional topics of interest have
ensued since then — transportation, airport, etc. Given the regional nature of housing
and rising prices throughout both counties, housing may again be of sufficient interest
to open dialogue and explore potential regional opportunities for community housing.

Mono County Housing Authority and Health Services

Mono County Housing Authority was established in part to manage impact fees
collected through the Housing Mitigation Requirements. Although the Mono County
Housing Authority has limited resources, opportunities to pool resources and better
serve residents regionally could benefit all. A housing authority also has the ability to
issue bonds, which MLH does not, should the need or desire arise. Open communication
and cooperation should be maintained.

For special needs housing, the County Health Services department has Mental Health
Services Act financing to renovate a 5-bedroom house with four 2-bedroom apartments
for a permanent supportive housing (PSH) project. This funding provides another
resource for housing, depending upon community needs in the future.

Federal Government

Pursuant to recent U.S. Forest Service Region 5 General Management Review, housing
for U.S. Forest Service employees is a topic of interest in the Mammoth Lakes area.
There is a willingness by the Inyo National Forest to discuss the needs of their staff as
well. These dialogues should be pursued and explored for potential opportunities, such
as shared housing — housing seasonal Forest Service employees in the summer and
needed winter employees in Mammoth Lakes in the winter, or other options (land
trades, development assistance, etc.).
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Development Environment

This section provides information on the development environment in the Town of
Mammoth Lakes as related to the provision of community housing. The success of
development codes to date is introduced in terms of units produced and monies
received for housing. This analysis is followed by an overview of development fees and
requirements, the general cost of residential development to understand subsidies that
may be needed to produce community housing units, and challenges and opportunities
as expressed through discussion with local developers, the Town and other
stakeholders.

Community Housing Production and Fee Collections

Under Inclusionary Zoning regulations in place since the early 2000’s, development has:

e  Produced 42 community housing units for ownership (16 of which remain deed-
restricted), 61 rentals (42 for seasonal workers) and 28 units for either owner- or
renter-occupancy. This totals 131 units at affordability levels ranging from below
60% AMI through 200% AMI.>

* Provided $3.5 million in in-lieu fees. Of these funds, $3.1 million has been spent
on housing and related projects, including utilities and water district needs.
Other sources have been leveraged to produce units.

e Provided 4.34-acres of land-in-lieu. The Town donated this land for the
construction of Aspen Village apartments and condominiums.

Affordable Housing Mitigation

The Town moved away from Inclusionary Zoning and toward a fee-based housing
mitigation policy in 2015. Inclusionary Zoning required all new residential and lodging
developments with more than nine residential units or 19 lodging units to construct 10%
of units for households earning 120% AMI or less. Projects under the threshold could
pay a fee-in-lieu of providing the required housing. Since the change to a Housing
Impact Mitigation Fee, at least two projects with entitlements have approached the
Town seeking to pay fees in lieu of developing units.

The change to fee-based housing mitigation significantly lowered the housing in-lieu
fees, as shown in the below table.

> See Part B (1) — Housing Program Accomplishments and Challenges for a complete inventory of units.
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e The Town’s 2014 Housing In-lieu fees for residential projects of nine or fewer
units was $23,000 and is currently $5,700/unit, which is approximately 75%
lower.

* The Town’s 2014 housing mitigation fee for hotels of 19 or fewer rooms was
$11,611. The lodging fee is now $3,700 per room, which is approximately 68%
lower.

* The Town’s mitigation fees for commercial developments were restructured:
retail and restaurant uses are no-longer exempt, fees for office uses remained
the same, and fees for light industrial and service uses were reduced by 75% and
87% respectively.

¢ The fees recommended in the Workforce Housing Fee Nexus Study supporting
these changes are considerably less than the maximum allowable fees. The fees
assume that the Town, Mammoth Lakes Housing, and other service providers
will provide for 70% of the housing generated by new development for
households at or below 60% of the Area Median Income (AMI).

Comparison of Housing Fees

2014 2015 Housing Impact Percent
Housing Fees Mitigation Fees Change
$23,000 per unit for
Residential residential projects of nine $5,700/unit" -75%

or fewer units?
$11,611 per room for

Lodging hotels of 19 or fewer $3,700/room? -68%
rooms
Retail/Restaurant Exempt $2/sq. ft. n/a
Office $2/sq. ft. $2/sq. ft. 0%
Light Industrial $3.93/sq. ft. S1/sq. ft. -75%
Services $14.99/sq. ft. S2/sq. ft. -87%

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes
1Exemptions include additions, RMF-1 Zone multiple family projects of 4 or fewer units where average
habitable sq. ft. does not exceed 1,300 sq. ft. per unit, legal secondary units, and apartments.
2Single-family homes less than 2,500 sq. ft. are exempt from housing mitigation.
*Room = a hotel or motel key. Fee includes accessory uses in a lodging project (e.g., retail, restaurant,
conference)
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Developers are no longer required to build housing units affordable to households
earning less than 120% of the AMI, but may choose a desired method for housing
mitigation:

* Fee

* On-site Housing

e Off-site Housing (including existing housing stock)
e Conveyance of Land

e Alternate Housing Mitigation Plan

If it costs more to provide a method other than the fee, the developer is eligible to
receive a credit for the difference between the cost to provide the housing unit and the
fee. This option has yet to be used because developers are opting to pay the fee.

With the housing mitigation changes there are some exemptions for product types that
often serve as housing for residents and employees, including:

e Multi-family projects in the RMF-1 Zone (non-transient) of four or fewer units
where the average habitable sq. ft. does not exceed 1,300 sq. ft. per unit;

e Secondary dwelling units;

* Rental apartments; and

e Live/work units.

Affordable Housing Incentives / Permissions
Affordable Housing Overlay

The Town of Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code includes an Affordable Housing Overlay
zone. The Affordable Housing Overlay is intended to facilitate the development of units
affordable to households ranging from very low-income to moderate-income. The
underlying zone sets density, but increases are allowed through density bonuses.

Additionally, the Town Council may waive any or all fees normally imposed by the Town
on development projects. Development standards for parking are relaxed in the
Affordable Housing Overlay zone and additional zoning concessions may be requested,
consistent with the State Density Bonus Law.

Currently, this code provision has only been applied to one approximately 25-acre
parcel; the Shady Rest site. The property is zoned RMF-1, with a maximum density of 12
units per acre. There has been no attempt to use this tool anywhere else.

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC Part B (2) - 13



PART B (2) — Mammoth Lakes Housing Resources, Opportunities and Constraints (July 2017)

Shady Rest was a land exchange with the Forest Service that took about 17 years to
accomplish. The land exchange of this parcel with the U.S. Forest Service and its
designation as an Affordable Housing Overlay zone was a mitigation requirement for the
development of the Trails subdivision. A Master Plan was adopted for the site in 1991,
designating the property for 172 units of housing for very-low, low- and moderate-
income households (ranging from below 50% up to 120% AMI).

This property offers a great opportunity to provide community housing: it is centrally
located and current zoning does not permit short-term rentals; a benefit to local
neighborhoods.

Secondary Dwelling Units

Secondary Dwelling Units are allowed in all residential zones by right and consistent
with Government Code Section 65852.2. The state mandated that cities could no longer
require additional parking for secondary dwelling units if located within % mile of a
transit stop. Mammoth Lakes has a good transit system with the majority of residential
lots located within % mile of a transit stop.

Secondary Dwelling Units are limited in size to 1,200 square feet and can be rented for
terms of thirty days or more, but the primary dwelling and secondary dwelling cannot
both be rented. A recorded deed restriction or covenant is required that acknowledges
the municipal code requirements.

Since parking is limited in Mammoth Lakes, the Town added language to the code to
encourage the provision of adequate parking to ensure that other uses on site are not
impacted. Overflow parking cannot be absorbed on streets in the winter because of
snow removal.

Live/Work Units

A live/work unit is an integrated housing unit and working space, occupied and utilized
by a single household. The residential use is secondary and accessory to the primary use
as a place of work.

Live/Work units are permitted in Commercial Zoning Districts, although limited to no
more than 75% of the ground floor area when located along Primary and Secondary
Active Frontages. Live/work units have restrictions on occupancy, percentage residential
use, square footage, change in use, and rental. A Town approved covenant executed by
the owner ensures that the unit is used for its intended purpose.

This housing type can be a great option for market-supplied employee housing, but
needs clear regulations and covenants to help enforce use. Jackson, WY, has live/work
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units, but most units are primarily either live or work and few are occupied as true
live/work.

Single Room Occupancy

Single room occupancy facilities contain housing units that may have their own or
shared kitchen and/or bathroom facilities. Single room occupancy units are guest rooms
or efficiency units as defined by the State Health and Safety Code. This classification
includes clean and sober facilities, rooming and boarding houses, dormitories and other
types of organizational housing, private residential clubs, and extended stay hotels
intended for long term occupancy (30 days or more), but excludes hotels and motels,
and residential care facilities.

Each housing unit is occupied by no more than two persons and is offered on a monthly
rental basis or longer. Single room occupancy facilities are allowed with a use permit in
both the OMR and MLR commercial zone districts.

Caretaker Housing — Non-Residential Zones

Caretaker housing is allowed in the Industrial Zoning District where the principal use of
the site involves operations, equipment, or other resources that require 24-hour
oversight. The occupants are limited to full-time employees of the business, operation,
or use.

Presently two units exist. This tool has been effective in areas like Jackson, WY, and
Truckee, CA, where many businesses have voluntarily built units in business parks and
light industrial areas.

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Density Calculation for Commercial Zones

In 2014 the Town conducted an analysis of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) as a density limitation
in the commercial zones rather than units per acre. The prior code allowed 40 rooms
per acre and up to 80 rooms per acre if the project met certain criteria based on
community benefit. Determining community benefit was subjective, creating an
unpredictable and time consuming public planning process that was difficult for
planning staff and developers to manage. Developers wanted a more prescriptive
process where flexibility could be incorporated. Therefore, the Town moved away from
managing specific uses to a form based code. The current code sets maximum FAR in
the commercial zones with clear development standards to help shape how the building
will look.
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Best practices from comparable resort communities were presented to the Town
illustrating how FAR bonuses could be used for “preferred projects,” including
community housing, and how market rate housing in commercial zones could have a
“chilling” effect on commercial uses.>®

All commercial zoning districts have a 2.0 FAR maximum that was adopted in December
2016. Residential use is restricted to no more than 75% of the ground floor along
Primary and Secondary Active Frontages in the D and OMR zones; transient use is
allowed in all commercial zones. The State Density Bonus does not apply because the
maximum FAR does not limit units.

