TULARE COUNTY
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

|
210 N. Church Street, Suite B, Visalia 93291 Phone: (559) 623-0450 FAX: (559) 733-6720

COMMISSIONERS:
Rudy Mendoza, Chair
Allen Ishida, V-Chair
Cameron Hamilton
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LAFCO MEETING AGENDA Steve Worthley
October 5, 2016 @ 2:00 P.M. Juliet Allen
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CHAMBERS ALTERNATES:
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING Craty vehada
2800 West Burrel Avenue Dennis Mederos
Visalia CA 93291 EXECUTIVE OFFICER:
Ben Giuliani

l. Call to Order

Il. Approval of Minutes from August 3, 2016 (Pages 1-4)

1", Public Comment Period

At this time, members of the public may comment on any item not appearing on the
agenda and that is within the scope of matters considered by the Commission. Under state
law, matters presented under this item cannot be discussed or acted upon by the LAFCO
Commission at this time. So that all interested parties have an opportunity to speak, any
person addressing the Commission may be limited at the discretion of the chair. At all
times, please use the microphone and state your name and address for the record.

V. New Action ltems

1. Designation of Voting Delegate and Alternate for CALFCO Conference (Pages 5-6)
[No Public Hearing]............... Recommended Action: Designate Delegate and Alternate

During each CALAFCO Annual Conference, voting delegates appointed by each member
LAFCO vote on various CALAFCO policy and procedural matters and vote to elect
nominees to the CALAFCO Board of Directors.

2. 2017 Proposal Deadline and Meeting Schedule (Pages 7-8)
[No Public Hearing]..........cccoov i Recommended Action: Adoption

The Commission will consider a schedule of meeting dates and application deadlines
for 2017. All dates are tentative and subject to change.

3. Cancellation of November Meeting (No Page)
[No Public Hearing]..........cccoviiiii i Recommended Action: Approval

There are no action items scheduled for the November 2", 2016 meeting. If the
Commission elects to cancel the November 2, 2015 meeting, the next regularly
scheduled meeting would be December 7, 2016.

NOTE: Persons wishing to speak on any of the agenda items who have made a political contribution of
more than $250 to any commissioner in the last twelve months must indicate this when speaking.



V. Executive Officer's Report

1. Agriculture Report (Pages 9-12)

This report reviews data from Agriculture Commission reports for Tulare County and
other southern San Joaquin Valley counties including recently released 2015 data

2. ESA 2016-03 (Pages 13-16)

Pursuant to Policy C-6, the Executive Officer approved an Extraterritorial Service
Agreement for the provision of domestic water to existing development on 70 parcels in
East Porterville. This is the second group of parcels to be served by the City as part of
a project to extend water services to East Porterville.

3. CALAFCO Written Testimony to Little Hoover Commission (Page 17-36)

Enclosed is written testimony from CALAFCO given to the Little Hoover Commission
regarding special districts, MSRs and related topics for a hearing that was held on
August 25th.

4. Legislative Update (No Page)

An update will be given at the Commission meeting.

5. Upcoming Projects (No Page)

The Executive Officer will provide a summary and tentative schedule of upcoming
LAFCO projects.

VI. Correspondence

1. Leadership Counsel Letter to LAFCO (Pages 37-38)

The Leadership Counsel sent a letter on behalf of the Matheny Tract Committee
regarding the provision of sewer service to Matheny Tract.

2. CALAFCO Quarterly Report (Pages 39-41)

VII. Other Business

1. Commissioner Report (No Page)

2. Request from LAFCO for items to be set for future agendas

VIIl.  Setting Time and Place of Next Meeting

1. November 2 or December 7, 2016 @ 2:00 P.M. in the Board of Supervisors Chambers in
the County Administration Building.

IX. Adjournment

NOTE: Persons wishing to speak on any of the agenda items who have made a political contribution of
more than $250 to any commissioner in the last twelve months must indicate this when speaking.
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ITEM: II
TULARE COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
Summary Minutes of the Meeting

August 3, 2016

Members Present: Mendoza, Ishida, Allen, Worthley
Members Absent: Hamilton
Alternates Present:  Mederos

Alternates Absent:  Vander Poel, Vejvoda

Staff Present: Giuliani, Ingoldsby, Unti
Counsel Present: Nielsen
I. Call to Order

Chair Mendoza called the Tulare County LAFCO meeting to order at 1:58 p.m. on August 3,
2016.

I1. Approval of the June 1, 2016 Meeting Minutes:

Upon motion by Commissioner Allen and seconded by Commissioner Ishida, the Commission
unanimously approved the LAFCO minutes of June 1, 2016.

I11. Public Comment Period

Chair Mendoza opened/closed the Public Comment Period at 1:59 p.m. No public comments
received.

IV. New Action ltems

1. Case 1523-W-22 City of Woodlake Annexation 15-01 (Turner/Mathias)

Staff Analyst Steven Ingoldsby informed commission a request for an annexation of 15.4
acres and concurrent detachment from CSA #1was submitted by the City of Woodlake.
SA Ingoldsby recommended that actions 1-9 of the staff report be approved.

Chair Mendoza opened the public hearing at 2:07 p.m.

Holly Owen, Collins & Schoettler, on behalf of the City of Woodlake stated she was
available for any questions the commissioners may have.

Chair Mendoza closed the public hearing at 2:08 p.m.

Upon motion by Commissioner and seconded by Commissioner, the Commission
unanimously approved Case 1523-W-22 City of Woodlake Annexation 15-01
(Turner/Mathias).
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2. Case 1524a Delano-Earlimart Irrigation District SOl Amendment & Case 1524b
Delano - Earlimart Irrigation District Annexation 2016-018 *

SA Ingoldsby informed commission the Delano-Earlimart Irrigation District (DEID)
submitted a request for a Sphere of Influence amendment to accommodate the proposed
annexation for Case 1524b. SA Ingoldsby recommended that the SOI and proposal for
annexation be approved.

Chair Mendoza opened the public hearing at 2:19 p.m.

Dale Brogan, former General Manager DEID; Matt Hurley, General Manager Deer Creek;
John Battistoni, CA Fish and Wildlife; and Steve Etchagaray spoke in regards to the
Delano-Earlimart amendment and annexation.

Chair Mendoza closed the public hearing at 2:54 p.m.

Upon motion by Commissioner Worthley and seconded by Commissioner Ishida, the
Commission unanimously approved Case 1524a Delano-Earlimart Irrigation District SOI
Amendment.

Upon motion by Commissioner Allen and seconded by Commissioner Worthley, the
Commission unanimously approved Case 1524b Delano-Earlimart Irrigation District
Annexation 2016-01.

*With Commissioner’s agreement, Items 2 and 3 of the agenda were combined with two
separate motions.

3. Case 1525 City of Visalia SOl Amendment & Case 1525-V-448 City of Visalia
Annexation 2009-01 (Russel/Doe)*

SA Ingoldsby stated the City of Visalia is requesting a Sphere of Influence (SOI)
amendment, which includes lands located at the northwest corner of Plaza Drive and
Riggin Avenue. SA Ingoldsby stated that same area of land is also included in the
proposed annexation for Case #1525-V-448. SA Ingoldsby recommended that the SOI
and proposal for annexation be approved.

Chair Mendoza opened the public hearing at 3:01 p.m.

Brandon Smith, City of Visalia Planning Division, stated the City is in support of
LAFCO’s recommendation.

Mike Porte, on behalf of the Doe family, stated he appreciated the commissioner’s
consideration for the Annexation.

Chair Mendoza closed the public hearing at 3:04 p.m.

Upon motion by Commissioner Worthley and seconded by Commissioner Ishida, the
Commission unanimously approved Case 1525 City of Visalia SOl Amendment.

Upon motion by Commissioner Worthley and seconded by Commissioner Allen, the
Commission unanimously approved Case 1525-V-448 City of Visalia Annexation 2009-01
(Russel/Doe).
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*With Commissioner’s Agreement, Items 4 and 5 of the agenda were combined with two
separate motions.

4. Adoption of the City of Woodlake Municipal Service Review Update

EO Giuliani presented and recommended that the Commissioners adopt the Municipal
Service Review and statement of determinations for the City of Woodlake.

Chair Mendoza opened/closed the public hearing at 3:07 p.m.

Upon motion by Commissioner Allen and seconded by Commissioner Worthley, the
Commission unanimously approved Adoption of the City of Woodlake Municipal Service
Review Update.

5. Case 1526 City of Woodlake Sphere of Influence Update

EO Giuliani presented the City of Woodlake Sphere of Influence update and recommended
that the Commission take actions on items A-D of the staff report.

Chair Mendoza opened/closed the public hearing at 3:10 p.m.

Upon motion by Commissioner Ishida and seconded by Commissioner Allen, the
Commission unanimously approved Case 1525 City of Woodlake Sphere of Influence
Update.

6. Amendment to Policy A-5 and Adoption of CALAFCO L egislative Platform

EO Giuliani stated there have been no changes to the proposed policy amendment and
CALAFCO legislative platform and based on recommendations from the June meeting is
bringing it back for approval.

Upon motion by Commissioner Allen and seconded by Commissioner Worthley, the
Commission unanimously approved Amendment to Policy A-5 and Adoption of
CALAFCO Legislative Platform.

7. Cancellation of the September 2016 Meeting

EO Giuliani recommended the cancellation of the September 2016 meeting, as there were
no pressing action items for September.

Upon motion by Commissioner Allen and seconded by Commissioner Worthley, the
Commission unanimously approved the cancellation of the September meeting.

Executive Officer’s Report

1. ESA 2016-02 (City of Porterville/East Porterville Group 1)

EO Giuliani informed Commission, pursuant to Policy C-6, an Extraterritorial Service
Agreement was approved for the provision of domestic water to existing development for
18 parcels in East Porterville.

2. Leqislative Update

EO Giuliani reviewed the current legislative bills and stated SB 552 Wolk is being closely
watched by CALAFCO.
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

IX.

3. Upcoming Projects

EO Giuliani stated, for the meeting in October, LAFCO is anticipating an annexation for
the City of Dinuba.

Correspondence

1. Leadership Counsel Letter to the City of Tulare

EO Giuliani informed commission that a letter was received from the leadership council
regarding the provision of sewer service to Matheny Tract listing LAFCO’s condition of
approval for the | Street industrial annexation.

Veronica Garibay, spoke on behalf of the Leadership Counsel.

CALAFCO Annual Conference Announcement

EO Giuliani stated the CALAFCO Annual Conference is scheduled for October 23-25 in
Santa Barbara.

