
 

 

LAFCO MEETING  
AGENDA 

Wednesday, June 5, 2013 
1:15 PM 

 

Board Meeting Chambers 
70 West Hedding Street, First Floor, San Jose, CA 95110  

CHAIRPERSON: Mike Wasserman   •   VICE-CHAIRPERSON: Susan Vicklund Wilson 
COMMISSIONERS: Pete Constant, Sequoia Hall, Margaret Abe-Koga, Linda LeZotte   

ALTERNATES: Johnny Khamis, Yoriko Kishimoto, Terry Trumbull, Cat Tucker 

NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC 
• 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 forms and information: 
http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/annexations&Reorg/PartyDisclForm.pdf 

• 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 forms and information: 
http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/annexations&Reorg/-LobbyDisclForm.pdf 

• 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 forms and information: 
http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/sclafcopolicies_annex&reorg_home.html 

• Any disclosable public records related to an open session item on the agenda and distributed to all or a majority 
of the Commissioners less than 72 hours prior to that meeting are available for public inspection at the LAFCO 
Office, 70 W. Hedding Street, 11th Floor, San Jose, California, 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, TDD (408) 993-8272. 

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 APRIL 3, 2013 LAFCO MEETING  

PUBLIC HEARING 

4. SPECIAL DISTRICTS SERVICE REVIEW: PHASE 1 AND 
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATES 
Possible Action:   

a. Open public hearing and receive public comments. 

b.  Close public hearing. 

c.  Consider the Special Districts Service Review Revised Draft Report and the 
staff recommendation. 

5. CONTINUED FROM APRIL 3, 2013: MORGAN HILL URBAN SERVICE AREA 
(USA) AMENDMENT 2012 MONTEREY – SOUTH OF WATSONVILLE 
(Staff Report provided in the April 3, 2013 Agenda Packet, Item No. 4) 

Possible Action:   

a. Open public hearing and receive public comments. 

b.  Close public hearing. 

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

6. FINAL LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014 
Possible Action: 

a. Adopt the Final LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2013-2014.  

b. Find that the Final LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2014 is expected to be 
adequate to allow the Commission to fulfill its statutory responsibilities.  

c. Authorize staff to transmit the Final LAFCO Budget adopted by the 
Commission including the estimated agency costs to each of the cities, to the 
special districts, to the County, to the Cities Association and to the Special 
Districts Association.  
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d.  Direct the County Auditor-Controller to apportion LAFCO costs to the cities; 
to the special districts; and to the County; and to collect payment pursuant to 
Government Code §56381.  

ITEMS FOR ACTION / DISCUSSION 

7. ELECTRONIC AGENDA PACKETS FOR LAFCO 
Possible Action: 

a.  Adopt policies related to use of LAFCO issued electronic devices, such as 
iPads, in order to address potential issues associated with the use of this 
technology and equipment. 

b.  Authorize the purchase of iPads for LAFCO staff and interested 
commissioners to be used for accessing electronic agenda packets and other 
LAFCO meeting materials, as necessary.  

8. EL CAMINO HEALTHCARE DISTRICT 

8.1 LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S OPINION REGARDING APPLICABILITY OF 
GANN APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT TO HEALTH CARE DISTRICTS 
Possible Action: Accept Report and provide direction to staff, as necessary. 

8.2 UPDATE ON EL CAMINO HEALTHCARE DISTRICT’S 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS IN LAFCO’S AUDIT 
AND SERVICE REVIEW OF THE DISTRICT 
For Information Only. 

9. LEGISLATIVE REPORT  
Possible Action: Accept report and provide direction to staff, as necessary. 

10.  EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT 

10.1 SPECIAL DISTRICTS SERVICE REVIEW: PHASE 2 UNDERWAY 
For Information Only. 

10.2 REPORT ON THE 2013 CALAFCO STAFF WORKSHOP 
For Information Only. 

10.3 NOMINATIONS TO THE CALAFCO BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Possible Action: Consider information and provide direction to staff. 
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10.4 DESIGNATE VOTING DELEGATE AND ALTERNATE VOTING 
DELEGATE FOR SANTA CLARA LAFCO 
Possible Action: Appoint voting delegate and alternate voting delegate. 

10.5 SPECIAL DISTRICT RISK MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY (SDRMA) 
BOARD ELECTION 
Possible Action: Commission may consider information and vote for up to 
4 candidates to the SDRMA Board. 

11. PENDING APPLICATIONS / UPCOMING PROJECTS 
11.1 West Bay Sanitary District SOI Amendment and Annexation  

12. COMMISSIONER REPORTS 

13. NEWSPAPER ARTICLES / NEWSLETTERS 
13.1 Article titled “The Fiscal Case for Smart Growth” from the California 

Planning & Development Report 
13.2 CALAFCO Quarterly Bulletin (May 2013)  

14. WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE 

15. ADJOURN 
Adjourn to the regular LAFCO meeting on Wednesday, August 7, 2013, at 1:15 
PM in the Board Meeting Chambers, 70 West Hedding Street, San Jose. 



 

 

LAFCO MEETING MINUTES 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 3, 2013 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chairperson Mike Wasserman called the meeting to order at 1:17 p.m. 

1. ROLL CALL 

The following commissioners were present:  
• Chairperson Mike Wasserman  
• Commissioner Pete Constant 
• Commissioner Sequoia Hall 
• Commissioner Margaret Abe-Koga  
• Commissioner Linda J. LeZotte   
• Commissioner Susan Vicklund Wilson 
• Alternate Commissioner Johnny Khamis 
• Alternate Commissioner Yoriko Kishimoto 
• Alternate Commissioner Terry Trumbull 
• Alternate Commissioner Cat Tucker 

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

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

There was no public comment. 

Chairperson Wasserman announced the resignation of Commissioner Joe Simitian from 
the Commission. 

3. APPROVE MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 6, 2013 LAFCO MEETING 

The Commission approved the minutes of the February 6, 2013 LAFCO meeting. 

Motion:  Constant   Second: Abe-Koga   

MOTION PASSED  

AYES: Constant, Hall, Abe-Koga, LeZotte, Wasserman 

NOES: None           ABSTAIN: Wilson  ABSENT: None 

AGENDA ITEM # 3 
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4.  MORGAN HILL URBAN SERVICE AREA (USA) AMENDMENT 2012 (MONTEREY-
SOUTH OF WATSONVILLE) 

Chairperson Wasserman announced that the City of Morgan Hill has requested the 
continuation of the public hearing to June 5, 2013.   

This being the time and place for the public hearing, Chairperson Wasserman declared 
the public hearing open.  

Leslie Little, Assistant City Manager, Morgan Hill, requested that the Commission 
continue the public hearing to June 5, 2013 to allow City staff more time to review the 
staff report.   

Barton Hechtman, representing Royal Oaks Mushrooms, expressed support for 
continuation of the public hearing. 

Doug Muirhead, a resident of Morgan Hall, requested that the Commission deny 
Morgan Hill’s USA expansion request. He noted that in addition to this proposal, the 
City is also planning to expand its southeast boundary by about 1,000 acres and that the 
proposed expansion is also not being considered in its General Plan update process. He 
then discussed how these expansions are unnecessary since there are enough vacant 
lands within Morgan Hill city limits.  

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

The Commission continued the public hearing to June 5, 2013. 

Motion:  Constant   Second: Abe-Koga   

MOTION PASSED  

AYES: Constant, Hall, Abe-Koga, LeZotte, Wasserman, Wilson 

NOES: None           ABSTAIN: None   ABSENT: None 

5. SPECIAL DISTRICTS SERVICE REVIEW DRAFT REPORT: PHASE 1 

Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst, provided an overview of the special districts service 
review. Jennifer Stephenson, Policy Consulting Associates, made a presentation on the 
highlights of the Draft Report. Ms. Stephenson and staff responded to Commission 
inquiries during the presentation.  

With regard to the Saratoga Cemetery District (SCD), Commissioner LeZotte inquired 
why the annexation of a northern portion of Saratoga to SCD is not part of the 
recommendation.  Ms Palacherla advised that the recommendation was removed since 
neither the SCD nor the residents identified this as an issue, and since there is no direct 
relationship between city boundaries and cemetery services. Ms. Palacherla continued 
that adding new areas would not result in corresponding increase in tax revenues for the 
District. She noted that the annexation of the area can be initiated by the SCD or by 
property owners at any time. Commissioner Constant stated that annexation may not be 
feasible if it would bring no additional tax revenues to the District. 

Regarding Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District (RRRPD), Chairperson 
Wasserman observed that the duplication of services may be necessary to respond to the 
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demand for more swimming pools in the area. Ms. Stephenson advised that duplication 
of service between RRRPD and the City of Cupertino refers to the same type of service 
being provided to the same area by two different agencies. In response to an inquiry by 
Alternate Commissioner Kishimoto, Ms. Palacherla informed that staff will meet with 
Cupertino and RRRPD staff to discuss governance options. In response to an inquiry by 
Chairperson Wasserman, Ms. Palacherla advised that some of the recommended actions 
could be initiated by LAFCO and others would be referred to the RRRPD, to the City or 
to the County for implementation. In response to a follow-up inquiry by Chairperson 
Wasserman, Ms. Palacherla stated that the RRRPD would set its own fee schedule. In 
response to an inquiry by Commissioner Hall, Ms. Stephenson informed that the City 
becomes the successor agency in a merger; however, with the formation of a subsidiary 
district, tax revenues can only be used within RRRPD boundaries and the City Council 
becomes the governing body. In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Hall, Ms. 
Stephenson advised that it is inefficient for two agencies to provide the same service to 
the same area. At the request of Chairperson Wasserman, Ms. Palacherla stated that the 
final recommended actions will be presented at the next meeting and that additional 
study may be required if the Commission opts to go forward with a specific action.  

Acknowledging the purpose of service reviews and LAFCO’s mandate to conduct them, 
Chairperson Wasserman noted that residents have chosen to pay additional taxes to 
provide for local governance and facilities and questioned LAFCO’s involvement in that 
regard. Commissioner Khamis expressed agreement with Chairperson Wasserman and 
questioned any potential cost savings should Cupertino take over the District. In 
response to a request by the Commission, Ms. Palacherla explained the purpose of 
service reviews and sphere of influence updates and LAFCO’s mandate to conduct 
them. Commissioner Abe-Koga questioned whether the residents are getting additional 
benefits for their taxes and stated that the only benefit to the RRRPD’s residents appears 
to be the discounted rates. She also noted that there is little public interest in electing the 
District board members. Commissioner Hall stated that the duplication of service 
occurred only after the unincorporated area was annexed by Cupertino. Ms. Palacherla 
informed that because the Rancho Rinconada island annexation was controversial in 
itself, decisions regarding the District were deferred to a later time. She noted that 
during the first service review, LAFCO adopted a zero sphere of influence to indicate 
that the best option was for the District to be taken over by the City at some point. 
Commissioner LeZotte expressed agreement with Commissioner Abe-Koga’s comments 
and noted that the lack of long term financial planning at the District is an additional 
concern. Commissioner Constant explained LAFCO’s role in oversight of special 
districts and noted that LAFCO’s service reviews for other districts got the attention of 
their board members and resulted in reforms. 

On the South Santa Clara Valley Memorial District (SSCVMD), Chairperson Wasserman 
informed that the issues were first brought to his attention by a SSCVMD board 
member. Commissioner Constant noted that this case shows the importance of service 
reviews. In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Constant, Ms. Stephenson advised 
that SSCVMD cannot be a subsidiary district to the County and that there is no process 
to transition an independent special district into a dependent special district. She added 
that in order for the County to assume governance of the District, SSCVMD has to be 
dissolved and reformed as a dependent special district and that this option is not 
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feasible because the revenue source could be lost. Commissioner Constant expressed his 
concern that the current Board members may not be capable of implementing LAFCO’s 
recommendations. Rather than consider dissolution of the District which would result in 
veterans no longer receiving service, Commissioner Constant requested that staff 
research legal options for LAFCO or the County to remove the current board members. 
In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Constant, Ms. Palacherla informed that staff 
will provide all the available options and identify the implementing agencies at the next 
meeting. Ms. Subramanian advised that the staff report will include potential options for 
removing the board members. Commissioner LeZotte agreed with Commissioner 
Constant and emphasized the need to replace the board members in order to carry out 
the recommended reforms and to protect SSCVMD’s reserves. In response to an inquiry 
by Alternate Commissioner Tucker, Ms. Stephenson reported that she had met with 
some of the board members.  

Chairperson Wasserman acknowledged that while there are serious issues with the 
operation of the District, the facility is in order and it appears that there are some 
reserves. He requested information on ways to protect the District’s reserves while the 
service review recommendations are implemented and suggested that the current board 
members must not be involved in the hiring of the General Manager who will carry out 
the reforms. In response to an inquiry by Chairperson Wasserman, Ms. Subramanian 
advised that the General Manager will be hired by the SSCVMD board and not LAFCO. 
Ms. Subramanian advised that a letter may be sent to SSCVMD putting the District on 
notice that LAFCO is watching its expenditures. Alternate Commissioner Kishimoto 
agreed with Chairperson Wasserman and noted that SSCVMD has a small budget. She 
questioned whether hiring a General Manager is the best use of its funds and inquired if 
a merger with another memorial district is an option. Ms. Palacherla informed that there 
is no other memorial district within the County. 

Chairperson Wasserman indicated that some of the District’s funds may be needed to 
make the reforms. Commissioner Hall noted that just one election could deplete the 
District’s reserves. Chairperson Wasserman commented on the usefulness of having the 
hall available for veterans’ use and the importance of having responsible board 
members to ensure that tax dollars are spent correctly. Commissioner Constant 
reminded the Commission that the District’s lack of response to previous grand jury 
reports shows that the problems are serious and not simply a matter of board members’ 
ignorance.  

This being the time and place for the public hearing, Chairperson Wasserman declared 
the public hearing open.  

Doug Muirhead, a resident of Morgan Hill, stated his appreciation for the Report and 
expressed his concerns about the service review process. He questioned the role of the 
Technical Advisory Committee, the process for terminating the first consultant and 
hiring the second consultant and whether the change in consultants resulted in 
additional burden to special districts’ staff.    

Chairperson Wasserman determined that there are no members of the public who 
wished to speak on the item and ordered the public hearing closed.  
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The Commission considered the Draft Report for the Special Districts Service Review: 
Phase 1; accepted public comments; and, directed staff to revise the Report as necessary 
to address comments received through April 5th and set June 5, 2013 as the date for the 
public hearing to consider adoption of the Final Report. 

Motion:  Wilson   Second: Abe-Koga   

MOTION PASSED  

AYES: Constant, Hall, Abe-Koga, LeZotte, Wasserman, Wilson 

NOES: None           ABSTAIN: None   ABSENT: None 

6. PROPOSED LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014 

This being the time and place for the public hearing, Chairperson Wasserman declared 
the public hearing open, determined that there are no members of the public who 
wished to speak on the item and ordered the public hearing closed. 

Commissioner Constant reported that the Finance Committee reviewed and 
recommended the proposed budget and made additional recommendations regarding 
implementation of electronic distribution of agenda packets. He reported that the 
LAFCO Counsel was directed to work with the County to establish a process for 
Executive Officer performance evaluation, hiring / firing and for setting LAFCO staff 
salary ranges. Chairperson Wasserman expressed appreciation to Commissioners 
Constant and Hall for serving on the Finance Committee. In response to an inquiry by 
Commissioner LeZotte, Commissioner Constant informed that LAFCO staff members 
are County employees funded by the LAFCO budget and that the current Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) does not provide for these processes. Commissioner Wilson 
stated that it is appropriate to establish rules for LAFCO staffing to ensure LAFCO’s 
independence. Ms. Palacherla informed that LAFCO was funded and staffed by the 
County prior to 2001. She explained that the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000 
required LAFCOs to be independent, and since then, LAFCO has contracted with the 
County for staffing and facilities. Ms. Subramanian explained that the LAFCO MOU 
with the County provides a process for hiring the LAFCO Executive Officer but does not 
include a process for removal.   

Ms. Palacherla presented a brief staff report.   

Commissioner Constant informed that the Finance Committee had a thorough 
discussion on the amount budgeted for reserves. Commissioner Wilson expressed 
appreciation to Chairperson Wasserman, and Commissioners Constant and Hall for 
serving on the Finance Committee.   

The Commission adopted the Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2013-2014; found 
that the Proposed LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2014 is expected to be adequate to 
allow the Commission to fulfill its statutory responsibilities; and, authorized staff to 
transmit the Proposed LAFCO Budget adopted by the Commission including the 
estimated agency costs as well as the LAFCO public hearing notice on the adoption of 
the Fiscal Year 2014 Final Budget to the cities, to the special districts, to the County, to 
the Cities Association and to the Special Districts Association. 

Motion:  Constant   Second: Wilson  
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MOTION PASSED  

AYES: Constant, Hall, Abe-Koga, LeZotte, Wasserman, Wilson 

NOES: None           ABSTAIN: None   ABSENT: None 

7. LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S OPINION ON THE APPLICABILITY OF THE GANN 
APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT TO HEALTH CARE DISTRICTS 

Ms. Palacherla and Ms. Subramanian presented the staff report.  

In response to an inquiry by Chairperson Wasserman, Ms. Subramanian informed that 
the State Attorney General’s (AG) website states that an opinion could be rendered in 
four to six months. Commissioner Constant indicated his preference for obtaining an AG 
opinion and suggested that LAFCO use the Legislative Counsel’s opinion in the 
meantime. Commissioner Abe-Koga noted that this does not address why the El Camino 
Hospital District is setting aside funds and not spending more on community benefits. 
Commissioner Constant agreed in concept with Commissioner Abe-Koga and noted that 
it would be helpful to get more resolution of the issue with an AG Opinion. In response 
to an inquiry by Chairperson Wasserman, Ms. Subramanian stated that staff needed 
more time to review the Legislative Counsel’s opinion and would provide a summary at 
the next meeting.     

8. UPDATE ON GUADALUPE COYOTE RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT’S 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF LAFCO’S 2011 
COUNTYWIDE WATER SERVICE REVIEW REPORT 

Ms. Noel presented the staff report and directed attention to a letter from the Guadalupe 
Coyote Resource Conservation District expressing appreciation to the Commission and 
staff for their constructive recommendations through the service review process. 

9. AGENCY REPORT OF PUBLIC OFFICIAL APPOINTMENTS: FORM 806 

Ms. Noel presented the staff report. 

10. EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT 

10.1 UPDATE ON SPECIAL STUDY ON IMPACTS OF THE POTENTIAL DISSOLUTION 
OF SARATOGA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT AND ANNEXATION OF ITS 
TERRITORY TO SANTA CLARA COUNTY CENTRAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

Ms. Palacherla presented the staff report. 

10.2 CALAFCO ANNUAL CONFERENCE AUGUST 28-30 

Ms. Palacherla presented the staff report. 

Commissioner Constant encouraged commissioners to attend the CALAFCO 
Conference. In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Wilson, Ms. Palacherla advised 
that Alternate Commissioner Trumbull may attend the Conference in place of 
Commissioner Wilson. In response to an inquiry by Commissioner LeZotte, Ms. 
Subramanian advised that attendance by all the commissioners is exempt from the 
Brown Act as long as they do not discuss Santa Clara LAFCO’s business.  
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The Commission authorized commissioners and staff to attend the 2013 CALAFCO 
Annual Conference and directed that the associated travel expenses be funded by the 
LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2014. 

Motion:  Constant   Second: Wilson   

MOTION PASSED  

AYES: Constant, Hall, Abe-Koga, LeZotte, Wasserman, Wilson 

NOES: None           ABSTAIN: None   ABSENT: None 

11. PENDING APPLICATIONS 

11.1 West Bay Sanitary District SOI Amendment and Annexation 

12. COMMISSIONER REPORTS 

13. NEWSPAPER ARTICLES / NEWSLETTERS 

14.  WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE 

15. ADJOURN  

The meeting was adjourned at 3:25 p.m. to the next meeting on Wednesday, June 5, 2013 
in the Board Meeting Chambers, County Government Center, 70 West Hedding Street, 
San Jose, California.  

 
 
Approved: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Mike Wasserman, Chairperson 
Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County 
 
 
By: _______________________________ 
Emmanuel Abello, LAFCO Clerk 



 



 

 

 

LAFCO MEETING: June 5, 2013 

TO:     LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 
    Dunia Noel, Analyst 

SUBJECT: SPECIAL DISTRICTS SERVICE REVIEW: PHASE 1 AND  
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATES  

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

CEQA ACTION 

1.  Determine that the Special Districts Service Review Report: Phase 1 which 
includes sphere of influence updates for six special districts and the 
recommendations of this staff report are exempt from the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under State CEQA Guidelines: 
§15306 Class 6; §15061(b)(3) General Rule; §15378(b)(5); and §15320 Class 20. 

SERVICE REVIEW AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATES 

1.  Accept comments and consider any further revisions to the Special Districts 
Service Review Revised Draft Report: Phase 1. 

2.  Adopt the Special Districts Service Review Report: Phase 1 (Service Review 
Report) including the revised chapter on the Rancho Rinconada Recreation and 
Park District, and other revisions, as necessary. 

3.  Adopt service review determinations for each of the six districts as included in the 
Service Review Report. 

4.  Adopt sphere of influence (SOI) updates along with the sphere of influence 
determinations for the six special districts as included in the Service Review 
Report: 

a.  Reaffirm the existing zero SOI for the Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park 
District (RRRPD) as recommended in the Service Review Report. Direct staff 
to facilitate discussions between the RRRPD and the City of Cupertino on the 
governance options identified in the Report, as necessary. Direct staff to report 

AGENDA ITEM # 4 
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back to LAFCO on the outcome of the discussions, at which time, LAFCO will 
consider next steps associated with the governance options.  

b.  Reaffirm the existing coterminous SOI for the Santa Clara County Lighting 
Service Area (SCCLSA) as recommended in the Service Review Report. 

c. Reaffirm the existing coterminous SOI for the Santa Clara County Vector 
Control District (SCCVCD) as recommended in the Service Review Report. 

d. Reaffirm the existing coterminous SOI for the Saratoga Cemetery District 
(SCD) as recommended in the Service Review Report.   

e. Request that the South Santa Clara Valley Memorial District (SSCVMD) 
provide a report to LAFCO by September 13, 2013 on the District’s progress in 
implementing the recommendations identified for immediate action and 
provide a second report to LAFCO by May 23, 2014 on the District’s progress 
in implementing the remaining recommendations, as recommended in the 
Service Review Report and summarized in Table 1 (Pages 10 and 11 of this 
staff report). Reevaluate the District and its SOI at that time and determine 
whether sufficient improvement has been made and if further action is 
necessary. Retain the existing coterminous SOI for the SSCVMD pending 
further evaluation of the District. 

f. Reaffirm the existing coterminous SOI for the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority as recommended in the Service Review Report. 

5.  Direct staff to prepare the Final Report for the Special Districts Service Review: 
Phase 1 and to distribute the Final Report to all the affected agencies. 

6.  Direct staff to contact each affected 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 and to provide an explanation if 
the agency disagrees with a finding or does not plan to implement a 
recommendation. 

7. Request that the County consider implementing the recommendations in the 
Report in order to facilitate transparency and public accountability of special 
districts within this county. Please see Pages 12 and 13 of this staff report for the 
list of recommendations identified for the County. 

BACKGROUND 

SERVICE REVIEW AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE REQUIREMENTS  

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (California 
Government Code §56000 et seq.) requires that each LAFCO conduct service reviews 
prior to or in conjunction with the 5-year mandated sphere of influence (SOI) updates. A 
service review is a comprehensive review of municipal services in a designated 
geographic area in order to obtain information about services, evaluate provision of 
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services, and recommend actions when necessary, to promote the efficient provision of 
those services.  

As part of the service review, LAFCO must prepare an analysis and written statement of 
determinations regarding each of the following categories: 

•  Growth and population projections for the affected area  

•  Location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities within or contiguous to the sphere of influence  

•  Present and planned capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public services, 
and infrastructure needs or deficiencies including infrastructure needs or 
deficiencies related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, and structural 
fire protection in any disadvantaged, unincorporated communities within or 
contiguous to the sphere of influence  

• Financial ability of agencies to provide services  

•  Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities  

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

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

As part of the sphere of influence update, LAFCO must prepare an analysis and written 
statement of determinations for each agency regarding each of the following categories: 

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

• The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area 

• The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that 
the agency provides or is authorized to provide 

• The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if 
the commission determines that they are relevant to the agency 

• The present and probable need for water, wastewater, and structural fire 
protection facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities within the existing sphere of influence 

• The nature, location, and extent of any functions or classes of services 
provided by existing districts 

The Special Districts Service Review Draft Report reviews six districts, specifically the 
Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District (RRRPD), the Santa Clara County Vector 
Control District (SCCVCD), the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (SCVTA), 
the Saratoga Cemetery District (SCD), the South Santa Clara Valley Memorial District 
(SSCVMD), and the Santa Clara County Lighting Service Area (SCCLSA). The Report 
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includes a service review and sphere of influence update for each of these agencies and 
recommends actions to promote efficient service delivery, and improve the 
transparency, accountability and governance of these districts. 

SERVICE REVIEW PROCESS 

A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) consisting of LAFCO Commissioners Abe-Koga 
and LeZotte, appointed by LAFCO; and Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) 
Board Member Patrick Kwok and Saratoga Fire Protection District Fire Commissioner 
Eugene Zambetti, appointed by the Santa Clara County Special Districts Association; 
provided input and guidance during the review process. TAC members Abe-Koga and 
Kwok also served on the consultant selection committee. The Special Districts 
Association appointed Fire Commissioner Zambetti to replace Board Member Kwok on 
the TAC after Mr. Kwok’s term on the SCVWD concluded. To date, three TAC meetings 
have been held on the following dates: October 26, 2012; February 18, 2013; and March 8, 
2013.  

The Matrix Consulting Group, through a Request for Proposals (RFP) process, was 
selected to prepare the Special Districts Service Review. However upon mutual consent, 
the contract between Matrix Consulting Group and LAFCO was terminated without 
cause in February 2013. LAFCO then entered into a contract with Policy Consulting 
Associates (PCA) to prepare the Special Districts Service Review. PCA was one of three 
respondents to the RFP and has successfully conducted LAFCO’s 2011 Countywide 
Water Service Review. The change in consultants and transfer of information to the new 
consultant has been smooth, with no additional burden to the special districts, and the 
service review will be conducted within the LAFCO authorized budget amount.  

In August 2012, LAFCO staff distributed a newsletter outlining the project scope, 
process and schedule to all affected agencies and interested parties. The consultant then 
began gathering information on affected agencies and met individually with each 
agency. LAFCO staff participated in most of these meetings. The consultant then 
prepared draft profiles of the agencies which were then provided to each agency for 
internal review and comment in order to ensure factual accuracy prior to the release of 
the report for public review. Next, the consultant analyzed the data and made the 
required determinations and developed recommendations for each agency. The County 
Planning Department prepared GIS maps for the Draft Report.  

An administrative draft of the report was developed by the consultant for LAFCO staff 
review. A Public Review Draft Report (Dated March 14, 2013) was developed and posted 
on the LAFCO website for public review and comment. LAFCO sent a Notice of 
Availability/Notice of LAFCO’s April 3, 2013 Public Hearing to all affected agencies and 
other interested parties announcing the release of the Draft Service Review Report for 
public review and comment.  

Comments on the Draft Service Review Report and Release of Revised Draft Report 

LAFCO held a public hearing on April 3, 2013, to accept public comments on the Draft 
Service Review Report. LAFCO received written comments from Doug Muirhead 
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(resident, Morgan Hill) and Gary T.S. Reed (Manager, Saratoga Cemetery District). 
Please see Attachment B. The Draft Report was then revised to address these comments 
and to include a Background chapter providing general information on service review 
and sphere of influence update requirements. A redline version of the Revised Draft 
Report (dated April 18, 2013) was released on the LAFCO website and a Notice of 
Availability for the Revised Draft Report / Notice of June 5, 2013 Public Hearing 
(Attachment A) was provided to all affected agencies and interested parties.  

Comments on the Revised Draft Report  

On May 15, 2013, LAFCO received written comments on the Revised Draft Report from 
Kirsten M. Powell (Attorney, South Santa Clara Valley Memorial District), Miriam Salo 
(Board President, Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District), and Kevin Davis 
(District Manager, Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District). Attachment B 
includes all of the comment letters received to date.  

Attachment C includes a table listing all of the comments received to date along with a 
response.  

The chapter on the Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District was further revised 
to address the comments received from the District. Please see Attachment D which 
includes a redlined version of this Chapter.  