Observations regarding the FAR standards include:

The 2.0 FAR may encourage redevelopment in the Commercial Zones especially
if residential values increase.

e Given that transient use is allowed in commercial zones, redevelopment is likely
to target market residential that includes higher end vacation homes and short-
term rentals.

e There are challenges with obtaining financing on deed-restricted ownership units
over commercial, which can make it difficult to sell units. Deed-restricted rental
units over commercial is often a better fit to overcome financing challenges.>

e This regulatory approach could create the opportunity for a public/private
partnership or employers to build multi-family rentals for employees with the
exemption from the housing impact mitigation fees for the product type. The fee
reduction will help compensate for the increased land costs in these zones.

> Comparisons illustrated that market rate housing is likely to be unoccupied (second-home use); or
developers may build market rate housing in lieu of commercial product.

> See Part A — Mammoth Lakes Housing Needs Assessment Update: Homeownership Market Conditions —
Loans by Product Type for more detail.
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Town Development Requirements and Fees
Residential Development Standards

The following table shows the standards associated with each residential zone.
Observations regarding these standards include:

e There is only one zoning district, RMF-1, that provides adequate density while
also limiting the occupancy to non-transient, which makes it appropriate for
developing community housing. Allowing higher density can make producing
community housing more economical. Developers are disallowed from
producing higher-return transient product.

¢ The RR (Rural Residential) and RSF (Residential Single Family) zones are intended
as larger lot developments with primarily single-family homes that tend to be
designed for and occupied by higher income residents or second-home owners.

¢ The RMF-2 (Residential Multi-Family) District is intended for multi-family;
however, transient occupancy is allowed. These units garner a higher sales price
that creates an incentive to develop a product for use by short-time visitors.

e Transient Use Limits became effective December 31, 2014. Voter approval is
required to alter transient rental zoning in residential neighborhoods. The
Transient Use Limits apply even if RR, RSF, or RMF-1 land is rezoned.

¢ The commercial zones - D (Downtown), OMR (Old Mammoth Road) and MLR
(Mixed Lodging/Residential) — all allow transient and non-transient residential
use mixed with commerecial, with some residential limitations on the ground
level.

* The 2.0 FAR is the limiting density factor. The State Density Bonus does not apply
to a FAR limit because the State bonus offers an increase in number of units and
number of units is not limited with the FAR cap.
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Residential Development Standards

RR RSF RMF-1 RMEF-2 D OMR MLR
Density Range -, , 1-4 6-12 6-12 6-12 6-12 6-12
per acre
0 fee Main Street frontage, 15
feet from back of curb for active
Setbacks

25/10/ 20/10/ 20/10/ 25/10/ frontages, 10 feet from other
20/20 20/10 20/10 20/20 streets, O feet side/rear except
15 feet adjacent residential

(front/side/str
eet side/rear)

district
Lot Coverage 30% 40% 50% 60% 2.0 FAR 2.0 FAR 2.0 FAR
M'"'m“msli‘z’: 15,000 7,500 10,000 40,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Minimum
Building Site 2,000 2,000 5,000 24,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Area
.. 1/studio  1/studio  1/studio  1/studio  1/studio
M':::::i‘r:n orlbed; orlbed; orlbed; orlbed; orlbed;
Re uirementi 3 3 2/2-3 2/2-3 2/2-3 2/2-3 2/2-3
q(in paces] bed;3/4 bed;3/4 bed;3/4 bed;3/4 bed;3/4
P bed bed bed bed bed

35 feet. Where a building sits atop a
Height parking podium (under ground parking),
Maximum the building height shall be measured
(measured from the top of the parking podium 55 feet 45 feet
from finished provided that the building height does
grade) notincrease by more than seven feet and
six inches.

45 to 55
feet

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes
Note: Parking standards for multiple-family housing also include guest parking requirements of up to 1/2 space per
unit. Affordable and senior housing projects may use standards from Government Code Section 95915 upon request.

Town Development Fees

The Town collects fees from developments to cover the costs of processing permits
("planning fees") and providing the necessary services and infrastructure related to new
development ("development impact fees"). Planning fees are calculated based on the
average cost of processing a particular type of application. Town policies allow
processing fees to be waived upon application in special circumstances. The Town
Council has typically waived planning fees for community housing projects.

Historically, the Town-imposed Development Impact Fees (DIF) have been high, adding
substantially to the cost to develop in Mammoth Lakes. In 2009, the Town

commissioned an independent study of the fees and as a result adopted a fee schedule
that, according to the Town of Mammoth Lakes Housing Element 2014-19, reduced the
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DIF 48% to 55% from previous levels. Various moratoriums on fees were imposed until
2015 when the Town commissioned another assessment of the fees. There was a
comprehensive process that involved the development community and other interested
parties with the intent to set reasonable and fair fees using an understandable formula.

As shown in the below table:

* In 2014, the fee for a single family home averaged $19,000 compared to $14,000

today.

* In 2014, the fee for a multiple-family unit averaged $34,000 compared to
$12,000/unit today.

Mammoth Lakes Development Impact Fees: 2014 and Current Fees

Development Impact Single Family — Single Family— Multi-Family - Multi-Family —
Fees 2014 Current Fees 2014 Current Fees
Parkland & $2,892 -
Recreation Fee »818 - 51,367 »680 $4,829 »711
. $6,775 - $1,976 -
D
Storm Drainage 47,018 S806 $2.380 $558
I $1,169 - $1,169 -
General Facilities $1.952 S674 $1.952 $705
Streets & Traffic 11 <1426 $253 $644 - $796 $176
Signals (Vehicle)
L E
aw Enforcement ..o ¢1,061 $143 $635 - $1,061 $149
(Police)
. $1,182 - $1,526 -
-51,561 1-S201
Fire $1,560 $2.014 $745 - 51,56 $961 - $2014
Transit & Trails $2,070 - $2,070 -
1,32 2
(Multi-Modal) $3,457 °1,325 $3,457 2925
Library $340- 52,001 $2,001 $340-51,721 $1,721
Child Care $374 - 5624 $374 - 5624 S374 - 5624 $S374 - 5624
Airport S45 - $75 SO $266 - S444 SO
Public Art* Exempt S0 O'OOS.X S0
Valuation
In-Lieu Low Income $2.68/sf for
23,222
Housing Fee? area >2,500 sf 25,700 °23, 25,700

Source: Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code
"The Town's Public Art Fee is reduced to $0.00 through July 31, 2017 for all projects Resolution 15-39.

“Current exemptions include additions, RMF-1 Zone MF projects of 4 or fewer units where average habitable sq.

ft. does not exceed 1,300 per unit, legal secondary units, and apartments.
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The Development Impact Fees were temporarily reduced in 2011 in the hopes of
stimulating the local economy. Fees were officially changed in 2015:

¢ According to planning staff, the changes have helped generate some single-
family home development, but no commercial development.

¢ The reduction in fees was designed to equitably assess fees and has not changed
the type of development in Mammoth Lakes.

* Fees were even reduced to zero at one point and economic results did not
change.

* These results are not unique to Mammoth Lakes. For example, Steamboat
Springs, CO, struck Inclusionary Zoning standards during the recession and saw
no increased activity as a result of the changes. They are now trying to bring the
standards back into the code.

Condo Conversion

The conversion of a rental dwelling unit (residential occupancy for 30 days or more) to a
condominium or other common interest is only allowed if the rental vacancy rate is
shown to be 5% or more averaged over the last three years.

The purpose is to assure a supply of rental housing, maintain a supply of affordable
community housing, ensure quality and safety, and provide a balance of ownership and
rental housing and a variety of choices of tenure, type, price and location.

Rental vacancy rates have averaged less than 5% for many years, meaning conversions
have not been occurring.

Some flexibility could be considered for specific circumstances. For example, there is a
request for an older hotel to be used as an apartment for the workforce while awaiting
redevelopment. The condo conversion regulations prevent this because if the hotel is
converted to an apartment it cannot then be redeveloped into condominiums.
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Challenges Constructing Community Housing

Several challenges of constructing community housing in Mammoth Lakes were raised
based on interviews with developers, the Town and stakeholders. The primary challenge
is the high cost of construction associated with being a small community located in a
remote, high mountain environment. The location, scale and climate of Mammoth Lakes
impacts the cost and availability of labor and materials, the length of the building
season, and building code requirements for structures to withstand the large snow
loads.

Labor

. The availability of skilled labor is a challenge. The long recession followed by the
drought caused many in the construction trades to seek other work or leave the
area.

. The local real estate developers attribute their success in building a reliable, local
set of subcontractors by scheduling construction to keep crews working 40 hours
a week year round. This practice has also allowed local developers to keep costs
of construction lower than many out-of-area contractors.

. Skilled labor is difficult to find and prices are trending up, with subcontractors
charging a premium. This is attributed to labor being in short supply and high
levels of construction activity in northern and southern California.

. Most of the labor is local (Bishop is included) and occasionally crews are brought
in from Reno or Southern California.

Remote Location

The remote location means that all materials have to be brought in, which increases the
cost of materials. There are smaller suppliers in the area, but for big jobs materials are
obtained from Reno, which is three hours away.

High Mountain Environment

The amount of snowfall and climate create construction challenges by reducing the
construction season to the non-winter months. Structures must also stand up to the
large amounts of snow.
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It is challenging to enter the market as a developer because it is a steep learning curve
to understand the climate constraints and build a solid pool of subcontractors. Builders
from outside the area may encounter unanticipated obstacles and costs.

General Cost of Residential Development

The cost to develop housing varies by multiple factors, including location, target
demographic, density, and product type. The primary residential development costs
include land acquisition, construction costs, soft costs, site work, and financing.

The information below is intended to provide a general cost of residential development

in Mammoth Lakes including construction costs and soft costs. Cost estimates were
obtained through interviews with local developers and contractors.

Land Acquisition

The price of raw land is a component of residential development costs. Land costs in
Mammoth Lakes can vary considerably, depending on the location of the parcel. The
table below shows the 2014 Value of Residential Land in Mammoth Lakes by zoning
district.

» The three-fold difference in land values between RMF-1 ($11.72) and RMF-2
($38.12) is primarily attributed to the non-transient use value.

¢ The limited availability of developable land contributes to its relatively high cost.

2014 Value of Residential Land in Mammoth Lakes by Zoning District

Zoning District Average Average

per sq. ft. per acre
Rural Residential (RR) $10.31 $448,904
Residential Single Family (RSF) $18.05 $786,419
Residential Multiple-Family 1 (RMF-1) $11.72 $510,351
Residential Multiple-Family 2 (RMF-2) $38.12  $1,660,279
All Residential Zoning Districts $18.25 $794,757

Source: Housing Element 2014-2019, using tax assessor records

Construction Costs

The cost to construct the building typically comprises between 60% and 70% of total
development costs. The cost is often cited as a cost per square foot, which can vary
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based on calculation method. Calculation methods vary based on how square footage is
measured (gross, net, conditioned space, decks, garages, etc.) and which costs are
included (general contractor overhead, site work, utilities, etc.).

e Local developers report that just the cost of construction for a townhome
product with medium end finishes ranges from $150 - $200 per square foot,
which includes materials and labor only (i.e. land, soft costs, site work, and
development management are excluded). Higher end finishes (stone, cedar
siding, granite) increases the construction cost range to $225 - $240 per square
foot.

