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The items marked with an asterisk (*) are included on the Consent Agenda and will be taken in one 
motion. At the beginning of the meeting, anyone who wants to discuss a consent item should make a 
request to remove that item from the Consent Agenda.  

Disclosure Requirements 

1.  Disclosure of Campaign Contributions  

 If you wish to participate in the following proceedings, you are prohibited from making a 
campaign contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate.  This prohibition 
begins on the date you begin to actively support or oppose an application before LAFCO and 
continues until three months after a final decision is rendered by LAFCO.  No commissioner or 
alternate may solicit or accept a campaign contribution of more than $250 from you or your agent 
during this period if the commissioner or alternate knows, or has reason to know, that you will 
participate in the proceedings. 

If you or your agent have made a contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate 
during the twelve (12) months preceding the decision, that commissioner or alternate must 
disqualify himself or herself from the decision.  However, disqualification is not required if the 
commissioner or alternate returns the campaign contribution within thirty (30) days of learning 
both about the contribution and the fact that you are a participant in the proceedings. For 
disclosure forms and additional information see: 
http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/annexations&Reorg/PartyDisclForm.pdf 

2.  Lobbying Disclosure 

Any person or group lobbying the Commission or the Executive Officer in regard to an application 
before LAFCO must file a declaration prior to the hearing on the LAFCO application or at the time 
of the hearing if that is the initial contact. Any lobbyist speaking at the LAFCO hearing must so 
identify themselves as lobbyists and identify on the record the name of the person or entity making 
payment to them. For disclosure forms and additional information see: 
http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/annexations&Reorg/LobbyDisclForm.pdf 

3.  Disclosure of Political Expenditures and Contributions Regarding LAFCO Proceedings 

If the proponents or opponents of a LAFCO proposal spend $1,000 with respect to that proposal, 
they must report their contributions of $100 or more and all of their expenditures under the rules of 
the Political Reform Act for local initiative measures to the LAFCO office. For additional 
information and for disclosure forms see: 
http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/sclafcopolicies_annex&reorg_home.html 

 

http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/annexations&Reorg/PartyDisclForm.pdf
http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/annexations&Reorg/LobbyDisclForm.pdf
http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/sclafcopolicies_annex&reorg_home.html
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1. ROLL CALL 

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons desiring to address the 
Commission on any matter not on this agenda.  Speakers are limited to THREE 
minutes.  All statements that require a response will be referred to staff for reply in 
writing. 

3. APPROVE MINUTES OF DECEMBER 7, 2011 LAFCO MEETING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

4.  SARATOGA URBAN SERVICE AREA AMENDMENT 2011  
Continued from December 7, 2011 

Supplemental Information (February 8, 2012) 

A request by the City of Saratoga for an amendment of its urban service area 
boundary to include approximately 54 acres comprising of seven parcels (APNs 
503-11-006, 008, 009, 503-74-001, 002, 003 and 004) located on Mt. Eden Road.  

Possible Action:   

a. Open public hearing and receive public comments. 

b.  Close public hearing. 

c.  Consider the request for USA amendment and staff recommendation. 

ITEMS FOR ACTION / DISCUSSION 

5.  IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF LAFCO’S 2011 
COUNTYWIDE WATER SERVICE REVIEW REPORT  
Possible Action:  Accept staff report and provide direction to staff, as necessary. 

6. STATUS REPORT ON ISLAND ANNEXATIONS IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
Possible Action:  Accept staff report and provide direction to staff, as necessary. 

7.  EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT 

7.1 UPDATE ON 2012 AUDIT AND SERVICE REVIEW OF EL CAMINO 
HOSPITAL DISTRICT 
Information Only. 

7.2 AD-HOC COMMITTEE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 LAFCO BUDGET 
Possible Action: Establish an ad-hoc committee composed of two 
commissioners to work with staff to develop and recommend the proposed 
FY 2012-2013 LAFCO budget for consideration by the full Commission. 
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7.3 LAFCO STRATEGIC PLANNING WORKSHOP 
Possible Action:  Delegate authority to LAFCO Executive Officer to enter 
into an agreement with Bill Chiat of the Alta Mesa Group in an amount not 
to exceed $1,500 and to execute any necessary amendments subject to 
LAFCO Counsel’s review and approval. 

7.4 LAFCO STAFF’S PARTICIPATION IN GREENBELT ALLIANCE’S 
“CHANGEMAKER TRAINING” 
Information Only. 

7.5 2012 CALAFCO STAFF WORKSHOP 
Possible Action: Authorize staff to attend the 2012 CALAFCO Staff 
Workshop and authorize travel expenses funded by LAFCO budget. 

7.6 LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE REPORT ON SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
AND LAFCOs 
Information Only. 

8. PENDING APPLICATIONS / UPCOMING PROJECTS 
• Campbell 2012 Urban Service area / Sphere of Influence Amendment and 

Reorganization  

9. COMMISSIONER REPORTS 

10. NEWSPAPER ARTICLES / NEWSLETTERS 

11. WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE 
• Letter from Raymond Sanchez regarding South Santa Clara Valley Memorial 

District  

12. ADJOURN 
Adjourn to regular LAFCO meeting on Wednesday, April 4, 2012, at 1:15 PM in the 
Isaac Newton Senter Auditorium, 70 West Hedding Street, San Jose. 
 
 
 
 

Any disclosable public records related to an open session item on the agenda and distributed to all or a majority of the 
Commission less than 72 hours prior to that meeting are available for public inspection at the LAFCO Office at the address 
listed at the bottom of the first page of the agenda during normal business hours. In compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, those requiring accommodation for this meeting should notify the LAFCO Clerk 24 hours prior to the 
meeting at (408) 299-6415, or at TDD (408) 993-8272, indicating that the message is for the LAFCO Clerk. 



 

 

 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
MINUTES 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 7, 2011 

CALL TO ORDER 

Acting Chairperson Pete Constant called the meeting to order at 1:15 p.m. 

1. ROLL CALL 

The following Commissioners were present: 
• Vice Chairperson Pete Constant  
• Commissioner Margaret Abe-Koga  
• Commissioner Mike Wasserman  
• Commissioner Susan Vicklund-Wilson 

The following Commissioners were absent: 
• Chairperson Liz Kniss 
• Alternate Commissioner Al Pinheiro 
• Alternate Commissioner George Shirakawa 
• Alternate Commissioner Sam Liccardo 
• Alternate Commissioner Terry Trumbull  

The following staff members were present: 
• LAFCO Executive Officer Neelima Palacherla 
• LAFCO Analyst Dunia Noel 
• LAFCO Counsel Mala Subramanian 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

3. APPROVE THE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 5, 2011 LAFCO MEETING 

The Commission approved the minutes of October 5, 2011 LAFCO meeting, as written. 

Motion: Margaret Abe-Koga    Second: Mike Wasserman   
MOTION PASSED  
AYES: Pete Constant, Margaret Abe-Koga, Mike Wasserman, Susan Vicklund-Wilson 
NOES: None   

4.  CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL 

The Commission adjourned to Closed Session at 1:18 p.m. and reconvened at 1:26 p.m. 
The Acting Chairperson announced that there was no report from Closed Session. 

5.  SARATOGA URBAN SERVICE AREA AMENDMENT 2011 

Neelima Palacherla, LAFCO Executive Officer, recommended that the Commission take 
public comment and continue the hearing to February 8, 2011 to allow time for the City 
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to finalize and approve the pre-annexation agreement and provide other information 
necessary for evaluation of the USA amendment proposal. 

This being the time and place for the public hearing, the Acting-Chairperson declares 
the public hearing open. 

Chuck Page, Vice-Mayor, City of Saratoga, stated that the USA amendment would bring 
properties that are split between the City and the County under the City’s jurisdiction 
with the goal of preserving agricultural lands. He directed attention to a map illustrating 
the proposed USA boundary amendment, the city limits and the subject properties. 

Commissioners Wasserman and Commissioner Wilson stated that it is more 
appropriate to take public testimony on the project when the staff report is completed.  

James Lindsay, Community Development Director, City of Saratoga, provided a 
handout to Commissioners and stated that Saratoga is committed to preserve the 
hillsides and open space. He also stated that the City Council will consider the pre-
annexation agreement at its December 21, 2011 meeting.    

Gerry de Young, Ruth and Going, Inc., on behalf of Garrod Trust, requested the 
Commission to notify the applicant of any other requirements that must be met before 
the February 8, 2012 public hearing.  

Jan Garrod, General Manager, Garrod Trust, urged the Commission to approve the USA 
amendment stating that it is difficult to operate his business under two separate 
jurisdictions. 

Acting Chairperson Constant determined that there are no members of the public who 
wished to speak on the item and declared the public hearing closed. 

In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Wasserman, Ms. Palacherla informed that 
the City had fulfilled the formal filing requirements; however, the pre-annexation 
agreement has not been approved by the City Council. She added that the City Council 
is scheduled to consider it at its December 21, 2011 meeting. In response to a follow-up 
inquiry by Commissioner Wasserman, Ms. Palacherla advised the City staff has been 
informed of this. 

In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Wasserman, James Lindsay, Community 
Development Director, City of Saratoga, stated that City staff is aware that the City must 
demonstrate its commitment to maintain the area as open space and that the pre-
annexation agreement would include that information. 

In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Wilson, Ms. Palacherla informed that while 
subject parcels are not prime agricultural lands, they are under Williamson Act contract 
and State law prohibits annexation except under specific circumstances. Ms. Palacherla 
added that the application is unusual because the City wants to annex these lands in 
order to protect them. In response to a follow-up inquiry by Commissioner Wilson, Ms. 
Palacherla advised that the best protection is to place these lands under agricultural 
easement or public ownership. In response to further inquiry by Commissioner Wilson, 
Ms. Palacherla informed that another issue related to this application is that the City has 
several islands within its USA and LAFCO policies require cities to annex islands prior 
to expanding USA boundary.  

Acting Chairperson Constant stated that the application is not for allowing potential 
development but relates to the City’s effort to preserve agricultural land. 
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The Commission continued the public hearing to February 8, 2012. 

Motion: Susan Vicklund-Wilson    Second: Mike Wasserman   
MOTION PASSED  
AYES: Pete Constant, Margaret Abe-Koga, Mike Wasserman, Susan Vicklund-Wilson 

NOES: None 

6.  2011 COUNTYWIDE WATER SERVICE REVIEW FINAL REPORT AND SPHERE OF 
INFLUENCE UPDATES FOR WATER AND RESOURCE CONSERVATION 
DISTRICTS 
Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst, provided the staff report.  

This being the time and place for the public hearing, Acting Chairperson Constant 
declares the public hearing open. 

Meg Giberson, President, Board of Directors, Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation 
District (GCRCD), thanked the Commission for accepting comment letters from the 
agency and reiterated that GCRCD’s services complement rather than duplicate those 
provided by the Santa Clara Valley Water District. She added that GCRCD would work 
with LAFCO to address such perception about jurisdiction and overlaps. She expressed 
appreciation to the Commission for retaining GCRCD’s SOI boundary.   

Acting Chairperson Constant determined that there are no members of the public who 
wished to speak on the item and declared the public hearing closed. 

In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Wilson, Ms. Noel advised that staff notified 
the affected agencies, public and all those who provided comments when the draft 
report was revised and posted on the LAFCO website.  

The Commission adopted Resolution No. 2011-04, adopting the 2011 Countywide 
Water Service Review Report, adopting service review determinations, and adopting 
SOI updates and determinations for Santa Clara Valley Water District, Aldercroft 
Heights County Water District, Purissima Hills Water, San Martin County Water 
District, Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District, and Loma Prieta Resource 
Conservation District. Said Resolution, by reference hereto, is made part of these 
minutes. 

The Commission directed staff to (1) prepare the Final Report for the 2011 Countywide 
Water Service Review and to distribute the Final Report to all the affected agencies; and 
(2) contact each agency and request a written response on how and when the agency 
plans to address the findings and/or implement the recommendations presented in the 
Final Report along with an explanation if it disagrees with a finding or recommendation. 

Motion: Susan Vicklund-Wilson    Second: Margaret Abe-Koga   
MOTION PASSED  
AYES: Pete Constant, Margaret Abe-Koga, Mike Wasserman, Susan Vicklund-Wilson 

NOES: None 

7.  SARATOGA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

Ms. Palacherla presented the staff report. 
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David Moyles, Commissioner, Saratoga Fire Protection District (SFPD), urged the 
Commission not to pursue the dissolution study stating that the SFPD has a long history 
in Saratoga, enjoys broad community support and that it is unlikely that the projected 
savings would materialize. He stated that the present set-up, with SFPD collecting 
revenues and representing voters, and with Santa Clara County Central Fire Protection 
District (SCCCFPD) providing fire services, is a good example of public accountability.   

In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Wasserman, Mr. Moyles stated that the 
small savings to be gained is not worth giving up local control. In response to an inquiry 
by Commissioner Abe-Koga, Mr. Molyes explained that SFPD covers only a portion of 
Saratoga because it was formed in the 1920s to provide fire services to ranches and that 
there were no proposals to cover the entire City. He added that there were discussions in 
the 1980s to merge it with SCCCFPD.   

Chuck Page, Vice-Mayor, City of Saratoga, stated that there would be no savings for 
taxpayers even if SFPD is dissolved because the same amount of tax revenues would be 
allocated to SCCCFPD. In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Wasserman, Mr. 
Page informed that dissolution would fail if placed on the ballot. Commissioner 
Wasserman stated that the question is whether LAFCO should spend $8,000 to study 
this issue and find out the extent of savings from dissolution. Mr. Page agreed that 
$8,000 may not be a large sum but continued to question the savings. He also stated that 
it is premature to conduct a study on SFPD because it has been only three years since 
SFPD’s firemen were absorbed by SCCCFPD. 