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

The Special Districts Service Review Report: Phase 1 is intended to serve as an 
information gathering tool to help LAFCO, the public and other agencies better 
understand how services are provided within Santa Clara County and to update the 
spheres of influence of the six affected districts. The Service Review Report consists of 
the following items:  

• Profiles of the six affected special districts 

• Any issues related to the six affected districts and recommendations for 
addressing those issues, including measures to enhance the accountability 
and transparency of special districts and potential alternative government 
structures to achieve efficiencies in service provision and address governance, 
transparency and accountability issues  

• Service review determinations for the six affected special districts 

• Sphere of influence recommendations and determinations for the six affected 
special districts 

LAFCO is not required to initiate boundary changes based on this service review. 
LAFCO, local agencies or the public may subsequently use the service review together 
with additional research and analysis where necessary, to pursue changes in 
jurisdictional boundaries. Any future changes in jurisdictional boundaries will be subject 
to CEQA review. 
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The Service Review Report recommends that the spheres of influence of the following 
special districts be reaffirmed and retained: 

• Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District (RRRPD) 
• Santa Clara County Lighting Service Area (SCCLSA) 
• Santa Clara County Vector Control District (SCCVCD) 
• Saratoga Cemetery District (SCD) 
• South Santa Clara Valley Memorial District (SSCVMD) 
• Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (SCVTA) 

This staff report also summarizes the Service Review Report’s recommendations on how 
to improve the accountability and transparency of special districts and on alternative 
governance structures for efficient service provision. Implementation of these 
recommendations will not result in direct or indirect physical changes in the 
environment. 

Therefore, the Service Review Report is exempt from the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under §15306 Class 6; §15061(b)(3) General Rule; 
§15378(b)(5); and §15320 Class 20 of the State CEQA Guidelines, as described below: 

Class 6 consists of basic data collection, research, experimental management, and 
resource evaluation activities that do not result in a serious or major disturbance to an 
environmental resource. According to the CEQA Guidelines, these may be strictly for 
information gathering purposes, or as part of a study leading to an action that a public 
agency has not yet approved, adopted, or funded. 

Section 15061(b)(3) states that the activity is covered by the general rule that CEQA 
applies only to projects, which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment. Where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the 
activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not 
subject to CEQA. Furthermore, Section 15378(b)(5) states that a project does not include 
organizational or administrative activities of governments that will not result in direct or 
indirect physical changes in the environment. 

Class 20 consists of changes in the organization or reorganization of local governmental 
agencies where the changes do not change the geographical area in which previously 
existing powers are exercised.  

SERVICE REVIEW REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Special Districts Service Review Report identifies several opportunities and includes 
several recommendations for improving the services provided by the 6 special districts. 
The following recommendations / findings are extracted from the report in order to 
facilitate LAFCO’s follow-up and monitoring of agencies’ implementation efforts and/or 
to explore potential governance structure alternatives, where applicable. 
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RANCHO RINCONADA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT (RRRPD) 

The following are recommendations that RRRPD should implement in order to improve 
the accountability and transparency of the District:  

1. Plans/Programs / Policies 

a. Develop and adopt goals, objectives, and performance measures 

b. Prepare business plan for next 3 to 5 years 

c. Adopt a multi-year capital improvement program 

d. Adopt a policy on expense reimbursements 

2.  Operational Practices 

a. Thoroughly track use of the pool (public swim, lap swim, lessons, and swim 
team)  

b. Conduct recreation needs assessment and assess current use of facility 

c. Consider conducting a fees survey of similar service providers and charging 
higher rates for non-residents 

d. Define and designate reserves for contingencies and capital needs separate 
from the operating cash balance 

e. File copy of annual budget with County Auditor, as legally required 

f. Advertise in newspapers and mail information to residents re: Board 
vacancies and District’s services 

Recommendations on Potential Governance Structure Options 

RRRPD presently has a zero sphere of influence indicating that the District should 
eventually not exist as an independent special district. Both the City of Cupertino 
and the RRRPD provide recreation services in Cupertino. This duplication in service 
providers creates inherent inefficiencies and fragmented service delivery and 
impedes long-term planning for the delivery of recreation services to the residents of 
Cupertino.  

Additionally, RRRPD’s primary revenue source is a portion of the one percent 
property tax, meaning that residents of the area are paying for recreational services to 
two separate public entities and that the City receives less property tax revenue from 
the areas within RRRPD. The City generally uses property tax revenue to fund 
general services, from which RRRPD residents reap the same benefits as other city 
residents; however, as a result of RRRPD receiving a portion of the total one percent 
property tax levied in the area, residents of the District are paying a smaller portion 
of the total one percent property tax into the City’s general services than other city 
residents.   
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The Service Review Report identifies alternative governance structure options for 
RRRPD and provides general information on the advantages and disadvantages of 
these various options. LAFCO staff recently had a preliminary meeting with 
Cupertino staff to discuss the governance options identified in the Report. City staff 
has also met with RRRPD staff to explore possible efficiencies. 

It is recommended that LAFCO staff facilitate further discussions between the 
RRRPD and the City relating to the identified options, provide information to the 
parties on the steps/processes involved in implementing the various alternatives, 
and update LAFCO on the outcome of these discussions. At which time, LAFCO 
could consider next steps related to the governance options for the RRRPD.  

SANTA CLARA COUNTY LIGHTING SERVICE AREA (SCCLSA) 

The following are recommendations that SCCLSA should implement in order to 
improve the accountability and transparency of the District:  

1. Website 

a. Include information on how to request service and assessment methodology 
for the different zones, rates and location/map of each benefit zone, budget 
and most recent assessment report 

2. Plans/Programs 

a. Establish a preventative maintenance program for streetlights, including 
periodic inspection of streetlights at night for lamp failures, defects, and 
periodic preventive maintenance inspection of streetlights 

SARATOGA CEMETERY DISTRICT (SCD) 

The following are recommendations that SCD should implement in order to improve the 
accountability and transparency of the District:  

1. Website 

a. Include District’s comprehensive policies and administrative regulations  

2. Policies 

a. Adopt a reserve fund policy 

3. Operational Practices 

a. Conduct a rate study, taking into consideration long-term capital 
improvement needs 

b. Conduct formal review of adequacy of the endowment care fund and adopt 
appropriate fees based on review 
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SOUTH SANTA CLARA VALLEY MEMORIAL DISTRICT (SSCVMD) 

The Service Review Report includes recommendations that SSCVMD should implement 
in order to improve the accountability and transparency of the District and prioritizes 
and identifies a specific time-frame for implementing each recommendation. 

Given the many deficiencies identified in the Service Review Report and the lack of 
responses from the District to previous Civil Grand Jury reports and recommendations, 
LAFCO requested that staff provide information on how the current Board members of 
SSCVMD may be removed in order to install new Board members that may be more 
willing to implement the recommendations of the Service Review Report. Attached is a 
memo (Attachment E) from LAFCO Legal Counsel in response to the Commission’s 
inquiry.  

Since the release of the Service Review Report, the District appears to have begun to take 
some initial steps to implement the recommendations of the Report. As indicated in the 
letter (Attachment B) from Kirsten Powell, Attorney, SSCVMD, and more recent 
communications, the District has: 

• Hired an attorney (Kirsten Powell of Powell & Logan) 

• Amended District’s bylaws 

• Appointed a new Board President and Secretary to serve a one-year term 

• Created an ad hoc committee to address the issues raised in the LAFCO 
report 

• Trained Board members on the legal requirements of the Brown Act and 
conflicts of interest 

• Created an ad hoc committee to hire an executive director. The committee is 
preparing an RFP for the position which the Board will consider at its June 
17th meeting. 

Given the progress that the District is making, LAFCO staff is recommending that the 
SSCVMD be given the opportunity to continue to make the necessary improvements 
(see Table 1 on Pages 10 and 11 of this staff report) and be directed to provide a 
progress report to LAFCO in 3 months and again in 12 months, at which time, 
LAFCO will reevaluate the District and its SOI and determine whether sufficient 
improvement has been made and if further action is necessary. 
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TABLE 1: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE SOUTH SANTA CLARA VALLEY MEMORIAL DISTRICT (SSCVMD) 

 FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION (Within 1 to 3 Months) TO BE COMPLETED WITHIN 12 MONTHS 

 Action Status Action Status 

1. Operational 
Practices 

a. Hire legal counsel to ensure 
legal requirements are met 
regarding operations 
accountability and board 
actions  

Completed 

4/17/13 

k. Conduct a documentable 
bidding process for any future 
capital improvements through 
advertisements in printed press, 
online proposal search engines, 
and on District website 

 

 b. Conduct required ethics 
training  

 l. Conduct rate study to ensure 
rates are appropriate 

 

 c. Conduct annual Brown Act 
training for Board Members  

Completed 

5/13/13 

m. Establish similar rates for 
veterans and residents alike 

 

 d. Hire a general manager to 
implement improvements 

   

 e. Edit and adopt appropriate 
bylaws based on guidance 
from legal counsel 

Completed 

5/13/13 

  

 f. Define in bylaws how Board 
President and Secretary are to 
be selected and the term of the 
appointment 

Completed 

5/13/13 

  

 g. Appoint both a board 
president and a secretary from 
among the Board members 

Completed 

5/13/13 

  

 h. Eliminate conflicts of interest 
between Board positions and 
Bar Council and Bingo 
Committee positions 

   

 i. Adopt a detailed budget 
before start of the fiscal year 

   

 j. Resume receiving rent from 
bar to limit liabilities 
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 FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION (Within 1 to 3 Months) TO BE COMPLETED WITHIN 12 MONTHS 

 Action Status Action Status 

2. Website a. Establish a website and 
publish Board’s agendas and 
minutes, the annual financial 
transaction reports, and the 
annual operating budget 

 c. Use website to conduct outreach 
to veterans, as well as residents 
of the District, regarding services 
and upcoming board vacancies 

 

 

 
b. Include information on Board 

members and terms 
   

3. Financial 
Records & 
Audits 

a. Work with County to conduct 
a forensic audit of District  

   

b. Switch from 5-year audits to 
annual audits 

   

 c. Ensure consistency and clarity 
of financial documents  

   

 d. File a copy of annual budget 
with County Auditor, as 
legally required 

   

4. Elections a. Ensure Board positions are 
properly filled through the 
election process or 
appointment by Board of 
Supervisors with clearly 
defined term expiration dates 
for each Board Member 

 b. Make information available at 
other veteran service locations 
and related events regarding 
services and  upcoming board 
vacancies 

 

 

5. Plans/ 
     Programs/ 
     Policies 

a. Adopt a policy to designate the 
purpose of the reserve funds 

 d. Adopt a multi-year capital 
improvement program 

 

 

b. District and County should 
formalize in a set of policies 
the procedures for announcing 
Board openings, interviewing 
candidates, and appointing 
new Board members 

 e. Develop and implement plans to 
enhance utilization of memorial 
hall by veterans organizations 

 

 c. Adopt a records retention 
policy 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 

The County should consider implementing the following recommendations in order to 
facilitate transparency and public accountability of special districts located within the 
county: 

1. Work with SSCVMD to Conduct a Forensic Audit of the District 

The Service Review Report recommends that the County work with SSCVMD to 
conduct a forensic audit of the District in order to examine the District's 
transactions and finances and verify them to source documents and in order to 
establish a financial base-line for the District.  

2.  Change SSCVMD’s Required Audit Cycle from Every 5 Years to Annually 

Given the lack of records to substantiate that a five-year audit schedule was 
approved by the County Board of Supervisors for the SSCVMD and given 
concerns regarding SSCVMD’s financial transparency, the County should require 
the District to submit annual audits.  

3. Develop Written Policies and Procedures in order to Clarify the Appointment 
Process for Special District Board Members 

The County Board of Supervisors appoints special district board members under 
three different circumstances: (1) The board of directors for certain special districts 
are appointed by the Board of Supervisors rather than elected, as allowed under 
the districts’ enabling legislation (2) District board members are appointed by the 
Board of Supervisors when an election is uncontested (i.e. fewer or same number 
of candidates as positions), and (3) District board members are appointed by the 
Board of Supervisors when there is a mid-term vacancy on a district board.  

There are no written policies or standardized procedures on how special district 
board openings are to be announced, how long the application period should be 
open, and the manner for interviews, the role of the district in nominating 
candidates, etc. Additionally, upon appointment by the Board of Supervisors, it is 
unclear where the responsibility lies regarding reporting the Board of Supervisor’s 
decision back to the Registrar of Voters. The Service Review Report recommends 
that the County Clerk of the Board and the County Registrar of Voters improve 
this process in order to ensure that all interested parties can readily identify the 
existing governing body of each special district and the respective term expiration 
dates. The County should develop a clear set of written policies outlining the 
process and clarifying the responsibilities (of the various County departments and 
of the districts) in appointing special district board members under each of these 
circumstances.  
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4. Encourage Special Districts to Submit their Adopted Annual Budgets to the 
County Auditor 

California Government Code §53901 requires local agencies to file a copy of their 
adopted annual budget with the county auditor, unless exempted by the county 
auditor. However, the Service Review Report noted that not all special districts 
(e.g. RRRPD and SSCVMD) had filed a copy of their annual budget with the 
County Auditor, as legally required. The County should implement measures to 
encourage greater compliance, such as noticing all special districts of this 
requirement and contacting districts that are non-responsive. 

NEXT STEPS 

LAFCO staff will be available to meet individually with affected districts and the County 
to discuss the recommendations of the Service Review Report. 

Staff will update LAFCO on each agency’s response, monitor their implementation 
efforts, and seek further direction from the Commission, as necessary. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Notice of Availability for the Revised Draft Report dated April 18,  
  2013/Notice of the June 5, 2013 LAFCO Public Hearing 

Attachment B: Comment letters received as of May 28, 2013 on the Service Review 
Report 

Attachment C: Responses to comments received as of May 28, 2013 

Attachment D: Redlined Version of Revised Chapter 1. Rancho Rinconada Recreation 
and Park District addressing comments received from District on May 
15, 2013 

Attachment E: Memo from Mala Subramanian, LAFCO Legal Counsel, dated May 1, 
2013, regarding Removal of Memorial District Directors 

 

Note:  The redlined version of the Special Districts Service Review: Phase 1 Revised Public 
Review Report dated April 18, 2013 is available on the LAFCO website 
(www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov). Please see Attachments C and D for information on 
further revisions of the Draft Service Review Report. 

http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/


 



 

 

DATE:  April 23, 2013 
TO:   Special District Board Members and Managers 
  City Managers and County Executive 
  City Council Members and County Board of Supervisors 
  LAFCO Members 

 Interested Parties 

FROM: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer  
SUBJECT: LAFCO’s SPECIAL DISTRICTS SERVICE REVIEW REVISED DRAFT REPORT:  PHASE 1 

   Notice of Availability and Public Hearing  

The Special Districts Service Review Revised Draft Report (with tracked changes) is now 
available for public review and comment on the LAFCO website at 
www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov. The Report reviews six special districts, specifically the 
Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District, the Santa Clara County Vector Control 
District, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, the Saratoga Cemetery 
District, the South Santa Clara Valley Memorial District, and the Santa Clara County 
Lighting Services Area. The Report includes a service review and sphere of influence 
update for each of these agencies and recommends actions to promote efficient service 
delivery, and improvement in the transparency, accountability and governance of these 
districts. 

LAFCO will hold a Public Hearing to accept comments and consider adoption of the 
Special Districts Service Review Revised Draft Report. 

LAFCO Public Hearing: June 5, 2013 
Time: 1:15 P.M. or soon thereafter 
Location: Board Meeting Chambers 
 70 W. Hedding Street, San Jose, CA 95110 

You may provide written comments on the Revised Draft Report by mail to: LAFCO of 
Santa Clara County, 70 West Hedding Street, 11th Floor, East Wing, San Jose, CA 95110 
OR you may email your comments to: dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org.  

Written comments received by May 15th will be included and addressed in the staff 
report that will be provided to the LAFCO Commission in advance of the June 5, 2013 
Public Hearing. Written comments received after May 15th will be provided to the 
LAFCO Commission at the June 5, 2013 Public Hearing and addressed at that time. 

Please contact Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst, at (408) 299-5148 if you have any questions 
or concerns. Thank you. 

http://www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/
mailto:dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org
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From: doug.muirhead@alumni.stanford.edu on behalf of D. Muirhead
To: Noel, Dunia
Subject: LAFCO meeting April 3, 2013 ITEM # 5 Phase 1 Service Reviews
Date: Monday, April 01, 2013 9:58:28 AM

LAFCO meeting April 3, 2013
  AGENDA ITEM # 5 Phase 1 Service Reviews

Comments for the Public Record submitted by Doug Muirhead,
a resident of Morgan Hill. Sent to dunia.noel@ceo.sccgov.org.

Dear Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County,

I enjoyed reading the Phase 1 Service Reviews. I learned about a whole new
area of responsibility (Santa Clara County Lighting Service Area) for County
Roads and Airports.

As a user of VTA and an observer at their TAC and BPAC Advisory Committees,
I felt they were fairly portrayed.
One correction to Infrastructure Needs: Caltrain electrification is from
San Francisco (not Palo Alto) to Tamien (not Gilroy), since the tracks
between Tamien and Gilroy are owned by Union Pacific Railroad.
One comment on Capacity as noted in Demand for Services and Service Review
Determinations:  the minimum standard of 15 boardings per hour (a performance
standard which all routes met) works against service in the smaller cities
of South County. This will be of increasing concern as our populations age.

For all of the reviews, I would have liked to see the amount of staff time
each agency spent providing the information requested by LAFCO.

I am not as happy with the actual review process. Given the problems,
delays, and changes, what are the lessons learned? How is the institutional
knowledge gained in this cycle being preserved for next round of staff and
consultants? A different consultant was used for the Service Reviews in 2006.
Phase 2 has already commenced (with the second consultant used in Phase 1?),
with districts expected to completely respond by April 15.

I would like to suggest that more information about the review process be
made available during the process. Problems, delays, and personnel changes
incur costs and time for LAFCO and districts' staff and, because of the lack
of predictability, introduce uncertainty in the planning for the other
activities of the districts (e.g. service review versus anniversary
celebrations in the case of the open space districts).

The role of TAC is ill-defined, especially when compared with the operation
of VTA TAC and RWRC TAC (bylaws, public meetings, published minutes).
The LAFCO TAC appears to have participated in the original consultant selection
but not in the decision to terminate the first consultant nor in the selection
of the next consultant. The three respondents to the RFP were not identified
nor was the scoring of the respondents. How was the second consultant selected,
given that the first selection failed to deliver results? The staff report
states that there were two TAC meetings; only one was identified in any of
the reports to the Commission.

The Commission authorized LAFCO staff to enter into a service agreement with
the first selected firm. That contract was not released to the public by
default, but was made available to me on request, as was the Notice of
Termination, which I did not know of. The contract required a 30-day notice

mailto:doug.muirhead@alumni.stanford.edu
mailto:doug.muirhead@stanfordalumni.org
mailto:Dunia.Noel@ceo.sccgov.org
Emmanuel.Abello
Typewritten Text
ITEM # 4Attachment B
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Emmanuel.Abello
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if termination was without cause. The day before the Notice of Termination
was issued on February 12, 2013, LAFCO staff and the consultant agreed
mutually to waive the 30-day requirement. I did not find this option
in the contract. No explanation of the termination was given.

While delays and additional staff time were reported in the Executive Officer's
Reports to the Commission on December 12, 2012 and February 6, 2013, no hint
was given that the consultant chosen by staff and the Technical Advisory
Committee in August would be replaced. The change (without explanation) was
announced to the Santa Clara County Special Districts Association on March 4,
2013. Contrary to the statement in the staff report that there was "no
additional burden to the special districts", one of the districts present
commented on having to take time to repeat answers that they had already
given to the first consultant. The cover page of the Phase 1 public review
draft says the review  was prepared by Policy Consulting Associates, LLC.
The Credits do not mention any other consulting organization.
Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

Thank you for your consideration,
Doug Muirhead, Morgan Hill

Timeline details:
=================

On May 30, 2012, you accepted staff recommendation to
Delegate authority to the LAFCO Executive Officer to enter into an agreement
   with the most qualified consultant
LAFCO will establish a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) consisting of
* One LAFCO Commissioner
* One representative from the Santa Clara County Special Districts' Association
The TAC will participate on the consultant interview/selection committee.

On June 4, 2012, LAFCO released a Request for Proposals (RFP).

On August 1, 2012, you heard that LAFCO received three proposals and that
On July 31, 2012, a consultant selection committee would
  interview the three firms and select the most qualified firm.

December 12, 2012
Delays and additional staff time were reported in the Executive Officer's
  Report to the Commission
In August, LAFCO retained Matrix Consulting Group; firm was selected through an
  RFP and interview process. The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), including
  Commissioner Abe-Koga and representative from Special Districts Association,
  participated in the consultant selection process.

February 6, 2013
Delays and additional staff time were reported in the Executive Officer's
  Report to the Commission
Appoint an additional commissioner to serve on the
   Technical Advisory Committee.
The next TAC meeting will likely occur in February.

Notice of Termination February 12, 2013
The Notice does not say if the termination was Without Cause or For Cause.
The termination was effective immediately.
The Notice does not say the 30-day requirement was waived.
The Notice does not say the meeting referenced in the Notice was between
the consultant and LAFCO staff and without TAC.



March 4, 2013
The Executive Officer's Reports to the Commission on December 12, 2012 and
February 6, 2013 gave no hint that the consultant chosen by staff and the
Technical Advisory Committee in August would be replaced. The change
(without explanation) was announced to the Santa Clara County Special
Districts Association on March 4, 2013.
The cover page of the Phase 1 public review draft says the review
was prepared by Policy Consulting Associates, LLC. The Credits do not
mention any other consulting organization.



From: Noel, Dunia
To: Jennifer Stephenson (jennifer@pcateam.com)
Subject: FW: Service Review for Saratoga Cemetery District
Date: Wednesday, April 17, 2013 10:27:00 AM
Attachments: AR102.doc

Please see actual comment email below.
 
From: Saratoga Cemetery District [mailto:saratogacemetery@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2013 3:54 PM
To: Noel, Dunia
Subject: Service Review for Saratoga Cemetery District
 
Hi Dunia,

  I caught a few mistakes in the service review that I want to bring to your attention. 

  Page 2 of the report (page 83 on the comprehensive LAFCO review on the website)
under Boundaries.  The way the paragraph is worded it sounds like all of lines 2 and 3
are exceptions excluded from the District boundaries which is not the case. 
Additionally, and I have made this point several times only to have it ignored, until
1987 the district's boundaries were coterminous with the boundaries of the Saratoga
Union School District.  In 1987 the District initiated a LAFCO expansion to include all
of the City of Saratoga and the City of Monte Sereno.  In the description of the District
boundaries the Saratoga Union School District is not mentioned, instead it lists
unincorporated areas west of the cities - I would offer that these are part of the
Saratoga Union School District and should be listed as such.  The report also excepts
two small areas northwest of Prospect Road that appear to be part of the City of
Saratoga.  Since the District boundaries include all of the City of Saratoga, and since
a resident from those areas (being a resident of Saratoga) would be eligible for
interment at Madronia Cemetery, why are these areas excluded?  Since the City of
Saratoga is within the boundaries of the Cemetery District, any areas annexed to the
City should also be annexed to the Cemetery District.

  Page 6 (page 87 on the website), lists the location of the monthly Board meeting "at
the District's office."  On page 5 (page 86) it correctly lists the location as "Faculty
Lounge, Oak Street School..."  At the bottom of page 6, Figure 4-3, one of the
authorized positions is Administrative Assistant.  That position no longer exists, it has
been superseded by the Office Manager position.  It also states that the District has
three full-time employees but the Assistant Manager and Officer Manager are both
part-time positions.  Again, on page 6, paragraph 2, last line states that the District
does not have a policy on expense reimbursements.  The District does have a policy
in the form of Administrative Regulation 102 which I have attached.

  Page 10 (page 91 on the website), third paragraph under Rates.  It states that a non-
resident fee applies to anyone who is eligible for burial but was not a resident or
taxpayer of the District at the time of purchase.  The non-resident fee is an interment
fee not a burial rights fee - it should read "was not a resident of taxpayer of the
District at the time of death.

mailto:jennifer@pcateam.com

A.R. 102

REIMBURSEMENT POLICY


  The District will reimburse Trustees and management for expenses incurred in the course of conducting District business.  Reimbursement will include expenses for attending seminars and conferences and state mandated training.


a)  Registration fees for conferences and seminars will be fully reimbursed by the District.


b)  Mileage for travel to and from conferences and seminars, and other District related business will be paid at the current rate as set forth in Internal Revenue Service Publication 15.

c)  Lodging for conferences and seminars will be reimbursed at the group rate negotiated by the conference sponsor or standard room rate if negotiated rates are not available.

d)  Meals that are offered as part of the conference or seminar package will be reimbursed by the district.  If meals are not included, reasonable meal expenses will be reimbursed.



  That is all I have.  Thank you.

Best regards,
Gary T.S. Reed
General Manager
 
Saratoga Cemetery District
Madronia Cemetery
14766 Oak Street
Saratoga CA 95070
408-867-3717
408-867-3818 Fax
www.madroniacemetery.com
 

http://www.madroniacemetery.com/
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From: Rancho Rinconada
To: Noel, Dunia
Cc: Jennifer Stephenson
Subject: 2013 LAFCO Special Districts Service Review: Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District
Date: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 4:27:05 PM

Dear Neelima Palacherla and Members of Santa Clara County LAFCO

 

I am writing in regards to the most recent Special District Service Review for Rancho
Rinconada Recreation & Park District. I was recently selected to be Rancho’s District
Manager after serving for many years as Aquatics Director. In this capacity, I have a very
good understanding of the facility, its constituents, and the surrounding community.

The latest service review effectively offers 3 governance structure options for Rancho
Rinconada: continue as a special district, merge with the city, or become a subsidiary district
of the city. However, the best option is not even listed—continue as a special district and
form a partnership with the city.

The primary concerns of the report for remaining as a special district are twofold: a lack of
written policies and plans and a fragmentation of recreation providers in Cupertino. We are
aware of the deficiency in our written documentation and have responded by performing a
full review of our practices starting in 2011. The second concern would be best addressed
through a partnership as opposed to being merged. Cupertino Parks & Recreation currently
does not have the District in their general recreation plan and their written policy is to
“encourage the continued existence and profitability of private open space and recreation
facilities.” The department is also currently working on other projects and would not be able
available to take over the district. Instead, a partnership allows the city to plan and deliver
year-round aquatic services to Cupertino residents without building a new pool or going
through the not-insignificant work involved in a merger.

I am recommending that Rancho Rinconada remain as a special district with the
understanding that the District will reach out to the City of Cupertino. Continuing as a special
district will provide excellent and uninterrupted aquatic programs, while partnering with the
city will eliminate the fragmentation of planning and services.

I have also included some statements which I would recommend changing because they are
misleading in one way or another.

Disadvantages column of figure 1-10 (single provider advantage)

The disadvantages of merging with the city are covered in figure 1-10 and the advantages are
based on the assumption that a single provider would lead to better, easier, and more efficient
planning and delivery of recreation services in Cupertino. Unfortunately this advantage is
based on the assumption that funding will be the same as historic levels. If funding is not
secured or is only partially secured there would be a net reduction in services either at
Rancho or citywide as a result. It is misleading to list advantages which are not certain. The
wording should be changed to reflect this uncertainty.

mailto:contact@ranchoreccenter.com
mailto:Dunia.Noel@ceo.sccgov.org
mailto:jennifer@pcateam.com


Disadvantages column of figure 1-9 (double tax)

Figure 1-9 lists a double tax for recreation as a disadvantage. The wording on this is
misleading in that it implies that residents are taxed more than others. Rancho resident’s
property tax is simply portioned off differently. The wording on this should be changed to
reflect that there is not two times the tax for residents. Also, if this supposed “double tax” is a
disadvantage than it should also be listed as a disadvantage in table 1-11. It would be more
internally consistent to either list the disadvantage in both areas or to drop it entirely.

Disadvantages column of figure 1-9 (limited services)

Figure 1-9 also states that “the district’s recreation services could continue to be limited
compared to those offered by Cupertino or other areas of the city” as a disadvantage of
continuing as a special district. This statement is misleading readers into thinking that the
district would somehow obtain a greater amount of services by merging with the city or that
we are limited currently. This idea is factually incorrect. The District offers different and
significantly more aquatic services that stress the limits of the District’s property, and
seasonal & daylight. Merging with the city would not change this. This disadvantage should
be either removed or restated.