Soft Costs

Soft costs are expenses that are not considered direct construction costs and include
architectural, engineering, permitting, taxes, insurance, and legal fees. Soft costs were
reported to average 30% of the construction costs.

Site Work

Site Work involves grading the site, installing utilities, paving roads and parking, etc.
These costs vary significantly based on the location of the site. Site work can be a barrier
if off-site infrastructure is required or if infrastructure upgrades are needed. Local
developers did not express any hurdles associated with site work.

Financing Costs

Financing costs generally make-up less than 5% of the total development costs.
Financing mechanisms used to develop affordable housing, however, can cost more
than traditional financing, such as LIHTC or when multiple funding sources are used.
Financing costs are often included in soft costs.

Total Development Costs

Based on these inputs — land acquisition, soft costs, construction costs and site work — it
roughly costs about $370,000 to develop a 1,200 square foot townhome on a RMF-1 lot.
On a RMF-2 lot, the land cost would be $120,000, increasing the cost of development to
about $450,000.
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General Cost to Develop in Mammoth Lakes

Development Costs Cost by % ::\?v?\;:nf\‘;
Land Acquisition (RMF-1 lot) 10% $37,000
Soft Costs 20% $74,000
Construction Costs 65% $240,000
Site Work 5% $12,000
100% $370,000

Source: Interviews, Town of Mammoth Lakes Housing Element 2014-19, consultant team.

¢ The cost to develop housing suitable to working households (1,200 square foot
townhome) on an RMF-1 lot is affordable to households earning about 140% of
the AMI.

¢ Selling a comparable townhome that is affordable to a family earning the median
income (100% AMI) requires a subsidy of about $100,000.

Other Code/Process Requirements
Parking Requirements

The Town’s parking requirements are intended to ensure that adequate on-site parking
is provided such that cars will not park on the street and interfere with winter snow
removal operations. The parking requirements also reflect the resort-oriented nature of
the community, where many of the housing units in Town are rented to several
vacationing individuals or families who travel to Mammoth Lakes in multiple vehicles.
The guest parking requirements ensure there is adequate parking for Mammoth Lakes’
visitors and decreases the tendency for visitors to park in areas designated for snow
storage.

The table below shows the Mammoth Lakes Parking Standards by zoning district.

Mammoth Lakes Parking Standards
RR RSF RMEF-1 RMEF-2 D OMR MLR ‘

Minimum 1/studio  1/studio  1/studio  1/studio 1/studio

Parking orlbdr, orlbdr, orlbdr, orlbdr, or1lbdr
Requirements 3 2/2-3 2/2-3 2/2-3 2/2-3 2/2-3

(in spaces) bdr;3/4  bdr;3/4 bdr;3/4 bdr;3/4 bdr;3/4
bdr+ bdr+ bdr+ bdr+ bdr+

Source: Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code
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e The parking standards for multi-family housing also include guest parking
requirements for up to % space per unit, and that 50% of the required parking
must be enclosed.

e Affordable and senior housing projects may use standards from Government
Code Section 95915 upon request to reduce parking.

* The parking standards are the same for RMF-1 and RMF-2, even though RMF-2
allows transient/short-term rental use and RMF-1 does not.

¢ The Town has routinely granted concessions in the form of reduced parking
requirements for projects that incorporate community housing units, including
application of the State-mandated ratio of parking spaces per unit.

e Parking concessions have been made in almost all of the community housing
projects recently constructed by Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc., and other
private developers. Parking problems have been experienced in some projects.

e The Zoning Code allows for reduced parking standards for the areas of Town
with mixed-use development and multi-modal accessibility. Three parking zones
have been established for non-residential use classifications.

e The parking appears to respond more to transient rather than resident
occupancy, accommodating visitors and guests. Part of this may be related to the
snow storage requirements, discussed below.

e Parking was particularly difficult this winter with the heavy snow. Overflow
parking cannot be absorbed on streets in the winter because of snow removal.
This winter the RV Park rented out parking spaces.

Snow Storage

Given the environmental conditions in Mammoth Lakes, with an average of over 300
inches of snowfall annually, providing adequate space for snow storage is an important
development requirement.

The table below shows the Town of Mammoth Lakes snow storage requirements by
zone, which require an area equal to a minimum percentage of all uncovered required
parking and driveway areas.
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Town of Mammoth Lakes Snow Storage Requirements

Zoning Minimum %

Residential Zones 75%
Industrial Zones 40%
Commercial Zones 60%

Source: Mammoth Lakes Municipal Code

All designated snow storage areas must meet various requirements, such as be
at least 10 feet in any direction, located near the sides or rear of parking areas
and driveways, readily accessible, and substantially clear of obstructions.

The commercial zone snow storage area may be reduced or waived under
certain conditions.

Residential zones have the highest snow storage requirement and there is no
mechanism to reduce the requirement.

Alternative methods of compliance could be explored to help reduce the
potential cost and constraint of having to set aside land for snow storage, such
as through existing or shared storage areas or other options. Alternatives will
likely increase maintenance costs.

Permit Process

The timeframe for development review in the Town of Mammoth Lakes depends mostly
on the complexity of the project. In particular, projects seeking zone code changes or
that propose Specific Plans or Master Plans require legislative approval and, therefore,
have longer review periods. Residential development, in the appropriate zones, may be
permitted through a simple staff design review and plan check.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process often requires the most time
during the entitlement and planning phase, but usually runs concurrently with planning
review. CEQA review typically takes less than one year.

Local developers did not indicate that the entitlement process was a barrier to
the development of community housing. They viewed developing in California as
highly regulated and a normal part of doing business.
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e According to developers, the entitlement process timeline is typically a few
months unless processing something outside the envelope, which can take a full
two years.

e Developers found the Mammoth Lakes planning process to be pretty organized
and friendly to developers. The Town is viewed as wanting development and the
present staff, Town council, and planning commission are cooperative.

Other Challenges to Providing Community Housing

Aside from the challenges related to the high cost of development in the area, there are
many pressures that must be overcome to provide community housing. This includes:

* Overcoming market and political pressures to build transient residential instead
of non-transient residential. Transient units have a higher market value and
larger effect on the tax base than non-transient units.

e Attempts to reduce conflicts or inconveniences to visitors (e.g. having to walk
further to their accommodations) results in an inefficient use of land for parking.
Parking often addresses peak demand and is on-site. Snow storage is only
needed seasonally and open space within projects (as opposed to shared spaces
with multiple projects) is costly to maintain and may not be very functional.

* There is desire to mitigate all impacts of every type of development in an
equitable manner — meaning higher impact uses pay the same as lower impact
uses. This raises the cost of most types of development and adversely impacts
community housing projects.

e The Town has lower property values than many other high amenity resort
communities,”” yet cost of construction is very expensive. This makes it more
difficult to recognize gains from mixed-income projects, support inclusionary
zoning, and develop viable public/private partnerships. As prices rise, this
dynamic will change.

* There are a high number of old, outdated housing units in shared ownership
models (e.g., condominiums), making redevelopment more complex.

> See, e.g., comparative housing costs presented in Part B (3) Housing Programs in Comparative
Mountain Resort Communities of this report.
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¢ All residential development is viewed as good, without distinction between
occupancy or forethought about the employee generation associated with
second homes and the ability to provide housing for the new workers.

* Developers primarily build single-family homes and at lower densities than
Master Plans allow. In an area with limited development potential,
underdevelopment is a problem.

Opportunities

Despite the challenges in the community, there are several current and pending
opportunities that can support more community housing production:

* The Aspen/KSL purchase has raised enthusiasm about the potential for
investment in the community and for property values to increase. An increase in
property values would make mixed-income projects, inclusionary zoning and
public/private partnerships more viable and encourage an infusion of capital.

* Shady Rest is a unique opportunity, providing 25 acres in town with an
Affordable Housing Overlay.

e Parking:

0 Explore opportunities to decouple parking from multi-family non-transient
residential and take advantage of underutilized parking lots or development
of shared public parking structures. On-street permit systems for residents
are another option.

0 Develop the Park and Ride site with structured, shared parking and housing.

0 Allow overnight parking in the Park and Ride location by permit.

* Snow Storage:

0 With the amount of snow received this past winter, creative shared parking
and snow storage solutions came to light — for example the RV Park rented
parking spaces this past winter. These should be explored to see if more
permanent opportunities exist to open up more land for non-transient multi-
family development.
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¢ Incentivize residential product types for residents and the workforce. Many
resort communities waive development impact fees for deed-restricted and
multi-family non-transient residential. And many vary impact fees by type of use
— higher for transient residential and second-home owner product compared to
local product (such as apartments).

* Acquire and rehab existing housing units and deed-restrict for long-term rental.
MLH did this with the Star Apartments.

e Convert old hotels/motels to condominiums or multifamily units for use as
community housing, similar to Glass Mountain.
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Mammoth Lakes Community Housing Action Plan: Part 1

HOUSING NEEDS, ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND CHALLANGES

PART B (3) HOUSING PROGRAMS IN COMPARATIVE MOUNTAIN RESORT COMMUNITIES

Breckenridge, CO

Crested Butte, CO

Jackson, WY

Telluride, CO

Truckee, CA
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This section explores the following attributes of the affordable housing efforts across the five comparison communities:

1. Policies and Goals 5. Qualifications and Occupancy
2. Capacity and Roles 6. Prices and Affordability

3. Strategies and Tools 7. Short Term Rental Regulations
4,

Deed Restricted Housing Inventory
Key themes include:

Political Commitment — Communities with long-standing, consistent commitments to community housing programs have the most success creating and
maintaining a diverse and effective inventory. Regular public outreach and education are key to maintaining political commitment over time.

Vision and Goals for Housing — Communities know who they want to be and structure their housing programs to get them there. Measurable goals, such as
identifying the number of units to produce or percentage of the workforce to house locally, allow communities to track progress on a regular basis.

Evolution over time — Each community has evolved their strategies and tools over time. They have built upon successes, incorporated lessons learned, and
moved away from or altered programs that did not work well. Diligence and willingness to engage in self-evaluation, regularly monitor programs, and adapt the
program to changing conditions are hallmarks of successful programs.

Local Funding — Most communities use at least one local funding source; the most successful have several strategies for generating local funds dedicated to
community housing. Local funding and resources are key to increasing the diversity of housing and creating opportunities for locals who exceed the income
limits of state and federal programs.

Diversity of Incomes Served — Comparison communities create ranges of incomes to guide housing production and produce a spectrum of opportunities for
locals. The compared communities use between three to eight income ranges. Some include incomes as low as 30% AMI while others serve as high as 200%,
depending on local needs and priorities. Several have units that are not limited by income, but rather by resident or employment status.

Diversity of Housing Types — With the exception of Truckee, comparison communities have a good balance of deed restricted rental and ownership housing
choices. Communities understand that they need to have different projects to meet all segments of the local community.