Acting Chairperson Constant determined that there are no members of the public who 
wished to speak on the item. 

Commissioner Wilson expressed support for the staff recommendation stating that the 
issue was raised previously in two fire service review reports as well as in the Civil 
Grand Jury report. Commissioner Abe-Koga noted that the Commission could make a 
decision on the dissolution issue when the study is completed. Commissioner 
Wasserman stated that government agencies must be reviewed for their relevance over 
time and agreed that the facts from the study would determine if any changes are 
warranted. 

The Commission (1) authorized staff to conduct a special study on the impacts of 
dissolution/annexation, including a detailed analysis of the cost savings and fiscal 
impacts in order to inform the decision on whether or not to initiate dissolution of the 
Saratoga Fire Protection District and annex its territory to the Santa Clara County 
Central Fire Protection District; (2) authorized staff to seek a professional service firm 
through a Request for Proposals process to conduct the special study referenced above; 
and (3) delegated authority to the LAFCO Executive Officer to enter into an agreement 
with the most qualified consultant in an amount not to exceed $8,000 and to execute any 
necessary amendments subject to LAFCO Counsel’s review and approval. 

Motion: Susan Vicklund-Wilson    Second: Margaret Abe-Koga   
MOTION PASSED  
AYES: Pete Constant, Margaret Abe-Koga, Mike Wasserman, Susan Vicklund-Wilson 

NOES: None 
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8. EL CAMINO HOSPITAL DISTRICT AUDIT AND SERVICE REVIEW 

Ms. Palacherla presented the report and announced that Attachment B is a letter to 
LAFCO from Mr. Ken King, Administrative Services Officer of the El Camino Hospital 
and not El Camino Hospital District as indicated in the staff report.   

Benjamin Picard, Superintendent, Sunnyvale School District, expressed appreciation to 
the El Camino Hospital District for providing a school nurse and in supporting healthy 
eating, student mental health counseling services and other health programs in the 
school district. 

Ngao Bui-Tong, Ambulatory Care and Community Health Services Department, Santa 
Clara Valley Medical Center, expressed appreciation to the El Camino Hospital District 
for providing adult health and dental services at the Valley Health Center in Sunnyvale. 

The Commission accepted the report. 

Motion: Susan Vicklund-Wilson    Second: Margaret Abe-Koga   
MOTION PASSED  
AYES: Pete Constant, Margaret Abe-Koga, Mike Wasserman, Susan Vicklund-Wilson 

NOES: None 

9.  LEGISLATIVE REPORT 

The Commission accepted the report. 

Motion: Mike Wasserman     Second: Margaret Abe-Koga   
MOTION PASSED  
AYES: Pete Constant, Margaret Abe-Koga, Mike Wasserman, Susan Vicklund-Wilson 

NOES: None 

10.  2012 SCHEDULE OF LAFCO MEETINGS   

The Commission adopted the 2012 Schedule of LAFCO Meetings and Application Filing 
Deadlines. 

Motion: Mike Wasserman     Second: Susan Vicklund-Wilson  
MOTION PASSED  
AYES: Pete Constant, Margaret Abe-Koga, Mike Wasserman, Susan Vicklund-Wilson 

NOES: None 

11.  APPOINTMENT OF CHAIRPERSON AND VICE-CHAIRPERSON FOR 2012 

The Commission appointed Pete Constant as Chairperson for 2012 and Mike 
Wasserman as Vice-Chairperson. 

Motion: Mike Wasserman     Second: Susan Vicklund-Wilson  
MOTION PASSED  
AYES: Pete Constant, Margaret Abe-Koga, Mike Wasserman, Susan Vicklund-Wilson 

NOES: None 
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12.  EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT 
Ms. Noel presented the staff report. 
Acting Chairperson Constant and Commissioner Abe-Koga expressed interest in 
attending the CALAFCO course on health care districts. 
At the request of Commissioner Wasserman, Ms. Noel advised that staff will provide a 
report at the next meeting on responses of each of the cities to LAFCO’s May 2, 2011 
letter regarding island annexations. In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Wilson, 
Ms. Noel indicated that no analysis of the VLF shift on island annexations is available 
for the county, and staff would provide additional information at the next meeting. In 
response to a follow-up inquiry by Commissioner Wasserman, Ms. Noel reported that 
Los Gatos’ current response is from staff and a formal response from the City Council is 
expected later.  

13.  PENDING APPLICATIONS/UPCOMING PROJECTS 

13.1  MORGAN HILL URBAN SERVICE AREA AMENDMENT: MONTEREY-SOUTH OF 
WATSONVILLE PROJECT 
Ms. Noel informed that the application may be brought to the Commission in early 2012. 

14. COMMISSIONERS REPORT 
There was no report. 

15. NEWSPAPER ARTICLES / NEWSLETTERS 
There were no newspaper articles/newsletters. 

16. WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE 
There was no written correspondence. 

14. ADJOURN 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:39 p.m. to the next meeting on Wednesday, February 8, 
2012 in Board Meeting Chambers, County Government Center, 70 West Hedding Street, 
San Jose, California. 

 
 
Approved: 
 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Pete Constant, Acting Chairperson 
Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County 
 
 
 
By: _______________________________ 
Emmanuel Abello, LAFCO Clerk 



 

 

 

LAFCO MEETING: February 8, 2012 
TO:    LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 
   Dunia Noel, Analyst 

SUBJECT: SARATOGA URBAN SERVICE AREA AMENDMENT 2011  
(LANDS OF GARROD TRUST) 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

1.  CEQA Action 

a. As a Responsible Agency under CEQA, determine that the proposal is 
exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15061(b)(3) because it can be seen with certainty that there is no 
possibility that the proposed project has the potential for causing a 
significant adverse effect on the environment.  

2.  Proposal  

a. Approve the expansion of the City of Saratoga’s urban service area (USA) 
boundary to include the seven properties as depicted in Attachment A 
conditioned on: 

1.  Prior to annexation, the City shall apply an overlay designation of 
Agricultural Preserve / Open Space (AP/OS) on the Garrod Trust 
property as stipulated in the Pre-Annexation Agreement 
(Attachment B) between the Garrod Trust and the City of Saratoga.  

2.  Prior to City annexation proceedings of the Garrod Trust property 
the City shall submit a report to LAFCO that includes the following:  

a. The City shall evaluate all proposed compatible uses listed in 
the proposed combined Williamson Act Contract for the 
Garrod Trust properties and shall ensure that the uses are 
consistent with the compatibility principles in Government 
Code Section 51238.1.  

b. The City shall submit copies of the Development Agreement 
and Conditional Use Permit referenced in the Pre-Annexation 
Agreement to LAFCO. 

3.  Upon annexation, the City shall succeed to all rights, duties, and 
powers of the County under the Williamson Act Contract on the 
Garrod Trust properties.  
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4.  Pursuant to Government Code Section 56856.5, upon annexation, no 
services or facilities related to sewers, non-agricultural water or 
streets and roads shall be provided to the Garrod Trust properties 
during the term of the Williamson Act Contract for land uses or 
activities not allowed under the Williamson Act Contract.  

5. Pursuant to Government Code Section 56889, upon annexation, the 
City shall adopt the rules and procedures required by the Williamson 
Act, including but not limited to the rules and procedures required 
by Sections 51231, 51237, 51237.5.  

6. The City shall initiate annexation of the remaining islands and/or 
seek amendment of its USA in order to eliminate islands, as 
described in the City’s letter dated January 4, 2012 and outlined in 
this report. No further USA expansions for the City shall be 
considered by LAFCO until the island annexations and/or USA 
amendments are initiated.  

7.  The City shall report annually to LAFCO on the status of its 
Williamson Act Contract with Garrod Trust for the next ten years 
following City annexation of the Garrod Trust property as well as at 
the time of any future City USA amendment proposals to LAFCO.  

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

The City of Saratoga is proposing an amendment to its urban service area (USA) in 
order to include approximately 54 acres of land comprising seven parcels (APNs 503-11-
006, 008, 009, 503-74-001, 002, 003, 004). All of these parcels except for one (APN 503-11-
006) are owned by the Garrod Trust. The USA amendment area is part of a larger site 
comprising of approximately 120 acres and containing the Cooper-Garrod Winery and 
Garrod Farms Commercial Equestrian Center located on 22600 Mt. Eden Road. Of the 
120 acres, 51 acres are located in the City of Saratoga, 1.5 acres are located in the City of 
Cupertino and 68 acres are located in the unincorporated County, 14 acres of which are 
located within Saratoga’s current USA.  

The stated purpose of the USA amendment is to bring all of the Garrod Trust lands 
under the jurisdiction of the City of Saratoga (except those lands within the City of 
Cupertino). Garrod Trust will then seek to annex its property located within the 
unincorporated county into the City of Saratoga such that the existing structures and 
uses on its property are not bisected by the City/County jurisdictional lines. The City 
has stated that there is no development proposal associated with the USA amendment 
proposal and that existing land uses and conditions will be maintained in the future. 
See attached map of the USA amendment proposal area. (Attachment A) 
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BACKGROUND 

The City of Saratoga submitted the Garrod Farms USA amendment application to 
LAFCO in the fall of 2011. Since the City fulfilled all the formal filing requirements, 
LAFCO staff scheduled a public hearing on the item for the December 2011 LAFCO 
meeting and sent out public hearing notices. However, upon closer review of the 
application material, staff found that several aspects of the application were provided in 
a draft version and not finalized by the City or approved by the City Council. For 
instance, the City’s resolution refers to a Pre-Annexation Agreement between the 
Garrod Trust and the City. Among other provisions, the Pre-Annexation Agreement 
sets forth the agreements and conditions under which the annexation will take place 
and includes the proposed new Williamson Act Contract, provisions for a development 
agreement, a use permit, and provisions regarding conforming/non-conforming status 
of existing uses on the properties – all highly relevant and crucial information to the 
evaluation of the USA application. Only a draft version of the Agreement was included 
in the application material and was not scheduled to be approved by the City Council 
before the LAFCO meeting date in December 2011. Therefore, on December 7, 2011, 
LAFCO opened the public hearing, took public comments (at the request of City staff) 
and continued the public hearing to its next meeting in February 2012 in order that the 
City may finalize the Agreement and associated exhibits and provide an executed copy 
of the Agreement to LAFCO for its review and evaluation.  

On January 30, 2012, the City provided a copy of the Pre-Annexation Agreement signed 
by the Garrod Trust to LAFCO. The City expects to obtain the City Manager’s signature 
and record the Pre-Annexation Agreement with the County shortly. The finalized Pre-
Annexation Agreement includes the proposed Williamson Act Contract for the Garrod 
Trust lands and references a proposed Development Agreement, Conditional Use 
Permit as well as provisions regarding status of conforming/ non-conforming uses, 
among other things. The City has informed LAFCO that these documents have not yet 
been prepared.  

 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED LAND USES AND DESIGNATIONS  

The proposed USA amendment area has a General plan and Zoning designation of 
Hillsides in the County. The lands are developed with residences, stables, equestrian 
facility, employee housing and winery, and portions of the land are planted with 
vineyards or maintained as open space. All of the Garrod Trust lands in the USA 
amendment area are under a Williamson Act Contract with the County.  

Table 1 summarizes the land uses and designations in the USA amendment area. Tables 
2 and 3 summarize similar information for Garrod Trust properties within the City’s 
USA and its property within the City limits. The City has applied a General Plan 
designation of Open Space-Hillsides and a Zoning designation of Residential-Open 
Space to the lands proposed to be included in the USA. The City, upon annexation of 
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these lands, proposes to apply an overlay Zoning Designation of Agricultural Preserve-
Open Space (AP/OS) to all the lands under Williamson Act Contract, as specified in the 
Pre-Annexation Agreement. The AP/OS overlay zoning provides that “each parcel or 
area of land within the AP/OS overlay district shall be used only for the purposes 
expressly permitted under the terms of the Williamson Act Contract applicable to such 
land.” This means that only those uses listed in the Williamson Act Contract’s 
compatible use list are permitted on the property. Although the County’s Williamson 
Act Contract compatible use list does not include wineries or tasting facilities, these 
facilities currently exist on the property. According to the City, these uses were 
permitted by the County’s 1994 use permit. It is unclear as to how the City would 
address this issue upon annexation. 

