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LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
Monday, March 2, 2026 

Doors Open: 8:00 A.M.  
Meeting Starts: 8:15 A.M. 

In-Person Participation 
County Administration Center 

1600 Pacific Highway, Room 302 
San Diego, California 

Video-Teleconference Participation 
https://www.zoom.us/join  

Meeting ID 895 6767 7168 | Passcode 508649 
(669) 900-9128

Video Viewing Only 
@sandiegolafco9909 

San Diego LAFCO 

Commissioner Appointing Authority Affiliation 

Chair Kristi Becker Cities Selection Committee City of Solana Beach 

Vice Chair Barry Willis Independent Special Districts Alpine Fire Protection  

Paloma Aguirre Board of Supervisors County of San Diego  

Joel Anderson Board of Supervisors County of San Diego 

Brigette Browning Commission General Public  

Jo MacKenzie Independent Special Districts Vista Irrigation 

Stephen Whitburn  Mayor of the City of San Diego City of San Diego 

Dane White Cities Selection Committee City of Escondido 

Alternate Eileen Delaney Commission General Public 

Alternate David A. Drake Independent Special Districts Rincon del Diablo MWD 

Alternate John McCann Cities Selection Committee City of Chula Vista 

Alternate Monica Montgomery Steppe Board of Supervisors County of San Diego 

Alternate Marni von Wilpert Mayor of the City of San Diego City of San Diego 
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Participation Instructions: 

In person attendance by the public is welcomed. LAFCO meets in Room 302 in the County Administration 
Center (1600 Pacific Highway). Three-hour visitor parking is available using the Ash Street entrance.  To 
provide comments on any item, please turn in a speakers slip to LAFCO staff before the item commences. 

Remote participation by video or telephone is welcomed through Zoom by following these instructions.    

Comments by Video Comments by Telephone 
1. Click or type the link found at the top of

the agenda
1. Dial + 1-669-900-9128

2. Type the Meeting ID identified on the top
of this agenda followed by the Passcode

2. Dial the Meeting ID identified at the top of
the agenda followed by the Passcode

3. Click the raise hand icon 3. Dial *9 to raise your hand
4. LAFCO will announce your name as it

appears when it is your turn to speak
4. LAFCO will call out the last 4 digits of your

phone number when it is your turn to speak

5. Click the speaker icon to unmute to speak 5. Dial *6 to unmute yourself

All comments – whether provided in person or remotely (video and telephone) – are limited to three 
minutes for individuals and five minutes for agencies and community organizations.  The Chair may adjust 
the time allowance as they deem appropriate in managing the Commission’s business.   

Remote participation by e-mail is also welcomed by sending comments to Commission Clerk Erica Sellen 
at erica.sellen@sdcounty.ca.gov.   

• All e-mails received before 3:00 P.M. one business day before the meeting will be forwarded to
the Commission and posted online prior to the start of the meeting.

• All e-mails received after 3:00 P.M. one business day before the meeting and up until the
conclusion of the item by the Commission will be noted for the record by LAFCO staff with a
good-faith summary and subsequently posted online.

The Commission may proceed with the meeting, even where there is a disruption that prevents the 
Commission from broadcasting the meeting to members of the public or from receiving public comment 
from members of the public using a call-in option or internet-based service option, unless such disruption 
prevents a member of the Commission  is participating under Government Code Section 54953, 
subdivision (e) or (f). 

Public Accommodations: 

Assistance for the disabled is available by contacting LAFCO staff prior to the meeting.  To the extent 
possible, accommodation requests should be submitted at least 72 hours in advance.   

Spanish language translation services are readily available at LAFCO meetings. Translation services 
covering other languages may be made available upon request at least 72 hours prior to the meeting.  

Contact Information: 

Erica Sellen 
Commission Clerk  
2550 Fifth Avenue, Suite 725 
San Diego, California 92103 
T:  619-321-3380 
F:  619-404-6508 
E:  erica.sellen@sdcounty.ca.gov 
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1. 8:15 A.M. – CALL TO ORDER BY CHAIR  
 

a)  Roll Call of Commissioners Present 
b)  Pledge of Allegiance 
 

2. STATEMENT (JUST CAUSE) AND/OR CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST TO PARTICIPATE 
REMOTELY (EMERGENCY CIRCUMSTANCES) BY A COMMISSIONER, IF APPLICABLE. 
 

3. AGENDA REVIEW  
The Executive Officer will summarize the agenda, advise on any requested changes, and disclose 
any supplemental communications received. The Chair will also consider requests from 
Commissioners to rearrange agenda items. 

 
4. PUBLIC EXPRESSION AND  

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO REQUEST DISCUSSION ON CONSENT ITEMS 
Opportunity for members of the public to speak on any subject matter within the Commission's 
growth management duties and interests that is not on the agenda.  Speakers are limited to three 
minutes.  This is also an opportunity to request discussion on a consent calendar item. 
 

5. CONSENT ITEMS 
All items calendared as consent are considered ministerial and subject to approval by a single 
motion.  The Chair will consider requests by Commissioners to pull items for discussion. 
 

a) Approval of Meeting Minutes for February 2, 2026 (action)  
The Commission will consider action minutes from the February 2, 2026 meeting prepared by 
the Commission Clerk.  Staff recommends approval as presented.  (Pages 7-16) 
 

b) Commission Ratification | Recorded Payments for January 2026 (action) 
The Commission will review a report of all payments made and received for January 2026.  Staff 
recommends ratifying payments as presented.  (Pages 17-22) 

 
c) Proposed “Goodwin–Pine Valley Improvement Club Change of Organization” |   

Annexation to San Diego County Sanitation District (CO25-13) (action) 
The Commission will consider a change of organization proposal initiated by landowner 
petition to annex 0.7 acres of unincorporated territory in Pine Valley to the San Diego County 
Sanitation District.  The affected territory is developed with an existing commercial facility – 
Pine Valley Clubhouse – and lies entirely within the County SD sphere of influence. The 
proposal fulfills a prior LAFCO condition authorizing a temporary outside wastewater service 
extension approved in July 2025 in response to a documented public health and safety threat 
posed by the septic system's proximity to a non‐conforming well on‐site. Annexation would 
replace the temporary service arrangement as the preferred alternative for permanent 
service.  Staff recommends approval of the proposal as submitted, including waiver of protest 
proceedings and adoption of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exemption findings 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15320. (Pages 23-50) 

 
d) Report on Applicant Proposals (information) 

The Commission will receive a status report on active and anticipated applicant proposals.  
Information only. (Pages 51-62) 
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CONSENT ITEMS CONTINUED… 
 

e) Legislative Report (information) 
The Commission will receive an update on active legislation relevant to the agency's 
regulatory and planning responsibilities.  Information only.  (Pages 63-66) 
 

f) Approval of Multi-Year Independent Audit Contract, FY26 through FY29 (action) 
The Commission will consider approval of a four-year independent audit contract with Davis 
Farr, LLP (Irvine) to provide financial statement auditing services beginning with fiscal year 
2025-2026 through 2028-2029.  The recommendation follows a competitive request for 
proposals process conducted jointly by San Diego and three other LAFCOs (Los Angeles, 
Orange, and San Bernardino) through a newly formed partnership, Alliance of LAFCOs.  It also 
satisfies a separate workplan project. Davis Farr was the top-ranked firm among three 
respondents based on an evaluation of cost, work plan, qualifications, and project schedule.  
The proposed first-year expense for San Diego totals $12,350 with gradual yearly increases 
before reaching $13,620 in the final year. Staff recommends approval of the independent 
audit expense with Davis Farr in the amount of $12,350 to provide an audit report for 24-25.  
(Pages 67-184) 
 

6. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS |  
COMMISSIONER DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 
Public hearing items require expanded public notification per provisions in State law or have been 
voluntarily scheduled by the Executive Officer to ensure opportunity for public input.  All public 
hearing items require verbal disclosures by Commissions regarding any material communications.  
 

a) Proposed Draft Workplan and Budget for 2026-2027 (action)  
The Commission will consider the Executive Officer's recommendations to approve a 
proposed draft workplan and budget for FY 2026–2027.  Both items largely continue current 
priorities and funding levels with targeted enhancements.  The draft workplan is anchored by 
several municipal service reviews, including the expected completion of studies covering 
wholesale water service providers, healthcare districts, and SANDAG.  Staff will also continue 
advancing active reviews in the San Marcos, Vista, and Del Mar/Solana Beach regions as well 
as the San Diego Unified Port District. The total budget – combining operating and non-
operating units – is proposed to decrease (8.2%) to $2.904 million in balanced expenses and 
revenues, largely attributable to the winddown of grant activities.  The operating budget is 
set to increase 3.4% – or $90,379 –  primarily driven by the addition of a ninth full-time position 
(Analyst I) with costs partially offset through reduced consultant usage.  A preapproved cost-
of-living adjustment has also been budgeted. Agency apportionments, however, are 
proposed to increase 18.7% – or $407,580 – over the current fiscal year, exceeding the growth 
in operating expenses and entirely attributable to eliminating reserves as offsetting revenues.  
Staff recommends adoption of a resolution approving both items with any desired changes.  
Approval will initiate a public review period with final versions returning for Commission 
consideration in May. (Pages 185-196)  
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PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS CONTINUED… 
 

b) REQUEST TO CONTINUE TO APRIL 6, 2026 |  
Draft Municipal Service Review on City of Carlsbad 
The Commission will consider a request to continue this item to its April 6, 2026 meeting. This 
item involves a noticed public hearing for San Diego LAFCO to consider a draft municipal service 
review covering the City of Carlsbad. Staff recommends the Commission open the hearing, 
receive any public testimony, and continue the matter to the next regular meeting on April 6, 
2026.  The continuance will allow the City additional time to review the draft, which has been 
substantively updated by LAFCO staff to address comments received during the 60-day 
administrative review period. (Pages 197-198)  

 
7. BUSINESS CALENDAR  

Business items involve regulatory, planning, or other items that do not require a noticed hearing. 
 

a) Progress Report on 2025-2026 Workplan (discussion)  
The Commission will receive a quarterly update on the current fiscal year workplan and 
related staff activities.  The item has been elevated to the business calendar at the suggestion 
of the Chair to provide greater visibility into workplan status, with particular focus on high-
priority projects, as part of a new quarterly review practice.   This item is for discussion only, 
with the opportunity for the Commission to identify potential amendments for consideration 
at a future meeting.  (Pages 199-204) 

 

b) Development of Weighted Water Rate Comparisons | 
Presentation of Draft Report by Kennedy Water Consulting, LLC (discussion) 
The Commission will receive an update on the development of water rate comparators 
underway by the Special Districts Advisory Committee with the assistance of Kennedy Water 
Consulting, LLC and support from LAFCO staff.   The report’s intended use is as a diagnostic 
tool in future municipal service reviews.   The update is provided consistent with an earlier 
request by Commissioner MacKenzie to review the work with an opportunity for the 
Commission to provide feedback.   (Pages 205-242) 

 
c) Request to Authorize the Cities Advisory Committee to Conduct Meetings Remotely and 

Related Findings (action) 
The Commission will consider authorizing its Cities Advisory Committee (CAC) to conduct 
meetings remotely in accordance with Senate Bill No. 707 (“SB 707”) and Government Code 
Section 54953.8.6. Effective January 1, 2026, SB 707 permits a governing legislative body to 
authorize an eligible subsidiary advisory body to meet via teleconference under specified 
conditions. The CAC qualifies as an eligible advisory body under State law and authorization 
of remote meetings requires the Commission to adopt prescribed findings, including 
designation of a primary physical meeting location for purposes of public access and agenda 
posting.  This item is presented for Commission consideration and action. Staff recommend 
approval of the requested authorization and adoption of the required findings.  
(Pages 243-252) 
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BUSINESS ITEMS CONTINUED… 
 

d) Adoption of a Formal Parliamentary Procedure and Amendment to Article II (Meetings) of 
the Commission’s Rules (action) 
The Commission will consider adopting a formal parliamentary procedure and amending 
Article II (Meetings) of the Commission’s Rules to explicitly identify the procedural authority 
governing the conduct of Commission meetings. The Commission may consider adopting 
either Rosenberg’s Rules of Order or Robert’s Rules of Order. Historically, the Commission 
has operated under Rosenberg’s Rules of Order as a matter of practice; however, the 
Commission’s current Rules do not expressly designate a parliamentary authority. Deputy 
Commission Counsel, Aleks Giragosian, will provide a brief verbal presentation outlining key 
distinctions between the two frameworks for Commission consideration. Staff recommend 
the Commission consider both options and take action to adopt a formal parliamentary 
procedure, with a corresponding amendment to Article II (Meetings) to reflect the 
Commission’s selected authority. (Pages 253-274) 
 

8. EXECUTIVE OFFICER REPORT  

 
9. COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS & REQUESTS FOR FUTURE ITEMS  

 
10. ADJOURNMENT  
 

 
Attest to Posting:  
 
 

Erica Sellen 
Commission Clerk  
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Administration 
Keene Simonds, Executive Officer 
2550 Fifth Avenue, Suite 725 
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T  619.321.3380 
E lafco@sdcounty.ca.gov 
www.sdlafco.org  

Paloma Aguirre 
County of San Diego  
 

Joel Anderson  
County of San Diego 
 

Monica M. Steppe, Alt. 
County of San Diego   

San Diego County  
Local Agency Formation Commission 
Regional Service Planning | Subdivision of the State of California 

Vice Chair Barry Willis  
Alpine Fire Protection  
 

Jo MacKenzie  
Vista Irrigation  
 

   David Drake, Alt. 
   Rincon del Diablo 

Chair Kristi Becker 
City of Solana Beach 
 

Dane White 
City of Escondido  
 

John McCann Alt.  
City of Chula Vista  

Brigette Browning  
General Public  
 

Eileen Delaney, Alt.  
General Public  

Stephen Whitburn 
City of San Diego  
 

Marni von Wilpert, Alt.  
City of San Diego  

 
5a 

AGENDA REPORT 
Consent | Action 

 
 
March 2, 2026 
 
TO:  Chair Becker and Commissioners  
 
FROM:  Erica Sellen, Commission Clerk    
       
SUBJECT:  Approval of Meeting Minutes | 

Regular Meeting of February 2, 2026 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
SUMMARY 
 

The  San Diego County  Local Agency  Formation Commission  (LAFCO) will  consider draft 
minutes prepared  for  the  regular meeting held on February  2,  2026. The minutes are  in 
action form and being presented for formal Commission approval.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 

The Ralph M. Brown Act was enacted by the State Legislature in 1953 and – among other 
items – requires public agencies to maintain records for qualifying meetings.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
This item is for San Diego LAFCO to consider approving action minutes for the February 2, 
2026 regular meeting.  The attendance record for the meeting follows.  
 