Other Business

1. Commissioner Report

None

2. Request from LAFCO for items to be set for future agendas

None

Setting Time and Place of Next Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for October 5, 2016 at 2:00 p.m., in the Board of
Supervisors Chambers in the County Administration Building.

Adjournment
The Tulare County LAFCO meeting adjourned at 2:25 p.m.
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BEFORE THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
OF THE

COUNTY OF TULARE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of Appointing a Voting )
Delegate and Alternate Voting Delegate ) RESOLUTION NO. 16-0##

To the 2016 CALAFCO Business Meeting )

Upon motion of Commissioner X, seconded by Commissioner X, Commissioner
X and Commissioner X are hereby appointed as the Voting Delegate and Alternate
Voting Delegate, respectively, to the 2016 Annual CALAFCO Business meeting, at a
regular meeting held on this 5th day of October 2016, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
PRESENT:

ABSENT:

Ben Giuliani, Executive Officer

Si
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To: LAFCO Members, Alternates and Executive Officer

From: Alyssa Unti, LAFCO Clerk

Subject:
Deadline Schedule

TULARE COUNTY
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

210 N. Church Street, Suite B, Visalia 93291 Phone: (559) 623-0450 FAX: (559) 733-6720

Proposed 2017 LAFCO Meeting and Application

COMMISSIONERS:
Rudy Mendoza, Chair
Allen Ishida, V. Chair
Juliet Allen
Cameron Hamilton
Steve Worthley

ALTERNATES:
Dennis Mederos
Peter Vander Poel
Craig Vejvoda

EXECUTIVE OFFICER:
Ben Giuliani

The following meeting dates and application deadlines are proposed for 2017.

Complicated proposals or those which have not been "pre-noticed"” by the initiating agency
may require additional time to process. Staff will make every effort to place the proposal on
the corresponding agenda, however, unforeseen circumstances (i.e. missed publication
dates, need for further information, incomplete applications etc.) may require placement of

the proposal on another agenda.

APPLICATION DEADLINE

TENTATIVE MEETING DATE

November 16, 2016

January 4, 2017

December 14, 2016

February 1, 2017

January 11, 2017

March 1, 2017

February 22,2017

April 12, 2017*

March 15, 2017 May 3, 2017

April 19, 2017 June 7, 2017

May 24, 2017 July 12, 2017**
June 14, 2017 August 2, 2017
July 19, 2017 September 6, 2017

August 16, 2017

October 4, 2017

September 13, 2017

November 1, 2017

October 18, 2017

December 6, 2017

November 15, 2017

January 3, 2018

All meetings held in the Tulare County Board of Supervisors Chambers
*Second Wednesday in April to avoid CALAFCO staff conference

**Second Wednesday in July to avoid July 4t holiday
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TULARE COUNTY
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

210 N. Church St., Suite B, Visalia, CA 93291 Phone: (559) 623-0450 FAX: (559) 733-6720

COMMISSIONERS:
Rudy Mendoza, Chair
Allen Ishida, Vice Chair
Juliet Allen
Cameron Hamilton
Steve Worthley
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ALTERNATES:
October 5, 2016 Pete Vander Poel
! Dennis Mederos
TO: LAFCO Commissioners, Alternates, Counsel Craig Vejvoda
EXECUTIVE OFFICER:
FROM: Ben Giuliani, Executive Officer Ben Giuliani

SUBJECT:  Agriculture Report

Background

A report regarding agriculture was last provided to the Commission at the October 2015 meeting.
The report reviewed farmed crop land and overall agricultural production value in Tulare County
and the south San Joaquin Valley between 1980 and 2014. The 2015 Tulare County Annual Crop
and Livestock Report along with the other San Joaquin Valley crop reports were released
recently. The new information from the crop reports is included in this report.

Discussion
Tulare County Crop Land

The following chart shows farmed acreage in Tulare County as reported by the Tulare County
Agricultural Commissioner from 1980 to 2015. Even with a significant increase of planted
acreage between 2014 and 2015, agricultural production value fell between 2014 and 2015 due to
lower commodity prices, especially in the dairy industry. While the effects of the drought are seen
in the significant decrease in field crop acreage in 2014, field crop acreage rebounded to a new
high in 2015 (734,190 acres). Orchard and vineyard crops accounted for 363,188 acres.

As a comparison, the amount of acreage inside the 8 incorporated cities in Tulare County is
59,581. Note, there still is a significant amount of active agriculture inside the cities. Especially
cropland associated with effluent irrigation from city wastewater treatment facilities. (If cities were
a crop, they would rank 7" when compared to individual Tulare County crops, behind grapes and
ahead of pistachios.)

The acreage amount for field crops includes multiple crop yields from the same land (an acre of
crop land as listed in the Ag Reports does not exactly equal an acre of physical land). The
acreage amounts shown in the chart on the next page does not include non-irrigated pastureland,
fallow land, animal confinement facilities or associated agricultural uses such as creameries or
packing houses.

Return to Agenda ¢



Tulare County Crop Land
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Tulare County Agricultural Production

The following chart shows gross agricultural production in Tulare County as reported by the
Tulare County Agricultural Commissioner from 1980 to 2015. This includes crops produced on
the land shown in the prior chart and also includes dairy production and livestock. The “Adjusted”
amounts shown below are adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars. After adjusting for inflation,
agricultural production has increased from $3.8 billion in 1980 to $6.9 billion in 2014, an increase
of 82%. Even with an increasing population in the County (245,738 in 1980 to 461,589 in 2015)
and increased urbanization, the value of production has increased significantly during this time
period.

Tulare County Ag Production
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South San Joaquin Valley Crop Land

The following charts compare crop land between the five southern San Joaquin Valley counties
and the region as a whole. The trends showed significant decreases in farmed agricultural land

(specifically non-permanent crops) due mainly to the impacts of the drought and availability of
irrigation water from 2011 to 2014 with planted acreage rebounding in 2015. Permanent crop

acreage is continuing to increase due mainly to the increased planting of high value crops such as

almonds and pistachios.
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TULARE COUNTY
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

210 N. Church St., Suite B, Visalia, CA 93291  Phone: (559) 623-0450 FAX: (559) 733-6720

COMMISSIONERS:
Rudy Mendoza, Chair
Allen Ishida, Vice-Chair
Cameron Hamilton
Steve Worthley
Juliet Allen

oOOmnx>r

ALTERNATES:
Pete Vander Poel
Dennis Mederos

September 6, 2016 Craig Vejvoda
. . EXECUTIVE OFFICER:
City of Porterville Ben Giuliani

291 N Main St
Porterville, CA 93257

Re: Extraterritorial Service Agreement No. 2016-03 (City of Porterville/East Porterville
Group 2)

This is to inform you that your request for an Extraterritorial Service Agreement,
submitted to the Tulare County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) on
September 2", 2016, (ESA No. 2016-03), is hereby approved by the Executive Officer.
Approval of this agreement is in accordance with Government Code Section 56133 and
Tulare County LAFCO Resolution 94-07. The agreement permits the City of Porterville
to provide municipal water service for existing development on 70 parcels in East
Porterville (list attached). This is a group of properties to be connected to the City water
system as part of a Department of Water Resources, Tulare County and City of
Porterville project to extend water services to East Porterville. All parcel owners have
signed an Irrevocable Agreement for Annexation. Actual annexation is not planned at
this time.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 623-0450 or
bgiuliani@tularecog.org.

Sincerely,

:/;“’ 5,
— _/e;;. A
e i o

Benjamin Giuliani, Executive Officer
Tulare County LAFCO

Cc: Parcel Owners (List Attached)
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APN Owner Property Address
261012025 Patricia Espejo 935 E River Ave
261243009 Federico Covarrubias 711 E Orange St
261251009 Juana Ordaz Rodriguez 716 E Success Dr
261251010 Estrella Ordaz 726 E Success Dr
261260017 Octavio Bravo 473 S Leggett St
261260020 Eleazar Aguilar 778 E River Ave
261260031 Edy Rodriguez 628 E River Ave
262010002 Juventino Jacuinde & Arroyo Emilia 842 E Success Dr
262010019 Rogelio & Debra Madrigal 297 Maurer St
262010020 Evelyn Parham 277 Maurer St
262022002 Salvador Vazquez 220 Maurer St
262022009 Victo Raul & Juanita Paez Alcantara 978 E Orange St
262022016 Felipe & Monica Rodriguez 230 Maurer St
262022018 Margarita Carrillo 214 Maurer St
262023012 Emilia Cornejo 280 Maurer St
262024001 Alta Atkin 831 E Orange St
262024003 Alta & Loman Atkin 843 E Orange St
262024013 Alta & Loman Atkin 861 E Orange St
262033011 Rogelio & San Juana Moreno 136 Maurer St
262033014 Gerardo Velazquez 168 Maurer St
262033017 Guadalupe & Gloria Lemus 194 Maurer St
262034004 Gustavo Corona 895 E Isham Ave
262071017 Mario Garcia Lemus 252 S W St
262071018 Santiago & Josefa Corona 242 SW St
262071019 Honorio & Micaela Nunez 220 S W St
262073001 Manuel & Soccoro Rodriguez 207 SW St
262073006 Manuel & Soccoro Rodriguez 269 S W St
262091010 Angel & Aurora Jaimez 1572 E Tyler Ave
262091017 Jesse Garcia 1547 E Roby Ave
262092007 Tobias & Maria Gomez 1537 E Tyler Ave
262101025 Juan & Maria Vargas 238 S Conner St
262102002 Francisco Jaimez 1483 E Tyler Ave
262102007 Jorge Esquivel Jr 400 S Conner St
262120022 Guadalupe & Graciela Ramirez 1492 E Springville Ave
262130022 Maria Villalobos 646 Sunset St
262173009 Jose & Antonia Martinez 547 S Conner St
262173011 Ricardo Garza 559 S Conner St
262173016 Lupe Belloso 1350 E Springyville Dr
262173017 Lupe Belloso 1332 E Springville Dr