 

TABLE 1: PARCELS PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION IN THE CITY’S USA AND FOR 
ANNEXATION TO THE CITY 

APN Acres Land 
Owner  

Existing 
Land Use 

County GP 
Designation 

County 
Zoning 

Existing 
City GP 
Designation 

Existing 
City 
Pre- 
Zoning  

Proposed 
City 
Overlay 
Zoning 

WA 
Contract # 
and Date  

503-
11-
006 

1 Hoang/
Nguyen 

Residence Hillside HS-d1 OS-H R-OS AP/OS  NA 

503-
11-
008 

3.7  Garrod 
Trust 

Vineyard 
& 
Residence 

Hillside HS-d1 OS-H R-OS AP/OS  02-004 

12/24/2001 

503-
11-
009 

25  Garrod 
Trust 

Winery, 
Stables 
and 
Employee 
Housing  

Hillside HS-d1 OS-H R-OS AP/OS  02-004 

12/24/2001 

503-
74-
001 

0.5  Garrod 
Trust 

Vineyard Hillside HS-d1-sr 
/HS-d1 

OS-H R-OS AP/OS  02-004 

12/24/2001 

503-
74-
002 

0.5 Garrod 
Trust 

Vineyard Hillside HS-d1-sr 
/HS-d1 

OS-H R-OS AP/OS  02-004 

12/24/2001 

503-
74-
003 

8  Garrod 
Trust 

Vineyard 
& 
Residence 

Hillside HS-d1-sr OS-H R-OS AP/OS  02-004 

12/24/2001 

503-
74-
004 

15.9 Garrod 
Trust 

Vineyard Hillside HS-d1-sr OS-H R-OS AP/OS  02-004 

12/24/2001 



Page 5 of 11 

TABLE 2:  GARROD TRUST PROPERTIES LOCATED WITHIN THE CITY’S 
CURRENT USA AND PROPOSED FOR ANNEXATION TO THE CITY 

APN Acres Land 
Owner  

Existing 
Land Use 

County GP 
Designation 

County 
Zoning 

Existing 
City GP 
Designati
on 

Existing 
City Pre- 
Zoning  

Proposed 
City 
Overlay 
Zoning 

WA 
Contract # 
and Date  

503-
10-003 

0.4 Garrod 
Trust 

Residence  USA A OS-H HR  AP/OS  NA 

503-
10-044 

3.18 Garrod 
Trust 

Residence 
& 
Equestrian 

USA A-20-sr OS-H HR  AP/OS  02-004 

12/24/2001 

*503-
10-065 

9.81 Garrod 
Trust 

Residence 
& 
Vineyard 

USA A-20-sr OS-H HR  AP/OS  02-004 

12/24/2001 

*503-
10-067 

2.1 Garrod 
Trust 

Residence  USA A-20-sr OS-H HR  AP/OS  02-004 

12/24/2001 

 

 

TABLE 3:  GARROD TRUST PROPERTIES LOCATED WITHIN THE EXISTING CITY 
LIMITS 

APN Acres Land 
Owner  

Existing 
Land Use 

County GP 
Designation 

County 
Zoning 

Existing 
City GP 
Designati
on 

Existing 
City Pre- 
Zoning  

Existing 
City 
Overlay 
Zoning 

WA 
Contract # 
and Date  

503-
12-001 

51 Garrod 
Trust 

Stables, 
Winery, 
Vineyards
& 
Employee 
Housing  

NA NA OS-H HR AP/OS  71-902 

1/6/1971 

 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

The City of Saratoga is the Lead Agency under CEQA for the proposed USA 
amendment. Per Resolution No. 11-066, adopted by the Saratoga City Council on 
October 5, 2011, the City determined that the proposed project is entitled to an 
exemption under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15319, 15308 and 15061(b)(3).The City 
specifically determined that “the Integrated Annexation Package, including this 
Application for Amendment of Urban Service Area Boundary, is entitled to an 
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exemption under CEQA Guideline 15319 which exempts annexation to a city of areas 
containing existing private structures developed to the density allowed by the current 
zoning or pre-zoning of either the gaining or losing governmental agency whichever is 
more restrictive, provided however, that the extension of utility services to the existing 
facilities would have a capacity to serve only the existing facilities. The resolution states 
that CEQA exempts the Pre-annexation Agreement, Urban Service Area Boundary 
Amendment, Land Conservation (Williamson Act) Contract, and Zoning Amendment 
because they will all impose greater land use restrictions on the resulting Property than 
currently exist, will involve no physical change to the environment, and it can be seen 
with certainty that there is no possibility that there is any new proposed activity that 
may have a significant effect on the environment (see CEQA Guidelines Sections 15308 
and 15061(b)(3)).” 

LAFCO is a Responsible Agency under CEQA for the USA amendment proposal. 
LAFCO has determined that LAFCO’s approval of the proposal, which is in part based 
on the City’s statements in its USA application that no new development is proposed as 
part of this USA expansion and that there would be no expansion of current uses, 
would be exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15061(b)(3) because it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that 
the proposed project has the potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment. 

 

 

CONSISTENCY WITH LAFCO POLICIES 

Conversion of / Impacts to Prime Agricultural Lands and Open Space 

The subject parcels do not contain prime agricultural lands as defined in the Cortese 
Knox Hertzberg Act. However, the Garrod Trust properties are currently under the 
Williamson Act Contract. The unincorporated Garrod Trust lands have been under a 
Williamson Act Contract with the County of Santa Clara since 1971. In December 2001, 
this contract was rescinded and a new contract was entered between the property 
owner and the County (Contract #02-004) in order to add some additional property. The 
Garrod Trust property within the City of Saratoga has been under a Williamson Act 
Contract (Contract #71-902) with the City since January 6, 1971.  

Upon annexation of the unincorporated properties, the City would formally succeed to 
the Williamson Act contract on that property. As per the Pre-Annexation Agreement, 
Garrod Trust proposes to apply to the City to rescind the two existing contracts and 
simultaneously re-enter into a single new contract covering the entire property. The 
proposed Williamson Act Contract is included in the Pre-Annexation Agreement. For 
the most part, the new contract reflects the provisions in the existing contracts but 
includes additional uses to the list of land uses determined to be compatible with 
agricultural use of the land subject to the contract. See Attachment C for the current 
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contract between Garrod Trust and the City and the County. These additional uses, not 
listed in the current contracts include:  

1. Tasting or sampling rooms (2a) 
2. Weddings (12) 
3. The proposed contract also deletes the word “occasional” in reference to social 

receptions (12)  
4. Riding Arenas and other equestrian facilities (10) 

City staff has stated in an email dated January 31, 2012, that “any subtle differences 
between the lists of uses are only meant to affirm the existing usage of Garrod Trust 
lands.” Additionally, the City states that the wine tasting room was approved by the 
County and so concludes that the County considers it a compatible use.  

The City, in reentering into a new contract is effectively creating a new Williamson Act 
Contract with the landowner and it can decide what uses are compatible with the 
agricultural use of the property. However, all compatible uses (newly added or 
original) must be judged under the principles of compatibility pursuant to Government 
Code Section 51238.1. In addition, if the City adds new uses or allows for expansion of 
existing uses to the list of compatible uses, the City must evaluate the environmental 
impacts of adding the new uses and / or expanding the existing uses under CEQA.  

The Pre-Annexation Agreement provides for a Development Agreement and 
Conditional Use Permit for the Winery/ Equestrian Facility. The City has stated in its 
USA application that no new development is proposed as part of this USA expansion 
and that there would be no expansion of current uses. It is unclear why a Development 
Agreement and Conditional Use Permit for the Winery/Equestrian Facility are 
necessary and why provisions for such are included in the Pre-Annexation Agreement. 
Generally, development agreements are entered into by a city and a developer where 
the city guarantees certain rights to develop the project regardless of future zoning 
changes in exchange for certain public amenities or fees that the city may otherwise not 
be able to require of the developer. However, in this case, the City has informed LAFCO 
that the Development Agreement and Conditional Use Permit are only intended to give 
surety to the property owner that the property will not be rezoned or that the current 
uses will not be prohibited in the future.  

Logical, Orderly and Efficient Boundaries 

The properties proposed for inclusion in the City’s USA are located adjacent to the 
current City limits and USA. This USA expansion area is part of a larger area proposed 
for annexation to the City and includes only a portion of an existing island. The City is 
not proposing to annex the entire island at this time. See more detailed discussion 
under Island Annexations below.  

Ability of City to provide Urban Services 

The City has stated that there would be no change in land use upon USA expansion and 
annexation to the City. The USA amendment area currently receives service from 
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various providers in the area including water service from the Mt. Eden Mutual Water 
Company and sewer service from the Cupertino Sanitary District, fire protection 
services from the Santa Clara County Central Fire Protection District and police services 
from the County Sheriff’s office. The City has indicated that there will be no change in 
the service providers or in the level of services provided upon annexation.  

Mt. Eden Road is an existing road and is currently maintained by the County but would 
be maintained by the City upon annexation. According to the Pre-Annexation 
Agreement, the Garrod Trust would provide reasonable stabilization services for 
geological hazard risks such as clearing minor slides and repair of culverts on Mount 
Eden Road. The County has also agreed to pay the City $25,000 for the cost of 
resurfacing approximately 2,075 feet of Mount Eden Road. Additionally, the County has 
agreed to complete repair work on two roadway drainage facilities at the cost of 
approximately $40,000. 

Growth Inducing Impacts 

Since the City has stated that one of the purposes of adding the Garrod Trust lands to 
the USA is to protect and maintain the agricultural and open space status of the lands, 
LAFCO policies require that the City demonstrate that effective measures have been 
adopted for protecting open space and agricultural land. The City has stated that the 
USA amendment will not result in any change to the agricultural use of the property as 
the lands will continue under the Williamson Act Contract. In addition, the City cites 
the land use element and open space element of its General Plan that call for protecting 
natural resources and amenities, protecting existing agricultural resources, and 
encouraging their expansion among other things. The City also references its Hillside 
Specific Plan which was prepared to meet the requirements of the voter-approved 1980 
Measure A initiative and its primary purpose of conserving the City’s natural rural 
character. And lastly, the City cites Measure G (1996 voter-approved initiative) which 
restricts changing the General Plan land use designation of residential lands without a 
vote of the people unless very specific findings are made.  

The lands proposed for annexation to the City have been pre-zoned “Residential Open 
Space” and “Hillside Residential.” The existing Garrod Trust lands within the City 
limits are zoned “Hillside Residential” with the “Agricultural Preserve / Open Space 
Overlay.” Upon annexation, the City will apply the “Agricultural Preserve / Open 
Space Overlay” to all the properties governed by a Williamson Act Contract within the 
City limits.  

While the City has indicated that it has a long history of protecting its hillsides and 
open space and agricultural heritage, the City is not proposing any new (that are not 
available in the County) or additional permanent protection such as easements or 
public ownership of lands intended for agricultural or open space preservation.  

Given the steep slopes and the relatively small parcel sizes and the current slope 
density standards and minimum lot size requirements in both the jurisdictions, it is 
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unlikely that the property can be further subdivided currently in either the County or 
upon annexation to the City.  

 

Annexation of Unincorporated Islands 

Of the 68 acres of Garrod Trust property located in the unincorporated area, 14 acres is 
located within the City’s existing USA and is part of an adjacent 90-acre unincorporated 
island (STG 01). The City however, is not proposing to annex the entire 90-acre island at 
this time. The island includes the Orchard Meadow subdivision (37 acres) as well as 
other private parcels. Due to several adverse geologic conditions that have affected the 
structural integrity of roads within the subdivision, the City has indicated that it would 
seek a future USA amendment to exclude the Orchard Meadow subdivision and then 
proceed with annexation of the remaining island.  

In addition to this island, LAFCO has identified 5 other islands within the City’s USA. 
See Attachment D for maps of the Saratoga Islands. The City in its letter dated January 
4, 2012, summarized its future plans for addressing these islands as follows:  

The City intends to seek an USA amendment to exclude the island located in the 
vicinity of On Orbit Drive (STG 04, 92 acres). The City believes this area is unsuitable 
for annexation due to the steep terrain and geologic instability of the area.  

The City also intends to seek an USA amendment to include the Quarry property 
recently purchased and identified as a future park site by the City, prior to proceeding 
with the annexation of the island (STG 02, 9 acres) located adjacent to it at the 
intersection of Big Basin Way and Tollgate Road.  

The City intends to annex the island west of the intersection of Mount Eden Road and 
Damon Lane (STG 07, 104 acres) which is under a Williamson Act Contract.  

The 207-acre island in the vicinity of Redberry Drive (STG 05) does not qualify for a 
streamlined annexation process. The City intends to gather additional information in 
the interest of annexing this island in the future.  

The City intends to seek an USA amendment to exclude an island which includes a 
portion of a single parcel along Ravine Road (STG 06, 0.4 acre) as the property is split by 
the current USA. LAFCO staff believes additional analysis is required to establish 
whether the USA should be amended to include or exclude the entire parcel.  

The City has not provided a time frame for implementing any of these steps. LAFCO 
policies require that a city first initiate and complete island annexations prior to seeking 
USA expansions.  

 
Fiscal Impact to the City of Saratoga and Affected Agencies 

The City is not proposing to provide any additional or new services to the area and no 
new development is proposed on the property as part of the USA expansion and 
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annexation. The property will remain under Williamson Act Contract. The Garrod Trust 
estimates that the properties proposed for annexation to the City of Saratoga would 
generate $750,000 to $1,000,00 in gross annual revenue. Based on this, the City expects 
to receive approximately $7,500 to $10,000 in additional annual sales tax revenue 
following annexation of these properties to the City. Additionally, the City expects to 
receive approximately $1,500 in property tax revenue (based on tax year 2009-2010). No 
significant fiscal impacts are projected for affected agencies as a result of this USA 
expansion and annexation.  

 

CONCLUSION 

LAFCO policies generally discourage the inclusion of open space, or agricultural lands 
or other lands that are otherwise unsuited for urban development within a city’s USA. 
Under a narrow exception provided in the policies, such lands may be included in a 
city’s USA only if the land is preserved as a non-urban open space use and the city has 
demonstrated to LAFCO that effective measures have been adopted for protecting the 
agricultural or open space status of the land. Such exceptions are not meant to be 
precedent setting and the Commission may reevaluate the policy that allows such 
exceptions if it feels that it undermines LAFCO’s growth management principles. 

Here, the City of Saratoga is proposing to add such lands to its USA and annex the 
lands in order to enable all of the Garrod Trust property to be within the jurisdiction of 
one public agency and under one land use authority. The City’s application also 
indicates that annexing the land to the City would be beneficial to the protection of the 
agricultural and open space status of the lands as the County’s regulations are less 
protective than the City’s.  

Upon review of regulations, it appears that there is no significant difference in the land 
use regulations between the County and the City as they apply to the specific Garrod 
Trust properties. It seems that the goal of maintaining the land in agricultural use could 
be achieved just as well under the County’s jurisdiction because the City is not 
proposing any additional measures such as easements that offer more permanent 
protection and also because the County has strong policies regarding not providing 
services outside USAs and not allowing urban uses in the unincorporated area.  

