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September 18, 2017 
 

 
 
 

Honorable Kevin R. Culhane Via Electronic & U.S. Mail 
Presiding Judge 
Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento 
720 Ninth Street, Department 47 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Sacramento County Grand Jury 
720 Ninth Street, Room 611 
Attention:  Becky Castaneda, Grand Jury Coordinator 
Email:  castanb@saccourt.com 
 
Sacramento County Clerk/Recorder 
P. O. Box 839 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0839 
 
 Re: Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) Response to 

Findings of the Sacramento County Grand Jury 2016-2017 Final Report, 
Dated June 20, 2017 

 
Dear Presiding Judge Culhane and Ms. Castaneda: 
 

The Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) respectfully responds to 
the Sacramento County Grand Jury 2016 – 2017 Final Report; Recommendations and Findings 
from Pages 9 through 18, dated June 20, 2017, as follows: 
 

R1. MSRs should be completed for all special districts every five years.  (F1. 
Sacramento LAFCo does not perform MSRs in a timely manner.) 

 
We do not concur with the Grand Jury initial finding that the Sacramento LAFCo was not 

completing Municipal Services Reviews (MSRs) in a timely manner.  We believe that the Grand 
Jury reviewed the Sacramento LAFCo website for its data source which either wasn’t properly 
functioning on the day the search was done or the search engine was not engaged as the Grand 
Jury’s factual data is in error.  We believe that some MSRs on the website are located under the 
project title.  We will work with Sacramento County IT to remedy any issue by December 2017.  
Sacramento LAFCo has completed all but two of the MSRs for water service providers.  The 
remaining two are in progress.  (See Table A below.) 
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Table A 
Summary of MSR Status 

(September 6, 2017) 
The attached list summarizes the status of service providers 
regarding MSRs - both completed and those currently in 
progress. 
 

  
  

 
Summary of Municipal Service Reviews Completed and In Progress 

(Municipal Service Providers) 
DISTRICT MSR STATUS 

1. American River Flood Control District Complete 
2 Reclamation District No. 1000 Complete 
3 Pacific Fruitridge Fire District Complete 
4 Natomas Fire District Complete 
5 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) Complete  
6 SMUD Rancho Seco Water Complete  
7 Sacramento Metro Fire District Complete 
8 Arcade Creek Recreation and Park District Complete 
9 Arden Manor Recreation and Park District Complete 
10 Arden Park Recreation and Park District Complete 
11 Fair Oaks Recreation and Park District  Complete 
12 Carmichael Recreation and Park District  Complete  
13 Cordova Recreation and Park District Complete 
14 Fulton El Camino Recreation and Park   Complete 
15 Mission Oaks Recreation and Park District Complete 
16 North Highlands Recreation and Park Complete 
17 Rio Linda Elverta R&P District Complete 
18 Southgate Recreation and Park District  Complete 
19 Orangevale Recreation and Park District Complete 
20 Sunrise Recreation and Park District Complete  
21 Cosumnes Community Services District Complete 
22 Elk Grove Cosumnes Cemetery District Complete 
23 Fair Oaks Cemetery District Complete 
24 Sylvan Cemetery District Complete 
25 Galt-Arno Cemetery District Complete 
26 Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito District Complete 
27 Sacramento Area Sewer District  Complete 
28 Sacramento Regional County Sanitary District Complete 
29 Reclamation District No. 1000  Complete  
30 Isleton See Note 1 below 
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31 City of Rancho Cordova Complete 
32 City of Citrus Heights See Note 2 below 
33 City of Elk Grove Complete -Update in 

progress 
34 Herald Fire District  Update In Progress 
35 Wilton Fire Protection District Complete 
36 Courtland Fire Protection District Complete 
37 River Delta Fire Protection District Complete 
38 Delta Fire Protection District Complete 
39 Walnut Grove Fire Protection District Complete 
TABLE A NOTES: 
  1. The City of Isleton is presently engaged with Mintier and Assoc. planning consultants in the 
implementation of a SACOG Community Design Grant. This involves various long range planning 
services, including completion of the General Plan Housing Element and an Economic Sustainability 
Plan. The process is anticipated to be completed by Dec. 2018. This may provide an adequate policy 
foundation for LAFCo to complete the City of Isleton MSR. There are no active proposals affecting 
Isleton. Water service is provided by Cal Am Water Co., an investor owned utility not subject to 
LAFCo purview.  
  2. Citrus Heights is a contract city. LAFCo staff continues to work with City of Citrus Heights staff 
to complete the Administrative Draft MSR, in order to bring a Draft MSR to the Commission for 
consideration. There are no active proposals affecting Citrus Heights. Various special districts 
provide services to the City of Citrus Heights. Municipal Service Reviews have been completed for 
water service provided by Citrus Heights Water District and Sac Suburban WD, recreation and park 
services provided by Sunrise R&P District, fire service provided by Sac Metro Fire District, sanitary 
sewer services provided by SASD and Regional San, electric service provided by SMUD, cemetery 
services provided by Sylvan Cemetery District and services provided by Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito 
and Vector Control District. A portion of the City is also served by Cal Am Water Co., an investor 
owned utility not subject to LAFCo purview. 

 
 
Water Providers - Cities and Special Districts  

40(1) Carmichael Water District Complete 
41 (2) Citrus Heights Water District Complete 
42 (3) Sacramento Suburban Water District Complete 
43 (4) Fair Oaks Water District Complete 
44 (5) San Juan Suburban Water District Complete 
45 (6) Florin County Water District In Progress 
46 (7) Del Paso Manor Water District Complete 
47 (8) Rio Linda Elverta Comm. Water District Complete 
48 (9) Rancho Murieta CSD (Water Service only) In Progress 
49 (10) Florin Resource Conservation District  

(Elk Grove Water Service) 
Complete 

50 (11) El Dorado Irrigation District (El Dorado County) Complete 



 
 
Honorable Kevin R. Culhane, Presiding Judge 
Becky Castaneda, Grand Jury Coordinator 
September 18, 2017 
Page 4 

Donald J. Lockhart AICP, Executive Officer; Diane Thorpe, Commission Clerk 
www.saclafco.org 

51 (12) City of Sacramento Complete 
52 (13) City of Folsom  Complete 
53 (14) City of Galt Complete 

 
 
Water Providers - Not Subject to LAFCo Review  

1 (15) Cal Am Water Company  CPUC 
2 (16) Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA) County BoS 
3 (17) Fruitridge Vista Water Company CPUC 
4 (18) Natomas Central Mutual Water Company  CA DWR 
5 (19) Orangevale Mutual Water Company CA DWR 
6 (20) Southern CA Water Company  CPUC 
7 (21) Tokay Park Mutual Water Company CA DWR 
8 (22) Sac International Airport SMF 

 
 
 Other Non-Municipal Water Service Providers 
 
9 (23) Clay Water District Ag services 
10 (24) Galt Irrigation District Ag services 
11 (25) Omochumne-Hartnell Water District Ag services 

 
Ag Services entail that the district may either directly, or through contract with other agencies, provide drainage, flood 
control, sewer maintenance, non-potable irrigation and groundwater recharge services. 

 
The Grand Jury was also in error when it stated that “MSRs for other types of districts in 

the county have not been completed.”  The above table shows the districts and status of the related 
MSRs.  This information is on the Sacramento LAFCo website (www.saclafco.org).  While there 
are a few MSRs that have not been completed, the number is very small.  There are reasons for 
this situation (See Table A Notes above). 

 
R2. The questionnaire sent to special districts at the start of the MSR process must be 

updated to address all of the current requirements in the law, as well as specific 
issues that are important to this region and problems that have been identified in 
prior reviews.  (F2. The questionnaire used by Sacramento LAFCo is out of date 
and incomplete.) 

 
The Grand Jury doesn’t state what elements are out of date and refers to the August 2003, 

Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Guidelines.  The Sacramento LAFCo questionnaire is 
consistent with these guidelines, and was most recently updated in 2016.  However, Sacramento 
LAFCo will compare its MSR questionnaire with the OPR Guidelines and make changes to better 
clarify questions and analysis.  This will be accomplished by December 2017. 
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R3. The content of MSRs should be improved to provide for more independent analysis 

of the issues facing Sacramento County with regard to water quality, infrastructure 
maintenance, conservation, storage and delivery.  (F3. The content of MSRs is 
inadequate, failing to include analysis and findings to support conclusions and 
consideration of regional issues. 

 
The Grand Jury found that the content, of the MSRs completed by LAFCo are inadequate.  