Return to Agenda
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262173018 Edwiges & Lupe Rodriguez 1322 E Springville Dr
262173022 Ricardo Garza 563 S Conner St
262190047 Cipriano & Martha Paniagua 461 S Ruth St
262190049 Roberto Cuna Ochoa 801 E Worth Ave
262201003 Gonsalo & Maria Martinez 1061 E River Ave
262202023 Salud Orozco 1165 Springville Dr
262261001 Rafael Surmay 544 S Leggett St
262261005 Jose & Alicia Martinez 820 E Cleo
262261014 Antonio Torres 929 River Rd
262270012 Sergio Atrisco Juarez 993 E Oak St
262270015 Manuel & Aida Leon 1008 E River Ave
262270027 Sergio F Frias 836 E River Ave
262270032 Venito Garcia 993 E Date Ave
263010041 Leonard Manson 1655 E Roby Ave
263010052 Betty Frias 1731 E Roby Ave
263020012 Robert & Maria Zavala 1778 E Crabtree Ave
263050002 Delfino & Alicia Espino 1989 E Roby Ave
263050008 John & Helen Morrison 395 S Page St
263050013 Jorge & Rosa Esquivel 1928 E Crabtree Ave
263050026 Virginia Bryant 1995 E Roby Ave
263050039 Guadalupe & Norma Narvaiz 299 S Page St
263050044 Guadalupe & Gloria Lemus 317 S Page St
263060030 Herman Dawson Willis & Judy Carol 337 Alta Vista St
263070010 Coy McQueen 261 Alta Vista St
263170061 Maria Tena 2074 E Springville Ave
263180011 Jorge & Rosa Esquivel 1931 E Crabtree Ave
263180012 Luis & Martha Zavala 1943 E Crabtree Ave
264010006 Cesar Arroyo 27595 Ave 146
264020010 Venito Frankie Garcia 1031 Shelly Ln
264040019 Deloris Mahnke 27384 Ave 146
264080049 Adan & Lorena Tena 27709 Ave 146

Return to Agenda
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State of California
Little Hoover Commission

Hearing on Special Districts
August 25, 2016

Written Testimony Prepared by
Pamela Miller, Executive Director

California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions
(CALAFCO)

CALAFCO

1215 K Street, Suite 1650
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-442-6536
www.calafco.org
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August 25, 2016

Chair Nava, Vice Chair Flanigan and Honorable Members of the Commission;

Thank you for the opportunity to address your Commission during your August 25 public hearing on
special districts in California as a follow up to the Commission’s May 2000 report, Special Districts,
Relics of the Past or Resources for the Future? We appreciate the opportunity to share our viewpoint
on the unique relationship between local agency formation commissions (LAFCOs) and special
districts.

In the following testimony you will learn much progress has been made in the past sixteen years in
the evolution of LAFCOs and their respective relationships with special districts. LAFCOs have worked
diligently to keep pace with the changing California landscape and there are many success stories to
tell. Like other local government agencies throughout the state including special districts, LAFCOs
also face a number of challenges. This testimony will highlight the progress, challenges and
opportunities for the future for LAFCOs and their relations with special districts.

The California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions

The California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions (CALAFCO) proudly represents all
58 LAFCOs in the state. While LAFCOs have existed since 1963, the state association more formally
organized itself in 1971. We are a non-profit statewide association with a mission to provide
educational opportunities and be a conduit for information sharing and technical support for our
members. We do this by serving as a resource for, and by collaborating with, the public, the
legislative and executive branches of state government, and other organizations for the purpose of
discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open-space and prime agricultural lands, and encouraging
orderly growth and development of local agencies.

As the Executive Director for the past four years, | lead the organization in these efforts and support
our sixteen-member Board of Directors.

A Brief Review of LAFCO History

LAFCOs were created by the state Legislature in 1963 (under the provisions of the Knox-Nisbet Act;
AB 1662, Knox combined with SB 861, Nisbet) as a result of recommendations from then Governor
Pat Brown’s Commission on Metropolitan Area Problems. The Commission was charged with studying
urban sprawl and its statewide effects and was formed by the Governor out of growing concern for
the post-WWII population and housing boom in California. This boom led to a large number of
problems, not the least of which included poorly planned cities due to rapid growth and a scramble to
finance and extend government services to meet the increased service demands, the proliferation of
freeway suburbs, city annexations wars, and the hasty conversion of agricultural land.

The original charge of LAFCO was very limited in scope: to review and approve or disapprove
proposals for incorporations and the creation of special districts.

Today, Government Code section 56001, which serves as a statement of LAFCO’s mission,
memorializes the Legislature’s acknowledgement of the need to balance competing state interests.
Government Code Section 56001 states in part, “The Legislature recognizes that the logical
formation and determination of local agency boundaries is an important factor in promoting orderly
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development and in balancing that development with sometimes competing state interests of
discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open-space and prime agricultural lands, and efficiently
extending government services.”

Over the years, a number of major changes have occurred in the statute governing LAFCOs. It is clear
the scope of responsibility for LAFCO has grown considerably since 1963. The opportunities and
challenges of this evolution are discussed later in this testimony. Below is a snapshot of the major
statutory changes.

Year Action

1971 LAFCOs were required to establish Spheres of Influence for each city and special
district within their respective county. This was a huge shift of responsibility beyond

merely reacting to individual boundary changes. (A Sphere of Influence, as defined in
Government Code Section 56076, is a plan for the probable physical boundaries and service area of a
local agency, as determined by the commission.)

1972 Special Districts were added to the composition of the LAFCO Commission.

1985 The Knox-Nisbet Act, along with District Reorganization Act of 1965 and the
Municipal Organization Act of 1977, were consolidated into the Cortese-Knox Local
Government Reorganization Act of 1985.

1992 Added a revenue neutrality provision providing the amount of revenues a new city
takes from a county once incorporated must be substantially equal to the amount of
savings the county would realize as a result of no longer providing the service.

1993 LAFCO given the authority to initiate proposals for consolidation of special districts or
the dissolution, merger or creation of a subsidiary district.

1997 The ability of a city to veto a simultaneous detachment and incorporation proposal
was repealed.

2000 The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Reorganization Act of 2000. (See below for details)

The most recent overhaul of LAFCO law occurred in 2000 (AB 2838, Hertzberg). The Legislature took
parts of the recommendations from both the Little Hoover Commission’s 2000 Special Districts
report and the Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century’s report, Growth Within
Bounds, and incorporated them into AB 2838. These changes are highlighted throughout this
testimony. Specific to the Commission’s 2000 report recommendations, those are discussed in the
Evolution of LAFCO section.

The Role of LAFCO and Services Provided

The role, scope and scale of services provided by LAFCO have evolved over the past 53 years. As
noted above, the original mission of LAFCO was narrow in scope to review and approve or disapprove
proposals for incorporations and the creation of special districts.

Today, in addition to the original narrow directive, LAFCOs are responsible for:
e Processing city and district annexations and detachments (including annexations of territory
being served by a mutual water company), district consolidations, dissolutions and mergers,
city consolidations and disincorporations;
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e Addressing the activation and/or divestiture of district latent services or powers (latent
services or powers are defined in Government Code Section 56050.5 as meaning those
services, facilities, functions, or powers authorized by the principal act under which the
district is formed, but that are not being exercised, as determined by the commission
pursuant of subdivision (i) of Section 56425);

e Conducting sphere of influence (SOI) updates and municipal service reviews (MSRs) of
special districts and cities;

e Reviewing and authorizing the extension of services by special districts and cities outside
existing jurisdictional boundaries;

e Complying with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which was enacted after
LAFCOs were established;

e Determining property tax revenue exchange amounts for affected agencies in connection
with changes of organization or reorganizations such as special district annexations and
detachments;

e Mapping and planning for disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUC); and

e Conducting special studies, among other things.

Many local agencies look to their LAFCO to facilitate discussions on things like shared services
opportunities, property tax exchange agreements, or, more recently, the formation of Sustainable
Groundwater Management Agencies (SGMA). Overall, the complexity of local land use issues and
service delivery options have exploded along with the state’s rapid population growth.

Staffing Models and Level of Independence of LAFCOs Throughout the State

Staffing Models

The size and staffing models of LAFCOs throughout the state greatly vary depending on several
factors. First, the activity level of a particular LAFCO is a primary driver of their resource needs. Next,
the smaller more rural LAFCOs tend to have fewer financial resources and therefore staff accordingly.
It is also apparent to CALAFCO that the level of acceptable government oversight varies greatly
between regions of the state.

In a 2015 membership survey in which 55 of the 58 LAFCOs participated, CALAFCO found that 78%
(or 43 of the 55) of LAFCOs have less than four staff members. In fact over 36% (20 of the 55) have
less than two staff members, if there is even a dedicated LAFCO staff office presence. Over 16% (9 of
55) indicated they have four to six staff members. Only three LAFCOs indicated having seven or more
staff members.

Number of LAFCO Staff

5.45%
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11.82% TP
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The reality of LAFCO staffing is that a large percentage of LAFCOs use either part-time contractual
relationships or county personnel to fill the primary staffing roles. Many LAFCOs hire part-time staff,
by contract, to perform the responsibilities of the Executive

Officer (EQ). Three of the more rural LAFCOs in the LAFCO Employment
northern part of the state contract with the same person to
fulfill EO responsibilities; another seven rural LAFCOs Model

contract with a different person to fulfill EO responsibilities.
So between these ten LAFCOs, there are two part-time

contractual EOs to guide a very large geographic region o

that is experiencing ever increasing development pressures E

and demands for new services. Other examples of LAFCOs ‘§

that have low staffing resources include one that has the Z

County Administrator acting as the EO; another uses the £

County Board of Supervisors’ Clerk of the Board as EO; and N

several use the County’s Planning Director or the |

Community Development Director as the EO. Employment Type
County Employees

On the flip side of these models are the larger and higher- LAFCO Employees

resource LAFCOs that employ four or more staff members Contract Consultants

(only 9 of 55 fall into this category). The largest LAFCO in Other

the state employs nine full-time positions and one-part time
position, as well as having nine part-time contractors.

A Matter of Independence

The need for greater LAFCO independence has long been debated. And while many LAFCOs operate
independently from the County (with more moving in that direction), the reality is that many of the
smaller LAFCOs still operate with some level of dependence on the County.

In the 2015 CALAFCO Survey, we found that over 32% (or 18 LAFCOs) of the 55 respondents have
staff that are employees of the County. Over 27% (15 of 55) have staff that are fully independent and
employed by the LAFCO. Contract consultants as lead staff make up over 24% (or 13 of the 55), and
over 16% (9 of 55) are a hybrid or some other form of staffing.

Revenue Sources

LAFCO funding sources are extremely limited both externally by arbitrary restrictions on state funding
sources (Strategic Growth Council grants for example) and internally by political reluctance of a local
commission to “grow” government functions. Government Code section 56831 establishes the
formula for funding LAFCOs’ budgets requiring the categories of local agencies sitting on the
particular LAFCO’s commission to fund the LAFCO budget. In 30 of the 58 LAFCOs cities, counties,
and special districts contribute to the LAFCO budget. The statute (Government Code Section 56381)
calls for an equal apportionment of one-third share for those LAFCOs in which there is county, city
and special district representation. However, the statute allows for individual LAFCOs to modify this
statutory budget funding allocation. (For example, Butte LAFCO has special district representation
and all parties involved agreed that special districts shall pay less than the one-third apportionment.)
The cities’ share is apportioned in proportion to each city’s total revenue, and the special districts’
share is apportioned in proportion to each district’s total revenue as a percentage of the combined
total district revenues within the county.