 All regular Commissioners were present. 
 

 All  alternate  Commissioners  were  present  except  David  Drake  (Rincon  del  Diablo 
MWD), John McCann (City of Chula Vista), Monica Montgomery Steppe (County of San 
Diego) and Marni von Wilpert (City of San Diego). 
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ANALYSIS 
 

The attached draft minutes for the February 2, 2026 regular meeting accurately reflect San 
Diego LAFCO’s deliberations as recorded by the Commission Clerk.  A video recording of the 
meeting has also been posted on the Commission’s website (www.sdlafco.org).  
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 

It is recommended San Diego LAFCO approve the draft minutes prepared for the February 2, 
2026 regular meeting as presented.  This recommendation is consistent with Alternative One 
outlined in the proceeding section.  
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION  
 

The following alternatives are available to San Diego LAFCO: 
 

Alternative One (recommended):  
Approve the attached draft minutes prepared for the February 2, 2026 regular meeting 
with any requested corrections or clarifications.  
 

Alternative Two: 
Continue the item to the next regular meeting and provide direction as needed.     

 
PROCEDURES  
 
This item has been placed on San Diego LAFCO’s agenda as part of the consent calendar.  A 
successful motion to approve the consent calendar will include taking affirmative action on 
the staff recommendation as provided unless otherwise specified by the Commission. 
 
Respectfully,  
 

 
Erica Sellen 
Commission Clerk 
 
 
Attachment:  
 

1) Draft Meeting Minutes for February 2, 2026 
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Agenda Item No. 5a | Attachment One 

 
DRAFT MINUTES 

SAN DIEGO LAFCO REGULAR MEETING 
February 2, 2026 

 
1. 8:15 A.M. – CALL TO ORDER BY CHAIR 

 

Item 1a 
ROLL CALL OF COMMISSIONERS PRESENT 
 

The regular meeting was called to order at 8:19 a.m. by Chair Whitburn. The Commission 
Clerk performed the roll call with the following attendance recorded.  

 

Regulars Present:   Paloma Aguirre, County of San Diego 
Joel Anderson, County of San Diego 
Kristi Becker, City of Solana Beach 
Brigette Browning, Public  
Jo MacKenzie, Vista Irrigation District 
Stephen Whitburn, City of San Diego (CHAIR) 
Dane White, City of Escondido 
Barry Willis, Alpine Fire Protection District (VICE CHAIR) 

 

Alternates Present:  Eileen Delaney, Public  
   

Members Absent:  David Drake, Rincon del Diablo Municipal Water District (alternate) 
        John McCann, City of Chula Vista (alternate) 

Monica Montgomery Steppe, County of San Diego (alternate) 
Marni von Wilpert, City of San Diego (alternate) 

 

The Commission Clerk confirmed a quorum with eight voting members present. 
 

Also present at the time of roll call were the following LAFCO staff members: Executive 
Officer  Keene  Simonds,  Assistant  Executive  Officer  Priscilla Mumpower,  Commission 
Counsel Aleks Giragosian, Local Government Analyst II Michaela Peters, Local Government 
Analyst  I  Joelle  Burila,  Local Government Analyst  I Meghan  Traynor,  Communications 
Associate Aiden Velasquez, GIS Analyst Dieu Ngu, and Commission Clerk Erica Sellen.   

 
Item 1b 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

 

Commissioner Anderson led the Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
2. STATEMENT  (JUST CAUSE) AND/OR CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST TO PARTICIPATE 

REMOTELY (EMERGENCY CIRCUMSTANCES) BY A COMMISSIONER, IF APPLICABLE 
   

None. 
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3. AGENDA REVIEW  
 

Chair Whitburn asked Executive Officer Simonds if there were any requests to remove or 
rearrange  items on  the  agenda.    Executive Officer  Simonds  stated no  changes  to  the 
agenda  were  needed  while  also  noting  one  piece  of  supplemental  correspondence 
involving Agenda Item 7a. 
 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT AND 
OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TO REQUEST DISCUSSION ON CONSENT ITEMS 
 

Chair Whitburn invited anyone from the public to address the Commission on a matter not 
directly related to an agenda item.  
 

The following in‐person registered speaker addressed the Commission: 
 

‐ Alisha Morrison 
 

The Commission Clerk confirmed there was one remote speaker: 
 

‐ Tedi Jackson, Protect Rural Escondido  
 

The Commission Clerk confirmed there were no other registered speakers (audience or 
remote) or live e‐mail comments. 
 

5. CONSENT ITEMS 
 

Item 5a 
Approval of Meeting Minutes for December 1, 2025 
Item presented to approve draft action minutes prepared for the Commission’s December 
1, 2025 meeting.  Recommendation to approve.  

 

Item 5b 
Commission Ratification | Recorded Payments for November and December 2025 
Item presented to ratify recorded payments made and received by the Executive Officer 
for the months of November and December 2025.  Recommendation to ratify.  
 

Item 5c 

Budget Update for 2025‐2026 |  

Second Quarter Actuals with Year‐End Projections  

Item presented to review a report comparing budgeted and actual transactions through 
the second quarter of 2025‐2026 and related analysis. The Commission finished the second 
quarter expending 40% of total budgeted expenses while collecting 71% of total budgeted 
revenues.  Recommendation to accept the report. 

 

Item 5d 
Progress Report on 2025‐2026 Workplan 
Item presented  to  receive a workplan update on  the 30 special projects scheduled  for 
2025‐2026.  Information only. 
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CONSENT ITEMS CONTINUED… 
 

Item 5e  
Annual Report | 2025 
Sphere of Influence and Municipal Service Review Summary of Actions  
Item presented to receive an annual report chronicling sphere of influence and municipal 
service review actions in San Diego County. The report marks the Commission approving 
11  distinct  sphere  actions. No municipal  service  reviews were  completed  in  2025.  The 
annual  report  serves  as  the  official  registry  cataloging  all  related  actions. 
Recommendation to receive and file. 
 