The Grand Jury reviewed water district MSRs to make this conclusion.  They found that they are 
not “comprehensive, contain conclusions and are done in a boilerplate fashion.”  They found the 
analysis “limited.”  Sacramento LAFCo uses a format for MSR review that was developed by the 
Commission following two major workshops conducted in 2004, after the Office of Planning and 
Research completed its Guidelines.  (See Attachment 1.)  During this workshop the Commission 
determined that the role of Sacramento LAFCo in evaluating public entities through the MSR 
process should be a collaborative process.  (See Attachment 1.)  As a consequence the analysis 
provided in the MSR relies on information provided to LAFCo.  In its review LAFCo examines 
the financial and service needs of the Agency, and if there are deficiencies we work with the 
Agency to correct them. 

 
The Grand Jury concluded that the MSR process is better served by having professional 

outside experts particularly water experts prepare the MSRs.  (See Sacramento County Grand Jury 
2016-2017 Final Report, p. 14.)  This is a budget issue for the Commission but it is important to 
note that Sacramento LAFCo has been very active in terms of consolidation of districts to provide 
more efficient and effective services.  By way of example Sacramento LAFCo was instrumental 
in the consolidation of Northridge Water District and Arcade Water District into the Sacramento 
Suburban Water District, in the year 2002.  In 2000 Sacramento LAFCo facilitated the merger and 
consolidation of the Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District and Sacramento County Fire District.  
It is very difficult and usually takes years to accomplish the merger of special districts.  It requires 
cooperation from the districts as well as financial resources.  We continually look for opportunities 
to provide more efficient services at a reasonable cost.  After discussion with the Commission, we 
do not concur that MSRs are inadequate or need to be improved, but as stated in the response to 
R2, we will review the questionnaire and OPR Guidelines and make any necessary adjustments by 
December 2017. 

  
R4. MSRs must analyze required information on environmental justice issues.  (F4. 

MSRs do not contain required analysis of environmental justice issues.) 
 
This particular finding of the Grand Jury is based upon the fact that the questionnaire asks 

the required information, but the Grand Jury determined that the MSR analysis was not adequate.  
(See Sacramento County Grand Jury 2016-2017 Final Report, p. 15)  We believe the reason is that 
environmental justice issues were answered adequately.  However in the future Sacramento 
LAFCo will add a clarifying statement with its analysis to be sure that this issue is resolved.  This 
is an issue where while we do not concur we shall take steps to clarify the issue in future MSRs. 
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R5. Sacramento LAFCo should hire experts to assist in the preparation of MSRs.  (F5. 

Sacramento LAFCo does not retain experts to help perform MSRs, particularly in 
the water area.) 

 
Sacramento LAFCo does not retain experts to perform MSRs.  As noted by the Grand Jury 

this is a decision for the Sacramento LAFCo Commission.  However, Sacramento County sits at 
the confluence of two of the major rivers providing water to millions of Californians.  There are a 
myriad of agencies in Sacramento which deal with water issues and its accompanying 
controversies.  Sacramento LAFCo regularly provides the Commissions with presentations from 
the water community including the Sacramento Groundwater Authority, The Water Forum, 
various water providers, and the CA Department of Water Resources.  Also, Sacramento LAFCo 
posts all Draft MSRs @www.saclafco.org for public and peer agency review prior to Commission 
consideration of the Final MSR.  The Commission has separate policies on water issues that must 
be examined in all applications (see Section IV – General Standards and Section V – Specific 
Standards by Type of Action).  We do not concur that the staff does not have the expertise to 
complete MSRs. 

 
R6. Sacramento LAFCo’s process for conducting MSRs on water districts should be 

conducted on a regional or geographic basis, including county service areas and 
private water companies so that appropriate analysis of consolidation, 
reorganization possibilities and sensible integration efforts are seriously evaluated.  
(F6. Sacramento LAFCo fails to use its authority to look at county and private water 
entities and provide recommendations regarding sensible integration of water 
supply and water quality solutions on a regional basis.) 

 
We do not concur with this statement.  LAFCo’s do not have jurisdiction over private water 

companies.  The California Public Utilities Commission has jurisdiction over regulating investor 
owned, private water companies (Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 2705) and the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) recently was granted authority to review such entities as well.  (See 
CPUC Annual Report 2016.)  Further, staff from CALAFCO reiterated this point in its presentation 
to the Little Hoover Commission in 2013 stating, “…agencies that are not under LAFCo 
jurisdiction, such as mutual water companies and private providers.”  (See Page 15 of the State of 
California Little Hoover Commission Hearing on Special Districts, dated August 25, 2016.; see 
also Gov’t Code §§ 56430 and 56425.) 

 
R7. A performance audit of Sacramento LAFCo’s MSR program should be conducted 

to assist the staff to identify ways to meet statutory requirements and achieve better 
outcomes within existing resources.  (F7. Sacramento LAFCo’s budget does not 
support the best use of resources to accomplish its mandatory requirement to 
complete quality MSRs in a timely manner.) 
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We do not concur with this recommendation because the factual data relied upon by the 
Grand Jury was in error.  Sacramento LAFCo has completed its MSRs in a timely manner and 
does not agree that an MSR must be completed on every agency every five (5) years.  The statutory 
language states that MSRs should be completed every five (5) years “as necessary.”  However, we 
will discuss with the Commission whether we should apportion resources to do updates more often.  
We will decide this action by December 2017. 

 
R8. The Sacramento LAFCo Commission should adopt an annual plan, provide better 

direction to its staff and require that an annual performance review be conducted 
for each staff member.  (F8. The LAFCo Commission does not adopt an annual 
plan or provide adequate direction to its staff, nor does it conduct annual reviews 
of staff performance.) 

 
Sacramento LAFCo concurs with this recommendation in that it will provide an annual 

work plan in its budget report.  As for the annual performance review, we do not concur as the 
Executive Officer is an at-will employee employed through a contract with the City of Sacramento.  
A performance audit for all positions was completed in May of 2017.  Sacramento LAFCo will 
perform performance reviews as deemed necessary by the Commission. 
 

R9. Sacramento Ground Jury Final Report 2016-2017 - Herald Fire District Update, 
Pages 23-27 - Sacramento LAFCo should complete an MSR for the District not 
later than the end of Fiscal Year 2017 – 2018 either as a separate entity or as part 
of a general review of fire district services in the southern part of the County.  (F4. 
SAC LAFCo never completed the MSR of the Herald Fire Protection District that 
it agreed to conduct in response to the 2013 – 2014 grand jury report.) 

 
As stated previously, Sacramento LAFCo views the MSR as a collaborative process.  The 

difficulty with the Herald Fire District is that it is primarily an all-volunteer District and its audits, 
which were initiated in 2014 are still not completed.  The difficulty in receiving information from 
certain Districts is well understood in the LAFCo process and by the Grand Jury.  What the Grand 
Jury did not do, however, was talk to LAFCo about this apparent problem.  If they had, we would 
have had the opportunity to demonstrate the efforts LAFCo has taken since the Grand Jury Report 
of 2014. 

 
Sacramento LAFCo has closely monitored the Herald Fire District forensic and 

performance audits.  We work with the District through correspondence and meetings.  We 
provided staff reports to the Commission on eighteen (18) occasions over the last 3 years.  (See 
Attachment 4.)  The forensic audit was completed in 2016 and the financial audit is ongoing, with 
anticipated completion by October, 2017.  We concur that the MSR should be completed.  We 
intend to complete it by December 2017. 
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SACRAMENTO LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
1112 I  Street, Suite #100, Sacramento, California 95814 

(916) 874-6458 
 

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW WORKSHEET 
AND QUESTIONNAIRE 

DISTRICT PROFILE 
 
Date:   
 
Agency Name: 
 
Address:   
 
Website:  
 
Telephone:      (FAX) 
 
Administrator Name:  
 
Title:  
 
Name of Contact:  
 
Contact’s E-mail Address:  
 
Agency’s Principle Act:  
 
 
Services Provided:  
 
Latent Powers:  
 
Governing Body:  
 
Total Number of Employees:  
 
 # Represented   # Unrepresented 
 
Acreage/ sq. Miles within Agency:  
 
Total Population within Agency:  
 
Total Registered Voters within Agency:  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Background Information 

 
The _______________________District is an Independent/Dependant Special District.  

 
 Mission:  

 
 Setting:  
 (Please attach map of the district boundary) 
  

 
History  
 
The District was formed in _______.  The District was established to provide 
____________services  
(Please feel free to provide historical context.) 
 
Services Provided 
 
Management and Staffing Structure 
 

Management Structure 
 

Employment Structure 
 
The District employs: _______ full time positions. 
 
In addition, the District employs on average ____ part-time, _________ seasonal and 
_____________ positions.  
 
Please attach organization chart. 
 

