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LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer
1010 10th Street, Third Floor
Modesto, California 95354
Phone: 209-525-7660
Fax: 209-525-7643
www.stanislauslafco.org

Chair Terry Withrow, County Member
Vice Chair Tom Dunlop, City Member
Jim DeMartini, County Member
Bill Berryhill, Public Member
Amy Bublak, City Member
Michael Van Winkle, Alternate City Member
Brad Hawn, Alternate Public Member
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AGENDA
Wednesday, June 27, 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.

2.

CALL TO ORDER
A.

Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.

B.

Introduction of Commissioners and Staff.

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.

4.

Minutes of the May 23, 2018 Meeting.

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.

C.
5.

CALAFCO Board Nominations and Achievement Award Nominations Packet.

“In the News.”

DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS AND DISQUALIFICATIONS

LAFCO AGENDA
JUNE 27, 2018
PAGE 2
6.

CONSENT ITEM
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.

7.

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW 2018-02 AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 2018-03
UPDATE FOR THE ROCK CREEK WATER DISTRICT. The Commission will
consider the adoption of a Municipal Service Review (MSR) and Sphere of Influence
(SOI) Update for the Rock Creek Water District. This item is exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review pursuant to sections 15306 and
15601(b)(3). (Staff Recommendation: Approve the update and adopt Resolution
No. 2018-11.)

PUBLIC HEARINGS
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.

8.

OTHER BUSINESS
A.

9.

LAFCO APP. NO. 2017-03 & SOI MODIFICATION NO. 2017-07 – DIVISION 1
NORTH AREA CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION TO OAKDALE RURAL FIRE
PROTECTION DISTRICT - CONTINUED FROM APRIL 25, 2018. The Commission
will consider a request to modify the Sphere of Influence and annex approximately
57,595 acres to Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District. The project area is located in
the northernmost area of Stanislaus County, adjacent to San Joaquin and Calaveras
Counties. LAFCO Staff has determined that the proposal is exempt for the purposes
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Sections 15320 and
15061(b)(3) as the District currently provides services to the area and 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. 2018-05.)

RESPONSE TO THE 2017-2018 CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORTS RELATED TO
FIRE DISTRICTS. (Staff Recommendation: Authorize the Chairperson to sign and
submit a response letter.)

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
Commission Members may provide comments regarding LAFCO matters.

10.

ADDITIONAL MATTERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRPERSON
The Commission Chair may announce additional matters regarding LAFCO matters.

11.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT
The Commission will receive a verbal report from the Executive Officer regarding current staff activities.

A.

On the Horizon.
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12.

ADJOURNMENT
A.

Set the next meeting date of the Commission for August 22, 2018.

B.

Adjourn.

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
May 23, 2018
1.

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Withrow called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
A.

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

B.

Introduction of Commissioners and Staff. Chair Withrow led in the introduction of the
Commissioners and Staff.
Commissioners Present:

Terry Withrow, Chair, County Member
Amy Bublak, 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:
Tom Dunlop, Vice-Chair, City Member
Michael Van Winkle, Alternate City Member
Vito Chiesa, Alternate County Member
Bill Berryhill, Public Member
Brad Hawn, Alternate Public Member
2.

PUBLIC COMMENT
None.

3.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A.

Minutes of the April 25, 2018 Meeting.
Motion by Commissioner Bublak, seconded by Commissioner DeMartini and carried
with a 3-0 vote to approve the Minutes of the April 25, 2018 meeting by the following
vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Ineligible:
Absent:
Abstention:

Commissioners: Bublak, DeMartini and Withrow
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: Berryhill, Chiesa, Dunlop, Hawn and Van Winkle
Commissioners: None
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4.

5.

CORRESPONDENCE
A.

Specific Correspondence.

B.

Informational Correspondence.

C.

“In the News”

DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS AND DISQUALIFICATIONS
None.

6.

CONSENT ITEMS
A.

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW 2018-01 AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 2018-02
UPDATE FOR THE SALIDA SANITARY DISTRICT. The Commission will consider
the adoption of a Municipal Service Review (MSR) and Sphere of Influence (SOI)
Update for the Salida Sanitary District. This item is exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review pursuant to sections 15306 and
15601(b)(3). (Staff Recommendation: Approve the update and adopt Resolution
No. 2018-09.)
Motion by Commissioner Bublak, seconded by Commissioner DeMartini, and carried
with a 3-0 vote approving Resolution No. 2018-09, by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Ineligible:
Absent:
Abstention:

7.

Commissioners: Bublak, DeMartini and Withrow
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: Berryhill, Chiesa, Dunlop, Hawn and Van Winkle
Commissioners: None

PUBLIC HEARINGS
A.

OUT-OF-BOUNDARY SERVICE APPLICATION – TIOGA AVENUE (OAKDALE).
The Commission will consider a request to extend water service outside the City of
Oakdale’s existing city limits to serve 38 parcels located along Tioga Avenue west of
the City’s boundary. The request has been submitted to address water quality
issues associated with an existing well. The well currently serves the project site and
is operated by the Oakdale Irrigation District through Improvement District No. 41,
also known as the Mountain View Tract Domestic System. The City of Oakdale, as
Lead Agency, has prepared an initial study and adopted a negative declaration
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). LAFCO, as a
Responsible Agency, will consider the negative declaration.
(Staff
Recommendation: Approve the proposal and adopt Resolution No. 2018-10.)
Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer, presented the item with a
recommendation of approval.
Chair WIthrow opened the Public Hearing at 6:09 p.m.
Mark Niskanen, City of Oakdale Planner, spoke in favor of the application on behalf
of the City.
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Chair Withrow closed the Public Hearing at 6:10 p.m.
Motion by Commissioner DeMartini, seconded by Commissioner Bublak, and carried
with a 3-0 vote to approve the proposal and adopt Resolution No. 2018-10, by the
following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Ineligible:
Absent:
Abstention:
B.

Commissioners: Bublak, DeMartini and Withrow
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: Berryhill, Chiesa, Dunlop, Hawn and Van Winkle
Commissioners: None

FINAL LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2018-2019. The Commission
will consider the adoption of the final LAFCO budget consistent with Government
Code Sections 56380 and 56381. (Staff Recommendation: Approve the Final
Budget and Resolution No. 2018-08.)
Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer, presented the item with a recommendation of
approval.
Chair Withrow opened the Public Hearing at 6:12 p.m.
No one spoke on the item.
Chair Withrow closed the Public Hearing at 6:12 p.m.
Motion by Commissioner DeMartini, seconded by Commissioner Bublak, and carried
with a 3-0 vote to approve the Final Budget and adopt Resolution No. 2018-08, by
the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Ineligible:
Absent:
Abstention:

8.

Commissioners: Bublak, DeMartini and Withrow
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: None
Commissioners: Berryhill, Chiesa, Dunlop, Hawn and Van Winkle
Commissioners: None

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
Commissioner DeMartini asked staff when the CALAFCO Annual Conference would be
held.

9.

ADDITIONAL MATTERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRPERSON
None.

10.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT
A.

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

The June meeting will include the continuation of the Oakdale Rural Fire
Protection District item.
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•

11.

Staff is requesting cancelation of the July 25, 2018 meeting, as the chambers
will be closed for audio/visual upgrades. There are no applications for July.

ADJOURNMENT
A.

Chair Withrow announced that the next meeting date and time will be June 27, 2018
at 6:00 p.m.

B.

The meeting was adjourned at 6:15 p.m.

______________________________
Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer

California Association of
Local Agency Formation Commissions

CALAFCO

May 25, 2018
To:

Local Agency Formation Commission
Members and Alternate Members

From: Bill Kirby, Committee Chair
CALAFCO Board Election Committee
CALAFCO Board of Directors
RE:

Nominations for 2018/2019 CALAFCO Board of Directors

Nominations are now open for the fall elections of the CALAFCO Board of Directors. Serving on the
CALAFCO Board is a unique opportunity to work with other commissioners throughout the state on
legislative, fiscal and operational issues that affect us all. The Board meets four to five times each
year at alternate sites around the state. Any LAFCo commissioner or alternate commissioner is
eligible to run for a Board seat.
CALAFCO’s Election Committee is accepting nominations for the following seats on the CALAFCO
Board of Directors:
Northern Region
City Member
Public Member

Central Region
County Member
District Member

Coastal Region
County Member
District Member

Southern Region
City Member
Public Member

The election will be conducted during Regional Caucuses at the CALAFCO Annual Conference prior to
the Annual Membership Meeting on Thursday, October 4, 2018 at the Tenaya Lodge in
Yosemite, CA.
Please inform your Commission that the CALAFCO Election Committee is accepting nominations
for the above-cited seats until Tuesday, September 4, 2018.
Incumbents are eligible to run for another term. Nominations received by September 4 will be
included in the Election Committee’s Report and will be on the ballot. The Report will be distributed
to LAFCo members no later than September 20 and ballots made available to Voting Delegates at
the Annual Conference. Nominations received after this date will be returned; however, nominations
will be permitted from the floor during the Regional Caucuses or during at-large elections, if required,
at the Annual Membership Meeting.
For those member LAFCos who cannot send a representative to the Annual Meeting an electronic
ballot will be made available if requested in advance. The ballot request must be made no later than
Tuesday, September 4, 2018. Completed absentee ballots must be returned by September 28,
2018.

Should your Commission nominate a candidate, the Chair of your Commission must complete the
attached Nomination Form and the Candidate’s Resume Form, or provide the specified information
in another format other than a resume. Commissions may also include a letter of recommendation
or resolution in support of their nominee.

1215 K Street, Suite 1650, Sacramento, CA 95814
Voice 916-442-6536 Fax 916-442-6535
www.calafco.org
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CALAFCO Board of Directors Nominations
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The nomination forms and materials must be received by the CALAFCO Executive Director no later
than Tuesday, September 4, 2018. Here is a summary of the deadlines for this year’s nomination
process:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

May 25 – Nomination Announcement and packet sent to LAFCo membership and posted on
the CALAFCO website.
September 4 – Completed Nomination packet due
September 4 –Request for an absentee/electronic ballot due
September 4 – Voting delegate name due to CALAFCO
September 20 – Distribution of the Election Committee Report (includes all
completed/submitted nomination papers)
September 20 – Distribution of requested absentee/electronic ballots.
September 28 – Absentee ballots due to CALAFCO
October 4 - Elections

Returning the nomination form prior to the deadline ensures your nominee is placed on the ballot.
Names will be listed in the order nominations were received should there be multiple candidates.
Electronic filing of nomination forms and materials is encouraged to facilitate the recruitment
process. Please send e-mails with forms and materials to info@calafco.org. Alternatively, nomination
forms and materials can be mailed or faxed to the address or fax number below. Please forward
nominations to:
CALAFCO Election Committee c/o Executive Director
California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions
1215 K Street, Suite 1650
Sacramento, California 95814
FAX: 916-442-6535
EMAIL: info@calafco.org
Questions about the election process can be sent to the Chair of the Committee, Bill Kirby, at
wkirby@calafco.org or by calling him at 530-889-4097. You may also contact CALAFCO Executive
Director Pamela Miller at pmiller@calafco.org or by calling 916-442-6536.
Members of the 2018/2019 CALAFCO Election Committee are:
Bill Kirby, Chair
wkirby@calafco.org

Placer LAFCo (Central Region)
530-889-4097

Debra Lake
dlake@calafco.org

Humboldt LAFCo (Northern Region)
707-445-7508

Jo MacKenzie
jmackenzie@calafco.org

San Diego LAFCo (Southern Region)
530-295-2707

Margie Mohler
mmohler@calafco.org

Napa LAFCo (Coastal Region)
707-259-8645

Attached please find a copy of the CALAFCO Board of Directors Nomination and Election Procedures
as well as the current listing of Board Members and corresponding terms of office.
Please consider joining us!
Enclosures

Board of Directors Nomination and Election
Procedures and Forms
The procedures for nominations and election of the CALAFCO Board of Directors [Board] are designed
to assure full, fair and open consideration of all candidates, provide confidential balloting for
contested positions and avoid excessive demands on the time of those participating in the CALAFCO
Annual Conference.
The Board nomination and election procedures shall be:
1. APPOINTMENT OF AN ELECTION COMMITTEE:
a. Following the Annual Membership Meeting the Board shall appoint an Election Committee
of four members of the Board. The Election Committee shall consist of one member from
each region whose term is not ending. 8
b. The Board shall appoint one of the members of the Election Committee to serve as
Chairman. The CALAFCO Executive Officer shall appoint a CALAFCO staff member to serve
as staff for the Election Committee in cooperation with the CALAFCO Executive Director. 8
c. Each region shall designate a regional representative to serve as staff liaison to the
Election Committee. 8
d. Goals of the Committee are to provide oversight of the elections process and to encourage
and solicit candidates by region who represent member LAFCos across the spectrum of
geography, size, and urban suburban and rural population if there is an open seat for
which no nominations papers have been received close to the deadline. 8
2. ANNOUNCEMENT TO ALL MEMBER LAFCOs:
a. No later than three months prior to the Annual Membership Meeting, the Election
Committee Chair shall send an announcement to each LAFCo for distribution to each
commissioner and alternate. The announcement shall include the following: 8
i.

A statement clearly indicating which offices are subject to the election.

ii. A regional map including LAFCos listed by region.
iii. The dates by which all nominations must be received by the Election Committee. The
deadline shall be no later than 30 days prior to the opening of the Annual Conference.
Nominations received after the closing date shall be returned to the proposing LAFCo
marked “Received too late for Elections Committee action.” 8
iv. The names of the Election Committee members with the
Committee Chairman’s LAFCo address and phone number,
and the names and contact information for each of the
regional representatives. 8
v. The address to send the nominations forms.

Key Timeframes for
Nominations Process
Days*

90
30
14

Nomination announcement
Nomination deadline
Committee report released

*Days prior to annual membership meeting

vi. A form for a Commission to use to nominate a candidate
and a candidate resume form of no more than one page each to be completed for each
nominee.
b. No later than four months before the annual membership meeting, the Election Committee
Chairman shall send an announcement to the Executive Director for distribution to each
member LAFCo and for publication in the newsletter and on the web site. The
announcement shall include the following: 8

i.

A statement clearly indicating which offices are subject to the election.

ii. The specific date by which all nominations must be received by the Election
Committee. Nominations received after the closing dates shall be returned to the
proposing LAFCo marked “Received too late for Election Committee action.” 8
iii. The names of the Election Committee members with the Committee Chair’s LAFCo
address and phone number, and the names and contact information for each of the
regional representatives. 8
iv. Requirement that nominated individual must be a commissioner or alternate
commissioner from a member in good standing within the region.
c. A copy of these procedures shall be posted on the web site.
3. THE ELECTION COMMITTEE:
a. The Election Committee and the regional representatives have the responsibility to monitor
nominations and help assure that there are adequate nominations from each region for
each seat up for election. No later than two weeks prior to the Annual Conference, the
Election Committee Chair shall distribute to the members the Committee Report organized
by regions, including copies of all nominations and resumes, which are received prior to the
end of the nomination period. 8
b. At the close of the nominations the Election Committee shall prepare regional ballots. Each
region will receive a ballot specific to that region. Each region shall conduct a caucus at the
Annual Conference for the purpose of electing their designated seats. Caucus elections
must be held prior to the annual membership meeting at the conference. The Executive
Director or assigned staff along with a member of the Election Committee shall tally ballots
at each caucus and provide the Election Committee the names of the elected Board
members and any open seats. In the event of a tie, the staff and Election Committee
member shall immediately conduct a run-off ballot of the tied candidates. 8
c. Make available sufficient copies of the Committee Report for each Voting Delegate by the
beginning of the Annual Conference.
d. Make available blank copies of the nomination forms and resume forms to accommodate
nominations from the floor at either the caucuses or the annual meeting (if an at-large
election is required).
e. Advise the Executive Director to provide “CANDIDATE” ribbons to all candidates attending
the Annual Conference. 8
f.