Capacity and Roles — Each community takes a different approach to the roles of the Town, the housing authority, and other housing organizations. Some of the
most successful communities (Telluride and Breckenridge) have Town staff take the lead in developing housing. In Breckenridge, the housing authority then
takes the lead in managing and monitoring deed restricted units. Regional collaboration and active coordination between the Town and the housing authority or
other organizations are key ingredients for success.
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Comparison Communities — Key Metrics

Mammoth Breckenridge, Crested Jackson, Telluride, Truckee,
Lakes, CA Cco Butte, CO wY CO CA
Population 8,000 4,900 1,600 10,500 2,500 15,900
Muni Budget (2016/2017 - $20,800,000 $84,000,000 $4,200,000 $18,700,000 $11,600,000 $20,100,000
Expenses)
Total Housing Units 9,722 7,267 1,114 5,240 2,480 13,232
# Local Households 3,252 2,160 770 4,386 1,158 6,115
% Housing Occupied by Locals 33% 30% 69% 84% 47% 46%
Median Sale Price (2016) $345,000 $522,500 $350,000 $875,000 $825,000 $523,000
Deed Restricted Units 222 849 231 1,546 327 409
% Local Households in DR Units 7% 39% 30% 35% 28% 7%
Area Median Income 2017 $75,800 $88,600 $70,800 $91,400 $79,000 $69,600
Home affordable to median $297,300 $347,500 $277,700 $358,400 $309,800 $273,000
household
Affordability gap $47,700* $175,000 $72,300 $516,600 $515,200 $250,000

Sources: Census, HUD, CO State Demographer, MLS, Land Title, Consultant Team
*Underrepresents the actual gap. Single family homes sold for twice the median shown; condominium price points do not include high HOA fees (S500 average
per month, which in effect adds $80,000 to the purchase price), nor reflect the condition of units or special assessments.

Mammoth Lakes has some notable similarities and contrasts with the comparison communities. All are resort communities, located near one or more
destination ski areas, and face the challenge of home costs that exceed local wages. Most have had housing programs in place for 20 years or more.

In Mammoth:
* Only about a third of homes are occupied by locals, similar to Breckenridge,
7% of local households live in deed restricted homes, similar to Truckee, but much lower than the other communities,
* Area median income is relatively low, and median sale prices are also low; most similar to Crested Butte.

Mammoth has the lowest “affordability gap” (median home price less what a median income household can afford). However, other factors, such as the older
age of units, high HOA fees, special assessments and higher utility costs then other communities means this gap underrepresents the full cost of housing in
Mammoth Lakes.
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PART B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain Resort Communities (July 2017)

1. Policies and Goals

Adopted Plan(s) Housing Goals and Objectives
Affordable Housing Action Provide a variety of housing options; sustain the local economy and preserve the character of the community.
Plan 2008 Build 900 workforce housing units in the Upper Blue by build out. House 47% of the employees working in Town;
¢ Maintain at least 25% of homes occupied by primary residents;
¢ Increase the homeownership rate of 41%
¢ Provide housing for all income levels up to 180% AM
¢ House employees who work in the Upper Blue
¢ Share responsibility: private sector, Town, County, non-profits

Breckenridge

Housing goals and strategies Build 50 units in 5-7 years. Ensure that 25% of the housing inventory is deed restricted for locals.
in Land Use Plan 2010 e Create a diverse housing inventory, by location, price point and own/rent
¢ Prioritize deed restricted units for local employees, year-round residents
¢ Prioritize essential workers and majority of household income from within the Gunnison Valley
¢ Partner on rental housing for low and very low wage earners
¢ All new housing is consistent with the historic character

Crested Butte

Jackson/Teton County Ensure a variety of workforce housing opportunities - at least 65% of those employed locally also live locally
Comprehensive Plan 2012 * Maintain a diverse population
Housing Action Plan 2015 * Strategically locate a variety of housing types
Housing Supply Plan FY16/17 * Reduce the shortage of housing that is affordable to the workforce
¢ Use a balanced set of tools.

Jackson

Telluride Master Plan 2012 Ensure a minimum of 70% of workers reside in Telluride Region. Build 70-90 units over the next five years.
¢ Generate a range of unit types affordable to a range of AMI
Telluride Affordable Housing » Maintain geographic distribution through site identification/evaluation
Strategic Plan (TAHST) 2004 * Explore additional local funding sources
¢ Use Master Plan and TAHST to guide development; update employment, income, and need data regularly

Telluride

Housing Element 2014-2019 Build 460 new homes (57% affordable to Low- moderate income), and conserve 298 mobile homes over the next five years.
¢ Ensure adequate supply of housing;
¢ Conserve and improve quality;
« Remove/mitigate constraints on developing and maintaining affordable housing
¢ Balance environmental impacts and plan in coordination with public infrastructure
¢ Provide housing affordable to all segments of the community

Truckee
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PART B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain Resort Communities (July 2017)

Telluride Jackson Crested Butte Breckenridge

Truckee

2. Capacity and Roles

Political Commitment

Strong

Solid funding sources and commitment
Strong policies and dedicated oversight
Continued program monitoring and
improvement

Medium/Strong

Long history of policies, goals, and
investments

Some challenges learning from mistakes and
investing in capacity

Mixed

High level of community/stakeholder
Slow to reach decisions

Looking for free market solutions

No dedicated source of public funding
Housing Organizations complete for limited
funds - uncoordinated efforts

Strong

Consistent policies over decades

Firm support for deed restrictions

Local revenue source (sales tax) has been
leveraged by bond issue to build rental
housing

Variable

Current Council is stronger than in the past;
recent commitment to take action and
development/strengthen programs

Lost many deed restrictions in recession

Education/PR

Strong

Yearly updates on housing
progress, publications made to
public, information updated and
available.

Limited
Primarily through Housing
Authority

Limited

Housing Authority has helpful
web site and email blasts when
homes become available

Medium

Housing Authority presents to
realtors,

community leaders; strong
community interest; frequent
press coverage

Medium

Current outreach through
workshops;

Ongoing awareness through
non-profits

Regional Cooperation

Strong
Have periodic SCHA/regional board
meetings - strives for coordination.

Strong

Created Regional Housing Authority,
provides funding and Board
members; Regional Needs
Assessment and Strategic Plan

Limited

Labor force dependent on commuter
communities

Strategic planning and solutions don’t
extend to commute shed

Medium

Regional Housing Authority manages
programs and inventories of three
jurisdictions.

Strong participation by Town on
housing outside muni boundary

New
Regional Housing Council formed this
year — providing initial funding

Partnerships

Strong

Public/private partnerships widely
used in past — now Town acts as
developer and hires project
manager/contractor

Strong

Works closely with Housing
Authority; Public/private
development;

Gunnison Valley Housing
Foundation — funding source

Strong
Partner with non-profit and for-
profit developers

Medium
Town leads development;
partnership with Housing Authority

Medium
Some public/private development,
land donation, financial assistance
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PART B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain Resort Communities (July 2017)

2. Capacity and Roles, continued

Telluride Jackson Crested Butte Breckenridge

Truckee

Town Council Role

Set policy and goals

Oversee funding and development
Appoint a Commissioner to Summit
County Housing Authority
Participate in regional goals

Set policy and goals

Oversee funding and development
Appoint Commissioner to Commissioner
to Gunnison Valley Regional Housing
Authority

Participate in regional goals

Set policy and goals

Oversee funding and development
Appoint Commissioners to Joint
Town/County Housing Authority and
Housing Demand Boards

Set policy and goals

Oversee funding and development

Serve as Telluride HA Board;

Appoint Town Manager as Commissioner
to SMRHA

Participate in regional goals

Set policy and goals
Oversee funding and development
Participate in regional goals

Town Staff Role

Implement housing policies
Develop housing

Regulate land use

Provide enforcement

Implement housing policies
Develop housing

Regulate land use

Provide enforcement

Provide funding to HA and other
housing providers

Implement housing policies

Regulate land use with support of HA
staff

Provide resources to HA

Implement housing policies

Develop housing

Regulate land use

Manage rental housing through THA
Provide enforcement

Town staff are also Telluride HA staff

Implement housing policies
Regulate land use

Provide enforcement

Provide annual report on housing
activity

Housing Agency/Housing Authority Role(s)

Summit County HA —Manages deed restrictions

Manages income and purchase qualifications

Administers funding

Leads some regional efforts

Performs compliance monitoring

Some property management

Gunnison Valley Regional HA — Manages deed restrictions
Manages income and purchase qualifications

Develops housing

Leads housing studies

Administers Section 8 rent subsidies

Applies for State/Federal funding

Habitat for Humanity and Community Rebuilds — build housing
Jackson/Teton County HA - Manages deed restrictions
Reviews development applications

Strong Habitat for Humanity chapter; builds homes

Jackson Hole Community Housing Trust; builds homes and manages deed
restrictions

San Miguel Regional HA - Manages deed restrictions
Manages income and purchase qualifications
Administer Section 8 rent subsidies

Provides homebuyer education

Applies for State/Federal funding

Housing consultant manages deed restrictions and grants
Nonprofits Mercy Housing and Domus build /manage housing
Regional Housing Authority for Nevada and Sutter Counties
administers Section 8 rent subsidies; very limited role in Truckee
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PART B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain Resort Communities (July 2017)

3. Strategies and Tools

Incentives

Fee waivers

Density bonuses
Annexation fee waivers
Real Estate Transfer Tax
exemption

Breckenridge

Fee reductions

ADUs

Density, height, and FAR
bonuses

Crested Butte

Density bonuses

ADUs

Fee waivers

4" story permitted for
100% workforce

No IH for apartments
Density bonuses

ADUs

Fee waivers

Use by right in all zones

Jackson

Telluride

Regulations

Performance zoning

(effective inclusionary rate

of 5% or more)
Annexation policy - 80%
Impact fee - commercial
and residential

Inclusionary housing — 60%

in new subdivisions
Impact fee - commercial
and residential

Inclusionary housing - 25%

Impact fee — commercial
25% and residential -
favors on-site units.

Impact fee - 40%
commercial,

60% residential - favors
on-site units.