 The type and purpose of contracts and consultants. 
 

 Please feel free to mention any awards or recognition the agency has received. 
 

 Describe ongoing training and personnel policies. 
 

 Are salaries and pay scales comparable/ competitive with regional and industry 
standards? 

 
 Is organization structure similar with like service providers?  
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Municipal Service Review Information and Determinations 
 
1. Growth and Population Projections (This provides the public with a 

“snapshot” of your community.) 
 
Type of Information to be provided: 
 

 What is the current level of demand for services? 
 

 What is the projected demand for services? 
 

 Please provide growth rate and population projections. 
 

 Please provide any other information relevant to planning for future growth or 
changing demographics. 

 
 
 
 
LAFCo MSR Determination 
 
LAFCo to Complete 
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2. The location and characteristics of any Disadvantaged Unincorporated 
Communities (DUC) within or contiguous to the sphere of influence. (A "Disadvantaged 
Unincorporated Community" means territory with 12 or more registered voters, that 
constitutes all or a portion of a "disadvantaged community" with an annual median 
household income that is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median household 
income.) This may not be applicable to all MSR respondents. 
 
Please discuss any identified DUCs within the district service area and any policies,  
programs or measures adopted to provides public facilities or services related to sanitary 
sewer service, municipal and industrial water service, or structural fire protection.  
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3. Facilities and Programs 
 
A. Facilities 
 
Summary of Facilities (Parks, Physical Plant)  
 
NAME LOCATION SIZE 

(Acres) 
AMENITIES/SPECIAL FEATURES DESCRIPTION 

     

     

     

     

     

(Attach additional pages if necessary) 

 
Please attach Facilities Map. 
 
Present and Planned Capacity of Public Facilities 
 

 What is the current and projected service capacity?  
 
 What is the level of adequacy of services and facilities to serve current and future 

population? 
 

 What Performance Measures are used by the District to determine service 
adequacy? 

 
Infrastructure Needs or Deficiencies/Capital Improvement Program 
 

 Describe the District’s Capital Improvement Program, as applicable. 
 

 Describe deferred maintenance strategy. 



 

MSR/2016  Template Form Revised_.DL_DUC 6

 
 Describe policies and practices for depreciation and replacement of infrastructure. 

 
 How will new or upgraded infrastructure and deferred maintenance be financed? 

 
 List infrastructure deficiencies, if any; indicate if deficiencies have resulted in 

permit or other regulatory violations; if necessary, explain how deficiencies will 
be addressed. 

 
 Provide evidence of compliance with applicable regulatory standards (for 

example, CA R-39-97 (Certified Playground Safety Standards) for Recreation and 
Parks Districts) 

 
B.  Programs 
 
Summary of Programs (Recreation, Education, Conservation, etc.) 
 

NAME LOCATION(S) SIZE 
(# Participants) 

DESCRIPTION 

 
 
 

   

 
 
 

   

 
 
 

   

 
 
 

   

 
 
 

   

(Attach additional page if necessary) 
 
 
LAFCo Determination 
LAFCo to Complete 
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4. Financial Information 
 

Budget (Please attach current budget.) 
 

Revenue 
   

 Describe all revenue sources (i.e., property taxes, special taxes, service 
charges, fees, rentals, assessments, grants, etc.). 

 
Rates, Fees, Charges, and Assessments 

 
 Describe rate setting methodology. 

 
 Explain constraints associated with agency’s ability to generate revenue. 

What options are available – special assessments/ special taxes/ increases 
in sales tax/impact fees/grants, etc.? 

 
 Please provide a comparison of rates and charges with similar service 

providers (favorable or less so). 
 

 Describe revenue constraints. 
 

Expenditures 
 

 Describe the agency’s Service Levels compared to industry standards and 
measurements. 

 
 Describe the Cost of Service compared to industry standards and 

measurements. 
 
Assets, Liabilities, Debt, Equity, and Reserves 
 

 Provide the Book Value of Assets. 
 
 Provide a list of equipment, land, and other fixed assets. 

 
 Provide a summary of long term debt and liabilities. 

 
 Explain the agency’s bond rating; discuss reason for rating. Discuss 

amount and use of existing debt. Describe proposed financing and debt 
requirements.  

 
 Describe policies and procedures for investment practices 

 
 Describe policies and procedures for establishing and maintaining 

reserves/retained earnings.   
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o What is the dollar limit of reserves/retained earnings?  
o What is the ratio of undesignated, contingency, and emergency 

reserves to annual gross revenue? 
 

 
Summary of Revenue Sources 
 

Fiscal Year Past Year 
(2) 

Past Year 
(1)  

Current  Projected 

Property Taxes  
Interest  
Rental Income  
HPTR  
In-Lieu Fees  
State & Federal 
Grants 

 

Recreation Fees & 
Grants 

 

Miscellaneous  
Fund Balance Avail.  
Total  

 
Summary of Expenditures 
 

Fiscal Year Past Year 
(2) 

Past Year 
(1) 

Current Projected 

Salaries & Wages  
Services & Supplies  
Long-Term Debt  
Capital 
Improvements1 

 

Equipment  
Contingency2  
Total  

 
1. Identify Sources of Funding: 
2. Fixed or Variable? 
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Summary of Financial and Operational Information 
 
 Current FY 
Population  
Area Served  
Developed Real Estate  
Undeveloped Real Estate  
Service Standard Ratios1  
Full Time Employees  
Average Part-Time Employees  
Total Annual Budget   
Per Capita Spending  
Total Annual Administrative Costs  
% Annual Administrative Costs to Total   
Estimated Deferred Maintenance  
Average Capital Improvements (5 Years)  
Reserve Amount  
Operational Cost per Employee  
Average Property Tax Rate   
  
1. For example, Park acres per 1000 residents 

 
 

 
 
 
LAFCo Determination 
 
 
LAFCo to Complete 
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5.  Status of and Opportunities for Innovation and Shared Facilities 
 
a) Describe existing and/or potential shared facilities, infrastructure, and staff. Describe 

any joint power agreements or other agreements for sharing resources with other 
agencies. 

 
b) Describe existing and/or potential joint use planning.  
 
c) Describe existing and/or potential duplication with existing or planned facilities or 

services with other agencies. 
 
d) Describe availability of any excess capacity to serve customers or other agencies.  
 
e) Describe any economies of scale in shared purchasing power, and any other cost- 

sharing opportunities that can be implemented by joint use or sharing resources. 
 
f) Describe any duplication (overlap), or gaps in services or boundaries.  
 
g) Describe ongoing cost avoidance practices.  (For example, if you hire contract vs. in-

house employees, is the bidding process cost effective and efficient)? 
 
h) Describe any opportunities to reduce overhead and operational costs. 
 
i) Describe any opportunities to reduce duplication of infrastructure. 
 
j) Identify any areas outside agency boundary which could be efficiently served by 

existing or proposed agency facilities. 
 
k) Identify any areas within agency boundary which could be more efficiently served by 

another agency. 
 
l) Are your service plans compatible with those of other local agencies?  
 
 
 
LAFCo Determination 
 
 
LAFCo to Complete 
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6. Accountability for Community Service Needs, including Governmental 

Structure and Operational Efficiencies 
 

a) Explain the composition of the agency’s governing board. 
  

 Number of Directors: 
 Nature/ Length of Terms: 
 Is governing body landowner or population based? 
 Are Directors elected or appointed? 
 Are elections or appointments at large or by district? 

 
b) Explain compensation and benefits provided to the governing board, including any 

benefits that continue after term of service. 
 
c) Where and how frequently does the governing board meet? 
 
d) Describe rules, procedures, and programs for public notification of agency operations, 

meetings, programs, etc.   
 

 How is public participation encouraged?   
 Are meetings accessible to the public, i.e., evening meetings, adequate meeting 

space, etc.? 
 
e) Describe public education/outreach efforts, (i.e., newsletters, bill inserts, website, 

etc.) 
 
f) Describe level of public participation, and ways that staff and Directors are accessible 

to the public. 
 
g) Describe ability of public to access information and agency reports. 
 
h) Describe any opportunities to eliminate service islands, peninsulas and other illogical 

service areas. 
 

 
 
 
 

LAFCo Determination 
 
 
 

LAFCo to Complete 
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7. Issues, Concerns and Opportunities 
 
Please provide information regarding any issues or concerns related to operations, and 
effective or efficient service delivery (financial, managerial, legal, organizational, etc.) 
 

 Compliance with Environmental Justice requirements. 1 
 

 Compliance with regulatory reporting requirements. 
 

 Compliance with regulatory agencies and public health and safety issues. 
 