Item 5f 
Proposed “Halstead – Olivewood Lane Change of Organization” |   
Annexation to San Diego County Sanitation District (CO25‐11) 
Item presented  to  consider  a  change of organization proposal  initiated by  landowner 
petition to annex 15.37 acres of unincorporated territory in Alpine to the San Diego County 
Sanitation  District  (SD).  The  affected  territory  lies within  the  County  SD’s  sphere  of 
influence and is currently developed with a single‐family residence and equestrian‐related 
structures  at  1545  Olivewood  Lane.    Recommendation  to  approve  the  proposal  as 
submitted,  including waiver  of  protest  proceedings.  It  is  also  recommended  that  the 
Commission adopt California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exemption findings and 
determine the project exempt under CEQA Guidelines Section 15320. 
 

Item 5g 
Legislative Report  
Item presented to receive an update on active  legislation relevant to the Commission’s 
regulatory and planning responsibilities.  Information only.   

 

Item 5h 
Report on Applicant Proposals 
Item presented to receive a status report on active and anticipated applicant proposals.  
Information only. 

 

Item 5i 
Special Districts Advisory Committee Election Results  
Item presented  to  receive  results  from  the  recent election  to  fill  seven of  the Special 
Districts Advisory Committee’s 15 seats.  Recommendation to accept the election results. 
 

Item 5j 
Report on Recent Committee Meeting |   
Special Districts Advisory Committee’s January 16, 2026 Meeting 
Item presented  to  receive a  report on  the most  recent meeting of  its Special Districts 
Advisory Committee held on January 16th.  Information only.    
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CONSENT ITEMS CONTINUED… 
 

Item 5k 
Local Agencies Directory Under LAFCO Oversight  
Item presented  to  receive an annual  local agencies directory prepared pursuant  to  the 
Commission’s adopted workplan providing updated information on all 102 local agencies 
– cities and special districts – subject to the Commission’s planning and regulatory duties.  
Agencies were encouraged to review the directory and provide suggested revisions prior 
to final publication.  Information only. 
 

Item 5l 
Active Professional Services Agreements  
Item presented to receive a complete listing of all active professional services agreements 
supporting agency activities.  Information only. 

 

** 
 

Chair Whitburn invited public comment from the following registered speaker: 
 

‐ Alisha Morrison  
 

**  
 

Commissioner Anderson motioned with a second from Commissioner White to approve 
the consent calendar with staff recommendations (Alternative One) as presented. 

 

Roll call requested:  
 

AYES:  Aguirre, Anderson, Becker, Browning, MacKenzie, Whitburn, White, & Willis 
NOES:    None  
ABSENT:    Drake, McCann, Montgomery Steppe & von Wilpert 
ABSTAINING:  None  
 

The Commission Clerk confirmed the motion was approved 8‐0. 
 

6. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS | 
COMMISSIONER DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 
 

None. 
 
7. BUSINESS ITEMS  
 

Item 7a 
Proposed Legislative Amendments to LAFCO Law |  
Implementing UC Report Recommendations to Expand LAFCOs’ Effectiveness  
Item  presented  to  consider  action  to  support  a  draft  legislative  proposal  to  enhance 
LAFCOs' effectiveness in meeting statutory duties and responsibilities.  The development 
of  the  proposal  is  part  of  the  Commission's  adopted  workplan  and  draws  on 
recommendations from a recent University of California report, with specific amendments  
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BUSINESS ITEMS CONTINUED… 
 

Item 7a Continued… 
 

having been drafted by a stakeholder coalition of LAFCOs – including San Diego staff – and 
nonprofit organizations. The draft proposes three legislative changes: 1) authorize LAFCOs 
to  initiate boundary  changes  and  extraterritorial  services  in  response  to  public  safety 
threats involving water or wastewater; 2) require noticed hearings for municipal service 
reviews and written responses from subject agencies; and 3) extend information‐sharing 
requirements  to  mobile  home  parks  operating  community  water  systems.   
Recommendation to adopt a support position. 
 

Local Government Analyst II Peters provided the staff presentation. 
 

Chair Whitburn  invited  public  comments  from  the  following  registered  speakers with 
stated positions to the staff recommendation noted in parenthesis:  
 

‐ Doyle Morrison (oppose)  
‐ Patricia Sainz (oppose)  
‐ Luis Sainz (oppose)  
‐ Alisha Morrison (oppose)  

 

The Commission Clerk confirmed there were no other registered speakers (audience or 
remote)  or  live  e‐mail  comments  and  noted  email  comments  submitted  before  the 
meeting started would be distributed to Commissioners and posted online. 
 

Chair Whitburn proceeded to  invite questions and comments  from the Commissioners. 
Discussion followed, with some Commissioners supporting continuing the item and others 
expressing to adopt a support position.  
 

Commissioner MacKenzie motioned  to approve Alternative Two as  listed  in  the agenda 
report  to  continue  consideration  of  the  item  to  a  future  meeting.  The  motion  was 
seconded by Commissioner Willis. 
 

Chair  Whitburn  asked  the  Commission  if  there  was  any  discussion  on  the  motion. 
Commissioner White made a substitute motion  to approve Alternative One as  listed  in  the 
agenda  report  to  adopt  a  support  position.  The  substitute  motion  was  seconded  by 
Commissioner Anderson. 
 

**  
 

Commissioner White motioned with a second from Commissioner Anderson to approve 
Alternative One as listed in the agenda report to adopt a support position. 
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BUSINESS ITEMS CONTINUED… 
 

Item 7a Continued… 
 

Roll call requested:  
 

AYES:  Anderson, Becker, Whitburn, & White 
NOES:    Aguirre, Browning, MacKenzie, & Willis 
ABSENT:    Drake, McCann, Montgomery Steppe & von Wilpert 
ABSTAINING:  None  
 

The Commission Clerk confirmed the motion failed due to a tie vote 4‐4. 
 

**  
 

Commissioner MacKenzie motioned with a second from Commissioner Willis to approve 
Alternative Two as listed in the agenda report to continue consideration of the item to the 
next meeting. 

 

Roll call requested:  
 

AYES:  Aguirre, Anderson, Becker, Browning, MacKenzie, Whitburn, White, & Willis 
NOES:    None  
ABSENT:    Drake, McCann, Montgomery Steppe & von Wilpert 
ABSTAINING:  None  
 

The Commission Clerk confirmed the motion was approved 8‐0. 
 

Item 7b 
Chair and Vice Chair Appointments 
Item presented to consider making officer appointments and select a chair and vice chair 
consistent with adopted policy. The appointees will serve the balance of 2026 consistent 
with policy unless otherwise specified. 
 

Chair Whitburn invited comments from the public. The Commission Clerk confirmed there 
were no registered speakers (audience or remote) or live e‐mail comments. 
 

Chair Whitburn  thanked  the Commission  for the opportunity  to serve  for  the past  two 
years and stated he will not be seeking reelection.  
 

Chair Whitburn proceeded to open nominations for Chair and nominated Commissioner 
Becker.  Commissioner  Aguirre  also  nominated  Commissioner  Becker.  Vice  Chair Willis 
nominated himself for Chair. The Chair proceeded to close the nominations and  invited 
Commissioner Becker and Vice Chair Willis to address the Commission. 
 