Post the candidate statements/resumes organized by region on a bulletin board near the
registration desk.

g. Regional elections shall be conducted as described in Section 4 below. The representative
from the Election Committee shall serve as the Presiding Officer for the purpose of the
caucus election. 8
h. Following the regional elections, in the event that there are open seats for any offices
subject to the election, the Election Committee Chair shall notify the Chair of the Board of
Directors that an at-large election will be required at the annual membership meeting and
to provide a list of the number and category of seats requiring an at-large election. 8

4. ELECTRONIC BALLOT FOR LAFCO IN GOOD STANDING NOT ATTENDING ANNUAL MEETING6
Limited to the elections of the Board of Directors

a. Any LAFCo in good standing shall have the option to request an electronic ballot if there will
be no representative attending the annual meeting.
b. LAFCos requesting an electronic ballot shall do so in writing no later than 30 days prior to
the annual meeting.
c. The Executive Director shall distribute the electronic ballot no later than two weeks prior to
the annual meeting.
d. LAFCo must return the ballot electronically to the executive director no later than three
days prior to the annual meeting.
e. LAFCos voting under this provision may discard their electronic ballot if a representative is
able to attend the annual meeting.
f.

LAFCos voting under this provision may only vote for the candidates nominated by the
Election Committee and may not vote in any run-off elections. 8

5. AT THE TIME FOR ELECTIONS DURING THE REGIONAL CAUCUSES OR ANNUAL
MEMBERSHIP MEETING:
a. The Election Committee Chairman, another member of the Election Committee or the
Chair’s designee (hereafter called the Presiding Officer) shall: 8
i. Review the election procedure with the membership.
ii. Present the Election Committee Report (previously distributed).
iii. Call for nominations from the floor by category for those seats subject to this
election:
1. For city member.
2. For county member.
3. For public member.
4. For special district member.
b. To make a nomination from the floor, a LAFCo, which is in good standing, shall identify
itself and then name the category of vacancy and individual being nominated. The
nominator may make a presentation not to exceed two minutes in support of the
nomination.
c. When there are no further nominations for a category, the Presiding Officer shall close the
nominations for that category.
d. The Presiding Officer shall conduct a “Candidates Forum”. Each candidate shall be given
time to make a brief statement for their candidacy.
e. The Presiding Officer shall then conduct the election:
i.

For categories where there are the same number of candidates as vacancies, the
Presiding Officer shall:
1. Name the nominees and offices for which they are nominated.
2. Call for a voice vote on all nominees and thereafter declare those unopposed
candidates duly elected.

ii.

For categories where there are more candidates than vacancies, the Presiding Officer

shall:
1. Poll the LAFCos in good standing by written ballot.
2. Each LAFCo in good standing may cast its vote for as many nominees as there
are vacancies to be filled. The vote shall be recorded on a tally sheet.
3. Any ballots submitted electronically for candidates included in the Election
Committee Report shall be added to the tally.8
4. With assistance from CALAFCO staff, tally the votes cast and announce the
results.
iii.

Election to the Board shall occur as follows:
1. The nominee receiving the majority6 of votes cast is elected.
2. In the case of no majority, the two nominees receiving the two highest number of
votes cast shall face each other in a run-off election. Electronic ballots are not
included in the tally for any run-off election(s).6
3. In case of tie votes6:
a. A second run-off election shall be held with the same two nominees.
b. If there remains a tie after the second run-off, the winner shall be determined
by a draw of lots.
4. In the case of two vacancies, any candidate receiving a majority of votes cast is
elected. 6
a. In the case of no majority for either vacancy, the three nominees receiving
the three highest number of votes cast shall face each other in a run-off
election.
b. In the case of no majority for one vacancy, the two nominees receiving the
second and third highest number of votes cast shall face each other in a runoff election.
c. In the event of a tie, a second run-off election shall be held with the tied
nominees. If there remains a tie after the second run-off election the winner
shall be determined by a draw of lots.

6. ADDITIONAL PROCEDURES
a. For categories where there are more candidates than vacancies, names will be listed in the
order nominated.
b. The Election Committee Chair shall announce and introduce all Board Members elected at
the Regional Caucuses at the annual business meeting. 8
c. In the event that Board seats remain unfilled after a Regional Caucus, an election will be
held immediately at the annual business meeting to fill the position at-large. Nominations
will be taken from the floor and the election process will follow the procedures described in
Section 4 above. Any commissioner or alternate from a member LAFCo may be nominated
for at-large seats.
d. Seats elected at-large become subject to regional election at the expiration of the term.
Only representatives from the region may be nominated for the seat.
e. As required by the Bylaws, the members of the Board shall meet as soon as possible after
election of new board members for the purpose of electing officers, determining meeting

places and times for the coming year, and conducting any other necessary business.
7. LOSS OF ELECTION IN HOME LAFCo
Board Members and candidates who lose elections in their home office shall notify the
Executive Director within 15 days of the certification of the election.
8. FILLING BOARD VACANCIES
Vacancies on the Board of Directors may be filled by appointment by the Board for the balance
of the unexpired term. Appointees must be from the same category as the vacancy, and should
be from the same region.
These policies and procedures were adopted by the CALAFCO Board of Directors on 12 January 2007 and amended on 9 November 20071 , 8 February
20082, 13 February 20093, 12 February 20104, 18 February 20115, 29 April 20116,, 11 July 20147, and 27 October 20178. . They supersede all previous
versions of the policies.
.

CALAFCO Regions

The counties in each of the four regions consist of the following:
Northern Region
Butte
Colusa
Del Norte
Glenn
Humboldt
Lake
Lassen
Mendocino
Modoc
Nevada
Plumas
Shasta
Sierra
Siskiyou
Sutter
Tehama
Trinity
Yuba
CONTACT: Steve Lucas
Butte LAFCo
slucas@buttecounty.net

Southern Region
Orange
Los Angeles
Imperial
Riverside
San Bernardino
San Diego
CONTACT: Carolyn Emery
Orange LAFCo
cemery@oclafco.org

Coastal Region
Alameda
Contra Costa
Marin
Monterey
Napa
San Benito
San Francisco
San Luis Obispo
San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Solano
Sonoma
Ventura
CONTACT: Martha Poyatos
San Mateo LAFCo
mpoyatos@smcgov.org
Central Region
Alpine
Amador
Calaveras
El Dorado
Fresno
Inyo
Kern
Kings
Madera
Mariposa
Merced
Mono
Placer
Sacramento
San Joaquin
Stanislaus
Tulare
Tuolumne
Yolo
CONTACT: Christine Crawford, Yolo LAFCo
christine.crawford@yolocounty.org

Board of Directors
2018/2019 Nominations Form
Nomination to the CALAFCO Board of Directors
In accordance with the Nominations and Election Procedures of CALAFCO,
LAFCo of the

Region

Nominates
for the (check one)

 City

 County

 Special District

 Public

Position on the CALAFCO Board of Directors to be filled by election at the next Annual
Membership Meeting of the Association.

LAFCo Chair

Date

NOTICE OF DEADLINE
Nominations must be received by September 4, 2018
to be considered by the Election Committee. Send
completed nominations to:
CALAFCO Election Committee
CALAFCO
1215 K Street, Suite 1650
Sacramento, CA 95814

Date Received

Board of Directors
2018/2019 Candidate Resume Form
Nominated By:

LAFCo

Region (please check one):
Category (please check one):

 Northern
 City

 Coastal

 County

 Central

 Special District

Candidate Name
Address
Phone

Office

e-mail
Personal and Professional Background:

LAFCo Experience:

CALAFCO or State-level Experience:

Date:

Mobile

 Southern
 Public

Availability:

Other Related Activities and Comments:

NOTICE OF DEADLINE
Nominations must be received by September 4, 2018
to be considered by the Election Committee. Send
completed nominations to:
CALAFCO Election Committee
CALAFCO
1215 K Street, Suite 1650
Sacramento, CA 95814

CALAFCO Board Members 2017-18
(as of May 15, 2018)

Board Member Name

LAFCo - Region

Type
(Term Expires)

Cheryl Brothers

Orange - Southern

City (2018)

Bill Connelly

Butte - Northern

County (2019)

Shiva Frentzen

El Dorado - Central

County (2018)

Gay Jones – Chair

Sacramento - Central

District (2018)

Michael Kelley - Treasurer

Imperial - Southern

County (2019)

Dr. William Kirby

Placer - Central

Debra Lake

Humboldt - Northern

District (2019)

John Leopold

Santa Cruz - Coastal

County (2018)

Gerard McCallum

Los Angeles - Southern

Public (2018)

Michael McGill - Secretary

Contra Costa - Coastal

District (2018)

Jo MacKenzie

San Diego - Southern

District (2019)

Margie Mohler

Napa - Coastal

Anita Paque

Calaveras - Central

Ricky Samayoa

Yuba - Northern

Josh Susman – Vice Chair

Nevada - Northern

Public (2018)

Susan Vicklund-Wilson

Santa Clara - Coastal

Public (2019)

City (2019)

City (2019)
Public (2019)

City (2018)

California Association of
Local Agency Formation Commissions

Date:

25 May, 2018

To:

LAFCo Commissioners and Staff
CALAFCO Members
Other Interested Organizations

From:

CALAFCO Achievement Awards Committee

Subject:

2018 CALAFCO Achievement Award Nominations

CALAFCO
2018
AWARDS

Each year, CALAFCO recognizes outstanding achievements by dedicated and committed individuals and/or
organizations from throughout the state at the Annual Conference Achievement Awards Ceremony.
Recognizing individual and organizational achievements is an important responsibility. It provides visible recognition and
support to those who go above and beyond in their work to advance the principles and goals of the Cortese-KnoxHertzberg Act. We invite you to use this opportunity to nominate the individuals and organizations you feel deserve this
important recognition. Please carefully review the nomination instructions and note the form has changed with the

addition of a new section.

To make a nomination, please use the following procedure:
1. Nominations may be made by an individual, a LAFCo, a CALAFCO Associate Member, or any other organization.
There is no limit to the number of nominations you can submit.
2. Please use a separate form (attached) for each nomination. Nominations must be submitted with a completed
nomination form. The form is your opportunity to highlight the most important points of your nomination.
3. Nominations must be limited to no more than 1500 words or 3 pages in length maximum. You are encouraged
to write them in a clear, concise and understandable manner. If the Awards Committee members require
additional information, you will be contacted with that request. Any nomination received that exceeds this
amount will be returned.
4. All supporting information (e.g. reports, news articles, etc.) must be submitted with the nomination. Limit
supporting documentation to no more than 5 pages. If the Awards Committee members require additional
information, you will be contacted with that request. Any nomination received that exceeds this amount will be
returned.
5. All nomination materials must be submitted at one time and must be received by the deadline. Electronic
submittals are encouraged.
6. Nominations and supporting materials must be received no later than 5:00 p.m., Friday, August 3, 2018.
Send nominations via e-mail, or U.S. mail to:
Stephen Lucas, CALAFCO Executive Officer
c/o Butte LAFCo
1453 Downer Street, Suite C
Oroville, CA 95965
slucas@calafco.org
Members of the 2018 CALAFCO Board of Directors Awards Committee are:
Mike Kelley, Committee Chair (Imperial LAFCo, Southern Region)
Cheryl Brothers (Orange LAFCo, Southern Region)
Debra Lake (Humboldt LAFCo, Northern Region)
Margie Mohler (Napa LAFCo, Coastal Region)
Anita Paque (Calaveras LAFCo, Central Region)

mkelley@calafco.org
cbrothers@calaco.org
dlake@calafco.org
mmohler@calafco.org
apaque@calafco.org

Please contact Steve Lucas, CALAFCO Executive Officer, at slucas@calafco.org or (530) 538-7784 with any questions. A list of
the previous Achievement Award recipients is attached to this announcement.
1215 K Street, Suite 1650, Sacramento, CA 95814
Voice 916-442-6536 Fax 916-442-6535
www.calafco.org

2018 Achievement Award Nominations

Nomination Form
NOMINEE - Person or Agency Being Nominated:
Name:
Organization:
Address:
Phone:
E-mail:
NOMINATION CATEGORY (check one – see category criteria on attached sheet)
Outstanding CALAFCO Member
Most Effective Commission
Outstanding Commissioner
Outstanding LAFCo Professional
Outstanding LAFCo Clerk
Outstanding CALAFCO Associate Member
Project of the Year
Distinguished Service Award
Government Leadership Award
Legislator of the Year (must be approved by the full CALAFCO Board)
Mike Gotch Courage and Innovation in Local Government Award
Lifetime Achievement Award
NOMINATION SUBMITTED BY:
Name:
Organization:
Address:
Phone:
E-mail:

2018 Achievement Award Nominations
NOMINATION SUMMARY
In no more than 250 words, summarize why this recipient is the most deserving of this
award.

ACHIEVEMENTS
Please indicate the reasons why this person or agency deserves to be recognized (Remember
to keep this portion to 1500 words or 3 pages maximum and use additional sheets as
needed):

2018 Achievement Award Nominations

CALAFCO ACHIEVEMENT AWARD CATEGORIES
CALAFCO recognizes excellence within the LAFCo community and the full membership by presenting the Achievement
Awards at the CALAFCO Annual Conference. Nominations are being accepted until Friday, August 3, 2018 in the
following categories:
Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Recognizes a CALAFCO Board Member or staff person who has
provided exemplary service during the past year.

Distinguished Service Award

Given to a member of the LAFCo community to recognize long-term
service by an individual.

Most Effective Commission

Presented to an individual Commission to recognize innovation,
streamlining, and/or initiative in implementing LAFCo programs; may
also be presented to multiple Commissions for joint efforts.

Outstanding Commissioner

Presented to an individual Commissioner for extraordinary service to
his or her Commission.

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Recognizes an Executive Officer, Staff Analyst, or Legal Counsel for
exemplary service during the past year.

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Recognizes a LAFCo Clerk for exemplary service during the past
year.

Outstanding CALAFCO Associate Member

Presented to an active CALAFCO Associate Member (person or
agency) that has advanced or promoted the cause of LAFCos by
consistently producing distinguished work that upholds the mission
and goals of LAFCos, and has helped elevate the roles and mission
of LAFCos through its work. Recipient consistently demonstrates a
collaborative approach to LAFCo stakeholder engagement.

Project of the Year

Recognition for a project-specific program that involved complex
staff analysis, community involvement, or an outstanding solution.

Government Leadership Award

Presented to a decision-making body at the city, county, special
district, regional or state level which has furthered good government
efforts in California.

Legislator of the Year

Presented to a member of the California State Senate or Assembly
in recognition of leadership and valued contributions in support of
LAFCo goals. Selected by CALAFCO Board.

Mike Gotch Courage and Innovation
in Local Government Award

Presented to an individual who has taken extraordinary steps to
improve and innovate local government. This award is named for
Mike Gotch: former Assembly Member, LAFCo Executive Officer and
CALAFCO Executive Director responsible for much of the foundations
of LAFCo law and CALAFCO. He is remembered as a source of great
inspiration for staff and legislators from throughout the state.

Lifetime Achievement Award

Recognizes any individual who has made extraordinary contributions
to the LAFCO community in terms of longevity of service, exemplary
advocacy of LAFCO-related legislation, proven leadership in
approaching a particular issue or issues, and/or demonstrated
support in innovative and creative ways of the goals of LAFCOs
throughout California. At a minimum, the individual should be
involved in the LAFCO community for at least ten years.