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the LAFCO service review and will be working
diligently to correct our written planning and policy deficiencies.

 

Sincerely,

 

Kevin Davis | District Manager
Rancho Rinconada Recreation & Park District
18000 Chelmsford Dr.
Cupertino CA 95014
Phone (408) 252-8429
Fax (408) 252-7559
Email contact@ranchoreccenter.com
Web www.ranchoreccenter.com

mailto:contact@ranchoreccenter.com
http://www.ranchoreccenter.com/
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.		I
n	
19
87
	th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	in
iti
at
ed
	a
	L
AF
CO
	e
xp
an
si
on
	to
	in
cl
ud
e	
al
l	o
f	t
he
	C
ity
	o
f	

Sa
ra
to
ga
	a
nd
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	M

on
te
	S
er
en
o.
		I
n	
th
e	
de
sc
ri
pt
io
n	
of
	th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	b
ou
nd
ar
ie
s	

th
e	
Sa
ra
to
ga
	U
ni
on
	S
ch
oo
l	D
is
tr
ic
t	i
s	n
ot
	m
en
tio
ne
d,
	in
st
ea
d	
it	
lis
ts
	u
ni
nc
or
po
ra
te
d	

ar
ea
s	w

es
t	o
f	t
he
	ci
tie
s	‐
	I	
w
ou
ld
	o
ffe
r	t
ha
t	t
he
se
	a
re
	p
ar
t	o
f	t
he
	S
ar
at
og
a	
Un
io
n	
Sc
ho
ol
	

Di
st
ri
ct
	a
nd
	sh
ou
ld
	b
e	
lis
te
d	
as
	su
ch
.		T
he
	re
po
rt
	a
ls
o	
ex
ce
pt
s	t
w
o	
sm

al
l	a
re
as
	

no
rt
hw

es
t	o
f	P
ro
sp
ec
t	R
oa
d	
th
at
	a
pp
ea
r	t
o	
be
	p
ar
t	o
f	t
he
	C
ity
	o
f	S
ar
at
og
a.
		S
in
ce
	th
e	

Di
st
ri
ct
	b
ou
nd
ar
ie
s	i
nc
lu
de
	a
ll	
of
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	S
ar
at
og
a,
	a
nd
	si
nc
e	
a	
re
si
de
nt
	fr
om

	th
os
e	

ar
ea
s	(
be
in
g	
a	
re
si
de
nt
	o
f	S
ar
at
og
a)
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
el
ig
ib
le
	fo
r	i
nt
er
m
en
t	a
t	M

ad
ro
ni
a	

Ce
m
et
er
y,
	w
hy
	a
re
	th
es
e	
ar
ea
s	e
xc
lu
de
d?
		S
in
ce
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	S
ar
at
og
a	
is
	w
ith
in
	th
e	

bo
un
da
ri
es
	o
f	t
he
	C
em

et
er
y	
Di
st
ri
ct
,	a
ny
	a
re
as
	a
nn
ex
ed
	to
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	sh
ou
ld
	a
ls
o	
be
	

an
ne
xe
d	
to
	th
e	
Ce
m
et
er
y	
Di
st
ri
ct
.

Cl
ar
ifi
ca
tio
n	
w
as
	m
ad
e	
in
	th
e	
do
cu
m
en
t	a
bo
ut
	w
hi
ch
	

ar
ea
s	a
re
	in
cl
ud
ed
	a
nd
	w
hi
ch
	a
re
as
	a
re
	e
xc
lu
de
d.
		

W
ith
	re
ga
rd
	to
	th
e	
bo
un
da
ri
es
	a
lig
ni
ng
	to
	th
e	

Sa
ra
to
ga
	U
ni
on
	S
ch
oo
l	D
is
tr
ic
t,	
th
is
	m
ay
	h
av
e	
be
en
	th
e	

ca
se
	a
t	f
or
m
at
io
n,
	b
ut
	is
	n
ot
	re
le
va
nt
	to
	S
CD
's	
cu
rr
en
t	

bo
un
da
ry
	d
es
cr
ip
tio
n	
as
	L
AF
CO
	h
as
	n
o	
ju
ri
sd
ic
tio
n	

ov
er
	th
e	
bo
un
ds
	o
f	t
he
	sc
ho
ol
	d
is
tr
ic
t.	
	G
iv
en
	th
at
	S
CD
	

w
ou
ld
	li
ke
ly
	re
ce
iv
e	
no
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	p
ro
pe
rt
y	
ta
x	

re
ve
nu
e	
sh
ou
ld
	it
	ch
oo
se
	to
	a
nn
ex
	th
e	
re
m
ai
ni
ng
	

te
rr
ito
ry
	w
ith
in
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	S
ar
at
og
a,
	it
	is
	n
ot
	

re
co
m
m
en
de
d	
th
at
	th
es
e	
ar
ea
s	b
e	
in
cl
ud
ed
	in
	th
e	

Di
st
ri
ct
.		S
ho
ul
d	
th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	d
es
ir
e	
to
	p
ur
su
e	

an
ne
xa
tio
n	
of
	th
is
	a
re
a,
	th
en
	it
	m
ay
	su
bm

it	
an
	

ap
pl
ic
at
io
n	
fo
r	a
nn
ex
at
io
n	
to
	L
AF
CO
	fo
r	

co
ns
id
er
at
io
n.

87
	(1
st
	p
ar
a)

●
Pa
ge
	8
7	
lis
ts
	th
e	
lo
ca
tio
n	
of
	th
e	
m
on
th
ly
	B
oa
rd
	m
ee
tin
g	
"a
t	t
he
	D
is
tr
ic
t's
	o
ffi
ce
."	
	O
n	

pa
ge
	8
6	
it	
co
rr
ec
tly
	li
st
s	t
he
	lo
ca
tio
n	
as
	"F
ac
ul
ty
	L
ou
ng
e,
	O
ak
	S
tr
ee
t	S
ch
oo
l..
."	
	

Co
rr
ec
te
d.

87
,			
				
				
	

Fi
gu
re
	4
‐3

●
At
	th
e	
bo
tt
om

	o
f	p
ag
e	
87
,	F
ig
ur
e	
4‐
3,
	o
ne
	o
f	t
he
	a
ut
ho
ri
ze
d	
po
si
tio
ns
	is
	A
dm

in
is
tr
at
iv
e	

As
si
st
an
t.	
	T
ha
t	p
os
iti
on
	n
o	
lo
ng
er
	e
xi
st
s,	
it	
ha
s	b
ee
n	
su
pe
rs
ed
ed
	b
y	
th
e	
Of
fic
e	
M
an
ag
er
	

po
si
tio
n.
		I
t	a
ls
o	
st
at
es
	th
at
	th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	h
as
	th
re
e	
fu
ll‐
tim

e	
em

pl
oy
ee
s	b
ut
	th
e	
As
si
st
an
t	

M
an
ag
er
	a
nd
	O
ffi
ce
r	M

an
ag
er
	a
re
	b
ot
h	
pa
rt
‐ti
m
e	
po
si
tio
ns
.

Co
rr
ec
te
d.

87
	(2
nd
	p
ar
a)

●
La
st
	li
ne
	st
at
es
	th
at
	th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	d
oe
s	n
ot
	h
av
e	
a	
po
lic
y	
on
	e
xp
en
se
	re
im
bu
rs
em

en
ts
.		

Th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	d
oe
s	h
av
e	
a	
po
lic
y	
in
	th
e	
fo
rm
	o
f	A
dm

in
is
tr
at
iv
e	
Re
gu
la
tio
n	
10
2	
w
hi
ch
	I	

ha
ve
	a
tt
ac
he
d.

Co
rr
ec
te
d.

91
	(3
rd
	p
ar
a,
	

un
de
r	R

at
es
)

●
It	
st
at
es
	th
at
	a
	n
on
‐r
es
id
en
t	f
ee
	a
pp
lie
s	t
o	
an
yo
ne
	w
ho
	is
	e
lig
ib
le
	fo
r	b
ur
ia
l	b
ut
	w
as
	n
ot
	

a	
re
si
de
nt
	o
r	t
ax
pa
ye
r	o
f	t
he
	D
is
tr
ic
t	a
t	t
he
	ti
m
e	
of
	p
ur
ch
as
e.
		T
he
	n
on
‐r
es
id
en
t	f
ee
	is
	

an
	in
te
rm
en
t	f
ee
	n
ot
	a
	b
ur
ia
l	r
ig
ht
s	f
ee
	‐	
it	
sh
ou
ld
	re
ad
	"w

as
	n
ot
	a
	re
si
de
nt
	o
f	t
ax
pa
ye
r	

of
	th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	a
t	t
he
	ti
m
e	
of
	d
ea
th
."

Co
rr
ec
te
d.

Pa
ge
 2
 o
f 7



Lo
g	
of
	C
om

m
en
ts

Sa
nt
a	
Cl
ar
a	
Sp
ec
ia
l	D
is
tr
ic
t	S
er
vi
ce
	R
ev
ie
w
:	P
ha
se
	I	
Pu
bl
ic
	R
ev
ie
w
	D
ra
ft

Co
m
m
en
te
r/
Ag
en
cy

D
at
e

Pa
ge

Co
m
m
en
t

Re
sp
on
se

3
Ke
vi
n	
Da
vi
s,	
				
				
			

Di
st
ri
ct
	M
an
ag
er
		

Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	

Re
cr
ea
tio
n	
&
	P
ar
k	

Di
st
ri
ct

5/
15
/2
01
3

Fi
gu
re
	1
‐1
0	

●
Th
e	
la
te
st
	se
rv
ic
e	
re
vi
ew

	e
ffe
ct
iv
el
y	
of
fe
rs
	3
	g
ov
er
na
nc
e	
st
ru
ct
ur
e	
op
tio
ns
	fo
r	R

an
ch
o	

Ri
nc
on
ad
a:
	co
nt
in
ue
	a
s	a
	sp
ec
ia
l	d
is
tr
ic
t,	
m
er
ge
	w
ith
	th
e	
ci
ty
,	o
r	b
ec
om

e	
a	
su
bs
id
ia
ry
	

di
st
ri
ct
	o
f	t
he
	ci
ty
.	H
ow

ev
er
,	t
he
	b
es
t	o
pt
io
n	
is
	n
ot
	e
ve
n	
lis
te
d—

co
nt
in
ue
	a
s	a
	sp
ec
ia
l	

di
st
ri
ct
	a
nd
	fo
rm
	a
	p
ar
tn
er
sh
ip
	w
ith
	th
e	
ci
ty
.

Th
e	
pr
im
ar
y	
co
nc
er
ns
	o
f	t
he
	re
po
rt
	fo
r	r
em

ai
ni
ng
	a
s	a
	sp
ec
ia
l	d
is
tr
ic
t	a
re
	tw

of
ol
d:
	a
	

la
ck
	o
f	w

ri
tt
en
	p
ol
ic
ie
s	a
nd
	p
la
ns
	a
nd
	a
	fr
ag
m
en
ta
tio
n	
of
	re
cr
ea
tio
n	
pr
ov
id
er
s	i
n	

Cu
pe
rt
in
o.
	W
e	
ar
e	
aw

ar
e	
of
	th
e	
de
fic
ie
nc
y	
in
	o
ur
	w
ri
tt
en
	d
oc
um

en
ta
tio
n	
an
d	
ha
ve
	

re
sp
on
de
d	
by
	p
er
fo
rm
in
g	
a	
fu
ll	
re
vi
ew

	o
f	o
ur
	p
ra
ct
ic
es
	st
ar
tin
g	
in
	2
01
1.
	T
he
	se
co
nd
	

co
nc
er
n	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
be
st
	a
dd
re
ss
ed
	th
ro
ug
h	
a	
pa
rt
ne
rs
hi
p	
as
	o
pp
os
ed
	to
	b
ei
ng
	m
er
ge
d.
	

Cu
pe
rt
in
o	
Pa
rk
s	&

	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
cu
rr
en
tly
	d
oe
s	n
ot
	h
av
e	
th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	in
	th
ei
r	g
en
er
al
	

re
cr
ea
tio
n	
pl
an
	a
nd
	th
ei
r	w

ri
tt
en
	p
ol
ic
y	
is
	to
	“e
nc
ou
ra
ge
	th
e	
co
nt
in
ue
d	
ex
is
te
nc
e	
an
d	

pr
of
ita
bi
lit
y	
of
	p
ri
va
te
	o
pe
n	
sp
ac
e	
an
d	
re
cr
ea
tio
n	
fa
ci
lit
ie
s.”
	T
he
	d
ep
ar
tm
en
t	i
s	a
ls
o	

cu
rr
en
tly
	w
or
ki
ng
	o
n	
ot
he
r	p
ro
je
ct
s	a
nd
	w
ou
ld
	n
ot
	b
e	
ab
le
	a
va
ila
bl
e	
to
	ta
ke
	o
ve
r	t
he
	

di
st
ri
ct
.	I
ns
te
ad
,	a
	p
ar
tn
er
sh
ip
	a
llo
w
s	t
he
	ci
ty
	to
	p
la
n	
an
d	
de
liv
er
	y
ea
r‐
ro
un
d	
aq
ua
tic
	

se
rv
ic
es
	to
	C
up
er
tin
o	
re
si
de
nt
s	w

ith
ou
t	b
ui
ld
in
g	
a	
ne
w
	p
oo
l	o
r	g
oi
ng
	th
ro
ug
h	
th
e	
no
t‐

in
si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	w
or
k	
in
vo
lv
ed
	in
	a
	m
er
ge
r.

I	a
m
	re
co
m
m
en
di
ng
	th
at
	R
an
ch
o	
Ri
nc
on
ad
a	
re
m
ai
n	
as
	a
	sp
ec
ia
l	d
is
tr
ic
t	w

ith
	th
e	

un
de
rs
ta
nd
in
g	
th
at
	th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	w
ill
	re
ac
h	
ou
t	t
o	
th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o.
	C
on
tin
ui
ng
	a
s	a
	

sp
ec
ia
l	d
is
tr
ic
t	w

ill
	p
ro
vi
de
	e
xc
el
le
nt
	a
nd
	u
ni
nt
er
ru
pt
ed
	a
qu
at
ic
	p
ro
gr
am

s,	
w
hi
le
	

pa
rt
ne
ri
ng
	w
ith
	th
e	
ci
ty
	w
ill
	e
lim

in
at
e	
th
e	
fr
ag
m
en
ta
tio
n	
of
	p
la
nn
in
g	
an
d	
se
rv
ic
es
.

Th
is
	o
pt
io
n	
is
	co
ns
id
er
ed
	a
n	
ex
te
ns
io
n	
of
	g
ov
er
na
nc
e	

op
tio
n	
#1
	‐	
co
nt
in
ue
d	
op
er
at
io
n	
as
	a
n	
in
de
pe
nd
en
t	

sp
ec
ia
l	d
is
tr
ic
t.	
	A
dd
iti
on
al
	te
xt
	d
es
cr
ib
in
g	
th
e	

po
te
nt
ia
l	f
or
	a
	p
ar
tn
er
sh
ip
	w
ith
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	

ad
de
d	
to
	th
e	
te
xt
	o
f	t
he
	d
oc
um

en
t.

●
Th
e	
di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
s	o
f	m

er
gi
ng
	w
ith
	th
e	
ci
ty
	a
re
	co
ve
re
d	
in
	fi
gu
re
	1
‐1
0	
an
d	
th
e	

ad
va
nt
ag
es
	a
re
	b
as
ed
	o
n	
th
e	
as
su
m
pt
io
n	
th
at
	a
	si
ng
le
	p
ro
vi
de
r	w

ou
ld
	le
ad
	to
	b
et
te
r,	

ea
si
er
,	a
nd
	m
or
e	
ef
fic
ie
nt
	p
la
nn
in
g	
an
d	
de
liv
er
y	
of
	re
cr
ea
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
es
	in
	C
up
er
tin
o.
	

Un
fo
rt
un
at
el
y	
th
is
	a
dv
an
ta
ge
	is
	b
as
ed
	o
n	
th
e	
as
su
m
pt
io
n	
th
at
	fu
nd
in
g	
w
ill
	b
e	
th
e	
sa
m
e	

as
	h
is
to
ri
c	l
ev
el
s.	
If	
fu
nd
in
g	
is
	n
ot
	se
cu
re
d	
or
	is
	o
nl
y	
pa
rt
ia
lly
	se
cu
re
d	
th
er
e	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
a	

ne
t	r
ed
uc
tio
n	
in
	se
rv
ic
es
	e
ith
er
	a
t	R
an
ch
o	
or
	ci
ty
w
id
e	
as
	a
	re
su
lt.
	It
	is
	m
is
le
ad
in
g	
to
	li
st
	

ad
va
nt
ag
es
	w
hi
ch
	a
re
	n
ot
	ce
rt
ai
n.
	T
he
	w
or
di
ng
	sh
ou
ld
	b
e	
ch
an
ge
d	
to
	re
fle
ct
	th
is
	

un
ce
rt
ai
nt
y.

Cl
ar
ifi
ed
	th
ro
ug
ho
ut
	th
e	
re
po
rt
	th
at
	th
es
e	
ar
e	

po
te
nt
ia
l	a
dv
an
ta
ge
s	a
nd
	d
is
ad
va
nt
ag
es
	b
as
ed
	o
n	

ex
is
tin
g	
co
nd
iti
on
s.

Fi
gu
re
	1
‐9
	

●
Fi
gu
re
	1
‐9
	li
st
s	a
	d
ou
bl
e	
ta
x	
fo
r	r
ec
re
at
io
n	
as
	a
	d
is
ad
va
nt
ag
e.
	T
he
	w
or
di
ng
	o
n	
th
is
	is
	

m
is
le
ad
in
g	
in
	th
at
	it
	im

pl
ie
s	t
ha
t	r
es
id
en
ts
	a
re
	ta
xe
d	
m
or
e	
th
an
	o
th
er
s.	
Ra
nc
ho
	

re
si
de
nt
’s	
pr
op
er
ty
	ta
x	
is
	si
m
pl
y	
po
rt
io
ne
d	
of
f	d
iff
er
en
tly
.	T
he
	w
or
di
ng
	o
n	
th
is
	sh
ou
ld
	

be
	ch
an
ge
d	
to
	re
fle
ct
	th
at
	th
er
e	
is
	n
ot
	tw

o	
tim

es
	th
e	
ta
x	
fo
r	r
es
id
en
ts
.	A
ls
o,
	if
	th
is
	

su
pp
os
ed
	“d
ou
bl
e	
ta
x”
	is
	a
	d
is
ad
va
nt
ag
e	
th
an
	it
	sh
ou
ld
	a
ls
o	
be
	li
st
ed
	a
s	a
	d
is
ad
va
nt
ag
e	

in
	ta
bl
e	
1‐
11
.	I
t	w

ou
ld
	b
e	
m
or
e	
in
te
rn
al
ly
	co
ns
is
te
nt
	to
	e
ith
er
	li
st
	th
e	
di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
	in
	

bo
th
	a
re
as
	o
r	t
o	
dr
op
	it
	e
nt
ir
el
y.

Di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
	re
ph
ra
se
d	
to
	cl
ar
ify
	th
at
	re
si
de
nt
s	o
f	t
he
	

Di
st
ri
ct
	w
ou
ld
	co
nt
in
ue
	to
	p
ay
	tw

o	
ag
en
ci
es
	fo
r	t
he
	

sa
m
e	
se
rv
ic
es
	a
nd
	th
es
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	ta
x	
fu
nd
s	t
ha
t	a
re
	

de
di
ca
te
d	
to
	re
cr
ea
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
es
	w
ith
in
	th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
's	

bo
un
ds
	w
ou
ld
	co
nt
in
ue
	to
	b
e	
di
ve
rt
ed
	fr
om

	o
th
er
	

se
rv
ic
es
	fu
nd
ed
	th
ro
ug
h	
th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o'
s	

ge
ne
ra
l	f
un
d.
		T
hi
s	d
is
ad
va
nt
ag
e	
ha
s	a
ls
o	
be
en
	a
dd
ed
	

to
	F
ig
ur
e	
1‐
11
.

●
Fi
gu
re
	1
‐9
	a
ls
o	
st
at
es
	th
at
	“t
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t’s
	re
cr
ea
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
es
	co
ul
d	
co
nt
in
ue
	to
	b
e	

lim
ite
d	
co
m
pa
re
d	
to
	th
os
e	
of
fe
re
d	
by
	C
up
er
tin
o	
or
	o
th
er
	a
re
as
	o
f	t
he
	ci
ty
”	a
s	a
	

di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
	o
f	c
on
tin
ui
ng
	a
s	a
	sp
ec
ia
l	d
is
tr
ic
t.	
Th
is
	st
at
em

en
t	i
s	m

is
le
ad
in
g	
re
ad
er
s	

in
to
	th
in
ki
ng
	th
at
	th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	w
ou
ld
	so
m
eh
ow

	o
bt
ai
n	
a	
gr
ea
te
r	a
m
ou
nt
	o
f	s
er
vi
ce
s	b
y	

m
er
gi
ng
	w
ith
	th
e	
ci
ty
	o
r	t
ha
t	w

e	
ar
e	
lim

ite
d	
cu
rr
en
tly
.	T
hi
s	i
de
a	
is
	fa
ct
ua
lly
	in
co
rr
ec
t.	

Th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	o
ffe
rs
	d
iff
er
en
t	a
nd
	si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
ly
	m
or
e	
aq
ua
tic
	se
rv
ic
es
	th
at
	st
re
ss
	th
e	

lim
its
	o
f	t
he
	D
is
tr
ic
t’s
	p
ro
pe
rt
y,
	a
nd
	se
as
on
al
	&
	d
ay
lig
ht
.	M
er
gi
ng
	w
ith
	th
e	
ci
ty
	w
ou
ld
	

no
t	c
ha
ng
e	
th
is
.	T
hi
s	d
is
ad
va
nt
ag
e	
sh
ou
ld
	b
e	
ei
th
er
	re
m
ov
ed
	o
r	r
es
ta
te
d.

Di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
	re
m
ov
ed
	fr
om

	th
e	
re
po
rt
.

Pa
ge
 3
 o
f 7
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ev
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w
:	P
ha
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Pu
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	R
ev
ie
w
	D
ra
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Co
m
m
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Ag
en
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D
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e

Pa
ge

Co
m
m
en
t

Re
sp
on
se

4
M
ir
ia
m
	S
al
o	
				
				
			

Pr
es
id
en
t		
				
				
				
	

Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	

Re
cr
ea
tio
n	
&
	P
ar
k	

Di
st
ri
ct

5/
14
/2
01
3

Pa
ge
	1
7

●
It	
sh
ou
ld
	b
e	
no
te
d	
th
at
	th
e	
de
m
og
ra
ph
ic
	o
f	t
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t	h
as
	ch
an
ge
d	
co
ns
id
er
ab
ly
	o
ve
r	

th
e	
pa
st
	2
0	
ye
ar
s,	
fr
om

	lo
w
	‐	
in
co
m
e	
w
or
ki
ng
	cl
as
s	h
ou
si
ng
	tr
ac
ks
	in
	1
95
5,
	to
	a
	

m
aj
or
ity
	o
f	m

ul
tim

ill
io
n	
do
lla
r	r
ed
ev
el
op
ed
	h
om

es
.	I
n	
20
00
,	f
ew

	o
f	t
he
	o
ri
gi
na
l	h
om

es
	

ha
d	
be
en
	re
de
ve
lo
pe
d.
	T
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t's
	d
em

og
ra
ph
ic
	h
as
	a
ls
o	
dr
am

at
ic
al
ly
	ch
an
ge
d.
	S
in
ce
	

m
an
y	
re
si
de
nt
s	n
ow

	a
re
	fi
rs
t‐	
ge
ne
ra
tio
n	
im
m
ig
ra
nt
s,	
cu
ltu
ra
lly
,	t
hi
s	h
as
	b
ee
n	
a	
hu
ge
	

ba
rr
ie
r	t
o	
re
si
de
nt
	in
te
re
st
	in
	th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
's	
go
ve
rn
an
ce
	w
hi
le
	se
rv
ic
es
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
by
	th
e	

di
st
ri
ct
	co
nt
in
ue
s	t
o	
be
	p
op
ul
ar
.	A
fte
r	a
	b
oa
rd
	m
em

be
r	r
et
ir
ed
	in
	2
00
5,
	th
e	
bo
ar
d	
di
d	
a	

th
or
ou
gh
	jo
b	
of
	a
dv
er
tis
in
g	
th
e	
po
si
tio
n,
	in
te
rv
ie
w
ed
	se
ve
ra
l	c
an
di
da
te
s,	
re
qu
es
te
d	

le
tt
er
s	o
f	i
nt
en
t,	
an
d	
vo
te
d	
to
	a
pp
oi
nt
	th
e	
m
os
t	a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
	a
pp
lic
an
t.	
Th
e	

ap
po
in
tm
en
t	o
f	o
ur
	n
ew

es
t	b
oa
rd
	m
em

be
r	i
n	
20
10
	o
cc
ur
re
d	
af
te
r	h
e	
fil
ed
	fo
r	t
he
	

po
si
tio
n	
w
ith
	th
e	
Re
gi
st
ra
r	o
f	V
ot
er
s	a
nd
	th
e	
in
cu
m
be
nt
	b
oa
rd
	m
em

be
r	f
ai
le
d	
to
	fi
le
	fo
r	

re
‐e
le
ct
io
n.

M
an
y	
w
el
l‐e
st
ab
lis
he
d	
go
ve
rn
in
g	
bo
ar
d	
m
em

be
rs
	th
ro
ug
ho
ut
	S
an
ta
	C
la
ra
	C
ou
nt
y	
ha
ve
	

be
en
	re
‐e
le
ct
ed
	w
ith
ou
t	o
pp
os
iti
on
,	i
nc
lu
di
ng
	m
em

be
rs
	o
f	t
he
	S
an
ta
	C
la
ra
	C
ou
nt
y	

Bo
ar
d	
of
	S
up
er
vi
so
rs
,	C
om

m
un
ity
	C
ol
le
ge
	B
oa
rd
s,	
Ci
ty
	C
ou
nc
ils
,	S
ch
oo
l	D
is
tr
ic
ts
,	a
nd
	

Sp
ec
ia
l	D
is
tr
ic
ts
.	D
oe
s	t
ha
t	f
ac
t	r
ef
le
ct
	a
	la
ck
	o
f	c
an
di
da
te
	a
nd
	re
si
de
nt
	in
te
re
st
	in
	th
os
e	

Di
st
ri
ct
's	
ac
tiv
iti
es
	a
nd
	g
ov
er
na
nc
e?

Th
e	
Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	B
oa
rd
	o
f	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	h
as
	a
lw
ay
s	f
ou
nd
	th
at
	o
ut
re
ac
h	
to
	a
re
a	

re
si
de
nt
s	i
s	c
ru
ci
al
	to
	th
e	
su
cc
es
s	o
f	t
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t	a
nd
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
w
or
ki
ng
	cl
os
el
y	
w
ith
	th
e	

di
st
ri
ct
's	
ad
m
in
is
tr
at
io
n	
si
nc
e	
20
10
	to
	in
cr
ea
se
	a
nd
	re
vi
se
	o
ur
	cu
rr
en
t	o
ut
re
ac
h	
to
	a
re
a	

re
si
de
nt
s.

N
ot
ed
.		C
er
ta
in
ly
	o
cc
as
io
na
l	r
e‐
el
ec
tio
n	
of
	u
no
pp
os
ed
	

bo
ar
d	
m
em

be
rs
	is
	a
	co
m
m
on
	p
ra
ct
ic
e	
am

on
g	
al
l	

bo
ar
ds
;	h
ow

ev
er
,	t
he
	M
SR
	p
oi
nt
s	o
ut
	th
at
	in
	th
e	
ca
se
	

of
	R
RR
PD
,	a
ll	
po
si
tio
ns
	h
av
e	
be
en
	fi
lle
d	
un
op
po
se
d	
at
	

le
as
t	o
ve
r	t
he
	la
st
	1
0	
ye
ar
s.	
	W
hi
le
	n
ot
	th
e	
so
le
	

in
di
ca
to
r	o
f	c
an
di
da
te
	a
nd
	re
si
de
nt
	in
te
re
st
	in
	th
e	

Di
st
ri
ct
's	
ac
tiv
iti
es
,	l
ac
k	
of
	co
nt
es
te
d	
el
ec
tio
ns
	o
ve
r	a
	

lo
ng
‐te
rm
	p
er
io
d	
is
	su
gg
es
tiv
e	
of
		a
	la
ck
	o
f	c
on
st
itu
en
t	

in
te
re
st
.		N

o	
ch
an
ge
	m
ad
e.