Chair  Whitburn  proceeded  to  invite  questions  and  comments  from  Commissioners. 
General discussion ensued. 
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BUSINESS ITEMS CONTINUED… 
 

Item 7b Continued… 
 

Chair  Whitburn  reiterated  the  two  Commissioners  nominated  for  Chair  were 
Commissioner  Becker  and  Vice  Chair  Willis.  He  stated  the  vote  for  Chair  would  be 
conducted by a show of hands and whoever had the most hands raised would be Chair.  
 

The votes were as follows. Commissioner Becker 7‐1 and Vice Chair Willis 1‐7. 
 

Chair Whitburn congratulated Commissioner Becker on her appointment. 
 

Chair Whitburn proceeded to open nominations for Vice Chair. Commissioner Anderson 
nominated Vice Chair Willis. The Chair proceeded to close the nominations. 

 

The vote was as follows. Vice Chair Willis 8‐0. 
 

Chair Whitburn congratulated Vice Chair Willis on his appointment and thanked him for his 
continued service. 

 
8. EXECUTIVE OFFICER REPORT 
 

Executive Officer Keene Simonds noted the following items: 
 

‐ Thanked Commissioner Whitburn for his two years of service as the Chair. 
‐ Congratulated newly appointed Chair Becker & Vice Chair Willis on their appointments. 
‐ Noted Analyst I Joelle Burila has returned from family leave. 
‐ Introduced  Commissioners Whitburn  and  Becker’s  staff  liaisons  to  LAFCO:  Bridget 

Naso and Dion Akers. 
 
9. COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS & REQUESTS FOR FUTURE ITEMS 
 

‐ Commissioner Anderson thanked Chair Whitburn for his service as Chair. 
‐ Commissioner MacKenzie requested more information on past Chair rotation. 

 
10. ADJOURNMENT TO NEXT MEETING  

 
With no further business, Chair Whitburn adjourned the meeting at 9:51 a.m.  

 
I hereby attest the minutes above accurately reflect the deliberations of the Commission at 
its February 2, 2026 meeting.  
 
 
ATTEST, 
 
 
Erica Sellen   
Commission Clerk  
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Eileen Delaney, Alt.  
General Public  

Stephen Whitburn 
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5b 

AGENDA REPORT 
Consent | Action 

 
 

March 2, 2026 
 
TO:  Chair Becker and Commissioners  
 
FROM:  Keene Simonds, Executive Officer 

Erica Sellen, Commission Clerk     
       
SUBJECT:  Commission Ratification | 

Recorded Payments for January 2026 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will receive a financial 
report  covering  transactions  for  January  2026.    The  report  documents  $217,618  in  total 
expenses  authorized  by  the  Executive  Officer  and  $17,460  in  payments  received.      All 
transactions are consistent with the adopted budget.   Staff recommends the Commission 
ratify these payments with the option to pull the item for discussion if needed. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
San Diego LAFCO's policies require the Executive Officer to maintain appropriate accounting 
controls  for  all  Commission  financial  transactions.    Competitive  bidding  applies  for 
purchases  between  $10,000  and  $124,999,  unless waived  due  to  unique  circumstances.  
Transactions of $125,000 or more require Commission approval. 
 
DISCUSSION  
 
This  item seeks San Diego LAFCO's ratification of all payments made and received by the 
Executive Officer in January 2026.   Detailed transactions appear in Attachment One.  The 
Commission may pull the item for discussion or provide feedback. 
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ANALYSIS  
 
Expenses  transacted  by  the  Executive  Officer  for  January  2026  total  $217,618.   
Approximately four‐fifths ‐ $178,492 ‐ involves reimbursing the County of San Diego for three 
payroll  periods  and  administrative  support  services,  including  information  technology.  
Professional services account for a significant portion of the remainder, totaling $20,375, 
and cover legal services and consultant support for ongoing intergovernmental work and 
active municipal service reviews (Carlsbad‐Encinitas Region, Wholesale Service Providers, 
Healthcare Districts, and SANDAG).  Additional details on consultant services under contract 
with the Executive Officer are provided  in Appendix A.   Revenues collected total $17,460, 
primarily from two new application filing fees received in January. 
 
RECOMMENDATION  

 
It is recommended that San Diego LAFCO ratify the payments made and received in January 
2026 as presented, consistent with Alternative One below. 
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION 
 
The following alternatives are available to San Diego LAFCO: 
 

Alternative One (recommended): 
Ratify the recorded payments received and made by the Executive Officer for January 
2026 as shown in Attachment One. 
 
Alternative Two:  
Continue to the next regular meeting and provide direction to staff as needed. 
 
Alternative Three 
Take no action.1 

 
PROCEDURES  

 
This item has been placed on San Diego LAFCO’s agenda as part of the consent calendar. A 
successful motion to approve the consent calendar will include taking affirmative action on 
the staff recommendation unless otherwise specified by the Commission.  
 
On behalf of the Executive Officer:  

 
Erica Sellen  
Commission Clerk  

 
1   Payment ratifications are not required under LAFCO policy but are presented to the Commission per practice.  

Appendix: as stated 
Attachment: as stated  
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 SAN DIEGO LAFCO

 Expenses by Vendor Detail
 January 2026

Payable | Receivable Party  Date Account Amount Purpose Type Funding Account

E | Ace Parking

1/21/2026 52530 ∙ Office Lease 1,163.00 Monthly Parking Rent & Guest Parking Validations electronic 1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

E | ADW Consulting LLC

1/21/2026 52370.F ∙ Professional Services  10,275.00 Consultant Services | Intergovernmental electronic 1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

E | After Effects (Adobe)

1/15/2026 52270 ∙ Memberships 19.99 Monthly Adobe DC Pro Upgrade debit card 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

E | Aiden Velasquez

1/29/2026 52332 ∙ Postage 25.17 Reimbursement | Agenda Packet Postage check 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

E | Amazon

1/7/2026 52344 ∙ Stores Unallocated 122.58 General Office Supplies credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Ambius

1/29/2026 52344 ∙ Stores Unallocated 460.28 Monthly Plant Maintenance check 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

E | Anthropic 

1/29/2026 52270 ∙ Memberships 125.00 Monthly Subscription ‐ MSR Illustrations  credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Assura Software

1/5/2026 52074 ∙ Telecommunications 750.00 Website Hosting Support Services electronic 1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

E | AT&T Mobility

1/7/2026 52074 ∙ Telecommunications 999.41 Monthly Cell Phone Bill | LAFCO Staff + Replacement Phone check 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking
1/29/2026 52074 ∙ Telecommunications 539.92 Monthly Cell Phone Bill | LAFCO Staff check 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

1,539.33

E | BJ's Restaurant

1/30/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 122.01 Briefing (EO, AEO, MP & BW) credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Bruegger's Bagels

1/18/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 110.56 SDAC Meeting Refreshments credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Canva

1/8/2026 52270 ∙ Memberships 30.00 Monthly Subscription credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | City SD Parking

1/31/2026 52610 ∙ Non‐Travel/In‐County 2.85 AEO Parking ‐ SD City Hall  credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Colantuono, Highsmith & Whatley

1/28/2026 52370.B ∙ Professional Services  5,550.96 Commission Counsel Services  electronic  1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

E | Corodata

1/29/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 62.40 Monthly Document Storage check 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

