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AGENDA   
Wednesday, March 28, 2018 

6:00 P.M. 
Joint Chambers—Basement Level 

1010 10th Street, Modesto, California 95354  
 

The Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission welcomes you to its meetings.  As a courtesy, please silence your 
cell phones during the meeting.  If you want to submit documents at this meeting, please bring 15 copies for distribution.  
Agendas and staff reports are available on our website at least 72 hours before each meeting.  Materials related to an 
item on this Agenda, submitted to the Commission or prepared after distribution of the agenda packet, will be available 
for public inspection in the LAFCO Office at 1010 10th Street, 3rd Floor, Modesto, during normal business hours.    
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

A. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 

B. Introduction of Commissioners and Staff. 
 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
 
This is the period in which persons may speak on items that are not listed on the regular agenda.  All persons 
wishing to speak during this public comment portion of the meeting are asked to fill out a “Speaker’s Card” and 
provide it to the Commission Clerk.  Each speaker will be limited to a three-minute presentation.  No action will 
be taken by the Commission as a result of any item presented during the public comment period. 

 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

A. Minutes of the January 24, 2018 Meeting. 
 

4. CORRESPONDENCE 
 

No correspondence addressed to the Commission, individual Commissioners or staff will be accepted and/or 
considered unless it has been signed by the author, or sufficiently identifies the person or persons responsible 
for its creation and submittal. 
 
A. Specific Correspondence. 

 
B. Informational Correspondence. 
 

1. CALAFCO White Paper – State of the Art on Agricultural Preservation. 
 

C. “In the News.” 
 

5. DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS AND DISQUALIFICATIONS 
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6. CONSENT ITEMS 
 

The following consent items are expected to be routine and non-controversial and will be acted upon by the 
Commission at one time without discussion, unless a request has been received prior to the discussion of the 
matter. 

 
A. MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW NO. 17-05 AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

UPDATE NO. 17-05 FOR THE NEWMAN DRAINAGE DISTRICT. The Commission 
will consider the adoption of a Municipal Service Review (MSR) and Sphere of 
Influence (SOI) Update for the Newman Irrigation District.  This item is exempt from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review pursuant to Regulation 
§15061(b)(3). (Staff Recommendation:  Approve the update and adopt Resolution 
No. 2018-04.) 

 
7. PUBLIC HEARING 
  

Any member of the public may address the Commission with respect to a scheduled public hearing item.  
Comments should be limited to no more than three (3) minutes, unless additional time is permitted by the Chair. 
All persons wishing to speak during this public hearing portion of the meeting are asked to fill out a “Speaker’s 
Card” and provide it to the Commission Clerk prior to speaking.  

 
A. LAFCO APP. NO. 2018-01 & SOI MODIFICATION NO. 2018-01 - PALM ESTATES 

AND WENSTRAND RANCH CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION TO COUNTY 
SERVICE AREA (CSA) 19 (TUOLUMNE-GRATTON). The Commission will consider 
a request to modify the Sphere of Influence and annex approximately 16.27 acres to 
County Service Area (CSA) No. 19 (Tuolumne-Gratton).  The CSA will provide a 
funding mechanism for extended services including parks, streetscape, and storm 
drain maintenance. The project is located on two County-approved subdivisions 
located in the southwest Denair area (APNs 024-050-016 & 024-032-023).  LAFCO 
Staff has determined that under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Section 15061(b)(3), the proposal is considered exempt as there is no possibility that 
the proposed change of organization may have a significant effect on the 
environment.  (Staff Recommendation:  Approve the proposal and adopt Resolution 
No. 2018-03.) 

 
8. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 

Commission Members may provide comments regarding LAFCO matters. 
 
9. ADDITIONAL MATTERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRPERSON 
 

The Commission Chair may announce additional matters regarding LAFCO matters. 
 
10. EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT 
 

The Commission will receive a verbal report from the Executive Officer regarding current staff activities.   
 

A. On the Horizon. 
 
11. ADJOURNMENT 
 

A. Set the next meeting date of the Commission for April 25, 2018.  
 

B. Adjourn.  
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LAFCO Disclosure Requirements 

Disclosure of Campaign Contributions:  If you wish to participate in a LAFCO proceeding, you are prohibited from making a 
campaign contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate.  This prohibition begins on the date you begin to actively 
support or oppose an application before LAFCO and continues until three months after a final decision is rendered by LAFCO.  No 
commissioner or alternate may solicit or accept a campaign contribution of more than $250 from you or your agent during this period if 
the commissioner or alternate knows, or has reason to know, that you will participate in the proceedings.  If you or your agent have 
made a contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate during the twelve (12) months preceding the decision, that 
commissioner or alternate must disqualify himself or herself from the decision.  However, disqualification is not required if the 
commissioner or alternate returns the campaign contribution within thirty (30) days of learning both about the contribution and the fact 
that you are a participant in the proceedings. 
 
Lobbying Disclosure:  Any person or group lobbying the Commission or the Executive Officer in regard to an application before 
LAFCO must file a declaration prior to the hearing on the LAFCO application or at the time of the hearing if that is the initial contact.  
Any lobbyist speaking at the LAFCO hearing must so identify themselves as lobbyists and identify on the record the name of the person 
or entity making payment to them.   
 
Disclosure of Political Expenditures and Contributions Regarding LAFCO Proceedings:  If the proponents or opponents of a 
LAFCO proposal spend $1,000 with respect to that proposal, they must report their contributions of $100 or more and all of their 
expenditures under the rules of the Political Reform Act for local initiative measures to the LAFCO Office. 
 
LAFCO Action in Court: All persons are invited to testify and submit written comments to the Commission.  If you challenge a LAFCO 
action in court, you may be limited to issues raised at the public hearing or submitted as written comments prior to the close of the 
public hearing.  All written materials received by staff 24 hours before the hearing will be distributed to the Commission.    
 
Reasonable Accommodations: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, hearing devices are available for public use.  If 
hearing devices are needed, please contact the LAFCO Clerk at 525-7660.  Notification 24 hours prior to the meeting will enable the 
Clerk to make arrangements. 
 
Alternative Formats:  If requested, the agenda will be made available in alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by 
Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 USC 12132) and the Federal rules and regulations adopted in 
implementation thereof. 
 
Notice Regarding Non-English Speakers:  Pursuant to California Constitution Article III, Section IV, establishing English as the 
official language for the State of California, and in accordance with California Code of Civil Procedure Section 185 which requires 
proceedings before any State Court to be in English, notice is hereby given that all proceedings before the Local Agency Formation 
Commission shall be in English and anyone wishing to address the Commission is required to have a translator present who will take 
an oath to make an accurate translation from any language not English into the English language. 

 

 



 
   

 
 
 
STANISLAUS LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

 

MINUTES 
January 24, 2018 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  
 

Chair Bublak called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 

A. Pledge of Allegiance to Flag.  Chair Bublak led in the pledge of allegiance to the flag. 
 

B. Introduction of Commissioners and Staff.  Chair Bublak led in the introduction of the 
Commissioners and Staff. 

 
Commissioners Present: Amy Bublak, Chair, City Member 
    Terry Withrow, Vice Chair, County Member 
    Tom Dunlop, City Member 
    Jim DeMartini, County Member 

        
Staff Present:   Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer 
    Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer 

Jennifer Goss, Commission Clerk  
Robert J. Taro, LAFCO Counsel 

 
Commissioners Absent: Bill Berryhill, Public Member 
    Brad Hawn, Alternate Public Member 
    Vito Chiesa, Alternate County Member  

      Michael Van Winkle, Alternate City Member 
 
2. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 None. 
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
A. Minutes of the December 6, 2017 Meeting. 

 
Motion by Commissioner Dunlop, seconded by Commissioner Withrow and carried 
with a 4-0 vote to approve the Minutes of the December 6, 2017 meeting by the 
following vote: 

 
Ayes:  Commissioners: Bublak, DeMartini, Dunlop, and Withrow 
Noes:  Commissioners: None 
Ineligible: Commissioners: None 
Absent: Commissioners: Berryhill, Chiesa, Hawn and Van Winkle 
Abstention: Commissioners: None 
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4. CORRESPONDENCE 
 

A. Specific Correspondence. 
 

B. Informational Correspondence. 
 
1. 2018 CALAFCO Events Calendar. 

 
C. “In the News” 

 
5. DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS AND DISQUALIFICATIONS 
 
 None. 
 
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
 A. POLICIES AND PROCEDURES UPDATE. The Commission will consider adopting 

an update to its Policies and Procedures document.  The update affects Sections 4 
and 7 of the document and includes several non-substantive changes, removal of 
outdated language, and minor clarifications to reflect new State laws.  The update 
also includes the addition of Policy 15(a), outlining a recent change to State law that 
requires the Commission’s review of certain fire protection contracts or agreements.  
The update is not considered a project for the purposes of the California 
Environmental Quality At (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15387(b)(2). (Staff 
Recommendation:  Approve the update and adopt Resolution No. 2018-02.) 

 
Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer, presented the item with a recommendation of 
approval. 
 

 Chair Bublak opened the Public Hearing at 6:11 p.m. 
 
 Melissa DeSousa, Denair Fire Protection District, asked for clarification on Policy 

15(a).  
 
 Chair Bublak closed the Public Hearing at 6:13 p.m. 
 

Motion by Commissioner Dunlop, seconded by Commissioner DeMartini, and carried 
with a 4-0 vote approving Resolution No. 2018-02, by the following vote: 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners:  Berryhill, Bublak, DeMartini, Dunlop and Withrow 
Noes:  Commissioners:  None 
Ineligible: Commissioners:  Hawn 
Absent: Commissioners:  Olsen and Van Winkle 

  Abstention: Commissioners:  None 
 
7. OTHER BUSINESS 
 

A. MID-YEAR BUDGET REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017-2018.  (Staff 
Recommendation:  Receive and File Report.) 
 
Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer, presented the report to the Commission 
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 Chair Bublak opened the Public Hearing at 6:15 p.m. 
 
 No comment.  

 
 Chair Bublak closed the Public Hearing at 6:15 p.m. 
 

Motion by Commissioner Withrow, seconded by Commissioner Dunlop, and carried 
with a 4-0 vote to receive and file the Mid-Year Budget Report by the following vote: 
 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners:  Bublak, DeMartini, Dunlop and Withrow 
Noes:  Commissioners:  None 
Ineligible: Commissioners:  None 
Absent: Commissioners:  Berryhill, Chiesa, Hawn and Van Winkle 

  Abstention: Commissioners:  None 
 

B. ANNUAL ELECTION OF OFFICERS.   (Staff Recommendation:  Appoint a 
chairperson and vice-chairperson and adopt Resolution No. 2018-01a and 2018-
01b.) 
 
Chair Bublak asked for nominations for Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson and 
requested a separate vote for each. 
 
Motion by Commissioner DeMartini, seconded by Commissioner Dunlop and carried 
with a 4-0 vote to approve Resolution No. 2018-01a to elect Commissioner Withrow 
as Chairperson by the following vote: 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners:  Bublak, DeMartini, Dunlop and Withrow 
Noes:  Commissioners:  None 
Ineligible: Commissioners:  None 
Absent: Commissioners:  Berryhill, Chiesa, Hawn and Van Winkle 
Abstention: Commissioners:  None  

 
Motion by Commissioner Bublak, seconded by Commissioner Withrow and carried 
with a 4-0 vote to approve Resolution No. 2018-01b to elect Commissioner Dunlop 
as Vice-Chairperson by the following vote: 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners:  Bublak, DeMartini, Dunlop and WIthrow 
Noes:  Commissioners:  None 
Ineligible: Commissioners:  None 
Absent: Commissioners:  Berryhill, Chiesa, Hawn and Van Winkle 
Abstention: Commissioners:  None  

 
8. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
  None.  
 
 9. ADDITIONAL MATTERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRPERSON 
 

None. 
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10. EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT 
  

A. On the Horizon.  The Executive Officer informed the Commission of the following: 
 

• Staff recommends canceling the February meeting. 
• The Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District annexation application is expected 

to come before the Commission in March. 
• Form 700’s are due to the office by March 16.   
• Board of Supervisor Vito Chiesa has been assigned as Alternate County 

member. 
 
 
11. ADJOURNMENT 
 

A. The meeting was adjourned at 6:21 p.m. 
 
______________________________ 
Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer 

Gossj
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
 

DATE:  March 28, 2018 
 
TO:  LAFCO Commissioners  
 
FROM:  Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: CALAFCO White Paper – State of the Art on Agricultural Preservation 
 

 
Attached for the Commission’s information is a recently released white paper from CALAFCO 
entitled “State of the Art on Agricultural Preservation,” co-authored by the American Farmland 
Trust. 
 
The report provides an overview of recent trends and best practices in agricultural preservation.  
It also described LAFCO’s authority to adopt local policies.  Many of the best practices identified 
are those that Stanislaus LAFCO currently uses, including policies encouraging infill, the 
requirement for a Plan for Agricultural Preservation, and use of a menu of preservation 
strategies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachment:  CALAFCO White Paper – State of the Art on Agricultural Preservation (February 2018)  
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Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this white paper is to inform and inspire Local Agency Formation Commissions 
(LAFCos) that are seeking to establish or enhance policies that preserve agricultural land, while 
simultaneously promoting orderly growth and development. The California Association of Local 
Agency Formation Commissions (CALAFCO) invited American Farmland Trust (AFT) to work 
collaboratively on this white paper to exchange and share perspectives on their respective 
experiences in successful policy implementation and development. This paper explores the 
parameters of agricultural land preservation and provides guidance in the development of 
agricultural land preservation policies for individual LAFCos to consider. 

This white paper discusses the importance of agriculture to our local communities and why the 
California Legislature has equipped LAFCos with the powers to curtail urban sprawl and discourage 
expansion onto the state’s agricultural lands. The paper examines LAFCos’ statutory role in 
preserving agricultural lands and presents opportunities for how LAFCos can incorporate the 
preservation of agricultural land into their local policies. Brief case studies are provided throughout 
to demonstrate how individual LAFCos have interpreted this responsibility locally through their 
own policies.

White Paper Objectives:

1) Provide an understanding of the economic, environmental, and cultural importance of agriculture 
to local communities and the state at large.

2) Explain the components of an effective and comprehensive LAFCo agricultural preservation 
policy, including the role of policies that encourage “Avoiding,” “Minimizing,” and “Mitigating” the 
loss of farmland.

3) Explain the role of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)1  in both annexation 
proposals that impact agriculture and in requirements for adopting agricultural preservation 
policies.

4) Explain the role of LAFCo in city and county planning processes and how to encourage 
continuous communication and collaborative planning and studies between public agencies.

5) Demonstrate the circumstances in which LAFCo may wish to consider an agricultural 
preservation policy.
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Introduction

The Legislature created a LAFCo in each county in 1963 with the intent that they fulfill state policy 
to encourage orderly growth and development. These objectives were deemed essential to the 
social, fiscal, and economic well-being of the state. The Legislature recognized that the logical 
formation and determination of local agency boundaries was an important factor in promoting 
orderly 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. 

It was also the intent of the Legislature that each LAFCo “establish written policies and procedures 
and exercise its powers pursuant to statute [Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act)] in a manner consistent with those policies and procedures 
and in a manner that encourages and provides planned, well-ordered, efficient urban development 
patterns with appropriate consideration of preserving open-space and agricultural lands within those 
patterns.” (Gov. Code §56300.) These written policies and procedures were required to be adopted 
by LAFCos by January 1, 2002.

Since 1963, each LAFCo has overseen the growth of its cities and special districts through 
incorporations, annexations and, since 1973, the establishment of spheres of influence (which were 
only enforced beginning in 1985). At the time, converting lands once used for agricultural purposes 
to urban land uses was seen as a necessary part of accommodating the growth of California’s cities. 
It was common for city and county leaders to see agricultural lands around cities as areas for future 
urbanization, with the assumption that this type of urban development would assure the economic 
health of the community and provide much needed housing. 

Two years after the creation of LAFCos, the state enacted California Land Conservation Act of 
1965 (commonly referred to as the Williamson Act) to address the growing concern that the growth 
of California cities was coming at the expense of losing agricultural lands. The original purpose of 

A Unique Perspective  
from AFT

AFT believes in the importance of protecting 
farmland while supporting sustainable 
community growth. AFT promotes LAFCos 
as key players in conserving agricultural land 
since most productive farmland is located 
around cities. Having actively promoted 
farmland conservation in California for nearly 
two decades, AFT offers insight on why it is 
important to preserve farmland and presents 
best practices.

A Unique Perspective  
from CALAFCO

The Legislature intends LAFCos to be 
responsive to local challenges as well state 
priorities. An individual LAFCo’s policies can 
lay out LAFCo’s statutory mandate to balance 
the state interest in the preservation of open 
space and prime agricultural lands with the 
need for orderly development. LAFCos have 
used their planning authority to anticipate 
and reduce or avoid the loss of agricultural 
land. Across the state, LAFCo experiences 
reflect the variance of practices on agricultural 
preservation between rural, suburban and 
urban counties. 
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the Williamson Act was to counteract tax laws that often encouraged the conversion of agricultural 
land to urban uses (i.e., if you were being taxed at urban rates you might as well sell to urban 
developers). This act enabled local governments to enter into contracts with private landowners 
for the purpose of creating agricultural preserves that restrict specific parcels of land to agricultural 
or related open-space use in exchange for reduced property taxes. Over time, this approach 
has had mixed success. In an earlier regulatory era, when the subdivision of land far from a city 
and formation of special districts to provide municipal services was a common practice, creating 
agricultural preserves under Williamson Act contract was deemed necessary to limit development of 
those parcels. The likelihood that agricultural land could be converted to urban or rural development 
was high enough to justify the reduction in property tax revenue in exchange for limiting the land’s 
development potential. 