2018 Achievement Award Nominations

CALAFCO ACHIEVEMENT AWARD RECIPIENTS
2017
Most Effective Commission

Los Angeles LAFCo

Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Sblend Sblendorio, Alameda LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner

John Marchand, Alameda LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Paul Novak, Los Angeles LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Richelle Beltran, Ventura LAFCo

Outstanding CALAFCO Associate Member

Policy Consulting Associates

Project of the Year

County Services MSR, Butte LAFCo
Santa Rosa Annexation, Sonoma LAFCo

Government Leadership Award

San Luis Obispo County Public Works Dept.

Lifetime Achievement Award

Kathy Rollings McDonald (San Bernardino)

2016
Distinguished Service Award

Peter Brundage, Sacramento LAFCo

Most Effective Commission

San Luis Obispo LAFCo

Outstanding CALAFCO Member

John Leopold, Santa Cruz LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner

Don Tatzin, Contra Costa LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Steve Lucas, Butte LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Cheryl Carter-Benjamin, Orange LAFCo

Project of the Year

Countywide Water Study, (Marin LAFCo)

Government Leadership Award

Southern Region of CALAFCO

Lifetime Achievement Award

Bob Braitman (retired Executive Officer)

2015
Mike Gotch Courage & Innovation in
Local Government Leadership Award

Yuba County Water Agency

Distinguished Service Award

Mary Jane Griego, Yuba LAFCo

Most Effective Commission

Butte LAFCo

Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Marjorie Blom, formerly of Stanislaus LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner

Matthew Beekman, formerly of Stanislaus LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Sam Martinez, San Bernardino LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Terri Tuck, Yolo LAFCo

Project of the Year

Formation of the Ventura County Waterworks District No.
38 (Ventura LAFCo) and 2015 San Diego County Health
Care Services five-year sphere of influence and service
review report (San Diego LAFCo)

Government Leadership Award

The Cities of Dublin, Pleasanton, Livermore and San
Ramon, the Dublin San Ramon Services District and the
Zone 7 Water Agency

CALAFCO Associate Member of the Year

Michael Colantuono of Colantuono, Highsmith & Whatley

Legislators of the Year Award

Assembly member Chad Mayes

Lifetime Achievement Award

Jim Chapman (Lassen LAFCo) and Chris Tooker (formerly of
Sacramento LAFCo)

2018 Achievement Award Nominations
2014
Mike Gotch Courage & Innovation in
Local Government Leadership Award

David Church, San Luis Obispo LAFCo

Distinguished Service Award

Kate McKenna, Monterey LAFCo

Most Effective Commission

Santa Clara LAFCo

Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Stephen Lucas, Butte LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner

Paul Norsell, Nevada LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Kate McKenna, Monterey LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Paige Hensley, Yuba LAFCo

Project of the Year

LAFCo Procedures Guide: 50th Year Special Edition,
San Diego LAFCo

Government Leadership Award
Legislators of the Year Award

Orange County Water District, City of Anaheim, Irvine
Ranch Water District, and Yorba Linda Water District
Assembly member Katcho Achadjian

Lifetime Achievement Award

Susan Wilson, Orange LAFCo

2013
Mike Gotch Courage & Innovation in
Local Government Leadership Award

Simón Salinas, Commissioner, Monterey LAFCo

Distinguished Service Award

Roseanne Chamberlain, Amador LAFCo

Most Effective Commission

Stanislaus LAFCo

Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Harry Ehrlich, San Diego LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner

Jerry Gladbach, Los Angeles LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Lou Ann Texeira, Contra Costa

LAFCo Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Kate Sibley, Contra Costa LAFCo

Project of the Year

Plan for Agricultural Preservation, Stanislaus LAFCo

Government Leadership Award

Orange County LAFCo Community Islands Taskforce,
Orange LAFCo

Legislators of the Year Award

Senators Bill Emmerson and Richard Roth

Lifetime Achievement Award

H. Peter Faye, Yolo LAFCo; Henry Pellissier, Los Angeles
LAFCo; Carl Leverenz, Butte LAFCo; Susan Vicklund-Wilson,
Santa Clara LAFCo.

2012
Mike Gotch Courage & Innovation in
Local Government Leadership Award

Bill Chiat, CALAFCO Executive Director

Distinguished Service Award

Marty McClelland, Commissioner, Humboldt LAFCo

Most Effective Commission

Sonoma LAFCo

Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Stephen A. Souza, Commissioner, Yolo LAFCo and
CALAFCO Board of Directors

Outstanding Commissioner

Sherwood Darington, Monterey

LAFCo Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Carole Cooper, Sonoma LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Gwenna MacDonald, Lassen LAFCo

Project of the Year

Countywide Service Review & SOI Update, Santa Clara
LAFCo

Government Leadership Award

North Orange County Coalition of Cities, Orange LAFCo

Lifetime Achievement Award

P. Scott Browne, Legal Counsel LAFCos

2018 Achievement Award Nominations
2011
Mike Gotch Courage & Innovation in
Local Government Leadership Award

Martin Tuttle, Deputy Director for Planning, Caltrans
Mike McKeever, Executive Director, SACOG

Distinguished Service Award

Carl Leverenz, Commissioner and Chair, Butte

LAFCo Most Effective Commission

San Bernardino LAFCo

Outstanding CALAFCO Member
Outstanding Commissioner

Keene Simonds, Executive Officer, Napa LAFCo
Louis R. Calcagno, Monterey LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

June Savala, Deputy Executive Officer, Los Angeles LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Debbie Shubert, Ventura LAFCo

Project of the Year

Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Definitions Revision
Bob Braitman, Scott Browne, Clark Alsop, Carole Cooper,
and George Spiliotis

Government Leadership Award

Contra Costa Sanitary District
Elsinore Water District and Elsinore Valley Municipal Water
District

2010
Mike Gotch Courage & Innovation in
Local Government Leadership Award

Helen Thompson, Commissioner, Yolo LAFCo

Distinguished Service Award

Kathleen Rollings-McDonald, Executive Officer, San
Bernardino LAFCo
Bob Braitman, Executive Officer, Santa Barbara LAFCo

Most Effective Commission

Tulare LAFCo

Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Roger Anderson, Ph.D., CALAFCO Chair, Santa Cruz LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner

George Lange, Ventura LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Harry Ehrlich, Government Consultant, San Diego LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Candie Fleming, Fresno LAFCo

Project of the Year

Butte LAFCo
Sewer Commission - Oroville Region Municipal Service
Review

Government Leadership Award

Nipomo Community Services District and the County of San
Luis Obispo

Special Achievement

Chris Tooker, Sacramento LAFCo and CALAFCO Board of
Directors

2009
Mike Gotch Courage & Innovation in
Local Government Leadership Award

Paul Hood, Executive Officer, San Luis Obispo LAFCo

Distinguished Service Award

William Zumwalt, Executive Officer, Kings LAFCo

Most Effective Commission

Napa LAFCo

Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Susan Vicklund Wilson, CALAFCO Vice Chair
Jerry Gladbach, CALAFCO Treasurer

Outstanding Commissioner

Larry M. Fortune, Fresno LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Pat McCormick, Santa Cruz LAFCo Executive Officer

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Emmanuel Abello, Santa Clara LAFCo

Project of the Year

Orange LAFCo Boundary Report

Government Leadership Award

Cities of Amador City, Jackson, Ione, Plymouth & Sutter
Creek; Amador County; Amador Water Agency; Pine
Grove CSD – Countywide MSR Project

Legislator of the Year Award

Assembly Member Jim Silva

2018 Achievement Award Nominations
2008
Distinguished Service Award

Peter M. Detwiler, Senate Local Government Committee
Chief Consultant

Most Effective Commission

Yuba LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner

Dennis Hansberger, San Bernardino LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Michael Ott, San Diego LAFCo Executive Officer
Martha Poyatos, San Mateo Executive Officer

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Wilda Turner, Los Angeles LAFCo

Project of the Year
Government Leadership Award

Kings LAFCo
City and Community District MSR and SOI Update
San Bernardino Board of Supervisors

Legislator of the Year Award

Assembly Member Anna M. Caballero

2007
Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Kathy Long, Board Chair, Ventura LAFCo

Distinguished Service Award

William D. Smith, San Diego Legal

Counsel Most Effective Commission

Santa Clara LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner

Gayle Uilkema, Contra Costa LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional

Joyce Crosthwaite, Orange LAFCo Executive Officer

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk

Debby Chamberlin, San Bernardino LAFCo

Project of the Year

San Bernardino LAFCo and City of Fontana
Islands Annexation Program

Government Leadership Award

City of Fontana - Islands Annexation Program

Lifetime Achievement

John T. “Jack” Knox

2006
Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Everett Millais, CALAFCO Executive Officer and Executive
Officer of Ventura LAFCo

Distinguished Service Award

Clark Alsop, CALAFCO Legal Counsel

Most Effective Commission Award

Alameda LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner Award

Ted Grandsen, Ventura LAFCo
Chris Tooker, Sacramento LAFCo
Larry Calemine, Los Angeles LAFCo Executive Officer

Outstanding LAFCo Professional Award
Outstanding LAFCo Clerk Award

Janice Bryson, San Diego LAFCo
Marilyn Flemmer, Sacramento LAFCo

Project of the Year Award

Sacramento Municipal Utility District Sphere of Influence
Amendment and Annexation; Sacramento LAFCo
Cities of Porterville, Tulare, and Visalia and Tulare LAFCo
Island Annexation Program

Outstanding Government Leadership Award
Legislator of the Year Award

Senator Christine Kehoe

2018 Achievement Award Nominations
2005
Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Peter Herzog, CALAFCO Board, Orange LAFCo

Distinguished Service Award

Elizabeth Castro Kemper, Yolo LAFCo

Most Effective Commission Award

Ventura LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner Award

Art Aseltine, Yuba LAFCo
Henri Pellissier, Los Angeles LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional Award

Bruce Baracco, San Joaquin LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk Award

Danielle Ball, Orange LAFCo

Project of the Year Award

San Diego LAFCo
MSR of Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services

Outstanding Government Leadership Award

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)

2004
Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Scott Harvey, CALAFCO Executive Director

Distinguished Service Award

Julie Howard, Shasta LAFCo

Most Effective Commission Award

San Diego LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner Award

Edith Johnsen, Monterey LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional Award

David Kindig, Santa Cruz LAFCo

Project of the Year Award

San Luis Obispo LAFCo
Nipomo CSD SOI Update, MSR, and EIR

2003
Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Michael P. Ryan, CALAFCO Board Member

Distinguished Service Award

Henri F. Pellissier, Los Angeles LAFCo

Most Effective Commission Award

San Luis Obispo LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner Award

Bob Salazar, El Dorado LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional Award

Shirley Anderson, San Diego LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk Award

Lori Fleck, Siskiyou LAFCo

Project of the Year Award

Napa LAFCo
Comprehensive Water Service Study
James M. Roddy

Special Achievement Award
2002
Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Ken Lee, CALAFCo Legislative Committee Chair

Most Effective Commission Award

San Diego LAFCo Outstanding

Commissioner Award

Ed Snively, Imperial LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional Award

Paul Hood, San Luis Obispo LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk Award

Danielle Ball, Orange LAFCo

Project of the Year Award

San Luis Obispo LAFCo

Outstanding Government Leadership Award

Napa LAFCo, Napa County Farm Bureau, Napa Valley
Vintners Association, Napa Valley Housing Authority, Napa
County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, Napa County
Counsel Office, and Assembly Member Patricia Wiggins

2018 Achievement Award Nominations
2001
Outstanding CALAFCO Member

SR Jones, CALAFCO Executive Officer

Distinguished Service Award
Outstanding Commissioner Award

David Martin, Tax Area Services Section, State Board of
Equalization
H. Peter Faye, Yolo LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional Award

Ingrid Hansen, San Diego LAFCo

Project of the Year Award

Santa Barbara LAFCo

Outstanding Government Leadership Award

Alameda County Board of Supervisors, Livermore City
Council, Pleasanton City Council

Legislator of the Year Award

Senator Jack O’Connell

2000
Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Ron Wootton, CALAFCO Board Chair

Distinguished Service Award

Ben Williams, Commission on Local Governance for the
21st Century

Most Effective Commission Award

Yolo LAFCo

Outstanding Commissioner

Rich Gordon, San Mateo LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Professional Award

Annamaria Perrella, Contra Costa LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk Award

Susan Stahmann, El Dorado LAFCo

Project of the Year Award

San Diego LAFCo

Legislator of the Year Award

Robert Hertzberg, Assembly Member

1999
Distinguished Service Award

Marilyn Ann Flemmer-Rodgers, Sacramento LAFCo

Most Effective Commission Award

Orange LAFCo

Outstanding Executive Officer Award

Don Graff, Alameda LAFCo

Outstanding LAFCo Clerk Award

Dory Adams, Marin LAFCo

Most Creative Solution to a MultiJurisdictional Problem

San Diego LAFCo

Outstanding Government Leadership Award

Assembly Member John Longville

Legislator of the Year Award

Assembly Member Robert Hertzberg

1998
Outstanding CALAFCO Member

Dana Smith, Orange LAFCo

Distinguished Service Award

Marvin Panter, Fresno LAFCo

Most Effective Commission Award

San Diego LAFCo

Outstanding Executive Officer Award

George Spiliotis, Riverside LAFCo

Outstanding Staff Analysis

Joe Convery, San Diego LAFCo
Joyce Crosthwaite, Orange LAFCo

Outstanding Government Leadership Award

Santa Clara County Planning Department

1997
Most Effective Commission Award

Orange LAFCo

Outstanding Executive Officer Award

George Finney, Tulare LAFCo

Outstanding Staff Analysis

Annamaria Perrella, Contra Costa LAFCo

Outstanding Government Leadership Award

South County Issues Discussion Group

Most Creative Solution to a MultiJurisdictional Problem

Alameda LAFCo and Contra Costa LAFCo

Legislator of the Year Award

Assembly Member Tom Torlakson

2018 Achievement Award Nominations

Please join us for the
CALAFCO Annual Conference
October 3 – 5, 2018
Yosemite, California

Item 6A
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT
JUNE 27, 2018

TO:

LAFCO Commissioners

FROM:

Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer

SUBJECT:

MSR NO. 2018-02, SOI UPDATE 2018-03: MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW AND
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE FOR ROCK CREEK WATER 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 2013 for the Rock
Creek Water District. The District provides irrigation water to agricultural lands located on the
northeastern portion of the County and also operates a small hydroelectric power generation
facility.
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. LAFCO Staff sent the District requests for information, researched District
reports and reviewed the District’s most recent audits and financial statements. Once this data
was collected, a revised Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update document was
completed.
Minor changes have been made to the document. The proposed Municipal Service Review and
Sphere of Influence Update are 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 at this time.
The District currently has adequate capacity to provide the necessary irrigation services to
customers within its existing service area. The District delivers agricultural irrigation water to its
customers via the Salt Spring Valley Reservoir, which is located due east of the town of Milton, in
Calaveras County.
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
After consideration of this report and any testimony or additional materials that are submitted, the
Commission should consider choosing one of the following options:
Option 1:

APPROVE the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the
Rock Creek Water 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 Rock Creek Water District.
Therefore, Staff recommends that the Commission adopt Resolution No. 2018-11 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 Regulation §15061(b)(3);
2. Makes determinations related to the Municipal Service Review, as required by Government
Code Section 56430; and,
3. Determines that the Sphere of Influence for the Rock Creek Water District should be
affirmed as it currently exists.
Attachments:
Exhibit 1 - Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the Rock Creek Water District
Exhibit 2 - Resolution No. 2018-11

EXHIBIT 1
Draft Municipal Service Review &
Sphere of Influence Update Rock Creek Water District

This page intentionally left blank.