For LAFCOs with no special district representation, the cost is split equally between the cities and
county. For LAFCOs in which there are no incorporated cities within the county (Alpine, Mariposa and
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Trinity), the cost is to be split equally between the county and the special districts. In two of these
instances, however, (Alpine and Mariposa) there is no special district representation, and therefore
the county pays 100% of LAFCOs’ budget. Ten counties have only one incorporated city. In these
instances, the sole city is responsible for the city apportionment of the LAFCO budget allocation.

LAFCOs also adopt fee schedules allowing LAFCOs to recover the cost of certain proceedings
including but not limited to processing of applications, amending or updating SOIs and other LAFCO
proceedings. By law, fees cannot exceed the estimated cost of providing the service, so, as is the
case with other governmental services provided by other types of public agencies, there is no
percentage of net profit built into adopted fees. A LAFCO has the authority to reduce or waive fees if
it finds the payment would be detrimental to the public interest.

More than half (27 of 55) of the LAFCOs responding to the 2015 Survey indicated to CALAFCO that it
was somewhat difficult to maintain annual funding levels and that they are unable to successfully
obtain budget increases, while less than half (25 of 55) of LAFCOs reported that they have little
difficulty maintaining annual funding levels or seeking budget increases when increases can be
justified. The other 3 of the 55 LAFCOs indicated that their budgets are kept flat or have been
reduced over time. This is clearly a challenge for the majority of LAFCOs in meeting statutory
obligations. This issue is expanded upon in the Lingering Challenges and Opportunities section of
this testimony.

FY 2015-16 Annual LAFCO Budget

M Less than $50,000
$50,001 - $100,000
$101,000 - $S300,000

$300,001 - $700,000
= $700,001 +

Based on the Survey, CALAFCO learned that budgets for LAFCOs around the state vary widely. As you
can see, less than 15% of them (8 of 55) have a budget larger than $700,000 annually, and over
16% (9 of 55) have an annual budget of less than $50,000.

To help put this into better perspective, here are some examples of FY 2016-17 adopted budgets
from LAFCOs as compared to their adopted FY 2015-16 budget:

+/- from Adopted

FY 2016-17
LAFCO FY 2015-16 % of Change
Adopted Budget Budget
Mono $11,582 +$49 +0.5%
Tuolumne $36,283 -$2,538 7%
Kings $57,126 +$5,672 +10%
Los Angeles $1,405,530 +$34,530 +2.5%
San Diego $1,984,064 +$163,253 +8.3%
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All of Mono LAFCO'’s staff, for example, are contracted through the County, including the EO who also
serves as the County’s Planning and Community Development Director. Mono’s budget accounts for
revenue from the county, only one city and no independent special districts. All of Tuolumne LAFCO’s
staff are contracted through the County and the EO also serves as the County’s Community
Resources Agency Director. Their budget also reflects revenue from the county, only one city and no
independent special districts. Kings LAFCO staff are also County employees, with the LAFCO EO also
serving as the Community Development Director. Their budget reflects revenue from the county, four
cities and no independent special districts.

In contrast, both Los Angeles and San Diego LAFCO have full and part-time staff who are employed
directly by LAFCO. Los Angeles receives revenue from 88 cities, 53 independent special districts and
the county. San Diego LAFCQO’s revenue is derived from 18 cities, 60 independent special districts
and the county.

The Role of LAFCO and Special Districts

The nature of relationships between LAFCOs and special districts vary across the state from one of
mutual respect, to a fear and contempt of LAFCO, and many places in between. Many LAFCOs are
proactive in their efforts to stay connected with the special districts in their area, while others could
improve these efforts. For those LAFCOs with special districts seated on their LAFCO, staying
connected with special districts is a much easier task.

It is important to note that LAFCO has no direct regulatory authority over special districts. The MSR
conducted by LAFCO is only as good as the information received from the entity being studied or
other resources (as needed). In this respect, the LAFCO must rely primarily on the district to provide
the necessary information. In many instances this is accomplished with great efficiency. However, in
some instances this is not the case.

Following are two extremely different examples. First, one LAFCO in the central valley, while working
to complete a series of MSRs, provided a particular district a request for information in January of
this year. Despite four months of repeated follow up by the LAFCO, which was then followed up with a
more formal request for information, the request and follow up requests went unanswered for
several months. Despite the LAFCO’s attempt to communicate to the district the purpose, importance
and statutory requirement for the MSR, the district remains a strong resistant to providing the
necessary information. As a result, this LAFCOs completion of the MSR has been substantially
delayed.

On the other extreme, in the southern part of the state, a different LAFCO and the district being
reviewed work so cooperatively together that a draft MSR was completed with relative ease and in a
much more timely manner than as described above.

As you will see in the section below, MSRs are evolving into documents that are increasingly
designed to assist special districts (and other municipal service providing entities) to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness with which they provide the service. LAFCOs and special districts would
both benefit greatly if a cooperative relationship and a mutual understanding of the benefits of the
MSR process existed. CALAFCO has begun conversations with the California Special Districts
Association (CSDA) to facilitate local discussions about these benefits.
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Municipal Service Reviews

Purpose

In 2000, there was a substantial change in LAFCO responsibility when the requirement of conducting
MSRs was added (Government Code Section 56430). The requirement at the time Section 56430
was enacted, was to conduct a MSR in order to establish or update a SOl and the LAFCO was
required to comprehensively review all agencies providing municipal services in the prescribed
geographic area. The law prescribed that by January 1, 2008, LAFCOs were to have all SOls updated,
and done, as necessary, and every five years thereafter.

Over the years the frequency with which the MSR is to be conducted and the factors to be
considered in a MSR have changed. Today, the statute indicates LAFCO shall, as necessary, review
and update each SOI every five years. Should there be a change in the SOI, then the appropriate
MSRs must be revisited. The “as necessary” clause allows for adopt local policies based on local
circumstances and conditions.

MSRs today must include LAFCOs’ determinations on seven areas, including: growth and population
projections for the area being studied; location and characteristics of any DUC within or contiguous
to the SOI; present and planned capacity of facilities, adequacy of public services, and infrastructure
needs and deficiencies; financial ability of the agency to provide the services; identification of
opportunities for shared services; accountability for community service needs (including governance
and operational efficiencies); and any other matters the LAFCO deems relevant in the provision of
services.

LAFCOs have discretion in how to conduct MSRs. For example, some LAFCOs choose to conduct
MSRs on all service providers (regardless of service type) in a particular geographic region or area.
Others prefer to study the entire county by category of service (one MSR will study all fire service
providers while another MSR will study all water service providers). Still others may choose to
conduct MSRs based on the type of special district, or they may be done on an individual agency.

LAFCOs also have the discretion to conduct MSRs with in-house staff or hire consultants. More often
than not, the amount of financial and human resources available to the LAFCO dictates how an MSR
will be completed and more importantly, affects the depth and quality of the prepared MSRs and any
potential resulting determinations for future corrective actions that may be deemed necessary. Given
that the MSRs are a critical component of LAFCOs oversight of local agencies, this great disparity in

MSR resources directly impacts LAFCOs ability to identify deficiencies and take corrective measures.

The current language of the MSR statute leads many LAFCOs to conclude that the Legislature
intended that MSRs be conducted only when it was necessary to establish a new or update an
existing SOI (hence the use of the term “as necessary”). However, it is becoming increasingly clear to
CALAFCO that somehow the initial intent has been lost and a new paradigm has been created
regarding MSRs. There is growing dialogue among some that the expectation is for LAFCOs to
conduct MSRs on all municipal service providers every five years, regardless of whether or not the
SOl is being updated.

This expectation is a growing concern for LAFCOs and CALAFCO for a number of reasons. First, it is
misaligned with the express language of the MSR statute and its original intent. Second, a
comprehensive MSR can take many months if not years to complete and requires a great deal of
resources (both human and fiscal). This may mean that a LAFCO is unable to apply the proper
amount of attention to an agency in need of improvement because there is just not the time. Third,
and perhaps the most daunting for many LAFCOs is that the requirement for MSRs was added to the
LAFCO plate without the addition of any resources to conduct them. As a result, many of the lower
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resource LAFCOs are finding it difficult to complete comprehensive MSRs, so they are completed in a
minimal way. LAFCOs that have a large number of agencies providing municipal services in their area
clearly have a large number of MSRs to conduct. However, given all of this, a great majority of
LAFCOs are completing MSRs regularly or on a schedule that is locally acceptable.

I will use Monterey LAFCO as one example to demonstrate the resources and time required to
complete a comprehensive MSR. Monterey has 12 cities and 42 independent special districts. In a
snapshot of their MSR schedule in March 2016, they reported having completed 14 MSR/SOI
studies in December 2015; another 5 that had the administrative draft under review or hearing set;
and another 4 for which information collection was under way. This means that in the latter portion
of 2015, Monterey LAFCO was studying no less than 23 municipal service providers simultaneously.
This is in addition to all of the other work being completed pursuant to the LAFCO’s annual work plan.
To accomplish these MSRs, Monterey LAFCO contracts out to a consultant approximately 1,000
hours of work per year at a cost of approximately $50,000. In addition, it supplements the
consultant’s work as needed with an existing full-time staff person at an average of 500 hours per
year. All of this cost is included as part of its annual operating cost and absorbed by those paying
into the LAFCO.

Another example is San Diego LAFCO and its review for four healthcare districts. In conducting this
particular MSR, due to the complexity of healthcare district functions and financial operations, it took
San Diego LAFCO 1 Y2 years to complete the final MSR.

MSRs and Independent Special Districts by the Numbers

A recent poll of LAFCOs regarding MSRs found that most LAFCOs have conducted at least one if not
two complete rounds of SOl updates and as a result, one or two rounds of MSRs. The sample size
for this poll is 26 LAFCOs geographically spanning as far north as Del Norte; as far south as San
Diego and Imperial; as far east as Inyo and as far west as Monterey and Santa Cruz. All 26 LAFCOs
are diverse in their size, budget, staffing and type (urban, suburban and rural). What we found was
that among these 26 LAFCOs, the number of independent special districts subject to review ranged
from 9 to 105 (the average being 42.5) for a total of 1,150 independent special districts. Of these,
an MSR had been conducted on 1,058 of them, at some point in the last ten years. This is an
average completion rate of 92%, and does not account for all of the municipal services provided by
cities that must also be reviewed. CALAFCO believes this number could have been greater if more
emphasis was placed on agencies or services in need of review rather than a standard and arbitrary
deadline to meet. Opportunities for change are discussed later in this testimony.