Pa
ge
	2
7

●
Th
e	
Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	D
is
tr
ic
t	B
oa
rd
	o
f	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	h
as
	a
lw
ay
s	

un
de
rs
to
od
	th
e	
im
po
rt
an
ce
	o
f	f
ul
l	t
ra
ns
pa
re
nc
y	
an
d	
ac
co
un
ta
bi
lit
y	
in
	th
e	
op
er
at
io
ns
	o
f	

th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	a
nd
	h
av
e	
w
or
ke
d	
to
	fu
lly
	re
vi
ew

	a
nd
	im

pl
em

en
t	i
m
pr
ov
em

en
ts
	to
	th
e	

di
st
ri
ct
's	
tr
an
sp
ar
en
cy
	a
nd
	a
cc
ou
nt
ab
ili
ty
,	a
nd
	re
vi
ew

	a
nd
	im

pl
em

en
t	i
m
pr
ov
em

en
ts
	

to
	th
e	
lo
ng
–t
er
m
	p
la
nn
in
g	
op
er
at
io
ns
	o
f	t
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t.	
M
os
t	o
f	t
he
	re
co
m
m
en
da
tio
ns
	

ou
tli
ne
d	
in
	th
e	
20
13
	L
AF
CO
	S
pe
ci
al
	D
is
tr
ic
ts
	S
er
vi
ce
	R
ev
ie
w
	h
el
p	
th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	a
ch
ie
ve
	

th
at
	g
oa
l.	
Th
e	
Bo
ar
d	
of
	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	a
pp
re
ci
at
es
	th
e	
re
co
m
m
en
da
tio
ns
	o
ut
lin
ed
	in
	th
e	

Se
rv
ic
e	
Re
vi
ew

	to
	in
cl
ud
e	
th
es
e	
tr
an
sp
ar
en
cy
	a
nd
	a
cc
ou
nt
ab
ili
ty
	m
ea
su
re
s	a
nd
	is
	

co
m
m
itt
ed
	to
	im

pl
em

en
tin
g	
th
em

.
Si
nc
e	
Ja
nu
ar
y	
20
11
,	t
he
	B
oa
rd
	o
f	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
w
or
ki
ng
	d
ili
ge
nt
ly
	to
	u
pd
at
e,
	

re
vi
se
,	a
nd
	cr
ea
te
	B
oa
rd
	P
ol
ic
ie
s	a
nd
	b
yl
aw

	ch
an
ge
s	t
ha
t	a
re
	o
ut
da
te
d	
an
d/
or
	m
is
si
ng
.	

Th
is
	h
as
	b
ee
n	
a	
pr
io
ri
ty
	fo
r	t
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t	a
nd
	th
e	
Bo
ar
d	
of
	D
ir
ec
to
rs
,	a
nd
	sh
ou
ld
	b
e	

fin
is
he
d	
by
	th
e	
en
d	
of
	th
is
	y
ea
r.	
Th
e	
re
co
m
m
en
da
tio
ns
	o
ut
lin
ed
	in
	th
e	
20
13
	L
AF
CO
	

Sp
ec
ia
l	D
is
tr
ic
ts
	S
er
vi
ce
	R
ev
ie
w
	fo
r	t
he
	cr
ea
tio
n	
of
	m
is
si
ng
	o
r	o
ut
da
te
d	
Bo
ar
d	
Po
lic
ie
s	

w
ill
	b
e	
in
cl
ud
ed
	in
	th
is
	p
ro
je
ct
.

N
ot
ed
.		E
nd
ea
vo
rs
	to
	im

pr
ov
e	
se
rv
ic
es
	a
nd
	im

pl
em

en
t	

th
e	
re
co
m
m
en
da
tio
ns
	o
ut
lin
ed
	in
	th
e	
M
SR
	a
re
	

co
m
m
en
de
d.

Pa
ge
	1
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●
Th
is
	st
at
em

en
t	i
s	f
ac
tu
al
ly
	in
co
rr
ec
t.	
W
hi
le
	in
	th
e	
pa
st
,	t
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t	o
ffi
ce
	m
an
ag
er
	

w
or
ke
d	
pa
rt
‐ti
m
e,
	th
is
	w
as
	n
ev
er
	th
e	
in
te
nt
	o
f	t
he
	B
oa
rd
	D
ir
ec
to
rs
,	a
nd
	is
	n
o	
lo
ng
er
	th
e	

ca
se
.	T
he
	D
is
tr
ic
t's
	A
ss
is
ta
nt
	O
ffi
ce
	M
an
ag
er
	fr
eq
ue
nt
ly
	w
or
ke
d	
ov
er
tim

e	
ho
ur
s	y
ea
r‐
	

ro
un
d.
	T
he
	B
oa
rd
	o
f	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	m
ad
e	
si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	ch
an
ge
s	t
o	
th
e	
ad
m
in
is
tr
at
io
n	
in
	2
01
2,
	

w
ith
	th
e	
in
te
nt
	th
at
	th
e	
ne
w
	D
is
tr
ic
t	M

an
ag
er
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
a	
fu
ll	
tim

e	
po
si
tio
n	
an
d	
w
or
k	
to
	

im
pl
em

en
t	a
	n
ew

	v
is
io
n	
an
d	
re
fo
rm
s	s
ou
gh
t	b
y	
th
e	
Bo
ar
d	
of
	D
ir
ec
to
rs
.	T
he
	ch
an
ge
s	

th
at
	h
av
e	
al
re
ad
y	
be
en
	m
ad
e,
	d
ue
	to
	th
es
e	
ch
an
ge
s,	
ha
ve
	b
ee
n	
si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
	a
nd
	

no
tic
ea
bl
e	
to
	th
e	
Bo
ar
d	
of
	D
ir
ec
to
rs
,	d
is
tr
ic
t	s
ta
ff,
	a
nd
	th
e	
co
m
m
un
ity
	w
e	
se
rv
e.

Do
cu
m
en
t	u
pd
at
ed
	to
	re
fle
ct
	th
at
	w
hi
le
	th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	

m
an
ag
er
	a
nd
	o
ffi
ce
	m
an
ag
er
	p
os
iti
on
s	a
re
	st
ill
	

te
ch
ni
ca
lly
	ca
te
go
ri
ze
d	
as
	p
ar
t‐t
im
e,
	th
es
e	
tw
o	

em
pl
oy
ee
s	r
eg
ul
ar
ly
	w
or
k	
ov
er
	4
0	
ho
ur
s	a
	w
ee
k.
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w
	D
ra
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Co
m
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Ag
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D
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m
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sp
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Pa
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●
Th
is
	st
at
em

en
t	m

ak
es
	a
	g
en
er
al
	cl
ai
m
	th
at
:

1.
	T
he
re
	is
	d
up
lic
at
io
n	
in
	se
rv
ic
es
	d
el
iv
er
ed
	w
ith
in
	th
e	
bo
un
da
ri
es
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o.

2.
	T
hi
s	d
up
lic
at
io
n	
cr
ea
te
s	i
nh
er
en
t	i
ne
ffi
ci
en
ci
es
	a
nd
	fr
ag
m
en
te
d	
se
rv
ic
e	
de
liv
er
y.

3.
	T
hi
s	d
up
lic
at
io
n	
im
pe
de
s	l
on
g	
‐te
rm
	p
la
nn
in
g	
fo
r	t
he
	d
el
iv
er
y	
of
	re
cr
ea
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
es
	

to
	th
e	
re
si
de
nt
s	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o.

Th
e	
Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	D
is
tr
ic
t	B
oa
rd
	o
f	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	fi
nd
s	t
hi
s	

st
at
em

en
t	t
o	
be
	b
as
el
es
s	a
nd
	w
ith
ou
t	s
up
po
rt
in
g	
fa
ct
s.	
Un
le
ss
	L
AF
CO
	co
m
pl
et
el
y	

di
ss
ol
ve
s	t
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t	(
on
e	
of
	th
e	
ol
de
st
	re
cr
ea
tio
na
l	f
ac
ili
tie
s	i
n	
th
e	
ar
ea
)	w

ith
ou
t	a
ny
	

su
cc
es
so
r	a
ge
nc
y	
an
d/
or
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	
m
ov
es
	to
	sh
ut
	d
ow

n	
th
e	
fa
ci
lit
y	
in
	

ex
ch
an
ge
	to
	b
ui
ld
in
g	
a	
ho
us
in
g	
or
	co
m
m
er
ci
al
	p
ro
je
ct
	in
	it
s	p
la
ce
,	t
he
	"d
up
lic
at
io
n"
	o
f	

se
rv
ic
es
	a
s	a
rg
ue
d	
in
	th
is
	re
po
rt
	w
ill
	co
nt
in
ue
	to
	e
xi
st
,	h
ow

ev
er
	th
e	
Bo
ar
d	
of
	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	

fe
el
s	t
ha
t	t
he
	d
up
lic
at
io
n	
of
	se
rv
ic
e	
cl
ai
m
	is
	in
ac
cu
ra
te
.

W
hi
le
	th
er
e	
ar
e	
di
ffe
re
nc
es
	in
	th
e	
se
rv
ic
es
	o
ffe
re
d	
as
	

no
te
d	
he
re
	a
nd
	in
	th
e	
M
SR
,	i
nc
lu
di
ng
	ti
m
es
	o
ffe
re
d	

an
d	
po
ol
	d
es
cr
ip
tio
ns
,	t
he
	o
ve
ra
rc
hi
ng
	ca
te
go
ry
	o
f	

re
cr
ea
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
es
	o
ffe
re
d,
	a
s	w

el
l	a
s	t
he
	e
ffo
rt
s	a
nd
	

ai
m
s	o
f	t
he
	tw

o	
pu
bl
ic
	a
ge
nc
ie
s	a
re
	g
en
er
al
ly
	th
e	

sa
m
e.
		E
lim

in
at
in
g	
ov
er
la
pp
in
g	
an
d	
du
pl
ic
at
io
n	
of
	

se
rv
ic
es
	w
ill
	p
ro
m
ot
e	
or
de
rl
y	
bo
un
da
ri
es
	a
nd
	e
ffi
ci
en
t	

se
rv
ic
e	
pr
ov
is
io
n.
		N
o	
ch
an
ge
s	m

ad
e.

●
Cu
pe
rt
in
o	
H
ig
h	
Sc
ho
ol
's	
po
ol
	o
pe
ra
te
s	g
en
er
al
	sw

im
	a
t	h
ig
hl
y	
re
st
ri
ct
ed
	h
ou
rs
	d
ur
in
g	

th
e	
m
on
th
s	o
f	J
ul
y	
an
d	
Au
gu
st
,	a
nd
	h
ol
ds
	li
m
ite
d	
sw
im
	le
ss
on
s	a
t	a
	h
ig
he
r	c
os
t.	
Th
e	

Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	D
is
tr
ic
t	o
pe
ra
te
s	y
ea
r	r
ou
nd
	w
hi
ch
	is
	n
ot
	th
e	

ca
se
	w
ith
	C
up
er
tin
o'
s	B

la
ck
be
rr
y	
Fa
rm
	o
r	C
up
er
tin
o	
H
ig
h	
Sc
ho
ol
's	
po
ol
.	C
up
er
tin
o	

H
ig
h	
Sc
ho
ol
's	
po
ol
	is
	o
pe
n	
to
	a
ll	
re
si
de
nt
s	a
t	t
he
	sa
m
e	
fe
e	
co
st
,	a
nd
	p
ul
ls
	fr
om

	th
e	

en
tir
e	
ci
ty
.	I
t	d
oe
s	n
ot
	h
av
e	
a	
gr
as
sy
	p
la
y	
ar
ea
	fo
r	c
hi
ld
re
n,
	a
nd
	la
ck
s	s
na
ck
	fa
ci
lit
ie
s.	

Un
lik
e	
th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
,	i
t	f
oc
us
es
	e
xc
lu
si
ve
ly
	o
n	
aq
ua
tic
s.	
It	
sh
ou
ld
	b
e	
no
te
d	
th
at
	C
up
er
tin
o	

H
ig
h	
Sc
ho
ol
's	
po
ol
	is
	h
ig
hl
y	
un
su
ita
bl
e	
fo
r	t
ea
ch
in
g	
yo
un
g	
ch
ild
re
n	
to
	sw

im
.	

N
ot
ed
.

●
Th
e	
sh
al
lo
w
	e
nd
	st
ar
ts
	a
t	3
.5
	fe
et
	a
nd
	im

m
ed
ia
te
ly
	d
ro
ps
	to
	4
.5
	fe
et
.	P
ub
lic
	sw

im
	fo
r	

to
dd
le
rs
	is
	a
ls
o	
di
ffi
cu
lt	
at
	th
is
	p
oo
l	d
ep
th
.	D
ur
in
g	
th
e	
se
as
on
al
	ti
m
es
	th
at
	C
up
er
tin
o'
s	

Bl
ac
kb
er
ry
	F
ar
m
	is
	o
pe
n,
	re
si
de
nt
s	o
n	
th
e	
ea
st
	si
de
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	
do
	n
ot
	h
av
e	

co
nv
en
ie
nt
	a
cc
es
s	t
o	
Bl
ac
kb
er
ry
	F
ar
m
's	
po
ol
	fa
ci
lit
ie
s,	
no
r	h
av
e	
qu
ite
	th
e	
le
ve
l	o
f	

se
rv
ic
es
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
to
	th
em

	th
at
	R
an
ch
o	
Ri
nc
on
ad
a	
cu
rr
en
tly
	p
ro
vi
de
s.	
W
he
th
er
	o
r	n
ot
	

th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	is
	m
er
ge
d	
w
ith
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	
or
	n
ot
,	t
he
	R
an
ch
o	
Ri
nc
on
ad
a	
Bo
ar
d	
of
	

Di
re
ct
or
s	d
oe
s	n
ot
	a
gr
ee
	th
at
	th
er
e	
is
	a
ny
	so
rt
	o
f	d
up
lic
at
io
n	
of
	se
rv
ic
es
	fo
r	r
es
id
en
ts
	o
f	

Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	o
r	c
ity
	re
si
de
nt
s.

Se
e	
an
sw
er
	to
	co
m
m
en
t	#
8.
		N
o	
ch
an
ge
s	m

ad
e.

●
W
hi
le
	th
e	
bo
un
da
ri
es
	o
f	t
he
	R
an
ch
o	
Ri
nc
on
ad
a	
Re
cr
ea
tio
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	D
is
tr
ic
t	t
ax
	b
as
e	

ar
e	
en
tir
el
y	
w
ith
in
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	
(s
in
ce
	th
e	
ar
ea
	w
as
	a
nn
ex
ed
	to
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	in
	

19
99
	a
fte
r	n
ea
rl
y	
fif
ty
	y
ea
rs
	a
s	u
ni
nc
or
po
ra
te
d	
co
un
ty
	p
oc
ke
t)
,	t
he
	lo
ca
tio
n	
of
	th
e	

di
st
ri
ct
	is
	o
n	
th
e	
so
ut
h	
ea
st
	co
rn
er
	b
or
de
r	o
f	t
he
	C
ity
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o,
	a
nd
	a
ls
o	
sh
ar
es
	a
	

bo
rd
er
	w
ith
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	S
an
	Jo
se
.	T
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t	a
ls
o	
se
rv
es
	th
e	
re
cr
ea
tio
na
l	n
ee
ds
	o
f	

re
si
de
nt
s	o
f	s
ur
ro
un
di
ng
	ci
tie
s.
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at
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s	w
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	th
e	
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nt
ag
es
	o
ut
lin
ed
	in
	th
e	
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ic
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Re
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ew

	F
ig
ur
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1	
‐9
	(p
g.
	2
8)
,	a
s	i
t	r
el
at
es
	to
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ee
pi
ng
	

Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	D
is
tr
ic
t	a
s	a
	S
pe
ci
al
	D
is
tr
ic
t,	
ho
w
ev
er
,	t
he
	

Bo
ar
d	
of
	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	w
an
ts
	to
	re
sp
on
d	
to
	th
e	
Di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
s	o
ut
lin
ed
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	F
ig
ur
e	
1	
‐9
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●
Th
e	
Di
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ri
ct
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er
st
an
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,	a
s	w

ith
	a
ny
	o
th
er
	p
ub
lic
	a
ge
nc
y,
	th
at
	th
e	
po
te
nt
ia
l	t
o	
re
ve
rt
	

to
	o
ld
	p
ra
ct
ic
es
	o
ve
r	t
im
e	
is
	a
	co
nc
er
n,
	h
ow

ev
er
	th
is
	co
nc
er
n	
is
	o
ne
	th
at
	is
	sh
ar
ed
	w
ith
	

an
y	
go
ve
rn
in
g	
bo
ar
d	
th
ro
ug
ho
ut
	S
an
ta
	C
la
ra
	C
ou
nt
y.
	It
	is
	th
e	
ab
so
lu
te
	re
sp
on
si
bi
lit
y	
of
	

th
e	
Bo
ar
d	
of
	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	to
	e
ns
ur
e	
th
e	
co
nt
in
ue
d	
im
pr
ov
em

en
t	o
f	t
he
	D
is
tr
ic
t	a
nd
	th
e	

cu
rr
en
t	B
oa
rd
	o
f	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	fo
r	t
he
	R
an
ch
o	
Ri
nc
on
ad
a	
Re
cr
ea
tio
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	D
is
tr
ic
t	i
s	

co
m
m
itt
ed
	to
	e
ns
ur
in
g	
th
at
	th
is
	d
oe
sn
't	
ha
pp
en
.

N
ot
ed
.

●
As
	st
at
ed
	e
ar
lie
r,	
ch
an
ge
s	i
n	
th
e	
ad
m
in
is
tr
at
io
n	
of
	R
an
ch
o	
Ri
nc
on
ad
a	
an
d	
ch
an
ge
s	i
n	

th
e	
re
sp
on
si
bi
lit
ie
s	o
f	t
he
	D
is
tr
ic
t	M

an
ag
er
	a
nd
	A
ss
is
ta
nt
	D
is
tr
ic
t	M

an
ag
er
	re
qu
ir
es
	fu
ll	

–t
im
e	
em

pl
oy
m
en
t.	
St
af
fin
g	
le
ve
ls
	a
re
	a
de
qu
at
e	
to
	m
ee
t	t
he
	re
co
m
m
en
de
d	
pl
an
s	a
nd
	

ef
fo
rt
s	o
ut
lin
ed
	b
y	
th
is
	re
po
rt
.

Do
cu
m
en
t	u
pd
at
ed
	to
	re
fle
ct
	th
at
	w
hi
le
	th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	

m
an
ag
er
	a
nd
	o
ffi
ce
	m
an
ag
er
	p
os
iti
on
s	a
re
	st
ill
	

te
ch
ni
ca
lly
	ca
te
go
ri
ze
d	
as
	p
ar
t‐t
im
e,
	th
es
e	
tw
o	

em
pl
oy
ee
s	r
eg
ul
ar
ly
	w
or
k	
ov
er
	4
0	
ho
ur
s	a
	w
ee
k.
		

Di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
	re
m
ov
ed
.

●
Un
le
ss
	th
e	
fa
ci
lit
y	
is
	e
xp
an
de
d,
	th
e	
fa
ci
lit
y	
w
ill
	h
av
e	
si
m
ila
rl
y	
lim

ite
d	
se
rv
ic
es
	e
ve
n	
if	

th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	is
	tr
an
sf
er
re
d	
to
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o.
	T
he
	R
an
ch
o	
Ri
nc
on
ad
a	
Re
cr
ea
tio
n	

an
d	
Pa
rk
	D
is
tr
ic
t	h
as
	p
ro
ve
n	
th
at
	th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	p
ro
vi
de
s	s
ig
ni
fic
an
tly
	m
or
e,
	a
nd
	

si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
ly
	d
iff
er
en
t	s
er
vi
ce
s	t
ha
n	
w
ha
t	t
he
	C
ity
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	
cu
rr
en
tly
	p
ro
vi
de
s	i
ts
	

re
si
de
nt
s	i
n	
ot
he
r	C
ity
‐c
on
tr
ol
le
d	
re
cr
ea
tio
na
l	f
ac
ili
tie
s.

Di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
	re
m
ov
ed
	fr
om

	th
e	
re
po
rt
.

●
Th
er
e	
ar
e	
tw
o	
op
tio
ns
	o
ut
lin
ed
	b
y	
th
e	
re
po
rt
,	i
n	
te
rm
s	o
f	w

ha
t	w

ou
ld
	h
ap
pe
n	
to
	th
e	
ta
x	

re
ve
nu
e	
cu
rr
en
tly
	p
ro
vi
de
d	
to
	th
e	
Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	D
is
tr
ic
t.	

Ei
th
er
,	t
he
	C
ity
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	
(if
	L
AF
CO
	ch
oo
se
s	t
o	
m
er
ge
	th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	w
ith
	th
e	
Ci
ty
)	

co
ul
d	
ne
go
tia
te
	w
ith
	th
e	
Co
un
ty
	to
	co
nt
in
ue
	re
ce
iv
in
g	
th
e	
ta
x	
re
ve
nu
e	
th
er
eb
y	

co
nt
in
ui
ng
	to
	d
ou
bl
e	
ta
x	
Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	re
si
de
nt
s	f
or
	th
e	
se
rv
ic
es
,	o
r	t
he
	C
ity
	o
f	

Cu
pe
rt
in
o	
w
ou
ld
	fo
re
go
	th
e	
ad
de
d	
re
ve
nu
es
,	w
hi
ch
	w
ill
	im

pa
ct
	n
eg
at
iv
el
y	
al
l	o
th
er
	

re
cr
ea
tio
na
l	s
er
vi
ce
s	t
he
	C
ity
	cu
rr
en
tly
	p
ro
vi
de
s.

Di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
	re
ph
ra
se
d	
to
	cl
ar
ify
	th
at
	re
si
de
nt
s	o
f	t
he
	

Di
st
ri
ct
	w
ou
ld
	co
nt
in
ue
	to
	p
ay
	tw

o	
ag
en
ci
es
	fo
r	t
he
	

sa
m
e	
se
rv
ic
es
	a
nd
	th
es
e	
pr
op
er
ty
	ta
x	
fu
nd
s	t
ha
t	a
re
	

de
di
ca
te
d	
to
	re
cr
ea
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
es
	w
ith
in
	th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
's	

bo
un
ds
	w
ou
ld
	co
nt
in
ue
	to
	b
e	
di
ve
rt
ed
	fr
om

	o
th
er
	

se
rv
ic
es
	fu
nd
ed
	th
ro
ug
h	
th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o'
s	

ge
ne
ra
l	f
un
d.
		T
hi
s	d
is
ad
va
nt
ag
e	
ha
s	a
ls
o	
be
en
	a
dd
ed
	

to
	F
ig
ur
e	
1‐
11
.

Pa
ge
s	2
9‐
30
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s	1
‐1
0	
	

an
d	
1‐
11

●
Th
e	
Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	D
is
tr
ic
t	B
oa
rd
	o
f	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	a
gr
ee
s	w

ith
	th
e	

Di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
s	o
ut
lin
ed
	in
	th
e	
Se
rv
ic
e	
Re
vi
ew

	F
ig
ur
e	
1	
‐1
0	
an
d	
Fi
gu
re
	1
	‐1
1	
(p
g.
	2
9	
&
	

30
),	
as
	it
	re
la
te
d	
to
	m
er
gi
ng
	th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	w
ith
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	
or
	e
st
ab
lis
hi
ng
	th
e	

Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	
as
	a
	S
ub
si
di
ar
y	
Di
st
ri
ct
,	h
ow

ev
er
	th
e	
Bo
ar
d	
of
	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	w
an
ts
	to
	

re
sp
on
d	
to
	th
e	
Ad
va
nt
ag
es
	o
ut
lin
ed
	in
	F
ig
ur
e	
1	
‐1
0	
an
d	
Fi
gu
re
	1
	‐1
1.
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ot
ed
.

●
Th
e	
Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	B
oa
rd
	o
f	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	d
oe
s	n
ot
	a
gr
ee
,	o
r	u
nd
er
st
an
d,
	h
ow

	th
er
e	
is
	

cu
rr
en
tly
	a
ny
	fr
ag
m
en
ta
tio
n	
in
	se
rv
ic
e	
de
liv
er
y	
of
	re
cr
ea
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
es
	in
	C
up
er
tin
o.
	In
	

or
de
r	t
o	
un
de
rs
ta
nd
	w
he
th
er
	a
ny
	co
st
	sa
vi
ng
	m
ea
su
re
s	o
r	e
ffi
ci
en
ci
es
	w
ou
ld
	o
cc
ur
,	t
he
	

Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	D
is
tr
ic
t	a
gr
ee
s	t
ha
t	a
	m
or
e	
th
or
ou
gh
	st
ud
y	
in
to
	

th
is
	st
at
em

en
t	i
s	w

ar
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nt
ed
.	W

ith
	th
e	
la
rg
er
	b
ur
ea
uc
ra
cy
	o
f	C
ity
	g
ov
er
nm

en
t	a
nd
	th
e	

Ci
ty
's	
Pa
rk
s	a
nd
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
De
pa
rt
m
en
t,	
th
e	
Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	

Di
st
ri
ct
	B
oa
rd
	p
os
tu
la
te
s	t
ha
t	t
he
	m
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gi
ng
	o
f	t
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t	w

ith
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
th
e	

op
po
si
te
	a
ffe
ct
,	p
ot
en
tia
lly
	cr
ea
tin
g	
hi
gh
er
	co
st
s	f
or
	p
ro
fe
ss
io
na
l	s
ta
ff,
	d
el
iv
er
y	
of
	

se
rv
ic
es
,	a
nd
	h
ig
he
r	c
os
ts
	to
	re
si
de
nt
s.

As
	re
co
m
m
en
de
d	
in
	th
e	
re
po
rt
,	a
	st
ud
y	
is
	

re
co
m
m
en
de
d	
to
	q
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nt
ify
	th
e	
be
ne
fit
s	t
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t	s
uc
h	
a	
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or
ga
ni
za
tio
n	
w
ou
ld
	re
ap
.		N

o	
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an
ge
	m
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e.
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Th
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	D
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tr
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t	B
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rd
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oe
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ot
	a
gr
ee
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re
cr
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n	
se
rv
ic
es
	to
	th
e	
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si
de
nt
s	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	
w
ou
ld
	b
e	
en
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nc
ed
	b
y	
tr
an
sf
er
ri
ng
	

th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
	fr
om

	th
e	
cu
rr
en
t	B
oa
rd
	o
f	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	to
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	C
ou
nc
il.
	T
he
	B
oa
rd
	

co
nc
lu
de
s	t
ha
t	t
he
	tr
an
sf
er
	o
f	s
er
vi
ce
s	t
o	
th
e	
Ci
ty
	o
f	C
up
er
tin
o	
w
ou
ld
	h
av
e	
a	
ne
ga
tiv
e	

im
pa
ct
	o
n	
th
e	
se
rv
ic
es
	d
el
iv
er
ed
	a
t	d
is
tr
ic
t	f
ac
ili
tie
s.

Th
is
	d
oe
s	n
ot
	a
dd
re
ss
	th
at
	a
	C
ity
	is
	o
fte
n	
tim

es
	m
or
e	

pr
ep
ar
ed
	to
	co
nd
uc
t	l
on
g‐
te
rm
	p
la
nn
in
g	
fo
r	s
er
vi
ce
s	

th
an
	sm

al
le
r	s
pe
ci
al
	d
is
tr
ic
ts
	w
ith
	fe
w
er
	st
af
fin
g	

re
so
ur
ce
s.	
	N
o	
ch
an
ge
	m
ad
e.