Local Funding

County-wide sales tax — now
.725%

In-lieu fees from regulations
Annual general fund
appropriations

In-lieu fees from regulations
General fund appropriations

In-lieu fees from regulations
1% voluntary transfer fee
Specific Purpose Excise Tax 2017

In-lieu fees from regulations
.5% sales tax for affordable
housing (since 1994)

Partnerships

Public/private developments
Regional Housing Authority

Public/private developments
Regional Housing Authority
School district, transportation
authority

Public/private developments
Town/County Housing Authority
Habitat for Humanity

Jackson Hole Community
Housing Trust

Public/private developments
Regional Housing Authority

Current project: art,
school/parking district
collaboration

Other Strategies

Acquisitions
Land banking

Subsidized lots sales
Long term rental
requirements for ADUs

Employee housing

Mixed income development
Seasonal worker dorms
Tiny homes

Out of town option -
mitigation compliance
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PART B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain Resort Communities (July 2017)

4. Strategies and Tools (continued)

Density bonus Inclusionary housing - 15%  In-lieu fees from regulations Public/Private developments Employee housing
ADUs Impact fee - commercial General fund appropriations (Town as support, not lead) First-time homebuyer
Priority processing and residential program:
Regulatory concessions Commercial linkage e CDBG-reuse (up to
= (various rates) 80% AMI)
é Minimum density e BEGIN-reuse (up to
= standards 160% AMI)
Preservation for condo e Martis Fund in Placer
conversions (15% to 33% County, funded by
must remain affordable) real estate transfer

fee (up to 180% AMI)

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC PartB(3)-7



PART B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain Resort Communities (July 2017)

5. Deed Restricted Housing Inventory

Total Owner Renter Owner Renter <60% 60-80% 80-100% 100-120% 120-150% 150-200% No Income
Units # # % % AMI Limit

% .go 849 449 400 52% 48% 8% 18% 26% 17% 1% 0% 31%

e
£
S o 231 73 158 32% 68% 14% 3% 7% 0% 1% 0% 74%
]
Qo >
5@
S 1,546 561 985 36% 63% 13% 10% 7% 27% 6% 0% 38%
wv
S
o}
§ 310 106 204 37% 72% Restrictions and targeting range from 70% AMI to 200% AMI;
% % breakouts not available
[
o 409 25 384 6% 94% 94% 2% 3% 1% - - -
3
=
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PART B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain Resort Communities (July 2017)

6. Qualifications and Occupancy

Breckenridge

Jackson Crested Butte

Telluride

Truckee

# of Categories
6

AMI Ranges

<60% AMI

60 — 80% AMI
80 —100% AMI
100 - 110% AMI
110 - 120% AMI
120 - 160% AMI

<50% AMI

60 — 80% AMI

80 —-90% AMI

90 - 100% AMI

100 - 120% AMI

120-130% AMI

Employment-Based - no income limits
Cat 1: £80% AMI

Cat 2: 81 - 100% AMI

Cat 3: 101 - 120% AMI

Cat 4: < 140%

Cat5:<175%

Employment-Based — greater than 175%

Tier 1: £120% AMI; target 70% 1 BR; 90% 2 & 3 BR
Tier 2: <150% AMI; target 90% 1 BR; 110% 2 & 3 BR
Tier 3: <200% AMI; 120% for rent

AM I targets vary by bedroom since AMI’s do not vary
proportionately by HH size (the 2-person AMl is not double the
1-person AMI)

ADUs are limited to 130% AMI

Extremely low (<=30%)

Very low (30.1-50%)

Low (50.1-80%)

Moderate (80 — 120%)

Above moderate (120-160%)

Asset Caps

None

None

Cat 1:5145,120

Cat 2: $181,400

Cat 3:5217,680

Cat 4: 253,960

Cat 5:5$317,450

Cat 6: $362,800.

Based on 2x the 4-person income cap
Retirement accounts not counted

Total household assets including business cannot exceed 2x the
original purchase price; may be forced to sell within 1 year if
assets grow above limit.

No limits for below 80% AMI
Limits at time of purchase for 80% AMI and above

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC
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PART B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain Resort Communities (July 2017)

7. Prices and Affordability

Rent Sale Price
Mid range 2 Mid range 2 BR
BR

()
b
S
S
S $975 $279,516
=
(8]
o
()
gy
v 5 $950 $235,000
S m
(s}
c
2
< S1112 $245,175
8
o Tierland 3
] $1450
5 Tier2-$1770 »215,000
2 Less Utility

Allowance
Q
S
Q $1,295 $360,000
S
[

Deferred Maintenance

A few deed restrictions provide that the cost to remedy
any health, safety issues due to disrepair can be deducted
from the max sales price. No provisions otherwise.
Recommends HOA be established to maintain exterior of
units.

None

3rd party inspection with standard level of maintenance;
some negotiations with Seller and Buyer, good
communication with property mgmt/HOAs, strong stance
at sales to help ensure adequate reserves

Has not had problems thus far; owners seem to be aware
that upkeep is important.

Failure to maintain the property is considered a violation
of the deed restriction

Misc Considerations

No guarantee of ability to receive max sales price written
into some (not all) restrictions

Working towards a regional, universal deed restriction.

No guarantees of the subsequent owner’s ability to sell or
rent for maximum price stated in guidelines/restrictions

Not often that homes sell below max price, but seller's often
have to make repairs or contribute funds to buyer at closing
Considered a violation of deed restriction if delinquent on
HOA dues

Resale formula varies depending on DR — generally a set 2.5%
cap or tied to a CPI

No guarantees of the subsequent owner’s ability to sell or
rent for maximum price stated in guidelines

Right of first refusal to housing agency, if home doesn’t sell
“in a reasonable amount of time” to a qualified buyer
Shared equity, based on sale of unit to affordable or market
buyer and length of tenure

WSW Consulting; Rees Consulting, Inc.; Williford, LLC; Navigate, LLC
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PART B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain Resort Communities (July 2017)

8. Short Term Rentals

Tracking Regulations/Incentives Licensing and permitting Taxing and Fees
Manual tracking, cross Allowed in all zones Accommodation Unit License - single family Sales 2.5% and lodging tax 3.4%
reference online (quarterly) Special conditions for single family homes: (annual) License fees $75 to $175 (annual)
g 3340 licensed units parking, trash, noise and nuisance standards Local contact person
.'g Safety/contract information posted in unit Business license condos (annual)
= Individual bedrooms prohibited Sales tax license (annual)
T Incentive to long term rent; provide property Letter to new owners assuming will STR
g management, lease, and rent guarantee
" Manual tracking, cross Allowed in most zones Business and sales tax licenses (annual) Sales tax 4%
£  reference online (quarterly) No enforcement of STRs in disallowed zones Pillow tax $10/pillow (annual)
::ns Town map of STR units Town Council studying capping STRs in some
© 260 licensed units zones, prohibiting in others
o
4
o
c Manual tracking, cross Allowed only in Lodging overlay district and Land use permit (one time) $500 fee - land use permit (one time)
9  reference online (monthly) Snow King Master Plan
E
-
MuniRev (monthly - VRBO Allowed in most zones; limited to three STRs and  Business license and tax licenses (annual) Business license fee $165 + $22/
o only) no more than 29 days/year in single family zone sleeping room
.'g Required to post license number in online listing Sales tax 4.5%
= 540 licensed units Lodging excise tax 2%
2
Host Compliance Allowed in all zones Registration (one time) Transient Occupancy Tax 10%
Link provided on AirBnB to local STR Truckee Tourism Business
§ requirements Improvement District assessment 2%
9 No fee for registration
£ S
[
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PART B (3) — Housing Programs in Comparative Mountain Resort Communities (July 2017)

Abbreviations used in these tables include:

ADU —accessory dwelling unit HH — household
AH — affordable housing Hrs — hours
AMI — Area Median Income Mos - months
Avg — average Pmt - payment
BR — bedroom SF —square feet
DR — deed restriction Wk - week

EDU — employee dwelling unit Yr —year

LIHTC — Low Income Housing Tax Credit
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(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

BBC Research and Consulting will present the study methodology, preliminary research findings and policy options resulting
from the Mono County Housing Needs Assessment.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Receive update from BBC Research on Mono County Housing Needs Assessment and provide desired direction to staff.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Leverage awarded grant funds with general fund contribution as well as funding from the Town of Mammoth Lakes and
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area/Mammoth Lakes Housing.
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Mono County
Community Development Department

PO Box 347 PO Box 8
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 Bridgeport, CA 93517
760.924.1800, fax 924.1801 760.932.5420, fax 932.5431

commdev(@mono.ca.gov WWWw.monocounty.ca.gov

August 15, 2017
TO: Honorable Board of Supervisors

FROM: Megan Mahaffey, Accountant
Scott Burns, Director

RE: Housing Needs Assessment Update

RECOMMENDATION
Receive update on Housing Needs Assessment by BBC Research; provide any desired direction to staff.

FISCAL IMPACT
Minimal impact. Funded via CDBG grant, in-kind match and Town of Mammoth Lakes contribution.

BACKGROUND

Mono County initiated a Community Development Block Grant funded housing needs assessment by to
provide current information on the housing challenges of residents and workers. The study is also
intended to inform the next update of the Housing Element. Due to the shortage of information on
markets in rural areas like Mono County, a comprehensive survey was conducted to provide current
core data for the study. The Town of Mammoth Lakes is also collaborating to include a survey of town
residents and workers, in addition to the County survey.

The survey methodology was structured to achieve statistical validity of three groups:
1) Permanent residents of Mammoth Lakes and Mono County;
2) Seasonal residents of Mammoth Lakes and Mono County; and
3) Area workers.

The survey enabled analyses by resident demographics (e.g., race, income, household characteristics,
own/rent). Due to the challenging 2017 winter, the survey was conducted in two phases to reach as
many respondents as possible. A survey of employers was also fielded, to collect information on the
housing needs of workers and challenges in retaining workers. Owners of rental properties were also
captured by the surveys.

The survey effort will be supplemented with an analysis of how peer mountain communities have
addressed housing challenges, including regulating and managing vacation rentals.

Initial survey results will be be presented by BBC Research.

ATTACHMENT
e PowerPoint Presentation

Planning / Building / Code Compliance / Environmental / Collaborative Planning Team (CPT)
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) / Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACs)


http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/

HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT
MONO COUNTY

August 15, 2017

Presented by

Jen Garner, Senior Consultant
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AGENDA

Study methodology

Preliminary research findings

Policy options




TOPICS

§ How difficult is it for permanent residents and
workers to find housing in the county?

§ Do housing challenges limit employers’ ability to
retain and recruit workers?

§ What are the economic impacts of housing
challenges?

§ What policy options are available to address housing
needs?



METHODOLOGY

§ Employer survey

§ Permanent resident survey
§ In-commuter survey

§ Seasonal resident survey

§ Affordability analysis

Study complements town

housing survey

Note: Survey was extended
through spring months in order
to get greater participation

from residents and businesses
whose communities and
operations are closed during
the winter.




EMPLOYER SURVEY

Purpose: To understand how housing challenges affect
employment and employers’ support for housing policies
and programs

Methodology and response:
§ Available online
§ Marketed to employers by Mono County staff

§ 41 employers responded



EMPLOYER SURVEY
P Primary Industries Represented by Employer Survey

No. of Responses

Housekeeping 14
Tourism 9
Government/Education 8
Retail /food 4
Ski industry 5
Nonprofit 4

P Most Common Location of Operations, Employer Survey

No. of Responses

Mammoth Lakes 32
Lee Vining 7
June Lake 7

Bridgeport 6




EMPLOYER SURVEY

) How difficult is it for your ) How difficult is it for your
employees to find a place to rent? employees to find a place to buy?