1. LAFCo definition of "environmental justice" means the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes 
with respect to the location of public facilities and the provision of public services. 

 
 
LAFCo Determination 
 
 
To be completed by LAFCo 
 
 
 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
District Map 
Facilities Map 
Capital Program 
Organization Chart 
Budget 
Other 
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August 25, 2016 
 
 
Chair Nava, Vice Chair Flanigan and Honorable Members of the Commission; 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to address your Commission during your August 25 public hearing on 
special districts in California as a follow up to the Commission’s May 2000 report, Special Districts, 
Relics of the Past or Resources for the Future? We appreciate the opportunity to share our viewpoint 
on the unique relationship between local agency formation commissions (LAFCOs) and special 
districts. 
 
In the following testimony you will learn much progress has been made in the past sixteen years in 
the evolution of LAFCOs and their respective relationships with special districts. LAFCOs have worked 
diligently to keep pace with the changing California landscape and there are many success stories to 
tell. Like other local government agencies throughout the state including special districts, LAFCOs 
also face a number of challenges. This testimony will highlight the progress, challenges and 
opportunities for the future for LAFCOs and their relations with special districts. 

 

The California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions  

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

A Brief Review of LAFCO History  

LAFCOs were created by the state Legislature in 1963 (under the provisions of the Knox-Nisbet Act; 
AB 1662, Knox combined with SB 861, Nisbet) as a result of recommendations from then Governor 
Pat Brown’s Commission on Metropolitan Area Problems. The Commission was charged with studying 
urban sprawl and its statewide effects and was formed by the Governor out of growing concern for 
the post-WWII population and housing boom in California. This boom led to a large number of 
problems, not the least of which included poorly planned cities due to rapid growth and a scramble to 
finance and extend government services to meet the increased service demands, the proliferation of 
freeway suburbs, city annexations wars, and the hasty conversion of agricultural land. 
 
The original charge of LAFCO was very limited in scope: to review and approve or disapprove 
proposals for incorporations and the creation of special districts. 
 
Today, Government Code section 56001, which serves as a statement of LAFCO’s mission, 
memorializes the Legislature’s acknowledgement of the need to balance competing state interests. 
Government Code Section 56001 states in part, “The Legislature recognizes that the logical 
formation and determination of local agency boundaries is an important factor in promoting orderly 
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development and in balancing that development with sometimes competing state interests of 
discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open-space and prime agricultural lands, and efficiently 
extending government services.”   
 
Over the years, a number of major changes have occurred in the statute governing LAFCOs. It is clear 
the scope of responsibility for LAFCO has grown considerably since 1963. The opportunities and 
challenges of this evolution are discussed later in this testimony. Below is a snapshot of the major 
statutory changes. 
 

Year Action  

1971 LAFCOs were required to establish Spheres of Influence for each city and special 
district within their respective county. This was a huge shift of responsibility beyond 
merely reacting to individual boundary changes. (A Sphere of Influence, as defined in 
Government Code Section 56076, is a plan for the probable physical boundaries and service area of a 
local agency, as determined by the commission.) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Role of LAFCO and Services Provided 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Mapping and planning for disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUC); and 
• Conducting special studies, among other things.  

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

Staffing Models and Level of Independence of LAFCOs Throughout the State 

Staffing Models  
The size and staffing models of LAFCOs throughout the state greatly vary depending on several 
factors. First, the activity level of a particular LAFCO is a primary driver of their resource needs. Next, 
the smaller more rural LAFCOs tend to have fewer financial resources and therefore staff accordingly. 
It is also apparent to CALAFCO that the level of acceptable government oversight varies greatly 
between regions of the state. 
 
In a 2015 membership survey in which 55 of the 58 LAFCOs participated, CALAFCO found that 78% 
(or 43 of the 55) of LAFCOs have less than four staff members. In fact over 36% (20 of the 55) have 
less than two staff members, if there is even a dedicated LAFCO staff office presence. Over 16% (9 of 
55) indicated they have four to six staff members. Only three LAFCOs indicated having seven or more 
staff members. 
 
 

 

36.36%

41.82%

16.36%

5.45%

Number of LAFCO Staff
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The reality of LAFCO staffing is that a large percentage of LAFCOs use either part-time contractual 
relationships or county personnel to fill the primary staffing roles. Many LAFCOs hire part-time staff, 
by contract, to perform the responsibilities of the Executive 
Officer (EO).  Three of the more rural LAFCOs in the 
northern part of the state contract with the same person to 
fulfill EO responsibilities; another seven rural LAFCOs 
contract with a different person to fulfill EO responsibilities. 
So between these ten LAFCOs, there are two part-time 
contractual EOs to guide a very large geographic region 
that is experiencing ever increasing development pressures 
and demands for new services. Other examples of LAFCOs 
that have low staffing resources include one that has the 
County Administrator acting as the EO; another uses the 
County Board of Supervisors’ Clerk of the Board as EO; and 
several use the County’s Planning Director or the 
Community Development Director as the EO. 
 
On the flip side of these models are the larger and higher-
resource LAFCOs that employ four or more staff members 
(only 9 of 55 fall into this category). The largest LAFCO in 
the state employs nine full-time positions and one-part time 
position, as well as having nine part-time contractors.  
 
A Matter of Independence 
The need for greater LAFCO independence has long been debated. And while many LAFCOs operate 
independently from the County (with more moving in that direction), the reality is that many of the 
smaller LAFCOs still operate with some level of dependence on the County.  
 
In the 2015 CALAFCO Survey, we found that over 32% (or 18 LAFCOs) of the 55 respondents have 
staff that are employees of the County. Over 27% (15 of 55) have staff that are fully independent and 
employed by the LAFCO. Contract consultants as lead staff make up over 24% (or 13 of the 55), and 
over 16% (9 of 55) are a hybrid or some other form of staffing.  
 

Revenue Sources 

LAFCO funding sources are extremely limited both externally by arbitrary restrictions on state funding 
sources (Strategic Growth Council grants for example) and internally by political reluctance of a local 
commission to “grow” government functions.  Government Code section 56831 establishes the 
formula for funding LAFCOs’ budgets requiring the categories of local agencies sitting on the 
particular LAFCO’s commission to fund the LAFCO budget. In 30 of the 58 LAFCOs cities, counties, 
and special districts contribute to the LAFCO budget. The statute (Government Code Section 56381) 
calls for an equal apportionment of one-third share for those LAFCOs in which there is county, city 
and special district representation. However, the statute allows for individual LAFCOs to modify this 
statutory budget funding allocation. (For example, Butte LAFCO has special district representation 
and all parties involved agreed that special districts shall pay less than the one-third apportionment.)  
The cities’ share is apportioned in proportion to each city’s total revenue, and the special districts’ 
share is apportioned in proportion to each district’s total revenue as a percentage of the combined 
total district revenues within the county.  
 
For LAFCOs with no special district representation, the cost is split equally between the cities and 
county. For LAFCOs in which there are no incorporated cities within the county (Alpine, Mariposa and 
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Trinity), the cost is to be split equally between the county and the special districts. In two of these 
instances, however, (Alpine and Mariposa) there is no special district representation, and therefore 
the county pays 100% of LAFCOs’ budget. Ten counties have only one incorporated city. In these 
instances, the sole city is responsible for the city apportionment of the LAFCO budget allocation. 
 
LAFCOs also adopt fee schedules allowing LAFCOs to recover the cost of certain proceedings 
including but not limited to processing of applications, amending or updating SOIs and other LAFCO 
proceedings. By law, fees cannot exceed the estimated cost of providing the service, so, as is the 
case with other governmental services provided by other types of public agencies, there is no 
percentage of net profit built into adopted fees. A LAFCO has the authority to reduce or waive fees if 
it finds the payment would be detrimental to the public interest. 
 
More than half (27 of 55) of the LAFCOs responding to the 2015 Survey indicated to CALAFCO that it 
was somewhat difficult to maintain annual funding levels and that they are unable to successfully 
obtain budget increases, while less than half (25 of 55) of LAFCOs reported that they have little 
difficulty maintaining annual funding levels or seeking budget increases when increases can be 
justified. The other 3 of the 55 LAFCOs indicated that their budgets are kept flat or have been 
reduced over time. This is clearly a challenge for the majority of LAFCOs in meeting statutory 
obligations. This issue is expanded upon in the Lingering Challenges and Opportunities section of 
this testimony.   
 

 
 
Based on the Survey, CALAFCO learned that budgets for LAFCOs around the state vary widely. As you 
can see, less than 15% of them (8 of 55) have a budget larger than $700,000 annually, and over 
16% (9 of 55) have an annual budget of less than $50,000. 
 