E | County of San Diego

1/1/2026 52354 ∙ Mail/Postage ISF 675.97 Mail/Postage Services electronic  1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

1/1/2026 52178 ∙ Vehicle Maintenance 146.89 Vehicle Maintenance Services electronic  1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

1/1/2026 52182 ∙ Vehicle Fuel 40.16 Vehicle Fuel electronic  1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

1/1/2026 52758 ∙ Vehicle Lease 165.49 Vehicle Lease electronic  1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

1/1/2026 52721 et al. ∙ Communications (IT) Services 6,045.93 County IT Services (ITRACK) electronic  1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

1/2/2026 51110 et al. ∙ Employee Payroll 59,485.78 Payroll | Pay Period 2026‐14 electronic  1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

1/16/2026 51110 et al. ∙ Employee Payroll 58,169.07 Payroll | Pay Period 2026‐15 electronic  1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

1/30/2026 51110 et al. ∙ Employee Payroll 53,762.49 Payroll | Pay Period 2026‐16 electronic  1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

178,491.78

E | CSDA San Diego Chapter

1/22/2026 52610 ∙ Non‐Travel/In‐County 63.00 Quarterly CSDA Lunch Meeting (AEO) debit card 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

E | Fax Plus

1/8/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 9.26 Monthly Fax Machine Payment debit card 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

E | Hob Nob Hill

1/18/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 128.44 EO, AEO, PB & Intern Meeting credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Kennedy Water Consulting LLC

1/12/2026 52370.F ∙ Professional Services  3,850.00 Consultant Services | Utilities electronic 1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

E | Madi

1/30/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 137.45 Breakfast PIT Count (AEO, MP, MT & AV) credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Manchester Financial 5th Ave LP

1/28/2026 52530 ∙ Office Lease 12,413.72 Office & Storage Rent electronic 1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

E | Michael Stein

1/21/2026 52370.F ∙ Professional Services  640.00 Consultant Services | Fire electronic 1000 ∙ County Account (44595)

 Page 1 of 2
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 SAN DIEGO LAFCO

 Expenses by Vendor Detail
 January 2026

Payable | Receivable Party  Date Account Amount Purpose Type Funding Account

E | News Library

1/20/2026 52270 ∙ Memberships 25.95 SD Tribune Archives Monthly Service debit card 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

E | QuickBooks

1/4/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 115.00 Monthly Service for Online QuickBooks credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Ready Refresh Water 

1/8/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 96.44 Monthly Water Services credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | State Board of Equalization

1/29/2026 52490 ∙ Publications 300.00 SBE Fees (RO24‐17) check 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

E | Talitha Coffee

1/27/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 21.35 EO, AEO & BN Meeting debit card 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

E | The Corner Drafthouse

1/7/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 327.41 Staff Holiday Party  credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Uber

1/15/2026 52610 ∙ Non‐Travel/In‐County 25.94 EO‐AEO Travel To/From Meeting with SD Staff  credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Urban Plates

1/18/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 229.76 LAFCO Staff ‐ Quarterly Lunch ‐ SDAC Meeting  credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | Westgate

1/16/2026 52330 ∙ Office Expense 301.58 EO‐AEO‐NH TY Meeting  credit card 3558‐60 ∙ SDCCU Visa Credit Card

E | WP Engine

1/14/2026 52370.E ∙ Professional Services  59.00 Monthly Web Hosting debit card 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

E | YouTube

1/11/2026 52270 ∙ Memberships 22.99 Monthly Streaming Support Services debit card 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

EXPENSE TOTAL  217,618.20

R | County of San Diego

1/31/2026 49200 ∙ Interest & Dividends 64.99 Interest Payment to Account 46725 electronic 1001 ∙ Committed ‐ Stabilization

1/31/2026 49200 ∙ Interest & Dividends 100.17 Interest Payment to Account 46726 electronic 1002 ∙ Committed ‐ Opportunity
1/31/2026 49200 ∙ Interest & Dividends 131.28 Interest Payment to Account 46727 electronic 1003 ∙ Assigned ‐ Executive Office

296.44

R | Fares

1/29/2026 52490 ∙ Publications 50.00 Recording Fees (OAS24‐16) check 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

R | Palacharla

1/29/2026 52490 ∙ Publications 50.00 Recording Fees (CO26‐03) check 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking
1/29/2026 46234 ∙ Applications  6,405.00 Processing Fees (CO26‐03) check 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

6,455.00

R | Tipton

1/29/2026 46234 ∙ Applications  10,658.25 Processing Fees (RO26‐02) check 3558 ∙ SDCCU Checking

REVENUE TOTAL  17,459.69

 Page 2 of 2
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AGENDA REPORT 
Consent | Action 

March 2, 2026 
 

TO:  Chair Becker and Commissioners           
                     

FROM:    Keene Simonds, Executive Officer 
Meghan Traynor, Analyst I 

 

SUBJECT:  Proposed “Goodwin–Pine Valley Improvement Club Change of Organization” 
Annexation to San Diego County Sanitation District and Related Actions 
(LAFCO File No. CO25‐13) 

 
 

SUMMARY 
 

The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will consider a change 
of  organization  proposal  initiated  by  landowner  petition  to  annex  0.7  acres  of 
unincorporated territory  in Pine Valley to the San Diego County Sanitation District (County 
SD).   The affected territory  is developed with an existing commercial facility – Pine Valley 
Clubhouse – and lies entirely within the County SD sphere of influence.  The proposal fulfills 
a  prior  LAFCO  condition  authorizing  a  temporary  outside wastewater  service  extension 
approved in July 2025 in response to a documented public health and safety threat posed by 
the septic system's proximity to a non‐conforming well on‐site. Annexation would replace 
the temporary service arrangement as the preferred alternative for permanent service.  Staff 
recommends approval of the proposal as submitted, including waiver of protest proceedings 
and adoption of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exemption findings. 

 

BACKGROUND 
 

Applicant Request  
 

San Diego LAFCO has received a change of organization proposal initiated by Mike Goodwin 
on behalf of the Pine Valley  Improvement Club requesting approval to annex 0.7 acres of 
unincorporated territory in the Pine Valley community to the County SD.  The proposal fulfills 

23



San Diego LAFCO  
March 2, 2026 Meeting 
Agenda Item No. 5c | Proposed “Goodwin – Pine Valley Improvement Club Change of Organization” (CO25‐13) 

 

2 | P a g e  

 

a  prior  LAFCO  condition  of  approval  associated with  the  temporary  authorization  of  an 
outside service extension, issued in response to the property’s septic system proximity to a 
nonconforming  on‐site well.    The  affected  territory  as  submitted  is  developed with  an 
existing 2,500‐square‐foot commercial facility – Pine Valley Improvement Club.  The County 
of San Diego Assessor identifies the lone subject parcel as 410‐120‐07, with a situs address of 
28890 Old Highway 80.  