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW AND
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE FOR THE

ROCK CREEK WATER DISTRICT
Prepared By:
Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission
1010 Tenth Street, Third Floor
Modesto, CA 95354
Phone: (209) 525-7660
Adopted: TBD
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LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

COMMISSIONERS
William Berryhill, Public Member
Amy Bublak, City Member
Tom Dunlop, City Member
Jim DeMartini, County Member
Terry Withrow, County Member
Michael Van Winkle, Alternate City Member
Brad Hawn, Alternate Public Member
Vito Chiesa, Alternate County Member

STAFF
Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer
Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer
Jennifer Goss, Commission Clerk
Rob Taro, Commission Counsel
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Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update
For the Rock Creek Water 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 a municipal service review 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...” MSRs must
have written determinations that address the following factors in order to update a Sphere of
Influence. These factors were recently amended to include identification of disadvantaged
unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the sphere of influence of an agency.
Municipal 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, 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 municipal service review. This MSR will analyze
the existing and future services for the Rock Creek Water District. The MSR will also provide a
basis for the District and LAFCO to evaluate, and if appropriate, make changes to the District’s
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 municipal
service reviews and sphere of influence updates concurrently to ensure efficient use of
resources. For rural special districts, such as the Rock Creek Water District, which do not have
the typical municipal-level services to review, this document will be used to determine what type
of services the district is expected to provide and the extent to which it is actually able to do so.
For this special district, the sphere will delineate its service capability and expansion capacity, if
applicable.
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Service Review – Rock Creek Water District
Authority
The District was organized under the California Water Code, Division 13, §34000 – 38501
(also known as the “Water District Act”). In addition, the Rock Creek Water District is
considered a “landowner voter district”, as board members are elected by landowners within the
District’s boundaries.
Background
No resource is more vital to California than water. From the agricultural areas, urban centers,
industrial plants, to open space and recreational areas, the distribution of water has been critical
to all land uses.
In California, there are hundreds of special water districts with a great diversity of purposes,
governance structures, and financing mechanisms. Some districts are responsible for one type
of specific duty, as in the case of the water district reviewed in this report, while other districts
provide a wide range of public services.
Purpose
Water Districts that are formed pursuant to the Water District Act may be formed for purposes
such as: to produce, store and distribute water for irrigation, domestic, industrial and municipal
uses; to drain and reclaim lands; to collect, treat and dispose of sewage, waste and storm
water; to generate hydroelectric power; to allocate water to crops and acreage; and, for districts
that adopt a groundwater management plan, to protect groundwater from contamination.
Governance
A five member Board of Directors who are elected by landowners within the District boundaries,
governs the District. Meetings are held on the third Tuesday of each month at 6:00 p.m. at the
residence of Roma Orvis, located at 9601 E. Highway 4.
Formation
The Rock Creek Water District was formed on April 2, 1941.
Location and Size
The District encompasses approximately 1,844 acres, located in the rolling foothills at the base
of the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range, in northeastern Stanislaus County, north of Highway 4.
In 1949, the District annexed the Salt Spring Valley Reservoir, located in Calaveras County and
all of its ditches.
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Sphere of Influence
The Rock Creek Water District’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) was originally adopted by the
Commission in 1985. The most recent update, which proposed no changes to the District’s
SOI, was adopted in 2013. The current update serves to reaffirm the District’s SOI, consistent
with Government Code Section 56425. The District’s Sphere of Influence is coterminous with its
current boundaries.
Personnel
The District employs one part-time person, who operates the hydroelectric power generation
facility during irrigation season. The District contracts out for legal, engineering and
bookkeeping services.
Classification of Services
As part of the original MSR completed for the District, the District provided a listing of the
services provided within their boundaries. The District is authorized to provide the functions or
classes of services as identified in this report. Due to recent changes in the Cortese-KnoxHertzberg Act, the District would have to seek LAFCO approval to exercise other latent powers
not currently provided.
Services
The District delivers agricultural irrigation water to its customers via the Salt Spring Valley
Reservoir, which is located due east of the town of Milton, in Calaveras County. The District
annexed the reservoir in 1949, which included all of the ditches/pipelines. In addition, the
District also sells irrigation water to one customer outside its Sphere of Influence. This
agreement was part of an original pumping rights contract from the 1940s. The District also
owns and operates a small hydroelectric power generation facility located at one of the main
irrigation ditches. The District is authorized by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to
sell power generated by this facility (up to 650 kw hours) to Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E).
The District is part of a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) consisting of three regional
partners, the Calaveras County Water District, Stanislaus County and Rock Creek Water
District. The partnership was formed as required by the Sustainable Groundwater Management
Act (SGMA) which requires local agencies with managing sustainable groundwater.
Support Agencies
The District maintains positive collaborative relationships with other agencies, including: Pacific
Gas and Electric (PG&E), California Department of Water Resources, Federal Energy
Commission, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, Calaveras County Water District and Stanislaus
County.
Funding Sources
The District receives assessments and fees for providing agricultural water to its customers.
The District also receives a large portion of its revenue from the sale of hydro-electrical power to
PG&E. Revenues are also received from lease of the resort area near the Salt Spring Valley
Reservoir.

MSR & SOI Update – Rock Creek Water District

Page 4

Service Review Categories & Determinations
The following provides determinations related to the seven factors required by Section 56430 for
a Municipal Service Review for the Rock Creek Water District:
1. Growth and Population Projections for the Affected Area
The District serves a rural area, in the northeastern portion of Stanislaus County, north of
Highway 4, in the Rock Creek area. The area is designated as Agriculture on the County’s
General Plan and does not expect any significant population growth. The District currently
serves four retail customers with irrigation water for agricultural purposes. Under a water
rights agreement dating back to the 1940s, the District also serves one customer outside its
boundaries (Groves Ranch).
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 Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities
(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,
Including Infrastructure Needs or Deficiencies Related to Sewers, Municipal Water
and Industrial Water, and Structural Fire Protection in Any Disadvantaged,
Unincorporated Communities Within or Contiguous to the Sphere of Influence
At the present time, the District has both the ability and the capacity to serve its service area
and has no unmet infrastructure needs or deficiencies. There are no known DUCs within or
contiguous to the District’s sphere of influence. Additional services, such as sewer,
domestic water and structural fire protection, are provided through other special districts or
by way of private systems.
4. Financial Ability of Agencies to Provide Services
Currently, the District appears to have the necessary financial resources to fund adequate
levels of irrigation service within the District’s boundaries. There is no overlapping or
duplication of services within the District boundaries. The District maintains its rate schedule
to charge the minimum fees as possible.
5. Status of, and Opportunities for, Shared Facilities
At this time, the District does not share any facilities with other districts or agencies.
6. Accountability for Community Service Needs, Including Governmental Structure and
Operational Efficiencies
It is reasonable to conclude that the District can adequately serve the area under its
jurisdiction. A five member Board of Directors, elected by the landowners, governs the
District. The Board conforms to the provisions of the Brown Act requiring open meetings.
The District has a small, yet adequate staff to provide the necessary services to its
customers.
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7. Any other Matter Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery, as Required by
Commission Policy
None.
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Sphere of Influence Update
In determining a 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 that they are relevant to the agency.
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.
The following determinations are made consistent with Government Code Section 56425 and
local Commission policy for the Rock Creek Water District.

Sphere of Influence Determinations
1. Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area, Including Agricultural and Open-Space
Lands
The Rock Creek Water District’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) includes approximately 1,844
acres and is coterminous with the District’s boundaries. Territory within the District
boundaries consists of agricultural and rural land use areas. These uses are not expected
to change. In addition, the District does not have the authority to make land use decisions.
The responsibility for land use decisions within the District boundaries is retained by the
County.
2. Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area
The District’s present and probable need for facilities and services in the area is not
expected to change, as the District’s landowners are dependent on the irrigation water they
receive.
3. Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services That the
Agency Provides or is Authorized to Provide
The District currently has adequate capacity to provide irrigation water to areas within its
existing sphere of influence.
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4. The Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest in the Area if the
Commission Determines That They are Relevant to the Agency
There are no communities of interest within the District boundaries or Sphere of Influence.
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:

ROCK CREEK WATER DISTRICT

Location:

Majority of District located in the northeastern portion of Stanislaus
County, north of Highway 4, in the Rock Creek area.

Service Area:

Approximately 1,844 acres

Population*:

25 (estimate)

Land Use:

Agricultural

Date of Formation:

April 2, 1941

Enabling Act:

California Water Code, Division 13, Section 34000 et. seq. (Water District
Act)

Governing Body:

5 Member Board of Directors, elected by landowners within District
boundaries

Administration:

One part-time employee; the District also contracts out for engineering,
legal and bookkeeping services

District Services:

Provision of irrigation water to agricultural lands and District-supplied
electrical services via its own hydroelectric power generation facility

Budget:

Revenues:
Expenses:

Revenue Sources:

Sale of Water and Hydro-Electrical Power

$49,342 (Based on 2015 Audit)
$80,046 (Based on 2015 Audit)

*Source: Population estimated utilizing Census 2010 data, 2010 aerial imagery, and the Stanislaus County ratio of
3.07 persons per household.
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MAP 2: ROCK CREEK WATER DISTRICT
BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE

EXHIBIT 2
Draft LAFCO Resolution 2018-11
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STANISLAUS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION

DATE: June 27, 2018
SUBJECT:

NO. 2018-11

Municipal Service Review No. 2018-02 and Sphere of influence Update No 201803: Rock Creek Water District

On the motion of Commissioner __________, seconded by Commissioner __________, and
approved by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Ineligible:

Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED:
WHEREAS, a 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 Rock Creek Water 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 June 27, 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 Section 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 Rock Creek Water District and the determinations contained
therein;
WHEREAS, the Rock Creek Water District was established to provide irrigation water services
within its boundaries;
WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 56425(h), the range of services provided by
the Rock Creek Water 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.

RESOLUTION 2018-11
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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 Section 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines.
2. Approves the Service Review prepared in compliance with State law for the review and
update of the Rock Creek Water 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 Rock Creek Water
District should be affirmed as it currently exists, as more specifically described on the map
contained within the Service Review document.
5. Directs the Executive Officer to circulate this resolution depicting the adopted Sphere of
Influence Update to all affected agencies, including the Rock Creek Water District.

ATTEST: ______________________________
Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer

Item 7A
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT
JUNE 27, 2018

TO:

LAFCO Commissioners

FROM:

Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer

SUBJECT:

LAFCO APPLICATION NO. 2017-03 & SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
MODIFICATION NO. 2017-07 – DIVISION 1 NORTH AREA CHANGE OF
ORGANIZATION TO THE OAKDALE RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
(Continued from April 25, 2018)
___________________________________________________________________________
BACKGROUND
On April 25, 2018, the Commission held a public hearing regarding the Oakdale Rural Fire
Protection District’s request to expand its sphere of influence and annex the northern area of the
County, known as the Division 1 North
Area.
The District has historically
responded to the Division 1 North Area,
but because the area is located outside
of the District, the District has not
received operational revenues (in the
form of its special tax).
At the
Commission’s April hearing, there were
three letters submitted in opposition to
the proposal and two individuals
speaking during the public hearing who
were also in opposition.
Following
consideration of the staff report and
testimony from interested parties, the
Commission voted to continue the item,
in order to allow for additional outreach
by the District to property owners and
registered voters in the area.
DISCUSSION
Following the April 25, 2018 public hearing, LAFCO Staff received a letter dated May 25, 2018
from William D. Ross, attorney for the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District, attached as Exhibit
A. The letter summarizes the District’s efforts leading up to the Commission’s April hearing. It
also summarizes and responds to comments made at the hearing. The letter requests that the
Commission proceed with its consideration of the item and also states:
If the Annexation does not proceed, the District confirms that it will no longer respond
to the Division 1 North Area after October 31, 2018. In this time of limited public
safety resources, it should be recognized that the other taxpayers of the Oakdale
Fire Protection District cannot be expected to subsidize the continued gratuitous
service to the Division 1 North Area.
Second Outreach Meeting
As recommended by the Commission, the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District hosted an
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additional outreach meeting on May 30, 2018 at the Valley Home Fire Station. Representatives
from the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District, Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District,
CalFire, and LAFCO Staff were in attendance to answer questions. LAFCO Staff provided a
brief overview of the role of LAFCO and the annexation process. Staff also informed attendees
about their opportunity to comment and the potential for a protest hearing, should the
Commission approve the proposal. Representatives from the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection
District discussed their reasons for wanting to annex the area.
About a dozen property owners and residents of the area were in attendance at the outreach
meeting. The majority were opposed to the annexation proposal. Comments and concerns
from the property owners and residents included:
•

Services are already being sufficiently provided by CalFire and/or Farmington Fire
District.

•

Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District’s response time is too slow.

•

Some property owners within the Division 1 North Area suppress fires on their property
themselves or with the help of their neighbors.

•

A number of traffic accidents occur in the area and property owners believe that they
should not be responsible for funding emergency response to these incidents.

•

Property owners already pay too many taxes.

•

No increase in fire protection service would occur as a result of property owners paying
the special tax.

Only one individual at the meeting was interested in annexing his property into the District and
had questions for Staff regarding the process should the entire area not be approved as
proposed by the District.
Incident Data for the Valley Home Fire Station Response Area
A question was raised at the Commission’s April hearing regarding how many incidents were
coming from Woodward Reservoir as compared to the remainder of the Division 1 North Area.
The District provided a handout detailing the number of incidents in the Valley Home Fire
Station response area from 2015-2017 (Exhibit B). The data is divided into number of
responses to the Division 1 North Area and to the Woodward Reservoir. On average, the Valley
Home Fire Station’s response area has 16% of its total incidents come from the Division 1 North
Area and about 21% from Woodward Reservoir.
Comment Letters Received
Staff has received several emails and phone calls from property owners and registered voters
within the proposed annexation area. With the exception of the one individual at the outreach
meeting, all have been in opposition to the proposal. Comment letters received as of June 19,
2018 are attached as Exhibit C of this report.
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Annexation and Protest Process
If the Commission approves the annexation proposal, the annexation will be subject to a protest
hearing. During the protest hearing, property owners and registered voters within the affected
area would then have an opportunity to protest the annexation. (Those in support of the
annexation are not required to take any action.) Depending on the number of protests received,
the annexation would either be upheld, trigger an election, or be terminated.
Staff prepared a flow chart that gives a summary of the annexation process, the protest
thresholds, and shows the different routes leading to approval or termination of the annexation
(attached as Exhibit D). This chart was also mailed to property owners and registered voters in
the area for their information along with the notice of public hearing.
If the Commission denies the annexation proposal, proceedings are terminated and no protest
hearing will be held. There is a one-year restriction on any substantially similar application
returning to LAFCO. However, the District could return to LAFCO with a new application for a
reduced area for the Commission’s consideration.
ALTERNATIVES FOR COMMISSION ACTION
Following consideration of this report and any testimony or additional materials that are
submitted at the public hearing for this proposal, the Commission may take one of the following
actions:
Option 1

APPROVE the proposal, as submitted by the applicant.

Option 2

DENY the proposal.