The Use of MSRs in the Reorganization of Districts

A point of great importance with respect to MSRs and the reorganization of districts is that ultimately
LAFCO does not have the authority to mandate a district to take action. Through the MSR a LAFCO
can make recommendations for changes of reorganization as described in more detail below.
Additionally, a LAFCO can make recommendations that are more operational in nature (addressing
governance, managerial or financial concerns). But in the end, for these types of recommendations,
LAFCO lacks the authority to ensure implementation.

LAFCO has been described as the Legislature's "watchdog" to guard against wasteful duplication of
services. (City of Ceres v. City of Modesto (1969) 274 Cal. App. 2d 545 [79 Cal.Rptr. 168].) To
emphasize the point made above, the Legislature’s “watchdog” is different from the Legislature’s
"enforcer." A watchdog identifies and alerts others to possible problems, and in rare instances, may
actually be able to help solve the problem. But in most cases, the local agencies themselves must
solve their own problems. When an agency seeks LAFCO approval (e.g., annexation), LAFCO can
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impose terms and conditions on its approval. However, generally speaking, LAFCOs do not have
legislative authority to "hold agencies accountable" and directly rectify issues or problems.

That said, LAFCOs do make strong recommendations and take the initiative to consolidate or
reorganize districts. However, for as many opportunities as there are, there are a number of
challenges. There are barriers to reorganization. In the Commission’s 2000 report, it was stated few
changes had been made in the structure of special district government. While this may be true
statutorily, the report’s subsequent statistics told a different story. The report cited in looking at six
LAFCOs since 1994 (presumably to 2000), 22 special district reorganizations were submitted, of
which 16 were approved, three were denied, and three were withdrawn. We view this is as
significant action.

LAFCOs have been criticized for not doing enough when it comes to dissolving or consolidating
districts. Simply reorganizing agencies does not necessarily improve services - ultimately LAFCO
recommendations are designed to improve the provision of service. Each district has its own funding
approach and some have distinctly different levels of service. Consolidation or dissolution for the
sake of change is not as simple or logical a path as one presumes and often leads to unintended
consequences. LAFCOs must always recognize and respect that a special district board is locally
elected and is accountable to its constituents when making local decisions, even if in stark contrast
to a LAFCO recommendation.

Many of the determinations and recommendations made in a MSR are operational in nature to
address governance, managerial or financial concerns. Further, since MSRs and SOls are considered
long-term planning tools, many recommendations contained within them are not intended to be
enacted immediately. Some recommendations have a timeframe exceeding the associated five-year
cycle.

So What Has Been Accomplished?
A number of LAFCOs recently reported to CALAFCO taking action to consolidate, dissolve or otherwise
reorganize districts, some successfully and others not. For example:

o Amador LAFCO reports in the last ten years it has completed two dissolutions.

e Los Angeles LAFCO reported the recent completion of one LAFCO-initiated dissolution.

e Yolo LAFCO indicated the successful dissolution of three districts with a fourth currently in
process. Additionally, it just finalized a recommendation that a local Fire Protection District
contract services through one of the local cities.

o Imperial LAFCO indicates it has dissolved two districts, are in the process of dissolving
another, and looking at two additional districts for potential action.

e lLassen LAFCO reports it initiated a consolidation of two districts as a result of an MSR/SOI.
Although the LAFCO initiated the process, under the guidance and leadership of the LAFCO
the two districts ultimately agreed this was the best course of action and now are full
partners in the consolidation.

e Orange County LAFCO reported since 2000 (when the mandate of MSRs took effect), it have
processed nine complex special district consolidations, dissolutions and reorganizations.

e Ina much publicized action, Contra Costa LAFCO undertook a full review of a healthcare
district and despite political pressure to dissolve the district, and determined it was better to
reorganize the district and create a subsidiary district within the City of Concord. Today this
district is healthy and thriving.

e Butte LAFCO has conducted special studies of sewer districts prompting many changes to
increase local cooperation and efficiencies related to shared services. Butte has also
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reorganized special districts to remove powers no longer needed or add powers to increase
constituent services.

e Santa Clara LAFCO reports conducting special studies to consider dissolving or consolidating
certain districts and has facilitated several discussions amongst affected agencies. However,
in the end, the inability to resolve the inherent complex issues relating to any of those
actions, such as the transfer of assets and liabilities to successor agencies, the lack of
community support, or the lack of political will to engage in a lengthy, expensive and
uncertain process, all led to no action being taken by the entities involved or Santa Clara
LAFCO.

e Marin LAFCO initiated the consolidation of six wastewater agencies as a result of a MSR.
After several years of study, public hearings, and LAFCO commission approval, in the end the
voters within the all four districts denied the consolidation.

e Santa Cruz LAFCO indicates in the last 36 years it has reduced the number of districts by
seven, with almost all of them being a significant undertaking. It reported just completing a
reorganization that took three years of work and was its main project for that time. This was
known as the Lompico Reorganization, which involved the dissolution of one water district
and the annexation of that area to another water district. As a result of the length of time and
the amount of resources required to complete the reorganization, Santa Cruz LAFCO revised
its priorities to allow enough time to facilitate the reorganization, resulting in it getting behind
on other MSRs. Currently, it has identified four small districts as candidates for consolidation
or dissolution. However Santa Cruz LAFCO notes that they are all functioning at the moment
and it would take a crisis for an action to be initiated. This is due to the resources required to
conduct a successful reorganization of any sort.

What are the challenges?

The last several examples highlight some of the challenges LAFCOs face in the reorganization of
districts. The lack of community support to change which manifests through the protest provision
process is a factor. Regardless of how logical the consolidation or dissolution may be, the voters in
the district have the final say on the disposition of the district. The LAFCO can expend years of time
and resources moving towards such an action, only to have it be turned down by the will of the
people being served. This factor is often a consideration when a LAFCO decides whether or not to
initiate such action.

Another challenge appears to be an inability of agencies to reach agreement on how to share the tax
revenue, an action over which LAFCO has no authority to resolve.

It is important to note yet again that LAFCO can make determinations and recommendations that are
operational in nature, addressing governance, managerial or financial concerns, and short of a
recommended change of organization, has no authority to enforce them. Should the Legislature
desire LAFCO to be more proactive and aggressive in this area, then CALAFCO suggests this be a
topic that is moved forward for discussion in a forum of long-term roundtables or workshops with all
affected stakeholders at the table.

The Evolution of LAFCO - What's Changed Since the Commission’s 2000 Report

Looking Back at the Steps Forward
The governing landscape of LAFCOs has evolved considerably over the past 16 years. As mentioned
previously, there were substantial changes in the laws in 2000, many of which were the outcome of

recommendations from a report issued by the Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century
as well as the Little Hoover Commission’s 2000 Report. Several of the recommendations found in
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the Local Governance Commission’s report (issued January 2000) parallel the recommendations of
the report of this Commission issued in May 2000. Below are the most significant changes that have
occurred:

Required LAFCo independence. One of the Commission’s recommendations in the 2000 report was
to enhance the independence of LAFCOs. The new statute provided that the county was no longer
required to supply the LAFCO with all the necessary logistical resources required to do the job.
Instead it created the opportunity for LAFCOs to become independent of the county. Many LAFCOs
have transitioned to an independent model, although this remains a challenge for many due to a
lack of financial resources or political will to expand LAFCO services. Examples of both existing
dependent and independent models were provided elsewhere in this testimony and the challenges
that remain in this area will be addressed in the next section.

Equal Funding. Both reports suggested equal funding would benefit LAFCOs. The statute changes
provided for a formula of equal funding, thereby removing the entire financial responsibility from
counties. Today this is the standard financial model with some local exceptions. Please refer to the
Revenue Sources section of this testimony for details of how this formula works.

Special District representation. As a result of adding an option for
special district representation on LAFCO (previously the requirements
were limited, and in 2000 the law changed to allow for an automatic
option to seat two special district representatives on LAFCO), 30 of the
58 LAFCOs now have this kind of representation (those counties
represented in yellow on the adjacent map have special district
representation on LAFCO). While this is substantial progress, CALAFCO
and CSDA would like to see special district representation on all 58
LAFCOs. This is addressed further in the next section.

Review of special districts in the provision of services. The
Commission’s 2000 report recommended that LAFCO be required to
conduct periodic and specific reviews of independent special districts. A substantial change in 2000,
the law was updated to add MSRs as a required precursor to updating a SOl. MSRs are discussed in
much greater detail in the above MSR section above, as requested by your Commission.

Allowance of local policies. While prior to 2000 LAFCOs were encouraged to create local policies to
implement the law, the new statute declared the Legislature’s intent that all LAFCOs shall adopt
written policies and procedures by January 1, 2002 and that the policies include lobbying disclosure
and reporting requirements, and all forms to be used by the LAFCO. Today virtually every LAFCO has
adopted local policies and procedures based on local circumstances and conditions to guide them in
their work.

Use of technology. The new statute required each LAFCO, by January 1, 2002, to establish and
maintain a website on which access to notices and other LAFCO information is readily accessible to
the public.

In today’s world of ever-changing technology that allows for a higher level of information exchange
and a statewide call for greater transparency, information is much more easily disseminated by
LAFCO to the public and to other agencies. Further, LAFCOs now have greater access to information
on special districts and other entities. Not only are those documents available directly through a
district’s website (if they have one), but also via the State Controller’'s website, where an annual
report of special districts is published. These changes have most certainly increased the level of
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transparency in which all public agencies operate, which was a recommendation of the
Commission’s 2000 report.

Greater collaboration. At the local level, there is more collaboration among local agencies today than
ever before, and LAFCOs are increasingly at the hub of these collaborative dialogues. Good examples
of this include (but in no way are limited to): Yolo LAFCO who gathers local leaders and facilitates
discussions amongst the county and various cities on shared services opportunities; Orange County
LAFCO'’s initiation of the South Orange County Governance Visioning Process, designed to provide a
forum for stakeholders to identify viable future governance alternatives for the established and
developing communities in the unincorporated territory of South Orange County; and San Diego
LAFCO who coordinated and hosted a workshop on the 2016-17 San Diego County wildland fire
season readiness, which brought together a number of local fire services providers.

Additionally at the state level, CALAFCO is doing increasingly more collaboration and coordination
with other state associations such as CSDA, the League of California Cities, the California State
Association of Counties (CSAC) and the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) on matters
of joint interest.