●
Ad
di
tio
na
l	m

an
ag
em

en
t	l
ay
er
s	w

ill
	ra
is
e	
th
e	
co
st
	o
f	d
el
iv
er
y	
of
	se
rv
ic
es
	a
nd
	in
cr
ea
se
	

co
st
s	o
f	p
ar
tic
ip
at
io
n	
by
	a
re
a	
re
si
de
nt
s.	
Di
st
ri
ct
	se
rv
ic
es
	a
re
	cu
rr
en
tly
	w
el
l	m

an
ag
ed
	b
y	

th
e	
pr
of
es
si
on
al
	st
af
f	c
ur
re
nt
ly
	h
ir
ed
	b
y	
th
e	
Di
st
ri
ct
.	T
hi
s	w

ou
ld
	b
e	
an
	u
nn
ec
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ry
	

ad
di
tio
n	
of
	a
	le
ve
l	o
f	g
ov
er
na
nc
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	a
nd
	lo
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l	r
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en
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	w
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ld
	n
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lo
ng
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	b
e	
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le
	to
	

di
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ct
ly
	in
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en
ce
	o
pe
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tio
ns
	o
f	t
he
	d
is
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ic
t	t
hr
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gh
	lo
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l	r
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se
nt
at
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n.
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s	a
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t	

th
e	
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	e
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,	a
nd
	d
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tr
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t	r
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id
en
ts
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re
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r	t
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s	w

el
l	a
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em

en
t	a
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ve
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an
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f	t
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	d
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ic
t.	
	T
ra
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at
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t	l
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	a
nd
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er
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e.
		D
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tr
ic
t	
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	co
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in
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e	
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l	r
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se
nt
at
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	th
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se
nt
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		H
ow

ev
er
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e	
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m
m
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o	
no
t	a
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	th
e	
po
in
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e	
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	th
e	
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	th
at
	p
ro
fe
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io
na
l	c
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	st
af
f	c
ou
ld
	e
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an
ce
	

se
rv
ic
es
	to
	d
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tr
ic
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en
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ch
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ge
	m
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nc
ie
s	b
y	
el
im
in
at
in
g	
an
	a
dd
iti
on
al
	le
ve
l	o
f	g
ov
er
nm

en
t.	
Th
e	
Bo
ar
d	

m
ai
nt
ai
ns
	th
at
	th
e	
op
po
si
te
	w
ill
	o
cc
ur
,	a
s	t
w
o	
le
ve
ls
	o
f	g
ov
er
nm

en
t,	
th
e	
Pa
rk
s	a
nd
	

Re
cr
ea
tio
n	
Co
m
m
is
si
on
	a
nd
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	C
ou
nc
il,
	w
ill
	e
nd
	u
p	
se
rv
in
g	
th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
.	T
he
	

Bo
ar
d	
ag
re
es
	th
at
	fu
rt
he
r	s
tu
di
es
	sh
ou
ld
	b
e	
co
nd
uc
te
d	
be
fo
re
	m
ak
in
g	
a	
de
ci
si
on
	b
as
ed
	

on
	th
is
	a
rg
um

en
t.	

Al
so
,	t
he
re
	is
	n
o	
ev
id
en
ce
	h
ow

	e
lim

in
at
in
g	
a	
lo
ca
liz
ed
	g
ov
er
ni
ng
	B
oa
rd
	o
f	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	in
	

ex
ch
an
ge
	fo
r	t
ha
t	o
f	t
he
	C
up
er
tin
o	
Ci
ty
	C
ou
nc
il	
w
ou
ld
	e
nh
an
ce
	a
ny
	e
ffi
ci
en
ci
es
.	I
t	

w
ou
ld
	e
lim

in
at
e	
th
e	
$4
00
	a
	m
on
th
	in
	D
ir
ec
to
r	s
tip
en
ds
,	h
ow

ev
er
	th
e	
Ci
ty
	C
ou
nc
il	
ha
s	

m
ul
tip
le
	re
sp
on
si
bi
lit
ie
s	b
es
id
es
	ru
nn
in
g	
th
is
	d
is
tr
ic
t	f
ac
ili
ty
.	T
im
e	
an
d	
at
te
nt
io
n	
to
	th
e	

cu
rr
en
t	o
pe
ra
tio
n	
of
	th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	b
y	
th
e	
cu
rr
en
t	g
ov
er
ni
ng
	b
oa
rd
	w
ou
ld
	b
e	
el
im
in
at
ed
	

by
	th
e	
de
m
an
ds
	o
f	t
he
	C
ity
	C
ou
nc
il,
	a
nd
	P
ar
ks
	a
nd
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
De
pa
rt
m
en
t,	
w
ho
	h
av
e	
to
	

sp
en
d	
tim

e	
el
se
w
he
re
.

Th
e	
Ci
ty
's	
Pa
rk
s	a
nd
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
Co
m
m
is
si
on
	a
nd
	th
e	

Ci
ty
	C
ou
nc
il	
ar
e	
al
re
ad
y	
se
rv
in
g	
th
e	
re
si
de
nt
s	o
f	t
he
	

Di
st
ri
ct
	a
s	t
he
y	
re
si
de
	w
ith
in
	ci
ty
	b
ou
nd
s.	
		T
he
	d
eg
re
e	

of
	b
en
ef
its
	fr
om

	re
or
ga
ni
za
tio
n	
w
ill
	b
e	
de
te
rm
in
ed
	in
	

th
e	
re
co
m
m
en
de
d	
sp
ec
ia
l	s
tu
dy
.		N

o	
ch
an
ge
	m
ad
e.

●
Th
e	
Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	B
oa
rd
	d
oe
s	n
ot
	a
gr
ee
	th
at
	tr
an
sf
er
ri
ng
	th
e	
di
st
ri
ct
	fa
ci
lit
y	
fr
om

	
a	
lo
ca
l	b
oa
rd
	o
f	d
ir
ec
to
rs
	to
	a
	la
rg
e	
ci
ty
	b
ur
ea
uc
ra
cy
	w
ill
	e
nh
an
ce
	e
as
e	
of
	u
se
	fo
r	

co
ns
tit
ue
nt
s,	
no
r	w

ill
	it
	b
e	
ea
si
er
	fo
r	a
re
a	
re
si
de
nt
s	t
o	
be
	in
vo
lv
ed
	in
	v
oi
ci
ng
	th
ei
r	

co
nc
er
ns
	re
ga
rd
in
g	
se
rv
ic
es
	a
t	t
he
	d
is
tr
ic
t	f
ac
ili
ty
.

If	
LA
FC
O	
de
ci
de
s	t
o	
co
nt
in
ue
	to
	a
llo
w
	th
e	
Ra
nc
ho
	R
in
co
na
da
	R
ec
re
at
io
n	
an
d	
Pa
rk
	

Di
st
ri
ct
	to
	re
m
ai
n	
as
	a
	lo
ca
l	s
pe
ci
al
	d
is
tr
ic
t,	
th
e	
Bo
ar
d	
of
	D
ir
ec
to
rs
	w
ill
	a
dd
re
ss
	th
e	

co
nc
er
ns
	o
ut
lin
ed
	in
	th
e	
Se
rv
ic
e	
Re
vi
ew

	to
	th
e	
ex
te
nt
	p
os
si
bl
e,
	a
nd
	re
po
rt
	b
ac
k	
to
	

LA
FC
O	
on
	th
e	
pr
og
re
ss
	m
ad
e.

At
	p
re
se
nt
,	d
is
tr
ic
t	r
es
id
en
ts
	m
us
t	s
ea
rc
h	
bo
th
	th
e	
ci
ty
	

an
d	
di
st
ri
ct
	w
eb
si
te
s	t
o	
de
te
rm
in
e	
of
fe
ri
ng
s	a
nd
	

re
gi
st
er
	w
ith
	tw

o	
se
pa
ra
te
	a
ge
nc
ie
s	i
f	t
he
y	
de
si
re
	to
	

pa
rt
ic
ip
at
e	
in
	cl
as
se
s	o
ffe
re
d	
by
	e
ac
h	
pr
ov
id
er
.		A

	
si
ng
le
	e
nt
ity
	p
ro
vi
di
ng
	a
ll	
re
cr
ea
tio
n	
se
rv
ic
es
	w
ou
ld
	

al
lo
w
	fo
r	a
	st
re
am

lin
ed
	a
pp
ro
ac
h	
w
ith
	a
	si
ng
le
	so
ur
ce
	

of
	in
fo
rm
at
io
n	
an
d	
a	
si
ng
le
	p
la
ce
	o
f	r
eg
is
tr
at
io
n.
		N
o	

ch
an
ge
	m
ad
e.

Pa
ge
 7
 o
f 7



 



 

 

LAFCO OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

RANCHO RINCONADA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS SERVICE REVIEW 13 
  

1 .  R A N C H O  R I N CO NA D A  
R E C R E AT I O N  A N D  PA R K  D I ST R I C T  
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Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District (RRRPD) was established as an 
independent special district in 1955. The District owns and operates a recreation center in 
the City of Cupertino.  A service review for the District was last conducted in 2007. 

The principal act that governs the District is the Recreation and Park District Law.6 The 
principal act empowers recreation and park districts to 1) organize, promote, conduct, and 
advertise programs of community recreation, including, but not limited to, parks and open 
space, parking, transportation, and other related services that improve the community’s 
quality of life, 2) establish systems of recreation and recreation facilities, including, but not 
limited to, parks and open space, and 3) acquire, construct, improve, maintain, and operate 
recreation facilities, including, but not limited to, parks and open space, both inside and 
beyond the district’s boundaries.7   The principal act also defines the powers and duties of 
recreation and park districts in cooperating with other local governments.8  Districts must 
apply and obtain LAFCO approval to exercise latent powers, that is, those services 
authorized by the principal act but not provided by the district by the end of 2000.9 

There are 108 recreation and park districts in the State.10 RRRPD is the only district of 
its type in Santa Clara County.  

B o u n da r i e s  

RRRPD is located almost entirely within the City of Cupertino. There are two parcels to 
the east along Lawrence Expressway, that lie within the City of San Jose, that consists of the 
Saratoga Creek Trail and associated riparian area.  The District is bounded on the north by 
Stevens Creek Road, on the south by Bollinger Road, on the east by Lawrence Expressway, 
and on the west by Tantau and Stern Avenues.  The District encompasses approximately 
0.4 square miles. 
                                                 
6 California Public Resources Code §5780-5791. 

7 California Public Resources Code §5786. 

8 California Public Resources Code §5786.11-5786.13. 

9 California Government Code §56824.10. 

10 California State Controller, Special Districts Annual Report Fiscal Year 2009 – 2010. 
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S p h e r e  o f  I n f lu e n c e  

LAFCO adopted the existing zero SOI for the District in 1982 in recognition that the area 
should ultimately be served by the City of Cupertino rather than the District.  During the 
most recent SOI update in 2007, LAFCO reaffirmed the existing zero SOI.   

T y p e  a n d  E x t e n t  o f  S e r v i c e s  

Services Provided 

RRRPD provides all services via its single recreation facility.  The maintenance and 
operation of this building and property, including delivery of recreation services at that 
facility, are the sole services provided by the District.  The District offers the following 
recreation programs directly through district staff: swimming pool activities, Kids Night 
Out, after-school activities, facility and barbeque rentals, a snack bar, and a location for 
community-related activities.  These recreation services and periods of when they are 
offered are described in more detail below.   

 Public swim: Public swim is typically offered daily during the summer (generally 
second week of June until the end of August), and on the weekends in September.  

 Swim lessons: Swim lessons are typically offered Monday through Thursday during 
the summer, from mid-May through the end of October.   

 Lap swim: Lap swim is offered year round, Monday through Friday.  

 Youth swim team: The District provides youth swim team training on a year-round 
basis, Monday through Friday. The team specifically serves children five to 17 years.  

 Kids Night Out: The District provides an evening recreation program on Friday 
nights entitled “Kids Night Out”. This program is offered year-round. Kids Night Out 
consists of a movie, dinner, indoor and outdoor games, a drink and a snack. It is 
open to kids five to 12 years old.  

 After-School Program: The District provides an after-school program for children 
that offers a snack, recreation activities, basic homework assistance, academic 
tutoring, guest speakers, workshops, and other activities. The program is provided 
Monday through Friday for students from 1st through 8th grade, during the school 
year. 

 Facility rental: The recreation activity room/hall, the swimming pool, and the 
barbecue/patio area are available for rent for private functions, classes, meetings, 
and weekly gatherings.  At present, there is one ongoing rental for a yoga class that 
is open to the public.  The barbecue/patio area is available for rent during the 
summer. The recreation activity room/hall is available for rent from September 
through May. The pool is available for rent from April through October. 
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Service Area 

The recreation center itself is located within the District’s boundaries; however, 
services are offered to residents and non-residents alike.  Non-residents are charged 
slightly higher rates than residents of RRRPD for certain services. 

Service to Other Agencies 

The District does not have any contracts to provide services to other public agencies. 

Contracts for Services  

The District does not have any contracts with public agencies for service delivery at the 
recreation center. 

Collaboration 

RRRPD does not collaborate with other public agencies in the delivery of recreation 
services; however, the District does collaborate with individuals to offer additional public 
classes at the recreation facility, such as yoga.   

Overlapping and Neighboring Service Providers 

The City of Cupertino almost entirely overlaps RRRPD.  The City provides similar, and 
substantially more, recreation services, including swimming pool facilities and lifeguard 
instruction, as well as other educational and fitness classes.  Notably, the City does not 
provide youth swim team opportunities like the District, and swim instruction and lap 
swim services are limited to a two month period in the summer.  The City has two 
swimming pools, which are both located at the Blackberry Farm Park—four miles from the 
District’s swimming facilities.  Additionally, the City partners with Cupertino High School to 
offer swimming opportunities during the summer.  The high school is located just over a 
mile from the District’s facility.   
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Figure 1-1: Rancho Rinconada RPD Boundaries and SOI 
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The District is managed and governed by a five-member Board of Directors.  Board 
members are elected to four-year terms of office.  There are no term limits.  The County 
Board of Supervisors appoints members to the District’s Board, if there is a lack of 
candidates for election.  All five of the current Directors were appointed.  For the past ten 
years, board members have run unopposed. As the four-year term of an incumbent board 
member expires, existing members have been re-appointed by the Board of Supervisors in 
lieu of an election.  This reflects a lack of candidate and resident interest in the District’s 
activities and governance, perhaps due to a lack of outreach to area residents. 

Prior to an election (in an election year), the County Registrar of Voters publishes a 
legal notice in a local newspaper of the District’s choice to announce any upcoming board 
terms that are expiring.  Any persons interested in running for the position (incumbent or 
otherwise), must file with the County Registrar of Voters.  If no more than one person is 
running for each available position, then the Board of Supervisors can consolidate the 
election and appoint individuals without conducting the election.  If no one runs for a 
position, then the Board of Supervisors is empowered to appoint any person to the office 
who is qualified on the date when the election would have been held.11   

The process for appointment by the Board of Supervisors differs by district.  There are 
no formal policies or standardized procedures on the part of the District nor the Board of 
Supervisors defining how openings are to be announced, how long the application period 
should be open, and the manner for interviews, etc.  Upon appointment by the Board of 
Supervisors, it is unclear where the responsibility lies regarding reporting the Board of 
Supervisor’s decision back to the Registrar of Voters, whether it’s the District or the Clerk 
of the Board.  However, in the case of RRRPD, the Registrar of Voters has maintained up-to-
date information on the board members and their respective term expiration dates, and 
this information is made available online.   

The current Board member names, positions, and term expiration dates are presented 
in Figure 1-2. 

                                                 
11 Elec. Code, § 10515(a). 
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Figure 1-2:  RRRPD Governing Body 
Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District 

District Contact Information 
Contact: Kevin Davis, Interim Assistant Office Manager 
Address: 18000 Chelmsford Drive, Cupertino, CA 95014 
Telephone: 408-252-8429 
Email: contact@ranchoreccenter.com 
Website: http://www.ranchoreccenter.com/home 
Board of Directors 

Member Name Position 
Began 

Serving 
Term 

Expires 
Manner of 
Selection 

Length of 
Term 

Jordan Eldridge Board Member 2010 2014 Appointed 4 years 
Julie Jervis Board Secretary 2005 2016 Appointed 4 years 
Miriam Salo Vice President 1996 2016 Appointed 4 years 
Sandra Yeaton Board President 1996 2016 Appointed 4 years 
Steve Wesolowski Board Member 1994 2014 Appointed 4 years 
Meetings 
Date: Tuesdays at 7:15 pm (1st or 2nd Tuesday of every month) 
Location: Rancho Rinconada Recreation Center at 18000 Chelmsford Drive, Cupertino 
Agenda 
Distribution: 

Posted online and on the bulletin board at the entrance of the recreation center 

Minutes 
Distribution: 

Posted online and on the bulletin board at the entrance of the recreation center 

The Board of Directors meets either on the first or second Tuesday of each month. The 
meetings are held at the District’s recreation center at 18000 Chelmsford Drive in 
Cupertino.  Each Director receives a $100 stipend for the first meeting in a month, and 
receives $50 for each additional meeting thereafter.  Government Code §53235 requires 
that if a district provides compensation or reimbursement of expenses to its board 
members, the board members must receive two hours of training in ethics at least once 
every two years and the district must establish a written policy on reimbursements. The 
District’s Board has completed the training. The District does not have a written policy on 
expense reimbursements.  

RRRPD began publishing the Board of Directors’ meeting agendas and minutes to the 
District’s website in October 2012. The agenda is posted 72 hours prior to every Board 
meeting at the entrance of the recreation center, and also on the District’s website.  The 
District conducts constituent outreach in addition to legally required agenda posting via its 
website.  The District posts a variety of information to its website, including its recreation 
services (e.g., aquatics, facility rentals); a calendar depicting the dates and times for 
delivery of recreation services by the District; the e-mail address for the District; and the 
agendas and minutes for the Board of Directors meetings. The District’s annual financial 
reports and annual budgets are not available on its website.  

The Board of Directors have developed and adopted bylaws that provide a framework 
and direction for district governance by the Board. These bylaws cover the creation of 
board, meeting agendas, minutes, public inspection of district records, and appointments to 
the Board.  

mailto:contact@ranchoreccenter.com
http://www.ranchoreccenter.com/home
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Government Code §87203 requires persons that hold office to disclose their 
investments, their interests in real property and their income, and file Form 700 with the 
Fair Political Practices Commission each year.  RRRPD board members filed the required 
Form 700 Statement of Economic Interest forms in 2012.  

MM AA NN AA GG EE MM EE NN TT   AA NN DD   SS TTAA FF FF II NN GG   

The Board of Directors govern the District, while a part-time office manager oversees 
the day-to-day operations. The office manager supervises the assistant office manager, 
aquatics director, human resources director and a general office worker, who, in turn, 
supervise seasonal or temporary staff.  All district employees are part-time12 or seasonal, 
work less than 2,080 hours per year, and do not receive any benefits.  

As shown in Figure 1-3, in 2011, the District had 41 employees who worked hours 
equivalent to 7.69 full-time positions (based upon 2,080 hours per full-time employee).  A 
majority of these employees were seasonal pool lifeguards.  The District’s five 
administrative employees equate to 1.75 full-time equivalent staff. 

Figure 1-3: Average Number of Hours and Full-Time Equivalent Employees for 2011 

Department 
Number of  
Employees 

Average Annual 
Hours/Employee 

Total Full-Time 
Equivalent Staff 

Administration 5 731 1.75 
Custodian 1 1,149 0.55 
Pool Lifeguard 28 375 5.05 
Recreation Instructors 7 100 0.34 
TOTAL 41 390 7.69 

Source: Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District 

The District retains private firms or individuals for various services related to the 
maintenance of the recreation center, including a landscape maintenance contractor, and a 
janitorial contractor for cleaning of the recreation center.  Additionally, the District has 
retained a certified public accountant to prepare the annual financial transaction reports, 
which are required by the State Controller under Government Code Section §53891. This 
service is provided without a contract between the accountant and the District.  The 
District’s legal counsel is the County Counsel’s Office.   

The District has not adopted a mission statement, goals, objectives, long-range plans or 
performance measures. However, the District has adopted bylaws, which includes a 
statement of the District’s purpose, which is to provide leisure activities by the 
development and delivery of supervised recreation programs, construction and 
maintenance of recreation and park facilities, and cooperation with other agencies in the 
area that provide like services or can assist in providing said services. 

                                                 
12 While the district manager and assistant manager positions are technically categorized as part-time according to the 
position descriptions, these two employees regularly work over 40 hours a week, constituting a full-time position, 
particularly in the summer. 



 

 

LAFCO OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

RANCHO RINCONADA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS SERVICE REVIEW 20 
  

Other documents that the District uses to guide efforts and services include the 
annually adopted budget.  The District has adopted a budget for FY 12-13.  The District’s 
budget is not available on its website. 

Government Code §53901 states that within 60 days after the beginning of the fiscal 
year each local agency must submit its budget to the county auditor.  These budgets are to 
be filed and made available on request by the public at the county auditor’s office.  The 
County has reported that in recent years, it has not been the practice for special districts to 
file their budgets with the County.   

Special districts must submit a report to the State Controller of all financial transactions 
of the district during the preceding fiscal year within 90 days after the close of each fiscal 
year, in the form required by the State Controller, pursuant to Government Code §53891. If 
filed in electronic format, the report must be submitted within 110 days after the close of 
the fiscal year. The District has complied with this requirement. 

All special districts are required to submit annual audits to the County within 12 
months of the completion of the fiscal year, unless the Board of Supervisors has approved a 
biennial or five-year schedule.13  The District’s annual audit is prepared by the same 
certified public accountant that prepares the District’s annual financial transaction reports. 
The District has filed their annual audits with the County. These audits are prepared 
annually for the District.  As of the drafting of this report, the FY 11-12 audit was in the 
final drafting stages and was anticipated to be completed within a month. 

PP OO PP UU LL AA TT II OO NN   AA NN DD   PP RR OO JJ EE CC TT EE DD   GG RR OO WW TT HH   

L a n d  Us e s  

Land uses within the District are primarily residential with some public uses (the 
District’s recreation center and two parks). 

C u r r e n t  P o p u la t i o n  

As of 2010, the District had approximately 3,983 residents, based on GIS analysis of 
2010 Census data. 

Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities 

LAFCO is required to evaluate disadvantaged unincorporated communities as part of 
this service review, including the location and characteristics of any such communities.  A 
disadvantaged unincorporated community is defined as any area with 12 or more 

                                                 
13 Government Code §26909. 
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registered voters, or as determined by commission policy, where the median household 
income is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median.14 

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has developed a mapping tool to 
assist in determining which communities meet the disadvantaged communities median 
household income definition.  DWR is not bound by the same law as LAFCO to define 
communities with a minimum threshold of 12 or more registered voters.  However, the 
DWR data can be used for the purposes of this report as an indicator of any larger 
communities that may meet the income definition of disadvantaged.  Based on mapping 
information from DWR, there are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or 
adjacent to RRRPD.15   

P r o j e c t e d  G r o w t h  

Minimal population growth is anticipated within the District’s bounds, as the area is 
entirely built out.  While population projections specific to the District are not available, 
future population may be imputed from the Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG) 
projections for the City of Cupertino.  ABAG projects that the City will experience four 
percent growth over the 25-year period from 2010 to 2035, which is equivalent to 0.2 
percent average annual growth.16  Should the territory within RRRPD experience growth 
similar to that of the entire City, then the District is anticipated to have a population of 
4,142 in 2035.   

FF II NN AA NN CC II NN GG   

F i n a n c i a l  A de q u a c y  

The District reported that the current level of financing is adequate to provide services.  
District revenues have exceeded expenditures for four of the past five fiscal years (2007-
2011), as shown in Figure 1-4.  In FY 11, the District experienced a decrease in income from 
service charges, due to a decline in usage of the facility.  Also in FY 11, the District made 
investments in capital assets in excess of previous years.  Consequently, district 
expenditures exceeded annual revenue, and the District used reserves to cover the excess 
expenditures in that year.  RRRPD has undertaken efforts to reduce costs, including low 
flow shower heads, reduced phone bills, and a reduction in security; however, as the 
District’s primary expenditure is salaries for staffing essential to the services offered, the 
District reportedly has more of a focus on increasing revenues by offering more services.  
                                                 
14 Government Code §56033.5. 

15 DWR maps and GIS files are derived from the US Census Bureau's American Community Survey (ACS) and are compiled 
for the five-year period 2006-2010.  

16 ABAG, Projections 2009, 2009. 
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Figure 1-4:  RRRPD Revenues and Expenditures, FYs 07-11 
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Source: FY 2007–FY 2011 Independent Financial Audits 

R e v e n u e  S o u r c e s  

In FY 11, the District received $465,427 in revenue as depicted in Figure 1-5.  The 
primary sources of revenue for the District are property taxes (67 percent) and fees for 
service (33 percent). Revenue from fees for services decreased in FY 11 by $69,952, due to 
reductions in use of the center.  The District reported that usage of the public swim 
facilities greatly depends on weather, and mild summers lead to less usage.   The beginning 
of Summer 2011 was particularly cool and wet, leading to less pool patrons.  Additionally, 
RRRPD’s revenues are greatly constrained by the facility and staffing capacity.  

Figure 1-5: RRRPD Revenue Sources, FY 11 
Revenue Category Revenue % of Total Revenue 

Property Tax  $310,177  66.6% 
Interest and Investment 
Income  $1,372  0.3% 
Fees for Service  $153,878  33.1% 

Total  $465,427  100.0% 
Source: FY 2011 Independent Financial Audit 
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Rates 

Figure 1-6 presents a list of the rates and user fees charged by the District for 
recreation activities. The District most recently increased its rates in 2006.  The District 
charges a slightly higher rate for non-residents for a majority of activities.  Certain charges 
are significantly discounted for seniors over 55 years of age, as shown below, for example 
lap swim passes.  Charges are the same regardless of residency for certain activities, 
including the After School Program, Kids Night Out, and pre-competitive swim training.   

Figure 1-6: RRRPD Rates for Residents and Non-Residents 

Additionally, the District charges rental fees for rental of the BBQ area, recreation hall 
and swimming pool.  These rates generally depend on day of the week for the rental.  The 
BBQ area may be rented for a three-hour period for $60 or for six hours for $100.  The 
recreation hall may be rented on weekdays for $50 an hour regardless of residency and for 
$75 residents/$100 non-residents per hour on the weekends.  Pool rental is $140 per hour 
with the required minimum of two lifeguards, and $20 additional per hour for each 
additional lifeguard. 

Figure 1-7 presents the rates charged by the District for certain swimming activities in 
comparison to the Cities of Cupertino and Campbell—two neighboring providers of similar 
swimming services. The District’s rates are the lowest among the three service providers. 

Category Resident Non-Resident 
Public Swim   

Single Entry (4-55 yrs) $2.50 $3.00 
Single Entry (55+ yrs) $1.50 $2.00 
Group Discount $2.50 $2.50 
10 punch card $23.00 $28.00 
20 punch card $45.00 $55.00 
Single Summer Pass (4-55 yrs) $60.00 $70.00 
Single Summer Pass (55+ yrs) $30.00 $35.00 
Family Summer Pass $120.00 $150.00 
Add 1 to Summer Pass $25.00 $25.00 

Lap Swim   
Single Entry (4-55 yrs) $1.50 $2.00 
Single Entry (55+ yrs) $1.00 $1.25 
3 month pass (4-55 yrs) $45.00 $50.00 
3 month pass (55+ yrs) $20.00 $25.00 

Swim Lessons   
Single Lesson $20.00 $20.00 
8 Lessons-Session $130.00 $150.00 
Group Lesson $100.00 $100.00 

Swim Team   
Swim Team/Month $80.00 $80.00 
Pre-Competitive Swim Training (2 wks) $150.00 $150.00 

Kids Activities:   
Kids Night Out  $5.00 $5.00 
After School Program (month) $350.00 $350.00 
After School Program (10 passes) $200.00 $200.00 
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It is recommended that the District conduct a rate study to ensure that rates are 
sufficient to cover operation and capital needs and appropriate compared to those rates 
charged by other service providers.  Additionally, the District should consider charging 
higher rates for non-residents, given that current rates are substantially lower than other 
providers, and property tax revenues from residents are in essence subsidizing services to 
non-residents. 

Figure 1-7:  Neighboring Provider Rate Comparison  
 Type of Swim Recreation 
Provided  Rancho Rinconada   Cupertino   Campbell  
 Private Swim Lesson - Resident   $130   $210    N/A  
 Adult Lap Swim-Drop In - 
Resident   $1.50   $4    $7  
 Adult Lap Swim - 20-day pass - 
Resident   $30   $60   $80  

Sources:  City of Cupertino Parks and Recreation staff and City of Campbell Spring 2013 Activity Guide 

E x p e n d i tu r e s  

In FY 11, the District expended a total of $480,071 as depicted in Figure 1-8. A majority 
(63 percent) of expenditures are attributable to wages and related payments to staff.  
Expenditures increased in FY 11 by $36,453 compared to FY 10, due to several capital 
improvements, including replacement of pool covers, new dividers in the bathrooms, and 
painting of the bathrooms and recreation activity room. 

Figure 1-8: RRRPD Expenditures, FY 11 
Expense Category Expenditure % of Total Expenditures 

Payroll and Related  $302,788  63.1% 
Operating Expenses  $177,283  36.9% 

Total  $480,071  100.0% 
Source: FY 11 Independent Financial Audit 

Capital Outlays 

The District has not developed or adopted a written capital improvement program. 
Capital improvements are planned for in the District’s annual budget.  The District 
attributes capital repairs in its financial statements to operating expenses.   