Option 3

CONTINUE this proposal to a future meeting for additional information.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Commission policies encourage logical boundaries for service providers. Inclusion within a
special district provides an opportunity for residents to have representation on the board of the
district and improve district accountability. Annexation of the Division 1 North Area has long
been a goal of the District, in order to match its service area with its boundaries and apply the
District’s special tax accordingly. LAFCO Staff’s recommendation at the preparation of the April
25th report was for approval of the proposal.
Since that time, the Commission has received numerous letters and calls from property owners
and registered voters who are in opposition to the proposal. Should the Commission approve
the proposal, these property owners and registered voters could participate in the protest
hearing process, which may trigger an election. If an election is triggered, the registered voters
would have the final determination whether the annexation is upheld or terminated.
Based on discussion in this staff report, including the factors set forth in Government Code
Section 56668 and 56425, and following any testimony or evidence presented at the meeting,
Staff recommends the following actions are recommended should the Commission approve or
deny the proposal:
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Option 1 - Approval
Should the Commission approve the proposal as submitted by the District, it is recommended
that the Commission adopt Resolution No. 2018-05 (Option 1 – Approval), attached as Exhibit
E, which:
1. Certifies that the project is statutorily exempt under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) pursuant to Sections 15320 and 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines.
2. Finds the proposal to be consistent with State law and the Commission’s adopted
Policies and Procedures.
3. Determines that in accordance with Government Code Sections 56886(t) and 57330, the
annexation area will be subject to all previously authorized charges, fees, assessments,
and taxes of the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District.
4. Determines the effective date of the annexation shall be the date of recordation of the
Certificate of Completion.
5. Directs the Executive Officer to initiate Protest Proceedings.
Option 2 - Denial
Commission policy requires that LAFCO state the reason when denying a Sphere of Influence
proposal. Therefore, should the Commission deny the proposal, Staff requests that the motion
include the Commission’s reason for denial along with adoption of Resolution No 2018-05
reflecting Option 2 – Denial (Exhibit E).

Attachments:
Exhibit A:
Exhibit B:
Exhibit C:
Exhibit D:
Exhibit E:

Letter dated May 25, 2018 from William D. Ross, attorney for Oakdale Rural Fire
Protection District
Valley Home Fire Station Response Area Incident Data 2015-2017
Correspondence Received as of June 19, 2018
Guide to the LAFCO Annexation & Protest Process
Draft LAFCO Resolutions No. 2018-05 Option 1 – Approval and Option 2 – Denial

Provided Under Separate Cover: April 25, 2018 LAFCO Staff Report
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EXHIBIT A
Letter dated May 25, 2018 from
William D. Ross, attorney for
Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District
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William D. Ross
Karin A. Briggs
David Schwarz

Law Offices of

William D. Ross

Kypros G. Hostetter
Of Counsel

400 Lambert Avenue
Palo Alto, California 94306
Telephone: (650) 843-8080
Facsimile: (650) 843-8093

Los Angeles Office:
P.O. Box 25532
Los Angeles, CA 90025

File No: 371/3

May 25, 2018
VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION
lafco@stancounty.com
gossj@stancounty.com
The Honorable Terry Withrow, Chair
and Members of the Stanislaus County
Local Agency Formation Commission
1010th Street, 3rd Floor
Modesto, CA 95354
Re:

LAFCO App. No. 2017-03 & SOI Modification No. 2017-07 Division 1 North
Area Change of Organization to Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District

Dear Chair Withrow and Members of the Stanislaus County Local Agency Formation
Commission:
This communication responds on behalf of the Oakdale Fire Protection District
(“District”) to issues raised at the April 25, 2018 Stanislaus Local Agency Formation
Commission (“LAFCO”) public hearing concerning the above-entitled Sphere of Influence
(“SOI”) Amendment and Change of Organization ( collectively, the “Annexation”) regarding
the area referred to as, “Division 1 North.” At that meeting, Messrs. Don Harper, and Tom
Orviz, offered comments in opposition to the proposed Annexation. As a result of that
testimony, LAFCO continued the matter to a date uncertain in order for the District to consider
further communications with Messrs. Harper and Orviz, and potentially with members of the
public with respect to the issues raised at your meeting.
A Community Information Meeting was held at the Valley Home District Station on
April 4, 2018 concerning the Annexation. Among individuals in attendance was the Honorable
Kristin Olsen, Supervisor for the District and the Division 1 North Area and Mr. Javier
Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer for LAFCO. Also present at the meeting was Ms.
Cathy Dominico of Capital Public Finance Group from Sacramento who prepared a detailed
PowerPoint presentation (attached as Exhibit "A”) which set forth the specific financing, and
reasons, for the Annexation of the Division 1 North Area by the District. As the PowerPoint
reflects, specific issues of allocation of costs and necessity for continuation of the service to
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provide emergency medical services to the Annexation area were addressed. At least four
members of the public attended the Community Information Meeting after extensive notice
was given by the District.
Individuals present were continually asked if they had any questions regarding the
presentation or any aspect of the proposed Annexation. All questions asked were responded
to with an indication by two of the individuals present that they would have to discuss the
matter with their relatives.
At your LAFCO hearing Mr. Harper indicated that he was a landowner on State
Highway 4 and that the highest number of District responses were associated with automobile
accidents on Highway 4 for non-residents or “people passing through.” He stated that a
primary question he had concerning the Annexation was whether either the Valley Home
Station or the Knights Ferry Station, which he indicated are half-staffed, would be opened after
the Annexation. He also indicated that mutual aid for the area from Farmington (a reference
to a fire protection district in San Joaquin County) or Copperopolis (a like reference to a fire
district in Calaveras County) would be more appropriate. He also maintained that Cal Fire
would respond to the area as they are in the SRA and that Oakdale should consider charging
for applicable medical responses. He offered that more than once CalFire, even though it only
defended wildland, had protected structures in the area and that the protection included air
support and suppression. He asked that his statement be recorded as a “no” to the proposed
Annexation.
Mr. Tom Orviz stated that he and his family are longtime landowners in the area, which
is characterized as “no-man’s-land” rather than “Division 1 North,” and that he agreed with all
the issues and comments made by Mr. Harper. He stated that CalFire continually provided
fire protection and that the area has always taken care of itself.
The District Board is not confused as to whether there should be an Annexation, as was
suggested more than once during the LAFCO hearing.
District Board Director Vincent Victorine appeared and indicated that the Annexation
was being pursued out of fairness to the existing taxpayers of the District and that some of the
criticisms of the Mr. Harper and Mr. Orviz were acknowledged but that an extensive
Community Information Meeting concerning the matter had been accomplished. He raised
the issue that service could no longer be provided on a no cost basis and requested that LAFCO
make a determination on whether the Annexation should be continued.
In addition to the remarks of Director Victorine, it is respectfully noted that there needs
to be a provision for the adequate funding of EMS for the affected territory. If it is not provided
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The Honorable Terry Withrow, Chair
and Members of the Stanislaus County
Local Agency Formation Commission
May 25, 2018
Page 3
by the District, then it has to be provided by some entity – a decision of the County EMS
Authority. Another point of clarification, there can be no mutual aid agreements for the
Annexation area because the area is not served by a fire agency such as the District. The
County cannot execute mutual aid agreements as it is not authorized to provide fire services to
the area. In other words, the comments about mutual aid covering the area are not accurate.
Whatever service was provided was done so gratuitously as there is no legal entity in the
County that could provide mutual aid to the providing agencies.
It is also respectfully noted that the SRA fire protection fees levied by the State of
California in the area have been eliminated with a series of bills from the Legislature dealing
with global warming.
Please be advised the District has noticed a further Community Information Meeting
for Wednesday, May 30, 2018 at 6:00 p.m. at the Valley Home Station. Having scheduled this
further informational meeting, the District requests that LAFCO notice its continued
consideration of the Division 1 North Annexation at the scheduled LAFCO meeting of June
27, 2018.
If the Annexation does not proceed, the District confirms that it will no longer respond
to the Division 1 North Area after October 31, 2018. In this time of limited public safety
resources, it should be recognized that the other taxpayers of the Oakdale Fire Protection
District cannot be expected to subsidize the continued gratuitous service to the Division 1
North Area.
Thank you for your review of this matter.

Very truly yours,

William D. Ross
WDR:bk
cc:

Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer
Stanislaus County LAFCO
pinheys@stancounty.com
Ray Martin, Chair
and Members of the District Board
Oakdale Fire Protection District
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Oakdale Fire Protection District
Community Meeting on Proposed
Annexation of Division 1 North Area
April 4, 2018
1

Oakdale FPD
Background Information
• Established in 1945
• Provides:
– fire suppression, emergency medical response, rescue
services, hazardous materials response and response to
any other request for service

• Service provided through contract with Stanislaus
Consolidated FPD
2

11

Service Area
• Approx. 225
square miles
• Includes
unincorporated
communities
surrounding
Oakdale, Knights
Ferry & Valley
Home

Area of
Proposed
Annexation

Current
Service Area

3

Division 1 North Area
• Approx. 58,000 acres in the northeastern “triangle” of
Stanislaus County
• Not part of any organized fire protection district
• The District has been responding to calls from the area
due to its proximity to the District’s service area
– No funding received from property owners in this area

4

12

Proposed Annexation
• In order for the District to continue to provide service to
the Division 1 North area, a territory annexation
application has been submitted to Stanislaus County
LAFCO
– Tax Sharing Agreement with Stanislaus County if the
annexation is approved
– Existing Special Tax would apply to annexed territory
– The District would receive approximately $40,000 per year
of additional funding through the annexation
5

Current Special
Tax Rates

6

13

Process for Annexation
D Submit Annexation Application to LAFCO

D Execute Tax Sharing Agreement with Stanislaus County


 LAFCO Protest Proceeding on Proposed Annexation (protests
must be submitted by May 23, 2018)
 Election (if protest threshold requires)

7

Comments &
Questions
Please submit comment card to Clerk of the
Board
County Supervisor Olsen, Fire District Board, Stanislaus
Consolidated Staff and Annexation Consultant available
to answer questions
Moderator will call on those with a comment/question and
direct the question to the appropriate individual for response
8
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EXHIBIT B
Valley Home Fire Station Response
Area Incident Data 2015-2017
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EXHIBIT C
Correspondence Received as of
June 19, 2018
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division 1 north change of organization to Oakdale Rural Fire Protection
District
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Sharon Hertlein <kingfisherslh@hotmail.com>
"lafco@stancounty.com" <lafco@stancounty.com>
4/19/2018 12:39 PM
division 1 north change of organization to Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District

To Lafco,
This letter is in regards to the proposed expansion and annexation of the division 1North area of
Stanislaus county by Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District.
We are Kurt and Sharon Hertlein and we live in this area at 19001 Milton Rd. We would like to go
on record as opposing this proposed annexation. We are presently covered by
Cal Fire and they have done an excellent job protecting the acreage and dwellings in this area. Our
fire fees go to them and they do an excellent job. I see no need to allow another fire district into
this area.
The area out here mainly consists of larger acreages and is increasingly going into orchards. The
increase of orchards in the area will actually reduce the chance of fire incidents due to the weed
control that orchardists do. There are also a relatively low number of dwellings out here and we
have been well protected by Cal Fire. When we have had an incident, Cal Fire has been very quick
to arrive on scene, also providing aerial support. Farmington Volunteer Fire Department has also
been willing and very able to assist this county with their support. And other fire support has
always shown up as well.
We are perfectly happy with the present fire protection and see no need for another department
to try and take over this area. We are opposed to this annexation attempt.
Thank you.
Kurt and Sharon Hertlein
19001 Milton Rd.
Farmington, Ca 95230
Stanislaus county resident
209-872-0401
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Lafco Application No. 2017-03
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

wendy mcclendon <wendellya13@gmail.com>
<lafco@stancounty.com>
4/23/2018 1:27 PM
Lafco Application No. 2017-03

To whom it may Concern,
I , Wendy L. McClendon, Land owner of 17700 Milton Road, Farmington, CA 95230
OPPOSE, LAFCO Application No. 2017-03 and Sphere of Influence Modification No. 2017-07 Division 1 North Area Change of Organization to Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District.
Respectfully,
Wendy McClendon
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4/23/2018

Comments
LAFCO Meeting 4-25-20182
Item 7A

Public Hearing

Division Area 1 Annex to Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District

I am a resident of the Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District which provides the fire and
emergency services under a contract with Oakdale Rural Fire District. The property owners in the
SCFPD pay a Prop 218 property assessment for fire services and it goes up each year ($269 this year for
single residential). There are also currently proposed mitigation fees (example, emergency : first
responder $261 for BLS/ALS per incident), this appears to onl apply in the district. The contract
betweem SCFD and ORFD (see exhibit )is dated 2014.
1. Pg. 31 F 2 states that the District ()ORFD? would provide protection after annexation. SCFPD
provides protection for the ORFD. It is my understanding thay are now providing the same protection
to the propsed annexation area, who is paying the costs? Who is suppose to be currently responsible
for fire and emergency calls in the propsed area. They indicate the service level will be maintained but
they did not answer the rest of the question- how?
2. Pg. 55 shows the an annual tax rate (ORFD) for residential of $165+0.03 per sq. ft.with no annual
increase. Is this what the proposed annexed area would pay? Is this fire and emergrency? The
contract between SCFPD and ORFD is dated in 2104. Will it be negotiated to include the proposed
annexation area?
3. There does not appear to be any documentation from SCFD as to their estimated costs for fire and
emergency services for the annexed area.
It appears that SCFPD fire board has not discussed this in
an agendized meeting. There should have been a public hearing to allow SCFPD property owners to be
given information on the proposed annexations and the costs for fire and emergency to Stanislaus
Consolidated for calls to the proposed annexation area.
I am asking that you do not make a decision on this item until documentation is available from
Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Proptection District.
Thank you,
Evelyn Halbert
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Jennifer Goss - Community information meeting
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Roy and Anne Orlando <rjorlando@hotmail.com>
"pinheys@stancounty.com" <pinheys@stancounty.com>
5/30/2018 8:05 PM
Community information meeting

SarahI was at the meeting in Valley Home this evening regarding the annexation of Division 1 North
Area into Oakdale Fire Protection District. I want register my wife and my opposition to the annexation.
We live on Milton Rd north of Hwy 4 and feel the response time for Oakdale Fire Dept would be too
long to try and save existing structures. We are only 10 miles from Farmington and Cal Fire responds to
issues in our area. I feel our opposition coincides the great majority of people in Division 1 North. Roy
and Anne Orlando,22957 Milton Road,Farmington
Sent from Outlook

30

file:///C:/Users/gossj.CO/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/5B0FA532STANCO_1sbtpo5...

5/31/2018

Page 1 of 1

Javier Camarena - Re: Possible expansion of Oakdale Fire Dept. territory
From:

Javier Camarena

To:

LAFCO LAFCO; Tom Orlando

Date:

6/12/2018 7:41 AM

Subject: Re: Possible expansion of Oakdale Fire Dept. territory
CC:

Anne & Roy Orlando

Thank you Mr. Orlando. We will keep a record of your response and include it in our agenda packet to the
Commission.
Javier Camarena
Assistant Executive Officer
Stanislaus LAFCO
209-525-7660
camarenaj@stancounty.com

>>> Tom Orlando <sloanorlando@gmail.com> 6/11/2018 9:11 PM >>>
Dear LAFCO,
My name is Tom Orlando and my permanent residence is 22957 Milton Rd., Farmington, Ca 95230 in Stanislaus
County. I am NOT in favor of the Oakdale Fire Department expanding their sphere of influence. We already pay
to many taxes and the thought of even more is not at all appealing. In our experience, Farmington Fire Dept and
CalFire respond quicker to the accidents on highway 4 anyways.
Thank you for considering my opinion.
Sincerely,
Tom Orlando
Sent from my iPhone
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Jennifer Goss - Oakdale Fire Dept Annexation proposal
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Roy and Anne Orlando <rjorlando@hotmail.com>
"lafco@stancounty.com" <lafco@stancounty.com>
6/12/2018 4:02 PM
Oakdale Fire Dept Annexation proposal

To Whom it may concernIt sounds like at each stage our opinions need to be recorded so for the
record once again we oppose the annexation to the Oakdale Fire dept. We are happy with the
response from Cal Fire and the Farmington Fire Dept and do not want to incur any more expense.
Roy and Anne Orlando 22977 Milton Road Farmington,CA 95230
Catherine Fahey 22949 Milton Road Farmington,CA 95230
Sent from Outlook
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Jennifer Goss - LAFCO App No-2017-03 (Protest Letter)
From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bill Roche <roche1525@gmail.com>
<lafco@stancounty.com>
6/18/2018 11:13 AM
LAFCO App No-2017-03 (Protest Letter)
LAFCO Opposition Roche 6-18-2018.pdf

LAFCO,
The attached letter is a protest letter for the annexation of our property into the Oakdale Fire District.
Thank you,
Bill Roche
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Stanley D. Roche Ranch
(10213 Sonera Rd, Oakdale)
PO Box 23497

Pleasant Hill, CA.
94523

6-18-2018

LAFCO Application No. 2017-03

This letter is intended to document our intention to protest the proposal of annexation of our
property which encompasses 2,008 acres into the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District (Parcel
numbers 001-012-008, 001-015-012,002-021-001).