There is a long history and use of the Garrod Trust property for various agricultural, 
recreational and associated uses. Given that the Garrod Trust lands do not include 
prime agricultural lands, that the City will succeed to the Williamson Act Contract, that 
the Pre-Annexation Agreement indicates that there are no plans for new or expanded 
use or development of the property and that the City desires to restrict the use to 
agricultural open space and compatible uses, and that this may facilitate the annexation 
of an island, staff recommends approval of the USA expansion upon condition that the 
City succeed to the WA Contract, that the City evaluate all proposed compatible uses 
and ensure that the uses are consistent with compatibility principles in the Williamson 
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Act, no sewer, water or fire services for uses not allowed under the Williamson Act 
Contract on the property will be provided, that the City clarify the purpose of the 
Development Agreement and the Conditional Use Permit included in the Pre-
Annexation Agreement, and that the City will report back to LAFCO on the status of 
the Williamson Act Contract.  

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A:  Map of Proposed Saratoga Urban Service Area Amendment 

Attachment B:  Pre-Annexation Agreement between the City of Saratoga and 
Garrod Trust 

Attachment C:  Current Williamson Act Contracts between Garrod Trust and the 
County and Garrod Trust and the City of Saratoga 

Attachment D:  Maps of Unincorporated Islands located in Saratoga 
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE STAFF REPORT FOR AGENDA ITEM #4 

 

Staff is proposing CLARIFICATION OF CONDITION #6 to provide more specific 
direction: 

6. The City shall initiate annexation of the remaining islands and/or 
seek amendment of its USA in order to eliminate islands, as 
described in the City’s letter dated January 4, 2012 and outlined in 
this report. No further USA expansions for the City shall be 
considered by LAFCO until:  

a.   The City initiates annexation for STG 01 (along with a USA 
amendment to remove a portion of the island from the USA), STG 
07 and STG 02 

b.   The City applies to LAFCO for USA amendment to exclude 
islands STG 04 from the City’s USA 

c.   LAFCO staff will work with the City of Saratoga on STG 06 to 
resolve whether the USA should be amended to include or 
exclude the entire parcel as the property is currently split by the 
USA.  

d.   The City of Saratoga prepares a plan and timeline for annexation 
of STG 05  

 

 

CORRECTION TO STAFF REPORT RE. PRIME AGRICULTURAL LANDS 

The Staff Report incorrectly states that the urban service area (USA) amendment 
properties do not include prime agricultural lands as defined in the Cortese Knox 
Hertzberg Act (CKH Act).  

The CKH Act defines Prime Agricultural Land as an area of land, whether a single 
parcel or contiguous parcels, that has not been developed for a use other than an 
agricultural use and that meets any of the following qualifications:  
(a) Land that qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class I or 
class II in the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service land use 
capability classification, whether or not land is actually irrigated, 
provided that irrigation is feasible. 
   (b) Land that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 Storie Index 
Rating. 
   (c) Land that supports livestock used for the production of food 
and fiber and that has an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at 
least one animal unit per acre as defined by the United States 
Department of Agriculture in the National Range and Pasture Handbook, 
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Revision 1, December 2003. 
   (d) Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, 
or crops that have a nonbearing period of less than five years and 
that will return during the commercial bearing period on an annual 
basis from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant 
production not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre. 
   (e) Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed 
agricultural plant products an annual gross value of not less than 
four hundred dollars ($400) per acre for three of the previous five 
calendar years. 
 
At least 17 acres of the USA amendment property includes vineyards. According to the 
2010 Santa Clara County Crop Report, the average gross value for wine grapes was 
$1,285 per ton with an average yield of 3.6 tons per acre. The projected annual income 
from an acre of vineyard would be $4,626.  

Based on this data, at least a portion of the USA amendment area meets qualification (d) 
above and therefore the definition of prime agricultural land in the CKH Act.  

 



 

 

  

LAFCO MEETING: February 8, 2012 

TO:    LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 
   Dunia Noel, Analyst 

SUBJECT: IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF LAFCO’S 
2011 COUNTYWIDE WATER SERVICE REVIEW REPORT 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

Accept report and provide direction as necessary.  

BACKGROUND 

LAFCO, at its December 7, 2011 meeting directed staff to contact each agency and 
request a written response from them on how the agency plans to implement the 
recommendation(s) presented in LAFCO’s 2011 Countywide Water Service Review 
Report, along with a time-frame for that implementation and to request an explanation 
if the agency does not plan to implement a recommendation. Attached for your 
information is a copy of the letters that LAFCO staff emailed to each agency at the 
beginning of February. Per the letter, staff is requesting a written response from the 
agency no later than March 14, 2012. Staff will provide those responses to LAFCO at its 
April 4, 2012 meeting. 

ATTACHMENT 

Attachment A: LAFCO Letters to Affected Agencies Re: Implementation of the 
Recommendations of LAFCO’s 2011 Countywide Water Service 
Review 

AGENDA ITEM # 5 



 

 

February 1, 2012        VIA EMAIL 

Kim Gardner 
Business Manager 
Aldercroft Heights County Water District 
20895 Panorama Drive 
Los Gatos, CA 95033 
 

Re: Implementation of the Recommendations of LAFCO’s 2011 Countywide 
Water Service Review Report 

Dear Ms. Gardner: 

As you know, LAFCO recently adopted the 2011 Countywide Water Service Review 
Report that included sphere of influence updates for water districts and resource 
conservation districts in Santa Clara County. The Report is available on the LAFCO 
Website (www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov) under “What’s New?” The Report identifies 
several opportunities and includes several recommendations for improving water and 
resource conservation services in the county. Specifically, the Report provides 
recommendations (see Attachment A) for improving the accountability and 
transparency of agencies through changes in their operations, management, and 
administration, and recommendations (Attachment B) for changes in jurisdictional 
boundaries to improve the services or the governance of agencies.  

Agency’s Response is Requested 
In an effort to follow-up on these recommendations, LAFCO is requesting that each 
agency:  

1. Review the chapter of the Service Review Report pertaining to the agency and 
provide a written response to LAFCO on how the agency plans to implement the 
recommendation(s) presented in the Report and summarized in the attached 
tables (see Attachments A & B), along with a time-frame for that implementation, 
and 

2. Provide an explanation if the agency does not plan to implement a 
recommendation. 

Response Due No Later Than March 14, 2012 
Please provide a written response to LAFCO as soon as possible and no later than 
March 14, 2012.  If you have any questions or concerns or would like to meet to discuss  

AGENDA ITEM #5 
ATTACHMENT A 

http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/
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the agency’s plans, I can be reached at (408) 299-5127/ 
neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org or you may contact Dunia Noel, LAFCO Assistant 
Executive Officer, at (408) 299-5148/ dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org.  

Lastly, I would like to thank you and the District for participating in LAFCO’s 2011 
Countywide Water Service Review and for your consideration and timely response to 
this request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Neelima Palacherla 
LAFCO Executive Officer 

 

 

Attachments:  

A. Recommendations for Improving Accountability and Transparency 

B. Recommendations for Changes in Jurisdictional Boundaries to Improve Services 
or Governance 

 

 

 
Cc:  
Aldercroft Heights County Water District Board of Directors  
LAFCO Members 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org
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ATTACHMENT A:  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY 

AGENCY WEBSITE  
 

FINANCIAL 
RECORDS 

AUDITS ELECTIONS PLANS / PROGRAMS OPERATIONAL 
PRACTICES 

MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES 

Aldercroft 
Heights 
County Water 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 

Submit FY09-
10 audit to 
County & 
prepare future 
audits on time 

Widely advertise 
board vacancies to 
ensure contested 
elections 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Purissima 
Hills Water 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Enhance water conservation 
program efforts to address 
large lots 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Pacheco Pass 
County Water 
District1 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 
and completed 
on an annual 
basis 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to San Benito 
County & 
establish audit 
schedule 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Consider long-term future of 
District 

Adopt a capital improvement 
plan & multi-year CIP for 
infrastructure needs 

Track groundwater  
levels and usage, and 
water release through 
dams 

Track workload and 
hours of District staff 
monthly 

San Martin 
County Water 
District 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

 

N/A 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to the County 
& establish 
audit schedule 
for future 
audits 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Prepare master plan & project 
future water demands and 
storage needs 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

Seek LAFCO approval 
before extending 
services outside District 
boundary 

Track District & staff 
workload 

Guadalupe-
Coyote 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

Continue to 
populate 
website with 
further 
information 
and 
documents 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Prepare a plan for services that 
the District intends to provide 
that do not overlap with 
SCVWD efforts or SCVWD’s 
enabling act 

Establish policies and 
guidelines for 
reviewing development 
projects to increase 
transparency & provide 
consistency 

Track workload  of 
staff and evaluate 
staff on a regular 
basis  

Loma Prieta 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

More closely align long range 
plan with functions in 
principal act 

  

N/A 

1San Benito County LAFCO is principal LAFCO for the District. Santa Clara LAFCO will forward this information to San Benito LAFCO.  



 

ATTACHMENT B: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARY 
CHANGES TO IMPROVE SERVICES OR GOVERNANCE  

 
 RECOMMENDATIONS KEY STEPS / ANALYSIS 

REQUIRED  
REQUIRES 
LAFCO 
APPROVAL? 

WHO MAY 
INITIATE A 
LAFCO 
APPLICATION? 

A
LD

ER
C

R
O

FT
 

H
EI

G
H

TS
 

C
O

U
N

TY
 W

A
TE

R
 

D
IS

TR
IC

T 
Annex APN: 558-22-019 
(parcel that the District is 
presently serving outside 
of its boundaries) to 
Aldercroft Heights 
County Water District 

• District contacts property 
owner to inform them of 
District’s plans to annex parcel 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owner 
or registered 
voter  

SA
N

 M
A

R
TI

N
 C

O
U

N
TY

 
W

A
TE

R
 D

IS
TR

IC
T 

Address Illegal  Water 
Service Connections 

  

• LAFCO informs property 
owners and District of illegal 
connections and corrective 
measures 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO for SOI amendment & 
annexation, as necessary 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

LO
M

A
 P

RI
ET

A
 

R
ES

O
U

R
C

E 
C

O
N

SE
R

VA
TI

O
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D
IS

TR
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T 

 

Annex to Loma Prieta 
RCD the remaining 
portions of the Cities of 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill, 
and the community of 
San Martin that are not 
currently within the 
District 

• Contact LAFCO staff to 
discuss annexation boundaries 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District works with County on 
property tax distribution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

M
O

R
G

A
N 

H
IL

L Annex the 
Unincorporated Island 
Holiday Lake Estates to 
the City of Morgan Hill 

• County, SCVWD, Morgan Hill, 
and LAFCO resume 
discussions with property 
owners on the issues of 
annexation and provision of 
sewer service  

No City 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

G
U

A
D

A
LU

PE
-C

O
YO
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 R
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O

U
R

C
E 
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N
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R
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Reevaluation of 
Guadalupe-Coyote RCD 
and its SOI considering 
the District’s plan and 
application for new or 
different services 

• District returns to LAFCO, by 
the December 2012 LAFCO 
meeting, with a plan for 
services that the District 
intends to provide that do not 
overlap with SCVWD’s efforts 
and could not otherwise be 
provided by SCVWD through 
its enabling act 

• District initiates a request for a 
change in services and SOI 
amendment by resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

 



 

 

February 1, 2012        VIA EMAIL 

Nancy Bernardi 
Office Manager 
Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District (GCRCD) 
888 N. First Street 
Suite 204 
San Jose, CA 95112 
 

Re: Implementation of the Recommendations of LAFCO’s 2011 Countywide 
Water Service Review Report 

Dear Ms. Bernardi: 

As you know, LAFCO recently adopted the 2011 Countywide Water Service Review 
Report that included sphere of influence updates for water districts and resource 
conservation districts in Santa Clara County. The Report is available on the LAFCO 
Website (www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov) under “What’s New?” The Report identifies 
several opportunities and includes several recommendations for improving water and 
resource conservation services in the county. Specifically, the Report provides 
recommendations (see Attachment A) for improving the accountability and 
transparency of agencies through changes in their operations, management, and 
administration, and recommendations (Attachment B) for changes in jurisdictional 
boundaries to improve the services or the governance of agencies.  

Agency’s Response is Requested 
In an effort to follow-up on these recommendations, LAFCO is requesting that each 
agency:  

1. Review the chapter of the Service Review Report pertaining to the agency and 
provide a written response to LAFCO on how the agency plans to implement the 
recommendation(s) presented in the Report and summarized in the attached 
tables (see Attachments A & B), along with a time-frame for that implementation, 
and 

2. Provide an explanation if the agency does not plan to implement a 
recommendation. 

Response Due No Later Than March 14, 2012 
Please provide a written response to LAFCO as soon as possible and no later than 
March 14, 2012.  If you have any questions or concerns or would like to meet to discuss 

http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/
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the agency’s plans, I can be reached at (408) 299-5127/ 
neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org or you may contact Dunia Noel, LAFCO Assistant 
Executive Officer, at (408) 299-5148/ dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org.  