R e s e r v e s  

The District does not have a formal policy regarding the level of reserves to be 
maintained at any given time; however, given the District aims to maintain its balance as 
high as possible.  The District does not maintain a separate reserve fund, and instead 
groups roll-over cash balances from year to year in its single general fund.  The balance of 
which may be used for operating needs, contingencies and capital needs. 
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Given that the District does not separate out reserves from its general operating 
revenue, it is difficult to identify what the District’s actual level of savings is.  At the end of 
FY 11, the District maintained a general fund balance of $519,827 or 108 percent of FY 11 
expenditures. The District’s roll-over fund balance has doubled in the past five years, from 
$255,957 in FY 07 to $519,827 in FY 11.  However, a majority of this fund balance is to be 
used for operations over the next fiscal year. 

It is recommended that the District clearly define and designate its reserves for 
contingencies and capital needs separate from its operating cash balance. 

D e b t  

The District does not have any long-term debt. 

II NN FF RR AA SS TT RR UU CC TT UU RR EE   AA NN DD   FFAA CC II LL II TT II EE SS   

The District owns and operates the recreation center at 18000 Chelmsford Drive in 
Cupertino, near the corner of Bollinger Road and Lawrence Expressway. This property and 
facility are the District’s sole assets.  

The recreation center property is 1.992 acres.  The center has an outdoor five-lane, 25-
yard swimming pool of 2,910 square feet and 120,000 gallons. The pool has a maximum 
capacity of 140 persons. The recreation center provides approximately 4,933 square feet of 
indoor space, and includes a bathhouse with restrooms and showers, a snack bar, a kitchen, 
and a recreational activity room/hall and office.  

Administration office hours for the District in the summer are typically 9 am to 8 pm 
Monday through Friday and 12 pm to 6 pm Saturday and Sunday. During other seasons, the 
office is open from 9 am to 2 pm and 3 pm to 8 pm Monday through Friday.  Similarly, 
center hours differ based on season.  During the summer, the center is typically open 7 am 
to 8 pm Monday to Thursday, 12 pm to 9:30 pm on Fridays, and 12 pm to 6 pm on the 
weekends.  During the off season, the center is open 7 am to 9 am and 3 pm to 7 pm 
Monday to Thursday and 6 pm to 9:30 pm on Fridays. 

In the past five fiscal years, the District has made a number of improvements, including 
re-roofing the recreation center, painting the fence around the recreation center, and 
replacing two fence gates, upgrading the swimming pool equipment, replacing computers, 
pool controls, and the television at the recreation center, repainting the exterior of the 
building, and repairing damages caused by termite infestation.  

Additionally, new furniture and equipment were purchased within the past five fiscal 
years, including a freezer, swimming pool pumps, LED swimming pool lights, a probe and 
monitor saddle for the swimming pool, an air conditioner for the recreation center, an 
employee time card clock, a large lap clock, pool covers, a storage shed, new drapes for the 
recreation activity room, and playground equipment.  
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The District has not made any capital improvements since May 2011. However, the 
District is in the process of updating its signage for the recreation center.  

I n f r a s tr u c tu r e  N e e ds  

The recreation center, which was originally built in 1955 and completely renovated 
between 1989 and 1991, appears to be reasonably maintained. The District reported that 
there were no critical deferred maintenance issues; however, it is anticipated that 
sometime over the next five years the pool deck will need to be replaced or covered due to 
pitting.  Other plans for improvements are generally small, such as new towel hooks, etc.  
The District generally makes these improvements as needed and as financing allows. 

S h a r e d  F a c i l i t i e s  

The District makes its facility available to the Registrar of Voters for biennial elections.  

DD EE MM AA NN DD   FF OO RR   SS EE RR VV II CC EE SS   

The District reported that there was a noticeable decline in use of the District’s services 
in FY 11, which is attributable to weather and district capacity constraints.  The District 
reported that it is unable to keep up with demand with regard to swimming lessons, 
primarily, due to the small size of the pool and limited staffing.  Classes are always filled to 
maximum capacity and potential customers are turned away.  The District is reportedly 
working to address staffing constraints and expanding classes offered. 

The District uses various means to track use of the facility and recreation programs.  
Attendance during public swim on any given day may be tracked via receipt of payments 
for each swim.  The District estimated that average daily public swim attendance was 
between 80 and 90 persons in July and August 2012.  The District reported that 
approximately 45 percent to 55 percent of public swim attendance consists of non-district 
residents.   

Attendance at swim lessons is roughly estimated base on the number of instructors and 
the average class size for each lesson during the summer of 2012.17  The District estimated 
that approximately 128 customers attend swim lessons on any given day.   

Lap swim attendance is tracked via a sign-in sheet that is administered by the 
lifeguards.   Unfortunately, the District’s computer tracking system for this information was 
deleted sometime in late 2012.  Based on a memory of this information, there are 
approximately 25 lap swimmers per day during the summer, and during the off season in 
the spring there are approximately 12 to 20 swimmers each day.   
                                                 
17 There are generally eight swim instructors in the morning and 12 instructors in the afternoon. Each instructor offers 
one-on-one training, with instructors training four sessions each in the morning and eight sessions each in the afternoon. 
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Youth swim team attendance is tracked by the swim coaches on written logs.  Like the 
other pool related activities, attendance greatly depends on the season.  Based on the logs 
in 2012, there are between 30 and 60 children that take part in swim team activities on a 
daily basis—with higher attendance in the summer and lower attendance in the off season.   

The District tracks attendance at Kids Night Out in a written log; however, these records 
were lost.  While attendance can range from 15 to 30 students in any week, the District 
estimated that on average there are 21 children that attend Kids Night Out every week.  
Attendance fluctuates based on the kids’ school year and vacation schedule. 

As of February 2013, the After School Program serves between five and eight children 
on a daily basis.  Participation in the After School Program is estimated based on the 
number of monthly subscribers and adjusted to account for those children who use punch 
passes.   

Given the capacity limitations of the facility, and the need for the District to more 
efficiently make use of the space available, the District should conduct thorough tracking of 
use of the pool, during public swim, lap swimming, lessons, and swim team.   

GG OO VV EE RR NN AA NN CC EE   SS TT RR UU CC TT UU RR EE   OO PP TT II OO NN SS   

Within Cupertino, the City and the District both provide recreation services. The 
swimming pool provided by the District is located four miles from the two swimming pools 
provided by the City at Blackberry Farm Park and one mile from the Cupertino High School 
pool.  The District’s facility is located in close proximity to other Cupertino park facilities as 
well, such as Creekside Park, a 13-acre city park located 1.4 miles from the District’s 
facility. The duplication in services delivered within the boundaries of Cupertino creates 
inherent inefficiencies and fragmented service delivery and impedes long-term planning 
for the delivery of recreation services to the residents of Cupertino.  

Additionally, RRRPD’s primary revenue source is a portion of the one percent property 
tax, meaning that residents of the area are paying for recreation services to two separate 
public entities and that the City receives less property tax revenue from the areas within 
RRRPD.  The City generally uses property tax revenue to fund general services, from which 
RRRPD residents reap the same benefits as other city residents; however, as a result of 
RRRPD receiving a portion of the total one percent property tax levied in the area, 
residents of the District are paying a smaller portion of the total one percent property tax 
into the City’s general services than other city residents.  Alternatives exist for the District 
and the City in operation and governance for a more efficient approach to serve the 
Cupertino community.  

There are four governance structure options for RRRPD.  

The first alternative is maintaining RRRPD as an independent special district, with steps 
to improve the services provided by the District, its transparency and accountability. Under 
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this alternative, the District would continue to operate as an independent special district, 
but would make improvements including the following: 

 Long-term business planning for the delivery of services by the District, 
including conducting a recreation needs assessment, developing a business plan, 
and developing a mission statement, goals, objectives, and performance 
measures; 

 Long-term financial planning for services by developing a five-year capital 
improvement program and jointly reviewing rates to ensure that they are set at 
sufficient levels to cover all operational and capital needs; and 

 Enhancing accountability and transparency by adopting a policy on expense 
reimbursements as part of the District’s policies and administrative regulations, 
and developing and implementing a plan to enhance outreach to district 
residents in an effort to increase interest in board activities. 

Adopting this alternative would have the following potential advantages and 
disadvantages, should conditions remain unchanged. 

Figure 1-9: Advantages and Disadvantages of Continuing as a Special District 
Advantages Disadvantages 

The delivery of services by the District 
would continue uninterrupted. 

The District could potentially revert to 
old practices over time. 

The long-term business planning of the 
District would be enhanced by 
conducting a recreation needs 
assessment. 

Property tax revenues levied from 
within the District would continue to be 
dispersed to two agencies providing 
recreation services (RRRPD and the 
City).RRRPD lacks full-time staff, which 
inhibits the ability of the District to 
conduct the recommended plans and 
efforts listed here. 

The variety of recreation services 
provided by the District could be 
enhanced, as a result of the recreation 
needs assessment. 

The property tax revenues collected by 
RRRPD would continue to be directed 
away from the City’s general fund used 
for general city services.  District 
residents would continue to benefit 
from these city services but contribute 
less for these services than other city 
residents. 
The District’s recreation services could 
continue to be limited compared to 
those offered by Cupertino in other 
areas of the City. 

The long-term financial planning of the 
District could be enhanced by a rate 
comparison study and development of a 
five-year capital improvement program. 

Residents of the District would continue 
to be double taxed for recreation 
services by the City and RRRPD. 
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The accountability and transparency of 
the District could be enhanced by 
adopting a policy on expense 
reimbursements and by developing and 
implementing efforts to enhance 
interest in district activities. 

 

Following the release of this document, RRRPD and the City of Cupertino met to discuss 
options for partnering and sharing of facilities and resources to enhance services to city 
and district residents.  The District proposed this option as a means of reducing the 
identified fragmentation in recreation services in the area and perhaps pooling available 
resources between the agencies.  The potential partnership is in the early phase of informal 
discussion, and the exact structure of the proposed partnership has not yet been 
established.  It should be noted that the proposed partnership, while a means to enhance 
efficiency and cooperation between the two agencies, would not eliminate the duplication 
of services offered by the two public agencies. 

Another governance structure option for RRRPD may be merger with the City of 
Cupertino. A merger is defined as the termination of the existence of a district when the 
responsibility for the functions, services, assets, and liabilities of that district are assumed 
by a city.18  Government Code §57104 requires that all territory of a district must be within 
the City for which merger is proposed.  In the case of RRRPD, there are two parcels with 
parkland in the east, which are within the City of San Jose.  In order for merger of RRRPD 
with the City of Cupertino to be a possibility, these parcels would need to be detached from 
the District.  Upon merger with the City, the District would cease to exist as a special 
district and the City would assume all assets, functions and governance along with all debts 
and liabilities. In order for the City to receive the property tax currently dedicated to the 
District, negotiations with the County would need to be conducted. 

Adopting this alternative would have the following potential advantages and 
disadvantages, should conditions remain unchanged. 

Figure 1-10: Advantages and Disadvantages of Merger with City of Cupertino 
Advantages Disadvantages 

The fragmentation in service delivery of 
recreation services in Cupertino would 
be eliminated by a single entity 
providing services.  

Unless negotiated, the District’s 
property tax revenue may be disbursed 
among other taxing agencies that 
receive a portion of the one percent 
property tax, and the City may have to 
take on operations and liability of the 
facility without the additional revenue 
source.  Taking on operations of the 
pool without supporting revenues may 
require the City to reduce its costs and 

                                                 
18 Government Code §56056. 
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service levels to compensate. 
Long-term planning for the delivery of 
recreation services to the residents of 
Cupertino would be enhanced. 

The delivery of services to area 
residents could potentially be 
interrupted during the transition 
period. 

The management of recreation service 
delivery to the residents of the District 
would be enhanced with the substantive 
management and supervisory structure 
of the City’s Parks and Recreation 
Department. 

Any additional property tax revenue 
received as a result of the merger would 
go into the City’s general fund and 
possibly be divided among the various 
municipal services offered. 

Enhanced efficiencies by eliminating an 
additional level of government. 

 

Enhanced ease of use for constituents, 
with a single provider of services. 

 

Another governance option may be establishing the District as a subsidiary district of 
the City of Cupertino.  As a subsidiary district RRRPD would continue to exist as a legal 
entity, but the City Council is designated as the ex officio board of directors of the District.  
At least 70 percent of the territory within the District or 70 percent of registered voters of 
the District must be within the City, in order to meet legal requirements of establishing a 
subsidiary district.19  In the case of RRRPD, the territory of the District lies almost entirely 
within the City of Cupertino, meeting the requirements to be a subsidiary district. 

The establishment of RRRPD as a subsidiary district would not change the legal status 
of the District as a special district; however, it would exchange the existing elected district 
Board of Directors for the City Council as the ex-officio board of directors. Similar to 
merger, the City would assume all assets, functions and governance along with all debts 
and liabilities of the subsidiary district. The establishment of the District as a subsidiary 
district of the City would not change the designation of the share of the ad valorem 
property tax received by the District.  This option may be initiated by the Commission,20 the 
legislative body of the district wishing to establish itself as a subsidiary district,21 the 
legislative body of a city wishing to establish a subsidiary district,22 or by petition.23 

Adopting this alternative would have the following potential advantages and 
disadvantages, should conditions remain unchanged. 

Figure 1-11: Advantages and Disadvantages of Establishing a Subsidiary District 
                                                 
19 Government Code §57105. 

20 Government Code §56375(a)(2)(D). 

21 Government Code §56658(a). 

22 Government Code §56658(a). 

23 Government Code §56866 
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Advantages Disadvantages 
The fragmentation in service delivery of 
recreation services in Cupertino would 
be eliminated by a single entity 
providing services.  

The delivery of services to area 
residents could potentially be 
interrupted during the transition 
period. 

Long-term planning for the delivery of 
recreation services to the residents of 
Cupertino would be enhanced. 

The property tax revenues collected by 
RRRPD would continue to be directed 
away from the City’s general fund used 
for general city services.  District 
residents would continue to benefit 
from these city services but contribute 
less for these services than other city 
residents. 

The management of recreation service 
delivery to the residents of the District 
would be enhanced with the substantive 
management and supervisory structure 
of the City’s Parks and Recreation 
Department. 

 

Enhanced efficiencies by eliminating an 
additional level of government. 

 

Enhanced ease of use for constituents, 
with a single provider of services. 

 

The potential advantages to forming RRRPD as a subsidiary of the City of Cupertino 
would be largely similar to merger of the two agencies as previously reported.  The most 
notable difference to the disadvantages would be that the property tax revenue presently 
collected by RRRPD would be guaranteed to continue to be dedicated to recreation services 
in the community.  The City would receive the property taxes and would be required to 
account for the activities associated with the District’s functions separately from other city 
services.  In the case of a merger between the two agencies, any additional property tax 
revenue received would go into the City’s general fund and possibly be divided among the 
various municipal services offered.   

This alternative should be the subject of additional study to determine the level of 
benefit in terms of services and anticipated costs and savings.  The special study should 
also describe in more detail the process of a merger or becoming a subsidiary district.  
Prior to moving forward with this option, the City of Cupertino would need to be 
approached regarding interest in taking on the associated responsibilities. 

Dissolution of the District and designating the City of Cupertino as the successor is 
essentially the same as merger with the City, which was discussed previously.  No other 
suitable or potential successor agencies have been identified to continue services for the 
District should it be dissolved. 
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G r o w t h  a n d  P o p u la t i o n  P r o j e c t i o n s  

 Rancho Rinconada Recreation and Park District’s (RRRPD) population is 
approximately 3,983 based on GIS analysis of 2010 Census data. 

 Minimal population growth is anticipated within the District’s bounds, as the area is 
entirely built out.  Should RRRPD experience growth similar to that anticipated for 
the City of Cupertino by the Association of Bay Area Governments, then the District 
is projected to have a population of 4,142 in 2035. 

L o c a t i o n  a n d  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a n y  D i s a d v a n ta g e d  
U n i n c o r p o r a t e d  C o m m u n i t i e s  W i t h i n  o r  C o n ti g u o u s  t o  t h e  
S p h e r e  o f  I n f lu e n c e  

 There are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or adjacent to the 
District. 

P r e s e n t  a n d  P la n n e d  C a p a c i ty  o f  P u b l i c  F a c i l i t i e s  a n d  
A de q u a c y  o f  P u b l i c  S e r v i c e s ,  I n c lu d i n g  I n f r a s tr u c tu r e  N e e ds  
a n d  D e f i c i e n c i e s  

 The District has limited facility and staffing capacity to address demand.  The pool is 
small, which hinders the daily program offerings during the summer.  Also, 
programming is greatly reliant on staff availability.  Swim lessons are reportedly 
always filled to maximum capacity and the District must turn potential customers 
away.  The District is working to expand swim lessons offered to meet constituent 
needs by making more efficient use of space, scheduling enhancements, and 
expanding staffing levels.  

 Given the capacity limitations of the facility, and the need for the District to more 
efficiently make use of the space available, the District should conduct thorough 
tracking of use of the pool, during public swim, lap swimming, lessons, and swim 
team.   

 The recreation center appears to be reasonably maintained. The District reports 
that there are no significant infrastructure needs related to services provided. 

 The District provides a limited array of recreation services, primarily aquatic 
services.  It is recommended that the District conduct a recreation needs assessment 
in conjunction with an assessment of the current facility use to determine the 



 

 

LAFCO OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

RANCHO RINCONADA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS SERVICE REVIEW 33 
  

interest of its residents in expanding the array of recreation services provided and 
availability of space for these services.  

 The District does not conduct long-term planning for the delivery of services. The 
District has not adopted goals, objectives, or performance measures, and has not 
prepared a business plan to guide the efforts of the District.  It is recommended that 
the District develop and adopt goals, objectives, and performance measures and 
prepare a business plan to provide direction for delivery of services by the District 
over the next three to five years. 

F i n a n c i a l  A b i l i ty  o f  A g e n c y  t o  P r o v i de  S e r v i c e s  

 The District appears to have sufficient financial resources to provide an adequate 
level of service. The District has been able to generate sufficient revenues to exceed 
expenditures in four of the past five fiscal years and maintains no long-term debt.  
However, the District is working to add additional programs to expand revenue 
sources and ensure sufficient funds in future years. 

 The rates charged by the District for aquatic services appear to be lower than those 
charged by the neighboring Cities of Campbell and Cupertino for similar services.  
These low rates enhances the District’s reliance on property tax revenue to provide 
services.  It may be appropriate for the District to conduct a survey of fees charged 
by other similar service providers, and simultaneously develop a capital 
improvement plan to ensure that charges for services are sufficient to cover all 
potential capital needs. Additionally, the District should consider charging higher 
rates for non-residents, given that current rates are substantially lower than other 
providers, and property tax revenues from residents are in essence subsidizing 
services to non-residents. 

 RRRPD has not compiled or adopted a capital improvement plan.  It is 
recommended that all agencies have a multi-year capital improvement program, 
which may be used to identify timing and funding for the projects. 

 It is recommended that the District clearly define and designate its reserves for 
contingencies and capital needs separate from its operating cash balance. 

Sta tu s  a n d  O p p o r tu n i t i e s  f o r  S h a r e d  Fa c i l i t i e s  

 The District makes its facility available to the Registrar of Voters for biennial 
elections. No other opportunities for facility sharing with other public agencies were 
identified. 
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A c c o u n ta b i l i ty  f o r  C o m m u n i ty  S e r v i c e s ,  I n c lu d i n g  
G o v e r n m e n ta l  Str u c tu r e  a n d  O p e r a t i o n a l  E f f i c i e n c i e s  

 The District generally demonstrated accountability and transparency with regard to 
governance by adopting a mission statement as part of its bylaws, adopting an 
annual budget prior to the start of the fiscal year, publishing agendas for public 
meetings as legally required, filing of Form 700 Statement of Economic Interest and 
completion of ethics training by all board members, and by maintaining a website 
where information is made available to the public. 

 Several improvements could be made to the District’s operations in order to 
enhance accountability and transparency.  The District should file a copy of its 
annual budget with the County Auditor as required by Government Code §53901. 
The Board of Directors should adopt a policy on expense reimbursements as part of 
the their policies and administrative regulations. In order to enhance constituent 
interest and participation, the District could make use of advertisements in public 
newspapers and mail information to residents regarding the Board of Directors and 
district services. 

 Possible governance structure alternatives with regard to RRRPD include 1) 
continued operations as an independent special district with efforts to improve 
upon long-term business and financial planning and accountability, 2) merger with 
the City of Cupertino, 3) establishment of the District as a subsidiary district of the 
City, or 4) dissolution of the District and identify successor agency other than the 
City of Cupertino.   

 It is recommended that further analysis be conducted to identify and quantify the 
benefits of RRRPD becoming a subsidiary district of the City of Cupertino.  Prior to 
moving forward with this option, discussions need to be held with the City of 
Cupertino to assess interest on the part of the City. 
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RR AA NN CC HH OO   RR II NN CC OO NN AA DD AA   RR EE CC RR EE AA TT II OO NN   AA NN DD   PPAA RR KK   DD II SS TT RR II CC TT   
SS PP HH EE RR EE   OO FF   II NN FF LL UU EE NN CC EE   UU PP DD AA TT EE   

E x i s t i n g  S p h e r e  o f  I n f lu e n c e  B o u n da r y  

RRRPD presently has a zero sphere of influence. 

R e c o m m e n de d  S p h e r e  o f  I n f lu e n c e  B o u n da r y  

Given the District’s duplication in services with the City of Cupertino, it is recommended 
that RRRPD continue to maintain a zero sphere of influence, indicating that the District 
should eventually not exist as an independent special district.  In this case, it is 
recommended that the City of Cupertino and the District consider formation of RRRPD as a 
subsidiary district of the City.  There are several potential advantages to these options as 
identified in the Governance Structure section of this chapter, but most importantly it 
minimizes duplication of services by two separate agencies allowing for coordinated 
recreation service offerings. 

P r o p o s e d  S p h e r e  o f  I n f lu e n c e  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

The nature, location, extent, functions, and classes of services provided 

 RRRPD provides all services via its single recreation facility.  The maintenance and 
operation of this building and property, including delivery of recreation services at 
that facility, are the sole services provided by the District.  The District offers the 
following recreation programs directly through district staff: swimming pool 
activities, Kids Night Out, after-school activities, facility and barbeque rentals, a 
snack bar, and a location for community-related activities. 

Present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands 

 Land uses within the District are primarily residential with some public uses (the 
District’s recreation center and two parks). 

 There are no agricultural or open space lands within the District’s bounds. 

Present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area 

 There is significant demand for the District’s services, and consequently, the District 
is generally at maximum capacity during the summer months for pool-related 
activities. 
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 Demand for the District’s services is anticipated to continue as residents will likely 
have the sustained desire to learn how to swim and participate in swimming-related 
fitness activities. 

Present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency 
provides or is authorized to provide 

 The District has limited facility and staffing capacity to address demand.  The pool is 
small, which hinders the daily program offerings during the summer.  Also, 
programming is greatly reliant on staff availability.  Swim lessons are reportedly 
always filled to maximum capacity and the District must turn potential customers 
away.  The District is working to expand its offerings to meet constituent needs. 

 The recreation center appears to be reasonably maintained. The District reports 
that there are no significant infrastructure needs related to services provided. 

 The District provides a limited array of recreation services, primarily aquatic 
services.  It is recommended that the District conduct a recreation needs assessment 
in conjunction with an assessment of the current facility use to determine the 
interest of its residents in expanding the array of recreation services provided and 
availability of space for these services.  

 The District does not conduct long-term planning for the delivery of services.  It is 
recommended that the District develop and adopt goals, objectives, and 
performance measures and prepare a business plan to provide direction for delivery 
of services by the District over the next three to five years. 

Existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the Commission 
determines that they are relevant to the agency 

 The District entirely consists of territory within the City of Cupertino, with the 
exception of two park parcels that are within the City of San Jose.   
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M E M O R A N D U M

TO: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer

FROM: Mala Subramanian
Josh Nelson

DATE WRITTEN: May 1, 2013

RE: Removal of Memorial District Directors

Background

At its April 3, 2013 meeting, LAFCO Commissioners asked us to research whether the County Board
of Supervisors had the authority to revoke its appointment of the Board of Directors (“Directors”) of a
memorial district and what other options the County or LAFCO may have regarding the Directors
short of a recall election. The Board of Supervisors does not have the authority to revoke its
appointment of the Directors. The only available options short of recall for removing the Directors are
removal for conviction of a crime or misconduct in office.

Analysis

In this case, the Board of Supervisors appointed the Directors because, after the district called its
general election, they were the only candidates for their positions. Memorials districts are subject to
the Uniform District Election Law. (Mil. & Vet. Code, § 1195.) This law permits the Board of
Supervisors to appoint Directors if only one or less candidate for each available position has filed a
declaration of candidacy by the 83rd day before the election. (Elec. Code, § 10515; cf. Mil. & Vet.
Code, § 1195.2.) In fact, the Supervisors are required to appoint the qualified candidate and only
retain the discretion to select the Director if there are fewer available candidates than positions. (Elec.
Code, § 10515.) The voters may avoid this result by submitting a petition to the County signed by ten
percent of the registered voters or fifty voters, whichever is less, requesting an election. Directors
appointed or elected serve four-year terms. (Elec. Code, §§ 10505(d), 10507.) No provision of the
Military and Veterans Code1 or Elections Code permits the Board of Supervisors to revoke its
appointment of a Director.

Based on the above, the Board of Supervisors cannot revoke its appointment of a Director. The law
generally distinguishes between at will offices and offices with a fixed “term.” While the appointing
party may revoke the former at anytime, it may not revoke its appointment of the latter. (See Gov.
Code, § 1301; 94 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 1 (2011).) Rather, unless the law specifically provides for
removal, persons appointed for a fixed term may only be removed from office by recall, conviction of
a crime or for official misconduct. (69 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 126, *8-10 (1986).) Here, as the Elections
Code provides that Directors serve a fixed four-year term without providing for removal, the Board of
Supervisors cannot revoke its appointments.

Because removal by the Board of Supervisors is not an option, we wanted to outline some of the other
removal options in the law, short of recall.2 The Government Code permits officers to be removed for

1 Memorial districts are organized under the Military and Veterans Code. (Mil . & Vet. Code, § 1170 et seq.)
2 This is not an exhaustive list but the most common and applicable provisions for removing an officer. For example,
Government Code section 3001 provides that state, county and city officers who are intoxicated while in discharge of
official duties or otherwise unable to perform their duties are guilty of a misdemeanor. Upon conviction, they forfeit their
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conviction of a felony or official misconduct. First, Government Code sections 1021 and 3000 provide
that officers are removed from office if convicted of crimes as specified by the Constitution or other
state law. The most common example is a felony or other crime involving a violation of the officer’s
official duties. (Gov. Code, § 1770(h); see generally Cal. Const., art. VII, § 8.) In these instances, the
official is suspended from office upon the finding of guilt and removed from office upon the entry of
the trial court judgment, even if the officer successfully appeals his or her conviction. (Gov. Code, §§
1770, 1770.1, 1770.2.)

Second, Government Code section 3060 et seq. permits an officer to be removed for willful or corrupt
misconduct.3 The statute has a special procedure for this which involves the grand jury accusing the
officer. (Gov. Code, §§ 3060, 3061.) This accusation is forwarded to the officer and the district
attorney. (Gov. Code, §§ 3062-3064.) The officer then has the option of denying the accusations and
having a trial. If the officer refuses to defend him or herself or loses at trial, he or she is removed from
office. (Gov. Code, §§ 3069, 3070.)

Conclusion

Because the Directors are appointed for a fixed term by the Board of Supervisors, the Board may not
revoke their appointment. Rather, Directors may only be removed from office by recall, conviction of
a qualifying crime or for official misconduct.

office. Of course, it is questionable whether this provision applies to “special district” officers. Similarly, offices are
vacated if the official fails to perform his or her duties for a period of three months or more unless due to sickness or
absence from the state with permission. (Gov. Code, § 1770(g).)
3 It is important to distinguish this procedure from the quo warranto procedures for determining whether an official
properly holds office. (See Civ. Proc. Code, § 803.) A private third party may only bring this type of claim with the
Attorney General’s consent.
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The staff report was provided in the April 3, 2013 Agenda Packet (Item No. 4).   

AGENDA ITEM # 5 

http://www.santaclaralafco.org/images/resumes/agenda_packet/20130403_Agenda.pdf


 



 

 

LAFCO MEETING: June 5, 2013 

TO:    LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: FINAL LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

1. Adopt the Final LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2013-2014. (Attachment A) 

2. Find that the Final LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2014 is expected to be adequate to 
allow the Commission to fulfill its statutory responsibilities.  