The annexation will assess additional taxes and fees on our property and this will not increase
fire protection of structures on our property. Common sense dictates that any structure would
be gone in a fire long before the district personnel would even arrive. Essentially we would be
paying for nothing. We already pay taxes for fire service and we oppose this annexation.
Sincerely,

William Roche
Via E-mail and Fax
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EXHIBIT D
Guide to the LAFCO
Annexation & Protest Process
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Guide to the LAFCO Annexation & Protest Process
LAFCO Hearing
(June 27th – Comments accepted
prior to and at hearing)

LAFCO Approval

LAFCO Denial

= Your input will
be requested
during each of
these stages

30-day Reconsideration
Period (GC §56895)

Protest forms and
instructions would be sent
out end of July+, protest
period is 21+ days.

Protest Hearing
(TBD--appox. end of August;
GC §57000+)

Less than 25%
Protest

Protest Received from:
At least

= Mailed notice
will be sent out
prior to each
stage

less than

25% - 50%

Registered Voters
or
25% or More Landowners

50% or More
Registered
Voters Protest

(who also own at least 25%
assessed land value)

Election
Registered
Voters Decide

Annexation

Annexation

Terminated

Approved

Certificate of Completion filed

This chart is a general summary of provisions found in the California Government Code (GC). If you have questions
about any of the above, please contact LAFCO Staff at (209) 525-7660 or email us at lafco@stancounty.com.
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EXHIBIT E
Draft LAFCO Resolutions No. 2018-05
Option 1- Approval and Option 2- Denial
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Option 1 - Approval
STANISLAUS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION
DATE: June 27, 2018
SUBJECT:

NO. 2018-05

LAFCO Application No. 2017-03 & Sphere of Influence Modification No. 2017-07 –
Division 1 North Area Change of Organization to the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection
District

On the motion of Commissioner __________, seconded by Commissioner __________, and
approved by the following:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Ineligible:

Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED:
WHEREAS, a proposal was initiated by Resolution of Application from the Oakdale Rural Fire
Protection District; to modify the Sphere of Influence and simultaneously annex approximately
57,595 acres to the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District;
WHEREAS, there are more than 12 registered voters within the area and it is thus considered
inhabited;
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 Oakdale Rural Fire
Protection District;
WHEREAS, the purpose of the proposal is to allow the District to provide continued fire protection
services to the subject territory;
WHEREAS, proceedings for adoption and amendment of a Sphere of Influence and change of
organization are governed by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act,
Section 56000 et seq. of the Government Code;
WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56425 requires the Commission to prepare
written determinations with respect to certain factors outlined in this section;
WHEREAS, the District has established a special tax that will be applied to the subject territory and
will also receive funding pursuant to a tax sharing agreement with Stanislaus County;
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LAFCO Resolution No. 2018-05
June 27, 2018
Page 2

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;
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 meetings held on April
25, 2018 and June 27, 2018; and
WHEREAS, as required by Section 57000 of the Cortese Knox Hertzberg Act, the change of
organization is subject to protest proceedings.
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 Sections 15320 and 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 April 25, 2018, and determines that the
sphere of influence for the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District will include the territory
and be coterminous with its approved boundaries, as shown in Attachment 1.

3.

Designates the proposal as the “Division 1 North Area Change of Organization to the
Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District.”

4.

Finds the proposal to be consistent with State law and the Commission’s adopted Policies
and Procedures.

5.

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 the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District.

(d)

The effective date of the annexation shall be the date of recordation of the
Certificate of Completion.
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LAFCO Resolution No. 2018-05
June 27, 2018
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6. Directs the Executive Officer to initiate Protest Proceedings pursuant to Government Code
Section 57000 et seq.
7. Adopts the Sphere of Influence modification contingent upon completion of the annexation.

ATTEST:

__________________________
Sara Lytle-Pinhey
Executive Officer
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Option 2 - Denial
STANISLAUS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION
RESOLUTION
DATE: June 27, 2018
SUBJECT:

NO. 2018-05

LAFCO Application No. 2017-03 & Sphere of Influence Modification No. 2017-07 –
Division 1 North Area Change of Organization to the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection
District

On the motion of Commissioner __________, seconded by Commissioner __________, and
approved by the following:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Ineligible:

Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:
Commissioners:

THE FOLLOWING RESOLUTION WAS ADOPTED:
WHEREAS, a proposal was initiated by Resolution of Application from the Oakdale Rural Fire
Protection District; to modify the Sphere of Influence and simultaneously annex approximately
57,595 acres to the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District;
WHEREAS, there are more than 12 registered voters within the area and it is thus considered
inhabited;
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 purpose of the proposal was to allow the District to provide continued fire
protection services to the subject territory;
WHEREAS, proceedings for adoption and amendment of a Sphere of Influence and change of
organization are governed by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act,
Section 56000 et seq. of the Government Code;
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 meetings held on April
25, 2018 and June 27, 2018;
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission:
1.

Denies LAFCO Application No. 2017-03 & Sphere of Influence Modification No. 2017-07 –
Division 1 North Area Change of Organization to the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District.

ATTEST:

__________________________
Sara Lytle-Pinhey
Executive Officer
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Item 8A
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT
JUNE 27, 2018

TO:

LAFCO Commissioners

FROM:

Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer

SUBJECT:

RESPONSE TO THE 2017-2018 CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORTS RELATED TO
FIRE DISTRICTS

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Commission authorize the Chairperson to sign and submit a letter in
response to the 2017-2018 Civil Grand Jury Reports related to fire districts.
DISCUSSION
The Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury recently released two reports of interest to the
Commission. They are attached for the Commission’s review. Stanislaus LAFCO was listed as an
invited responder on each report. The first report focuses on the Burbank-Paradise Fire Protection
District’s Board of Directors. The second report reviewed accountability and transparency of all the
fire districts. While the focus of the report is on fire districts, the recommendations included in the
report are beneficial to all special districts.
With regard to the Burbank-Paradise Fire Protection District (BPFD), the Civil Grand Jury identified
multiple governance and Brown Act issues and made associated recommendations to remedy
these issues. The report also included the following recommendations referencing LAFCO:
R1.

LAFCO should consider dissolving BPFD or consolidating it with another
district by June 30, 2019.

R14.

Ensure LAFCO website shows the correct monthly board meeting time and
location and update when necessary by September 1, 2018.

The report reviewing all the fire districts also included the following recommendation:
R4.

Fire districts are to ensure that meeting times and locations are posted
consistently and accurately on district websites and with LAFCO.

Staff has prepared a draft response to the Civil Grand Jury (attached to the end of this packet) that
includes the following information pertaining to the above recommendations.
Dissolution or Consolidation
Dissolutions or consolidations can be initiated in three ways: by petition of property owners and/or
voters, by the resolution from the district itself or another affected city or district, or by LAFCO
when certain criteria are met. Many factors need to be considered by LAFCO prior to approval of a
dissolution or consolidation of a district. These include, but are not limited to, determining how
future services will be maintained and financed. Ultimately, the registered voters in the area would
have the final determination whether or not to support the change.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S AGENDA REPORT
JUNE 27, 2018
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LAFCO-initiated consolidations and dissolutions are rare and must be initiated as the result of a
reorganization study. This type of study would review governance options, financial options, and
service needs. Studies of this type are typically performed by a consultant and can range in cost
from $50,000-100,000, depending on the number of agencies involved and whether the study is
Countywide. Stanislaus LAFCO is currently funded by the cities and County and does not budget
for additional special district studies.
A recent report by the Little Hoover Commission recognized the issue of limited funding for these
types of studies and recommended the Legislature create a one-time grant funding opportunity for
LAFCOs. Assembly Bill 2258 is currently making its way through the Legislature and would
provide an opportunity to fund LAFCO activities that may have no other source of funding. One of
the potential uses would be to fund reorganization studies (including those for dissolutions and
consolidations). Stanislaus LAFCO recently provided a letter of support for the bill. It is unknown
at this time whether Stanislaus LAFCO would be successful in obtaining grant funding. The
process would be competitive amongst the LAFCOs throughout the State. In addition, the
Commission would need to approve a proposed use of the grant funds, which could include studies
for any of the various special districts in our County.
Dissolution or consolidation is typically the last resort for a special district when there is no other
feasible option for the district to function efficiently on its own. When districts are identified as
having managerial issues, Brown Act violations, or ethics violations, the first priority is to correct
these issues rather than eliminate the district. The Civil Grand Jury’s report for the BurbankParadise Fire Protection District contains numerous recommendations for the District that are
reasonable and achievable.
District Meeting Times/Locations
Reports adopted by LAFCO, including Municipal Service Reviews, are often a “snapshot in time”
with information being current as of the date of the report’s adoption. Profiles of all the fire districts
were included in the Commission’s Municipal Service Reviews adopted in 2007 and 2016. (Both of
these documents are available on the LAFCO website.) LAFCO Staff has added a disclaimer to the
profile pages in those documents advising readers to verify individual meeting times/locations with
the district. A link is now provided that directs readers to the most current reported contact
information and listing of board members located on the County Clerk of the Board’s website. Any
updated information provided by the districts to LAFCO will also be shared with the Clerk of the
Board to maintain consistency.
CONCLUSION
While the Commission is not required to respond to the reports, Staff recommends providing the
aforementioned discussion as LAFCO’s response to the Civil Grand Jury.
Attachments:


Draft Response Letter from Stanislaus LAFCO



2017-2018 Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury Reports
- Burbank Paradise Fire District Board of Directors: Dynasty or Democracy
(Case #18-06C)
- Independent Special Fire Districts: Relics of the Past or Resources of the Future
(Case #18-15GJ)

June 27, 2018
The Honorable Ricardo Cordova, Presiding Judge
Stanislaus County Superior Court
PO Box 3488
Modesto, CA 95353
SUBJECT: Stanislaus LAFCO’s Invited Response to 2017-2018 Stanislaus County Civil
Grand Jury Reports
Dear Judge Cordova:
The Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) is in receipt of the 2017-2018 Civil
Grand Jury reports related to the Burbank-Paradise Fire Protection District and all the fire districts
(Case #s 18-06C and 18-15GJ). On behalf of Stanislaus LAFCO, this letter provides an invited
response to the reports.
Dissolution or Consolidation
Dissolutions or consolidations can be initiated in three ways: by petition of property owners and/or
voters, by the resolution from the district itself or another affected city or district, or by LAFCO
when certain criteria are met. Many factors need to be considered by LAFCO prior to approval of a
dissolution or consolidation of a district. These include, but are not limited to, determining how
future services will be maintained and financed. Ultimately, the registered voters in the area would
have the final determination whether or not to support the change.
LAFCO-initiated consolidations and dissolutions are rare and must be initiated as the result of a
reorganization study. This type of study would review governance options, financial options, and
service needs. Studies of this type are typically performed by a consultant and can range in cost
from $50,000-100,000, depending on the number of agencies involved and whether the study is
Countywide. Stanislaus LAFCO is currently funded by the cities and County and does not budget
for additional special district studies.
A recent report by the Little Hoover Commission recognized the issue of limited funding for these
types of studies and recommended the Legislature create a one-time grant funding opportunity for
LAFCOs. Assembly Bill 2258 is currently making its way through the Legislature and would
provide an opportunity to fund LAFCO activities that may have no other source of funding. One of
the potential uses would be to fund reorganization studies (including those for dissolutions and
consolidations). Stanislaus LAFCO recently provided a letter of support for the bill. It is unknown
at this time whether Stanislaus LAFCO would be successful in obtaining grant funding. The
process would be competitive amongst the LAFCOs throughout the State. In addition, the
Commission would need to approve a proposed use of the grant funds, which could include studies
for any of the various special districts in our County.
Dissolution or consolidation is typically the last resort for a special district when there is no other
feasible option for the district to function efficiently on its own. When districts are identified as
having managerial issues, Brown Act violations, or ethics violations, the first priority is to correct
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these issues rather than eliminate the district. The Civil Grand Jury’s report for the BurbankParadise Fire Protection District contains numerous recommendations for the District that are
reasonable and achievable.
District Meeting Times/Locations
Reports adopted by LAFCO, including Municipal Service Reviews, are often a “snapshot in time”
with information being current as of the date of the report’s adoption. Profiles of all the fire districts
were included in the Commission’s Municipal Service Reviews adopted in 2007 and 2016. (Both of
these documents are available on the LAFCO website.) LAFCO Staff has added a disclaimer to the
profile pages in those documents advising readers to verify individual meeting times/locations with
the district. A link is now provided that directs readers to the most current reported contact
information and listing of board members located on the County Clerk of the Board’s website. Any
updated information provided by the districts to LAFCO will also be shared with the Clerk of the
Board to maintain consistency.
Stanislaus LAFCO appreciates the Civil Grand Jury’s invitation to respond to the reports. We are
hopeful that the districts involved in these reviews will benefit from the opportunity to improve their
governance and transparency as recommended.
Should you or the Civil Grand Jury have any questions, please contact our office at (209) 5257660.

Sincerely,

Terrance P. Withrow, Chairperson
Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission

2017-2018 Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury
Burbank-Paradise Fire District Board of Directors
Dynasty or Democracy?
Case #18-06C
SUMMARY
The Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury (SCCGJ) initiated an investigation in response to a
complaint of alleged mismanagement by the board of directors of the Burbank-Paradise Fire
District (BPFD). The allegations included violations of the Brown Act and poor financial
decisions. The investigation was expanded to determine compliance with selected articles of
state law and generally accepted governance practices.
The investigation disclosed a board of directors and an organization marked by careless review,
monitoring, and supervision practices. The Burbank-Paradise Fire District Board of Directors
(BPFD-BOD) was unable to provide any policies or procedures to deal with potential conflict of
interest. Based on the testimony of witnesses and SCCGJ observations of open public meetings,
the BPFD-BOD appears to make decisions that affect BPFD board members’ personal financial,
family, or other individual interests. Typically, government agencies develop and implement
policies and procedures to deal with potential conflict of interest in areas such as family
relationships (nepotism), business relationships, gifts, and honoraria.
Board members lacked knowledge of parliamentary procedures and failed to produce evidence of
required ethics training and financial disclosure forms. At the time of this investigation,
information vital to board meeting agendas, public meeting minutes, and financial information
was not on the BPFD website. In addition, this required information was not addressed or
available to citizens who physically attended a board meeting and/or requested it. The board
meeting notices were difficult to find. The signage and direction to the BPFD meeting room is
poorly marked and the meeting times, dates, and location were not scheduled with regularity.
The BPFD-BOD failed to provide many documents requested by the SCCGJ to complete its
investigation. Refer to Methodology and Findings sections of this report for more detail.
GLOSSARY
BPFD

Burbank-Paradise Fire District

BPFD-BOD

Burbank-Paradise Fire District Board of Directors

LAFCO

Local Agency Formation Commission

SCCGJ

Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury

SCSD

Stanislaus County Sheriff’s Department
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BACKGROUND
On July 13, 2017 the Modesto Bee reported that the chief of BPFD was dismissed following a
vote by the BPFD-BOD with one recusal from the vote. The SCCGJ received a complaint on
September 20, 2017 alleging Brown Act and financial violations by the BPFD-BOD.
BPFD, established in 1942, serves over 8,300 residents in a 2.6 square mile area and has an
annual budget of $320,000. The district has one fire station that was recently remodeled. The
majority of its calls are for emergency medical services. BPFD is served by twenty-six volunteer
firefighters, two paid firefighters, and one part-time employee.
At the time of this investigation, BPFD was served by five elected board members. Some board
members have served as long as twenty years. A change in fire management took place in July
2017.
BPFD-BOD is a political subdivision of the State of California; neither the County of Stanislaus
nor the State of California has authority over special districts once they are formed. This
independent district’s voters elect a board of directors to conduct the people’s business. The
BPFD-BOD is responsible for ensuring compliance with state laws and accepted governance
practices.