1%

B very difficult
B Difficult
Easy

Very easy

{ ‘Impossible’ is closer to the fact
rather than ‘Very Difficult’ ))



EMPLOYER SURVEY

In the past two years, have you
had trouble retaining employees
due to housing conditions in
Mono County?

In the past two years, have you
had trouble recruiting
employees due to housing
conditions in Mono County?




EMPLOYER SURVEY

) What are the most common ways your employees adjust when they cannot
find housing to meet their affordability needs and/or preferences?

pick up an extrajob | N
Get more roommates/live in crowded
conditions
e oSG I oo oo | />
in need of repair
Rent a room in someone's house | -2
Live outside of Mono County and drive _ 39%

Live with family

Camp

Live in another part of Mono Conty
and drive

Pay more than what they can afford/
become cost burdened

Live in car
Use credit cards to pay for expenses
Ask family memkbers to help financially

Other

- EX
- EX
KX
- EX
I :o::
I o

7

I -
[ T T

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

50%

60%

70%



EMPLOYER SURVEY

) Are there any Town or County policies you would change to increase
housing affordability and availability?

Provide more development incentives for huilding affordable
housing (e.g., allow more density, taller buildings, etc.)

Allow small multi-family housing types (e.g., duplex) that are
compatible in scale with single-family homes to be builtin
single-family neighborhoods

Add more zones that allow for multi-family developments

Reduce zones that allow short term rentals

Dedicate Town/County owned land for affordable housing

Provide locally funded housing assistance (e.g., loans, etc.) to those
whose incomes exceed the low-income threshold that qualifies for
Federal and State assistance

Require more affordable housing mitigation from developers (e.g.,
building more affordable units on-site, higher fees to mitigate for housing
impacts, require donation of land for affordable housing, etc.)

Reduce permitting requirements for affordahle housing
developments and rehabilitations

Reduce parking requirements so more land can be used for housing

Other

52%

45%

41%

41%

35%

35%

28%

28%

17%

38%

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

=R



EMPLOYER SURVEY

) Would you be interested in contributing to finding solutions for workforce
housing challenges in Mono County?




EMPLOYER ESTIMATE OF EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

Twenty of the 41 employer respondents expect their
workforce to grow in the next 5 years

Estimate of need:

§ 64 new FTEs year around,

§ 70 new PTEs year around,

§ 84 new FTEs during peak season,

§ 76 new PTEs during peak season



RESIDENT SURVEY

Purpose: To collect data on housing costs, housing
affordability challenges, and greatest housing needs

Methodology and response:

§ February 2017 telephone survey targeted to low
income areas and low income residents

§ March-May 2017 Online survey targeted to Mono
County residents

§ Available in English and Spanish

§ 868 online survey respondents, 301 telephone survey



RESIDENT SURVEY

P Where do resident survey respondents live in Mono County?

Online Telephone
Place of Residence survey survey
Mammoth Lakes 66% 55%
Crowley 8% 2%
June Lake 7% 7%
Bridgeport 6% 0.3%
Walker 2% 5%
Sunny Slopes 2% 0.3%
Lee Vining 2% 1%
Swall Meadows 2% -
Coleville 1% 8%
Chalfant Valley 1% 5%
Benton 1% 3%
Other Mono County 2% 13%




RESIDENT SURVEY

P What type of housing do you currently live in?

[l Telephone [ Online

. . 54%
Detached single family home 49%

Condo or rental unit in a 19%

multifamily building 29%

11%
11%

Attached single family home

Mobile home/manufactured 13%
home/trailer 7

P

o,
Accessory dwelling unit (ADU) ' 33:;’
a

Other (please specify) .O‘V;ly
a
[

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

About half of respondents
live in single family homes.

4% of online and 6% of
telephone respondents live
in employer-provided
housing.

4% of online and 10% of

telephone respondents live
in affordable (subsidized)
housing.

51% of online and 70% of
telephone respondents are
homeowners.




RESIDENT SURVEY

P Who lives in subsidized and employer housing?

Compared to other Mono County residents:

§ Residents living in employer-provided housing are:
More likely to be single or living with roommates

As likely to have children
More likely to live alone or to live in households of five or more
§ Residents living in subsidized housing are:

More likely to be living with a partner and children

More likely to have children

More likely to live in households of three or four members



RESIDENT SURVEY

Housing preferences and displacement:

S

Permanent residents place high value on ownership
(unusual for resort area)

Cost of housing is top consideration across resident types

In the past three years between 13% (telephone) and
29% (online) of renters have had to move out of a Mono
County unit when they did not want to move due to. Top
reasons include:

Owner selling the unit
Damage to unit/unit became unlivable
Rent increased more than | could pay

Personal reasons



RESIDENT SURVEY
P Other strategies to afford housing:

Il Telephone [ Online

. . 19%
Find additional employment
Ploy 36%
. . 18%
Use retirement/pension/trust fund
frenson/irust fur | 1,
. . 11%
Rely on family/friends
y y/ 28%
. 6%
Renting out a room h 15%
. . 2%
Renting home as vacation rental
3%
[ [ [ [ 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%



RESIDENT SURVEY

Plan to move in the next five years—25% phone, 32%
online. Primary reasons residents plan to move (note,
online could choose up to three responses, phone only
their top reason):

[ Telephone [ Online

: 13%
Find a more affordable rental
‘ 23%

12%

|

Find a more affordable home to buy 36%
(s]

=
L1}

Landlord converting rental to seasonal/ 3%
vacation rental 2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%




RESIDENT SURVEY

Interest in assisted ownership:

§ Among renters, 1/3 would be very interested in buying
an affordable home in Mono County with a deed
restriction (no difference between phone and online)

§ One in five renters who responded to the online survey
have looked into affordable ownership in the past. Top
reasons why they did not buy:

Couldn't afford mor_1th|y paymentcs/ _ 64%
still too expensive
Not enough downpayment _ 43%
Not desired housing (e.g., condo) _ 29%
No garage _ 28%

0% 10%  20% 30% 40% 50% ©60% 70%

20



RECAP

§ How difficult is it for permanent residents and workers
to find housing in the county? Very difficult. Too few
units available to rent or buy and those that are
available are too expensive.

§ Do housing challenges limit employers’ ability to retain
and recruit workers? Yes: 69% of employers say
housing challenges limit their ability to retain workers;
87% say housing challenges inhibit their ability to
recruit workers



RECAP

§ What are the economic impacts of housing challenges?
Limited housing could inhibit economic growth and the
ability of employers to retain and recruit workers.

§ What policy options are available to address housing
needs? For discussion, next slide



POLICY OPTIONS

Could more housing be created through...

§ Promote acquisition of homes that may come for sale
in the next 5 years?

§ Incentivizing property owners to convert vacation
homes or short term rentals into long term rentals?

§ Incentivizing homeowners to build ADUs for long term
affordable rentals?

Could more housing be created through leveraging state
funding?

§ NOFA issued in September. Pairing downpayment
assistance with new development and leveraging land
donations for new construction



POLICY OPTIONS

How can the county work with employers? Top policy
options supported by employers:

§ Development incentives for building (60%)

§ Allow small multi-family housing types (e.g., duplex) that
are compatible in scale with single-family homes to be
built in single-family neighborhood (48%)

§ Add more zones that allow for multi-family
developments (48%)

Employers want to help find solutions for workforce
housing. About 10% would contribute financially to support
affordable housing. Two in five would join a task force. 70%
would come to a meeting or receive email updates.



NEXT STEPS

In the process of evaluating survey findings against
policies and programs that have been successful in peer
communities to determine the most feasible, effective,
and successful options for Mono County.

Will take into account recommendations from Mammoth
Lakes Community Housing Action Plan, released July 2017



QUESTIONS FOR THE COUNTY TO CONSIDER

1. What is the appetite and capacity to donate land to
support affordable housing development?

2. What is the county’s appetite for acquiring seasonal
units when they are for sale and deed-restricting them
for affordable use?

3. What s the county’s appetite for encouraging ADU
development?

4. How can the county convince employers to participate
in housing creation and preservation?



QUESTIONS AND
DISCUSSION
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MEETING DATE  August 15, 2017
Departments: Public Works
TIME REQUIRED 10 minutes PERSONS Paul Roten
. APPEARING
BJECT 2017 Ei Road R -
SUBJEC Updatemergency oad Repairs BEFORE THE
BOARD
AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

Update on emergency road repairs.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

1. Receive update on emergency repairs to low water crossing on Upper Summers Meadow Road in the Bridgeport Valley
and Crowley Lake Drive near Tom's Place. 2. As established by Public Contract Code Division 2, Part 3, Chapter 2.5
“Emergency Contracting Procedures”, review the emergency action taken on August 1, 2017 and make a finding, based on
substantial evidence set forth in this staff report and at the meeting, that the emergency continues to exist as to Upper
Summers Meadow Road, and that continuation of the action to replace the washed-out bridge on that road is necessary to
respond to the emergency (A 4/5 vote is required). 3. Direct the County Engineer to continue procuring the necessary
equipment, services, and supplies to make emergency repairs to Upper Summers Meadow Road, without giving notice for
bids to let contracts. 4. Find that work has been completed on Crowley Lake Drive and that the conditions resulting in the
emergency no longer exist.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The Upper Summers Meadow Road bridge at Green Creek is eligible for 75% funding via the California Disaster Assistance
Act (CDAA) Program administered by Cal OES. The total cost of replacement is estimated at $350,000. Staff proposes that
the 25% local match be paid with new SB1/RMRA gas tax funds or, potentially, funds left over from the Round Fire
emergency. The Crowley Lake Drive road edge and shoulder repairs are estimated to cost $84,640. Unfortunately, since
the last meeting staff has learned that because of the timing of the road opening and repairs, it is not eligible for the
Emergency Relief (ER) Program administered by Caltrans. Staff proposes that this be paid with new SB1/RMRA gas tax
funds or, potentially, funds left over from the Round Fire emergency.

CONTACT NAME: Garrett Higerd
PHONE/EMAIL: 760-924-1802 / ghigerd@mono.ca.gov

SEND COPIES TO:
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MONO COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

POST OFFICE BOX 457 74 NORTH SCHOOL STREET e BRIDGEPORT, CALIFORNIA 93517
760.932.5440  Fax 760.932.5441 ¢ monopw@mono.ca.gov ¢ www.monocounty.ca.gov

Date: August 15, 2017
To: Honorable Chair and Members of the Board of Supervisors
From: Garrett Higerd, County Engineer

Re: 2017 Emergency Road Repairs — Update

Recommended Action

1. Receive update on emergency repairs to low water crossing on Upper Summers
Meadow Road in the Bridgeport Valley and Crowley Lake Drive near Tom’s Place.