Today, much of the land under Williamson Act contract in many counties is far from a city’s sphere 
of influence, where conversion of the most productive farmland most frequently occurs. Yet, the 
agricultural lands that are under pressure of being converted to non-agricultural uses are most often 
located on the urban fringe. Due to development speculation of these lands, they are less likely to 
be protected under a Williamson Act contract, making the role of LAFCo ever more important.

LAFCos were created to implement the state’s growth management and preservation goals. To 
achieve these objectives, LAFCos were given the sole authority to regulate the boundaries and 
service areas of cities and most special districts. Though they do not have local land use authority, 
LAFCos exercise their authority by denying, 
approving, or conditionally approving 
expansion proposals by cities and special 
districts. With this broad authority, each 
LAFCo uses its own discretion to act in 
a manner that encourages and provides 
planned, well-ordered, efficient urban 
development patterns with appropriate 
consideration of preserving open-space 
and agricultural lands within those patterns. 
Figure 1 depicts the balance that LAFCos are 
expected to achieve through their actions.

Varying Definitions of “Prime” Agricultural Lands

As discussed further below, preserving prime agricultural land is a key statutory mandate of LAFCo. 
To measure and understand the importance of California’s remaining prime agricultural land, this 
paper defines what constitutes prime agricultural land. This can be a challenge because federal, 
state, and local agencies, including LAFCos, all operate under different laws and requirements each 
setting out different definitions of prime farmland. 

As defined by the United States Department of Agriculture, prime farmland is 

Land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing 
food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and is also available for these uses. It has the 

Figure 1. LAFCO’s Balancing Act

Growth and 
Development

Protect ag lands  
and open space

Order, Logic,  
and Efficiency
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soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce economically sustained 
high yields of crops when treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods, 
including water management. In general, prime farmlands have an adequate and dependable 
water supply from precipitation or irrigation, a favorable temperature and growing season, 
acceptable acidity or alkalinity, acceptable salt and sodium content, and few or no rocks. 
They are permeable to water and air. Prime farmlands are not excessively erodible or 
saturated with water for a long period of time, and they either do not flood frequently or are 
protected from flooding.”2

AFT relies on the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program (FMMP) definition of prime farmland, which originated from the USDA definition. The 
FMMP was established by the State of California in 1982 to produce agricultural resource maps, 
based on soil quality and land use. The FMMP maps are updated every two years using aerial 
photographs, a computer-based mapping system, public review, and field reconnaissance. The 
FMMP definition of Prime Farmland is “land which has the best combination of physical and 
chemical characteristics for the production of crops. It has the soil quality, growing season, and 
moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields of crops when treated and managed, 
including water management, according to current farming methods. Prime Farmland must have 
been used for the production of irrigated crops at some time during the two update cycles prior to 
the mapping date. It does not include publicly owned lands for which there is an adopted policy 
preventing agricultural use.”3 FMMP also maps farmland that is classified as less than prime, such 
as Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Farmland of Local Importance (which is 
defined by local jurisdictions and accepted by FMMP), Urban and Built-up Land, and Other Land. 

LAFCos operate according to their own definition,4 which identifies prime agricultural land as:

an area of land, whether a single parcel or contiguous parcels, that has not been developed 
for a use other than an agricultural use and that meets any of the following qualifications:

(a) Land that qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class I or class II in the USDA Natural 
Resources Conservation Service land use capability classification, whether or not land is 
actually irrigated, provided that irrigation is feasible.

(b) Land that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 Storie Index Rating.

(c) Land that supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and that has an 
annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as defined by the 
United States Department of Agriculture in the National Range and Pasture Handbook, 
Revision 1, December 2003.

(d) Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that have a 
nonbearing period of less than five years and that will return during the commercial bearing 
period on an annual basis from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant production 
not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre.

(e) Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant products 
an annual gross value of not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre for three of the 
previous five calendar years.

Land that would not qualify as Prime under USDA or FMMP definitions of Prime, may qualify as 
Prime under the LAFCo definition; for example, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide 
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Importance, and grazing land can still meet the LAFCo definition of prime agricultural land. Although 
LAFCos monitor the conversion of Prime Farmland within their own jurisdictions, CALAFCO does 
not monitor that conversion statewide. Therefore, the following section utilizes the FMMP definition 
of Prime Farmland to illustrate the trends affecting farmland in California, which, from AFT’s 
perspective, demonstrate the urgency of protecting what remains. 

An AFT View: Why It Is Important to Preserve  
What We Have Left—What’s at Risk?

California boasts some of the most productive farmland on the planet, as measured in terms of the 
ratio of agricultural inputs to outputs. This productivity is largely possible because of California’s 
Mediterranean climate and fertile soils, which require fewer inputs and are less subject to 
unfavorable climate conditions and pest pressures. This is important for many reasons, including 
state and national food security, California’s prospects for economic growth and competitiveness on 
the agricultural market, and the efficient utilization of scarce resources such as water. 

For nearly four decades, AFT has monitored the conversion of agricultural lands to development, 
and estimates that nationally, we lose approximately an acre every minute. In California, where the 
state has been monitoring the conversion of farmland to urban development since the early 1980s, 
the average rate of loss is 40,000 acres per year. At this rate, California will lose an additional two 
million acres by 2050, most of which will be prime farmland. 

Current Trends

Of California’s approximately 100 million acres of land, 31 million acres or one-third, are used for 
agriculture. Of this agricultural land, 19 million acres are used for grazing land and 12 million acres 
are used to grow crops. That figure may seem significant, but only about 9 million acres of this 
cropland are considered to be prime, unique or of statewide importance (as defined by the California 
Department of Conservation’s FMMP).5 This resource is diminishing and is likely to continue to do 
so, mostly due to conversion to urban development, but also from other causes. Considering that 
not all remaining farmland is ideal for agriculture due to current and future water stress, climate 
and temperature changes, and other constraints such as strong soil salinity, protecting what is left 
is paramount. 

In the last 30 years, California has lost more than one million acres of farming and grazing land, and 
about half of that loss was prime farmland. Figure 2 below provides a snapshot from the California 
Department of Conservation of what has happened to farmland over that period.

Economic and Cultural Benefits

California is the leading agricultural producer in the United States. Its agricultural abundance 
includes more than 400 commodities. Over a third of the nation’s vegetables and two-thirds of 
the nation’s fruits and nuts are grown in California.6 California is the sole producer of an array of 
commodities consumed by people all over the world. Nearly all of the domestically grown grapes, 
pomegranates, olives, artichokes, and almonds are grown in California, and over three-quarters 
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Figure 2. Quick Facts on  
California Farmland, 1984–2012

Did you know, over the course of 30 years. . .

	 Over 1.4 million acres of agricultural land in California 
were removed from farming uses (a rate of nearly one 
square mile every four days)

	 Of converted land, 49 percent was prime farmland

	 For every 5 acres leaving agricultural use, 4 acres 
converted to urban land

Source California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, 
California Farmland Conversion Summary 1984–2014 and California 
Farmland Conversion Report, 2015

of the nation’s strawberries and lettuce 
come from the golden state.7 Ensuring the 
protection of the state’s agricultural lands is 
essential to protecting California’s agricultural 
economy, and supports numerous other 
social and environmental benefits to our 
communities.

Agriculture plays a significant role in many of 
the state’s regions, fueling local economies, 
providing employment, and maintaining over 
a century of cultural heritage. In 2014, the 
farm gate value of the state’s 76,400 farms 
and ranches was a record $54 billion, double 
the size of any other state’s agriculture 
industry. Of the $54 billion, over $21 billion 
was attributed to California’s agricultural exports.8 Not only is California the country’s largest 
agricultural producer, it is the largest exporter of agricultural products. Agricultural products are one 
of California’s top five exports.9 

Agriculture creates significant ripple effects (i.e. multipliers) throughout California’s economy. Each 
dollar earned within agriculture fuels a more vigorous economy by stimulating additional activity 
in the form of jobs, labor income and value-added processes. Farm production is closely linked 
to many other industries: the production of farm inputs, the processing of food and beverages, 
the textile industry, transportation and financial services. According to the University of California 
Agricultural Issues Center, which is located at UC Davis and studies the multiplier effects of 
California farm industry and closely related processing industries, the combined sectors generated 
6.7 percent of the state’s private sector labor force (including part-time workers), 1.3 percent of the 
Gross State Product (GSP) and 6.1 percent of the state labor income in 2009. The Center calculated 
that during that year, a $1 billion increase of the value added from agricultural production and 
processing results in a total of $2.63 billion of GSP.10 

Including multiplier effects, each job in agricultural production and processing in 2009 accounted 
for 2.2 jobs in the California economy as a whole, and each farming job generated 2.2 total jobs. 
Agricultural production and processing are especially significant to the economy of California’s 
Central Valley where, including ripple effects, they generated 22 percent of the private sector 
employment and 20.1 percent of the private sector labor income in 2009. Excluding ripple effects, 
agriculture directly accounted for 10.2 percent of jobs and 9.2 percent of labor income that year.11

When California loses productive agricultural lands, it loses the income and jobs associated with 
those lands. Despite the economic contribution to the state, agricultural lands are under pressure 
from a variety of forces that have the potential to significantly affect the food production capacity 
that contributes to the food security of the state, nation and world. Preserving farmland means 
preserving not only our food security but regional economic productivity, income levels, and jobs 
throughout the farming and food sectors. 
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In California, agriculture is an important cultural identity to many communities, ranging from large-
scale farming operations to small-scale family farms and geographically spanning many regions 
throughout the state, from coastal metropolitan regions to the heart of the San Joaquin Valley. The 
expanse of agricultural products that California farmers offer adds to the uniquely California cultural 
scenery, abundance of fresh food, and greatly contributes to quality of life. 

Environmental Benefits

Although agricultural practices may 
sometimes have environmental downsides, 
agricultural use of land also contributes 
numerous benefits to the environment and 
communities. Agriculture is both vulnerable 
to climate change, and can help mitigate 
the impacts of climate change. Protecting 
agricultural lands will help communities 
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
greenhouse gas emission associated 
with vehicle travel by avoiding sprawl. 
Agricultural lands also have huge potential to 
sequester carbon. These two benefits make 
the preservation of these lands important 
strategies in meeting the long-term climate 
change goals under California’s 2017 
Climate Change Scoping Plan.12 Additionally, 
their preservation is vital to maintaining 
groundwater recharge. The areas where 
our highest quality farmland is located 
are the areas that provide for the greatest 
groundwater recharge. Protecting agriculture 
keeps land porous and helps rebuild 
aquifers. One of the most important actions 
leaders and communities can take to address 
future water stresses is protecting the prime 
farmland that is best suited to replenishing 
groundwater supplies.

Accounting for Natural Resources  
Using a Multiple Benefit Approach

The Bay Area Greenprint is a new online mapping tool 
that reveals the multiple benefits of natural and agricultural 
lands across the region. It was designed to help integrate 
natural resource and agricultural lands data into policies 
and planning decisions that will influence the future of San 
Francisco Bay Area’s vibrant environment, economy and 
regional character.

Intact ecosystems can provide important benefits for the 
human population in the Bay Area and throughout the state. 
The Bay Area Greenprint is an opportunity to aid planners 
from cities, counties, and LAFCos in understanding and 
conveying that protecting agricultural land, as a part of intact 
ecosystems, can provide important benefits for residents 
in the Bay Area. By conducting multi-benefit assessments 
(agricultural + habitat + biodiversity + recreation + 
groundwater + carbon sequestration), the Greenprint 
provides a more complete understanding of the costs and 
tradeoffs of developing the region’s natural and working 
lands. It will also assist stakeholders in understanding 
and communicating both climate change threats and 
opportunities as well as the multiple values of the Bay Area 
landscape. 

For more information, please visit the tool at  
www.bayareagreenprint.org



AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION CALAFCO White Paper

February 2018 Page 8

LAFCos’ Mandate to Preserve Agricultural Lands

Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act 2000  
(CKH Act)

Among the purposes of a commission are discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open-space 
and prime agricultural lands, encouraging the efficient provision of government services, 
and encouraging the orderly formation and development of local agencies based upon local 
conditions and circumstances. (Gov. Code §56301, emphasis added.)

Preserving prime agricultural lands and open space is a key statutory mandate of LAFCos and the 
CKH Act provides direction to LAFCos on certain policies, priorities, and information that LAFCos 
should, and/or must consider when analyzing boundary change proposals that could potentially 
impact agricultural lands. The CKH Act includes policies specific to agricultural preservation, 
including:

 Development or use of land for other than open-space uses shall be guided away from existing 
prime agricultural lands in open-space use toward areas containing non-prime agricultural lands, 
unless the action would not promote the planned, orderly, efficient development of an area. 
(Gov. Code §56377(a).)

 Development of existing vacant or nonprime agricultural lands for urban uses within the existing 
jurisdiction of a local agency or within the sphere of influence of a local agency should be 
encouraged before any proposal is approved which would allow for or lead to the development 
of existing open-space lands for non-open-space uses which are outside of the existing 
jurisdiction of the local agency or outside of the existing sphere of influence of the local agency. 
(Gov. Code §56377(b).) 

 Factors to be considered [by the Commission] in the review of a proposal shall include the effect 
of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic integrity of agricultural lands, as 
defined by Section 56016. (Gov. Code § 56668(e).)

Approaches to LAFCo  
Agricultural Preservation Policies

Though the CKH Act provides some policies specific to agricultural preservation, these are baseline 
parameters and guidelines from which individual LAFCos can carry out their mandate. Ultimately, a 
LAFCo’s broad powers will guide and influence annexation decisions and how a LAFCo will respond 
to the need to balance urban growth and preserving agriculture and open space.

To equip individual LAFCos with the ability to respond to local conditions and circumstances, the 
CKH Act calls for a LAFCo to:

. . . establish written policies and procedures and exercise its powers pursuant to this part in 
a manner consistent with those policies and procedures and that encourages and provides 
planned, well-ordered, efficient urban development patterns with appropriate consideration of 
preserving open-space and agricultural lands within those patterns. (Gov. Code §56300(a).)
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Refers to considering alternatives in the location, 
siting and scale of a project; utilizing design features 
such as agricultural buffers, and /or adopting 
regulations such as Right to Farm ordinances, in order 
to minimize conversion and impacts on / conflicts 
with, agricultural operations or uses. This strategy is 
used to maximize preservation when there are 
significant constraints to entirely avoiding impacts. 

Refers to measures meant to compensate for the 
conversion of agricultural lands, such as dedication of 
agricultural conservation easements, payment of in-
lieu fees, or purchase and transfer of agricultural 
lands, to an agricultural conservation entity. This 
strategy is used as a last resort and only when all 
efforts to avoid and minimize conversion of 
agricultural lands have been exhausted. 

HIERARCHY FOR AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION STRATEGIES 
 

Over the years, LAFCos, on an individual basis, have adopted various local policies and procedures 
to assist them in their effort to preserve agricultural lands. These policies generally call for the 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of adverse impacts to agricultural lands.

Avoidance consists of anticipating and taking measures to avoid creating adverse impacts to 
agricultural lands from the outset, such as steering development away from agricultural lands to 
avoid their conversion to other uses. This most efficiently occurs at the time a city or county is 
updating its general plan and the issue can be viewed at a regional level and not based on an 
individual proposal.

Minimization consists of measures to reduce the duration, intensity, and significance of the 
conversion and/or the extent of adverse impacts to agricultural lands (including direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts as appropriate) that cannot be completely avoided.

Mitigation consists of measurable preservation outcomes, resulting from actions applied to 
geographic areas typically not impacted by the proposed project, that compensate for a project’s 
significant adverse impacts to agricultural lands that cannot be avoided and/or minimized.

LAFCo’s unique 
mandates to preserve 
prime agricultural lands 
and discourage urban 
sprawl, and the fact that 
agricultural lands are a 
finite and irreplaceable 
resource, make it 
essential to avoid 
adversely impacting 
agricultural lands in the 
first place. 

Figure 3. Hierarchy for Agricultural Land  
Preservation Strategies
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Applying These Approaches

These three approaches form an agricultural preservation hierarchy that should, if followed 
sequentially—avoid, minimize, and then mitigate adverse impacts. These approaches and the 
recommended applications below may serve as a guide for LAFCos to adopt an agricultural 
preservation policy, including criteria to guide LAFCo’s review of boundary change proposals, 
thereby possibly streamlining the evaluation of proposals. It may also serve as a guide for proactive 
participation and collaborative discussion during a city’s general plan update. Collaborative planning 
may help jurisdictions better understand and prepare for the requirements of LAFCo early in the 
planning process.