Lastly, I would like to thank you and the District for participating in LAFCO’s 2011 
Countywide Water Service Review and for your consideration and timely response to 
this request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Neelima Palacherla 
LAFCO Executive Officer 

 

 

Attachments:  

A. Recommendations for Improving Accountability and Transparency 

B. Recommendations for Changes in Jurisdictional Boundaries to Improve Services 
or Governance 

 

 

 
Cc:  
GCRCD Board of Directors 
Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
LAFCO Members 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org
mailto:dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org


 

 

ATTACHMENT A:  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY 

AGENCY WEBSITE  
 

FINANCIAL 
RECORDS 

AUDITS ELECTIONS PLANS / PROGRAMS OPERATIONAL 
PRACTICES 

MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES 

Aldercroft 
Heights 
County Water 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 

Submit FY09-
10 audit to 
County & 
prepare future 
audits on time 

Widely advertise 
board vacancies to 
ensure contested 
elections 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Purissima 
Hills Water 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Enhance water conservation 
program efforts to address 
large lots 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Pacheco Pass 
County Water 
District1 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 
and completed 
on an annual 
basis 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to San Benito 
County & 
establish audit 
schedule 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Consider long-term future of 
District 

Adopt a capital improvement 
plan & multi-year CIP for 
infrastructure needs 

Track groundwater  
levels and usage, and 
water release through 
dams 

Track workload and 
hours of District staff 
monthly 

San Martin 
County Water 
District 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

 

N/A 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to the County 
& establish 
audit schedule 
for future 
audits 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Prepare master plan & project 
future water demands and 
storage needs 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

Seek LAFCO approval 
before extending 
services outside District 
boundary 

Track District & staff 
workload 

Guadalupe-
Coyote 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

Continue to 
populate 
website with 
further 
information 
and 
documents 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Prepare a plan for services that 
the District intends to provide 
that do not overlap with 
SCVWD efforts or SCVWD’s 
enabling act 

Establish policies and 
guidelines for 
reviewing development 
projects to increase 
transparency & provide 
consistency 

Track workload  of 
staff and evaluate 
staff on a regular 
basis  

Loma Prieta 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

More closely align long range 
plan with functions in 
principal act 

  

N/A 

1San Benito County LAFCO is principal LAFCO for the District. Santa Clara LAFCO will forward this information to San Benito LAFCO.  



 

ATTACHMENT B: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARY 
CHANGES TO IMPROVE SERVICES OR GOVERNANCE  

 
 RECOMMENDATIONS KEY STEPS / ANALYSIS 

REQUIRED  
REQUIRES 
LAFCO 
APPROVAL? 

WHO MAY 
INITIATE A 
LAFCO 
APPLICATION? 

A
LD
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D
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T 
Annex APN: 558-22-019 
(parcel that the District is 
presently serving outside 
of its boundaries) to 
Aldercroft Heights 
County Water District 

• District contacts property 
owner to inform them of 
District’s plans to annex parcel 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owner 
or registered 
voter  

SA
N

 M
A

R
TI

N
 C

O
U

N
TY

 
W

A
TE

R
 D

IS
TR
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T 

Address Illegal  Water 
Service Connections 

  

• LAFCO informs property 
owners and District of illegal 
connections and corrective 
measures 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO for SOI amendment & 
annexation, as necessary 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

LO
M

A
 P

RI
ET

A
 

R
ES

O
U

R
C

E 
C

O
N

SE
R

VA
TI

O
N 

D
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TR
IC

T 

 

Annex to Loma Prieta 
RCD the remaining 
portions of the Cities of 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill, 
and the community of 
San Martin that are not 
currently within the 
District 

• Contact LAFCO staff to 
discuss annexation boundaries 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District works with County on 
property tax distribution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

M
O

R
G

A
N 

H
IL

L Annex the 
Unincorporated Island 
Holiday Lake Estates to 
the City of Morgan Hill 

• County, SCVWD, Morgan Hill, 
and LAFCO resume 
discussions with property 
owners on the issues of 
annexation and provision of 
sewer service  

No City 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

G
U

A
D

A
LU
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-C

O
YO
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 R
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O

U
R
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E 

C
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SE
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T 

Reevaluation of 
Guadalupe-Coyote RCD 
and its SOI considering 
the District’s plan and 
application for new or 
different services 

• District returns to LAFCO, by 
the December 2012 LAFCO 
meeting, with a plan for 
services that the District 
intends to provide that do not 
overlap with SCVWD’s efforts 
and could not otherwise be 
provided by SCVWD through 
its enabling act 

• District initiates a request for a 
change in services and SOI 
amendment by resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

 



 

 

February 1, 2012        VIA EMAIL 

Susan Meyer 
Executive Director 
Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District (LPRCD) 
8010 Wayland Lane 
Suite 1D 
Gilroy, CA 95020 
 

Re: Implementation of the Recommendations of LAFCO’s 2011 Countywide 
Water Service Review Report 

Dear Ms. Meyer: 

As you know, LAFCO recently adopted the 2011 Countywide Water Service Review 
Report that included sphere of influence updates for water districts and resource 
conservation districts in Santa Clara County. The Report is available on the LAFCO 
Website (www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov) under “What’s New?” The Report identifies 
several opportunities and includes several recommendations for improving water and 
resource conservation services in the county. Specifically, the Report provides 
recommendations (see Attachment A) for improving the accountability and 
transparency of agencies through changes in their operations, management, and 
administration, and recommendations (Attachment B) for changes in jurisdictional 
boundaries to improve the services or the governance of agencies.  

Agency’s Response is Requested 
In an effort to follow-up on these recommendations, LAFCO is requesting that each 
agency:  

1. Review the chapter of the Service Review Report pertaining to the agency and 
provide a written response to LAFCO on how the agency plans to implement the 
recommendation(s) presented in the Report and summarized in the attached 
tables (see Attachments A & B), along with a time-frame for that implementation, 
and 

2. Provide an explanation if the agency does not plan to implement a 
recommendation. 

Response Due No Later Than March 14, 2012 
Please provide a written response to LAFCO as soon as possible and no later than 
March 14, 2012.  If you have any questions or concerns or would like to meet to discuss 

http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/
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the agency’s plans, I can be reached at (408) 299-5127/ 
neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org or you may contact Dunia Noel, LAFCO Assistant 
Executive Officer, at (408) 299-5148/ dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org.  

Lastly, I would like to thank you and the District for participating in LAFCO’s 2011 
Countywide Water Service Review and for your consideration and timely response to 
this request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Neelima Palacherla 
LAFCO Executive Officer 

 

 

Attachments:  

A. Recommendations for Improving Accountability and Transparency 

B. Recommendations for Changes in Jurisdictional Boundaries to Improve Services 
or Governance 

 

 

 
Cc:  
LPRCD Board of Directors 
Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
LAFCO Members 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org
mailto:dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org


 

 

ATTACHMENT A:  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY 

AGENCY WEBSITE  
 

FINANCIAL 
RECORDS 

AUDITS ELECTIONS PLANS / PROGRAMS OPERATIONAL 
PRACTICES 

MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES 

Aldercroft 
Heights 
County Water 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 

Submit FY09-
10 audit to 
County & 
prepare future 
audits on time 

Widely advertise 
board vacancies to 
ensure contested 
elections 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Purissima 
Hills Water 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Enhance water conservation 
program efforts to address 
large lots 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Pacheco Pass 
County Water 
District1 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 
and completed 
on an annual 
basis 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to San Benito 
County & 
establish audit 
schedule 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Consider long-term future of 
District 

Adopt a capital improvement 
plan & multi-year CIP for 
infrastructure needs 

Track groundwater  
levels and usage, and 
water release through 
dams 

Track workload and 
hours of District staff 
monthly 

San Martin 
County Water 
District 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

 

N/A 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to the County 
& establish 
audit schedule 
for future 
audits 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Prepare master plan & project 
future water demands and 
storage needs 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

Seek LAFCO approval 
before extending 
services outside District 
boundary 

Track District & staff 
workload 

Guadalupe-
Coyote 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

Continue to 
populate 
website with 
further 
information 
and 
documents 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Prepare a plan for services that 
the District intends to provide 
that do not overlap with 
SCVWD efforts or SCVWD’s 
enabling act 

Establish policies and 
guidelines for 
reviewing development 
projects to increase 
transparency & provide 
consistency 

Track workload  of 
staff and evaluate 
staff on a regular 
basis  

Loma Prieta 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

More closely align long range 
plan with functions in 
principal act 

  

N/A 

1San Benito County LAFCO is principal LAFCO for the District. Santa Clara LAFCO will forward this information to San Benito LAFCO.  



 

ATTACHMENT B: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARY 
CHANGES TO IMPROVE SERVICES OR GOVERNANCE  

 
 RECOMMENDATIONS KEY STEPS / ANALYSIS 

REQUIRED  
REQUIRES 
LAFCO 
APPROVAL? 

WHO MAY 
INITIATE A 
LAFCO 
APPLICATION? 

A
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Annex APN: 558-22-019 
(parcel that the District is 
presently serving outside 
of its boundaries) to 
Aldercroft Heights 
County Water District 

• District contacts property 
owner to inform them of 
District’s plans to annex parcel 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owner 
or registered 
voter  

SA
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A

R
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N
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U

N
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W
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R
 D
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T 

Address Illegal  Water 
Service Connections 

  

• LAFCO informs property 
owners and District of illegal 
connections and corrective 
measures 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO for SOI amendment & 
annexation, as necessary 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

LO
M

A
 P
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ET

A
 

R
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U

R
C

E 
C

O
N
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R

VA
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T 

 

Annex to Loma Prieta 
RCD the remaining 
portions of the Cities of 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill, 
and the community of 
San Martin that are not 
currently within the 
District 

• Contact LAFCO staff to 
discuss annexation boundaries 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District works with County on 
property tax distribution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

M
O

R
G

A
N 

H
IL

L Annex the 
Unincorporated Island 
Holiday Lake Estates to 
the City of Morgan Hill 

• County, SCVWD, Morgan Hill, 
and LAFCO resume 
discussions with property 
owners on the issues of 
annexation and provision of 
sewer service  

No City 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

G
U

A
D

A
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O
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Reevaluation of 
Guadalupe-Coyote RCD 
and its SOI considering 
the District’s plan and 
application for new or 
different services 

• District returns to LAFCO, by 
the December 2012 LAFCO 
meeting, with a plan for 
services that the District 
intends to provide that do not 
overlap with SCVWD’s efforts 
and could not otherwise be 
provided by SCVWD through 
its enabling act 

• District initiates a request for a 
change in services and SOI 
amendment by resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

 



 

 

February 1, 2012        VIA EMAIL 

Patricia Richardson 
District Secretary 
Pacheco Pass Water District 
P.O. Box 1382 
Hollister, CA 95024 
 

Re: Implementation of the Recommendations of LAFCO’s 2011 Countywide 
Water Service Review Report 

Dear Ms. Richardson: 

As you know, LAFCO recently adopted the 2011 Countywide Water Service Review 
Report that included sphere of influence updates for water districts and resource 
conservation districts in Santa Clara County. The Report is available on the LAFCO 
Website (www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov) under “What’s New?” The Report identifies 
several opportunities and includes several recommendations for improving water and 
resource conservation services in the county. Specifically, the Report provides 
recommendations (see Attachment A) for improving the accountability and 
transparency of agencies through changes in their operations, management, and 
administration, and recommendations (Attachment B) for exploring options for the 
reorganization of the District in order to address financial and infrastructure issues.  

Agency’s Response is Requested 
In an effort to follow-up on these recommendations, LAFCO is requesting that each 
agency:  

1. Review the chapter of the Service Review Report pertaining to the agency and 
provide a written response to LAFCO on how the agency plans to implement the 
recommendation(s) presented in the Report and summarized in the attached 
documents (see Attachments A & B), along with a time-frame for that 
implementation, and 

2. Provide an explanation if the agency does not plan to implement a 
recommendation. 

Response Due No Later Than March 14, 2012 
Please provide a written response to LAFCO as soon as possible and no later than 
March 14, 2012.  If you have any questions or concerns or would like to meet to discuss  

http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/
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the agency’s plans, I can be reached at (408) 299-5127/ 
neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org or you may contact Dunia Noel, LAFCO Assistant 
Executive Officer, at (408) 299-5148/ dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org.  

Lastly, I would like to thank you and the District for participating in LAFCO’s 2011 
Countywide Water Service Review and for your consideration and timely response to 
this request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Neelima Palacherla 
LAFCO Executive Officer 

 

 

Attachments:  

A. Recommendations for Improving Accountability and Transparency 

B. Recommendations for Exploring Options for Reorganization of the Pacheco Pass 
Water District in order to Address Financial and Infrastructure Issues 

 

 
Cc:  
Pacheco Pass Water District Board of Directors 
San Benito County LAFCO 
San Benito County Water District 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
LAFCO Members 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org
mailto:dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org


 

ATTACHMENT A:  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY 

AGENCY WEBSITE  
 

FINANCIAL 
RECORDS 

AUDITS ELECTIONS PLANS / PROGRAMS OPERATIONAL 
PRACTICES 

MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES 

Aldercroft 
Heights 
County Water 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 

Submit FY09-
10 audit to 
County & 
prepare future 
audits on time 

Widely advertise 
board vacancies to 
ensure contested 
elections 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Purissima 
Hills Water 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Enhance water conservation 
program efforts to address 
large lots 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Pacheco Pass 
County Water 
District1 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 
and completed 
on an annual 
basis 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to San Benito 
County & 
establish audit 
schedule 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Consider long-term future of 
District 

Adopt a capital improvement 
plan & multi-year CIP for 
infrastructure needs 

Track groundwater  
levels and usage, and 
water release through 
dams 

Track workload and 
hours of District staff 
monthly 

San Martin 
County Water 
District 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

 

N/A 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to the County 
& establish 
audit schedule 
for future 
audits 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Prepare master plan & project 
future water demands and 
storage needs 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

Seek LAFCO approval 
before extending 
services outside District 
boundary 

Track District & staff 
workload 

Guadalupe-
Coyote 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

Continue to 
populate 
website with 
further 
information 
and 
documents 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Prepare a plan for services that 
the District intends to provide 
that do not overlap with 
SCVWD efforts or SCVWD’s 
enabling act 

Establish policies and 
guidelines for 
reviewing development 
projects to increase 
transparency & provide 
consistency 

Track workload  of 
staff and evaluate 
staff on a regular 
basis  

Loma Prieta 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

More closely align long range 
plan with functions in 
principal act 

  

N/A 

1San Benito County LAFCO is principal LAFCO for the District. Santa Clara LAFCO will forward this information to San Benito LAFCO.