To help put this into better perspective, here are some examples of FY 2016-17 adopted budgets 
from LAFCOs as compared to their adopted FY 2015-16 budget: 
 

LAFCO FY 2016-17  
Adopted Budget 

+/- from Adopted  
FY 2015-16 

Budget 
% of Change 

Mono $11,582 +$49 +0.5% 
Tuolumne $36,283 -$2,538 -7% 
Kings $57,126 +$5,672 +10% 
Los Angeles $1,405,530 +$34,530 +2.5% 
San Diego $1,984,064 +$163,253 +8.3% 

 

16%

13%

18%
38%

15%

FY 2015-16 Annual LAFCO Budget

Less than $50,000

$50,001 - $100,000

$101,000 - $300,000

$300,001 - $700,000

$700,001 +
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All of Mono LAFCO’s staff, for example, are contracted through the County, including the EO who also 
serves as the County’s Planning and Community Development Director. Mono’s budget accounts for 
revenue from the county, only one city and no independent special districts. All of Tuolumne LAFCO’s 
staff are contracted through the County and the EO also serves as the County’s Community 
Resources Agency Director. Their budget also reflects revenue from the county, only one city and no 
independent special districts. Kings LAFCO staff are also County employees, with the LAFCO EO also 
serving as the Community Development Director. Their budget reflects revenue from the county, four 
cities and no independent special districts.  
 
In contrast, both Los Angeles and San Diego LAFCO have full and part-time staff who are employed 
directly by LAFCO. Los Angeles receives revenue from 88 cities, 53 independent special districts and 
the county. San Diego LAFCO’s revenue is derived from 18 cities, 60 independent special districts 
and the county. 
 

The Role of LAFCO and Special Districts 

The nature of relationships between LAFCOs and special districts vary across the state from one of 
mutual respect, to a fear and contempt of LAFCO, and many places in between. Many LAFCOs are 
proactive in their efforts to stay connected with the special districts in their area, while others could 
improve these efforts. For those LAFCOs with special districts seated on their LAFCO, staying 
connected with special districts is a much easier task.  
 
It is important to note that LAFCO has no direct regulatory authority over special districts. The MSR 
conducted by LAFCO is only as good as the information received from the entity being studied or 
other resources (as needed). In this respect, the LAFCO must rely primarily on the district to provide 
the necessary information. In many instances this is accomplished with great efficiency. However, in 
some instances this is not the case.  
 
Following are two extremely different examples. First, one LAFCO in the central valley, while working 
to complete a series of MSRs, provided a particular district a request for information in January of 
this year. Despite four months of repeated follow up by the LAFCO, which was then followed up with a 
more formal request for information, the request and follow up requests went unanswered for 
several months. Despite the LAFCO’s attempt to communicate to the district the purpose, importance 
and statutory requirement for the MSR, the district remains a strong resistant to providing the 
necessary information. As a result, this LAFCOs completion of the MSR has been substantially 
delayed. 
 
On the other extreme, in the southern part of the state, a different LAFCO and the district being 
reviewed work so cooperatively together that a draft MSR was completed with relative ease and in a 
much more timely manner than as described above. 
 
As you will see in the section below, MSRs are evolving into documents that are increasingly 
designed to assist special districts (and other municipal service providing entities) to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness with which they provide the service. LAFCOs and special districts would 
both benefit greatly if a cooperative relationship and a mutual understanding of the benefits of the 
MSR process existed. CALAFCO has begun conversations with the California Special Districts 
Association (CSDA) to facilitate local discussions about these benefits.  
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Municipal Service Reviews 

Purpose 
In 2000, there was a substantial change in LAFCO responsibility when the requirement of conducting 
MSRs was added (Government Code Section 56430). The requirement at the time Section 56430 
was enacted, was to conduct a MSR in order to establish or update a SOI and the LAFCO was 
required to comprehensively review all agencies providing municipal services in the prescribed 
geographic area. The law prescribed that by January 1, 2008, LAFCOs were to have all SOIs updated, 
and done, as necessary, and every five years thereafter.  
 
Over the years the frequency with which the MSR is to be conducted and the factors to be 
considered in a MSR have changed. Today, the statute indicates LAFCO shall, as necessary, review 
and update each SOI every five years. Should there be a change in the SOI, then the appropriate 
MSRs must be revisited. The “as necessary” clause allows for adopt local policies based on local 
circumstances and conditions.  
 
MSRs today must include LAFCOs’ determinations on seven areas, including: growth and population 
projections for the area being studied; location and characteristics of any DUC within or contiguous 
to the SOI; present and planned capacity of facilities, adequacy of public services, and infrastructure 
needs and deficiencies; financial ability of the agency to provide the services; identification of 
opportunities for shared services; accountability for community service needs (including governance 
and operational efficiencies); and any other matters the LAFCO deems relevant in the provision of 
services.  
 
LAFCOs have discretion in how to conduct MSRs. For example, some LAFCOs choose to conduct 
MSRs on all service providers (regardless of service type) in a particular geographic region or area. 
Others prefer to study the entire county by category of service (one MSR will study all fire service 
providers while another MSR will study all water service providers). Still others may choose to 
conduct MSRs based on the type of special district, or they may be done on an individual agency. 
 
LAFCOs also have the discretion to conduct MSRs with in-house staff or hire consultants. More often 
than not, the amount of financial and human resources available to the LAFCO dictates how an MSR 
will be completed and more importantly, affects the depth and quality of the prepared MSRs and any 
potential resulting determinations for future corrective actions that may be deemed necessary. Given 
that the MSRs are a critical component of LAFCOs oversight of local agencies, this great disparity in 
MSR resources directly impacts LAFCOs ability to identify deficiencies and take corrective measures.  
 
The current language of the MSR statute leads many LAFCOs to conclude that the Legislature 
intended that MSRs be conducted only when it was necessary to establish a new or update an 
existing SOI (hence the use of the term “as necessary”). However, it is becoming increasingly clear to 
CALAFCO that somehow the initial intent has been lost and a new paradigm has been created 
regarding MSRs. There is growing dialogue among some that the expectation is for LAFCOs to 
conduct MSRs on all municipal service providers every five years, regardless of whether or not the 
SOI is being updated.  
 
This expectation is a growing concern for LAFCOs and CALAFCO for a number of reasons.  First, it is 
misaligned with the express language of the MSR statute and its original intent. Second, a 
comprehensive MSR can take many months if not years to complete and requires a great deal of 
resources (both human and fiscal). This may mean that a LAFCO is unable to apply the proper 
amount of attention to an agency in need of improvement because there is just not the time. Third, 
and perhaps the most daunting for many LAFCOs is that the requirement for MSRs was added to the 
LAFCO plate without the addition of any resources to conduct them. As a result, many of the lower 
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resource LAFCOs are finding it difficult to complete comprehensive MSRs, so they are completed in a 
minimal way. LAFCOs that have a large number of agencies providing municipal services in their area 
clearly have a large number of MSRs to conduct. However, given all of this, a great majority of 
LAFCOs are completing MSRs regularly or on a schedule that is locally acceptable.  
 
I will use Monterey LAFCO as one example to demonstrate the resources and time required to 
complete a comprehensive MSR. Monterey has 12 cities and 42 independent special districts. In a 
snapshot of their MSR schedule in March 2016, they reported having completed 14 MSR/SOI 
studies in December 2015; another 5 that had the administrative draft under review or hearing set; 
and another 4 for which information collection was under way. This means that in the latter portion 
of 2015, Monterey LAFCO was studying no less than 23 municipal service providers simultaneously. 
This is in addition to all of the other work being completed pursuant to the LAFCO’s annual work plan. 
To accomplish these MSRs, Monterey LAFCO contracts out to a consultant approximately 1,000 
hours of work per year at a cost of approximately $50,000. In addition, it supplements the 
consultant’s work as needed with an existing full-time staff person at an average of 500 hours per 
year. All of this cost is included as part of its annual operating cost and absorbed by those paying 
into the LAFCO. 
 
Another example is San Diego LAFCO and its review for four healthcare districts. In conducting this 
particular MSR, due to the complexity of healthcare district functions and financial operations, it took 
San Diego LAFCO 1 ½ years to complete the final MSR. 
 