Avoidance is preferable because it is the best way to ensure that agricultural lands are not 
adversely impacted, whereas minimization and mitigation actions include, by definition, some level 
of residual impact to agricultural lands. Avoidance can also help LAFCos address other important 
mandates, such as curbing urban sprawl and encouraging the efficient delivery of services by 
encouraging vacant and underutilized lands within urban areas to be developed before prime 
agricultural and agricultural land is annexed for non-agricultural purposes. Avoidance is also 
consistent with the growing recognition at the state level that future development should, when 
and where possible, be directed into infill areas located within existing urban footprints to limit 
the amount of transportation related greenhouse gases generated. LAFCos can adopt specific 
policies and procedures that encourage cities to first utilize their existing vacant and underutilized 
lands within urban areas for development. What LAFCos can do to AVOID conversion of 
agricultural lands:

 Consider removal of excessive amounts 
of land from city spheres of influence, 
(i.e. where SOI is much larger than 
what is needed over a long-range 
development horizon). 

 Adopt policies that encourage cities to 
implement more efficient development 
patterns, adopt stable growth boundaries 
that exclude agricultural lands, promote 
infill first, and consider alternative 
locations within city limits in order to 
remove development pressure on 
agricultural lands.

 Encourage continuous communication 
and collaborative planning and studies 
between public agencies to ensure 
that consideration of avoidance begins 
as early as possible in a jurisdiction’s 
planning process. 

 Participate in city general plan update processes to discourage the premature conversion of 
agricultural lands and to limit development pressure on agricultural lands.

Case Study:  
Reducing the Spheres of Influence

In 2007, the Kings County LAFCo reduced its spheres of 
influence through its Comprehensive City and Community 
District Municipal Service Review (MSR) and SOI Update. 
The LAFCo utilized the MSR requirement from the Cortese- 
Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 
2000 to coordinate future urban growth considerations in a 
more streamlined and accountable manner. In developing 
the MSRs, Kings LAFCo rewarded the good planning 
efforts of its four cities by reaffirming well planned areas 
with planned services, while areas within existing spheres 
of influence not currently planned for urban growth would 
require more extensive MSR updates. This approach 
allowed Kings LAFCo an opportunity to successfully remove 
almost 11,000 acres from future growth consideration where 
urban services were not planned and agriculture was the 
established use. 
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 Discourage extension of urban services outside city boundaries for new development.

 Request that the Lead Agency CEQA assessment includes analysis of alternatives that do not 
result in conversion of agricultural lands as defined in the CKH Act.

 Require that the jurisdiction demonstrate that infill or more efficient use of land is not possible 
prior to considering SOI expansion and/or annexation into agricultural lands.

Minimizing adverse impacts to agricultural lands should be considered and applied to the 
maximum extent practicable if all project alternatives have been considered and avoidance is truly 
not feasible. Minimization, by definition, means reducing the significance of the conversion and/or 
reducing the adverse impacts by making changes to a project. In other words, some impacts will be 
incurred, however, they will be less severe than if changes had not been implemented. Minimization 
measures must be carefully planned, implemented and monitored to assess and to ensure their 
long-term effectiveness. 

What LAFCos can do to MINIMIZE conversion of agricultural lands:

 Encourage continuous communication and collaborative planning and studies between public 
agencies and LAFCo.

 During a city’s general plan update process, encourage jurisdictions to adopt a long-term growth 
management strategy that provides for more efficient development.

 Encourage jurisdictions to adopt a “Plan for Agricultural Preservation.” 

 Encourage more efficient use of land to limit development of surrounding farmland. Require 
that the jurisdiction demonstrate that infill or more efficient use of land is not feasible prior to 
considering SOI expansion and/or annexation into agricultural lands.

 Encourage proposals to show that 
urban development will be contiguous 
with existing or proposed development; 
that a planned, orderly, and compact 
urban development pattern will result; 
and that leapfrog, non-contiguous urban 
development patterns will not occur.

 During a CEQA process, request 
that jurisdictions demonstrate how a 
proposal will affect the physical and 
economic integrity of impacted and 
surrounding agricultural lands.

 As part of a city’s general plan process, 
encourage jurisdictions to map, analyze, 
and describe all agricultural lands 
within or adjacent to land proposed for 
annexation, including analysis of any 
multiple land-based values such as 

Case Study: Greenbelts and Agreements

Ventura County has established greenbelts around its 
urban areas. Greenbelts are created through voluntary 
agreements between the Board of Supervisors and one or 
more City Councils regarding development of agricultural 
and/or open space areas beyond city limits. They protect 
open space and agricultural lands and reassure property 
owners located within these areas that lands will not be 
prematurely converted to uses that are incompatible with 
agriculture.

Cities commit to not annex any property within a greenbelt 
while the Board agrees to restrict development to uses 
consistent with existing zoning.

Ventura County LAFCo will not approve a sphere update if 
the territory is within one of the greenbelt areas unless all 
parties to the greenbelt agreement are willing to accept an 
amendment to the agreement. 

The Ventura policies generally follow Gov. Code §56377.
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agricultural, biodiversity, recreation, groundwater, and carbon sequestration, to identify areas of 
high natural resource value where development is best avoided.

 Encourage agreements among jurisdictions that outline conditions for expanding boundaries. 
Agreements can be recognized by LAFCo.

 Recommend project requirements to protect agricultural lands adjoining land covered in 
applications to LAFCo, both to prevent their premature conversion to non-agricultural uses and 
to minimize potential conflicts between proposed urban development and adjacent agricultural 
uses, such as:

 Agricultural buffers. A buffer is typically an on-site strip of land along the perimeter of 
a development proposal. These provide a way to minimize conflict by creating spatial 
separation and other barriers such as walls and landscaping between agricultural operations 
and urban residents. Buffers may be established through city-county agreements and 
encouraged under locally adopted LAFCo policies. 

 Encourage the adoption of right-to-farm ordinances. These ordinances are developed to 
offset the perception that typical farming practices are a “nuisance” by 1) providing dispute 
resolution mechanisms for neighbors as an alternative to filing nuisance-type lawsuits 
against farming operations; and 2) notifying prospective buyers about the realities of living 
near farms before they purchase property.

 Development of educational and informational programs to promote the continued viability 
of surrounding agricultural land.

 Encourage the development of a real estate disclosure ordinance to fully inform all directly 
affected prospective property owners about the importance of maintaining productive 
agriculture in the area.

Mitigation of impacts to agricultural lands should be considered and applied to the maximum 
extent practicable if all project alternatives have been considered and avoidance is truly not feasible 
and if minimization measures have been 
applied, but adverse impacts remain 
significant. Mitigation measures must 
be carefully planned, implemented and 
monitored to assess and to ensure their 
long-term effectiveness. Regardless of the 
type of mitigation measures pursued, this 
path will inevitably lead to a net loss of 
agricultural land if it is converted. Some key 
agricultural mitigation principles to consider 
include:

 Is the proposed mitigation a fair 
exchange for the loss of the agricultural 
resource?

 Is the proposed mitigation designed, 
implemented and monitored to achieve 

Case Study:  
Mitigation through  Memorandums of  

Understanding/Agreement

Some LAFCos, including San Luis Obispo and Monterey, 
have entered into MOUs or MOAs with local land use 
jurisdictions. Such agreements enable the local jurisdictions 
to express their intent to jointly pursue orderly city-centered 
growth and agricultural preservation. In San Luis Obispo, 
the agreement is with San Luis Obispo County. In Monterey, 
LAFCo has developed agreements with the County and four 
of the five cities within the agriculturally rich Salinas Valley 
(Salinas, Soledad, Greenfield and Gonzales) to encourage 
development of MOAs and MOUs. Though on one occasion, 
Monterey LAFCo was a third party to the MOA (with 
Greenfield), the regular practice has been to encourage 
each city and the County to enter into the MOA/MOU. 
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clear, stated and measurable outcomes 
for agricultural preservation?

 Will the proposed mitigation result in a 
genuine positive change on the ground, 
which would not have occurred anyway?

 Will the proposed mitigation result in 
permanent protection of agricultural 
land, given that the loss of agricultural 
land is generally irreversible? 

Examples of typical measures include:

 The acquisition and transfer of 
ownership of agricultural land to an 
agricultural conservation entity for 
permanent protection of the land.

 The acquisition and transfer of agricultural conservation easements to an agricultural 
conservation entity for permanent protection of the land. 

 The payment of in-lieu fees to an agricultural conservation entity that are sufficient to fully fund 
the cost of acquisition and administration/management of agricultural lands or agricultural 
conservation easements for permanent protection.

CEQA and Agricultural Preservation

Working proactively with local agencies to avoid or minimize impacts to agricultural land in the 
first place is preferable to mitigation. Agricultural mitigation requirements (for example, protecting 
other off-site lands at a certain ratio) are beneficial, but do not prevent agricultural land from being 
converted. 

However, as a last resort, CEQA can be a tool to help LAFCos leverage agricultural preservation in 
furtherance of LAFCos’ state-mandated purpose. Even in the absence of locally adopted agricultural 
preservation policies, agencies are required to consider project impacts on agricultural resources. 
Therefore, LAFCos can still promote agricultural preservation even when the local political climate 
may not allow for strong local policies. CEQA does not require LAFCos to adopt local agricultural 
conservation or mitigation policies, but some LAFCos may find it useful to adopt clear and 
transparent expectations via a local policy. 

Public Resources Code, Section 21002 states (emphasis added): 

The Legislature finds and declares that 
it is the policy of the state that public 
agencies should not approve projects 
as proposed if there are feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would 

Case Study: A Mitigation Menu

Contra Costa LAFCo recently adopted a policy that allows 
the applicant to choose from a menu of mitigation measures. 
Those measures can include a 1:1 policy whereby each acre 
lost is mitigated by an acre preserved for agricultural use. 
Other options can include fees in lieu of land, conservation 
easements, agricultural buffers, compliance with an 
approved habitat conservation plan, and participation in 
other development programs such as transfer or purchase 
of development credits. Under this policy, Contra Costa 
LAFCo will consider any reasonable proposal. If the 
applicant does not suggest a measure, the Commission has 
the option to impose one or deny the project.

Note

LAFCo can suggest, request, or require feasible mitigation 
measures, even in the absence of local agricultural 
preservation policies.
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substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects, and that the 
procedures required by this division are intended to assist public agencies in systematically 
identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant 
effects. The Legislature further finds and declares that in the event specific economic, social, 
or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, 
individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.

Pursuant to CEQA, public agencies shall not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures that would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of the project. 

LAFCo as a Responsible Agency

Typically, a LAFCo will review a CEQA document, such as an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or 
Negative Declaration as a “responsible agency”. Under CEQA, the “lead agency” means the public 
agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have 
a significant effect upon the environment.13 A responsible agency is any public agency, other than 
the lead agency, which has the responsibility for carrying out or approving the project.14 Normally, 
the lead agency is the agency with general governmental powers such as a city or a county. 
Agencies with limited powers such as LAFCos, or agencies providing a public service or utility 
service, tend to be a responsible agency. However, LAFCos may be the lead agency and typically 
serve in this role for certain projects such as approvals of sphere of influences or out-of-agency 
municipal service extensions.

In the role of responsible agency, LAFCos can apply some leverage because LAFCo approval is 
necessary to implement the project. As a responsible agency, LAFCo has an obligation to address 
environmental impacts within its jurisdiction. If a LAFCo has adopted local agricultural preservation 
policies such as required conservation ratios, buffering setbacks, etc., LAFCo can comfortably 
assert recommendations on a project while the lead agency is still processing the CEQA document 
because: (1) the lead agency, in desiring LAFCo approval, likely will be amendable to compliance 
with LAFCo requirements and policies; and (2) the project proponent presumably would prefer to 
make any project changes and/or revisions to the CEQA document in compliance with LAFCo policy 
up front rather than waiting until the matter is before the LAFCo, thereby optimizing the time spent 
securing approvals. However, a LAFCo does not have to have formally adopted local policies in 
order for LAFCo to recommend that the lead agency require a given mitigation measure such as a 
conservation easement to mitigate for conversion of agricultural lands. CEQA’s mandate requires 
the lead agency to implement feasible alternatives and mitigation measures whether or not a LAFCo 
has a locally adopted policy. Further, even if a lead agency or project proponent is not amenable to 
complying with LAFCo recommendations, if LAFCo believes that a project would have a significant 
impact to agricultural lands that the lead agency has not identified, the LAFCo, as a responsible 
agency, could require subsequent environmental review. In the context of that subsequent 
environmental review, a LAFCo could impose its own mitigation measures to protect agricultural 
lands if necessary to protect against a true threat to its resource.
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Notice of Preparation (For EIRs only, not Negative Declarations)

If a LAFCo is a responsible agency on a project, it should respond in writing to the Notice of 
Preparation. The response should identify the significant environmental issues and reasonable 
alternatives and mitigation measures that the responsible agency will need to have explored in 
the draft EIR.15 This is LAFCo’s opportunity to notify the lead agency of any relevant policies and 
potential concerns with a project that should be included in the EIR analysis. The LAFCo should 
be clear and forthright about project issues and LAFCo policies and requirements at the outset in 
the interest of providing the earliest possible notice to the interested parties. This will enhance the 
LAFCo’s long-term credibility in the community and help keep political and other relationships in a 
positive state.

The intent is to avoid, minimize, and mitigate project impacts to agricultural land. Questions 
to consider during the NOP process include: Do options exist to minimize or avoid impacts to 
agricultural land? Should project alternatives be considered? What mitigation measures should be 
included? 

Here are a few code sections to keep on hand. The following statutes can be cited to provide 
support when promoting LAFCo agricultural preservation goals:

 CKH Act, California Government Code, Section 56377: In reviewing and approving or 
disapproving proposals which could reasonably be expected to induce, facilitate, or lead to the 
conversion of existing open-space lands to uses other than open-space uses, the commission 
shall consider . . . (a) Development or use of land for other than open-space uses shall be 
guided away from existing prime agricultural lands in open-space use toward areas containing 
nonprime agricultural lands, unless that action would not promote the planned, orderly, efficient 
development of an area. 

 CEQA Guidelines, Title 14, California Code Regulations, Section 15041: The responsible 
agency may require changes in a project to lessen or avoid only the effects, either direct or 
indirect, of that part of the project which the agency will be called on to carry out or approve.

 CEQA Guidelines, Title 14, California Code Regulations, Section 15096(g)(2): When an EIR has 
been prepared for a project, the Responsible Agency shall not approve the project as proposed 
if the agency finds any feasible alternative or feasible mitigation measures within its powers 
that would substantially lessen or avoid any significant effect the project would have on the 
environment. With respect to a project which includes housing development, the Responsible 
Agency shall not reduce the proposed number of housing units as a mitigation measure if it 
determines that there is another feasible specific mitigation measure available that will provide a 
comparable level of mitigation.

Draft EIR or Negative Declaration

At the draft EIR or Negative Declaration 
stage of the process, a LAFCo may 
comment on the adequacy of the draft 
environmental document’s analysis, 
mitigation measures and conclusions. The 

A Note About Ag Mitigation Ratios

Conservation easements are effective and commonly 
used mitigation strategies. However, they do not make up 
for the loss of agricultural land and may not necessarily 
reduce the impact of agricultural land loss to a less than 
significant level.



AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION CALAFCO White Paper

February 2018 Page 16

lead agency is required to consult with LAFCo if it is a responsible agency. Among questions to think 
about during either draft EIR or Negative Declaration review: Are the analysis and stated impacts to 
agricultural land sound, reasonable and acceptable to LAFCo? Have all feasible project alternatives 
and mitigation measures been considered and required?

A LAFCo should ordinarily only make substantive comments regarding those activities involved in 
the project that are within LAFCo’s scope of authority under 

the CKH Act, or aspects of the project required to be approved by LAFCo, and should be supported 
by specific documentation when possible. In a CEQA responsible agency role, LAFCos are required 
to advise the lead agency on environmental effects, and shall either submit to the lead agency 
complete and detailed performance objectives for mitigation measures addressing those effects or 
refer the lead agency to appropriate, readily available guidelines or reference documents concerning 
mitigation measures. If the responsible agency is not aware of mitigation measures that address 
identified effects, the responsible agency must so state.16

Examples of potential project alternatives to reduce impacts to agricultural lands include, among 
others: reduced footprint, clustered density, setbacks and buffers. Examples of feasible mitigation 
measures include: right to farm deed restrictions, setbacks and buffers, and conservation easements 
on a 1:1, 2:1 or 3:1 ratio. 

Evaluation of and Response to Comments/Final EIR  
(For EIRs only, not Negative Declarations)

After the public comment period closes, the lead agency then evaluates and provides a written 
response to comments received. The written response by the lead agency must describe the 
disposition of the issues raised, detailing why any specific comments or suggestions were not 
accepted. There must be a good faith, reasoned analysis in the response. Unsupported conclusory 
statements will not suffice. The lead agency cannot simply make generalizations stating that 
requiring conservation easements is not economically feasible, for example. As a responsible 
agency, LAFCo should review the written response provided and determine if it adequately resolves 
the issues raised in its Draft EIR comment letter. If not, LAFCo should reiterate its remaining 
concerns via letter and/or orally at the public hearing to certify the EIR. 