Lingering Challenges and Opportunities

Independence and Funding

Although progress has been made in the areas of LAFCO independence and revenue sources, some
challenges remain. As noted previously, the matter of LAFCO independence is still a struggle. The
extreme variation in LAFCO staffing often creates a significant hurdle to managing the many complex
governance issues facing the state and allows for many issues to remain unaddressed entirely.

Although revenue sources were expanded in 2000, this remains a challenge for at least half of the
LAFCOs in the state. The variable funding schemes reported in the Revenue Sources section of this
testimony create differential financial burdens among affected agencies that is not always
proportional to the effort required by each LAFCO. It also creates a competitive dynamic that often
results in LAFCO budgets being established based on the hardships to the smallest entities which
often drive down the overall LAFCO budget and therefore the LAFCO’s ability to meet its statutory
requirements. Of the 55 LAFCOs who responded to CALAFCO’s 2015 survey, only 30 reported their
budgets allowed them to meet statutory responsibilities. Nineteen LAFCOs (34%) indicated their
budgets were barely sufficient for them to meet the minimum statutory requirements and another 6
(or 11%) stated their budgets were not adequate to meet all of their responsibilities. As the
Legislature creates additional responsibilities for LAFCO without providing additional funding
resources, the gap will grow as LAFCOs will increasingly find it difficult to keep pace with the very
limited budgets.

Political Pressure

There are political pressures and potential conflicts inherent in the very nature of the makeup of a
LAFCO commission. The statute requires all LAFCO commission members to exercise their
independent judgment as a whole in furthering the purpose of LAFCO rather than the interests of
their appointing authority. Through the years CALAFCO has provided LAFCO commissioners
throughout the state training on how this may be accomplished. The reality is that it is a difficult
mandate. How reasonable is it to expect that a county, city or special district elected official will
“check that hat” at the door and think only in terms of LAFCO? It is rare when an official can set all of
the political pressures of their primary entity aside and think and act only in terms of LAFCO. And,
when that is accomplished, there are often great consequences. For example, at the will of the entire
County Board of Supervisors, or the City Selection Committee or the Special District Selection
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Committee, an official appointed or elected to serve on LAFCO can easily be replaced by the entity
that put them in that seat. A recent example can be found in the central valley when the City
Selection Committee removed a commissioner from a LAFCO because the majority of those on the
Committee disagreed with the vote of the elected official while acting as LAFCO commissioner.
Arguably, this level of political or issue oriented intervention can significantly undermine any LAFCO
attempt to remain neutral and independent of local agency influence.

This challenge could potentially be addressed by appointing LAFCO commission members to a fixed
term regardless of their actions. This may create a better balance of the democratic appointment
process with the empowerment of the official to act more independently.

Special District representation on all LAFCOs

Both CALAFCO and CSDA are working together on generating ideas and solutions to this opportunity.
Today the path for special district representation on LAFCO is long, and we are collaborating on ways
to make this process easier. The other challenge to having special district representation on all
LAFCOs is a matter of cost. Many districts do not want to pay the cost associated with participating
on LAFCO and are unable to see the significant benefits of that participation. LAFCOs are stronger
when they are more diverse. When considering matters relating to special districts, it is always a
broader and better balanced perspective with the views of special districts represented in the
discussions. Without a special district voice on the LAFCO, those interests are left to other entities.
CALAFCO and CSDA continue outreach and educational efforts with CSDA members on the benefits
of being seated on LAFCO.

Emerging Challenges and Opportunities

Albert Einstein said, “The world that we’'ve made as a result of the level of thinking we have done
thus far creates problems we cannot solve at the same level of thinking which created them.” The
reality of our world today is the issues we are dealing with are more complicated than ever before.

The evolution of the role of LAFCO without the supporting resources

The evolution of the role and responsibilities of LAFCO through the years have not kept pace with the
evolution of the resources available to LAFCO to meet the changing demands. In 1963 LAFCOs were
designed to move boundaries. The level of scrutiny they had was light and authority was local. Over
time, LAFCOs evolved to add responsibilities, to look at future growth areas and plan for where that
future growth may logically occur. Then in 2000, the Legislature added the responsibility of
conducting a MSR - evaluating functions, service delivery and governance of a service provider - in
order to do a SOl update. A later addition required LAFCO to conduct SOI updates every five years or
as necessary, which means conducting MSRs as part of that process. Today these MSRs are
required to contain LAFCO commission determinations on seven primary categories. The structure
and resources to implement these additional responsibilities has remained for the most part
unchanged.

In 2012, as a result of SB 244 (Wolk, 2011), the Legislature added responsibility for LAFCO to
identify and plan for the needs of all disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) that lie
within or contiguous to an existing SOI. LAFCOs are experiencing increasing pressure from groups
calling for more action to address the real needs of these communities. Not only does LAFCO lack
the authority to address service deficiencies, recent legislative efforts lack addressing the root cause
of many of these issues - a lack of water, lack of infrastructure, and a lack of financing for agencies
to keep pace with the cost of infrastructure, operations and maintenance and regulatory compliance.
LAFCOs welcome the partnership of the local communities, local, regional and state agencies to
solve these very complicated and complex issues.
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Increasing demands from the Legislature for LAFCOs to address local agency deficiencies without
the authority and resources to do so, and the reluctance of local agencies to readily accept LAFCO
assistance or intervention, combine to create a lose-lose for all. Ultimately, the LAFCO must still rely
on the participating local agencies as their primary source of operational revenue (other than fees for
services). These are the same agencies who are also critically reviewed by LAFCO and may not view a
strong LAFCO as a helpful entity. This has become increasingly challenging as local agencies
continue to grapple with their own fiscal shortages and desire to maintain local control in an era of
increasing regional planning demands.

Unique new service entity structures

Joint Powers Authority and Joint Powers Agencies are becoming a more common form of local
governance and in some cases the delivery of municipal services. Lacking the oversight in the
provision of those services similar to those that special districts have is an increasing challenge for
LAFCOs.

Recent legislative trend challenging LAFCO authority

During the 2015-16 legislative year, CALAFCO noticed an increase in legislation introduced that
either bypassed established local LAFCO processes or divested LAFCO of authority in some way. Your
Commission requested CALAFCO provide our thoughts on this trend. We believe there are several
reasons for this trend.

First, as many of the legislative authors and sponsors have indicated, the LAFCO process is
perceived as long, costly and does not guarantee the outcome they desire. To that, we say the
Legislature intentionally created LAFCO processes to be deliberate, transparent and locally reviewed,
especially when dealing with the dissolution or reorganization of an entity. Many factors must be
considered and deliberated carefully. Several of this year’s legislative efforts do not take into
account all that must be considered by either dissolving or expanding a district.

We struggle with the notion that using the state legislative process is any less costly for tax payers
than the local LAFCO process, and in fact argue that the local LAFCO process is more efficient and
effective as local entities are better able to consider local circumstances and conditions. It has been
CALAFCOQO’s experience that while special legislation addresses an immediate concern, it often results
in collateral long-term impacts to resolving local issues.

Another reason for this trend was present in several examples: the involved district previously
worked with the LAFCO and was unhappy with the results of that interaction. Consequently, rather
than going back and working through the issues, it sought remedy at the state level. In yet another
example the local entities involved - all of which are in some way represented on their LAFCO -
never discussed their issue with the LAFCO and instead went straight to their state Legislator to seek
remedy. The more this scenario is embraced by individual legislators, the more frequently it is sought
by special interests and others, thus moving an issue from a local public forum to Sacramento.

Finally, several of the bills introduced address entities over which LAFCOs have no authority. For
example, SB 88 from 2015 gave the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) the authority to
mandate consolidation of water entities. It is worth noting the agencies under the SWRCB focus are
primarily agencies that are not under LAFCO jurisdiction, such as mutual water companies and
private providers. This particular piece of legislation was a last minute budget trailer bill on which
LAFCOs were never consulted. The passage of SB 88 left CALAFCO and all LAFCOs holding the bag so
to speak in figuring out how to make the new statute actually work. For the past year CALAFCO has
been working with the SWRCB in the proper implementation of this bill.
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There are long-term effects to the “chipping away” of the foundation of the Act. Not only does this
kind of random pick-and-choose create the opportunity for conflicting sections in the statute, it can
inadvertently create statutory loopholes with very serious unintended consequences. Furthermore,
the continual passage of such legislation will only invite more of the same, and create a more top-
down approach to local governance - which is in direct conflict with the reason the state Legislature
gave LAFCO the authority it has had since 1963. The Legislature’s willingness to pass these “one-off”
bills undermines the LAFCO authority rather than empowering the LAFCO.

It was stated earlier that LAFCO processes were created by the Legislature to be local, thorough and
deliberate. Allow me to expand on that for a moment and tie that concept to a lack of action
(whether perceived or real). The peoples’ voice is an important part of the LAFCO process. In most
cases, voters decide on whether a district should be formed, and ultimately they can decide the fate
of a district. The protest provisions in statute allow for that voice to be considered as part of the
process.

Taking action to dissolve or reorganize a district requires thoughtful planning at the local level
including the identification of a successor agency, the determination of what to do with the
obligations, liabilities and assets of the district, and in many cases the agreement of tax revenue
sharing. Many of these actions are reasons a LAFCO may choose not to initiate an action. While the
applicant may pay the fees associated with the process of their application, if the LAFCO initiates the
action, it is the LAFCO that absorbs all of the costs associated with that action. With already strapped
budgets and staffing resources (as discussed above), the majority of LAFCOs today do not have the
resources required to undertake such actions which, as noted before, can take several years to
complete with no guarantee their recommended action is implemented.

So while it may seem like a simple and straightforward action, the reality is it is not.

Opportunities for the Future

As indicated in this testimony, there has been a substantial evolution of LAFCO over the past 16
years and overall LAFCOs have done a solid job meeting and in many cases exceeding their statutory
requirements. Opportunities always emerge in the face of challenges. CALAFCO continues to work
with our 58 member LAFCOs in support of strengthening their capacities as we see LAFCO as a vital
and valuable part of the local governance landscape. CALAFCO offers the concepts below as
potential future opportunities to address LAFCOs’ challenges and to increase LAFCOs relevance. We
stand ready to engage the Commission and its staff, stakeholders and our members in a meaningful
and forward-thinking dialogue to address any viable opportunities as you narrow the scope of your
special district review for your next hearing.

Increase Revenue Options for LAFCO.

In light of the increasing call for LAFCOs to conduct more in-depth studies of special districts and to
consider options for improved local governance that may include actions such as reorganization, we
suggest the state consider providing special funding to LAFCOs for local government reorganization
studies. As stated previously, in-depth and value-added MSRs take a great deal of resources -
human, fiscal and time. The outcomes can be critical to the overall health and long-term well-being of
a community.