MSRs and Independent Special Districts by the Numbers  
A recent poll of LAFCOs regarding MSRs found that most LAFCOs have conducted at least one if not 
two complete rounds of SOI updates and as a result, one or two rounds of MSRs.  The sample size 
for this poll is 26 LAFCOs geographically spanning as far north as Del Norte; as far south as San 
Diego and Imperial; as far east as Inyo and as far west as Monterey and Santa Cruz. All 26 LAFCOs 
are diverse in their size, budget, staffing and type (urban, suburban and rural). What we found was 
that among these 26 LAFCOs, the number of independent special districts subject to review ranged 
from 9 to 105 (the average being 42.5) for a total of 1,150 independent special districts. Of these, 
an MSR had been conducted on 1,058 of them, at some point in the last ten years. This is an 
average completion rate of 92%, and does not account for all of the municipal services provided by 
cities that must also be reviewed. CALAFCO believes this number could have been greater if more 
emphasis was placed on agencies or services in need of review rather than a standard and arbitrary 
deadline to meet. Opportunities for change are discussed later in this testimony.  
 
The Use of MSRs in the Reorganization of Districts 
A point of great importance with respect to MSRs and the reorganization of districts is that ultimately 
LAFCO does not have the authority to mandate a district to take action. Through the MSR a LAFCO 
can make recommendations for changes of reorganization as described in more detail below. 
Additionally, a LAFCO can make recommendations that are more operational in nature (addressing 
governance, managerial or financial concerns). But in the end, for these types of recommendations, 
LAFCO lacks the authority to ensure implementation. 
 
LAFCO has been described as the Legislature's "watchdog" to guard against wasteful duplication of 
services. (City of Ceres v. City of Modesto (1969) 274 Cal. App. 2d 545 [79 Cal.Rptr. 168].) To 
emphasize the point made above, the Legislature’s “watchdog” is different from the Legislature’s 
"enforcer." A watchdog identifies and alerts others to possible problems, and in rare instances, may 
actually be able to help solve the problem. But in most cases, the local agencies themselves must 
solve their own problems. When an agency seeks LAFCO approval (e.g., annexation), LAFCO can 
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impose terms and conditions on its approval. However, generally speaking, LAFCOs do not have 
legislative authority to "hold agencies accountable" and directly rectify issues or problems.  
 
That said, LAFCOs do make strong recommendations and take the initiative to consolidate or 
reorganize districts. However, for as many opportunities as there are, there are a number of 
challenges. There are barriers to reorganization. In the Commission’s 2000 report, it was stated few 
changes had been made in the structure of special district government. While this may be true 
statutorily, the report’s subsequent statistics told a different story. The report cited in looking at six 
LAFCOs since 1994 (presumably to 2000), 22 special district reorganizations were submitted, of 
which 16 were approved, three were denied, and three were withdrawn.  We view this is as 
significant action. 
 
LAFCOs have been criticized for not doing enough when it comes to dissolving or consolidating 
districts. Simply reorganizing agencies does not necessarily improve services – ultimately LAFCO 
recommendations are designed to improve the provision of service. Each district has its own funding 
approach and some have distinctly different levels of service. Consolidation or dissolution for the 
sake of change is not as simple or logical a path as one presumes and often leads to unintended 
consequences. LAFCOs must always recognize and respect that a special district board is locally 
elected and is accountable to its constituents when making local decisions, even if in stark contrast 
to a LAFCO recommendation.  
 
Many of the determinations and recommendations made in a MSR are operational in nature to 
address governance, managerial or financial concerns. Further, since MSRs and SOIs are considered 
long-term planning tools, many recommendations contained within them are not intended to be 
enacted immediately. Some recommendations have a timeframe exceeding the associated five-year 
cycle.  
 
So What Has Been Accomplished? 
A number of LAFCOs recently reported to CALAFCO taking action to consolidate, dissolve or otherwise 
reorganize districts, some successfully and others not. For example: 
 

• Amador LAFCO reports in the last ten years it has completed two dissolutions.  
• Los Angeles LAFCO reported the recent completion of one LAFCO-initiated dissolution. 
• Yolo LAFCO indicated the successful dissolution of three districts with a fourth currently in 

process. Additionally, it just finalized a recommendation that a local Fire Protection District 
contract services through one of the local cities. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
What are the challenges? 
The last several examples highlight some of the challenges LAFCOs face in the reorganization of 
districts. The lack of community support to change which manifests through the protest provision 
process is a factor. Regardless of how logical the consolidation or dissolution may be, the voters in 
the district have the final say on the disposition of the district. The LAFCO can expend years of time 
and resources moving towards such an action, only to have it be turned down by the will of the 
people being served. This factor is often a consideration when a LAFCO decides whether or not to 
initiate such action. 
 
Another challenge appears to be an inability of agencies to reach agreement on how to share the tax 
revenue, an action over which LAFCO has no authority to resolve. 
 
It is important to note yet again that LAFCO can make determinations and recommendations that are 
operational in nature, addressing governance, managerial or financial concerns, and short of a 
recommended change of organization, has no authority to enforce them. Should the Legislature 
desire LAFCO to be more proactive and aggressive in this area, then CALAFCO suggests this be a 
topic that is moved forward for discussion in a forum of long-term roundtables or workshops with all 
affected stakeholders at the table.  

 

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

Looking Back at the Steps Forward 

The governing landscape of LAFCOs has evolved considerably over the past 16 years. As mentioned 
previously, there were substantial changes in the laws in 2000, many of which were the outcome of 
recommendations from a report issued by the Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century 
as well as the Little Hoover Commission’s 2000 Report.  Several of the recommendations found in 
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the Local Governance Commission’s report (issued January 2000) parallel the recommendations of 
the report of this Commission issued in May 2000. Below are the most significant changes that have 
occurred: 
 
Required LAFCo independence. One of the Commission’s recommendations in the 2000 report was 
to enhance the independence of LAFCOs. The new statute provided that the county was no longer 
required to supply the LAFCO with all the necessary logistical resources required to do the job. 
Instead it created the opportunity for LAFCOs to become independent of the county. Many LAFCOs 
have transitioned to an independent model, although this remains a challenge for many due to a 
lack of financial resources or political will to expand LAFCO services. Examples of both existing 
dependent and independent models were provided elsewhere in this testimony and the challenges 
that remain in this area will be addressed in the next section.   
 
Equal Funding. Both reports suggested equal funding would benefit LAFCOs. The statute changes 
provided for a formula of equal funding, thereby removing the entire financial responsibility from 
counties. Today this is the standard financial model with some local exceptions. Please refer to the 
Revenue Sources section of this testimony for details of how this formula works. 
 
Special District representation. As a result of adding an option for 
special district representation on LAFCO (previously the requirements 
were limited, and in 2000 the law changed to allow for an automatic 
option to seat two special district representatives on LAFCO), 30 of the 
58 LAFCOs now have this kind of representation (those counties 
represented in yellow on the adjacent map have special district 
representation on LAFCO).  While this is substantial progress, CALAFCO 
and CSDA would like to see special district representation on all 58 
LAFCOs. This is addressed further in the next section.  
 
Review of special districts in the provision of services. The 
Commission’s 2000 report recommended that LAFCO be required to 
conduct periodic and specific reviews of independent special districts. A substantial change in 2000, 
the law was updated to add MSRs as a required precursor to updating a SOI. MSRs are discussed in 
much greater detail in the above MSR section above, as requested by your Commission.   
 
Allowance of local policies. While prior to 2000 LAFCOs were encouraged to create local policies to 
implement the law, the new statute declared the Legislature’s intent that all LAFCOs shall adopt 
written policies and procedures by January 1, 2002 and that the policies include lobbying disclosure 
and reporting requirements, and all forms to be used by the LAFCO. Today virtually every LAFCO has 
adopted local policies and procedures based on local circumstances and conditions to guide them in 
their work.  
 
Use of technology. The new statute required each LAFCO, by January 1, 2002, to establish and 
maintain a website on which access to notices and other LAFCO information is readily accessible to 
the public.   
 
In today’s world of ever-changing technology that allows for a higher level of information exchange 
and a statewide call for greater transparency, information is much more easily disseminated by 
LAFCO to the public and to other agencies. Further, LAFCOs now have greater access to information 
on special districts and other entities. Not only are those documents available directly through a 
district’s website (if they have one), but also via the State Controller’s website, where an annual 
report of special districts is published. These changes have most certainly increased the level of 
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transparency in which all public agencies operate, which was a recommendation of the 
Commission’s 2000 report. 
 
Greater collaboration. At the local level, there is more collaboration among local agencies today than 
ever before, and LAFCOs are increasingly at the hub of these collaborative dialogues. Good examples 
of this include (but in no way are limited to): Yolo LAFCO who gathers local leaders and facilitates 
discussions amongst the county and various cities on shared services opportunities; Orange County 
LAFCO’s initiation of the South Orange County Governance Visioning Process, designed to provide a 
forum for stakeholders to identify viable future governance alternatives for the established and 
developing communities in the unincorporated territory of South Orange County; and San Diego 
LAFCO who coordinated and hosted a workshop on the 2016-17 San Diego County wildland fire 
season readiness, which brought together a number of local fire services providers. 
  