Approval of a Negative Declaration or EIR 

When approving a project, the lead agency must find that either (1) the project as approved will 
not have a significant effect on the environment; or (2) the agency has eliminated or substantially 
lessened all significant effects where feasible, and determined that any remaining significant 
effects are found to be unavoidable. Therefore, even if the lead agency is adopting a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, it does not relieve the agency from the requirement to adopt all feasible 
mitigation measures. In other words, an EIR Statement of Overriding Considerations is not a “free 
pass” to avoid mitigation. As a responsible agency, LAFCos should be involved in the CEQA process 
to ensure, as much as possible, the lead agency has implemented all feasible mitigation measures. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Although mitigation monitoring is the lead agency’s responsibility (and LAFCos should ensure 
mitigation language is written to ensure the responsibility for monitoring and tracking clearly lies 
with the lead agency and the timing mechanism is clear), as a responsible agency it is good 
practice to keep tabs on local development timing to follow up and ensure any required mitigation 
actually occurs. 

LAFCo as a Lead Agency

At times, LAFCos may act as the lead agency on a CEQA document. Examples include adoption 
of SOIs or approval of service extensions. However, often times LAFCos choose to not serve as 
the lead agency on a project where significant impacts may occur. For example, a LAFCo may 
choose not to enlarge a city’s SOI until a development project has been proposed (and the land use 
authority as lead agency has conducted CEQA review instead) so that the LAFCo can process the 
SOI update concurrent with annexation. However, if a LAFCo finds itself as the lead agency on a 
project, the discussion above regarding lead agency requirements now would apply to LAFCo. 

Caution Regarding Reliance on Habitat Conservation Plans  
as Agricultural Mitigation

Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) often permit developers to pay an in-lieu fee for the purchase 
of comparable habitat to mitigate for a development’s impact to sensitive species. Generally, the 
priority under HCPs is to mitigate for special status species, not necessarily agricultural land. An 
HCP would not necessarily address loss of agricultural land as an agricultural resource itself, but 
would rather address the loss of agricultural land in terms of the associated impacts to special-
status species and sensitive habitats. This is a generalization as there is no “one size fits all” answer 
whether an HCP can or should be used as a mitigation strategy to mitigate for project impacts to 
agricultural land. Thus, LAFCos cannot automatically assume that HCPs will provide adequate 
mitigation for the loss of agricultural lands and fact-specific analysis would be required. 

If use of an HCP for mitigation is proposed by the lead agency, that HCP needs to be reviewed to 
determine how the fees will be used and if comparable, compensatory mitigation will be provided. In 
other words, question how the HCP will use the fee. Does the fee get used just to place the land into 
a conservation easement that prohibits future development or will it be used for habitat restoration 
that will eliminate agricultural uses (such as mitigation for wetland or vernal pool mitigation)? The 
second key question is how the fee relates to the impact. Does it result in an appropriate ratio that 
compensates for the lands to be developed or is the proposed conservation easement “stacked” 
with other easements? Many conservation easements used for raptor habitat, for example, will 
prohibit vineyards and orchards, thereby limiting a raptor’s ability to hunt, thus placing constraints on 
agricultural productivity. If the lead agency cannot demonstrate that the HCP fee would fully mitigate 
for the loss of agricultural land, other mitigation options should be explored outside of the HCP.
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Working with Cities and Counties

City and county planning processes directly influence whether local agriculture is sustainable and 
viable. LAFCos can play an important role early on in a jurisdiction’s planning processes and can 
encourage continuous communication and collaborative planning between agencies. 

In addition to adopting their own local LAFCo policies, LAFCos can help cities and counties adopt 
meaningful agricultural preservation policies in their general plans. By taking the initiative to engage 
and build relationships with cities and counties, LAFCo can influence local agencies in their planning 
processes and advocate for the protection of farmland and the farming economy. The Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research considers early consultation and collaboration between local 
agencies and LAFCo on annexations to be a best practice. This includes coordinating on CEQA 
review, general process and procedures, and fiscal issues. 

By providing feedback throughout the general plan adoption process, LAFCos are able to coordinate 
with and encourage local agencies to adopt strong farmland protection policies in their general 
plans, specific plans, plans for development in unincorporated areas, and even within city limits. By 
engaging in a dialogue over plan development with cities and counties long before those agencies 
submit formal applications, LAFCo can help ensure that applications will be successful. 

LAFCos can formalize this kind of proactive participation in local planning processes by tracking 
city and county agendas and planning cycles, anticipating when such jurisdictions will pursue plan 
updates or make amendments, and including general plan participation in LAFCo annual work 
plans. Formalizing this participation through the LAFCo annual work plan provides structure for 
ongoing engagement, and over time, normalizes the interaction so that cities and counties will come 
to expect LAFCo to be actively engaged. 

Not only can LAFCos engage in early, informal discussions about what kinds of policies would 
be useful and compatible with LAFCo policies and mandates, but they can also submit formal 
comments as part of the public planning process. The executive officer can submit these formal 
comments on behalf of the commission. 

To help local agencies assess the impacts of their plans on agricultural resources, LAFCos can draw 
information from many sources. The California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program can provide information about valuable farmland, including statistical trend 
data that can be used for analyzing impacts on agricultural resources. Storie index maps can help 
LAFCos understand the location of the best soils, so that urban growth can be directed away from 
those areas. LAFCos should also track the location of agricultural conservation easements, and 
properties under Williamson Act contracts. The county agricultural commissioner’s office can help 
other local agencies understand local agriculture and how planning decisions will have an effect. 

LAFCos can help cities make good decisions with regard to annexations, following the avoid-
minimize-mitigate protocol mentioned earlier in this white paper. LAFCos have the power to 
review and approve annexations with or without amendment, wholly, partially, or conditionally, or 
disapprove proposed annexations, reorganizations, and incorporations, consistent with written 
policies, procedures, and guidelines adopted by the commission. By working with a city early on in 
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the process, LAFCo can provide ongoing guidance in the development of an annexation proposal, 
encouraging attributes that will lead to its success. 

LAFCo can also influence county planning processes via the formation or expansion of 
special districts. 

Best Practices for LAFCos

When considering an agricultural preservation policy, the following actions provide background 
operational context:

1. An appropriately-scaled policy framework is necessary. 

 A policy framework implements a goal, which ideally describes the end-state desired by a 
LAFCo. Each policy implemented over time, and as applicable, incrementally fulfills a LAFCo’s 
goal. The end-state should reflect the LAFCo’s values and by extension the values of the 
greater community of local agencies that it serves. 

 A policy adopted without a corresponding over-arching goal is less effective.

2. The agricultural preservation policy must be consistent with the authority and limitations of a 
LAFCo. 

 LAFCos have broad statutory authority to approve, approve with conditions, or deny proposals 
for a change of organization or reorganization initiated by a petition or by resolution of 
application.17 However, LAFCos shall not impose any conditions that would directly regulate land 
use density or intensity, property development, or subdivision requirements.18 

3. LAFCos should have commitment from the local agencies involved in the implementation of 
the policy.

 LAFCo policies should be developed in consultation with the affected local agencies and 
stakeholders in the county. Also, policies should be developed so that they work in coordination 
with the local agencies’ approval process. Preferably, LAFCo policies are consistent and 
complementary with cities’ general plans and the master plans of special districts under LAFCo’s 
jurisdiction.

4. The policy should be simple, uncomplicated, and easy for the local agency staff to administer 
and the public to understand.

 Over 78 percent of LAFCos are staffed with four or fewer employees.19 This means that most 
LAFCos have very limited resources with which to implement and monitor complicated policies, 
implementation or mitigation measures. 

5. The policy should include a programmatic incentive for proposal applicants to either agree with 
the effect of the policy or not protest implementation.

 Once adopted, the policy should influence how local agencies implement their growth plans. 
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6. Importantly, local agencies, stakeholders and the public must know about and understand the 
agricultural preservation policy and its potential use. In other words, a public education program 
is essential. 

 Community involvement in the development of the goal and its supporting policy is critical. Such 
input should be requested, synthesized, and reflected in the goal to represent the community’s 
interest. LAFCo interests are best served when the community’s understanding is clear about 
how that goal is achieved, how long it should take to reach, and how one or more policies is 
used to reach it. 

7. There should be flexibility in the specific details of how a given proposal can implement 
overarching policy goals.

 Individual LAFCo policies can lay out a LAFCo’s statutory mandate to balance the state interest 
in the preservation of open space and prime agricultural lands against the need for orderly 
development. A policy can state that a proposal provide for planned, well-ordered, efficient urban 
development patterns with appropriate consideration of preserving open-space and agricultural 
lands within those patterns. But the policy does not have to prescribe a specific course of 
action that an applicant should take in order to be considered satisfactory in addressing this 
overarching policy goal. The policy places the onus on the applicant to explain or justify how the 
proposal balances the state interest in the preservation of open space and prime agricultural 
lands against the need for orderly development. The policy can be explicit in asserting a 
LAFCo’s authority to deem incomplete and/or deny proposals that do not adequately put forth a 
rationale for a LAFCo to weigh against the policy goals.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT 
MARCH 28, 2018 
 
 
 
TO: LAFCO Commissioners 
 
FROM: Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer   
 
SUBJECT: MSR No. 2017-05 & SOI Update 2017-05:  Municipal Service Review and 

Sphere of Influence Update for the Newman Drainage District 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This proposal was initiated by the Local Agency Formation Commission in response to State 
mandates, which require the Commission to conduct Municipal Service Reviews and Sphere of 
Influence Updates for all cities and special districts every five years, as needed. This current review 
is a routine update to the previous document, adopted by the Commission in 2011 for the Newman 
Drainage District.  The District was formed in 1970, pursuant to the Drainage District Act of 1903, 
to operate and maintain an agricultural sub-surface drain. The District’s boundaries are located 
west of the San Joaquin River and include 3,200 acres, a portion of which overlaps the city limits of 
Newman. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update process provides an opportunity for 
districts to share accurate and current data, accomplishments and information regarding the 
services they provide.  A copy of the draft update is then provided to the District for their review 
and comments.   
 
For the current update, Staff did some additional research regarding the District’s original formation 
in 1970 and their assessments.  The District’s own records with regards to its history are limited.  
The District is currently in the process of contracting with a firm to prepare a new engineer’s report 
and revised assessment.  Any new assessment must comply with Proposition 218. 
 
The proposed Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update is attached to this report 
as Exhibit 1.  The relevant factors and determinations as put forth by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg 
Act are discussed for the District.  No changes are being proposed for the District’s Sphere of 
Influence. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the adoption of a municipal service 
review is considered to be categorically exempt from the preparation of environmental 
documentation under a classification related to information gathering (Class 6 – Regulation 
§15306).  Further, LAFCO’s concurrent reaffirmation of an existing sphere of influence qualifies for 
a General Exemption as outlined in CEQA Regulation §15061(b)(3), which states: 
 

The activity is covered by the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects which 
have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment. Where it can be 
seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a 
significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA. 
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As there are no land use changes, boundary changes, or environmental impacts associated with 
the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update, an exemption from further 
environmental review is appropriate. 
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR COMMISSION ACTION 
 
Following consideration of this report and any testimony or additional materials that are submitted, 
the Commission may take one of the following actions: 
 
Option 1: APPROVE the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the 

Newman Drainage District. 
 
Option 2: DENY the update. 
 
Option 3: If the Commission needs more information, it should CONTINUE this matter to a 

future meeting (maximum 70 days). 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Approve Option 1.   Based on the information presented, Staff recommends approval of 
Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the Newman Drainage District.  
Therefore, Staff recommends that the Commission adopt Resolution No. 2018-04 which: 
 

1. Determines that the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update qualify for a 
General Exemption from further California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review based 
on CEQA Regulations §15306 and §15061(b)(3); 

 
2. Makes determinations related to the Municipal Service Review, as required by Government 

Code Sections §56425 and §56430; and, 
 

3. Determines that the Sphere of Influence for the Newman Drainage District should be 
affirmed as it currently exists. 

 
 
 
Attachments: 
 

Exhibit A -  Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the Newman Drainage District 
Exhibit B - Resolution No. 2018-04 
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Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update 
For the Newman Drainage District 

 
 
Introduction 
 
The Cortese/Knox/Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 Act (CKH Act) 
requires the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) to update the Spheres of Influence 
(SOI) for all applicable jurisdictions in the County.  A Sphere of Influence is defined by 
Government Code 56076 as “...a plan for the probable physical boundary and service area of a 
local agency, as determined by the Commission.”  The Act further requires that a Municipal 
Service Review (MSR) be conducted prior to or, in conjunction with, the update of a Sphere of 
Influence (SOI).   
 
The legislative authority for conducting Service Reviews is provided in Government Code 
Section 56430 of the CKH Act.  The Act states, that “in order to prepare and to update spheres 
of influence in accordance with Section 56425, the commission shall conduct a service review of 
the municipal services provided in the county or other appropriate area...” A Service Review 
must have written determinations that address the following factors: 
 
Service Review Factors to be Addressed 
 

1. Growth and population projections for the affected area 
 

2. The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities 
within or contiguous to the sphere of influence 

 
3. Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services, 

and infrastructure needs or deficiencies including needs or deficiencies related to 
sewers, municipal and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any 
disadvantaged, unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the sphere of 
influence.  
 

4. Financial ability of agencies to provide services 
 

5. Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities 
 

6. Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and 
operational efficiencies 
 

7. Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by 
commission policy 

 
State Guidelines and Commission policies encourage cooperation among a variety of 
stakeholders involved in the preparation of a Service Review.  This Service Review will analyze 
the existing and future services for the Newman Drainage District.  The Service Review will also 
provide a basis for the District and LAFCO to evaluate, and if appropriate, make changes to the 
Sphere of Influence. 
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Sphere of Influence Update Process 
 
A special district is a government agency that is required to have an adopted and updated 
Sphere of Influence.  Section 56425(g) of the CKH Act calls for Spheres of Influence to be 
reviewed and updated every five years, as necessary.  Stanislaus LAFCO processes the 
Service Review and Sphere of Influence Updates concurrently to ensure efficient use of 
resources.  For rural special districts, which do not have the typical municipal level services to 
review, this Service Review will be used to determine what type of services each district is 
expected to provide and the extent to which they are actually able to do so.  The Sphere of 
Influence will delineate the service capability and expansion capacity of the agency, if 
applicable. 
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Service Review – Newman Drainage District 
 
 
Authority 
 
The Newman Drainage District was organized under the Drainage District Act of 1903 and is 
considered a landowner-voter district, as owners of the land within the District’s boundaries 
elect the board members. 
 
The Drainage District Act of 1903 provides for the organization and governmental structure of 
special districts whose sole purpose is to drain agricultural lands.  The Act does not grant 
authority to perform other services, including urban service functions.  The Act provides for the 
districts to issue bonds for capital improvements and to use eminent domain as necessary for 
public purposes.  The Act also provides for the districts to levy taxes, but this ability was limited 
by the passage of Proposition 13 and Proposition 218. 
 
An unusual restriction in the Drainage District Act of 1903 is that only lands that are susceptible 
to one general mode of drainage by the same system of works may be included within a district.  
The districts are formed along topographic lines that allow the drainage of agricultural lands 
within a common system of drainage.  Lands that cannot be served by the common system of 
drainage may not be included within the district. 
 
Background 
 
Special districts are local governments that are separate from cities and counties, yet provide 
public services such as fire protection, sewers, water, and street lighting.  California has over 
3,300 special districts, which provide over 30 different types of services.  There are 50 major 
types of special districts ranging from airports to fire protection to mosquito abatement to water 
conservation.    
 
Purpose 
 
Special Districts may be formed to provide water, sewer, garbage services, fire protection, 
public recreation, street lighting, mosquito abatement, police services, library services, street 
improvements, conversion of overhead electric and communication facilities to underground 
locations, ambulance services, airport facilities, flood control and transportation services. 
 
The Newman Drainage District is a single-purpose, independent special district, which was 
formed to install and operate sub-surface drains to lower the water table so the surface lands 
could be tiled for agricultural purposes. 
 
The majority of the territory within the District suffers from a high water table.  This high water 
table can result in a decline in agricultural productivity and an increase in public health hazards 
(e.g. mosquitos).  The high water table limits the choice of crops, shortens the longevity of 
perennial crops and reduces yields.  Damage to structures can also result from the high water 
table, as wetting and drying of the soil causes it to swell and shrink, leading to the cracking of 
building foundations.  The water table also fluctuates, which increases the problem.    
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Governance 
 
A six-member Board of Directors governs the District and is elected by landowners within the 
District.  Three members are elected by Divisions and three members are elected at-large.  One 
annual meeting is held and other meetings are scheduled on an as-needed basis. 
 
Formation 
 
The Newman Drainage District was formed on December 8, 1970, pursuant to the Drainage 
District Act of 1903.  At the time of formation of the District, the water table within the area was 
sufficiently high to prevent agricultural development in many areas. 
 
Location and Size 
 
The District is located along the southern boundary of Stanislaus County, west of the San 
Joaquin River, and encompasses approximately 3,200 acres.  In addition, portions of the City of 
Newman, which have been annexed since the formation of the District, are located within the 
District boundaries. 
 
Sphere of Influence 
 
The District’s original Sphere of Influence was adopted in 2005 and is coterminous with the 
existing District boundary.  This Sphere of Influence was recommended in recognition of the 
current boundary’s relationship to the planned uses in the area and the continued need for the 
services provided by the District.  The District has also stated that they are not interested in 
annexing additional lands beyond their current boundaries. 
 
Personnel 
 
The District has no staff and District operations are performed by contract.  
 