 

 

ATTACHMENT B:   EXPLORING OPTIONS FOR REORGANIZATION OF THE 
PACHECO PASS WATER DISTRICT (PPWD) IN ORDER TO 
ADDRESS FINANCIAL AND INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES 

The Service Review Report identified several concerns regarding the financing, operations, 
and management of the Pacheco Pass Water District, including the District’s lack of 
necessary revenue (i.e. minimal property tax revenues) to complete essential capital 
improvements at their North Fork Dam. Furthermore, PPWD has indicated an interest in 
reorganizing with a larger, more established agency with greater financial resources that 
could fund the necessary capital improvements and continue the groundwater recharge 
services currently provided by the District. PPWD is unique in that it has territory in both 
Santa Clara and San Benito Counties and other water districts completely overlap PPWD’s 
territory in each of these counties– Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) in Santa 
Clara and San Benito County Water District (SBCWD) in San Benito. Both SCVWD and 
SBCWD have indicated interest in some type of collaborative solution to address PPWD’s 
issues, as the North Fork Dam and groundwater recharge into the Pacheco Sub-basin are of 
interest to both agencies. 

The Service Review Report identified the following potential reorganization options that 
could help address PPWD’s issues: 

1) Consolidation of PPWD into the San Benito County Water District (SBCWD) 

2) Consolidation of PPWD into the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) 

3) Consolidation of PPWD’s territory in each county into the respective water district 

4) Formation of a joint powers authority (JPA) or other collaborative agreement between 
the affected agencies 

LAFCO of San Benito is the principal LAFCO for the District based on the assessed value of 
the District’s territory and therefore any changes in governance structure would ultimately 
need to be approved by LAFCO of San Benito. Furthermore, each of the options identified 
above has its own challenges, for example SCVWD’s enabling act does not allow it to 
include territory outside of Santa Clara County and although SCVWD can obtain, retain, 
and protect water outside of its bounds, that water must be used for beneficial uses within 
the District. This and other restrictions may ultimately limit the options available to 
address PPWD’s issues or may mean that additional actions may be required to implement 
a specific option. 

LAFCO of Santa Clara County’s primary role at this time would be to facilitate discussions 
between the Pacheco Pass Water District and other affected agencies such as Santa Clara 
Valley Water District, LAFCO of San Benito County, and the San Benito County Water 
District concerning the future of the District given the District’s financial and infrastructure 
issues and the above options. LAFCO can also help determine the process/steps required 
to initiate any of the reorganization options and clarify what role each LAFCO would need 
to play in implementing the various options (the formation of a JPA would not require 
actions or approvals from either LAFCO).  Additionally, the Service Review Report 
indicated that there might be an issue with how property taxes in San Benito County are 
allocated to the District. LAFCO will forward this information to San Benito County and its 
LAFCO.  



 

 

February 1, 2012        VIA EMAIL 

Peter Forest 
District Manager 
San Martin County Water District 
P.O. Box 120 
San Martin, CA 95046 
 

Re: Implementation of the Recommendations of LAFCO’s 2011 Countywide 
Water Service Review Report 

Dear Mr. Forest: 

As you know, LAFCO recently adopted the 2011 Countywide Water Service Review 
Report that included sphere of influence updates for water districts and resource 
conservation districts in Santa Clara County. The Report is available on the LAFCO 
Website (www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov) under “What’s New?” The Report identifies 
several opportunities and includes several recommendations for improving water and 
resource conservation services in the county. Specifically, the Report provides 
recommendations (see Attachment A) for improving the accountability and 
transparency of agencies through changes in their operations, management, and 
administration, and recommendations (Attachment B) for changes in jurisdictional 
boundaries to improve the services or the governance of agencies.  

Agency’s Response is Requested 
In an effort to follow-up on these recommendations, LAFCO is requesting that each 
agency:  

1. Review the chapter of the Service Review Report pertaining to the agency and 
provide a written response to LAFCO on how the agency plans to implement the 
recommendation(s) presented in the Report and summarized in the attached 
tables (see Attachments A & B), along with a time-frame for that implementation, 
and 

2. Provide an explanation if the agency does not plan to implement a 
recommendation. 

Response Due No Later Than March 14, 2012 
Please provide a written response to LAFCO as soon as possible and no later than 
March 14, 2012.  If you have any questions or concerns or would like to meet to discuss  

http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/
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the agency’s plans, I can be reached at (408) 299-5127/ 
neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org or you may contact Dunia Noel, LAFCO Assistant 
Executive Officer, at (408) 299-5148/ dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org.  

Lastly, I would like to thank you and the District for participating in LAFCO’s 2011 
Countywide Water Service Review and for your consideration and timely response to 
this request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Neelima Palacherla 
LAFCO Executive Officer 

 

 

Attachments:  

A. Recommendations for Improving Accountability and Transparency 

B. Recommendations for Changes in Jurisdictional Boundaries to Improve Services 
or Governance 

 

 

 
Cc:  
San Martin County Water District Board of Directors 
Santa Clara County Environmental Health Department 
California Department of Public Health 
Santa Clara County Planning and Development Department  
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
LAFCO Members 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org
mailto:dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org


 

 

ATTACHMENT A:  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY 

AGENCY WEBSITE  
 

FINANCIAL 
RECORDS 

AUDITS ELECTIONS PLANS / PROGRAMS OPERATIONAL 
PRACTICES 

MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES 

Aldercroft 
Heights 
County Water 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 

Submit FY09-
10 audit to 
County & 
prepare future 
audits on time 

Widely advertise 
board vacancies to 
ensure contested 
elections 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Purissima 
Hills Water 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Enhance water conservation 
program efforts to address 
large lots 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Pacheco Pass 
County Water 
District1 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 
and completed 
on an annual 
basis 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to San Benito 
County & 
establish audit 
schedule 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Consider long-term future of 
District 

Adopt a capital improvement 
plan & multi-year CIP for 
infrastructure needs 

Track groundwater  
levels and usage, and 
water release through 
dams 

Track workload and 
hours of District staff 
monthly 

San Martin 
County Water 
District 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

 

N/A 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to the County 
& establish 
audit schedule 
for future 
audits 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Prepare master plan & project 
future water demands and 
storage needs 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

Seek LAFCO approval 
before extending 
services outside District 
boundary 

Track District & staff 
workload 

Guadalupe-
Coyote 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

Continue to 
populate 
website with 
further 
information 
and 
documents 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Prepare a plan for services that 
the District intends to provide 
that do not overlap with 
SCVWD efforts or SCVWD’s 
enabling act 

Establish policies and 
guidelines for 
reviewing development 
projects to increase 
transparency & provide 
consistency 

Track workload  of 
staff and evaluate 
staff on a regular 
basis  

Loma Prieta 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

More closely align long range 
plan with functions in 
principal act 

  

N/A 

1San Benito County LAFCO is principal LAFCO for the District. Santa Clara LAFCO will forward this information to San Benito LAFCO.  



 

ATTACHMENT B: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARY 
CHANGES TO IMPROVE SERVICES OR GOVERNANCE  

 
 RECOMMENDATIONS KEY STEPS / ANALYSIS 

REQUIRED  
REQUIRES 
LAFCO 
APPROVAL? 

WHO MAY 
INITIATE A 
LAFCO 
APPLICATION? 
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T 
Annex APN: 558-22-019 
(parcel that the District is 
presently serving outside 
of its boundaries) to 
Aldercroft Heights 
County Water District 

• District contacts property 
owner to inform them of 
District’s plans to annex parcel 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owner 
or registered 
voter  

SA
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A
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N
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U
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Address Illegal  Water 
Service Connections 

  

• LAFCO informs property 
owners and District of illegal 
connections and corrective 
measures 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO for SOI amendment & 
annexation, as necessary 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 
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R
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Annex to Loma Prieta 
RCD the remaining 
portions of the Cities of 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill, 
and the community of 
San Martin that are not 
currently within the 
District 

• Contact LAFCO staff to 
discuss annexation boundaries 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District works with County on 
property tax distribution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

M
O

R
G

A
N 

H
IL

L Annex the 
Unincorporated Island 
Holiday Lake Estates to 
the City of Morgan Hill 

• County, SCVWD, Morgan Hill, 
and LAFCO resume 
discussions with property 
owners on the issues of 
annexation and provision of 
sewer service  

No City 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 
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Reevaluation of 
Guadalupe-Coyote RCD 
and its SOI considering 
the District’s plan and 
application for new or 
different services 

• District returns to LAFCO, by 
the December 2012 LAFCO 
meeting, with a plan for 
services that the District 
intends to provide that do not 
overlap with SCVWD’s efforts 
and could not otherwise be 
provided by SCVWD through 
its enabling act 

• District initiates a request for a 
change in services and SOI 
amendment by resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

 



 

 

February 1, 2012        VIA EMAIL 

Patrick Walter 
General Manager 
Purissima Hills Water District 
26375 Fremont Road 
Los Altos Hills, CA 94022 
 

Re: Implementation of the Recommendations of LAFCO’s 2011 Countywide 
Water Service Review Report 

Dear Mr. Walter: 

As you know, LAFCO recently adopted the 2011 Countywide Water Service Review 
Report that included sphere of influence updates for water districts and resource 
conservation districts in Santa Clara County. The Report is available on the LAFCO 
Website (www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov) under “What’s New?” The Report identifies 
several opportunities and includes several recommendations for improving water and 
resource conservation services in the county. Specifically, the Report provides 
recommendations (see Attachment A) for improving the accountability and 
transparency of agencies through changes in their operations, management, and 
administration.  

Agency’s Response is Requested 
In an effort to follow-up on these recommendations, LAFCO is requesting that each 
agency:  

1. Review the chapter of the Service Review Report pertaining to the agency and 
provide a written response to LAFCO on how the agency plans to implement the 
recommendation(s) presented in the Report and summarized in the attached 
table (see Attachment A), along with a time-frame for that implementation, and 

2. Provide an explanation if the agency does not plan to implement a 
recommendation. 

Response Due No Later Than March 14, 2012 
Please provide a written response to LAFCO as soon as possible and no later than 
March 14, 2012.  If you have any questions or concerns or would like to meet to discuss 
the agency’s plans, I can be reached at (408) 299-5127/ 
neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org or you may contact Dunia Noel, LAFCO Assistant 
Executive Officer, at (408) 299-5148/ dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org.  

http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/
mailto:neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org
mailto:dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org
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Lastly, I would like to thank you and the District for participating in LAFCO’s 2011 
Countywide Water Service Review and for your consideration and timely response to 
this request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Neelima Palacherla 
LAFCO Executive Officer 

 

 

Attachment:  

A. Recommendations for Improving Accountability and Transparency 

 

 

 
Cc:  
Purissima Hills Water District Board of Directors 
LAFCO Members 

 

 

 

 

 



 

ATTACHMENT A:  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY 

AGENCY WEBSITE  
 

FINANCIAL 
RECORDS 

AUDITS ELECTIONS PLANS / PROGRAMS OPERATIONAL 
PRACTICES 

MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES 

Aldercroft 
Heights 
County Water 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 

Submit FY09-
10 audit to 
County & 
prepare future 
audits on time 

Widely advertise 
board vacancies to 
ensure contested 
elections 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Purissima 
Hills Water 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Enhance water conservation 
program efforts to address 
large lots 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Pacheco Pass 
County Water 
District1 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

Statements 
need to be 
more 
comprehensive 
and completed 
on an annual 
basis 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to San Benito 
County & 
establish audit 
schedule 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Consider long-term future of 
District 

Adopt a capital improvement 
plan & multi-year CIP for 
infrastructure needs 

Track groundwater  
levels and usage, and 
water release through 
dams 

Track workload and 
hours of District staff 
monthly 

San Martin 
County Water 
District 

Establish a 
website or 
publish a 
newsletter 

 

N/A 

Submit audit 
for last 5 years 
to the County 
& establish 
audit schedule 
for future 
audits 

Widely advertise 
to fill extended 
board vacancies & 
to ensure 
contested 
elections 

Prepare master plan & project 
future water demands and 
storage needs 

Establish multi-year capital 
improvement program 

Seek LAFCO approval 
before extending 
services outside District 
boundary 

Track District & staff 
workload 

Guadalupe-
Coyote 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

Continue to 
populate 
website with 
further 
information 
and 
documents 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

Prepare a plan for services that 
the District intends to provide 
that do not overlap with 
SCVWD efforts or SCVWD’s 
enabling act 

Establish policies and 
guidelines for 
reviewing development 
projects to increase 
transparency & provide 
consistency 

Track workload  of 
staff and evaluate 
staff on a regular 
basis  

Loma Prieta 
Resource 
Conservation 
District 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

More closely align long range 
plan with functions in 
principal act 

  

N/A 

1San Benito County LAFCO is principal LAFCO for the District. Santa Clara LAFCO will forward this information to San Benito LAFCO. 