 
Regional Setting  
 
The affected territory is located in southeastern San Diego County within the unincorporated 
community of Pine Valley, situated at the foothills of the Cuyamaca Mountains off Interstate 
8  (I‐8). The  subject parcel  lies within County Supervisorial District No.  2  (Joel Anderson), 
Assembly District No. 75 (Carl DeMaio), and Senate District No. 40 (Brian W. Jones).  An aerial 
map of the affected territory and its regional setting is provided below, with a more detailed 
map showing the subject parcel and its relationship to County SD’s jurisdictional boundary 
provided as Attachment One. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Subject Agency 

 

The  proposed  change  of  organization  filed with  San  Diego  LAFCO  involves  one  subject 
agency:  County  SD.1    The  following  summarizes  the  subject  agency’s  governance, 
demographics, municipal functions, and financial standing.  
 

 
1    State law defines “subject agency” to mean any district or city for which a change of organization or reorganization is proposed.  

Google Earth 
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 County SD is a dependent special district of the County of San Diego with the Board of 
Supervisors serving as the governing board.    It serves as successor agency to a multi‐
agency consolidation completed by LAFCO  in 2010.   The sole active service function  is 
wastewater  (collection,  treatment,  and  disposal  service  classes).    The  jurisdictional 
boundary  spans  approximately  46  square miles  –  or  29,571  acres  –  and  is  divided 
between seven distinct agency‐designated service areas – “Alpine‐Lakeside,” “Campo,” 
“East Otay Mesa,” “Julian,” “Pine Valley,” “Spring Valley,” and “Winter Gardens” – with 
a combined LAFCO estimated resident population of 144,272.  The affected territory lies 
in  the  Pine  Valley  service  area, which  has  an  estimated  resident  population  of  53. 
Wastewater collected within Pine Valley flows west to the City of San Diego’s adjacent 
collection system and thereafter to the Point Loma Treatment Facility before discharge 
into the Pacific Ocean.  The facility is operated by the Metro Wastewater Joint Powers 
Authority with County SD as one of  the  signatories.   LAFCO established a  sphere of 
influence for County SD in 2010 and most recently reviewed and affirmed it in 2019.  The 
sphere  carries  a mixed  designation,  including  approximately  9,300  non‐jurisdictional 
acres while excluding approximately 2,100 jurisdictional acres – the latter including lands 
adjacent  to  the  affected  territory.2  County  SD's  audited  net  position  –  assets  less 
liabilities –  is $169.4 million as of June 30, 2025 with an unrestricted balance of $89.1 
million.  This includes an ending accrued cash balance of $88.9 million. The ending net 
position reflects 14.4% growth over the preceding three fiscal years. 
 

Affected Local Agencies 
 
The affected territory presently  lies within the  jurisdictional boundaries and/or spheres of 
influence of seven local agencies listed below directly subject to San Diego LAFCO’s planning 
and regulatory responsibilities.  These agencies qualify as “affected agencies” relative to the 
proposed change of organization and have received notice of the proposal.3 

 

 County Service Area No. 135 (Regional Communications) 

 County SD (sphere only) 

 Grossmont Healthcare District 

 Resource Conservation District of Greater San Diego  

 San Diego County Street Lighting District 

 San Diego County Fire Protection District 

 San Diego County Flood Control District 
 

The affected  territory also  lies within  the  following  school and college districts and have 
received notice of  the proposal: Mountain Empire Unified School District and Grossmont‐
Cuyamaca Community College District. Notice was also voluntarily provided to the Pine Valley 
Community Planning Group. 
 

 
2   The sphere also includes three special study areas established in 2011 and comprise 396 acres adjacent to the Alpine‐Lakeside (two) 

and Pine Valley (one) service areas. 
3   State law defines “affected local agency” as any entity that contains, or would contain, or whose sphere contains or would contain, 

any territory for which a change of organization is proposed or ordered.   
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DISCUSSION 
 

This  item  is  for  San Diego  LAFCO  to  consider  approving  – with or without discretionary 
modifications  –  the  change  of  organization  proposal  to  annex  the  affected  territory  to 
County SD.   The Commission may also consider applying approval conditions provided they 
do not directly regulate land use, property development, or subdivision requirements.  The 
following discussion addresses the applicable statutory requirements and staff’s analysis.  
 
Proposal Purpose + Timing 
 
The  purpose  of  the  proposed  change  of  organization  is  to  establish  permanent  public 
wastewater  service  to  the  existing  community  clubhouse  developed  on  the  affected 
territory.      The  request  follows  and  fulfills  a  prior  condition  associated with  San  Diego 
LAFCO’s  temporary  approval of  an outside  service  authorization  in  July  2025, which was 
granted based on evidence that the existing septic system posed a public health and safety 
threat due to  its proximity to a nonconforming on‐site well.     Approval of the annexation 
would replace the temporary service arrangement and formally designate the County SD as 
the permanent wastewater service provider pursuant to State law. 

 
Current + Planned Land Uses  
 
The affected territory  is entirely unincorporated and subject to the County of San Diego’s 
land use policies. Development  standards  for  the  area  are established under  the Central 
Mountain Subregional Plan (2011), with advisory input provided by the Pine Valley Community 
Planning Group. The  territory  is designated Rural Commercial and zoned Commercial and 
Office. The zoning designation does not establish a minimum lot size and allows a maximum 
floor area ratio of 0.6, with up to one residential dwelling unit permitted as a secondary use. 
No additional development is proposed as part of this annexation request. 
 
ANALYSIS  
 
San  Diego  LAFCO’s  current  sphere  of  influence  designation  for  County  SD  includes  the 
affected territory.  This designation focuses the analysis on three considerations: (a) timing 
of the boundary change, (b) whether discretionary modifications or terms are appropriate, 
and (c) other relevant statutes.   
 
Change of Organization Timing 
 
San Diego LAFCO’s consideration of timing draws on baseline factors required by statute and 
applicable Commission policies.  An analysis of these timing factors follows. 4 
 
 

 
4     Most of the baseline factors in statute focus on disclosing compatibility issues with goals and policies of other state, regional, and local 

agencies, as well as assessing the ability of subject agencies to provide services. (See Government Code Section 56668). 
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 Timing Factor No. 1:  
Baseline Considerations: Regional Policies + Service Relationships  
 

State  law  requires  consideration  of multiple  factors when  reviewing  jurisdictional 
changes,  ranging  from basic disclosures  to discretionary policy analyses evaluating 
the proposal's relationship to community needs, service capacities, and the receiving 
agency's financial resources.   Analysis of these core policy factors follows.  
 
‐  With respect to needs, the present and planned urban  land uses warrant public 

wastewater  service  and  represents  an  orderly  expansion  of  County  SD’s 
jurisdictional  boundary  and  formalizes  existing  service  delivery.    Annexation 
serves  as  a  preferred  alternative  to  an  on‐site  septic  system,  compliments 
environmental  justice  considerations,    and  succeeds  the  conditioned  out‐of‐
agency wastewater service agreement. 5   These factors substantiate the need and 
appropriate timing of the change of organization proposal. 