Classification of Services 
 
As part of this service review, the District has provided a listing of the services provided within 
its boundary.  The District is authorized to provide the functions or classes of services (e.g. 
operation and maintenance of an agricultural sub-surface drainage system) as identified in this 
report.  Due to recent changes in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act, the District would have to 
seek LAFCO approval to exercise other latent powers not currently provided. 
 
Services 
 
The District was formed to operate and maintain an agricultural sub-surface drain.  In order to 
solve the high water table problem, the District installed land treatment and structural measures 
to lower the water table.  The drainage collection system allows individual farmers to install on-
farm tile drains and lower the water table to a minimum of seven feet below the ground surface.  
The system also minimizes soil compaction, promotes better soil aeration, and improves water 
intake into the soil, thus providing a better environment for crops. 
 
The current activities for the District consist primarily of conducting the day-to-day business, 
including maintenance of the facilities.  Little maintenance is required for the underground 
drains, but on-going maintenance is required for open ditches.  The Board of Directors performs 
largely caretaker functions.   
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Support Agencies 
 
The District maintains collaborative relationships with other agencies, including the City of 
Newman, Stanislaus County, West Stanislaus Resource Conservation District, and the United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA). 
 
Funding Sources 
 
The Drainage District is funded through special assessments on individual landowners within 
the District boundaries. 
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Service Review Determinations: 
 
The following provides an analysis of the seven categories or components required by Section 
56430 for a Service Review for the Newman Drainage District: 
 
1. Growth and Population Projections for the Affected Area 
 

When the District was originally formed, the area within its boundaries was used primarily for 
agricultural purposes.  Since this time, a portion of the District’s territory (approximately 340 
acres) has been annexed to the City of Newman.  The City’s Sphere of Influence overlaps 
additional acreage in the District’s boundaries, which may impact the services of the District 
as land is annexed for urban uses.  In the past, proposed development has created 
concerns for the District, as new homes would be built within close proximity of the 
subsurface drains.   
 
In order to mitigate these concerns, the City of Newman has adopted policies in its General 
Plan in order to ensure urban runoff does not enter the tile drain systems.  The City also has 
a policy stating that parks and greenbelts will be developed above those portions of the tile 
drain system that are within developed areas or areas to be developed and that no buildings 
shall be placed on top of the tile drain system.  Urban development within the boundaries of 
the District is required to relocate existing District pipelines or provide replacement pipelines 
to ensure the continued operation of the District’s drainage system. 

 
2. The Location and Characteristics of Any Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities 

Within or Contiguous to the Sphere of Influence. 
 

Based on annual median household income and as defined in Section 56033.5 of the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000, no DUCs have been identified within or contiguous to 
the District’s sphere of influence.  

 
3. Present and Planned Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services, 

and Infrastructure Needs or Deficiencies Including Needs or Deficiencies Related to 
Sewers, Municipal and Industrial Water, and Structural Fire Protection in Any 
Disadvantaged, Unincorporated Communities Within or Contiguous to the Sphere of 
Influence. 

 
Shortly after the formation of the District, bonds were issued to construct the necessary 
drainage facilities.  The bonds were issued in 1978 and are due in 2018.  The District has 
installed approximately 10.5 miles of subsurface drain lines and 0.9 miles of channel, to 
collect and dispose of the surface and subsurface water from on-farm drains.  A permanent, 
30-feet wide easement has been acquired for all subsurface lines, totaling 38 acres of 
permanent easements.  The high water table within the District’s boundaries is not expected 
to decrease, thereby necessitating the continued demand for the subsurface drainage 
system. 
 
Operation and maintenance of the land treatment measures are the responsibility of the 
individual landowners on whose properties the measures have been installed.  The District 
is responsible for the maintenance of all structural measures. 
 
There are no known disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the 
District’s Sphere of Influence.  Additional services, such as sewer, domestic water and 
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structural fire protection, are provided through other special districts or by way of private 
systems.  

 
4. Financial Ability of Agencies to Provide Services 
 

At the present time, the District appears to have adequate financial resources to fund the 
necessary levels of service within the District’s boundaries.  Special assessments for the 
District are levied on an annual basis.  Cost avoidance opportunities are maximized by 
board members and/or landowners within the District performing some of the maintenance 
work themselves and/or by using independent contractors rather than hiring staff. 
 

5. Status of, and Opportunities for, Shared Facilities 
 

The District does not share any facilities with any other District or agency. 
 
6. Accountability for Community Service Needs, Including Governmental Structure and 

Operational Efficiencies 
 

The District’s governing body consists of a six-member Board of Directors elected by the 
landowners within the District.  The District conforms to the provisions of the Brown Act 
requiring open meetings.  The current management structure of the District is adequate to 
serve the present and future needs of the agency.  It is reasonable to conclude that the 
District can adequately serve the areas under its jurisdiction. 

 
7. Any Other Matter Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery, as Required by 

Commission Policy 
 

The District is currently in the process of contracting with a firm to prepare a new engineer’s 
report and revised assessment.  Any new assessment must comply with Proposition 218.  
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Sphere of Influence Update for the 
Newman Drainage District 

  
In determining the Sphere of Influence (SOI) of each local agency, the Commission shall 
consider and prepare determinations with respect to each of the following factors pursuant to 
Government Code Section 56425: 
 

1. The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and 
open-space lands. 

 
2. The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area. 
 
3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that 

the agency provides, or is authorized to provide. 
 
4. The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if 

the Commission determines they are relevant. 
 
5. For an update of a sphere of influence of a city or special district that provides 

public facilities or services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, 
or structural fire protection, the present and probable need for those public 
facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities 
within the existing sphere of influence.   

 
This document proposes no changes to the District’s existing Sphere of Influence.  Rather, it 
serves to reaffirm the existing SOI boundary.  As part of this process, Staff researched the 
history of the establishment of the District’s SOI.  A map of the current District boundary and 
Sphere of Influence is attached in Appendix “B”. 
 
The following determinations for the Newman Drainage District’s Sphere of Influence update are 
made in conformance with Government Code §56425 and Commission policy. 
 
Determinations: 
 
1. The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space 

lands 
 
Territory within the District boundaries consists predominately of agricultural uses, with the 
exception of those areas located within the City of Newman, which are designated as low-
density residential.  The District does not have the authority to make land use decisions, nor 
does it have authority over present or planned land uses within its boundaries.  The 
responsibility for land use decisions in the District’s boundaries is retained by Stanislaus 
County and the City of Newman. 
 
A portion of the City’s Sphere of Influence overlaps District boundaries in the vicinity of Stuhr 
and Hills Ferry Roads.  Mitigation measures need to be in place to protect the underground 
facilities if future development by the City of Newman is to occur, unless the District 
determines the abandonment of the facilities can occur without affecting the remaining 
drainage systems and the territory can be detached. 
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2. The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area 
 
The District was formed to operate and maintain an agricultural sub-surface drainage 
system within its boundary.  The present and probable need for this service is not expected 
to change. In addition, the District’s ability to provide public facilities and services in the area 
is affected by the fact that a portion of the City of Newman’s Sphere of Influence overlaps 
the District. 
 
Ideally, when territory to be developed is annexed to the City of Newman, it would be 
simultaneously detached from the District (i.e. a LAFCO reorganization action), if the 
services provided by the district are no longer required.  However, if a district’s services are 
still required, detachment would not take place.  Recent annexations to the City of Newman 
have not included detachment from the Newman Drainage District, resulting in urbanized 
development in the proximity of the District’s infrastructure. The City of Newman has 
adopted General Plan policies in order to ensure that use of the tile drains can continue as 
the city grows.  In areas where the City limits currently overlaps the District, the use of 
greenbelts and easements over the tile drain system have been used to protect the facilities 

 
3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the 

agency provides, or is authorized to provide. 
 

Over time, portions of the territory within the boundaries of the Drainage District have been 
developed for urban uses.  The transition of properties from agricultural use to urban use 
has a continuing impact on the operations of the District.  As lands are developed for urban 
uses, agricultural drainage facilities could be compromised and the installation of more 
sophisticated systems of surface drainage may be required.  As development occurs, it is 
necessary for the City of Newman, Stanislaus County, and other agencies to ensure that 
urban development does not negatively impact the existing facilities of the District. 

 
4. The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the 

Commission determines they are relevant. 
 
The City of Newman is considered to be a community of interest in the area, as a portion of 
the City’s Sphere of Influence and City limits overlap with the Newman Drainage District. 
 

5. For an update of a sphere of influence of a city or special district that provides public 
facilities or services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural 
fire protection, the present and probable need for those public facilities and services 
of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of 
influence.   
 
No Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities (DUCs) have been identified within or 
contiguous to the District’s Sphere of Influence as defined in Section 56033.5 of the CKH 
Act.  Additional services, such as sewer, domestic water and structural fire protection, are 
provided through other special districts or by way of private systems. 
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APPENDIX “A” 

DISTRICT SUMMARY PROFILE 
 
 
District:  NEWMAN DRAINAGE DISTRICT 
 
Formation: December 8, 1970 
 
Location: In rural Stanislaus County, west of the San Joaquin River and north of the 

Merced County Line 
 
District Services: Operation and maintenance 

of an agricultural sub-surface 
drainage system 

 
Service Area: Approximately 3,200 acres 
 
Population: Approximately 3,185 persons 

(2010 Census) 
 
Land Use: Predominately agriculture, 

with the exception of 
urbanized areas within the 
City of Newman. 

 
Enabling Act: Drainage District Act of 1903 
 
Governing Body: Six-member Board of Directors, elected by landowners within the District 
 
Budget*: Fiscal Year 2016-2017 
 Income: $ 44,000 
 Expenditures: $ 51,000 
 
Revenue Sources: Special assessments 
 
 
 

*Source:  Newman Drainage District FY 16/17 Budget 
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MAP 1: 
NEWMAN DRAINAGE DISTRICT 

BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 
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MAP 2: 
DISTRICT DRAINAGE SYSTEM 
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STANISLAUS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY 
FORMATION COMMISSION 

 
RESOLUTION 

 
 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2018        NO. 2018-04 
 
SUBJECT:   MSR No. 2017-05 & SOI Update 2017-05: Municipal Service Review and Sphere of 

Influence Update for the Newman Drainage District 
 
On the motion of Commissioner __________, seconded by Commissioner __________, and 
approved by the following vote: 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners:   
Noes:  Commissioners:   
Absent: Commissioners:   
Ineligible: Commissioners:   
 
THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED: 
 
WHEREAS, a Municipal Service Review mandated by California Government Code Section 56430 
and a Sphere of Influence Update mandated by California Government Code Section 56425, has 
been conducted for the Newman Drainage District, in accordance with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg 
Reorganization Act of 2000; 
 
WHEREAS, at the time and in the form and manner provided by law, the Executive Officer has 
given notice of the March 28, 2018 public hearing by this Commission on this matter; 
 
WHEREAS, the subject document is exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Sections 15306 and 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines; 
 
WHEREAS, Staff has reviewed all existing and available information from the District and has 
prepared a report including recommendations thereon, and related information as presented to and 
considered by this Commission;  
 
WHEREAS, the Commission has duly considered the draft Municipal Service Review and Sphere 
of Influence Update on the Newman Drainage District and the determinations contained therein; 
 
WHEREAS, the Newman Drainage District was formed to operate and maintain an agricultural 
sub-surface drain; 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 56425(h), the range of services provided by 
the Newman Drainage District are limited to those as identified above, and such range of services 
shall not be changed unless approved by this Commission; and, 
 
WHEREAS, no changes to the District’s Sphere of Influence are proposed or contemplated 
through this review. 
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WHEREAS, at the hearing, all persons present were given an opportunity to hear and be heard in 
respect to any matter in relation to the review, in evidence presented at the hearing;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Commission: 
 
1. Certifies that the project is statutorily exempt under the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) pursuant to Sections 15306 and 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 

2. Approves the Municipal Service Review prepared in compliance with State law for the review 
and update of the Newman Drainage District Sphere of Influence, and written determinations 
prepared by the Staff and contained herein. 
 

3. Determines that except as otherwise stated, no new or different function or class of services 
shall be provided by the District, unless approved by the Commission. 
 

4. Determines, based on presently existing evidence, facts, and circumstances filed and 
considered by the Commission, that the Sphere of Influence for the Newman Drainage District 
should be affirmed as it currently exists, as more specifically described on the map contained 
within the Municipal Service Review document. 
 

 
 
 
ATTEST: ______________________________ 

Sara Lytle-Pinhey 
Executive Officer 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT 
MARCH 28, 2018 
 

 
LAFCO APPLICATION NO. 2018-01 & SOI MODIFICATION NO. 2018-01 

PALM ESTATES & WENSTRAND RANCH  
CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION TO  

COUNTY SERVICE AREA (CSA) NO. 19 (TUOLUMNE-GRATTON) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
This is a request to modify the Sphere of 
Influence and annex approximately 
16.27 acres to County Service Area 
(CSA) No. 19 (Tuolumne-Gratton) in 
Denair.  
 
1. Applicant:  Stanislaus County, 

through a Resolution of Application 
by the Board of Supervisors. 

 
2. Location:  The proposed annexation 

consists of two properties that were 
approved by the County for 
subdivisions in central and 
southwest Denair. (See Map Inset) 

 
3. Parcels Involved and Acreage:  

There are two whole assessor’s 
parcels involved, totaling 16.27 
acres (APNs 024-050-016 and 024-
032-023).   

 
4. Reason for Request: The 

proposed annexation to County 
Service Area (CSA) No. 19 is 
intended to fulfill the County’s conditions of approval requiring that a funding mechanism be 
established for storm drainage, landscaping, and associated maintenance. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
County Service Areas are formed to provide extended levels of service to unincorporated areas, 
and the governing board is the Board of Supervisors.  CSA No. 19 was originally formed in 2003 
to provide operation and maintenance of storm drainage and parks for residential development 
in the Denair area.   
 
Two tentative subdivision maps known as “Wenstrand Ranch” and “Palm Estates” were 
approved by the County in 2005 and 2006.  Conditions for the tentative subdivision maps 
require that the project area be annexed into CSA No. 19, for the purpose of receiving extended 
County services for the development.   
 
On February 13, 2018, the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution 
requesting that the Commission consider approving the annexation of the Palm Estates and 
Wenstrand Ranch subdivisions to CSA No. 19 (attached as Exhibit “C”). 
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Annexation, if approved, also requires expansion of CSA No. 19’s Sphere of Influence to be 
conterminous with the District boundaries, consistent with Commission policies. 
 
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE MODIFICATION 
 
When a County Service Area is formed, the sphere of influence established for the CSA is 
typically coterminous with its boundaries.  However, where appropriate, expansion of an existing 
CSA and its sphere of influence is preferred rather than the formation of a new CSA.  
 
Pursuant to LAFCO Policies, a minor amendment to the sphere of influence of an agency may 
be processed and acted upon by the Commission without triggering a new or revised Municipal 
Service Review (MSR) where a previous MSR has been conducted.  The Commission recently 
adopted a MSR for all of the CSAs in the County on February 24, 2016.  Therefore, consistent 
with Commission policies, the proposal is being processed as a minor sphere amendment with 
no new Municipal Service Review required.  
 
Sphere of Influence Determinations 
 
Government Code Section 56425 gives purpose to the determination of a sphere of influence by 
charging the Commission with the responsibility of “planning and shaping the logical and orderly 
development of local governmental agencies.”  In approving a sphere of influence amendment, 
the Commission is required to make written determinations regarding the following factors: 
 
1. The present and planned land uses in the area, including agriculture and open-space lands.   
 
 The County retains the responsibility for land use decisions within the County Service Area 

(CSA) boundaries and sphere of influence.  The present land uses in the area include 
residential uses, which are consistent with the planned land uses contemplated under the 
Denair Community Plan and County General Plan. 

 
2. The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.   
  
 When the County approves development within an unincorporated area, it may require 

annexation to or formation of a County Service Area in order to provide extended services 
necessary to serve the land uses within the development boundaries.  The present and 
probable need for public facilities and services in the area has been considered, as reflected 
in County-approved Engineer’s Report for CSA No. 19 (included in Exhibit “C”).  The 
extended services to be provided by CSA No. 19 include parks, streetscape, and storm 
drain maintenance to support the residential development. 

 
3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency 

provides or is authorized to provide. 
 
 Stanislaus County is requiring, as part of the Subdivision Maps (Palm Estates and 

Wenstrand Ranch) that the subject territory be annexed to CSA No. 19 prior to recordation 
of the final maps.   The project developers will be required to install the necessary storm 
drainage facilities to serve the development.  Stanislaus County will maintain these facilities 
with the funding provided through the CSA. 
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 Only those residents who benefit from the extended services provided by the CSA pay for 
them, which are funded through an assessment levied on parcels within the CSA 
boundaries.  Based on the information provided by the County, it can be determined that, 
County Service Area No. 19 will have adequate controls and funding streams to provide the 
appropriate level of extended County services in order to serve the existing and future 
residents within the boundaries of the CSA. 

 
4. The existence of any social or economic community of interest in the area if the commission 

determines that they are relevant to the agency. 
 
 There are no known social or economic communities of interest within the proposed Sphere 

of Influence. 
 
5. The present and probable need for sewer, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire 

protection of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of 
influence. 