 

 

February 1, 2012        VIA EMAIL 

J. Edward Tewes 
City Manager 
City of Morgan Hill 
17575 Peak Avenue 
Morgan Hill, CA 95037 
 

Re: Implementation of the Recommendations of LAFCO’s 2011 Countywide 
Water Service Review Report 

Dear Mr. Tewes: 

As you know, LAFCO recently adopted the 2011 Countywide Water Service Review 
Report that included sphere of influence updates for water districts and resource 
conservation districts in Santa Clara County. The Report is available on the LAFCO 
Website (www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov) under “What’s New?” The Report identifies 
several opportunities and includes several recommendations for improving water and 
resource conservation services in the county. Specifically, the Report provides 
recommendations (Attachment A) for changes in jurisdictional boundaries to improve 
the services or the governance of agencies.  

Agency’s Response is Requested 
In an effort to follow-up on these recommendations, LAFCO is requesting that each 
agency:  

1. Review the chapter of the Service Review Report pertaining to the agency and 
provide a written response to LAFCO on how the agency plans to implement the 
recommendation(s) presented in the Report and summarized in the attached 
table (see Attachment A), along with a time-frame for that implementation, and 

2. Provide an explanation if the agency does not plan to implement a 
recommendation. 

Response Due No Later Than March 14, 2012 
Please provide a written response to LAFCO as soon as possible and no later than 
March 14, 2012.  If you have any questions or concerns or would like to meet to discuss 
the agency’s plans, I can be reached at (408) 299-5127/ 
neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org or you may contact Dunia Noel, LAFCO Assistant 
Executive Officer, at (408) 299-5148/ dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org.  

http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/
mailto:neelima.palacherla@ceo.sccgov.org
mailto:dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org
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Lastly, I would like to thank you and the City for participating in LAFCO’s 2011 
Countywide Water Service Review and for your consideration and timely response to 
this request. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Neelima Palacherla 
LAFCO Executive Officer 

 

 

Attachment:  

A. Recommendations for Changes in Jurisdictional Boundaries to Improve Services 
or Governance 

 

 

 
Cc:  
Morgan Hill City Council 
Santa Clara County Planning and Development Department 
Santa Clara County Environmental Health Department 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
LAFCO Members 

 

 

 

 



 

 

ATTACHMENT A: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARY 
CHANGES TO IMPROVE SERVICES OR GOVERNANCE  

 
 RECOMMENDATIONS KEY STEPS / ANALYSIS 

REQUIRED  
REQUIRES 
LAFCO 
APPROVAL? 

WHO MAY 
INITIATE A 
LAFCO 
APPLICATION? 
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Annex APN: 558-22-019 
(parcel that the District is 
presently serving outside 
of its boundaries) to 
Aldercroft Heights 
County Water District 

• District contacts property 
owner to inform them of 
District’s plans to annex parcel 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owner 
or registered 
voter  
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Address Illegal  Water 
Service Connections 

  

• LAFCO informs property 
owners and District of illegal 
connections and corrective 
measures 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO for SOI amendment & 
annexation, as necessary 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 
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T 

 

Annex to Loma Prieta 
RCD the remaining 
portions of the Cities of 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill, 
and the community of 
San Martin that are not 
currently within the 
District 

• Contact LAFCO staff to 
discuss annexation boundaries 

• District initiates annexation by 
resolution 

• District works with County on 
property tax distribution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

M
O

R
G

A
N 

H
IL

L Annex the 
Unincorporated Island 
Holiday Lake Estates to 
the City of Morgan Hill 

• County, SCVWD, Morgan Hill, 
and LAFCO resume 
discussions with property 
owners on the issues of 
annexation and provision of 
sewer service  

No City 

Petition of 
property owners 
or registered 
voters within the 
proposed 
annexation area 

G
U

A
D

A
LU

PE
-C

O
YO

TE
 R

ES
O

U
R

C
E 

C
O

N
SE

R
VA

TI
O

N 
D

IS
TR

IC
T 

Reevaluation of 
Guadalupe-Coyote RCD 
and its SOI considering 
the District’s plan and 
application for new or 
different services 

• District returns to LAFCO, by 
the December 2012 LAFCO 
meeting, with a plan for 
services that the District 
intends to provide that do not 
overlap with SCVWD’s efforts 
and could not otherwise be 
provided by SCVWD through 
its enabling act 

• District initiates a request for a 
change in services and SOI 
amendment by resolution 

• District submits application to 
LAFCO 

Yes District 

 



 

 

  

LAFCO MEETING: February 8, 2012 

TO:    LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 
   Dunia Noel, Analyst 

SUBJECT: STATUS REPORT ON ISLAND ANNEXATIONS IN SANTA CLARA 
COUNTY 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

Accept report and provide direction as necessary.  

BACKGROUND 

In early May 2011, LAFCO staff provided each city (except Campbell and Palo Alto 
which do not have unincorporated islands) with a customized letter concerning the 
status of unincorporated islands within the city’s Urban Service Area and requesting 
information on their island annexation plans. The letter also provided information on 
LAFCO’s continued fee waiver for island annexations and the County’s continued 
financial incentives, including covering the costs of preparing Assessor and Surveyor 
reports and maps, paying the State Board of Equalization filing fees, and budgeting for 
road improvements in islands approved for annexation. Lastly, staff noted in each letter 
that the law streamlining the annexation process for qualified unincorporated islands 
will sunset on January 1, 2014 and encouraged each city to take advantage of this 
process and the incentives currently being offered by both the County and LAFCO for 
such annexations. 

LAFCO staff has received responses or inquiries from nearly all of the affected cities 
(except from the City of Morgan Hill) and some cities have already initiated or are 
preparing to initiate annexation of some of their remaining islands during 2012. Staff 
has also met or had follow-up discussions with staff from the Cities of Cupertino, 
Gilroy, Los Altos Hills, Milpitas, Mountain View, San Jose, Santa Clara, Saratoga, and 
Sunnyvale regarding their plans for the islands. At LAFCO’s December 7, 2011 meeting, 
the Commission requested a comprehensive status report on island annexations in the 
county. The Commission also requested further information on the impact of SB89 on 
recent and potential island annexations in the County. 

STATUS REPORT 

APPROXIMATELY EIGHTY-SEVEN UNINCORPORATED ISLANDS REMAIN 

As the writing of this report, staff estimates that there are a total of 87 remaining 
unincorporated islands in the county.  This number may be adjusted up or down as a 

Revised Report: Correcting 
number of remaining islands by city 
and size. 

AGENDA ITEM # 6 
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more detailed review of various boundary data (i.e. GIS layers and recorded maps and 
legal descriptions) occurs. 

Approximately 72 of these islands are 150 acres or less in size, while approximately 15 
of these islands are greater than 150 acres in size. In order for an unincorporated island 
to be eligible for the streamlined annexation process it must meet certain requirements, 
including being 150 acres or less in size. Please see table below for a tally of the 
remaining islands by size. 

NUMBER OF REMAINING UNINCORPORATED ISLANDS BY CITY AND SIZE 

CITIES ≤ 150 ACRES > 150 ACRES 

Cupertino 3 2 

Gilroy 4 0 

Los Altos 0 1 

Los Altos Hills 4 1 

Los Gatos 22 3 

Milpitas 1 0 

Monte Sereno 3 0 

Morgan Hill 2 0 

Mountain View 2 0 

San Jose 14 7 

Santa Clara 7 0 

Saratoga 5 1 

Sunnyvale 5 0 

TOTAL 72 15 

Please see Attachment A for a summary of each City’s response to LAFCO’s letter and 
Attachment B for each City’s actual written response. 

UNINCORPORATED ISLANDS THAT ARE 150 ACRES OR LESS IN SIZE 

As indicated in the above table, there are approximately 72 unincorporated islands 
remaining in the county that are 150 acres of less in size. The Cities of Los Gatos and 
San Jose have the largest number of remaining islands.  

These islands range from less than one acre to upwards of 125 acres in size. Typical land 
uses in these islands include single family developed home(s), slivers of creeks, slivers 
of roads and railroad lines. These islands create inefficiencies/confusion in terms of 
provision of emergency and other municipal services. Annexation of such islands 
remains a high priority for LAFCO and the County. 

Cities’ Plans for Unincorporated Islands that are 150 Acres or Less in Size 

• The Town of Los Altos Hills has initiated annexation of two of their islands and 
plans to annex their three remaining islands within the next few years.  
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• The City of Sunnyvale indicated that they intend to initiate annexation of their 
remaining islands and LAFCO staff has been working with the City’s intern on 
this project.  

• Both the Cities of Milpitas and Santa Clara have not provided a written response 
to LAFCO’s request. However, in fall 2011, staff of each City contacted LAFCO to 
request an “Island Annexation Mapping Request Form” in preparation for 
initiating annexation of their islands. 

• The City of Saratoga stated that it plans to remove some islands and a portion of 
an island from the City’s USA boundary. The City also stated that it would start 
preparations to initiate annexation of three islands and gather additional 
information in interest of annexing an additional island in the future. 

• The City of Monte Sereno stated that it would not conduct island annexations. 
However the City will consider “annexation of individual parcels, on a case by 
case basis, as property owners voluntarily avail themselves of development 
projects that trigger the City’s right to annex their property.” 

• The Town of Los Gatos staff stated that “the Council has previously indicated a 
willingness to annex unincorporated islands if the majority of residents are 
supportive; however, this has not been the case in previous annexation 
attempts.” They noted that their more recent attempts have been “unsuccessful 
and resulted in considerable expense to the Town and divisiveness of residents 
within the islands.” According to the Town’s staff, “differences in development 
standards continue to be one of the main concerns of County residents and the 
perception that the County planning process is less arduous and development 
standards more lenient are primary arguments used by opponents of 
annexation.” Much like the City of Monte Sereno, the Town annexes individual 
parcels or groups of parcels as a property owner initiates the request. 

• The City of San Jose stated that they had completed an initial review of their 
islands to determine why these islands remain unincorporated. According to the 
City, these islands have not been annexed for one of the following reasons: 
boundaries cross lines of assessment, private development proposals, post-year 
2000 islands, urban service area boundary issues, or islands larger than 150 acres. 
Subsequently, LAFCO staff and City staff met to review these islands and to 
discuss the City’s plans. LAFCO staff, with the assistance of the County 
Surveyor’s Office, verified the boundaries of these islands and recommended to 
City staff options for addressing them. LAFCO staff anticipates meeting with 
City staff to discuss how they plan to proceed given LAFCO staff’s 
recommendations. 

• The City of Cupertino stated in its letter and during a meeting with LAFCO staff 
that they do not plan to initiate annexation of the Creston Neighborhood, but 
will conduct an incremental annexation program in the area as development 
occurs. As for their remaining two islands, the City indicated that they do not 
plan to annex these and that exclusion of them from the USA should be 
considered. 
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• The City of Mountain View clarified that one of their two remaining islands is 
military family housing and indicated that the City will wait for the respective 
property owners to initiate annexation of these remaining islands, as the title of 
both properties is held in the name of the United States and custody is held by 
NASA and the Department of the Army. 

• The City of Gilroy stated that they do not intend to annex one of their remaining 
islands, but they are reluctant to spend limited staff resources applying to 
LAFCO to remove the island from the City’s USA boundary. As for their 
remaining three islands, the City has no plans to initiate annexation because it is 
either premature, or the property owner is opposed to annexation, or the City 
will wait for property owner to initiate the annexation. 

• The City of Morgan Hill has not responded to LAFCO’s letter. Staff has contacted 
them twice without success. The City has experienced some staffing changes and 
LAFCO staff will follow-up with their new staff concerning LAFCO’s letter. 

UNINCORPORATED ISLANDS THAT ARE GREATER THAN 150 ACRES IN SIZE 

As indicated in the above table, there are approximately 15 unincorporated islands 
remaining in the county that are greater than 150 acres in size. These islands are located 
in the Cities of Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos, Saratoga, and San Jose.  

LAFCO staff’s research also noted that some of these larger islands, particularly three 
islands in San Jose and one island in Cupertino consist of primarily county parklands, 
(i.e. Hellyer Park, Martial Cottle Park, Santa Teresa Golf Course, and Rancho San 
Antonio Park). LAFCO staff recently met with County Parks Department staff to 
discuss whether they foresee a need to annex these county parklands to a city in order 
to receive urban services such as sewer or water. County Parks Department staff 
indicated that they will consider this issue and advise LAFCO staff on their decision. 

These larger unincorporated islands are not eligible for the streamlined annexation 
process due to their size and the respective City’s plan for their island(s) varies. For the 
most part, these Cities stated that these islands required further research, or that the 
City will wait for property owner(s) to initiate annexation of the area, or that the City 
will not annex the specific island(s) and exclusion of these islands from the City’s urban 
service area should be considered. 

SB89 IMPACT ON POST AUGUST 2004 ISLAND ANNEXATIONS 

Staff contacted Michael Coleman who is a widely recognized expert on California local 
government finance and has made many presentations to CALAFCO on SB89. Per Mr. 
Coleman, effective July 1, 2011, SB89 transferred all Vehicle License Fund (VLF) 
revenues previously allocated to cities to statewide public safety grant programs. Prior 
to July 1, 2011, cities received VLF revenue based on population in two different ways. 
Cities received approximately $3.50 per capita annually based on their total population.  
But cities with inhabited annexations completed after August 5, 2004 received an 
additional annual allocation of approximately $50 per resident at the time of 
annexation.   
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Under SB89, all cities lost their annual per capita VLF revenue and cities that annexed 
inhabited areas also lost this special allocation. According to an analysis conducted by 
the League of California Cities, SB89 will cause the City of San Jose to lose $339,648 in 
VLF revenue during FY2011-2012 for areas that the City annexed post August 2004. The 
City of Campbell will lose $37,558 in VLF revenue during that same period for areas 
that the city annexed. Similarly, other cities will lose VLF revenue annually. The League 
of California Cities is challenging the constitutionality of SB89 in court (League of 
California Cities v. Chiang, Sacramento S. Ct. Case No. 34-2011- 80000957).  