Additionally at the state level, CALAFCO is doing increasingly more collaboration and coordination 
with other state associations such as CSDA, the League of California Cities, the California State 
Association of Counties (CSAC) and the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) on matters 
of joint interest. 

 

Lingering Challenges and Opportunities  

Independence and Funding 
Although progress has been made in the areas of LAFCO independence and revenue sources, some 
challenges remain. As noted previously, the matter of LAFCO independence is still a struggle. The 
extreme variation in LAFCO staffing often creates a significant hurdle to managing the many complex 
governance issues facing the state and allows for many issues to remain unaddressed entirely. 
 
Although revenue sources were expanded in 2000, this remains a challenge for at least half of the 
LAFCOs in the state. The variable funding schemes reported in the Revenue Sources section of this 
testimony create differential financial burdens among affected agencies that is not always 
proportional to the effort required by each LAFCO. It also creates a competitive dynamic that often 
results in LAFCO budgets being established based on the hardships to the smallest entities which 
often drive down the overall LAFCO budget and therefore the LAFCO’s ability to meet its statutory 
requirements. Of the 55 LAFCOs who responded to CALAFCO’s 2015 survey, only 30 reported their 
budgets allowed them to meet statutory responsibilities. Nineteen LAFCOs (34%) indicated their 
budgets were barely sufficient for them to meet the minimum statutory requirements and another 6 
(or 11%) stated their budgets were not adequate to meet all of their responsibilities. As the 
Legislature creates additional responsibilities for LAFCO without providing additional funding 
resources, the gap will grow as LAFCOs will increasingly find it difficult to keep pace with the very 
limited budgets.  
 
Political Pressure 
There are political pressures and potential conflicts inherent in the very nature of the makeup of a 
LAFCO commission.  The statute requires all LAFCO commission members to exercise their 
independent judgment as a whole in furthering the purpose of LAFCO rather than the interests of 
their appointing authority. Through the years CALAFCO has provided LAFCO commissioners 
throughout the state training on how this may be accomplished. The reality is that it is a difficult 
mandate. How reasonable is it to expect that a county, city or special district elected official will 
“check that hat” at the door and think only in terms of LAFCO? It is rare when an official can set all of 
the political pressures of their primary entity aside and think and act only in terms of LAFCO. And, 
when that is accomplished, there are often great consequences. For example, at the will of the entire 
County Board of Supervisors, or the City Selection Committee or the Special District Selection 
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Committee, an official appointed or elected to serve on LAFCO can easily be replaced by the entity 
that put them in that seat. A recent example can be found in the central valley when the City 
Selection Committee removed a commissioner from a LAFCO because the majority of those on the 
Committee disagreed with the vote of the elected official while acting as LAFCO commissioner. 
Arguably, this level of political or issue oriented intervention can significantly undermine any LAFCO 
attempt to remain neutral and independent of local agency influence. 
 
This challenge could potentially be addressed by appointing LAFCO commission members to a fixed 
term regardless of their actions. This may create a better balance of the democratic appointment 
process with the empowerment of the official to act more independently.  
 
Special District representation on all LAFCOs 
Both CALAFCO and CSDA are working together on generating ideas and solutions to this opportunity. 
Today the path for special district representation on LAFCO is long, and we are collaborating on ways 
to make this process easier. The other challenge to having special district representation on all 
LAFCOs is a matter of cost. Many districts do not want to pay the cost associated with participating 
on LAFCO and are unable to see the significant benefits of that participation. LAFCOs are stronger 
when they are more diverse. When considering matters relating to special districts, it is always a 
broader and better balanced perspective with the views of special districts represented in the 
discussions. Without a special district voice on the LAFCO, those interests are left to other entities. 
CALAFCO and CSDA continue outreach and educational efforts with CSDA members on the benefits 
of being seated on LAFCO.  

 

Emerging Challenges and Opportunities 

Albert Einstein said, “The world that we’ve made as a result of the level of thinking we have done 
thus far creates problems we cannot solve at the same level of thinking which created them.”  The 
reality of our world today is the issues we are dealing with are more complicated than ever before. 
 
The evolution of the role of LAFCO without the supporting resources 
The evolution of the role and responsibilities of LAFCO through the years have not kept pace with the 
evolution of the resources available to LAFCO to meet the changing demands. In 1963 LAFCOs were 
designed to move boundaries. The level of scrutiny they had was light and authority was local. Over 
time, LAFCOs evolved to add responsibilities, to look at future growth areas and plan for where that 
future growth may logically occur. Then in 2000, the Legislature added the responsibility of 
conducting a MSR – evaluating functions, service delivery and governance of a service provider - in 
order to do a SOI update. A later addition required LAFCO to conduct SOI updates every five years or 
as necessary, which means conducting MSRs as part of that process. Today these MSRs are 
required to contain LAFCO commission determinations on seven primary categories. The structure 
and resources to implement these additional responsibilities has remained for the most part 
unchanged. 
 
In 2012, as a result of SB 244 (Wolk, 2011), the Legislature added responsibility for LAFCO to 
identify and plan for the needs of all disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) that lie 
within or contiguous to an existing SOI. LAFCOs are experiencing increasing pressure from groups 
calling for more action to address the real needs of these communities. Not only does LAFCO lack 
the authority to address service deficiencies, recent legislative efforts lack addressing the root cause 
of many of these issues – a lack of water, lack of infrastructure, and a lack of financing for agencies 
to keep pace with the cost of infrastructure, operations and maintenance and regulatory compliance. 
LAFCOs welcome the partnership of the local communities, local, regional and state agencies to 
solve these very complicated and complex issues. 
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Increasing demands from the Legislature for LAFCOs to address local agency deficiencies without 
the authority and resources to do so, and the reluctance of local agencies to readily accept LAFCO 
assistance or intervention, combine to create a lose-lose for all.  Ultimately, the LAFCO must still rely 
on the participating local agencies as their primary source of operational revenue (other than fees for 
services). These are the same agencies who are also critically reviewed by LAFCO and may not view a 
strong LAFCO as a helpful entity. This has become increasingly challenging as local agencies 
continue to grapple with their own fiscal shortages and desire to maintain local control in an era of 
increasing regional planning demands.    
 
Unique new service entity structures 
Joint Powers Authority and Joint Powers Agencies are becoming a more common form of local 
governance and in some cases the delivery of municipal services. Lacking the oversight in the 
provision of those services similar to those that special districts have is an increasing challenge for 
LAFCOs.  
 
Recent legislative trend challenging LAFCO authority  
During the 2015-16 legislative year, CALAFCO noticed an increase in legislation introduced that 
either bypassed established local LAFCO processes or divested LAFCO of authority in some way. Your 
Commission requested CALAFCO provide our thoughts on this trend. We believe there are several 
reasons for this trend.  
 
First, as many of the legislative authors and sponsors have indicated, the LAFCO process is 
perceived as long, costly and does not guarantee the outcome they desire. To that, we say the 
Legislature intentionally created LAFCO processes to be deliberate, transparent and locally reviewed, 
especially when dealing with the dissolution or reorganization of an entity. Many factors must be 
considered and deliberated carefully. Several of this year’s legislative efforts do not take into 
account all that must be considered by either dissolving or expanding a district.  
 
We struggle with the notion that using the state legislative process is any less costly for tax payers 
than the local LAFCO process, and in fact argue that the local LAFCO process is more efficient and 
effective as local entities are better able to consider local circumstances and conditions. It has been 
CALAFCO’s experience that while special legislation addresses an immediate concern, it often results 
in collateral long-term impacts to resolving local issues. 
 
Another reason for this trend was present in several examples:  the involved district previously 
worked with the LAFCO and was unhappy with the results of that interaction. Consequently, rather 
than going back and working through the issues, it sought remedy at the state level. In yet another 
example the local entities involved – all of which are in some way represented on their LAFCO – 
never discussed their issue with the LAFCO and instead went straight to their state Legislator to seek 
remedy. The more this scenario is embraced by individual legislators, the more frequently it is sought 
by special interests and others, thus moving an issue from a local public forum to Sacramento.  
 