METHODOLOGY
The SCCGJ interviewed the complainant regarding a potential violation of the Brown Act by the
BPFD-BOD.
Ten other interviews were conducted.
Several board meetings were attended.
Documentation was requested as follows:


Budgets for the past five fiscal years.



Annual internal and audited financial statements for the past five years.



Credit card authority and policy for use.



Check signing authority and policy.



Board meeting agendas for the past three years.



Board meeting minutes for the past three years.



Original district bylaws governing operations since inception.
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Form 700 Statement of Economic Interests.



Proof of Ethics Training.



Financial documents for the past three fiscal years including:





Vendor invoices and all documents supporting payments made.



Attorney invoices.



Bank statements.



Correspondence.

Recent construction documents:


Plans and specifications and contract with architect.



Documents requesting bids.



Responses to requests for bids.



Construction contract.



Building permit showing final approval by government authority.



Documentation requested by certified mail.



Phone calls, visits to BPFD to obtain documents.



BPFD-BOD digital voice recording of meetings reviewed.



Reviewed Stanislaus County Sheriff’s Department (SCSD) police reports.

DISCUSSION
Board Meeting Code of Conduct
A meeting code of conduct does not exist in BPFD-BOD. Typically government agencies
prescribe and enforce rules for their own governance. These rules must be consistent with state
laws and regulations. A meeting code of conduct reduces the likelihood of conflict of interest
situations where a BPFD-BOD member or one of his family members has a personal or financial
interest that could compromise his independent judgment or responsibilities. BPFD-BOD is
required to eliminate conflicts of interest, disclose ethical, legal, financial, and other conflicts.
They must remove themselves from decision-making processes if they would otherwise be called
on to act on a conflict involving themselves, their family members, or entities with which they or
their family members are closely associated. A governing board is required to adopt a conflict of
interest code in compliance with Government Code 87300-87313.
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In July 2017, the BPFD-BOD voted to terminate the existing fire chief. This action resulted in
feelings of acrimony and bitterness between the terminated chief and some board members.
Anticipating legal action, the BPFD-BOD consequently hired an attorney. During the SCCGJ
observation of BPFD board meetings, the attorney’s role expanded to providing instructions on
how to conduct a meeting.
The BPFD-BOD meetings attended by the SCCGJ were loud and argumentative. BPFD-BOD
interrupted each other and held frequent side conversations. In a closed session the SCCGJ
members standing outside of the building could hear word-for-word yelling between board
members.
Based on a review of Stanislaus County Sheriff’s Department (SCSD) police reports of June 23,
2017 and September 8, 2017 and the testimony of witnesses, the SCSD was called to settle
arguments between board members.
Conflict of Interest
A history of conflicts of interest appear to be a factor in the BPFD-BOD’s decision making
processes. The SCCGJ investigation revealed that two board members are married to each other.
A sitting board member, who was the spouse of the former chief, defended her husband’s actions
when another board member complained that the chief performed his duties poorly. On July 12,
2017, the BPFD-BOD voted to terminate the existing chief. Since the existing chief was married
to a board member at the time of his termination, this resulted in an atmosphere of acrimony and
discord between board members. Witnesses testimonies revealed the existing chief’s spouse, a
member of the board on July 12, did not recuse herself from the closed session discussion
regarding termination.
Another board member’s significant other was on the board at an earlier time. A paid part-time
clerk was married to a person who had been on the board at the time of the clerk’s hiring.
Financial
Monthly financial reports were kept in an unlocked filing cabinet along with other audit reports.
Receipts for supplies and equipment repairs were kept in the accounts payable folder in the same
unlocked filing cabinet, leaving this information available to anyone. Credit cards were kept in
an unlocked desk making them available for anyone to use.
Credit cards were also used by the strike team while they were outside of the district and
assigned to fight wildfires. A strike team is a crew of highly trained firefighters fully equipped
and trained to respond to wildfires anywhere in the state. Under mutual aid agreements with Cal
Fire, BPFD provides strike teams as needed and is then reimbursed for the team’s costs by the
California Office of Emergency Services. As a practice, some of the CalOES reimbursement for
the strike team has been taken by the chief for administrative duties, even though the chief did
not accompany the strike team on its firefighting mission.
The district spent $600,000 remodeling the fire station. BPFD negotiated a loan to pay for the
remodeling. BPFD received only one bid for this project. The following is a quote from
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California Fire and Rescue Training Authority policy handbook section 3080.5 Informal Bidding
Procedures:
“Whenever this policy requires use of informal bidding procedures, the Manager
shall obtain, if available, a minimum of three written or verbal quotations or
proposals relative to the personal property or services to be acquired for the
construction project. The Manager shall award the contract to the vendor or
contractor whose quotation or proposal, in the Manager’s discretion, most
adequately meets the needs of the Authority at the lowest price.”
Changes to the proposed work were approved by one or two individuals without board approval
or without proper documentation. The loan required an audit of BPFD on an annual basis. An
audit was not completed on the loan by the bank due to lack of available documentation.
A surplus fire truck was sold for $1,900 with no documentation indicating its valuation or
appraisal prior to its sale. According to witnesses, the fire truck was delivered to the purchaser,
and payment was made in cash. The cash was placed in an envelope and put in the chief’s desk.
No record is available authorizing the sale or verifying the disposition of the funds received.
Minutes
Because the minutes were not available, many comments and allegations were unsubstantiated
by documentation. This created a “he said, she said” environment where voices were raised, and
confrontations were common. Acrimony was exacerbated when one board member threatened
legal action against the board regarding termination of the previous chief.
Anticipating legal action, the board hired an attorney to help protect the district from a possible
wrongful termination lawsuit. The attorney’s job expanded to give guidance on conducting
BPFD-BOD meetings. The attorney fees were originally budgeted at $16,000. This expense has
grown to nearly twice the amount budgeted to over $30,000.
Minutes were often handwritten notes by a board member on a copy of the meeting agenda.
These documents were considered personal copies of the board member. Several board members
claimed to have recorded the actual minutes and believed their record as personal and private
information. For the last year, due to disputes between board members regarding the content of
the minutes that exist, a digital voice recorder was used at board meetings. The clerk started
transcribing the recordings verbatim. Some records of minutes were maintained on a home
computer. Closed session minutes were sometimes combined with regular open meeting
minutes. The district board’s meeting minutes failed to meet the minimum requirement for
conducting public business.
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Documentation
On September 29, 2017, the SCCGJ requested documents by certified mail. With the exception
of receiving an abusive telephone call from a BPFD-BOD member to the SCCGJ, BPFD-BOD
did not respond to SCCGJ’s initial request for information. A second SCCGJ request for
information was sent by certified mail on October 19, 2017
BPFD-BOD failed to provide the SCCGJ requested information in a timely fashion.
Consequently, it became necessary for members of the SCCGJ to visit the fire station to collect
the requested documents. During its search for the requested documents, SCCGJ found that
incoming mail to the fire station was placed in an unsecured open box. The SCCGJ also learned
that mail is sometimes delivered to board members at their home. Firefighters, who stay in a
house next to the fire station, do not check the mail or distribute the mail daily. Apparently no
individual has the responsibility to collect and distribute mail.
When the requested documents were obtained by the SCCGJ at the BPFD office, certified mail
sent to BPFD from other businesses and organizations was found to be unopened and outdated.
The SCCGJ learned the BPFD part-time paid clerk had no job description, specific hours, or
workplace. The SCCGJ also discovered the chief has no job description, which should include a
list of responsibilities and duties.
Witnesses stated that firefighters were concerned about their grievances of harassment by
management that could result in retaliation or being blacklisted in their profession. The SCCGJ
could not find any policies or procedures pertaining to harassment and how they could address
their grievances.
FINDINGS
F1.

The BPFD-BOD is dysfunctional. Board members lack training, leadership skills, and the
ability to communicate effectively.

F2.

The lack of written conflict of interest policies and procedures is a frequent issue.

F3.

Legal fees have depleted the funds available for the district’s core mission.

F4.

No records exist accounting for the cash funds received from the sale of the BPFD fire
truck.

F5.

State funds reimbursing the district for administrative costs for strike teams were
improperly paid to an employee.

F6.

Credit cards were left unsecured with no written policy for their use.

F7.

BPFD-BOD failed to provide financial statements and audit reports.

F8.

BPFD-BOD failed to provide Form 700 Statement of Economic Interests and evidence of
ethics training as required by California law.

F9.

BPFD-BOD failed to provide board agendas and minutes as required by the Brown Act.

F10. Agendas for special meetings were not posted as required by the Brown Act.
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F11. BPFD-BOD has no written policies, procedures, or bylaws.
F12. Employees have no job descriptions and therefore have little understanding of what their
job responsibilities truly are.
F13. BPFD has no grievance procedure for protection against any form of abuse.

RECOMMENDATIONS
R1.

LAFCO should consider dissolving BPFD or consolidating it with another district by
June 30, 2019.

R2.

BPFD-BOD must conduct public meetings in a professional manner led by the board
chair in congruence with the district’s adopted written policies, customary parliamentary
procedures, and the Brown Act by August 1, 2018.

R3.

Develop procedures and rules for BPFD-BOD on conducting public meetings by
participating in state-approved courses on the Leadership of Special Districts Foundation
in California by December 1, 2018.

R.4

Develop and implement a conflict of interest policy and procedures to establish
expectations of balancing the personal and business interests of BPFD.

R5.

Retain Financial Disclosure Forms (Form 700) for a minimum of five years to be held at
the BPFD office and at the Stanislaus County Election Office by September 1, 2018.

R6.

Maintain Ethics training certificates for a minimum of three years to be held at BPFD
office by August 1, 2018.

R7.

Establish bylaws requiring new and returning BPFD-BOD to complete biannual training
in the Brown Act, Public Records Act (Government Code 1090-1098), and the Political
Reform Act (Government Code 87100-87505) by December 1, 2018.

R8.

The BPFD website should focus on governance information and financial transparency
no later than August 1, 2018 by posting:


Regular meeting agendas 72 hours prior to the meeting.



Special meeting agendas 24 hours prior to the meeting.



Emergency meeting agendas one hour prior to the meeting.



Board minutes.



Monthly budget reports.



Financial transaction reports.
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Annual audit information.

R9. Use the BPFD website to provide information about the district to encourage public
attendance and participation by September 1, 2018.
R10. Encourage public attendance and involvement by clearly posting BPFD-BOD meeting
dates, times, agendas, at locations visible to the public by August 1, 2018.
R11. BPFD-BOD needs to develop job descriptions and responsibilities for all employees and
volunteers by December 1, 2018.
R12. Develop a grievance procedure free from the fear of retaliation by January 1, 2019.
R13. BPFD-BOD is directed to support the current fire chief and assistant chief by encouraging
them to connect with the Stanislaus County Fire Warden’s Office to assist this leadership
staff with strategic planning, training, and other support services to effectively manage the
district by August 1, 2018.
R14. Ensure LAFCO website shows the correct monthly board meeting time and location and
update when necessary by September 1, 2018.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSES
Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury requests
responses as follows:
Burbank-Paradise Fire District Board of Directors – Recommendations R2-R13 within 90 days.

INVITED RESPONSES
BPFD Fire Chief
LAFCO
Stanislaus County Board of Supervisor

BIBLIOGRAPHY
CALIFORNIA STATE LAW
GOVERNMENT CODE
Title 1. General [100-7914]
Division 1. Cost Records to be Kept [4000-4007]
Division 4. Public Officers and Employees [1000-3599]
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Title 3. Government of Counties [23000-33205]
Division 2. Officers [24000-28085]
Part 3. Other Officers [26500-27773]
Chapter 4. Auditor [26900-26914]
Article 1. Duties Generally [26900-26914]
Title 5. Local Agencies [50001-57550]
Article 2.4 Ethics Training [53234-53235.2]
Division 2. Cities, Counties and other Agencies [53000-55821]
Part 1. Power and Duties [53000-54999.7]
Chapter 9 Meetings Ralph M. Brown Act [54950-54963]
Title 9. Political Reform [81000-91014]
Chapter 7. Conflicts of Interest [87100-87505]
Article 2. Disclosure [87200-87210]
HEALTH & SAFETY CODE
Division 12. Fire and Fire Protection [13000-14960]
Part 2.7. Fire Protection District Law of 1987 [13800-13970]
Chapter 7. Finance [13890-13906]
PUBLIC CONTRACT CODE
Division 2. General Provisions [1100-22355]
Part 3. Contracting by Local Agencies [20100-20928]
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APPENDIX
SPECIAL AND FIRE DISTRICT ASSOCIATIONS
Institute for Local Government
Good Governance Checklist

http://www.ca-ilg.org/

California Special District Association

http://www.csda.net/special-districts/

Fire District Association of California

http://www.csda.net/special-districts/

Special District Leadership Foundation

https://www.sdlf.org/
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DISCLAIMER
This report of case number 18-06C of the Burbank-Paradise Fire District is issued by the 20172018 Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury with the following exception: one member of the grand
jury volunteered to recuse himself due to a perceived conflict of interest. This grand juror was
excluded from all phases of the investigation, including interviews, deliberations, voting, and in
writing and approval of this report. None of the information included in this report was obtained
from the excluded grand juror as a means of mitigating a potential bias to the integrity of this
report.
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2017-2018 Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury
Independent Special Fire Districts
Relics of the Past or Resources for the Future?
Case #18-15GJ

SUMMARY
Special districts are an important part of local government. Stanislaus County independent
special fire districts administer $26 million a year of tax payer money with little scrutiny from
the citizens. Fire districts as a class have never been reviewed by the Stanislaus County Civil
Grand Jury. This year all fourteen special fire districts were evaluated to assess the transparency
and accountability of governance.
District accountability is confusing because the majority of boards are appointed by the
Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors (SCBOS), not elected by the voters. Most boards do
reasonably well in managing operations, but many board members are not adequately trained for
effective governance. Few districts are in full compliance with state laws requiring transparency,
accountability, and ethics training. Board meetings are often difficult to locate and are not
welcoming to citizens. Websites lack required financial reports and contain inaccurate
information. Public participation is absent at most meetings. Many board meetings lack the
structure and formality expected when conducting the people’s business.
GLOSSARY
LAFCO

Local Agency Formation Commission

SCBOS

Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors

SCCGJ

Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury

SCFD

Stanislaus Consolidated Fire District
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BACKGROUND
California law established special districts as independent state agencies to provide infrastructure
or services of importance to the voters within specific limited boundaries. The districts are
governed by boards that are accountable to the voters within the district boundaries. Stanislaus
County is home to forty-two independent special districts including fourteen fire districts.
California has over 2000 special districts. Turlock Irrigation District was the first to be formed
after passage of the Wright Act in 1887. Independent special districts are created by the
legislature. The SCBOS appoints the majority of board members. However, other districts elect
their board members.
The Little Hoover Commission was formed by the California State Legislature in 1962 “…to
secure assistance for the Governor and itself in promoting economy, efficiency and improved
service in the transaction of the public business in the various departments, agencies and
instrumentalities of the executive branch of the state government, and in making the operation of
all state departments, agencies and instrumentalities, and all expenditures of public funds, more
directly responsive to the wishes of the people as expressed by their elected representatives…”
In 2000, The Little Hoover Commission did a study of special districts in California titled
Special Districts: Relics of the Past or Resources for the Future? The commission found “an
expansive government sector, largely invisible, serving constituents who know little about them
or how the money they provide is used”. In 2017, the Commission revisited special districts and
issued a report in August titled Special Districts: Improving Oversight and Transparency. While
many special districts had developed websites in the interim, many of the websites were of poor
quality. Otherwise, the same issues that plagued districts in 2000 remained in 2017. For our
purposes, the two areas of concern were:



Oversight of special districts, specifically, opportunities to bolster the effectiveness of
Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs).
The continued need for districts to improve transparency and public engagement.