 
 There are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities in the area. The properties are 

currently within the boundaries of the Denair Community Services District, the provider of 
sewer and water services in the area, and the Denair Fire Protection District. 

 
FACTORS 
 
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 requires several 
factors to be considered by a LAFCO when evaluating a proposal.  Factors to be considered in 
the review of a proposal shall include, but not be limited to the following (Government Code 
Sections 56668 and 56668.3): 
 
a. Population and Land Use.  The properties are considered to be uninhabited by State law, as 

they contain less than 12 registered voters.  Both are zoned for residential uses, consistent 
with the surrounding area. 

 
b. Governmental Services and Controls:  County Service Area (CSA) No. 19 will provide park, 

streetscape, and storm drainage maintenance services to the annexed territory.  Upon 
annexation, the territory will be subject to the approved formula for calculation and levy of 
annual assessments to pay for services provided by CSA No. 19.    

 
c. Effect of Proposal:  Annexation of the territory included in the proposal will be subject to the 

approved formula for calculation and levy of annual assessments to pay for services 
provided within CSA No. 19.  Adopted Commission policies prefer annexation to an existing 
district rather than the formation of a new district. 

 
d. Conformity with Plans:  The proposal is consistent with adopted Commission policies to 

encourage efficient and effective delivery of government services and Commission policies 
for providing planned, orderly and efficient patterns of urban development.   

 
e. Impact on Agricultural Lands:   The proposal would not result in the loss of agricultural land, 

as it currently zoned for residential uses.  The sites are considered infill development, 
surrounded by other residential uses in Denair.  

 

3



EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT 
MARCH 28, 2018 
PAGE 4 
 
 

  

f. Definiteness of Boundaries:  The proposed boundary includes two whole Tax Assessor 
parcels and adjacent road right of way, consistent with adopted Commission policies.  The 
sites are contiguous to the existing CSA No. 19 boundary.   

 
g. Regional Transportation Plan:  The proposal is infill in nature and does not appear to conflict 

with the County’s Regional Transportation Plan.   
 
h. Consistency with General Plan(s):  The territory is within an area planned for residential 

development within the Denair Community Plan and the County’s General Plan.  The 
territory is compatible with the surrounding area land uses.  In 2005 and 2006, the 
properties involved were approved by the County for residential subdivisions.   

 
i. Conformance with Spheres of Influence:  Approval of this proposal includes a simultaneous 

amendment to the Sphere of Influence for CSA No. 19, to be coterminous with the 
annexation area.  The proposed territory is also within boundaries and Spheres of Influence 
of the Denair Fire Protection District, Turlock Mosquito Abatement, and Denair Community 
Services District. 

 
j. Comments from Affected Agencies and Jurisdictions:   All affected agencies and 

jurisdictions have been notified pursuant to State law requirements and adopted 
Commission policies.  To date, no comments have been received regarding this proposal.  

 
k. Ability to Serve Proposed Area:   The services provided by the proposed CSA will be funded 

by existing and future landowners of the parcels within the territory.  The CSA is a 
dependent district, with the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors serving as the district’s 
governing body.  Operations and maintenance of the CSA will be provided by the County 
Public Works Department.   

 
l. Water Supplies:  The properties are currently within the Denair Community Services District, 

the provider of domestic water in the area.   
 
m. Regional Housing Needs:  The territory will be developed with 59 single family homes 

approved by the County.  These units will contribute to the County’s overall Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment.   

 
n. Landowner or Resident Comments:  Pursuant to State law, a public hearing notice was 

provided for affected landowners and residents in the area. The proposal has 100% consent 
from the property owners.  No information or comments, other than what was provided in the 
application has been submitted.   

  
o. Other Land Use Information:  There is no other land use information related to this project.   
 
p. Environmental Justice:  As defined in Government Code §56668, environmental justice 

means the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the 
location of public facilities and the provision of public services.  Staff has determined that 
approval of the proposal would not result in the unfair treatment of any person based on 
race, culture or income with respect to the provision of services within the proposal area.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The CSA will serve the Palm Estates and Wenstrand Ranch subdivisions.  As part of the 
approved subdivisions, Stanislaus County adopted a Mitigation Negative Declaration pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
Annexation of the subject properties to CSA No. 19 is considered exempt under Section 
15061(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, as this proposal does not have the potential for causing a 
significant effect on the environment.  “Significant effect on the environment” means a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within 
the area affected by the proposal.   
 
Further, an economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on 
the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382).  Since the annexation to CSA No. 19 is to 
provide funding for the maintenance of various facilities and does not affect the physical 
conditions within the area, there is no potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment. 
 
WAIVER OF PROTEST PROCEEDINGS 
 
The Commission’s approval of a change of organization is typically proceeded by a protest 
hearing, where property owners and landowners are given the opportunity to protest the 
decision.   
 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 56662(d), the Commission may waive protest 
proceedings entirely when the following criteria are met: 
 

1. The territory is uninhabited (having less than 12 registered voters). 
 
2. All the owners of the land within the affected territory have given their written 

consent. 
 
3. A subject agency has not submitted written opposition to the waiver of protest 

proceedings. 
 
As the above criteria have been met, the Commission may waive the protest proceedings in 
their entirety. 
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR LAFCO ACTION 

 
After consideration of this report and any testimony or additional materials that are submitted, 
the Commission may consider selecting one of the following options: 

 
Option 1: Approve the proposal, as submitted. 

 
Option 2: Deny the proposal, without prejudice. 
 
Option 3: Continue the request to a future meeting (maximum 70 days). 
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RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Approve Option 1. Based on the information and discussion contained in this staff report, 
and the evidence presented, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the attached 
Resolution No. 2018-03 approving the proposal as submitted. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

Javier Camarena 
Javier Camarena 
Assistant Executive Officer 
 
 
Attachments: Exhibit A: Draft LAFCO Resolution No. 2018-03 
  Exhibit B:   Project Map 
  Exhibit C:   Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 2018-0086 & Engineer’s Report 
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STANISLAUS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY 
FORMATION COMMISSION 

 
RESOLUTION  

 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2018 NO. 2018-03 
 
SUBJECT: LAFCO Application No. 2018-01 & SOI Modification No. 2018-01 - Palm Estates & 

Wenstrand Ranch Change of Organization to County Service Area No. 19 
(Tuolumne-Gratton)  

 
On the motion of Commissioner __________, seconded by Commissioner __________, and 
approved by the following: 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners:   
Noes:  Commissioners:   
Absent: Commissioners:   
Ineligible: Commissioners:   
 
THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED: 
 
WHEREAS, a request has been submitted to modify the Sphere of Influence and simultaneously 
annex approximately 16.27 acres to County Service Area (CSA) No. 19 (Tuolumne-Gratton);  
 
WHEREAS, there are less than 12 registered voters within the area and it is thus considered 
uninhabited;  
 
WHEREAS, the above-referenced proposal has been filed with the Executive Officer of the 
Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act (Section 56000 et seq. of the Government Code);  
 
WHEREAS, the proposal was initiated by a Resolution of Application from the Stanislaus County 
Board of Supervisors as a Condition of Approval for a County approved subdivision and all of the 
owners of land within the affected territory have consented in writing to the sphere of influence 
modification and change of organization (annexation) into CSA No. 19 (Tuolumne-Gratton); 

 
WHEREAS, the purpose of the proposal is to allow the subject territory to receive the extended 
county services offered by County Service Area No. 19 (Tuolumne-Gratton), including park and 
streetscape maintenance and storm drainage services; 
 
WHEREAS, proceedings for adoption and amendment of a Sphere of Influence are governed by 
the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg local Government Reorganization Act, Section 56000 et seq. of the 
Government Code;  
 
WHEREAS, Commission policies allow a minor amendment to a sphere of influence of any agency 
without triggering a new or revised Municipal Service Review (MSR) when a previous MSR has 
been conducted; 
 
WHEREAS, on February 13, 2018, the Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors adopted 
Resolution No. 2018-0086 supporting the annexation to County Service Area No. 19 (Tuolumne-
Gratton); 
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March 28, 2018 
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WHEREAS, Stanislaus County has prepared an Engineer’s Study identifying the assessment 
formula to be applied to the territory and its compliance with Proposition 218;   
 
WHEREAS, in the form and manner provided by law pursuant to Government Code Sections 
56153 and 56157, the Executive Officer has given notice of the public hearing by the Commission 
on this matter; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Commission has, in evaluating the proposal, considered the report submitted by 
the Executive Officer, which included determinations and factors set forth in Government Code 
Sections 56425 and 56668, and any testimony and evidence presented at the meeting held on 
March 28, 2018. 
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission: 
 
1. Finds this proposal to be categorically exempt from the provisions of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

 
2. Adopts the written determinations pursuant to Government Code Section 56425, as 

described and put forth in the staff report dated March 28, 2018, and determines that the 
sphere of influence for CSA No. 19 (Tuolumne-Grattton) will include the territory and be 
coterminous with its approved boundaries, as shown in Attachment 1. 

 
3. Approves the proposal subject to the following terms and conditions:   

 
(a) The Applicant shall pay the required State Board of Equalization fees and submit a 

map and legal description prepared to the requirements of the State Board of 
Equalization and accepted to form by the Executive Officer. 

 
(b) The Applicant agrees to defend, hold harmless and indemnify LAFCO and/or its 

agents, officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against 
LAFCO and/or its agents, officers and employees to attack, set aside, void or annul 
the approval of LAFCO concerning this proposal or any action relating to or arising 
out of such approval, and provide for reimbursement or assumption of all legal costs 
in connection with that approval. 

 
(c) In accordance with Government Code Sections 56886(t) and 57330, the subject 

territory shall be subject to the levying and collection of all previously authorized 
charges, fees, assessments and taxes of County Service Area No. 19 (Tuolumne-
Gratton). 

 
(d) The effective date shall be the date of recordation of the Certificate of Completion. 

 
4. Designates the proposal as the “Palm Estates & Wenstrand Ranch Change of Organization 

to County Service Area No. 19 (Tuolumne-Gratton)”. 
 

5. Pursuant to Government Code Section 56662(d), waives protest proceedings and orders 
the change of organization subject to the requirements of Government Code Section 57000 
et seq. 
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6. Authorizes the Executive Officer to prepare and execute Certificate of Completion upon 

receipt of a map and legal description prepared to the requirements of the State Board of 
Equalization and accepted to form by the Executive Officer and payment of any outstanding 
fees, subject to the specified terms and conditions. 
 
 

 
 
ATTEST: __________________________ 

Sara Lytle-Pinhey 
Executive Officer 
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PALM ESTATES & WENSTRAND RANCH 

CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION TO 

COUNTY SERVICE AREA (CSA) NO. 19 

Source:  Stanislaus LAFCO, Mar. 2018 
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THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF STANISLAUS 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

2018-0086 
Date: February 13, 2018 

On motion of Supervisor ............ M.9.D.t~.i.tb. ....................... . Seconded by Supervisor.. ......... Ol~~IJ . 
and approved by the following vote, 

Ayes: Supervisors: ................................................ 9Js..~P.:,. .. G..h.i.~.S.':I:, .. W.i.t.hr..<:>.~,. .. M.<:>D!~W:l., ... 'l.D.4 .. G..h.':l:~!.m:~l:l..P..~M~ni.l:l.i. ............ . 
Noes: Supervisors: .................................................. N9..1:1.~ ............................................................................................................................................................................................ . 
Excused or Absent: Supervisors: ...... N.<:>l:l.~. ..... ........ .................................... . ........................................ . 
Abstaining: Supervisor: .................................... .N9.!1:~ ............................................................................................................................................................................................ . 

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED: 
Item # ... ..4 •. C.l ...... . 

RESOLUTION OF APPLICATION FOR THE ANNEXATION OF PALM ESTATES AND 
WENSTRAND RANCH TO COUNTY SERVICE AREA NO. 19 - TUOLUMNE-GRATTON 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors, of the County of Stanislaus, State of California, 
hereby finds and determines as follows: 

WHEREAS, the proposal for the annexation of two future subdivisions known as Palm Estates and 
Wenstrand Ranch to County Service Area No. 19 - Tuloumne Gratton (CSA No. 19) is being made 
pursuant to Government Code sections 56654 and 25217; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Stanislaus desires to initiate proceedings pursuant to Part 3 of the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code § 56000 
et seq.) for the annexation of territory to County Service Area No.); and 

WHEREAS, the purpose of the proposal is to allow the subject territories to receive the extended 
county services offered by CSA No. 19, including streetscape maintenance, parks maintenance, and 
storm drainage services; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed annexation consists of 16.27 acres in Denair, as shown on the attached 
legal description and map; and 

WHEREAS, upon annexation, the territory will be identified as a newly established zone of benefit 
within CSA No. 19, known as Zone 3; and 

WHEREAS, there is a need to provide ongoing funding through the assessments, to support the 
provision of the special benefit of a storm drain system, streetscape, and parks maintenance in the 
proposed Zone 3 and doing so will promote health, safety and welfare of the residential area; and 
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WHEREAS, the proposed annexation of territory to CSA No. 19 has the consent of all the 
property owners within the annexation as shown in Consent #1 and #2 attachments; and 

WHEREAS, improvement plans for all facilities to be operated and maintained for the County 
Service Area are being prepared; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed annexation will include a simultaneous expansion of the CSA No. 19 
sphere of influence in order to maintain consistency; and 

WHEREAS, this proposal includes an Engineer's Report, satisfying the plan for service 
requirement pursuant to Section 56653; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has reviewed the Engineer's Report and approves the method and the 
amount of the assessment. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Local Agency Formation Commission of 
Stanislaus County shall hereby be requested to commence proceedings for the annexation of 
territory as described in attached legal description and map into County Service Area No. 19 
(Tuolumne-Gratton) as authorized in the manner provided by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 

Government Reorganization Act of 2000. 

ATTEST: ELIZABETH A. KING, Clerk 
Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors, 

State of. Califo~. . . 

E4fd~err'f- File No. CSA-19-4 18



COUNTY SERVICE AREA NO. 19 

ANNUAL ENGINEER'S REPORT 

TUOLUMNE-GRATION SUBDIVISIONS, DENAIR 

FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 
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ENGINEER'S REPORT AFFIDAVIT 

County of Stanislaus, State of California 

CSA NO. 19- TUOLUMNE-GRATTON SUBDIVISIONS 

This report describes the CSA and all relevant zones therein including the budget(s), parcels and 
assessments to be levied for the Fiscal Year 2018-2019. Reference is hereby made to the Stanislaus 
County Assessor's maps for a detailed description of the lines and dimensions of parcels within the 
County Service Area (CSA). 

The undersigned respectfully submits the enclosed report as directed by the Board of Supervisors. 

5,.~ \ 
Dated this ______ day of rE BRv ~ 1 1 2018 

MA~tD~CTOR, PE, LS 
Stanislaus County Department of Public Works 
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INTRODUCTION: 

COUNTY SERVICE AREA NO. 19 
ANNUAL ENGINEER'S REPORT 

FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 

County Service Area No. 19 (CSA 19) was established December 2002, to provide extended 
maintenance services for the storm drain system, landscaped storm drain basin, and park 
within a planned development which, as approved with tentative maps, includes six (6) 
residential subdivisions. These subdivisions include: Sterling Ranch Unit No. 1 (formerly 
known as Monte Vista Meadows), Sterling Ranch Unit No. 2, 3, and 4 (formerly known as 
Tuolumne Meadows), Sterling Ranch Unit No. 5 (formerly known as Najanjo Estates), and 
Runyan Country Estates. 

Government Code Section 2521 0.77a(a) requires that a written report containing a description 
of each parcel of real property receiving the particular extended service and the amount of the 
assessment for each parcel be prepared once a year and filed with the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors. 

PART I- PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 

A. Description of the service area 

There are 329 parcels within CSA 19 consisting of: Sterling Ranch Unit No. 1 (81 lots), 
Sterling Ranch Unit No.2 (71 lots), and a landscaped storm drain basin and park lot, Sterling 
Ranch Unit No. 3 (53 lots), and a landscaped storm drain basin and park lot, Sterling Ranch 
Unit No.4 (50 lots), Sterling Ranch Unit No.5 (50 lots) (all unified in Zone 2), Runyan Country 
Estates (20 lots) (Zone 1 ), and Palm Estates (1 lot) and Wenstrand Ranch (1 lot) (unified in 
Zone 3). Palm Estates and Wenstrand Ranch lots are potential subdivisions, which eventually 
will be sub-divided into total of 57 residential lots and 2 landscape open space drainage 
basins. Assessor map attached hereto as Exhibit "B". This residential development 
encompasses an area of land totaling approximately 105.69 acres. The boundary of CSA 19 is 
shown on Exhibit "A" that is attached hereto and made a part of this Engineer's Report. The 
Development is generally located: 

• North of Tuolumne Road 
• East of Lester Road 
• South of Main Street 
• West of North Gratton Road 

B. Description of Improvements and Services 

The purpose of this CSA is to insure the ongoing maintenance, operation and servicing of the 
storm drain basin, storm drain system, and park. The special benefit assessments to be levied 
for this CSA are intended to provide a revenue source for all the maintenance and servicing of 
the service area's improvements including, but not limited to materials, equipment, labor and 
administrative expenses. However, the assessments are not intended to fund reconstruction 
or major renovations of the improvements and facilities. The maintenance, operation, and 
servicing of the storm drain system are funded entirely or partially through the service area 
assessments and generally described as: 

• Periodic cleaning and maintenance (as needed) on 4,145 linear feet 18 inch pipe, 
4 
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3,472 linear feet of 24 inch pipe, 1,191 linear feet of 30 inch pipe, 274 linear feet of 
36 inch pipe, 181 linear feet of 42 inch pipe, 212 linear feet of 48 inch pipe; 

• Two (2) 25 HP pumps; 

• Periodic cleaning and maintenance of 34 catch basins and 36 manholes; 

• Repair curb and gutter as needed to maintain the storm drain system (26,913 linear 
feet of curb and gutter; 107,333 square feet of sidewalk); 

• Periodic streets sweeping to prevent buildup of silt and other damaging materials to 
the storm drain system. All debris is contained and hauled offsite with containment 
bins; 

• Annual repairs and general maintenance to storm drain basin and 5 rock wells 
(erosion control , weed spraying, grading/excavation as needed). 