3. Authorize staff to transmit the Final LAFCO Budget adopted by the Commission 
including the estimated agency costs to each of the cities, to the special districts, to 
the County, to the Cities Association and to the Special Districts Association.  

4.  Direct the County Auditor-Controller to apportion LAFCO costs to the cities; to the 
special districts; and to the County; and to collect payment pursuant to 
Government Code §56381.  

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT / PRELIMINARY BUDGET 

The Commission on April 3, 2013, adopted LAFCO’s preliminary budget for Fiscal Year 
2013-2014. The preliminary budget was prepared using the best information available at 
that time. Since then, more current information on projected employee salary / benefits 
costs has been made available by the County. The proposed final budget has been 
refined to reflect the latest available information. An amount of $10,893 has been added 
to the projected employee salaries/benefits item, increasing the total allocated amount to 
$432,087.  

As a result of the above change, the net FY 2014 operating expenses in the proposed 
Final Budget are increased from $598,004 to $608,897, resulting in slightly higher costs to 
the agencies.  

Despite the proposed increase in expenditures, overall expenditures budgeted for FY 
2014 remain lower than expenditures in the adopted FY 2013 budget by approximately 
2.75%.  

AGENDA ITEM # 6  
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COST APPORTIONMENT TO CITIES, DISTRICTS AND COUNTY 

The CKH Act requires LAFCO costs to be split in proportion to the percentage of an 
agency’s representation (excluding the public member) on the Commission. The LAFCO 
of Santa Clara County is composed of a public member, two County board members, 
two city council members, and since January 2013 — by two special district members. 
Government Code §56381(b)(1)(A) provides that when independent special districts are 
seated on LAFCO, the county, cities and districts must each provide a one-third share of 
LAFCO’s operational budget. 

Since the City of San Jose has permanent membership on LAFCO, as required by 
Government Code §56381.6(b), the City of San Jose’s share of LAFCO costs must be in 
the same proportion as its member bears to the total membership on the commission, 
excluding the public member. Therefore in Santa Clara County, the City of San Jose pays 
one sixth and the remaining cities pay one sixth of LAFCO’s operational costs.  The 
remaining cities’ share must be apportioned in proportion to each city’s total revenue, as 
reported in the most recent edition of the Cities Annual Report published by the 
Controller, as a percentage of the combined city revenues within a county.  

Government Code Section 56381 provides that the independent special districts’ share 
shall be apportioned in proportion to each district’s total revenues as a percentage of the 
combined total district revenues within a county. The Santa Clara County Special 
Districts Association (SDA), at its August 13, 2012 meeting, adopted an alternative 
formula for distributing the independent special districts’ share to individual districts. 
The SDA’s agreement requires each district’s cost to be based on a fixed percentage of 
the total independent special districts’ share. 

LAFCO’s net operating expenses for Fiscal Year 2014 is $608,897.  

Cost to Agencies 

County of Santa Clara  $202,966 

City of San Jose  $101,483 

Remaining 14 Cities in the County $101,483 

17 Independent Special Districts  $202,966 

A draft of the estimated apportionment of the FY 2014 costs to the individual cities and 
districts is included as Attachment B. Because special districts were seated on LAFCO in 
January 2013, the 17 independent special districts will be charged a pro-rated amount of 
the annual cost for the current Fiscal Year 2013. The County and the cities will receive a 
corresponding credit. The pro-rated costs /credits are depicted in Attachment C. The FY 
2013 pro-rated costs for each agency will be added or credited to the agency’s FY 2014 
share of LAFCO cost. 
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BACKGROUND  

The Cortese Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act) 
which became effective on January 1, 2001, requires LAFCO to annually adopt a draft 
budget by May 1 and a final budget by June 15 at noticed public hearings. Both the draft 
and the final budgets are required to be transmitted to the cities, to the special districts 
and to the County. Government Code §56381(a) establishes that at a minimum, the 
budget must be equal to that of the previous year unless the Commission finds that 
reduced staffing or program costs will nevertheless allow it to fulfill its statutory 
responsibilities. Any unspent funds at the end of the year may be rolled over into the 
next fiscal year budget. Government Code §56381(c) requires the County Auditor to 
request payment from the cities, special districts and the County no later than July 1 of 
each year for the amount each agency owes based on the net operating expenses of the 
Commission and the actual administrative costs incurred by the Auditor in apportioning 
costs and requesting payment.  

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Proposed Final LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2014 

Attachment B:  Costs to Agencies Based on the Proposed Final Budget 

Attachment C:  Pro-rated Costs / Credits to Agencies for FY 2013 

 
 



 



FINAL LAFCO BUDGET 
FISCAL YEAR 2013 - 2014

ITEM # TITLE

APPROVED      
FY 2013 

BUDGET

ACTUALS 
Year to Date 

2/13/2013

YEAR END 
PROJECTIONS 

2013

FINAL            
FY 2014 

BUDGET

EXPENDITURES

Object 1: Salary and Benefits $392,182 $244,050 $408,672 $432,087

Object 2:  Services and Supplies

5258200 Intra-County Professional $55,000 $2,882 $10,000 $45,000

5255800 Legal Counsel $55,000 $31,707 $55,000 $57,000

5255500 Consultant  Services $120,000 $24,434 $100,000 $100,000

5285700 Meal Claims $750 $88 $400 $750

5220200 Insurance $5,600 $4,182 $5,600 $5,600

5250100 Office Expenses $2,000 $67 $2,000 $2,000

5255650 Data Processing Services $2,700 $1,247 $2,700 $2,700

5225500 Commissioners' Fee $7,000 $1,400 $6,000 $10,000

5260100 Publications and Legal Notices $2,500 $112 $1,000 $2,500

5245100 Membership Dues $7,154 $7,154 $7,154 $7,319

5250750 Printing and Reproduction $1,500 $0 $500 $1,500

5285800 Business Travel $11,000 $3,235 $8,000 $15,000

5285300 Private Automobile Mileage $2,000 $30 $1,000 $2,000

5285200 Transportation&Travel (County Car Usage) $1,088 $231 $1,000 $1,088

5281600 Overhead $43,133 $21,567 $43,133 $43,473

5275200 Computer Hardware $2,000 $0 $2,000 $11,000

5250800 Computer Software $2,000 $3,114 $3,500 $2,500

5250250 Postage $2,000 $316 $1,000 $2,000

5252100 Staff/Commissioner Training Programs $2,000 $0 $1,000 $2,000

5701000 Reserves $50,000 $0 $0 $0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $766,607 $345,816 $659,659 $745,517

REVENUES

4103400 Application Fees $25,000 $37,437 $40,000 $25,000

4301100 Interest: Deposits and Investments $5,000 $2,163 $4,500 $5,000

Savings/Fund Balance from previous FY $173,047 $208,219 $208,219 $106,620

TOTAL REVENUE $203,047 $247,819 $252,719 $136,620

NET LAFCO OPERATING EXPENSES $563,560 $97,997 $406,940 $608,897

3400800 RESERVES $100,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000
 COSTS TO AGENCIES

4600100 Cities (San Jose 50% + Other Cities 50%) $281,780 $281,780 $281,780 $202,966

5440200 County  $281,780 $281,780 $281,780 $202,966

Special Districts $202,966
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  LAFCO C O S T   A P P O R T I O N M E N T: County, Cities, Special Districts

 LAFCO Net Operating Expenses for 2014 $608,897

Jurisdictions Revenue per 2010/2011 
Report

Percentage of Total 
Revenue

Allocation 
Percentages Allocated Costs

County N/A N/A 33.3333333% $202,965.67 

Cities Total Share 33.3333333% $202,965.67 

San Jose N/A N/A 50.0000000% $101,482.83 

Other cities share 50.0000000% $101,482.83 

Campbell $40,087,404 2.1493629% $2,181.23 

Cupertino $54,124,686 2.9019987% $2,945.03 

Gilroy $130,123,837 6.9768386% $7,080.29 

Los Altos $36,959,656 1.9816627% $2,011.05 

Los Altos Hills $9,460,965 0.5072677% $514.79 

Los Gatos $35,312,778 1.8933622% $1,921.44 

Milpitas $94,169,561 5.0490813% $5,123.95 

Monte Sereno $2,527,948 0.1355408% $137.55 

Morgan Hill $47,971,760 2.5720977% $2,610.24 

Mountain View $162,285,614 8.7012539% $8,830.28 

Palo Alto $412,252,000 22.1036802% $22,431.44 

Santa Clara $535,623,958 28.7185039% $29,144.35 

Saratoga $20,280,804 1.0873941% $1,103.52 

Sunnyvale $283,902,115 15.2219554% $15,447.67 

Total Cities (excluding San Jose) $1,865,083,086 100.0000000% $101,482.83 

Total Cities (including San Jose) $202,965.67

Special Districts Total Share 33.3333333% $202,965.67 

Aldercroft Heights County Water District 0.06233% $126.51 

Burbank Sanitary District 0.15593% $316.48 

Cupertino Sanitary District 2.64110% $5,360.53 

El Camino Hospital District 4.90738% $9,960.30 

Guadalupe Coyote Resource Cons. District 0.04860% $98.64 

Lake Canyon Community Services District 0.02206% $44.77 

Lion's Gate Community Services District 0.22053% $447.60 

Loma Prieta Resource Cons. District 0.02020% $41.00 

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District 5.76378% $11,698.49 

Purissima Hills County Water District 1.35427% $2,748.70 

Rancho Rinconada Rec. and Park District 0.15988% $324.50 

San Martin County Water District 0.04431% $89.93 

Santa Clara County Open Space District 1.27051% $2,578.70 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 81.44126% $165,297.80 

Saratoga Cemetery District 0.32078% $651.07 

Saratoga Fire Protection District 1.52956% $3,104.48 

South Santa Clara Valley Memorial District 0.03752% $76.15 

Total Special Districts 100.00000% $202,965.67

Total Allocated Costs $608,897.01

Costs to Agencies Based on the Final 2014 LAFCO Budget
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LAFCO MEETING: June 5, 2013 

TO:    LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 
   Emmanuel Abello, LAFCO Clerk 

SUBJECT:  ELECTRONIC AGENDA PACKETS FOR LAFCO 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

1.  Adopt policies (Attachment A) related to use of LAFCO issued electronic devices, 
such as iPads, in order to address potential issues associated with the use of this 
technology and equipment. 

2.  Authorize the purchase of iPads for LAFCO staff and interested commissioners to 
be used for accessing electronic agenda packets and other LAFCO meeting 
materials, as necessary.  

BENEFITS OF ELECTRONIC LAFCO AGENDA PACKETS 

Staff currently prepares 17 paper copies of the agenda packet for each LAFCO meeting. 
Twelve of these copies are mailed or hand delivered to the commissioners; the others are 
for staff use and for public record. The current annual cost to produce and distribute the 
paper copies of the LAFCO agenda packet is approximately $6,361. By comparison, the 
annual cost to produce electronic agenda packets is approximately $1,489 (assuming two 
paper copies are made for the public), and the one-time purchase cost for 15 iPads and 
accessories is approximately $8,505, for a total of $9,994. The average lifespan of an iPad 
is 4 years. Therefore the estimated net 4-year cost savings is approximately $10,983. 
Please see Attachment B for detailed costs analysis. Electronic LAFCO agenda packets 
will be less costly and will allow for a more efficient and environmentally-friendly 
agenda distribution process. 

PROCESS FOR DISTRIBUTION, ACCESS AND USE OF ELECTRONIC AGENDA PACKETS 

Staff has conducted some preliminary tests on the process for accessing electronic 
agenda packets on iPads. The process generally involves the following steps:  

1. Staff notifies commissioners via email that the LAFCO agenda packet is 
available on the LAFCO website 
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2.  Commissioners download the agenda packet to their LAFCO issued iPad or 
other personal device. Once downloaded onto the device, there will be no 
need for the commissioners to have WI-FI connection in order to read or mark 
up the packet.  

3. Commissioners use a program (such as iAnnotate) to read and annotate their 
electronic agenda packet. The program has the functionality to allow users to 
mark up the reports just as they would mark up their paper copies (i.e. 
highlight and circle text, handwrite and type notes, etc.). In addition, users 
will be able to search text, bookmark pages and save their annotated files with 
the program.  

Staff will configure the LAFCO issued iPads, load the necessary software, prepare step-
by-step instructions, conduct hands-on training and provide ongoing support and 
assistance to commissioners.  

POLICIES TO ADDRESS ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH PROPOSED TECHNOLOGY 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt policies (Attachment A) addressing 
potential issues associated with use of LAFCO issued electronic devices. The policies 
address issues such as allowed and prohibited use of the LAFCO issued electronic 
devices; compliance with the Brown Act and applicable laws in the use of the electronic 
devices; responsibilities to protect against damage to the devices; and use of personal 
devices for LAFCO business.  

The recommended policies were developed in consultation with LAFCO Legal Counsel, 
using relevant best practices and policies adopted by other local agencies including the 
City of Mountain View, City of Palo Alto, Orange County LAFCO, and County of Santa 
Clara. Once adopted, staff and commissioners are expected to use LAFCO issued 
electronic devices in a manner consistent with these policies. 

BACKGROUND 

LAFCO’s Finance Committee, consisting of Commissioners Constant, Hall, and 
Wasserman met on March 18, 2013 and recommended the implementation of electronic 
agenda packets for staff and interested commissioners who would receive the packet 
electronically on LAFCO purchased iPads or personal tablets. The Committee also 
directed staff to research any potential issues with the use of this technology, equipment 
or process and prepare policies as necessary. The Fiscal Year 2014 LAFCO budget 
includes funds allocated for the purchase of iPads and associated software and 
accessories.  

NEXT STEPS 

Upon authorization, staff will survey commissioners to determine their interest and 
purchase the required number of iPads, software, and accessories. Staff will then 
configure the iPads, install the necessary software, and conduct a training session for 
interested commissioners on how to use the iPads and iAnnotate software to download, 
view, mark up, and save LAFCO agenda packets. 
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Staff suggests that one or two interested commissioners and staff do a trial run of the 
process and technology for the August 7, 2013 LAFCO meeting in order to address any 
unforeseen issues. It is anticipated that all interested commissioners will be able to 
transition to this process and technology by the October 2, 2013 LAFCO meeting.  
For those commissioners that are not interested in receiving iPads for accessing LAFCO 
agenda packets, staff will provide a hard copy in the mail.  

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A:  Proposed Policies for Use of LAFCO Issued Electronic Devices 

Attachment B: Cost Analysis of Paper LAFCO Packets vs. Electronic Packets  

 
 



 



Adopted _____________ 

POLICIES FOR USE OF LAFCO ISSUED ELECTRONIC DEVICES 

The purpose of these policies is to provide direction regarding the appropriate use of 
electronic devices, such as iPads, issued by LAFCO. LAFCO of Santa Clara County 
provides electronic devices to staff and interested commissioners in order to implement 
programs such as an electronic agenda packet which reduce cost, save time and benefit 
the environment. It is the responsibility of every user of the devices to ensure that he or 
she is in compliance with these policies.  

1. Devices, such as iPads, issued by LAFCO are the property of LAFCO. 

2. Staff and commissioners must return LAFCO issued devices and accessories to 
LAFCO at the conclusion of their employment or term on LAFCO. 

3. Personal iPads, tablets or similar devices used for LAFCO business are the sole 
responsibility of the user and will not be supported by LAFCO staff. Staff or 
commissioners using a non-supported device are responsible for configuring 
their own device. 

4. LAFCO issued devices must be used primarily for LAFCO business.  

5. Commissioners may use these devices to conduct the business of another 
public agency so long as the commissioner serves on the elected or appointed 
body of that specific public agency. 

6. Staff and commissioners shall not use devices in any way that would violate 
the open public meeting requirements of the Brown Act, the regulations 
prohibiting use of public funds for campaign purposes, or other applicable 
laws. 

7. Information on devices used for LAFCO business may be subject to the 
provisions of the Public Records Act. 

8. Staff and commissioners are prohibited from using devices for: 

a. Personal use other than on an occasional or incidental basis 

b. Any illegal, illicit, improper, unprofessional or unethical activity or any 
activity that is harassing, discriminatory, or defamatory in any way  

c. Personal profit, including conducting or pursuing their own business 
interests or those of another organization 

9. Devices must be password protected in order to protect them from 
unauthorized access and tampering. 

10. Staff and commissioners must take appropriate measures to ensure that devices 
are protected against damage, loss, theft, and security breaches. 

11. Damage, loss, theft, or security breaches of devices must be reported 
immediately to the LAFCO Executive Officer.  
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COST ANALYSIS OF PAPER AGENDA PACKETS VS. ELECTRONIC PACKETS

ASSUMPTIONS
Number of Agenda Packets per Meeting 17
Number of LAFCO Meetings per Year 6
Average Number of Pages per Agenda Packet 195

Cost per Paper Packet
Paper ($0.02 x 195 pages) $3.90
Printing ($0.02 x 195 pages) $3.90
Other Supplies (envelopes, tabs and labels) $0.32

$8.12
Postage per Agenda Packet $5.80

ANNUAL COST OF PAPER AGENDA PACKETS
17 Agenda Packets @ $8.12/packet $138.04
Postage ($5.80 x 9 packets) $52.20
Staff Time (Clerk, 7.5 hours) $870.00
Cost per LAFCO Meeting $1,060.24 Per Meeting

x 6                        Meetings
Annual Cost $6,361.44 Per Year

ANNUAL COST OF ELECTRONIC AGENDA PACKETS VIA IPAD
2 Agenda Packets @ $8.12/packet $16.24
Staff Time (Clerk, 2 hours) $232.00
Cost per LAFCO Meeting $248.24 Per Meeting

x 6                        Meetings
Annual Cost $1,489.44 Per Year

One-Time Equipment Acquisition Cost
15 iPads @ $500.00/unit $7,500.00
15 iAnnotate apps @ $10/unit $150.00
15 styli @ $12.00/piece $180.00
15 iPad cases @ $45.00/piece $675.00

Total One-Time Cost $8,505.00

PROJECTED SAVINGS
Annual Cost of Paper Agenda Packets $6,361.44

Less:  Annual Cost of Electronic Agenda Packet $1,489.44
Annual Cost Savings $4,872.00

Expected lifetime for an iPad 4 years
4-Year Cummulative Cost Savings $19,488.00

Less : One-Time Equipment Acquisition Cost $8,505.00
NET 4-YEAR COST SAVINGS $10,983.00
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LAFCO MEETING: June 5, 2013 

TO:    LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 
   Dunia Noel, Analyst    

SUBJECT: EL CAMINO HEALTHCARE DISTRICT   

8.1 LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S OPINION REGARDING APPLICABILITY OF GANN 
APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT TO HEALTH CARE DISTRICTS 

Recommendation 

Accept report and provide direction to staff, as necessary 

Discussion 

LAFCO Counsel has reviewed the Legislative Counsel’s opinion on the applicability of 
the Gann Appropriations limit (GAL) to healthcare districts and based on that opinion 
has concluded that the El Camino Healthcare District is subject to limits on its 
appropriations of certain sources of revenue. Please see attached memo (Attachment A) 
from LAFCO Legal Counsel.  

As next steps in addressing this issue, LAFCO may consider seeking an AG opinion on 
the matter in order to have more resolution of the issue, as discussed by the Commission 
at its April 3, 2013 meeting.  

Additionally, since the El Camino Healthcare District regularly exceeds and will 
continue to exceed its GAL limit, it may be appropriate for the District to consider (1) 
amending its GAL to better reflect the revenues its receives, (2) using its revenue for 
other expenditures (such as paying off debt) that are exempt from the GAL, and that 
would provide more direct benefit to the district’s residents or (3) returning excess funds 
to its tax payers. 

8.2 UPDATE ON EL CAMINO HEALTHCARE DISTRICT’S IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS IN LAFCO’S AUDIT AND SERVICE REVIEW OF THE 
DISTRICT 

For Information Only 

On May 7, 2013, the El Camino Healthcare District submitted its response (Attachment 
B) to LAFCO recommendations related to the Audit and Service Review of the District. 
No action will be taken on this item at this time. LAFCO staff will review this 
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information and prepare a report for the Commission’s consideration at the August 7, 
2013 LAFCO meeting. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Memo From Mala Subramanian, LAFCO Legal Counsel, dated April 15, 
2013 regarding Legislative Counsel Bureau Opinion Regarding 
Application of Gann Limit to Health Care Districts 

Attachment B: El Camino Healthcare District’s Response to LAFCO Requests Related 
to 2012 Audit and Service Review  

 



 

38030.00000\7910268.1  1 

 
M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF SANTA CLARA 
COUNTY  

  

FROM: MALA SUBRAMANIAN, GENERAL COUNSEL 

DATE WRITTEN: APRIL 15, 2013 

RE:  LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU OPINION REGARDING 
APPLICATION OF GANN LIMIT TO HEALTH CARE DISTRICTS 

 
Background 

On March 14, 2013, the Legislative Counsel Bureau  (“Bureau”) drafted an opinion titled “Gann 
Limit: Health Care District - # 1301612” (“Opinion”) regarding whether a health care district, 
organized under the Local Health Care District Law, is subject to the spending limitation 
imposed by article XIIIB of the California Constitution.  This Opinion was prompted by requests 
to clarify whether article XIIIB applies to health care districts in California; at present, some 
California health care districts in California set appropriation limits for themselves in accordance 
with article XIIIB while others assert that health care districts are not subject to article XIIIB.  
You have asked for further analysis of the Bureau’s Opinion and how the Opinion applies to the 
El Camino Hospital District (“District”). 

Analysis 

1. The Gann Limit And Special Districts 

In November 1979, California voters passed Proposition 4, which created article XIII B of the 
California Constitution, and imposed a limit on most state and local government expenditures 
from tax sources.  This limit is often called the “Gann Limit.”  The Gann Limit is calculated 
annually according to a formula based on the amount of revenue from the proceeds of taxes that 
the state or local government entity appropriated in the prior fiscal year, adjusted for change in 
population and the cost of living; when the Gann Limit is exceeded, the surplus must be returned 
to the taxpayers within two years.  (Cal. Const., art. XIIIB, §§ 1-3.) 

A “local government entity” is defined for purposes of the Gann Limit as including special 
districts in California.  (Cal. Const., art. XIIIB, § 8, subds. (b)-(d); Gov. Code, § 7901, subd. (e).)  
The uncertainty about health care districts arises from the fact that the creation of a health care 
district is specifically authorized under the Local Health Care District Law.  (See Health & Saf. 
Code, § 32000 et seq.)  It has been unclear if, under article XIIIB and the implementation of 
article XIIIB in the Government Code, health care districts are distinct from the other special 
districts in the state that are subject to appropriation limits. 

The Bureau’s Opinion states a health care district is considered a special district that is subject to 
the Gann Limit.  The Bureau explains that appropriation limits apply to health care districts 
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because the Local Health Care District Law “authorizes the creation of a type of special district 
known as a local health care district.”  (Ops. Cal. Legis. Counsel, No. 1301612 (March 14, 2013) 
p. 2.)  Unfortunately, the Bureau offers no additional explanation or support for how it came to 
its conclusion.  

For those health care districts that have been operating under the assumption that the Gann Limit 
does not apply to health care districts, there may be significant issues with now calculating a 
Gann Limit for those districts and ensuring their appropriations are kept below that limit.  As we 
understand it, El Camino Hospital District currently calculates a Gann Limit for its annual 
appropriations.  Therefore, the Bureau’s Opinion should have a minimal impact, if any, on the 
District’s future calculations of its appropriation limit. 

2. Determining Appropriations Subject To The Gann Limit  

Because the Bureau concludes that health care districts are considered special districts subject to 
the Gann Limit, the second half of the Opinion describes as noted below what types of revenue 
collected by health care districts are subject to appropriation limits. 

 a. Gann Limit Exemptions 

Special districts are exempt from the Gann Limit in two circumstances: 1) If the special district 
existed on January 1, 1978 and did not as part of the 1977-1978 fiscal year levy an ad valorem 
tax on property in excess of 12 ½ cents per $100 of assessed value, or 2) If the special district is 
completely funded by revenues other than the proceeds of taxes.  (Cal. Const., art. XIIIB, § 9, 
subd. (c); Gov. Code, § 7901, subd. (e).)  As we understand it, neither of these exemptions are 
applicable to the District; therefore, the Gann Limit applies to the District. 

 b. Determining Appropriations Subject To Gann Limit 

If the Gann Limit applies to a special district, then, according to the Bureau, the following 
sources of revenue are subject to the appropriations limit for that special district: 

• Revenue from an ad valorem property tax collected by the county and distributed to the 
special district; revenue earned by the investment of tax revenues; and revenue from state 
subventions .  (Cal. Const., art. XIIIB, § 8, subd. (b).) 

• Revenue from a special tax levied for a specific purpose by the special district.  (Ops. 
Cal. Legis. Counsel, No. 1301612 (March 14, 2013) p. 7.) 

• Revenue from any excessive regulatory license fees and user charges or fees.  (Cal. 
Const., art. XIIIB, § 8, subd. (c).) 

The total amount of revenue from these sources must be less than the determined appropriation 
limit for the special district in that fiscal year.   

There are also some revenues sources or uses that are not subject to a special district’s Gann 
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Limit.  A special district’s appropriation of revenue from the following specific sources or for the 
following reasons is not subject to the Gann Limit: 

• The appropriation of revenue to pay the principal and interest of certain types of 
indebtedness.  (Cal. Const., art. XIIIB, § 8, subd. (g), § 9, subd. (a).) 

• The appropriation of revenue earned from a special assessment.  (Ops. Cal. Legis. 
Counsel, No. 1301612 (March 14, 2013) p. 8.) 

• Subventions from the state to reimburse the special district for the costs of a state-
mandated new program or increased level of service.  (Cal. Const., art. XIIIB, § 6.) 

Conclusion 

According to the Bureau, health care districts are special districts under article XIIIB of the 
California Constitution, and therefore, El Camino Hospital District is subject to limits on its 
appropriations of certain sources of revenue.  The District already limits its appropriations 
according to its Gann Limit, which as of July 11, 2012, was calculated at $21.2 million.  (Harvey 
M. Rose Associates, LLC, “Audit and Service Review of the El Camino Hospital District,” July 
11, 2012, p. 6-2.)  Assuming that the District complies with the requirements of article XIIIB in 
determining which appropriations are subject to the Gann Limit, the Bureau’s Opinion should 
not affect the District. 
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LAFCO MEETING: June 5, 2013 

TO:    LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 
   Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATIVE REPORT  

 

CURRENT BILLS OF PARTICULAR INTEREST TO LAFCO OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

This report includes a brief summary of the current bills that are of most interest to 
LAFCO of Santa Clara County. Detailed information and complete bill language is 
available at www.leginfo.ca.gov.  

AB 743 (LOGUE)  
ANNEXATION OF UNINCORPORATED ISLANDS 

Recommended Action 

Support AB 743 and authorize staff to send a letter of support, as necessary. 

Discussion 

This bill amends §56375.3 to remove the sunset date of January 1, 2014 and make 
permanent, the provisions that allow a LAFCO to waive protest hearings for 
unincorporated island annexations that meet certain criteria. Additionally, the bill would 
make islands created prior to January 1, 2014 eligible for the streamlined annexation 
process.  

Status: Scheduled to be heard in the Senate Governance and Finance Committee on June 5.  

AB 1427 (ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT)  
CORTESE-KNOX-HERTZBERG OMNIBUS BILL 

Recommended Action 

Support AB 1427 and authorize staff to send a letter of support, as necessary. 
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Discussion 

AB 1427 is the CALAFCO sponsored annual CKH Act Omnibus bill. The bill makes 
several minor technical changes, clarifications, and corrections to the following sections 
of the Act: 

• §56044 – Clarifies the definition of independent special district 
• §56332 – Clarifies the appointments of the Independent Special District Selection 

Committee so that the nominated and elected commissioners are to be members 
of the legislative body of an independent special district 

• §56757 – Clarifies that the provision regarding city conducted annexations in 
Santa Clara County that applies to reorganizations involving city annexations also 
applies to city annexations 

• §56048 – Clarifies definition of landowner 
• §57026 – Removes an annexation process that is only applicable to a city with over 

100,000 residents in Los Angeles County 
• Other non-substantive technical and conforming changes to §56866, §56870 and 

§57118 

Status: Passed the Assembly and is now in Senate awaiting committee assignment.  

AB 678 (GORDON and DICKINSON)  
HEALTH CARE DISTRICTS: COMMUNITY HEALTH NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

Recommended Action 

Support AB 678 and authorize staff to send a letter of support, as necessary. 