Finally, several of the bills introduced address entities over which LAFCOs have no authority. For 
example, SB 88 from 2015 gave the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) the authority to 
mandate consolidation of water entities. It is worth noting the agencies under the SWRCB focus are 
primarily agencies that are not under LAFCO jurisdiction, such as mutual water companies and 
private providers. This particular piece of legislation was a last minute budget trailer bill on which 
LAFCOs were never consulted. The passage of SB 88 left CALAFCO and all LAFCOs holding the bag so 
to speak in figuring out how to make the new statute actually work. For the past year CALAFCO has 
been working with the SWRCB in the proper implementation of this bill. 
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There are long-term effects to the “chipping away” of the foundation of the Act. Not only does this 
kind of random pick-and-choose create the opportunity for conflicting sections in the statute, it can 
inadvertently create statutory loopholes with very serious unintended consequences. Furthermore, 
the continual passage of such legislation will only invite more of the same, and create a more top-
down approach to local governance – which is in direct conflict with the reason the state Legislature 
gave LAFCO the authority it has had since 1963. The Legislature’s willingness to pass these “one-off” 
bills undermines the LAFCO authority rather than empowering the LAFCO. 
 
It was stated earlier that LAFCO processes were created by the Legislature to be local, thorough and 
deliberate. Allow me to expand on that for a moment and tie that concept to a lack of action 
(whether perceived or real). The peoples’ voice is an important part of the LAFCO process. In most 
cases, voters decide on whether a district should be formed, and ultimately they can decide the fate 
of a district. The protest provisions in statute allow for that voice to be considered as part of the 
process.  
 
Taking action to dissolve or reorganize a district requires thoughtful planning at the local level 
including the identification of a successor agency, the determination of what to do with the 
obligations, liabilities and assets of the district, and in many cases the agreement of tax revenue 
sharing. Many of these actions are reasons a LAFCO may choose not to initiate an action. While the 
applicant may pay the fees associated with the process of their application, if the LAFCO initiates the 
action, it is the LAFCO that absorbs all of the costs associated with that action. With already strapped 
budgets and staffing resources (as discussed above), the majority of LAFCOs today do not have the 
resources required to undertake such actions which, as noted before, can take several years to 
complete with no guarantee their recommended action is implemented.  
 
So while it may seem like a simple and straightforward action, the reality is it is not.  
 

Opportunities for the Future 

As indicated in this testimony, there has been a substantial evolution of LAFCO over the past 16 
years and overall LAFCOs have done a solid job meeting and in many cases exceeding their statutory 
requirements. Opportunities always emerge in the face of challenges. CALAFCO continues to work 
with our 58 member LAFCOs in support of strengthening their capacities as we see LAFCO as a vital 
and valuable part of the local governance landscape.  CALAFCO offers the concepts below as 
potential future opportunities to address LAFCOs’ challenges and to increase LAFCOs relevance.  We 
stand ready to engage the Commission and its staff, stakeholders and our members in a meaningful 
and forward-thinking dialogue to address any viable opportunities as you narrow the scope of your 
special district review for your next hearing. 
 
Increase Revenue Options for LAFCO. 
In light of the increasing call for LAFCOs to conduct more in-depth studies of special districts and to 
consider options for improved local governance that may include actions such as reorganization, we 
suggest the state consider providing special funding to LAFCOs for local government reorganization 
studies. As stated previously, in-depth and value-added MSRs take a great deal of resources – 
human, fiscal and time. The outcomes can be critical to the overall health and long-term well-being of 
a community.  
 
In its 2000 Report, as part of Recommendation Two, the Commission stated: “The State should 
provide LAFCOs with the direction and resources necessary to make them a catalyst for the effective 
and efficient evolution of independent special districts.” While several of the recommended actions 
outlined have been taken, funding special studies remains one unaddressed recommendation.  
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Perhaps with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) as a partner, a certain dollar 
amount can be allocated to each LAFCO annually. Or, if the focus is to conduct specific studies, an 
allocation based on the number identified to be studied can be issued to the LAFCOs involved. 
 
Another suggestion for the state to consider is allowing LAFCO to directly receive a certain 
percentage of property tax revenue in addition to the funding provided by the local entities 
participating on LAFCO. Perhaps the state can issue to LAFCO a fraction of the percentage of these 
agencies’ portion of Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) funding that was previously 
taken away. Since the local agencies have a statutory obligation to financially support LAFCO, this 
seems like a logical connection.  
 
With increasing unfunded mandates on local government, the State is setting up expectations that 
are harder and harder to meet. As LAFCOs are funded by local agencies, the more mandates these 
entities must deliver on the fewer financial resources are available for the LAFCO to call on to deliver 
their increasing mandates. It is a no-win cycle. CALAFCO urges the Legislature to consider the 
cumulative impact of all of the mandates being handed down to local entities. 
 
Statutorily authorize LAFCO to dissolve inactive districts. 
Although the total number of inactive districts statewide is currently unknown, CALAFCO suspects 
there are a number of districts that have not met in well over a year, not adopted an annual budget 
for a number of years, have not held elections in years, or have gone completely dark. We believe 
these districts are worthy of a closer look and may very well be the most obvious candidates for 
dissolution. We suggest the state grant LAFCO the statutory authority to dissolve these districts after 
the appropriate study has been conducted or certain determinations have been made by the LAFCO. 
Funding to conduct these studies and conduct the dissolution process should be considered along 
with the statutory authority.  
 
Conduct a statewide study on the effectiveness of MSRs and make legislative recommendations 
accordingly. 
It has now been 16 years since LAFCOs were authorized to conduct regular SOI updates and MSRs. 
Enough time has passed and enough LAFCOs have completed several “rounds” of these studies for 
there to be the kind of data needed to study and evaluate the effectiveness of the requirement. 
There are certainly lessons learned and best practices that exist as a result. It may be the right time 
to ask questions such as: (1) Are the right factors being reviewed; (2) Is the seemingly arbitrary 
timeframe of every five years the most appropriate interval; (3) What have been the MSR 
determinations and the subsequent actions; and (4) What do the entities involved see as the value in 
these studies? In partnership with CALAFCO, the state may want to consider funding a study of the 
effectiveness of updates and reviews based on the original intent of the law and local circumstances 
and conditions.  CALAFCO can partner with any number of entities on this study. 
 
Revisit and revise certain principal acts. 
Over the past 16 years a number of principal acts have been updated thanks to the efforts of the 
former Senate Local Government Committee consultant staff. CALAFCO recommends all of the 
principal acts be reviewed and updated as necessary, perhaps starting with the one pertaining to 
healthcare districts. As this is a substantial undertaking in both time and resources, this would be a 
multi-year project requiring a detailed plan and timeline. As prior principal act reviews were led by 
local government committee staff, CALAFCO recommends either the Assembly Local Government 
Committee of Senate Governance and Finance Committee take the lead on this endeavor. 
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Keep LAFCO decisions local. 
CALAFCO urges the Legislature to keep local LAFCO decisions local. While we understand there are 
certain situations in which the state must act (for example, if a unique governance structure is 
requested outside of that provided in the principal act, or granting powers of the district not provided 
for in the principal act), there are many instances in which legislation is introduced that is best dealt 
with locally. The more these kinds of legislation are passed, the more we will see introduced.  
 
As an association, CALAFCO has adopted Legislative Policies that guide both our Board of Directors 
and our Legislative Committee when considering legislative matters affecting LAFCO. Primary among 
those policies is the preservation of the authority of LAFCO. CALAFCO supports legislation that 
maintains LAFCO’s authority to condition proposals to address any or all financial, growth, service 
delivery, and agricultural and open space preservation issues. Further, we support legislation that 
maintains LAFCO’s ability to make decisions regarding boundaries and formations, as well as to 
enact recommendations related to the delivery of services and the agencies providing them, 
including consolidations, reorganizations or dissolutions.  
 
As all of these recent legislative efforts fly in the face of LAFCO authority, CALAFCO has opposed 
them in one form or another, while attempting to work with the authors and sponsors on acceptable 
middle-ground to create a win-win. From a CALAFCO perspective, some of those efforts have been 
successful while some have not. 
 
CALAFCO has also increased efforts to educate state legislative staff on who LAFCOs are and what 
they do. In the fall of 2015 for the first time, we hosted a Lunch and Learn with LAFCO series and 
plan to repeat these sessions annually. In addition, CALAFCO continues to find new ways to educate 
our member LAFCOs on the importance of building strong relationships at the local level with their 
state Legislators. 
 
Recommendation Three from the 2000 Little Hoover Commission Report. 
The 2000 report was very broad in scope with a host of recommendations. One in particular, 
Recommendation Three, appeared to get little traction, despite the fact it contains a good foundation 
for discussion in improving and enhancing local governance. 
 
CALAFCO agrees in concept with several of the specific actions outlined within this recommendation, 
and feels they are worthy of closer scrutiny. We see the opportunities cited therein have evolved over 
the past 16 years to: 
 

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

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

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

 
 
Pamela Miller 
Executive Director 
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