• The Parks and Recreation Department provides continual maintenance of all 
park/basin public use area and parks within the Sterling Ranch Service Area (i.e. 
irrigation, playground areas, mowing and weed abatement). 

CSA 19 maintains a drainage system used exclusively by the parcels within the Sterling 
Ranch units (Zone 2). Palm Estates and Wenstrand Ranch subdivisions have its own 
drainage system, separate from other storm drain systems in CSA 19. It will also continue 
to provide the same level of service and be identified as a separate zone (Zone 1 ). 

The assessment method used for the Sterling Ranch units is based on total budget divided 
by total Equivalent Benefit Units (EBU). As the budget did not change this past year and 
there was no change in parcels in the units, the Sterling Ranch assessment remains the 
same as the last year. 

The parcels within Zone 3 subdivisions are assessed using the existing formulas and 
methodology approved by the district's property owners in 2002, but they have the different 
budget and assessment rate that does not affect the budget and the assessment for the 
parcels within the existing CSA 19 (Zones 1 and 2). The differences in the budget and the 
assessment are due to higher costs of the surge drain of the storm water under the 
sidewalks and the landscape basin and the landscape strips that Parks will maintain. The 
higher budget and assessment for Zone 3 is also due to Parks· budget increase as a result 
of the increase of labor costs over the past several years and cutoff in the Alternative Work 
Program (AWP) labor. 

Runyan Country Estates (Zone 1) does not receive any special services from the storm drain 
basin within the boundary of CSA 19, and consequently, the residential lots within Runyan 
Country Estates (Zone 1) will not be assessed for any costs associated with the extended 
maintenance services for the storm drain system and the landscaped storm drain basin. The 
residential lots within Runyan Country Estates (Zone 1) receive equal benefit as with all the 
lots within CSA 19, from the extended maintenance service being provided for the landscaped 
park. Initially, and throughout the development of all subdivision phases, as more lots are 
created, all parcels receive equal benefit from the extended maintenance of the park, 
landscaping, and storm drain system unless noted otherwise. The extended maintenance of 
the storm drain system, and the landscaped storm drain basin and park only provides a 
special benefit to the parcels within CSA 19; therefore, no general benefit has been assigned. 
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The annual assessment is levied without regard to property valuation. 

PART II- METHOD OF APPORTIONMENT 

A. Benefit Analysis 

The method of apportionment described in this report for allocation of special benefit 
assessments utilizes commonly accepted engineering practices. The formula used for 
calculating assessments for the CSA reflects the composition of the parcels and 
improvements provided to fairly apportion the costs based on special benefits to each parcel. 
Furthermore, pursuant to the Constitution Article XIIID Section 4, a parcel's assessment may 
not exceed the reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit conferred on that parcel and 
a parcel may only be assessed for special benefits received. 

All the improvements and services associated with the CSA have been identified as 
necessary, required and/or desired for the orderly development of the properties within the 
CSA to their full potential and consistent with the proposed development plans. As such, these 
improvements would be necessary and required of individual property owners for the 
development of such properties and the ongoing operation, servicing and maintenance ofthe 
improvements and facilities would be the financial obligation of those properties. Therefore, 
the storm drain facilities and the infrastructure, and the annual costs of ensuring the 
maintenance and operation of these improvements provide special benefits to the properties 
within the CSA. 

Runyan Country Estates (Zone 1) does not receive any special services from the storm drain 
basin within the boundary of CSA 19, and consequently, the residential lots within Runyan 
Country Estates will not be assessed for any costs associated with the extended maintenance 
services for the storm drain system and the landscaped storm drain basin of Sterling Ranch. 
Runyan Country Estates has its own storm drain system and basin apart from the storm drain 
system and basin that are in CSA 19. The residential lots within Runyan Country Estates 
receive equal benefit as with all the lots within CSA 19, from the extended maintenance 
service being provided for the landscaped park. Initially, and throughout the development of 
all subdivision phases, as more lots are created, all parcels receive equal benefit from the 
extended maintenance of the park, landscaping, and storm drain system unless noted 
otherwise. The extended maintenance of the storm drain system, and the landscaped storm 
drain basin and park only provides a special benefit to the parcels within CSA 19; therefore, no 
general benefit has been assigned. 

B. Assessment Methodology 

The method of apportionment for the CSA calculates the receipt of special benefits from the 
respective improvements based on the actual or the proposed land use of the parcels within 
the CSA. The special benefit received by each lot or parcel is equated to the overall land use 
of the parcels within the CSA based on the parcel's actual land use or proposed development. 

Upon review of the proposed improvements it has been determined that each of the residential 
parcels within the CSA receives special benefits from all the improvements to be funded by 
annual assessments. Based on the planned property development a single zone of benefits is 
appropriate for the allocation of the assessments and proportional benefit. The parcels within 
the CSA may be identified by one of the following land use classifications and is assigned a 
weighting factor known as Equivalent Benefit Unit (EBU). The EBU calculated for a specific 
parcel defines the parcel's proportional special benefits from the CSA's improvements, 
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facilities and services. 

Equivalent Benefit units (EBU): 
To assess benefits equitably it is necessary to relate each property's proportional special 
benefits to the special benefits of all other property in the CSA. The EBU method of 
apportioning assessments uses the single family home site as the basic unit of assessment. A 
single family home site equals one EBU. All other land uses are converted to EBU's based on 
an assessment formula that equates the property's specific development status, type of 
development (land use) and size of property, as compared to a single family home site. 

The EBU method of apportioning special benefits is typically seen as the most appropriate and 
equitable assessment methodology, as the benefits to each parcel from the improvements are 
apportioned as a function of land use type, size and development. Not all land use types 
described in the following are necessarily applicable to the development of properties within 
the CSA, but are presented for comparison purposes to support the proportional special 
benefit applied to those land use types within the CSA. 

EBU Application by Land Use: 

Single Family Residential- This land use is defined as a fully subdivided residential home 
site with or without structure. This land use is assessed 1.00 EBU per parcel or lot. This is the 
base value that all other properties are compared and weighted against. 

Multi-family Residential- This land use is defined as a fully subdivided residential parcel that 
has more than one residential unit developed on the property typically includes apartments, 
duplexes, triplex etc. (It does not typically include condominiums, town-homes, or mobile home 
parks). Based on average population densities and the size of the structure as compared to a 
typical single family residential unit, multi-family residential parcels shall be proportionally 
assessed for the parcel's total number of residential units utilizing a sliding benefit scale. 
Although multi-family properties typically receive similar benefits to that of a single family 
residential, it would not be reasonable to conclude that on a per unit basis, the benefits are 
equal. Studies have consistently shown that the average multi-family unit impacts 
infrastructure approximately 75% as much as a single family residence (sample sources: 
Institute of Transportation Engineers Informational Report Trip Generation, Fifth Edition; 
Metcalf and Eddy, Wastewater Engineering Treatment, Disposal, Reuse, Third Addition). 
These various studies indicate the most public improvements and infrastructure are utilized 
and impacted at reduced levels by multi-family residential units and a similar reduction in 
proportional benefit is appropriate. Furthermore, ·it is also reasonable to conclude that as the 
density (number of units) increases; the proportional benefit per unit tends to decline because 
the unit size and people per unit usually decreases. Based on these considerations and the 
improvements provided by the CSA, it has been determined that an appropriate allocation of 
special benefit for multifamily residential properties as compared to a single family residential 
is best represented by the following special benefit assignment: 0. 75 EBU per unit for the first 
5 units; 0.50 EBU per unit for units 6 through 50: and 0.25 EBU per unit for all remaining units 

Condominium/Town-Home Units- Condominiums and town-homes tend to share attributes 
of both a single family residential and multi-family residential properties and for this reason are 
identified as a separate land use classification. Like most single family residential properties, 
these properties are not usually considered rental property and generally the County assigns 
each unit a separate APN or assessment number. However, condominiums and town homes 
often have similarities to multi-family residential properties in that they are generally zoned 
medium to high density and in some cases may involve multiple units on a single APN . In 
consideration of these factors it has been determined that an appropriate allocation of special 
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benefit for condominiums, town-homes and similar residential properties is best represented 
by an assignment of 0.75 EBU per unit regardless of whether each unit is assigned an 
individual APN or there are multiple units assigned to the APN . There is not an adjustment 
factor for parcels with more than five units. 

Planned-Residential Development- This land use is defined as any property for which a 
tentative or final tract map has been filed and approved (a specific number of residential lots 
and units has been identified) and the property is expected to be subdivided within the fiscal 
year or is part of the overall improvement and development plan for the CSA. This land use 
classification often times involves more than a single parcel (e.g. the approved tract map 
encompasses more than a single APN). Each parcel that is part of the approved tract map 
shall be assessed proportionally for the proposed or estimated residential type and units to be 
developed on that parcel as part of the approved tract map. Accordingly, each parcel is 
assigned an appropriate number of benefit units that reflects the development of that property 
at build-out (the EBU assigned to each parcel shall represent the combination of single family, 
condominium, multifamily units to be developed). 

Exempt Parcels- This land use identifies properties that are not assessed and are assigned 
0.00 EBU. This land use classification may include but is not limited to: 

• Lots or parcels identified as public streets and other roadways (typically not assigned 
an APN by the County); 

• Dedicated public easements including open space areas, utility rights-of-way, 
greenbelts or other publicly owned properties that are part of the CSA improvements or 
that have little or no improvement value; 

• Private properties that cannot be developed independently for an adjacent property, 
such as common areas, sliver parcels or bifurcated lots or properties with very 
restrictive development use 

These types of parcels are considered to receive little or no benefit from the improvements 
and are therefore exempted from assessment. 

Special Cases- in many CSA's where multiple land use classifications are involved there are 
usually one or more properties that the standard land use classifications or usual calculation of 
benefit will not accurately identify the special benefits received from the improvements. For 
example, a parcel may be identified as a vacant residential property, however only a small 
percentage of the parcel's total acreage can actually be developed. In this case, an 
appropriate calculation would be based on the net acreage that can be utilized rather than the 
gross acreage of the parcel. The following table provides a summary of land use types, the 
EBU factors used to calculate each parcels individual EBU as outlined above: 

Land use and Equivalent benefit units 

Property type EBU Multiplier 
Single Family Residential 1.00 Per unit/lotCParcei) 

0.75 Per unit for the first 5 units 
Multi-Family Residential 0.50 Per unit for units 6 thru 50 

0.25 Per units > 50 
Condominium/Town- Home Units 0.75 Per Unit 

1.00 Per planned Residential lot 
0.75 Per planned Condominium 

Planned Residential Development 0.75 Per unit for the first 5 units 
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0.50 Per unit for units 6-50 
0.25 Per unit >50 

Vacant Residential Land 1.00 Per Acre 
Public park 0.40 Per Acre 

Public Storm Drain Basin) 0.40 Per Acre 

Public School 0.40 Per Acre 

Industrial Parcel 3.50 Per Acre 

Exempt Parcels 0.00 Per parcel 

The following formula is used to calculate each parcel's EBU (proportional benefit) : 

Parcel Type EBU x Acres or Units = Parcel EBU 

The total number of EBU's is the sum of all individual EBU's applied to parcels that receive 
special benefit from the improvements. An assessment amount per EBU (assessment rate) for 
the improvements is established by taking the total cost of the improvements and dividing the 
amount by the total number of EBU's of all benefiting parcels from the improvements. The rate 
is then applied back to each parcel's individual EBU to determine the parcel's proportionate 
benefit and assessment obligation for the improvements. 

Total Balance to Levy/ Total EBU's =Levy per EBU 

Levy per EBU x Parcel EBU = Parcel Levy Amount 

PART Ill- BUDGET ANALYSIS 

A. Fund Balance 

It is estimated there will be a fund balance on June 30, 2018, of $173,708 for Sterling Ranch 
(Zone 2) and $11,319 for Runyan Estates (Zone 1 ), and $11,643 for Palm Estates and 
Wenstrand Ranch (Zone 3) for a total of $ 196,670 for the CSA. This amount has been 
generated in order to have funds available for future capital improvements in the storm drain 
system, landscaped park, and streetscapes. It is estimated that replacement pumps will cost 
approximately $27,000 each for labor and materials for a total of $54,000. This fiscal 
approach is aimed at accumulating a sufficient reserve by the time the pumps are replaced, so 
that no increase in the annual assessment will be necessary to cover these costs. 

The threat to stormwater quality comes from the urbanized areas within the County, which the 
CSA's encompass. The County is mandated by the State Water Resources Control Board, 
Water Quality Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ to regulate stormwater within these urbanized 
areas. The CSA's receive additional services above the General Benefit for the following 
permit areas: Education and Outreach (E. 7), Public Involvement and Participation Program 
(E.8), Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination Program (E.9), Post-Construction Stormwater 
Management Program (E.12), Water Quality Monitoring (E.13), Program Effectiveness 
Assessment and Improvement (E.14 ), Total Maximum Daily Loads Compliance Requirements 
(E.15) and the Annual Reporting Program (E.1 6). 

The fee structure to implement the state requirements has not been determined for Fiscal 
Year 2018-2019. An estimated annual fee of $5 per parcel is included in this year's budget. 
Any surplus or shortfall will be adjusted in future calculations. 
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The fiscal year is the 12-month period from July 1st through June 30th of the following year. 
The annual assessment is received with property taxes collected in December and April. This 
means the fiscal year starts on July 151 but the first installment of the annual assessment will 
not be collected until December, creating a 6-month lag in receiving the money necessary to 
maintain the various services provided. Therefore, $31 ,202 ($21 ,860 for Sterling Ranch (Zone 
2), $1,435 for Runyan Estates (Zone 1 ), and $7,907 for Palm Estates and Wenstrand Ranch 
(Zone 3)) of available fund balance will be carried forward to cover costs from July 151 to 
December 31 51

. 

The fiscal year 2018-2019 assessment for Sterling Ranch Units 1-5 (Zone 2) is $110.24 per 
EBU, for Runyan Country Estates (Zone 1) is $45.60 per EBU, and for Palm Estates and 
Wenstrand Ranch (Zone 3) is $247.08. The Fiscal Year 2018-2019 assessments for Zone 1 
and 2 are the same as the previous year, which is in compliance with Proposition 218. The 
proposed budget includes the use of $9,948 of existing fund balance for Sterling Ranch (Zone 
2}, $1 ,887 for Runyan County Estate (Zone 1 ), and $7,000 for Palm Estates and Wenstrand 
Ranch (Zone 3) to offset operating costs thereby keeping the annual assessment in the same 
level. 

A capital reserve of $6,000 has been set aside from fund balance for costs associated with a 
catastrophic event with regards to vandalized irrigation, turf, trees or playground equipment. 

B. Budget Formula 

Proposition 218, a statewide initiative approved by the voters in November 1996, requires 
property owners approve any change in the method of calculating assessment and any 
increase in the assessment rate through a ballot procedure. An assessment ballot procedure 
occurred during the formation of CSA 19. A majority protest was not filed regarding the 
formula for calculating the annual assessment and the levy of the annual assessment to pay 
for services provided by CSA 19. Therefore, a formula for calculating the annual assessment 
has been approved and is in place. The formula that is being used to calculate the 
assessments is as follows: 

The amount of annual assessment equals the total operation and maintenance cost minus any 
fund balance from previous year divided equally by the number of EBUs within the CSA 19. A 
residential parcel with a recorded final map receives the same equal benefit as the number of 
approved residential properties on or for the parcel annual assessment and the levy of the 
annual assessment to pay for services provided by CSA 19. 