Discussion 

This bill requires a health care district that leases or transfers its assets to a corporation 
(such as the El Camino Healthcare District) to conduct an assessment of the community’s 
health needs every 5 years and provide opportunities for public input. Starting in 2019, 
the bill would require annual reports to address progress made in meeting the 
community’s health needs in the context of the assessment.  

The bill would also require that LAFCO’s municipal service reviews include a written 
statement of determinations to address such a community health needs assessment. 

Status: Passed Assembly, now in Senate awaiting committee assignment 

AB 453 (MULLIN)  
SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 

Recommended Action 

Support AB 453 and authorize staff to send a letter of support, as necessary. 
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Discussion 

This bill adds LAFCOs to the list of eligible applicants for financial assistance grants and 
loans made by the Strategic Growth Council (SGC) for the purpose of developing, 
adopting, and implementing a regional plan or other planning instrument to support the 
planning and development of sustainable communities.   

Status: Passed out of Assembly Appropriations suspense file and is now on the 
Assembly floor.  



 



 

 

 
 

LAFCO MEETING: June 5, 2013 

TO:    LAFCO 

FROM:  Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer 
   Dunia Noel, Analyst    

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT  

10.1 SPECIAL DISTRICTS SERVICE REVIEW: PHASE 2 UNDERWAY 

For Information Only 

The second phase of the Special Districts Service Review includes a review of 7 districts 
that provide sanitary sewer or waste water collection service and a review of 2 open 
space districts. LAFCO’s consultant, Policy Consulting Associates (PCA) continues to 
work on Phase 2 of the Special Districts Service Review. In late April, PCA, with LAFCO 
staff in attendance, interviewed eight of the nine special districts that are part of the 
second phase in order to collect additional information. We have been unable to 
interview the Lake Canyon Community Services District since we have not received a 
response despite multiple attempts to contact the District by US mail, email (multiple 
addresses), and phone (two different phone numbers). The District provides wastewater 
services to a small unincorporated area known as “Lake Canyon” which is located just 
west of Lexington Reservoir along Beardsley Road and Laurel Drive.  

Next, the consultant will develop draft profiles of the affected agencies which will be 
provided to each agency for internal review and comment in order to ensure factual 
accuracy. These profiles will then be used to conduct the required analysis and develop 
recommendations, as appropriate. 

10.2 REPORT ON THE 2013 CALAFCO STAFF WORKSHOP 

For Information Only 

LAFCO staff attended this year’s CALAFCO Staff Workshop which was held in Davis, 
California from April 10th through the 12th.  

The first day of the Workshop included a mobile workshop on innovations in food 
sciences and agriculture consisting of presentations at UC Davis’ Institute for Wine and 
Food Science, Monsanto’s Vegetable Seed Division in Woodland, and the Center for 
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Land Based Learning’s farm business incubator in Winters; a general session by Michael 
Coleman (Fiscal Policy Advisor to the League of California Cities) entitled “Retooling for 
the Future ‒ How Today’s Fiscal Climate is Shaping Tomorrow;” and staff roundtable 
discussions. 

Thursday’s program included many interesting and timely sessions, including panel 
discussions on Developing and Maintaining a Clerk’s Manual; LAFCO 201; GIS 
Mapping; Making Sense of CEQA; Ethics, Ethics Laws and FPPC; LAFCO Legal 
Practices: Developing Forms, Contracts and Agreements; Mutual Water Companies: 
Dealing with the Implementation of AB54; New Age Tech Tools; State Board of 
Equalization; LAFCO Case Law and JPAs; Public Relations and Interagency 
Cooperation: Methods for Successful Communication; and Rosenburg’s Rules of Order. 

Friday morning’s program included a session on Leadership Practices in Local Agencies, 
a Workshop Wrap-up Consolidated Roundtable, and a Legislative and CALAFCO 
Update. Please see the attached letter (Attachment A) from CALAFCO thanking LAFCO 
for allowing staff the opportunity to attend the 2013 CALAFCO Staff Workshop. 

10.3 NOMINATIONS TO THE CALAFCO BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Recommendation 

Consider information and provide direction to staff. 

Discussion 

Nominations for the 2014 CALAFCO Board of Directors are now open (see Attachment 
B). LAFCO of Santa Clara County is part of the Coastal Region. Within the Coastal 
Region, nominations are being accepted for “City Member” and “Public Member.” The 
deadline for LAFCO to submit nominations is Monday, July 29th. Serving on the 
CALAFCO Board is a unique opportunity to work with other LAFCO commissioners 
throughout the state on legislative, fiscal and operational issues that affect LAFCOs, 
counties, cities, and special districts. The Board meets four times each year at various 
sites around the state. The time commitment is small and the rewards are great. Any 
LAFCO Commissioner or alternate commissioner is eligible to run for a CALAFCO 
Board seat. 

10.4 DESIGNATE VOTING DELEGATE AND ALTERNATE FOR SANTA CLARA LAFCO 

Recommendation 

Appoint voting delegate and alternate voting delegate. 

Discussion 

Elections for the 2014 CALAFCO Board of Directors will occur on August 29, 2013 at 
CALAFCO’s Annual Conference in Lake Tahoe. Each LAFCO must designate a voting 
delegate and alternate who is authorized to vote on behalf of their LAFCO. 
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10.5 SPECIAL DISTRICT RISK MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY (SDRMA) BOARD 
ELECTION 

Recommendation 

Commission may consider information and vote for up to 4 candidates to the SDRMA 
Board.  

Discussion 

LAFCO purchases insurance from SDRMA and as a result is a member of SDRMA. As a 
member agency, LAFCO is invited to select (by adopting a resolution) four candidates to 
serve on the SDRMA Board of Directors. Attachment C contains candidate statements 
and the draft resolution.  

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Letter from Pamela Miller, CALAFCO Executive Director, dated April 
30, 2013. 

Attachment B: Memo from CALAFCO re: Nominations for 2014 CALAFCO Board of 
Directors dated April 30, 2013. 

Attachment C:  SDRMA Election Resolution/Ballot and Candidate Statements 
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California 

Association of 

Local Agency 

Formation 

Commissions 

2013 
Board of Directors 

Chair 
THEODORE NOVELLI 

Amador LAFCo  

Vice Chair 
MARY JANE GRIEGO 

Yuba LAFCo 

Secretary  
JOHN LEOPOLD 
Santa Cruz LAFCo 

Treasurer 
STEPHEN TOMANELLI 

Riverside LAFCo 
 

JULIE ALLEN 
Tulare LAFCo  

MATTHEW BEEKMAN 
Stanislaus LAFCo 

ROBERT BERGMAN 
Nevada LAFCo 

 
LOUIS CUNNINGHAM 

Ventura LAFCo 

LARRY R. DUNCAN 
Butte LAFCo 

JERRY GLADBACH 
Los Angeles LAFCo 

 
JULIANA INMAN 

Napa LAFCo 

GAY JONES 
Sacramento LAFCo  

MICHAEL KELLEY 
Imperial LAFCO 

 
MICHAEL R. MCGILL 

Contra Costa LAFCo 

EUGENE MONTANEZ 
Riverside LAFCo 

JOSH SUSMAN 
Nevada LAFCo  

 

 

 

Staff 

PAMELA MILLER 
Executive Director 

LOU ANN TEXEIRA 
Executive Officer 

CLARK ALSOP 
Legal Counsel 

MARJORIE BLOM  
Deputy Executive Officer  

STEPHEN LUCAS  
Deputy Executive Officer 

SAMUEL MARTINEZ 
Deputy Executive Officer   

JENI TICKLER 
Executive Assistant  

 

 

 

 

1215 K Street, Suite 1650 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Voice 916-442-6536 
Fax 916-442-6535 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
30 April 2013 

 
To: Local Agency Formation Commission 
 Members and Alternate Members 
 
From: Jerry Gladbach, Chair 
 Board Recruitment Committee 
 CALAFCO Board of Directors 
 
RE: Nominations for 2014 CALAFCO Board of Directors 
 
Nominations are now open for the fall elections of the Board of Directors.  Serving on 
the CALAFCO Board is a unique opportunity to work with other commissioners 
throughout the state on legislative, fiscal and operational issues that affect us all.  
The Board meets four times each year at alternate sites around the state.  Any LAFCo 
commissioner or alternate commissioner is eligible to run for a Board seat. 
 
The following offices on the CALAFCO Board of Directors are open for nominations.   
 
Northern Region Central Region Coastal Region Southern Region 
County Member City Member City Member County Member 
District Member Public Member Public Member District Member 
  
The election will be conducted during regional caucuses at the CALAFCO annual  
conference prior to the Annual Membership Meeting on Thursday, August 29th, 2013 
at the Resort at Squaw Creek in North Lake Tahoe, CA. 
 
Please inform your Commission that the CALAFCO Recruitment Committee is 
accepting nominations for the above-cited offices until Monday, July 29th, 2013.  
Incumbents are eligible to run for another term. Nominations received by July 29th  
will be included in the Recruitment Committee’s Report, copies of which will be 
available at the Annual Conference.  Nominations received after this date will be 
returned; however, nominations will be permitted from the floor during the Regional 
Caucuses or during at-large elections, if required, at the Annual Membership 
Meeting.  
 
For those member LAFCos who cannot send a representative to the Annual Meeting 
an electronic ballot will be made available if requested in advance.  
 
Should your Commission nominate a candidate, the Chair of your Commission must 
complete the attached Nomination Form and the Candidate’s Resume Form, or 
provide the specified information in another format other than a resume.  
Commissions may also include a letter of recommendation or resolution in support of 
their nominee.  The nomination forms and materials must be received by the 
CALAFCO Executive Director no later than Monday, July 29th, 2013. 

 
 

CALAFCO 
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Please forward nominations to: 
 
 CALAFCO Recruitment Committee c/o Executive Director 
 California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions 
 1215 K Street, Suite 1650 
 Sacramento, California 95814 
 FAX: 916-442-6535 

 
Electronic filing of nomination forms and materials is encouraged to facilitate the recruitment 
process.  Please send e-mails with forms and materials to info@calafco.org. Alternatively, 
nomination forms and materials can be mailed or faxed to the above address. 

 
Attached please find a copy of the CALAFCO Board of Directors Nomination and Election 
Procedures. Members of the 2014 CALAFCO Recruitment Committee are: 
 

Chair - Jerry Gladbach, Los Angeles LAFCo (Southern Region)  
jgladbach@calafco.org  626-204-6500 

  
Robert Bergman, Nevada LAFCo (Northern Region)  
rbergman@calafco.org  530-265-7180 
 
Gay Jones, Sacramento LAFCo (Central Region)  
gjones@calafco.org  916-874-6458 
  
Mike McGill, Contra Costa LAFCo (Coastal Region)  
mmcgill@calafco.org  925-335-1094 
 
Elliot Mulberg, Associate Member and former CALAFCO Board Member 
Mulberg@gmail.com  916-217-8393 

 
Former CALAFCO Board Member and Associate Member Elliot Mulberg has agreed to once 
again assist CALAFCO with the election process. We appreciate and value his expertise. 
Questions about the election process can be directed to him at elliot@mulberg.com or  
916-217-8393. 
 
Please consider joining us! 
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Key Timeframes for 
Nominations Process 

Days*  
90 Nomination announcement 
30 Nomination deadline 
14 Committee report released 

*Days prior to annual membership meeting
  

 
Board of Directors Nomination and Election 

Procedures and Forms 
 
The procedures for nominations and election of the CALAFCO Board of Directors [Board] are 
designed to assure full, fair and open consideration of all candidates, provide confidential balloting 
for contested positions and avoid excessive demands on the time of those participating in the 
CALAFCO Annual Conference. 
 
The Board nomination and election procedures shall be: 
 
1. APPOINTMENT OF A RECRUITMENT COMMITTEE 

 
a. Following the Annual Membership Meeting the Board shall appoint a Committee of four 

members of the Board.  The Recruitment Committee shall consist of one member from each 
region whose term is not ending. 

 
b. The Board shall appoint one of the members of the Recruitment Committee to serve as 

Chairman.  The CALAFCO Executive Officer shall appoint a CALAFCO staff member to serve as 
staff for the Recruitment Committee in cooperation with the CALAFCO Executive Director. 

 
c. Each region shall designate a regional representative to serve as staff liaison to the 

Recruitment Committee. 
 

d. Goals of the Committee are to encourage and solicit candidates by region who represent 
member LAFCos across the spectrum of geography, size, and urban-suburban-rural 
population, and to provide oversight of the elections process. 

 
2. ANNOUNCEMENT TO ALL MEMBER LAFCOs 

 
a. No later than three months prior to the Annual Membership Meeting, the Recruitment 

Committee Chair shall send an announcement to each LAFCo for distribution to each 
commissioner and alternate.  The announcement shall include the following: 

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

 
ii. A regional map including LAFCos listed by region. 

 
iii. The dates by which all nominations must be received by the Recruitment Committee. The 

deadline shall be no later than 30 days prior to the opening of the Annual Conference.  
Nominations received after the closing date shall be returned to the proposing LAFCo 
marked “Received too late for Nominations Committee action.” 

 
iv. The names of the Recruitment Committee members with 

the Committee Chair’s LAFCo address and phone number, 
and the names and contact information for each of the 
regional representatives. 

 
v. The address to send the nominations forms. 
 
vi. A form for a Commission to use to nominate a candidate 

and a candidate resume form of no more than one page each to be completed for each 
nominee.   

 
b.  No later than four months before the annual membership meeting, the Recruitment 

Committee Chair shall send an announcement to the Executive Director for distribution to 
each member LAFCo and for publication in the newsletter and on the website. The 
announcement shall include the following: 

 

 



i. A statement clearly indicating which offices are subject to the election. 
 
ii.  The specific date by which all nominations must be received by the Recruitment 

Committee.  Nominations received after the closing dates shall be returned to the 
proposing LAFCo marked “Received too late for Recruitment Committee action.” 

 
iii. The names of the Recruitment Committee members with the Committee Chair’s LAFCo 

address and phone number, and the names and contact information for each of the 
regional representatives. 

iv. Requirement that nominated individual must be a commissioner or alternate 
commissioner from a member in good standing within the region.  

 
c. A copy of these procedures shall be posted on the web site. 

 
3. THE RECRUITMENT COMMITTEE 
 

a. The Recruitment Committee and the regional representatives have the responsibility to 
monitor nominations and help assure that there are adequate nominations from each region 
for each seat up for election. No later than two weeks prior to the Annual Conference, the 
Recruitment Committee Chair shall distribute to the members the Committee Report 
organized by regions, including copies of all nominations and resumes, which are received 
prior to the end of the nomination period. 

 
b. At the close of the nominations the Recruitment Committee shall prepare regional ballots. 

Each region will receive a ballot specific to that region. Each region shall conduct a caucus at 
the Annual Conference for the purpose of electing their designated seats. Caucus elections 
must be held prior to the annual membership meeting at the conference. The Executive 
Director or assigned staff along with a member of the Recruitment committee shall tally 
ballots at each caucus and provide the Recruitment Committee the names of the elected 
Board members and any open seats. In the event of a tie, the staff and Recruitment 
Committee member shall immediately conduct a run-off ballot of the tied candidates.    

c. Make available sufficient copies of the Committee Report for each Voting Member by the 
beginning of the Annual Conference. 

 
d. Make available blank copies of the nomination forms and resume forms to accommodate 

nominations from the floor at either the caucuses or the annual meeting (if an at-large 
election is required). 

 
e. Advise the Annual Conference Planning Committee to provide “CANDIDATE” ribbons to all 

candidates attending the Annual Conference. 
 

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

 
g. Regional elections shall be conducted as described in Section 4 below. The representative 

from the Recruitment Committee shall serve as the Presiding Officer for the purpose of the 
caucus election.   

 
h. Following the regional elections, in the event that there are open seats for any offices subject 

to the election, the Recruitment Committee Chair shall notify the Chair of the Board of 
Directors that an at-large election will be required at the annual membership meeting and to 
provide a list of the number and category of seats requiring an at-large election. 

  



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

 
a. Any LAFCo in good standing shall have the option to request an electronic ballot if there will 

be no representative attending the annual meeting. 

b. LAFCos requesting an electronic ballot shall do so in writing no later than 30 days prior to the 
annual meeting. 

c. The Executive Director shall distribute the electronic ballot no later than two weeks prior to 
the annual meeting. 

d. LAFCo must return the ballot electronically to the executive director no later than three days 
prior to the annual meeting. 

e. LAFCos voting under this provision may discard their electronic ballot if a representative is 
able to attend the annual meeting. 

f. LAFCos voting under this provision may only vote for the candidates nominated by the 
Recruitment Committee. 

 
5. AT THE TIME FOR ELECTIONS DURING THE REGIONAL CAUCUSES OR ANNUAL MEMBERSHIP 

MEETING 
 

a. The Recruitment Committee Chairman, another member of the Recruitment Committee, or 
the Chair’s designee (hereafter called the Presiding Officer) shall: 

 
i. Review the election procedure with the membership. 

 
ii. Present the Recruitment Committee Report (previously distributed). 

 
iii. Call for nominations from the floor by category for those seats subject to this election:  

1. For city member. 
2. For county member. 
3. For public member. 
4. For special district member. 

 
b. To make a nomination from the floor, a LAFCo, which is in good standing, shall identify itself 

and then name the category of vacancy and individual being nominated. The nominator may 
make a presentation not to exceed two minutes in support of the nomination. 

 
c. When there are no further nominations for a category, the Presiding Officer shall close the 

nominations for that category. 
d. The Presiding Officer shall conduct a “Candidates Forum”.  Each candidate shall be given 

time to make a brief statement for their candidacy. 
 

e. The Presiding Officer shall then conduct the election: 
 

i. For categories where there are the same number of candidates as vacancies, the 
Presiding Officer shall: 

 
1. Name the nominees and offices for which they are nominated. 
 
2. Call for a voice vote on all nominees and thereafter declare those unopposed 

candidates duly elected. 
 

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



shall: 
 

1. Poll the LAFCos in good standing by written ballot. 
 
2. Each LAFCo in good standing may cast its vote for as many nominees as there 

are vacancies to be filled.  The vote shall be recorded on a tally sheet. 
 
3. With assistance from CALAFCO staff, tally the votes cast and announce the 

results. 
 

iii. Election to the Board shall occur as follows: 
 

1. The nominee receiving the majority of votes cast is elected. 
 

2. In the case of no majority, the two nominees receiving the two highest number of 
votes cast shall face each other in a run-off election. 

 
3. In case of tie votes: 

 
a.  A second run-off election shall be held with the same two nominees. 

 
b.  If there remains a tie after the second run-off, the winner shall be determined 

by a draw of lots. 
 

4. In the case of two vacancies, any candidate receiving a majority of votes cast is 
elected.  
 
a. In the case of no majority for either vacancy, the three nominees receiving 

the three highest number of votes cast shall face each other in a run-off 
election. 

 
b. In the case of no majority for one vacancy, the two nominees receiving the 

second and third highest number of votes cast shall face each other in a run-
off election. 

 
c. In the event of a tie, a second run-off election shall be held with the tied 

nominees. If there remains a tie after the second run-off election the winner 
shall be determined by a draw of lots. 

 
6. ADDITIONAL PROCEDURES 

 
a. For categories where there are more candidates than vacancies, names will be listed in the 

order nominated. 
 

b. The Recruitment Committee Chair shall announce and introduce all Board Members elected 
at the Regional Caucuses at the annual business meeting. 

 
c. In the event that Board seats remain unfilled after a Regional Caucus, an election will be 

held immediately at the annual business meeting to fill the position at-large. Nominations will 
be taken from the floor and the election process will follow the procedures described in 
Section 4 above. Any commissioner or alternate from a member LAFCo may be nominated 
for at-large seats.  

 
d. Seats elected at-large become subject to regional election at the expiration of the term. Only 

representatives from the region may be nominated for the seat.  
 

e. As required by the Bylaws, the members of the Board shall meet as soon as possible after 
election of new board members for the purpose of electing officers, determining meeting 
places and times for the coming year, and conducting any other necessary business. 

7. LOSS OF ELECTION IN HOME LAFCO 

Board Members and candidates who lose elections in their home office shall notify the Executive 



Director within 15 days of the certification of the election. 
 
8. FILLING BOARD VACANCIES 

Vacancies on the Board of Directors may be filled by appointment by the Board for the balance of 
the unexpired term. Appointees must be from the same category as the vacancy, and should be 
from the same region.   

 
 
These policies and procedures were adopted by the CALAFCO Board of Directors on 12 January 2007 and amended on 9 November 2007 , 8 February 2008, 
13 February 2009, 12 February 2010, 18 February 2011, and 29 April 2011.  They supersede all previous versions of the policies.

 

CALAFCO Regions 



The counties in each of the four regions consist of the following:  

 

Northern Region Coastal Region 
Butte Alameda 
Colusa Contra Costa 
Del Norte Marin 
Glenn Monterey 
Humboldt Napa 
Lake San Benito 
Lassen San Francisco 
Mendocino San Luis Obispo 
Modoc San Mateo 
Nevada Santa Barbara 
Plumas Santa Clara 
Shasta Santa Cruz 
Sierra Solano 
Siskiyou Sonoma 
Sutter Ventura 
Tehama  
Trinity CONTACT: Lou Ann Texeira, Contra Costa  
Yuba LAFCo 
 ltexe@lafco.cccounty.us 
CONTACT:  Steve Lucas, Butte LAFCo 
slucas@buttecounty.net Central Region 
 Alpine  
 Amador  
 Calaveras  
Southern Region El Dorado 
Orange Fresno 
Los Angeles Inyo 
Imperial Kern 
Riverside Kings 
San Bernardino Madera 
San Diego Mariposa 
 Merced 
CONTACT:  Sam Martinez, Mono 
San Bernardino LAFCo Placer 
smartinez@lafco.sbcounty.gov Sacramento 
 San Joaquin 
 Stanislaus 
 Tulare 
 Tuolumne  
 Yolo  
 
 CONTACT:  Marjorie Blom, Stanislaus LAFCo 

blomm@stancounty.com



 
 

Board of Directors 

2013 Nominations Form 
 
 

Nomination to the CALAFCO Board of Directors 
 

 
In accordance with the Nominations and Election Procedures of CALAFCO,  

  LAFCo of the   Region  

Nominates   

for the (check one)   City   County  Special District   Public 

Position on the CALAFCO Board of Directors to be filled by election at the next Annual 

Membership Meeting of the Association. 

 
 

 
 

   
LAFCo Chair 

 
 

   
Date 

NOTICE OF DEADLINE 
 

Nominations must be received by July 29, 2013 
to be considered by the Recruitment Committee. 
Send completed nominations to: 
CALAFCO Recruitment Committee 
CALAFCO 
1215 K Street, Suite 1650 
Sacramento, CA 95814 



 
 

Board of Directors 
Candidate Resume Form 

 

Nominated By:      LAFCo Date:   

Region (please check one):     Northern   Coastal   Central   Southern 
 
Category (please check one):     City   County   Special District   Public 

Candidate Name   

 Address   

 Phone Office   Mobile   

 e-mail  @  
 
Personal and Professional Background: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LAFCo Experience: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CALAFCO or State-level Experience: 
 
 
 
 
 

Date Received  

  



Availability: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Other Related Activities and Comments: 
 
 
 

 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

NOTICE OF DEADLINE 
 

Nominations must be received by July 29, 2013 
to be considered by the Recruitment Committee. 
Send completed nominations to: 
CALAFCO Recruitment Committee 
CALAFCO 
1215 K Street, Suite 1650 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
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…Fewer Resources & 
  Higher Expectations 

Retooling for 
The Next 50 
Years… 

 
 

2013 Staff 
Workshop  
Is A Success  
Beautiful downtown Davis 
was the perfect venue for the staff workshop in April, with 
a program full of interesting and informative general 
sessions and an awesome mobile workshop.  There were 
104 paid attendees with 39 LAFCos and 9 associate 
member organizations represented, and 6 sponsors. 
Evaluation results showed a very positive overall rating of 
5.3 on a 6.0 scale. Participants mentioned the quality of 
the session topics and speakers, the location, some 
formatting changes, and the value of networking 
opportunities as some of the highlights. Financially the 
workshop exceeded the goals established by the Board. 
Our thanks to Yolo LAFCo for hosting, Steve Lucas (Butte) 
as Program Chair, all of the Program Committee, and 
those who took the time to attend. A full report will be 
provided to the Board at their July meeting. 
 
2013 Annual Conference Update  
The Planning and Host Committees, under the leadership 
of Josh Susman, SR Jones, Kris 
Berry, José Henríquez, and Sam 
Martinez, are busy creating a 
value-added program and 
experience for this year’s 
conference, and we look forward 
to seeing everyone there. This year’s theme is “Clarity of 
Vision: The Golden Age of LAFCo”, to celebrate LAFCo’s 
50th anniversary. There will be an exciting Mobile 
Workshop, program full of hot and relevant topics, and a 
number of invited special guests. Details are located on 
the CALAFCO website, and registration packets will be 
made available by June 1. 
 
 

2013 CALAFCO Board 
Elections and Awards 
Nominations Packets Distributed 
Packets for the 2013 CALAFCO Board of 

Directors elections and Achievement Awards were 
distributed to all LAFCOs. Please note the deadlines for 
submission for these important documents. Both packets 
are also available in the members section of the 
CALAFCO website. 
 

 
CALAFCO U Course June 6th                          
There is still space in the June 6th session on 
Performance Measures and Other MSR Strategies in San 
Luis Obispo. Registration information and session details 
are on the CALAFCO website. Don’t delay…register today! 
 
2013 – 2015 Strategic Plan Updates 
The Board adopted the CALAFCO 2013-2015 Strategic 
Plan and amended the 2013 CALAFCO Legislative 
Policies to align with the Strategic Plan. The emphasis of 
the plan is continued member services and advocacy of 
LAFCos role in orderly growth, preservation of agricultural  

 

and open space lands and efficient municipal services, 
and continued commitment to educational opportunities. 
Strategy highlights include gaining greater membership 
participation in hosting, planning, executing and attending 
conferences and workshops; continue to increase 
communication among member organizations; increase 
awareness and effectiveness in local legislative advocacy; 
continue upgrades to the CALAFCO website; expand 
associate membership; and increase revenue through 
creative and value-added sponsorship opportunities. 

CALAFCO Board Actions 
During their regular meeting on May 3, the Board took a 
number of other actions and received updates as follows: 

 The quarterly financial reports were reviewed and 
the budget is on track for the year. All financial 
reports are located on the website. 

 The Board approved renewal of the contract with 
Alta Mesa Group and Mr. James Gladfelter for CPA 
services to CALAFCO. 

 The Board adopted the FY 2013/2014 budget, 
which is available on the CALAFCO website. 

 GC§56133 – The Board received an update that 
the subcommittee appointed by Chair Ted Novelli is 
still working on amended language and will provide 
a report and recommendation to the Board at their 
July 12 meeting. 

 
Legislative Activities 
The legislature is in full swing as the Assembly and Senate 
wrap up passing bills out of their respective houses. By 
now many of the bills CALAFCO has been tracking have 
dropped off as either dead or a two-year bill. As of this 
writing, here is an update on CALAFCO bills of importance: 

 AB 453 (Mullin) CALAFCO Sponsored bill. Would 
allow LAFCos to apply directly for grants that 
support the preparation of sustainable community 
strategies and other planning efforts. Made it out of 
Assembly Appropriations suspense file and onto the 
Assembly floor for passage. 

 AB678 (Gordon) As amended, requires Health Care 
Districts that do not operate their own hospital 
facilities to create every 5 years, an assessment of 
the community health needs and requires LAFCos to 
include in a MSR the Health Care District's 5-year 
assessment. Passed Assembly now in Senate 
awaiting committee assignment. 

 AB 743 (Logue) Amended to eliminate the January 
1, 2014 sunset date on annexation of island areas, 
and changes the effective island creation date to 
01/01/14. Passed Assembly now in Senate 
scheduled for a June 5 hearing in Senate Gov. & 
Finance Committee. 

 AB 1427 (ALGC Omnibus) CALAFCO Sponsored bill. 
Passed Assembly now in Senate awaiting 
committee assignment. 

 SB 56 (Roth) Reinstates revenues through ERAF 
(backfilled by the state general Fund) for cities 
incorporating after 2005 and annexations of 
inhabited territories. Held in SLG&F Committee. 

NNeewwss  ffrroomm  tthhee  BBooaarrdd  ooff  DDiirreeccttoorrss  

CCAALLAAFFCCOO  QQUUAARRTTEERRLLYY    MMaayy  22001133 
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