In 1963, the state legislature created fifty-eight LAFCOs with the authority to oversee local
boundary decisions and to initiate special district consolidations or dissolutions. In 2000,
LAFCOs were given authority to conduct Municipal Service Reviews to guide districts in
performance improvement. To date, thirty of California’s fifty-eight counties have special
district representatives on their LAFCOs. Each LAFCO is funded through its member
organizations which in Stanislaus County include representatives from city and county
government. The county’s independent special districts do not have representation in LAFCO.
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METHODOLOGY
Board meetings were attended, and interviews conducted. The following documentation was
requested from each fire district:













Budgets for the past five fiscal years.
Annual internal and audited financial statements for the past five years.
Credit card authority and policy for use.
Check signing authority and policy.
Organizational chart.
Name and responsibility of each board member.
Board meeting agendas for the past three years.
Board meeting minutes for the past three years.
Original district bylaws governing operations since inception.
Form 700 Statement of Economic Interests.
Proof of Public Service Ethics Education.
Policy on nepotism.

DISCUSSION
Board Meetings
All the districts posted the minimum required 72-hour notice for board meetings on letter-sized
paper in front of the fire station. This inconspicuous notice doesn’t effectively inform the voters
or advertise the meeting. This may satisfy the minimum requirement of the open meeting laws
but falls short of the spirit.
Some districts, such as Oakdale Rural, send agendas, board packets, and minutes by email to
interested citizens. This takes little effort to set up and is a great way to reach the voters.
Some board meetings were conducted in facilities with multiple entrances. No signage directed
attendees toward the meeting location. One meeting required following some strangers down a
dark alley and through an unmarked door at the rear of the fire station. These are among the
barriers to voter involvement.
Meeting information on some districts’ websites was inconsistent with information available
from LAFCO and the county. Meeting dates, times, and locations were often misleading. In one
instance the meeting time was listed as 6:30 P.M. on LAFCO and county websites, 4:30 P.M. on
the district website when the actual meeting time was 5:30 P.M.
Some meetings were conducted so informally that they were more like a group of friends
meeting around the kitchen table than a board conducting the people’s business. Citizen
attendance at board meetings was rare. The SCCGJ was often the only “outsider” present at
board meetings. Board members and staff were often anonymous as names were not displayed
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and no roll call was taken. Discussions were often muted and difficult to hear. Acronyms
known only to the board were used with no attempt to explain to the audience. These meetings
were impressive in their attention to the districts operational and financial issues but lacked the
structure and transparency expected of a governmental agency.
Of the meetings attended, Denair and Stanislaus Consolidated fire districts were an exception.
The structure and formality of the meetings were excellent.
Selection and Accountability of Board Members
Board selection follows two paths. One is voter election. If no citizens seek the post, then the
SCBOS appoints an individual to the board. Conversely other boards are defined as “appointed
boards” and consist solely of appointees. The majority of fire district boards are appointed by
the SCBOS. A lack of citizen awareness and interest appears to be the underlying cause behind
many of the elected board vacancies.
For example, the boards for Stanislaus Consolidated, Oakdale Rural, Turlock Rural, and the
Industrial fire districts are appointed by the county and various cities. These boards, like all
other independent special districts, are accountable to the voters in their district. Confusion and
difficulty occur since board members are appointed rather than elected. However, voters cannot
install or remove these board members without the involvement of the appointing entity.
On October 10, 2017 a fire district contacted a county supervisor expressing concern about the
SCCGJ document request (see methodology section). The concern was sent to county counsel
who forwarded it to the SCCGJ. This indicates the district mistakenly believed it reported to the
SCBOS. As another example, on March 9, 2007 a notice on the county website stated,
“Industrial Fire Protection District …is no longer under County oversight”. Both instances
reinforce the misconception that special districts are accountable to the county.
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Governance Documentation
The responses to the document request (see methodology) are shown in the graph below. Some
of the districts created the documents after receiving the request. Others claimed they didn’t
need the requested policy or organizational structure.
Organization charts, board responsibilities, and policy manuals provide documents necessary for
structure, ethics compliance, and continuity. Set policies on file allow for standardization.
Controlling purchases and disbursements is the foundation of being a good steward of the
people’s money. Insuring a procedure for credit card use and check signing is basic. Nepotism
can easily occur in a casual environment. These policies should be in place before they are
needed.

BOARD MEMBER
LIST AND
RESPONSIBILITY

CREDIT CARD USE
POLICY

CHECK SIGNING
POLICY

DISTRICT BYLAWS
OR POLICIES

NEPOTISM POLICY

FIRE DISTRICT
Burbank-Paradise
Ceres
Denair
Hughson
Industrial
Keyes
Mountain View
Oakdale Rural
Salida
Stanislaus
Turlock Rural
Westport
West Stanislaus
Woodland Ave

ORGANIZATION
CHART

EFFECTIVE GOVERNANCE

None
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
None
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
None

None
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file

None
On file
On file
None
On file
On file
None
None
On file
On file
On file
None
On file
None

None
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
None
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
None

None
On file
On file
None
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
On file
None
On file

None
None
None
None
On file
On file
None
None
On file
On file
None
None
None
None
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Compliance with California Law
The SCCGJ initiated a request for common documents that should be readily available to
evaluate compliance with the Public Records Act and the four California codes shown on the
chart below. The documents were requested on October 2, 2017 with a due date of October 27,
2017. A fire district stated they could not comply by the due date because strike teams were
fighting fires in Napa County causing a manpower shortage. The SCCGJ extended the due date
one month. However, if documents were on file as required, staff or board members could have
responded to the request because they were not on the strike team.
Denair Fire District responded first on October 30, 2017. Keyes responded last on January 18,
2018. The remaining districts responded within a few days of the extended due date.
The responses show that some districts are not complying with conflict of interest reporting
required by the Political Reform Act or Ethics Training required by Title 5 of the California
Government Code (see bibliography). Obeying these laws is a fundamental part of effective
governance. The failure to follow them is unacceptable.
COMPLIANCE WITH CALIFORNIA LAW

FIRE DISTRICT
Burbank-Paradise
Ceres
Denair
Hughson
Industrial
Keyes
Mountain View
Oakdale Rural
Salida
Stanislaus
Turlock Rural
Westport
West Stanislaus
Woodland Ave

CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE

HEALTH &
SAFETY CODE

BROWN ACT

POLITICAL
REFORM ACT

ETHICS
TRAINING

FINANCIAL
REPORTING

None
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided

None
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
None
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided

None
Provided
Incomplete
None
Incomplete
Incomplete
None
Provided
Provided
Incomplete
Provided
Incomplete
Incomplete
None

None
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
Provided
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District Websites
District websites were reviewed at the beginning of the investigation to determine if required
financial and governance information was posted. The following graph shows the results. Nine
districts maintain websites. At the time of our review, none were current. Some content has
been added since our initial review.
The website emphasis appears to be informing about the mission and community activities.
They lack attention to financial and governance transparency. They are not used to encourage
voter involvement or attendance at board meetings. Calendar modules are not updated. Board
meeting locations and times are often inaccurate.
Current law mandates any special district with a website must post these requirements:




Agendas must be posted 72 hours before a meeting occurs.
Annual compensation reports, or a link to the State Controller’s website that contains the
report, must be posted.
Financial transaction reports, or a link to the State Controller’s website that contains the
report, must be posted.
DOCUMENTS AVAILABLE ON WEBSITES

No
No

Yes
Yes

No
No

Yes
Yes

6/30/15
6/30/15

Yes
Yes

No
No

MINUTES

Yes
Yes

No
No
No website
No
No
No
No
No website
No
No
No
No
No website
No
No
No
2017
No website
No website
No
No
No
No

AGENDA

No

BUDGET

Yes

BOARD MEETINGS
SCHED

Burbank-Paradise
Ceres
Denair
Hughson
Industrial
Keyes
Mountain View
Oakdale Rural
Salida
Stanislaus
Turlock Rural
Westport
West Stanislaus
Woodland Ave

MAINTAINS
A WEBSITE

REPORT

NAME

FINANCIAL
AUDIT

FIRE DISTRICT

No

8/22/17

No

No
No

No
8/9/17

No
No

No
Yes

No
No

No
No

No
Yes

8/21/17
8/10/17

No
No

Yes
No

8/14/17
8/10/17

No
No
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Citizen Involvement
Citizen involvement was observed at two of the nine board meetings attended. The boards
allowed time for public comment and were courteous and respectful of citizens. Board meetings
with citizen involvement were conducted in an organized parliamentary manner.
The seven board meetings where no citizen involvement was observed were conducted in a
casual and unstructured manner. This may discourage a citizen from attending a future meeting.
Board Member Training
The investigation disclosed no organized governance training for board members. The
Director’s Policy Manual for SCFD mentioned “Board development and excellence of
performance”. However, no specific curriculum was mentioned.
To function effectively Stanislaus County needs hundreds of volunteers to provide governance
over special districts. Interest in public service may be enhanced by a well-trained board
conducting the people’s business with professional structure and formality. Training would
increase the effectiveness of appointed and elected boards as well as encourage involvement in
the democratic process and in preparing future civic leaders.
The current environment requires each board to recognize the need for training and then to seek
and undertake a self-directed training program. A list of training resources is available in the
appendix.
FINDINGS
F1.

Few districts are in full compliance with state laws in transparency, accountability, and
governance.

F2.

Many board members are not adequately prepared to assume office. Stanislaus County
lacks a standardized governance training program.

F3.

Most district board members are appointed by the SCBOS.

F4.

The SCCGJ observed that some fire districts perceive that they are accountable to the
SCBOS. Conversely the SCBOS has no responsibility beyond appointment of board
members.

F5.

Citizen participation is lacking at board meetings.

F6.

Most board meetings are not welcoming to citizens.

F7.

Many of the district websites lack required information about governance and finances.

F8.

No apparent effort exists to increase citizen participation and involvement.
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F9.

The fire districts spend $26 million yearly with little public scrutiny.

F10.

While the SCCGJ focused its investigation on independent special fire districts, our
findings and recommendations should be of interest to all special districts in Stanislaus
County.

RECOMMENDATIONS
R1.

All Stanislaus County fire districts boards should adhere to California law. All districts
should have a written manual of generally accepted governance policies and procedures.
The manual should include policies for nepotism, credit card control, and check signing.
The manual should be completed by December 31, 2018 (see appendix).

R2.

All fire districts should establish a training requirement for board members in addition to
that required by law. The curriculum is to be established no later than December 31,
2018 and shall include at least good governance, parliamentary procedure, Brown Act,
nepotism, and conflict of interest (see appendix).

R3.

Certificates of ethics training and Financial Disclosure Form 700 must be on file in each
fire district office for five years and at the Stanislaus County Elections Office.

R4.

Fire districts are to ensure that meeting times and locations are posted consistently and
accurately on district websites and with LAFCO.

R5.

The fire districts and the community at large would benefit if the SCBOS would exert
oversight of governance training.

R6.

The SCBOS should advise the forty-two specials districts in Stanislaus County to obtain
a copy of this report from the SCCGJ website for informational purposes.

R7.

All fire district boards must comply immediately with the requirements for meeting
notices, posting of meeting agendas, publishing of minutes, and financial statements as
required by California law.

R8.

Websites should be effectively maintained to abide by California law. The priority of
websites should be to provide information and transparency about governance and
finances. Current and prior agendas, minutes, financial statements, and audits should be
posted (see appendix).

R9.

Board meeting locations and times should be boldly identified. Signage visible from the
street should announce meeting dates and times. Signage should be in place to direct
citizens to the meeting room. Meeting rooms should be well-lighted, provide adequate
seating, and free of exhaust fumes.

R10.

Board meeting structure should routinely reflect the basic elements of accepted rules of
order while conducting the people’s business. They should start on time with a gavel or
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announcement. Board members and officers should be identified by roll call. Names of
board members should be visible. Topics and guest speakers should be clearly identified,
and sidebars eliminated.
R11.

The districts should utilize local print media to seek candidates for the boards of
directors. For example, the Modesto Bee’s “Lend a Hand” section announces volunteer
opportunities.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSES
Burbank-Paradise Fire Protection District
Ceres Fire Protection District
Denair Fire Protection District
Hughson Fire Protection District
Industrial Fire Protection District
Keyes Fire Protection District
Mountain View Fire Protection District
Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District
Salida Fire Protection District
Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District
Turlock Rural Fire Protection District
Westport Fire Protection District
West Stanislaus Fire Protection District
Woodland Avenue Fire Protection District
INVITED RESPONSES
Local Agency Formation Commission
Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors
BIBLIOGRAPHY
CALIFORNIA STATE LAW
GOVERNMENT CODE
Title 1. General
Division 4. Public Officers and Employees
Chapter 1. General
Article 4. Prohibitions Applicable to Specified Officers
Chapter 4. Vacancies
Division 5. Public Work and Public Purchases
Chapter 1. Cost Records to be Kept
Division 7. Miscellaneous
Chapter 3.5 Inspection of Public Records
Article 1. General Provision
Title 3. Government of Counties
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Division 2. Officers
Part 3. Other Officers
Chapter 4. Auditor
Article 1. Duties Generally
Title 5. Local Agencies
Division 2. Cities, Counties and other Agencies
Part 1. Power and Duties
Chapter 2 Officers and Employees
Article 2.4 Ethics Training
Chapter 9 Meetings Ralph M. Brown Act
Title 9. Political Reform
Chapter 7. Conflicts of Interest
Article 2. Disclosure
HEALTH & SAFETY CODE
Division 12. Fire and Fire Protection
Part 2.7. Fire Protection District Law of 1987
Chapter 1. General Provisions
Chapter 3. Selection of Initial Board of Directors
Chapter 4. Existing Boards of Directors
Chapter 7. Finance
PUBLIC CONTRACT CODE
Division 2. General Provisions
Part 3. Contracting by Local Agencies
Chapter 1. Local Agency Public Construction Act
Article 53. Fire Protection Districts
APPENDIX
Institute for Local Government- Good Governance Checklist http://www.ca-ilg.org/
California Special District Association
http://www.csda.net/special-districts/
Fire District Association of California
http://www.csda.net/special-districts/
Special District Leadership Foundation
https://www.sdlf.org/
FORM 700 STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS ONLINE
http://www.fppc.ca.gov/Form700.html
ETHICS TRAINING ONLINE
http://localethics.fppc.ca.gov/options.aspx
DISCLAIMER
This report of case #18-15GJ regarding the Stanislaus County independent fire districts is issued
by the 2017-2018 Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury with the following exception: one grand
juror recused voluntarily due to a perceived conflict of interest. This grand juror was excluded
from all phases of the investigation, including interviews, deliberations, voting, and in writing
and approval of this report. None of the information included in this report was obtained from
the excluded grand juror as a means of mitigating a potential bias to the integrity of this report.
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