2. As established by Public Contract Code Division 2, Part 3, Chapter 2.5 “Emergency
Contracting Procedures”, review the emergency action taken on August 1, 2017 and
make a finding, based on substantial evidence set forth in this staff report and at the
meeting, that the emergency continues to exist as to Upper Summers Meadow Road,
and that continuation of the action to replace the washed-out bridge on that road is
necessary to respond to the emergency. (A 4/5 vote is required.)

3. Direct the County Engineer to continue procuring the necessary equipment, services,
and supplies to make emergency repairs to Upper Summers Meadow Road, without
giving notice for bids to let contracts.

4. Find that work has been completed on Crowley Lake Drive and that the conditions
resulting in the emergency no longer exist.

Fiscal Impact:

The Upper Summers Meadow Road bridge at Green Creek is eligible for 75% funding via the
California Disaster Assistance Act (CDAA) Program administered by Cal OES. The total cost
of replacement is estimated at $350,000. Staff proposes that the 25% local match be paid
with new SB1/RMRA gas tax funds or, potentially, funds left over from the Round Fire
emergency.

The Crowley Lake Drive road edge and shoulder repairs are estimated to cost $84,640.
Unfortunately, since the last meeting staff has learned that because of the timing of the road
opening and repairs, it is not eligible for the Emergency Relief (ER) Program administered by
Caltrans. Staff proposes that this be paid with new SB1/RMRA gas tax funds or, potentially,
funds left over from the Round Fire emergency.

Strategic Plan Alignment: Infrastructure, Public Safety

Parks ¢ Community Centers « Roads & Bridges ¢ Land Development e Solid Waste
Building Maintenance e Campgrounds  Airports « Cemeteries » Fleet Maintenance



Mono County Board of Supervisors August 15, 2017
2017 Emergency Road Repairs Update Page 2 of 2

Background:
Since given direction on August 1, 2017, the following action has been taken:

» Contracts were negotiated and executed with Qualcon Contractors to perform
emergency repairs.

» Construction Specialty, working as a sub-contractor to Qualcon Contractors, initiated
demolition of the Upper Summers Meadow Road low water crossing and placed a
temporary road fill allowing the road to be temporarily re-opened to one-lane vehicle
traffic on Saturday, August 5, 2017.

* Interested constituents were notified of the road re-opening.

* Qualcon Contractors initiated repairs to the damaged section of Crowley Lake Drive
on Monday, August 7, 2017 and completed those repairs on August 9, 2017.

* Further coordination occurred with Caltrans and Cal OES on funding eligibility and
process requirements.

Justification for Continued Emergency — Upper Summer Meadows Road:

Staff will continue procuring consultants and utilizing staff resources to prepare plans and
specifications for a permanent one-lane bridge. Because of the time required to fabricate
bridge components, project completion could be as late November, however staff is working
on ways to expedite bridge fabrication and delivery for earlier completion. Demolition and site
preparation need to occur prior to bridge delivery and must commence as soon as possible.
Any delay increases the risk that the construction cannot go forward this season, depending
on the timing of winter weather which is difficult to predict.

The National Weather Service has issued at least one Flash Flood Watch over the last week
and there is continued monsoon activity in the extended forecast. The temporarily-repaired
Green Creek crossing is vulnerable to being washed out again if there is any significant
thunderstorm activity and users have been urged to use caution. Accordingly, it is imperative
that the work to install a more permanent bridge be completed as soon as possible.

Termination of Emergency — Crowley Lake Drive:

Work was completed to repair flood damage on Crowley Lake Drive near Tom’s Place on
August 9" and the conditions resulting in the emergency no longer exist.

Please contact me at 924-1802 if you have any questions regarding this item.
Respectfully submitted,

Garrett Higerd
County Engineer

Parks ¢ Community Centers ¢ Roads & Bridges » Land Development ¢ Solid Waste
Building Maintenance e Campgrounds e Airports « Cemeteries ¢ Fleet Maintenance
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(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

Supervisors Gardner and Corless will give a report from the 2017 National Association of Counties Conference in Columbus,
Ohio.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

None, receive report.

FISCAL IMPACT:

None.

CONTACT NAME: Scheereen Dedman
PHONE/EMAIL: %5538 / sdedman@mono.ca.gov

SEND COPIES TO:

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
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Click to download
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8/10/2017 10:27 AM County Administrative Office Yes

8/9/2017 2:00 PM County Counsel Yes
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Larry Johnston~District One ~ Fred Stump~ District Two Bob Gardner ~ District Three
John Peters ~ District Four ~ Stacy Corless ~ District Five

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

COUNTY OF MONO

P.O. BOX 715, BRIDGEPORT, CALIFORNIA 93517

(760) 932-5533 « FAX (760) 932-5531
Shannon Kendall, Clerk of the Board

Date: August 15, 2017

To: Honorable Board of Supervisors

From: Stacy Corless, Board of Supervisors Chairperson
Subject: NACo Annual Conference Report

Recommended Action(s):
None, receive report.
Fiscal Impact:

None.

Discussion:

Supervisors Gardner and Corless attended the National Association of Counties Annual Conference on
July 21, 2017. They have provided a report of the meetings they attended.



NACo Annual Conference Report
July 21-24, 2017
Columbus, Ohio

Friday, July 21

Public Lands Steering Committee Resolutions Meeting: The purpose of this meeting was to
provide an initial or working review of the proposed platform changes and policy resolutions.
Our proposed platform change sponsored by Board Chair Corless on supporting Funding for
Public Lands Infrastructure was approved. Also approved were a platform change on Federal-
County Receipts Sharing under Stewardship Contracting, and eleven proposed policy
resolutions. A proposed policy resolution on BLM Fracking policy was not approved, nor was a
proposed policy resolution supporting establishment of a BLM foundation (even though the
latter item had already been approved by Congress). The texts of the final platform changes
and policy resolutions approved at the Conference are available at the NACo website:

http://www.naco.org/sites/default/files/documents/2017-
2018%20American%20County%20Platform%20FINAL.pdf

Public Lands Steering Committee Subcommittees Meeting: Federal representatives from the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the US Forest Service (USFS) and the Dept. of the Interior
(DOI) provided briefings at this meeting. Topics covered included BLM’s planning approach
after repeal of the Planning 2.0 Rule, Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) status, Secure Rural
Schools (SRS) status, and Dept. of the Interior priorities.

Specific priorities noted for DOl included supporting a balanced budget, encouraging
recreation, and support infrastructure. Also noted was the fact that the recent House
appropriations bill did not support the President’s budget request reductions, but included
increases over that request in several areas. PILT is funded at $465M, roughly the current
amount, in the House bill, and fire funding is also supported close to current levels. Secretary
Zinke has proposed reorganization of DOI and limited hiring. The President’s Budget proposed
a cut of 4,000 positions in DOI.

A discussion on how to improve land use planning included the following suggestions from
various county officials:

e Need better coordination

e Review Garfield County, Co planning approach

e Need political self-sufficiency and better coordination

e Create a clearinghouse of ideas

e Create a Facebook page

e Increase advocacy through the new Resorts/Tourism/Gateway Caucus
e Do surveys to determine issues and priorities


http://www.naco.org/sites/default/files/documents/2017-2018%20American%20County%20Platform%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.naco.org/sites/default/files/documents/2017-2018%20American%20County%20Platform%20FINAL.pdf

e Prioritize funds and address management and policy (Federal)
e Focus on goals and purpose

e Create spheres of influence

e Develop resource management plans

e Need to move beyond PILT and SRS

e Need to review policies already approved

e Resolve SRS issue

At this point the Chair of the Public Land Steering Committee, Tommie Martin from Arizona’s
Gila County, invited everyone who wanted to participate in a roundtable discussion about the
goals of the Committee should reconvene after the break. This smaller group met and came up
with the following ideas/comments:

e Ensure counties have a seat at the table

e Ensure a future for kids on public lands

e Inform and enlist help in managing Federal lands

e Stimulate and sustain economic growth

e Get away from name-calling and seek common ground

e Speed up Federal decision-making

e Encourage county role in Federal decision-making

e Encourage multiple use of public lands

e Those closest to the land are best managers

e Focus on sustainability and sustained yield

e Stop asking for Federal dollars without offsets

e Cut the scientists at Federal level

e Need voice for small counties

e Use more private industry

e Increase productivity

e Federal employees should implement policy, not personal beliefs

e Letfires burn

e Extraction has more impact than recreation

e Use adaptive management for forest management

e Reduce Federal litigation

e Have Federal employees be facilitators, not impediments

e Define what acreage Federal agencies can manage and let states, counties handle the
rest

e Increase PILT based on an equitable policy

e Need unified direction from USFS

e Use technology

e Protect public lands



Wealth comes from the land, manage it well

Focus on getting along more - better advocacy

Increase local input into federal decisions — increase trust
Be better partners

Expand access on public lands

Ensure responsible recreation

Have a roundtable like this at each NACo Conference
Concern with Equal Justice Act

Too much time spent on planning

Break down walls and barriers

Create opportunities for multiple uses to be compatible
Need education generally

Build relationships with Federal officials

Seek common ground

Need a listserv to share information

Need realistic land use plans

Public Lands Steering Committee Business Meeting: The purpose of this meeting was to
provide formal approval of proposed platform changes and policy resolutions. The two platform
changes approved in the morning session were formally approved (including our infrastructure
support proposal), and ten of the eleven proposed policy resolutions were formally approved as
well. An additional platform change emphasizing more cooperation with counties under on the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) was approved as an emergency item, as was a similar resolution
on the ESA. A resolution supporting National Park Service infrastructure was withdrawn
because it was duplicative of the platform change on the same subject.

Also at this meeting Jonathan Shuffield, the NACo legislative analyst for the Public Lands
Committee, provided an update on Congressional action to date. He noted the following items:

Recent House Interior and Related Agencies 2018 Appropriations legislation included
several increases above the President’s request

PILT is funded in the above bill at S465 million, close to the 2017 level

A fix for the Secure Rural Schools (SRS) program is being worked, but a legislative vehicle
to get it enacted is lacking

A Forest Management legislative package has been developed with several provisions,
but it is being held up due to the wildfire funding issue

A separate bill shifting wildfire funding to a FEMA-based approach, thereby eliminating
much of the raiding of other USFS funding, including recreation, is being discussed but is
not likely

The President’s Executive Order on reviewing recent National Monument designations is
under way in the Department of Interior



e Discussion of reforms to the Endangered Species Act is also under way, with focus on
adding economic factors to required analysis
e Access to public lands legislation is also a possibility

Saturday, July 22

Rural Action Caucus Meeting: Ann Hazlett, Assistant to the Secretary from the US Dept. of
Agriculture spoke about rural priorities of the Trump Administration. She said they were
forming a task force to help rural areas. This task force will focus on:

e Quality of life

e Economic development

e Workforce innovation

e Improving the regulatory environment

She indicated they would be looking for input from counties as this task force moves forward.
She also stated there would be an infrastructure initiative this fall which would include rural
areas. The opioid crisis was also noted as a concern in the new Administration. The Opioid task
force will be releasing its recommendations this fall.