In its 2000 Report, as part of Recommendation Two, the Commission stated: “The State should
provide LAFCOs with the direction and resources necessary to make them a catalyst for the effective
and efficient evolution of independent special districts.” While several of the recommended actions
outlined have been taken, funding special studies remains one unaddressed recommendation.
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Perhaps with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) as a partner, a certain dollar
amount can be allocated to each LAFCO annually. Or, if the focus is to conduct specific studies, an
allocation based on the number identified to be studied can be issued to the LAFCOs involved.

Another suggestion for the state to consider is allowing LAFCO to directly receive a certain
percentage of property tax revenue in addition to the funding provided by the local entities
participating on LAFCO. Perhaps the state can issue to LAFCO a fraction of the percentage of these
agencies’ portion of Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) funding that was previously
taken away. Since the local agencies have a statutory obligation to financially support LAFCO, this
seems like a logical connection.

With increasing unfunded mandates on local government, the State is setting up expectations that
are harder and harder to meet. As LAFCOs are funded by local agencies, the more mandates these
entities must deliver on the fewer financial resources are available for the LAFCO to call on to deliver
their increasing mandates. It is a no-win cycle. CALAFCO urges the Legislature to consider the
cumulative impact of all of the mandates being handed down to local entities.

Statutorily authorize LAFCO to dissolve inactive districts.

Although the total number of inactive districts statewide is currently unknown, CALAFCO suspects
there are a number of districts that have not met in well over a year, not adopted an annual budget
for a number of years, have not held elections in years, or have gone completely dark. We believe
these districts are worthy of a closer look and may very well be the most obvious candidates for
dissolution. We suggest the state grant LAFCO the statutory authority to dissolve these districts after
the appropriate study has been conducted or certain determinations have been made by the LAFCO.
Funding to conduct these studies and conduct the dissolution process should be considered along
with the statutory authority.

Conduct a statewide study on the effectiveness of MSRs and make legislative recommendations
accordingly.

It has now been 16 years since LAFCOs were authorized to conduct regular SOl updates and MSRs.
Enough time has passed and enough LAFCOs have completed several “rounds” of these studies for
there to be the kind of data needed to study and evaluate the effectiveness of the requirement.
There are certainly lessons learned and best practices that exist as a result. It may be the right time
to ask questions such as: (1) Are the right factors being reviewed; (2) Is the seemingly arbitrary
timeframe of every five years the most appropriate interval; (3) What have been the MSR
determinations and the subsequent actions; and (4) What do the entities involved see as the value in
these studies? In partnership with CALAFCO, the state may want to consider funding a study of the
effectiveness of updates and reviews based on the original intent of the law and local circumstances
and conditions. CALAFCO can partner with any number of entities on this study.

Revisit and revise certain principal acts.

Over the past 16 years a number of principal acts have been updated thanks to the efforts of the
former Senate Local Government Committee consultant staff. CALAFCO recommends all of the
principal acts be reviewed and updated as necessary, perhaps starting with the one pertaining to
healthcare districts. As this is a substantial undertaking in both time and resources, this would be a
multi-year project requiring a detailed plan and timeline. As prior principal act reviews were led by
local government committee staff, CALAFCO recommends either the Assembly Local Government
Committee of Senate Governance and Finance Committee take the lead on this endeavor.
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Keep LAFCO decisions local.

CALAFCO urges the Legislature to keep local LAFCO decisions local. While we understand there are
certain situations in which the state must act (for example, if a unique governance structure is
requested outside of that provided in the principal act, or granting powers of the district not provided
for in the principal act), there are many instances in which legislation is introduced that is best dealt
with locally. The more these kinds of legislation are passed, the more we will see introduced.

As an association, CALAFCO has adopted Legislative Policies that guide both our Board of Directors
and our Legislative Committee when considering legislative matters affecting LAFCO. Primary among
those policies is the preservation of the authority of LAFCO. CALAFCO supports legislation that
maintains LAFCO’s authority to condition proposals to address any or all financial, growth, service
delivery, and agricultural and open space preservation issues. Further, we support legislation that
maintains LAFCO’s ability to make decisions regarding boundaries and formations, as well as to
enact recommendations related to the delivery of services and the agencies providing them,
including consolidations, reorganizations or dissolutions.

As all of these recent legislative efforts fly in the face of LAFCO authority, CALAFCO has opposed
them in one form or another, while attempting to work with the authors and sponsors on acceptable
middle-ground to create a win-win. From a CALAFCO perspective, some of those efforts have been
successful while some have not.

CALAFCO has also increased efforts to educate state legislative staff on who LAFCOs are and what
they do. In the fall of 2015 for the first time, we hosted a Lunch and Learn with LAFCO series and
plan to repeat these sessions annually. In addition, CALAFCO continues to find new ways to educate
our member LAFCOs on the importance of building strong relationships at the local level with their
state Legislators.

Recommendation Three from the 2000 Little Hoover Commission Reporrt.

The 2000 report was very broad in scope with a host of recommendations. One in particular,
Recommendation Three, appeared to get little traction, despite the fact it contains a good foundation
for discussion in improving and enhancing local governance.

CALAFCO agrees in concept with several of the specific actions outlined within this recommendation,
and feels they are worthy of closer scrutiny. We see the opportunities cited therein have evolved over
the past 16 years to:

o Study the long-term effects of consolidations and reorganizations. This could be done in
partnership with CALAFCO, CSDA and the Institute of Local Government (ILG), or perhaps the
Public Policy Institute of California.

o Develop performance measures for special districts. Standard industry measures could be
created by service type for certain measures, and other measures would be standard across
the board for things such as finance and governance. These can be collaboratively developed
by CSDA, CALAFCO, the ILG and the Special District Leadership Foundation (SDLF). Once
established these performance measures can be effectively used by LAFCO when conducting
a MSR and SOl update.

o Establish a cadre of trainers. In conjunction with CALAFCO and CSDA, the ILG seems like the
logical partner to coordinate and support this effort. Retired LAFCO EOs and special district
General Managers from around the state who are willing to train as needed or be called upon
to assist and advise in certain situations, might be used at the cost of a small stipend or even
on a pro-bono basis.
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In closing, | want to again thank you for the opportunity to share our viewpoint on the special
relationship between LAFCOs and special districts, to highlight the progress made by LAFCOs over
the past 16 years, and to address challenges and opportunities we see for the future. CALAFCO is
happy to make itself available as a resource to the Commission and the Legislature to improve the
landscape of local governance in California.

Respectfully,

Pamela Miller
Executive Director
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September 22,2016

Tulare County LAFCO
210 N Church Street, Suite B
Visalia, CA 93291

Sent via Email & U.S. Mail

Re:  City of Tulare’s Duty to Comply with LAFCO Resolution No. 10-015

Dear Commissioners:

We are writing to you on behalf of our client, the Matheny Tract Committee, to request
that you take action to require the City of Tulare (“City”) to comply with Tulare LAFCO
Resolution No. 10-015 requiring the City to work with the County in good faith to make sewer
service available in and provide sewer service to Matheny Tract.

As you know, the Matheny Tract Committee is composed of residents of Matheny Tract
and has the mission of advocating for the improvement of Matheny Tract. In correspondence
dated June 27, 2016 (attached hereto), we informed the Tulare City Council of its duty to comply
with conditions attached to Resolution No. 10-015 and requested that the City confirm its
willingness to comply within ten days. On July 19 and 25, 2016 respectively, City staff provided
the Tulare City Council and Planning Commission with copies of the letter during their regularly
scheduled meetings. Both the Planning Commission and City Council declined to provide staff
with any direction or take any action on the matter. We have received no response from the City
regarding our request to date. We are informed that the City has continued to refuse to cooperate
with the County to fulfill the terms of the County’s Strategic Growth Council Sustainable
Communities Planning Grant, thus preventing the completion of plans and acquisition of funding
to allow construction of the proposed sewer system.

We therefore appeal to you now to take action to require the City to comply with
Conditions “E” and “F” of LAFCO Resolution No. 10-015. In particular, we ask that you direct
LAFCO staff to demand on behalf of the Commission that the City confirm its willingness to
comply with the Resolution and issue a will-serve letter for sewer to Matheny Tract to the
County immediately and to monitor the City’s compliance thereafter. Should the City fail to
promptly come into and remain in compliance with Resolution No. 10-015, we ask that you
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direct staff to consider LAFCO’s legal options to seek a Court order to require the City's
compliance.

Please let us know if you would like to meet to discuss this matter in person.

Sincerely,

Ashley Wemer
Attorney

cc: Paul Melikian, Interim City Manager, City of Tulare
David Hale, City Attorney, City of Tulare
Peter Vander Poel 111, Tulare County Supervisor, District 2
Michael Spata, County Administrative Officer, County of Tulare
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News from the Board of Directors

CALAF CO OUARTERLY September 2016

Conferences and Workshops Update

2016 ANNUAL CONFERENCE UPDATE
The 2016 Annual Conference is
fast approaching! Get your
{ registrations in before October
Orchards to Oceans 16. This year’s Conference is set

Balancing California’s Diversity

CALAFCO 2016 Cnforance for October 26 - 28 in Santa
\.2/' Barbara at the beautiful Fess
% Parker DoubleTree. Our theme
this year is Orchards to Oceans: Balancing California’s
Diversity. Our host, Santa Barbara LAFCo, and the program
planning committee have planned a great program. Session
topics include general sessions on water, ag preservation,
and state legislative overrides on LAFCo. Breakout sessions
include topics such as growth & development, cutting edge
LAFCo trends, AB 8, CEQA, water source alternatives, and a
look at DUCs. Of course we will finish with our annual
legislative update. A diverse and unique mobile workshop is
planned, as well as a fun time for Wednesday night's
welcome reception and Thursday night’s awards banquet.

CALAFCO wishes to thank Santa Barbara LAFCo for hosting
this year’s conference, program committee chair David
Church, conference chair Sblend Sblendorio, and all those
who volunteered to plan the program. All Conference
information can be found on the CALAFCO website.

2016 STAFF WORKSHOP

This year’'s staff workshop was

hosted by LA LAFCo and held in =----=
Universal City. With the theme of O JE_OPARDY —
JEOPARDY: What is the Evolving el bl
Role of LAFCo? The program was

| LAFCo? |
diverse and attendance was high

with 111 people in attendance, ------
representing 38 LAFCos and 6 Associate Members. Overall
the Workshop rating was a 4.9 out of 6.0. The final financial
report, which was available at the end of the fiscal year,
showed a virtual break-even.