In conclusion, SB89 will not encourage annexation of inhabited areas. However, the vast 
majority of populated islands in Santa Clara County have already been annexed 
through the streamlined annexation process. Although there remain approximately 72 
unincorporated islands that are 150 acres or less in size in the county, less than ten of 
these islands might be considered inhabited with a large population.  

NEXT STEPS 

In summary, LAFCO staff will continue to encourage cities to annex their remaining 
islands through the streamlined annexation process that will sunset January 1, 2014. 
Staff will also work with cities to resolve any discrepancies in the boundaries of islands 
and to facilitate the removal of island(s) from a city’s USA boundary if a city does not 
plan to annex the island(s).   

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Table Summarizing Responses from Cities Regarding the 
Remaining Unincorporated Islands 

Attachment B: Written Reponses from Affected Cities (except City of Morgan Hill 
who has not responded) 
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STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY  
(BASED ON CITY’S RESPONSE AND LAFCO DISCUSSIONS WITH CITY STAFF) 

 
CUPERTINO  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY’S RESPONSE DATED MAY 9, 2011 
County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 

Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

CP01 
(Rancho San 
Antonio Area) 

189.1     X 

CP02 (Creston 
Neighborhood) 

51.3    X  

CP03 
(Heidelberg & 
Permanente 
Cement Plant) 

267.7 X     

CP04 
(same as CP03) 

3.8     X 

CP05 
(Regnart Canyon) 

1.4     X 

Notes: LAFCO staff met with City staff to discuss boundary discrepancies and potential amendments to the City’s USA boundary 
in order create more logical boundaries, particularly in areas that are unlikely to be annexed by the City of Cupertino. 
  

GILROY  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY’S RESPONSE DATED NOVEMBER 8, 2011 
County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 

Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

GR01 76.5    X  
GR021 12.5     X 
GR03 16.5    X  
GR04 1    X  
Notes: 1City noted that it does not intend to annex GR021 and that there is not clear purpose for the City to engage in the cost 
and staff time to amend the USA to delete the property. 
 

LOS ALTOS   STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY’S RESPONSE DATED MAY 24, 2011 
County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 

Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

LA01 
(Country Club) 

627.4    X  

Notes: City has annexed two islands in 2006. City noted that it does not believe LA01 is a true island, that residents of the island 
oppose annexation of the area, and that the City is not in a position to be able to afford to annex the area. Therefore, the City 
has no immediate plans to pursue annexation of the area. 
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LOS ALTOS HILLS  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY’S RESPONSE DATED SEPTEMBER 26, 2011 
County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 

Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

LAH01 18.6   X   
LAH021 8.9  X    
LAH031 32.8  X    
LAH042 24.3   X   
LAH05 236.9    X3  
Notes: 1LAFCO staff has provided the Town with County Surveyor’s Report, including maps, and County Assessor Reports for 
LAH02 & LAH03. 
2Town noted that it will request USA amendment request to exclude MROSD parcel from LAH04 island prior to annexation. 
3City has indicated that they plan to work with a group of property owners to facilitate the annexation of some of this island. 
 

LOS GATOS  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY’S RESPONSE DATED NOVEMBER 10, 2011 
County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 

Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

LG01 40.7    X  
LG02 171.6    X  
LG03 0.9    X  
LG04 2.8    X  
LG05 3.1    X  
LG06 1    X  
LG07 1.8    X  
LG08 17.8    X  
LG09 0.6    X  
LG10 1.9    X  
LG11 0.5    X  
LG12 2.4    X  
LG13 0.5    X  
LG14 0.1    X  
LG15 0.3    X  
LG16 1.3    X  
LG17 67.8    X  
LG18 4.5    X  
LG19 378.3    X  
LG20 11.7    X  
LG21 179.9    X  
LG22 4.0    X  
LG23 9.9    X  
LG24 12.2    X  
LG25 15.7    X  
LG261 16.0 see note     
Notes:  1LAFCO approved an USA amendment on 6/1/2011 which removed LG26 from Los Gatos’ USA and eliminated this 
island. 
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MILPITAS  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER DISCUSSION W/CITY STAFF 
County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 

Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

MP01 1   X   
Notes: MP01 is a developed with a residence. As requested by the City, LAFCO staff has provided City staff with the Mapping 
Request Form and information on the island annexation process. 
 

MONTE SERENO  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY’S RESPONSE DATED JULY 26, 2011 
County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 

Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

MS01 9.3    X  
MS02 127    X  
MS03 69    X  
Notes: LAFCO staff worked closely with the City in 2005 and 2006 in preparation for the annexation of these islands, including 
assisting in the preparation of outreach materials and participation in public meetings and hearings on the subject. The County 
Assessor and County Surveyor prepared the required reports, maps, and a legal description for the annexation of these islands 
through the County’s Island Annexation Incentive Program. Ultimately, the City Council indicated that they would not support 
the continuation of the island annexation process for these areas due to strong opposition of the affected property owners. 
 

MORGAN HILL  STATUS OF ISLANDS (NO RESPONSE YET FROM CITY) 
County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 

Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

MH01 
(Holiday Lake 
Estates) 

121.3      

MH02 19.9      
Notes:  LAFCO staff has contacted the City of Morgan Hill’s Director of Community Development twice regarding the City’s 
plans for the two remaining unincorporated islands. To date, LAFCO staff has not received a response from the City of Morgan. 
LAFCO staff will contact City one last time. 

 

MOUNTAIN VIEW  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY’S RESPONSE DATED                                                               
JUNE 15, 2011 & SUBSEQUENT DISCUSSIONS  

County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 
Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

MV01 
(Portion of 
Moffet Federal 
Airfield) 

5.7    X  

MV02 
(Shenandoah 
Military Family 
Housing) 

19.3    X  

Notes:  According to City of Mountain View’s staff, title to both properties is held in the name of the United States and custody 
is held by NASA and the Department of the Army, respectively.  Furthermore, City believes that “annexation of Federal property 
by a local jurisdiction generally requires the concurrence of the holding Federal agency at the Secretariat level and cannot be 
done unilaterally by a local jurisdiction.” 
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SANTA CLARA  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER DISCUSSION W/CITY STAFF 
County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 

Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

SC01 14   X   
SC02 0.9   X   
SC03 2.3   X   
SC04 1.2   X   
SC05 12.1   X   
SC06 0.5   X   
SC07 0.5   X   
Notes: With the exception of SC06, all of these islands consist of slivers of land along Guadalupe River. As requested by the City, 
LAFCO staff has provided City staff with the Mapping Request Form and information on the island annexation process. 
 

SARATOGA  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY STAFF REPONSES DATED                                          
SEPTEMBER 16, 2011 &  JANUARY 4, 2012 

County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 
Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

STG011 89.5   X  X 
STG022 8.5   X   
STG04 92     X 
STG05 206 X     
STG06 0.4 X     
STG07 103.6   X   
Notes: 1City plans to remove 37 acres of STG01 from the City’s USA and then annex the remaining 50 acres of STG01. 2City plans 
to annex STG02 and adjacent Quarry Properties once City’s USA is expanded to include the Quarry Properties. 
 

SUNNYVALE  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY STAFF REPONSES DATED JUNE 6, 2011 
County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 

Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

SV01 4.3   X   
SV021 12   X   
SV03 5.3   X   
SV042 TBD      
SV052 TBD      
Notes: LAFCO staff has been working with City’s intern in preparation for the City initiating the annexation of these islands.  
1Recent research uncovered an error in how SV02 was mapped in GIS. Sunnyvale staff working with Santa Clara staff to 
facilitate SV02 being annexed by City of Santa Clara rather than Sunnyvale in order to create a more logical boundary between 
the two cities.  
 2Recent research on discrepancies between the boundaries of cities and tax rate areas uncovered two new unincorporated 
islands in the City of Sunnyvale. City staff was recently informed of this development. 
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SAN JOSE  STATUS OF ISLANDS PER CITY’S RESPONSE DATED                                                       
OCTOBER 25, 2011 & ONGOING DISCUSSIONS 

County Island ID# No. of Acres Further 
Research 
Required 

Have 
Initiated 
Annexation 

Will Annex, 
But Have Not 
Initiated Yet 

Will Wait for 
Property Owner(s)  
to Initiate 
Annexation 

Will Not 
Annex, 
Exclusion from 
USA Should Be 
Considered   

SJ01 
(Railroad Tracks 
& Gas, Bait & 
Tackle Store) 

9.8 X     

SJ02 
(Cambrian Park) 

388.9    X  

SJ03 
(Martial Cottle 
County Park) 

312 X     

SJ041 

(Cambrian No. 
36) 

103.4 see note     

SJ05 1.5 X     
SJ06 
(Hellyer County 
Park) 

208 X     

SJ07 
(Communications 
Hill) 

335.3    X  

SJ082 

(County 
Fairgrounds) 

149.8    X  

SJ09 
(Pleasant Hills 
Golf Course) 

113.8    X  

SJ14 15.3 X     
SJ16 2.2 X     
SJ17 2.7 X     
SJ18 18.3 X     
SJ192 

(Burbank Area) 
47.6    X 

see note 
 

SJ20 
(Burbank & 
Fruitdale) 

391.5    X  

SJ213 2.5 see note     
SJ223 1.1 see note     
SJ23 
(Alum Rock) 

1421.7    X  

SJ24 8.9    X  
SJ25 0.4 X     
SJ26 7.8 X     
SJ27 
(Santa Teresa 
Golf Course) 

225 X     

SJ28 0.6 X     
Notes: 1 Island will eventually be removed from City of San Jose’s Urban Service Area and annexed to the City of Campbell.  
2Island was greater than 150 acres in size when streamlined island annexation legislation was adopted and is therefore not 
eligible for the streamlined island annexation process. 3LAFCO research indicates historical mapping errors and that these 
islands do not exist. 
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LAFCO Meeting:  February 8, 2012 
TO:   LAFCO 

FROM:   Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 
  Dunia Noel, Analyst 

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT 
 

7.1 UPDATE ON 2012 AUDIT AND SERVICE REVIEW OF THE EL CAMINO HOSPITAL 
DISTRICT 

For Information Only  

Harvey M. Rose and Associates, LAFCO’s consultant for the Audit and Service Review 
of El Camino Hospital District, conducted an entrance conference with representatives 
of the El Camino Hospital District and the Corporation on December 12, 2011. LAFCO 
staff attended the conference. LAFCO’s ad-hoc committee, consisting of Commissioners 
Abe-Koga and Wilson, met with LAFCO staff and the consultants on January 12, 2012 to 
receive a progress report on the project. The project is proceeding as scheduled and a 
Draft Report for public review is expected by late April 2012. 

7.2 AD-HOC COMMITTEE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 LAFCO BUDGET 

Recommendation 

Establish an ad-hoc committee composed of two commissioners to work with staff to 
develop and recommend the proposed FY 2012-2013 LAFCO budget for consideration 
by the full Commission. 

The time commitment from commissioners serving on this ad-hoc committee would be 
limited to 2-3 meetings, between the months of February and May. 

7.3 LAFCO STRATEGIC PLANNING WORKSHOP 

Recommendation 

Delegate authority to the LAFCO Executive Officer to enter into an agreement with 
Bill Chiat of the Alta Mesa Group in an amount not to exceed $ 1,500 and to execute 
any necessary amendments subject to LAFCO Counsel’s review and approval. 

LAFCO’s 2012 strategic planning workshop is tentatively scheduled for the morning of 
June 6th. Staff is in the process of seeing if a conference room is available at San Jose City 
Hall for the workshop. 

AGENDA ITEM # 7 
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LAFCO’s last strategic planning workshop was held on February 16, 2006 and was 
facilitated by Bill Chiat. Mr. Chiat is the Executive Director of CALAFCO and has 
facilitated strategic planning workshops for various LAFCOs over the years. 

At the strategic planning workshop, the Commission and staff will review LAFCO’s 
mission, discuss key issues for LAFCO, consider what major LAFCO projects/studies 
should be conducted in the next 2 -3 years, and develop a strategic plan. Further 
information will be provided to the Commission at its April 4, 2012 meeting. 

7.4 LAFCO STAFF’S PARTICIPATION IN GREENBELT ALLIANCE’S “CHANGEMAKER 
TRAINING” 

For Information Only 

On December 10, 2011, LAFCO’s Executive Officer participated on a panel for the 
Greenbelt Alliance’s “Changemaker Training.” Ms. Palacherla was joined by staff from 
the County Planning Office and from Morgan Hill’s City Manager’s Office to discuss 
each agency’s role in the land use planning process. Ms. Palacherla’s presentation 
focused on how LAFCO’s work and actions impact the community and on how the 
community may engage with and influence LAFCO’s decisions. The training was held 
at the Gilroy Police Department and was well attended by the local community. 

7.5   2012 CALAFCO STAFF WORKSHOP 

Recommendation 

Authorize staff to attend the 2012 CALAFCO Staff Workshop and authorize travel 
expenses funded by the LAFCO budget. 

The CALAFCO Annual Staff Workshop is scheduled for April 25-27 at the Ironstone 
Vineyards in Murphy. Calaveras LAFCO is hosting the Workshop. Santa Clara LAFCO 
staff is volunteering on the Workshop Planning Committee and coordinating and 
presenting at certain workshop sessions. 

7.6     LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE REPORT ON SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND LAFCOs 

For Information Only 

The Legislative Analyst’s Office evaluated and prepared a report on the effectiveness of 
special districts and the effectiveness of LAFCO in providing oversight of special 
districts, at the request of Assembly Member Roger Dickenson. Attached is a copy of 
report.  

Attachment A:      Legislative Analyst’s Office Report on Special Districts and LAFCO 
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