Michael Meit, Co-Director at the NORC Walsh Center for Rural Health Analysis, spoke about
rural health strategies. He noted that for the first time since 1993, U.S. life expectancy has
declined. He pointed to alcoholism, suicides, and drug overdoses as the reason for this. The
leading areas for opioid abuse are Appalachia, New Hampshire, and New Mexico. He also
noted suicide rates were higher in the Western US. He recommended regional approaches to
address these problems and trends.

Western Interstate Region Board of Directors Meeting: This was the business meeting for the
WIR, which holds a separate meeting in May of each year. The next WIR meeting will be held in
Sun Valley, Idaho, in late May of 2018. Jonathan Shuffield from NACo gave another, but similar
legislative update at this meeting. Ted Boling of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
talked about the President’s Executive Order on Environmental Reviews. The purpose of the
order was to streamline these reviews, from 10 years to two years. The FAST Act also allows
states to substitute their environmental review process for NAPA reviews. The CEQ website has
more information on this effort. Jim Ogsbury from the Western Governors Association also
spoke to WIR, and encouraged county officials to check out the NGA website regularly, and
review their recent report on forest management. Finally, Brian Mefford from Connected
Nation Exchange encouraged counties to be active on broadband issues. He stated private
investment was not interested in rural connectivity very much.

NACo General Session: Sonny Perdue, the new Secretary of Agriculture, addressed the General
Session. He stated he wants to be a partner with NACo and county officials, but was dismayed
that NACo had not sent him a copy of the recent complaint letter sent to the Congress about
the USDA reorganization of rural development. He encouraged county officials to contact him



directly about issues. His recommendations for counties were to communicate well, collaborate
more, eliminate barriers to progress, innovate more, and celebrate success. He indicated the
Rural Task Force would focus on quality of life, housing, opioid abuse, health care, broadband
access, economic development, and infrastructure.

Initial Meeting of Resorts/Tourism/Gateway County Caucus: We held the first meeting of this
informal new caucus sponsored by Mono County. Seven county officials joined us, representing
the following jurisdictions:

e |nyo County

e Coconino County, AZ
e Blaine County, ID

e Pitkin County, CO

e Mono County, CA

Other counties interested but not able to join us include:

e Deschutes County, OR
e Summit County, UT

e Hawaii County, HI

e Alpine County, CA

e Mariposa County, CA
e Maui County, Hi

e Park County, MT

e Eagle County, CO

We discussed the idea of the caucus generally, and identified topics of interest. These included:

e Impact of concession employees on local schools and potential opportunities to collect
fees to help with this

e Support for Search and Rescue Operations

e Concern with support for BLM

e Interest in increasing private foundation support

e Emergency services/safety issues

e Broadband access

e Multiple use issues

The group endorsed continued development of NACo resolutions advocating funding and policy
support for Federal and other public lands agencies, and suggested we develop panels and
other presentations for future NACo Conferences. Jonathan Shuffield agreed to determine the
appropriate structure for the group in the NACo organization. We also agreed to schedule a
conference call to update the other interested counties about the caucus. We will continue
efforts to recruit additional counties.



Sunday, July 23

Panel on Opioid Epidemic: This was a presentation from four county/health/insurance officials
about the opioid crisis. Comments included:

e Potholes and stray dogs are not the problem anymore, it’s opioid abuse
e Drug addiction is a disease

e Opioid addiction requires a complex response

e Data on ER activity, overdoses is needed

e The greater Columbus area has two deaths a day from opioid abuse

e Don’t focus on shame and stigma, focus on education and prevention

e Medically Assisted Treatment (MAT) is a key approach

e Needle programs do lead to treatment

e Narcan and naloxone are effective, get this to police, EMT’s

e Need to get the right people in the room to develop action plans, including schools
e Use community assets to develop action plans

e Public health must be involved as well

e Focus on doctor prescription practices

e Past focus on pain may need to be reduced; opioids slow down healing
e Peoplein recovery are important resource

e The dollar impact of opioid abuse is huge

e S1in prevention equals $26 in treatment and enforcement

e Get parents with children and youth to talk about this

NACo Board of Directors and Steering Committee Chairs Meeting: This was the meeting to
vote on platform changes and policy resolutions for NACo-wide use with Congress. Before that
process, the following items were noted:

e The White House will be reaching out to selected states to set up briefings for county
officials
e Please check out the NACo Futures lab, the County Explorer function on the NACo
website, and use the NACo summer advocacy tool kit
e Additional legislative updates:
o Health care reform is on life support (predated Senate failure)
o Taxreform under way — real concern about eliminating state and local tax
deductions and tax exempt municipal bonds
o Overall Federal budget uncertainties; key will be how to fund defense spending
increases
o Appropriations activity is ongoing without any budget caps to restrict levels
o Debt ceiling also needs to be increased



e Administration’s infrastructure package has more questions than answers at this point;
supposedly $200 billion for local governments, $800 billion for others

The combined Board of Directors and Committee Chairs then proceeded to vote on all the
platform changes and policy resolutions. Our infrastructure support platform change was
approved without discussion as were all other resolutions approved by the Steering
Committees. A copy of the final NACo Legislative Platform and Policy Resolutions is on the
NACo website. The only concern expressed at this meeting was a resolution about climate
change and the Administration’s lack of support for the Paris agreement. There were conflicting
proposed resolutions on this subject, but neither were approved by the relevant committee. A
compromise resolution allowing counties to work with Federal or state efforts to continue to
pursue the Paris agreement was approved after some discussion.

Though we were not in attendance, on Monday, July 24, the general assembly voted to approve
proposed platform changes and resolutions. Additionally, new NACo President Roy Charles
Brooks made leadership appointments to policy steering committees and subcommittees;
Supervisor Corless was appointed as a Vice-Chair of the Lands Management Subcommittee of
the Public Lands Steering Committee.
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SUBJECT Closed Session--Human Resources QE $5$I¥SE
BOARD
AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS. Government Code Section 54957.6. Agency designated representative(s):
Stacey Simon, Leslie Chapman, Dave Butters, Janet Dutcher, and Anne Larsen. Employee Organization(s): Mono County
Sheriff's Officers Association (aka Deputy Sheriff's Association), Local 39--majority representative of Mono County Public
Employees (MCPE) and Deputy Probation Officers Unit (DPOU), Mono County Paramedic Rescue Association (PARA),
Mono County Public Safety Officers Association (PSO), and Mono County Sheriff Department’s Management Association
(SO Mgmt). Unrepresented employees: All.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

FISCAL IMPACT:
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AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION. Paragraph (1) of subdivision (d) of Government Code
section 54956.9. Name of case: Administrative citation, APN# 012-050-004: Gloria Ma.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

FISCAL IMPACT:

CONTACT NAME: Anne Larsen
PHONE/EMAIL: 760 924-1707 / alarsen@mono.ca.gov

SEND COPIES TO:
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MEETING DATE August 15, 2017
Departments: Economic Development
TIME REQUIRED 30 minutes PERSONS John Urdi, Executive Director,

. . . APPEARING Mammoth Lakes Tourism
SUBJECT Mammoth Lakes Tourism Air Service

Presentation BEFORE THE
BOARD
AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

Presentation by John Urdi of Mammoth Lakes Tourism regarding commercial year-round Air Service at Mammoth Yosemite
Airport.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

None (informational only). Provide any desired direction to staff.

FISCAL IMPACT:

None at this time. Funding request from Mammoth Lakes Tourism will be included in the Economic Development FY17-18
Department Requested Budget.

CONTACT NAME: John Urdi
PHONE/EMAIL: (760) 934-2712 extension 1259 / jurdi@visitmammoth.com
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STAFF REPORT
Mono County Board of Supervisors
Regular Meeting — August 15, 2017

SUBIJECT: Air Service Presentation by John Urdi, Executive Director, Mammoth Lakes Tourism.

RECOMMENDATION: Receive presentation.

BACKGROUND: Mr. Urdi will provide the Board with information regarding the highlights of the
spring/summer/fall air service program, including enplanement data, passenger research,
economic impact, opportunities and challenges. Since 2011 the Mono County Board of
Supervisors has annually approved a financial contribution (ranging from $50,000 - $85,000) to
help support direct air service from Mammoth Yosemite Airport to Los Angeles International
Airport in the spring/summer/fall months.

DISCUSSION: After his presentation, Mr. Urdi will invite comments and discussion from the
Board, and will answer questions and provide clarification on issues related to the air service
program.

FISCAL IMPACT: None at this time. Mammoth Lakes Tourism has requested a contribution of
$100,000 for FY2017-18 which will be in the Economic Development Department-requested
budget and reviewed during the upcoming budget hearings on September 12/19, 2017.






Subsidy Explained
Winter 2016-17
Summer History
Economic Impacts

Mono County and MLT Partnership

WHAT'S INSIDE




WHAT 15 AIR SUBSIDY?

Air Subsidy = Minimum Revenue Guarantee

The subsidy is based solely on the estimated
operating costs of flying to/from Mammoth
Yosemite Airport plus a capped profit margin
for the airline (20% in summer 13% in winter).
Any negative difference between the actual
passenger revenue generated by the airline
over the life of the contract period, equals the
subsidy due. Without a revenue guarantee, a
county our size would not have air service as
the airline would fly the plane on a more
profitable route to maximize their own revenue




WINTER 2016-1

Los Angeles
San Diego
San Francisco
Burbank

Total

Cancellations

LAX
19.8%

Available
Seats

26,676
8,740
11,200
3,420

50,036

82% WX

Sa\\
19%

Paid Seats

18,053
3,756
6,243
1,647

29,699

11% Mec

SFO
25%

Load
Factor

68.5%
65.9%
55.8%
48.2%

59.4%

7% other

BUR
12%




LA SUMMER COMPARTSON

2013
2014
2015

2016

Available Seats
23,678
23,688
25,047

24,776

Paid Seats
16,237
15,536
15,806

13,681



[(0 N 0 M I( IM PAHS Air travellers have major impact on our local economy

Based on our 2016 air service quantitative study:

Air travellers overall spend on average 31% more as compared
to drive visitors

29% more on dining and nightlife

36% more on shopping

29% more on groceries

DOUBLE on entertainment

3% more on lodging

4% more on outdoor activities and attractions

Individual air travellers spend more than 65% more per person
as compared to drive visitors
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Roughly 20% of all air traffic are Mono County Residents
e Business trips
e Vacations
e Doctors Appointments
e Family trips

21% of air travellers are visiting friends and family vs. just
12% of the drive market

Air service provides jobs, creates access and ultimately
e L brings revenues like property taxes that contribute to
s 3 Mono County’s general fund

Real Estate developers have consistently remarked that

they would not consider building hotels or resorts in
Mammoth Lakes and Mono County without air access
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