CALAFCO wishes to again thank LA LAFCo for hosting the
workshop, Kris Berry and Marjorie Blom for assuming the lead
on the program committee at various times in the planning
process, and all those who volunteered to plan the program.

The 2017 Staff Workshop is set for April 5-7, 2017 at the
beautiful Doubletree by Hilton in downtown Fresno. Our host
for this workshop will be Fresno LAFCo.

CALAFCO U UPDATE -
Mark your calendars for the next CALAFCO University\‘
U sessions! December 8 we will be in

southern California (exact location still being determined) and
the topic will be Enhancing Partnerships and Relationships
With Affected Agencies. The other session in Sacramento is set
for May 5, 2017 with the topic being MNegotiations and
Mediation: How LAFCos Have Dealt With Unique Situations.

CALAFCO Board Actions

The Board met on July 29 in San Diego
and took the following administrative
actions:

The FY 2015-16 year-end budget was

reviewed. The Association ended the year with a net
balance of $59,242. The Board approved an additional
transfer of $2,000 into Fund Reserves (in addition to the
$6,000 approved in the FY 2016-17 budget), bringing the
total Fund Reserve balance to $158,754. The Board also
approved an additional $7,687 moved into Contingency
increasing that amount for FY 2016-17 to $28,306.

The Board approved Tenaya Lodge in Yosemite as the site
of the 2018 Annual Conference. After repeated attempts to
secure a facility in Monterey, CALAFCO was unsuccessful in
getting the right kind of room rates, so other options were
explored.

The Board had a lengthy discussion regarding potential
Conference Sponsors and approved the acceptance of
sponsorship monies with the caveat that on all collateral
material pertaining to sponsors there is a statement
indicating a sponsorship does not mean CALAFCO is
endorsing that particular business/agency.

The Board approved the production of a white paper and
statewide mapping project of disadvantaged
unincorporated communities in the coming year.

The Board held a closed session in which there was a
performance review for the Executive Director.

CALAFCO/CSDA Joint Projects
The joint project of the creation of an informational guide
on the formation of a special district is now complete and in
the publication stage. One printed guide will be provided by
CALAFCO to each LAFCo, and additional guides will be
available for purchase from CSDA.

The second working group, which focused on the
implementation of countywide RDA oversight boards, has
also completed their planning work. Implementation of this
long process will begin in the fall of this year.

CALAFCO White Papers

We are putting the final touches on the White Paper on
SGMA implementation and the affects to LAFCo. Thank
you to David Church (SLO LAFCo), John Marchand
(CALAFCO Board Member), Mona Palacios (Alameda
LAFCo) and BB&K for their work on this document.

Additionally, CALAFCO is partnering with the American

Farmland Trust (AFT) on a White Paper on Ag Policies.
Work on this project will begin shortly.
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CALAFCO Legislative Update

This has been a very full legislative year
for CALAFCO. As the legislative session
winds down, we are monitoring bills of
importance. This year we sponsored two
bills. The first is AB 2910, our annual
Omnibus bill. The bill was signed into law
August 22.

The other bill CALAFCO sponsored is SB : &
1266 (McGuire), which is the legislation that creates a dlrect

communication link between LAFCos and JPAs. The bill
requires stand-alone JPAs meeting the definition found in GC
Section 56047.7 that were formed to provide municipal
services and have at least one member who is a public
agency to file a copy of their agreement or amendment to that
agreement with the LAFCo. The bill was signed into law

August 22.
Other bills CALAFCO was actively involved in
include:
¢  AB 2032 (Linder) CALAFCO Support. This bill pertains to

statutes involving disincorporations. The bill was signed
into law August 22.

SB 552 (Wolk) CALAFCO Wateh. This bill offers several
technical clean-up measures from last year’s budget
trailer bill SB 88. It also allows the State Water Board to
appoint an administrator to a water system. The bill
contains the one technical amendment requested by
CALAFCO since last year and is awaiting the Governor’s
action.

SB 1262 (Pavley) CALAFCO Watch. This bill focuses on
permitting new water systems and water supply planning.
After several amendments, the bill is awaiting the
Governor’s action.

SB 1263 (Wieckowski) CALAFCO Watch. This bill places
new requirements on the water permitting process and
contains our requested amendment. The bill is awaiting
the Governor’s action.

SB 1318 (Wolk) CALAFCO Oppose. This bill focused on
disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) and
accessibility to safe drinking water and adequate
wastewater services. CALAFCO expended a great deal of
resources this year with this bill working with the author
and sponsor on amendments. Ultimately while the author
accepted our amendments the sponsor did not, so the bill
died. The end product of the amendments was a
requirement for all LAFCos to be in compliance with the SB
244 (2011) requirement of mapping DUCs by January 1,
2018.

Other bills for which CALAFCO has taken a position include:

AB 1707 (Linder) Oppose (bill died)

AB 2277 (Melendez) Support (bill died)

AB 2414 (Garcia) Oppose (pending Gov action)
AB 2470 (Gonzalez) Watch with concerns (signed
by Gov)

AB 2471 (Quirk) Oppose unless amended (bill
died)

L 2R R R 4

L 2

¢ SB 817 (Roth) Support (pending Gov action)

® SB 971-972-973 (SGFC) Support (signed into law
May 27)

¢  SB 1292 (Stone) Support (bill died)

CALAFCO thanks all who serve on the Legislative
Committee, and those on the Committee who volunteered
to assist in subgroups for many of this year's complicated
bills. A full detailed legislative tracking report can be found
on the CALAFCO website in the Members Only section. We
thank all of our member LAFCos who have taken the time
to write position letters on these various bills. Together
our voice is stronger.

Little Hoover Commission and CALAFCO

In August, at the request of the Little Hoover Commission
(LHC), CALAFCO was a primary witness in an informational
hearing on Special Districts. The LHC is doing follow-up
work on their 2000 report on Special Districts. Also
testifying were CSDA, North Tahoe Fire Protection District,
the CA Assoc. of Healthcare Districts, Howard Jarvis
Association and economist Michael Coleman. CALAFCO
prepared a 19-page written testimony, a copy of which can
be found on the CALAFCO website. It appears at this time,
the LHC will focus on the effects of climate change to the
delivery of services by special districts for their October
hearing. Additionally, they are hosting a roundtable
discussion for stakeholders on the topic of healthcare
districts in November, with CALAFCO participating in that
discussion.

CALAFCO Associate Members’ Corner
(Y a4

This section highlights our Associate
Members. The information below is
provided to CALAFCO by the Associate
member upon joining the Association. All
Associate member information can be
found in the CALAFCO Member Directory.

We are pleased to welcome one new Gold and welcome
back one Silver Associate Member to CALAFCO.

New Gold Member
CV Strategies
CV Strategies
dedicated team
heling companies
with strategic planning, communications and tramlng To
learn more about their team and the services they offer,
visit them at www.cvstrategies.com or contact Erin Gilhuly
at erin@cvstrat.com.

is a e
CVSTRATEG!ES

New Silver Member

Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc.
We welcome back to the
CALAFCO family Rosenow
Spevacek Group, Inc., or RSG.

BETTER COMMUNITIES.
BOLDER FUTURES.
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RSG is a creatively charged counterpart to California public
agencies. They work with the people responsible for vibrant
places and propel them to their goals. Better Communities.
Bolder futures. To learn more about them visit their website at
www.webrsg.com or contact Cassandra Ravenna at
cravenna@webrsg.com.

Fresno County Fire Protection District

A Silver Associate Member since September 2009, the Fresno
County Fire Protection District provides emergency services,
fire prevention, fire protection planning and code enforcement
for the Fresno Fire Protection District. To learn more about
them, visit their website at www.fresnocountyfire.org.

GST Consulting

GST Consulting has been a Silver Associate Member since
January 2010. They provide local government consulting and
management services to public agencies and private
organizations desiring short and long term expertise in
organizational management, municipal service delivery
analysis, staff augmentation and municipal finance, with
emphasis on incorporation and annexation fiscal analysis. For
more information on GST Consulting, visit their website at
www.GSTConsulting.us, or email Gary Thompson at
GSTConsulting@cox.net.

CALAFCO wishes to thank all of our Associate Members for your
support and partnership. We look forward to continuing to
highlight our Associate Members in each Quarterly Report.

: ‘j Around
§ the State

Amador LAFCo

Amador LAFCo recently dissolved a small water-providing CSD
and combined it with Amador Water Agency, a county wide
water wholesale and retail water provider. The reorganization
was friendly, with both agencies negotiating with open minds
and a priority of looking out for the best interests of all their
citizens and ratepayers. The volunteer board of directors at
the CSD had been having a difficult time complying with
reporting requirements and state laws for water quality at a
low enough cost to be competitive. System improvements
benefiting the CSD residents as well as other nearby
customers of Amador Water Agency will now be accomplished
more easily. The CSD did a great job of outreach to its
customers and there were no citizen objections to the plan.
This change seems to be a win-win for both the agencies and
water users.

Placer LAFCo

Placer LAFCo approved its first Island annexation this
spring. The 103 acre territory of 183 lots developed with
residences is completely surrounded by the City of Rocklin
was approved in April, and a Reconsideration hearing in
July upheld the Commission’s approval. This area was
previously proposed for an annexation proposal in 1983,
which resulted in termination by a 78 - 0 vote.

The property owner who filed for reconsideration on this
proposal challenged our conclusion that the area was not
prime agricultural land; that in fact it was prime
agricultural land based on evidence he was growing
microgreens in trays in his garage, and had two goats on
the property. LAFCo was also challenged on our use of
“developed” pursuant to the CKH definition of prime
agricultural lands.

Based on this experience, we suggest CALAFCO may want
to think about our definition of prime agricultural lands
contained in CHK and, specifically, may want to consider a
definition of development.

Marin LAFCo

Marin LAFCo recently welcomed Sicla Lundy to their
team. Sicla is a recent graduate of Cal State Northridge
and previously worked for BioMarin. Sicla serves as
Marin LAFCo’s new Administrative Services Associate.

Mark Your Calendars For These
Upcoming CALAFCO Events

«» CALAFCO Annual Conference,
October 26 - 28, 2016, Santa Barbara

Upcoming CALAFCO
Conferences and Workshops

2016 ANNUAL CONFERENCE
October 26 - 28
Fess Parker DoubleTree by Hilton
Santa Barbara, CA
Hosted by Santa Barbara LAFCo

2017 STAFF WORKSHOP
April 5 -7
DoubleTree by Hilton Fresno Convention
Center
Fresno, CA
Hosted by Fresno LAFCo

2017 ANNUAL CONFERENCE
October 25 — 27
Bahia Mission Bay
San Diego, CA
Hosted by CALAFCO
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