(Total Cost of Operations & Maintenance-Use of Fund Balance) = 
Total EBUs 

= Assessment per EBU 
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PART IV- SERVICE AREA BUDGET CSA 19 

CSA 19 
RUNYAN STERLING 

Palm Estates and 
EXPENSE DESCRIPTION 

(Zone 1) (Zone 2) 
Wenstrand Ranch 

(Zone 3) 

Tuolumne/Runyan 6.08% 93.31% 0.61 % 
ADMINISTRATION 
County Administration $ 48 $ 737 $ 5 
Miscellaneous/Other Admin Fees $ - $ - $ -
Total $ 48 $ 737 $ 5 
PARKS & RECREATION 
Parks Labor $ 1,199 $ 18,301 $ 6,450 
Parks Vandalism/Graffiti $ 18 $ 251 $ 47 
Parks Utilities $ 702 $ 9,798 $ 4,400 
Parks Other Supplies $ 134 $ 1,874 $ 1,250 

Total $ 2,054 $ 30,223 $ 12,147 
PUBLIC WORKS 
Pond Excavation $ - $ -
SWRCB Permit Requirement $ 100 $ 1,535 $ 10 
Pump Replacement $ - $ -
Cleaning Drainage System (storm and/or catch basins) $ 304 $ 3,646 $ 1,260 
Street Sweeping $ 430 $ 6,570 $ 2,350 
Curb & Gutter Repair $ - $ -
Weed Spraying $ - $ 1,200 $ 362 
Erosion Control $ - $ -
Separator Cleaning $ - $ -
Utilities $ - $ 820 $ 41 
Total $ 834 $ 13,771 $ 4,023 

Capitallmprovement Reserve-Parks 
Capital Improvement Reserve -Public Works $ -
General Benefit $ (661 $ (1 ,011 $ (362) 
Total Administration, Parks & Rec, Public Works Budget $ 2,870 $ 43,721 $ 15,813 

Fund Balance Information 
Beginning Fund Balance (Estimated for 2018-19) $ 11,319 $ 173,708 $ 11 ,643 
Capitallmprovement Reserve Parks(-) $ (600) $ (5,400) $ -
Capital Improvement Reserve Public Works(-) $ - $ (54,000) $ -
Available Fund Balance $ 10,719 $ 114,308 $ 11,643 

Adjustments to Available Fund Balance 
General Fund (or PW) Loan RepaymenVAdvance (+) $ - $ - $ -
Capital Improvement Expenditure -Parks(-) $ - $ - $ -
Capital Improvement Expenditure (pumps etc.)(-) $ - $ - $ -
6 Months Operating Reserve(-) $ (1,435) $ (21 ,860) $ (7,907) 
Use of Fund Balance for FY17/18 (-) $ (1,9581 $ (9,913 $ (7,907) 
Total Adjustments $ (3,392) $ (31 ,773) $ (15,813) 

Remaining Available Fund Balance $ 7,326 $ 82,534 $ (4,170) 

Total Administration, Parks & Rec, Public Works Budget $ 2,870 $ 43,721 $ 15.813 
Use of Fund Balance (-) $ (1 ,9581 $ (9,913 $ (7,907) 
Balance to Levy $ 912 $ 33,808 $ 7,907 

District Statistics 

Total Parcels 20 307 2 
Parcels Levied 20 307 2 
Total EBU 20.00 306.68 32 
Levy per EBU $ 45.60 $ 110.24 $ 247.08 
Capital Reserve Target $ 600 $ 59,400 0 
*Runyan rece1ves no benefit from Sterling storm dram system and equal benefit from parks. 
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PART V- ASSESSMENTS 

2018-2019 Assessment (Sterling Ranch Units 1-5 (Zone 2)) = $33,808 I 306.68 EBU = $110.24 per 
EBU 
2018-2019 Assessment (Runyan Country Estates (Zone 1)) = $912 I 20 EBU = $45.60 per EBU 
2018-2019 Assessment (Palm Estates/Wenstrand Ranch (Zone 3)) = $7,907 I 32 EBU = $247.08 per 
EBU 

2017-2018 Assessment(Sterling Ranch Units 1-5 (Zone 2)) = $33,8431307 EBU = $110.24 perEBU 
2017-2018 Assessment (Runyan Country Estates (Zone 1)) = $912 I 20 EBU = $45.60 per EBU 

A method for calculating the annual assessment has been approved per Proposition 218, therefore 
no ballot procedure is necessary to approve any change in assessment. The Fiscal Year 2018-2019 
assessment is in compliance with Proposition 218. 

The parcels subject to the assessment are listed on Exhibit "D" that is attached hereto and made a 
part of this Engineer's Report. 
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EXHIBIT "D" 
PARCEL COUNT FOR 

COUNTY SERVICE AREA NO. 19 
TOULUMNE- GRATION SUBDIVISION, DENAIR 

FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 

The Assessor's parcels listed below are subject to the annual assessment: 

A.P.N. ASSESSMENT EBU A.P.N. ASSESSMENT EBU 

024-049-014 $45.60 1 024-057-01 1 $110.24 1 

024-049-015 $45.60 1 024-057-012 $110.24 1 

024-049-016 $45.60 1 024-057-013 $110.24 1 

024-049-017 $45.60 1 024-057-014 $110.24 1 

024-049-018 $45.60 1 024-057-015 $110.24 1 

024-049-019 $45.60 1 024-057-016 $110.24 1 

024-049-020 $45.60 1 024-057-017 $110.24 1 

024-049-021 $45.60 1 024-057-018 $110.24 1 

024-049-022 $45.60 1 024-057-019 $110.24 1 

024-049-023 $45.60 1 024-057-020 $110.24 1 

024-049-024 $45.60 1 024-057-021 $110.24 1 

024-049-025 $45.60 1 024-057-022 $110.24 1 

024-049-026 $45.60 1 024-057-023 $110.24 1 

024-049-027 $45.60 1 024-057-024 $110.24 1 

024-049-028 $45.60 1 024-057-025 $110.24 1 

024-049-029 $45.60 1 024-057-026 $110.24 1 

024-049-030 $45.60 1 024-057-027 $110.24 1 

024-049-031 $45.60 1 024-057-028 $110.24 1 

024-049-032 $45.60 1 024-057-029 $110.24 1 

024-049-033 $45.60 1 024-057-030 $110.24 1 

TOTAL $912.00 20 024-057-031 $110.24 1 

024-057-032 $110.24 1 

024-057-001 $110.24 1 024-057-033 $110.24 1 

024-057-002 $110.24 1 024-057-034 $110.24 1 

024-057-003 $110.24 1 024-057-035 $110.24 1 

024-057-004 $110.24 1 024-057-036 $110.24 1 

024-057-005 $110.24 1 024-057-037 $110.24 1 

024-057-006 $110.24 1 024-057-038 $110.24 1 

024-057-007 $110.24 1 024-057-039 $110.24 1 

024-057-008 $110.24 1 024-057-040 $110.24 1 

024-057-009 $110.24 1 024-057-041 $110.24 1 

024-057-010 $110.24 1 024-057-042 $110.24 1 
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EXHIBIT "D" 
PARCEL COUNT FOR 

COUNTY SERVICE AREA NO. 19 
TOULUMNE- GRATTON SUBDIVISION, DENAIR 

FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 

The Assessor's parcels listed below are subject to the annual assessment: 

A.P.N . ASSESSMENT EBUl A.P.N. ASSESSMENT EBU 

024-057-043 $110.24 1 024-057-075 $110.24 1 

024-057-044 $110.24 1 024-057-076 $110.24 1 

024-057-045 $110.24 1 024-057-077 $110.24 1 

024-057-046 $110.24 1 024-057-078 $110.24 1 

024-057-047 $110.24 1 024-057-079 $110.24 1 

024-057-048 $110.24 1 024-057-080 $110.24 1 

024-057-049 $110.24 1 024-057-081 $110.24 1 

024-057-050 $110.24 1 TOTAL $8,929.44 81 

024-057-051 $110.24 1 

024-057-052 $110.24 1 024-058-001 $110.24 1 

024-057-053 $110.24 1 024-058-002 $110.24 1 

024-057-054 $110.24 1 024-058-003 $110.24 1 

024-057-055 $110.24 1 024-058-004 $110.24 1 

024-057-056 $110.24 1 024-058-005 $110.24 1 

024-057-057 $110.24 1 024-058-006 $110.24 1 

024-057-058 $110.24 1 024-058-007 $110.24 1 

024-057-059 $110.24 1 024-058-008 $110.24 1 

024-057-060 $110.24 1 024-058-009 $110.24 1 

024-057-061 $110.24 1 024-058-010 $110.24 1 

024-057-062 $110.24 1 024-058-011 $110.24 1 

024-057-063 $110.24 1 024-058-012 $110.24 1 

024-057-064 $110.24 1 024-058-013 $110.24 1 

024-057-065 $110.24 1 024-058-014 $110.24 1 

024-057-066 $110.24 1 024-058-015 $110.24 1 

024-057-067 $110.24 1 024-058-016 $110.24 1 

024-057-068 $110.24 1 024-058-017 $110.24 1 

024-057-069 $110.24 1 024-058-018 $110.24 1 

024-057-070 $110.24 1 024-058-019 $110.24 1 

024-057-071 $110.24 1 024-058-020 $110.24 1 

024-057-072 $110.24 1 024-058-021 $110.24 1 

024-057-073 $110.24 1 024-058-022 $110.24 1 

024-057-074 $110.24 1 024-058-023 $110.24 1 
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EXHIBIT "D" 
PARCEL COUNT FOR 

COUNTY SERVICE AREA NO. 19 
TOULUMNE - GRATTON SUBDIVISION, DENAIR 

FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 

The Assessor's parcels listed below are subject to the annual assessment: 

A.P.N. ASSESSMENT EBU l A.P.N. ASSESSMENT EBU 

024-058-024 $11 0.24 1 024-058-056 $110.24 1 

024-058-025 $110.24 1 024-058-057 $110.24 1 

024-058-026 $110.24 1 024-058-058 $110.24 1 

024-058-027 $1 10.24 1 024-058-059 $110.24 1 

024-058-028 $110.24 1 024-058-060 $110.24 1 

024-058-029 $110.24 1 024-058-061 $110.24 1 

024-058-030 $110.24 1 024-058-062 $110.24 1 

024-058-031 $110.24 1 024-058-063 $110.24 1 

024-058-032 $110.24 1 024-058-064 $110.24 1 

024-058-033 $110.24 1 024-058-065 $110.24 1 

024-058-034 $110.24 1 024-058-066 $110.24 1 

024-058-035 $110.24 1 024-058-067 $110.24 1 

024-058-036 $110.24 1 024-058-068 $110.24 1 

024-058-037 $110.24 1 024-058-069 $110.24 1 

024-058-038 $110.24 1 024-058-070 $110.24 1 

024-058-039 $110.24 1 024-058-071 $110.24 1 

024-058-040 $110.24 1 024-058-072 3.1 {acres} $136.70 1.24 

024-058-041 $110.24 1 TOTAL $7,963.74 72.24 

024-058-042 $110.24 1 

024-058-043 $110.24 1 024-060-001 $110.24 1 

024-058-044 $110.24 1 024-060-002 $110.24 1 

024-058-045 $110.24 1 024-060-003 $110.24 1 

024-058-046 $110.24 1 024-060-004 $110.24 1 

024-058-047 $110.24 1 024-060-005 $110.24 1 

024-058-048 $110.24 1 024-060-006 $110.24 1 

024-058-049 $110.24 1 024-060-007 $110.24 1 

024-058-050 $110.24 1 024-060-008 $110.24 1 

024-058-051 $110.24 1 024-060-009 $110.24 1 

024-058-052 $110.24 1 024-060-010 $110.24 1 

024-058-053 $110.24 1 024-060-011 $110.24 1 

024-058-054 $110.24 1 024-060-012 $110.24 1 

024-058-055 $110.24 1 024-060-013 $110.24 1 
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EXHIBIT "D" 
PARCEL COUNT FOR 

COUNTY SERVICE AREA NO. 19 
TOULUMNE- GRATTON SUBDIVISION, DENAIR 

FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 

The Assessor's parcels listed below are subject to the annual assessment: 

A.P.N. ASSESSMENT EBU l. A.P.N . ASSESSMENT EBU 

024-060-014 $110.24 1 024-060-046 $110.24 1 

024-060-015 $110.24 1 024-060-047 $110.24 1 

024-060-016 $110.24 1 024-060-048 $110.24 1 

024-060-017 $110.24 1 024-060-049 $110.24 1 

024-060-018 $110.24 1 024-060-050 $110.24 1 

024-060-019 $110.24 1 024-060-051 $110.24 1 

024-060-020 $110.24 1 024-060-052 $110.24 1 

024-060-021 $110.24 1 024-060-053 $110.24 1 

024-060-022 $110.24 1 024-060-054 1.1 {acres} $48.51 0.44 

024-060-023 $110.24 1 TOTAL $5,891.23 53.44 

024-060-024 $110.24 1 

024-060-025 $110.24 1 024-061-001 $110.24 1 

024-060-026 $110.24 1 024-061-002 $110.24 1 

024-060-027 $110.24 1 024-061-003 $110.24 1 

024-060-028 $110.24 1 024-061-004 $110.24 1 

024-060-029 $110.24 1 024-061-005 $110.24 1 

024-060-030 $110.24 1 024-061-006 $110.24 1 

024-060-031 $110.24 1 024-061-007 $110.24 1 

024-060-032 $110.24 1 024-061-008 $110.24 1 

024-060-033 $110.24 1 024-061-009 $110.24 1 

024-060-034 $110.24 1 024-061-010 $110.24 1 

024-060-035 $110.24 1 024-061-011 $110.24 1 

024-060-036 $110.24 1 024-061-012 $110.24 1 

024-060-037 $110.24 1 024-061-013 $110.24 1 

024-060-038 $110.24 1 024-061-014 $110.24 1 

024-060-039 $110.24 1 024-061-015 $110.24 1 

024-060-040 $110.24 1 024-061-016 $110.24 1 

024-060-041 $110.24 1 024-061-017 $110.24 1 

024-060-042 $110.24 1 024-061-018 $110.24 1 

024-060-043 $110.24 1 024-061-019 $110.24 1 

024-060-044 $110.24 1 024-061-020 $110.24 1 

024-060-045 $110.24 1 024-061-021 $110.24 1 
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EXHIBIT "0" 
PARCEL COUNT FOR 

COUNTY SERVICE AREA NO. 19 
TOULUMNE - GRATTON SUBDIVISION, DENAIR 

FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 

The Assessor's parcels listed below are subject to the annual assessment: 

A.P.N. ASSESSMENT EBU A.P.N . ASSESSMENT EBU 

024-061-022 $110.24 1 024-063-003 $110.24 1 

024-061-023 $110.24 1 024-063-004 $110.24 1 

024-061-024 $110.24 1 024-063-005 $110.24 1 

024-061-025 $110.24 1 024-063-006 $110.24 1 

024-061-026 $1 10.24 1 024-063-007 $110.24 1 

024-061-027 $110.24 1 024-063-008 $110.24 1 

024-061-028 $110.24 1 024-063-009 $110.24 1 

024-061-029 $110.24 1 024-063-010 $110.24 1 

024-061-030 $110.24 1 024-063-011 $110.24 1 

024-061-031 $110.24 1 024-063-012 $110.24 1 

024-061-032 $110.24 1 024-063-013 $110.24 1 

024-061-033 $110.24 1 024-063-014 $110.24 1 

024-061-034 $110.24 1 024-063-015 $110.24 1 

024-061-035 $110.24 1 024-063-016 $110.24 1 

024-061-036 $110.24 1 024-063-017 $110.24 1 

024-061-037 $110.24 1 024-063-018 $110.24 1 

024-061-038 $110.24 1 024-063-019 $110.24 1 

024-061-039 $110.24 1 024-063-020 $110.24 1 

024-061-040 $110.24 1 024-063-021 $110.24 1 

024-061-041 $110.24 1 024-063-022 $110.24 1 

024-061-042 $110.24 1 024-063-023 $110.24 1 

024-061-043 $110.24 1 024-063-024 $110.24 1 

024-061-044 $110.24 1 024-063-025 $110.24 1 

024-061-045 $110.24 1 024-063-026 $110.24 1 

02 4-061 -046 $110.24 1 024-063-027 $110.24 1 

024-061 -047 $110.24 1 024-063-028 $110.24 1 

024-061-048 $110.24 1 024-063-029 $110.24 1 

024-061-049 $110.24 1 024-063-030 $110.24 1 

024-061-050 $110.24 1 024-063-031 $110.24 1 

TOTAL $5,512.00 50 024-063-032 $110.24 1 

024-063-033 $110.24 1 

024-063-034 $110.24 1 
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EXHIBIT "D" 
PARCEL COUNT FOR 

COUNTY SERVICE AREA NO. 19 
TOULUMNE- GRATTON SUBDIVISION, DENAIR 

FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 

The Assessor's parcels listed below are subject to the annual assessment: 

A.P.N. ASSESSMENT 

024-063-035 $110.24 

024-063-036 $110.24 

024-063-037 $110.24 

024-063-038 $110.24 

024-063-039 $110.24 

024-063-040 $110.24 

024-063-041 $110.24 

024-063-042 $110.24 

024-063-043 $110.24 

024-063-044 $110.24 

024-063-045 $110.24 

024-063-046 $110.24 

024-063-047 $110.24 

024-063-048 $110.24 

024-063-050 $110.24 

024-063-051 $110.24 

024-063-052 $110.24 

024-063-053 $110.24 

TOTAL $5,512.00 

EBU ~ 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

50 

A.P.N. 

024-050-016 

024-032-023 

Palm Estates/Wenstrand 

Runyan 

Sterling 

Palm Estates/Wenstrand 

ASSESSMENT EBU 

$1,914.87 7.75 

$5,991.69 24.25 

$7,906.56 32.00 

$912.00 20 

$33,808.40 306.68 

$7,906.56 32.00 

CSA TOTAL $42,626.96 358.68 
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