 
‐ With respect to service availability and capacities, County SD has available and 

sufficient wastewater treatment capacity to accommodate the projected service 
demands in the affected territory based on its anticipated uses.  The subject parcel 
is presently receiving wastewater service pursuant to a temporary out‐of‐agency 
service extension approved by the Executive Officer in July 2025.  The average day 
wastewater  flow  generated within  the  affected  territory  is  estimated  at  250 
gallons  per  day,  representing  approximately  0.83%  of  the  available  system 
capacity.  Separately, under County land use policies, one dwelling unit may also 
be permitted and would increase capacity usage to approximate 1.66% of available 
capacity — a negligible increase. 
 

‐ With  respect  to  related  financial  considerations,  County  SD  has  adequate 
financial  resources  and  related  administrative  controls  to  provide wastewater 
services to the affected territory without adversely impacting current ratepayers.  
This comment is supported by staff analysis of recent audited statements, which 
show the County SD maintaining strong  liquidity (short‐time  financial standing) 
and  capital  (long‐term  financial  standing)  levels.  This  is  further  reflected  in  an 
ending current ratio of 61.97 to 1 (i.e., $61.97  in current assets for every $1.00  in 
current liabilities) and debt ratio of 0.85% (i.e., $0.85 out of every $100.00  in net 
assets financed) for Fiscal Year 2024‐2025.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
5  Consideration of existing environmental justice factors within the affected territory draws on staff analyzing data available from the 

California Environmental Protection Agency  through  its online  assessment  tool  (CalEnviroScreen 4.0).  Impaired water quality  as  a 
pollution burden indicator is 12.45, reflecting conditions that could be improved through the provision of permanent wastewater service 
to the affected area. Additional information is provided within Section (p) of Appendix A. 

27



San Diego LAFCO  
March 2, 2026 Meeting 
Agenda Item No. 5c | Proposed “Goodwin – Pine Valley Improvement Club Change of Organization” (CO25‐13) 

 

6 | P a g e  

 

 Timing Factor No. 2: 
Consideration of Policy L‐107 
 
 

San Diego  LAFCO  adopted  L‐107  in May  2010  to  require  all  applicants  to  disclose 
jurisdictional disputes or related items that are associated with their proposal filings.6  
No  jurisdictional  disputes  have  been  disclosed  by  County  SD  through  the 
administrative  review with  LAFCO.    Similarly,  LAFCO  staff  has  not  identified  any 
disputes or related concerns in the administrative review. 
 

 
Potential Modifications and Terms 
 

No modifications to the submitted change of organization have been identified by San Diego 
LAFCO staff meriting Commission consideration at this time.  It  is separately confirmed the 
annexation of the affected territory as proposed would not generate any corridors or other 
illogical jurisdictional features.   
 

 

CONCLUSION | 
MERITS OF MODIFICATIONS AND TERMS  
 
 
 

No modifications  to  the proposal are warranted.   Standard approval  terms are 
recommended and include receipt of all remaining payments associated with the 
processing of the proposal by the Commission through recordation.  
 
 

 

Other Statutory Considerations 
 
Exchange of Property Tax Revenues 
 
San Diego LAFCO has confirmed the County of San Diego has adopted a master agreement 
applicable to govern the tax exchange for the proposed change of organization. The master 
agreement specifies no transfer of property taxes would occur following the annexation of 
the affected territory to County SD.  

 

 
6     The Executive Officer retains discretion to determine the extent of consultation needed. 

 

CONCLUSION | 
MERITS OF CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION TIMING  

 

The  timing  of  the  change  of  organization  is  warranted.  Justification  is 
supported by the preceding analysis: the proposal timely syncs an existing and 
planned need with available and adequate public services, formalizes existing 
service delivery, and presents no  impacts on existing ratepayers.   Additional 
analysis supporting the conclusion is provided in Appendix A.  
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Environmental Review 
 

San Diego LAFCO is obligated under CEQA to assess whether environmental impacts would 
result  from  activities  approved  under  the  Commission’s  authority,  either  as  a  lead  or 
responsible  agency.     Accordingly,  the Commission  is  tasked with making  findings under 
CEQA in consideration of the proposed change of organization.  Staff analysis follows.   
 

 San Diego  LAFCO  serves  as  the  lead  agency  for  assessing  potential  environmental 
impacts  under  CEQA  for  the  proposed  change  of  organization.  Staff  believes  the 
proposal qualifies as a project under CEQA but  is categorically exempt  from  further 
environmental review pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15320. This exemption 
appropriately applies because the change of organization does not result in a change in 
the geographical area in which previously existing powers are exercised and given the 
affected territory is currently receiving wastewater service from County SD. 
 

Protest Proceedings 
 

Protest proceedings  for  the proposed  change of organization may be waived by  LAFCO 
should the Commission proceed with approval under Government Code Section 56662. The 
waiver  appropriately  applies  under  this  statute  given  all  of  the  following:  the  affected 
territory  is uninhabited as defined under LAFCO  law,  the  subject agency has not  filed an 
objection to the waiver, and the landowner has provided written consent.7 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends conditional approval of the change of organization proposal as submitted 
along with other related findings as detailed. This recommendation  is consistent with the 
action outlined as Alternative One in the following section. 
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION 
 

The following alternative actions are available to San Diego LAFCO: 
 

Alternative One (recommended): 
Adopt the attached draft resolution conditionally approving the change of organization 
proposal as submitted.  Adoption of the draft resolution as presented would also include 
waiving protest proceedings and CEQA findings, as detailed.  

 
Alternative Two:  
Continue consideration to the next regular meeting. 

 
Alternative Three: 
Disapprove the change of organization proposal with direction to staff to return at the 
next regular meeting with a conforming resolution for adoption.  

 
7    LAFCO law defines uninhabited as territory in which less than 11 registered voters reside. 
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PROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERATION 
 

This item has been placed on San Diego LAFCO’s agenda as part of the consent calendar.  A 
successful motion to approve the consent calendar will include taking affirmative action on 
the staff recommendation unless otherwise specified. 
 
On behalf of the Executive Officer, 
 

 
 

Meghan Traynor 
Analyst I 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix: 
 

A) Analysis Proposal Review Factors  

 
Attachments:  
 

1) Vicinity Map of the Affected Territory  
2) Draft Resolution of Approval  
3) Application Materials 
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APPENDIX A 
Government Code Section 56668 

Mandatory Proposal Review Factors  
 

a) Population  and  population  density;  land  area  and  land  use;  per  capita  assessed 
valuation;  topography,  natural  boundaries,  and  drainage  basins;  proximity  to  other 
populated areas; the likelihood of significant growth in the area, and in adjacent areas, 
in the next 10 years. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The affected territory consists of a 0.69‐acre unincorporated parcel in the community of Pine 
Valley.  The  subject parcel  is  currently developed with  a  commercial  facility  – Pine Valley 
Clubhouse. The County of San Diego Assessor’s Office identifies the parcel as APN 410‐120‐
07, with a situs address of 28890 Old Highway 80. The current assessed  land value of the 
affected territory is $73,431, with the most recent transaction recorded in May 1955.  
 

b)   The need for municipal services; the present cost and adequacy of municipal services 
and controls in the area; probable future needs for those services and controls; probable 
effect  of  the  proposed  incorporation,  formation,  annexation,  or  exclusion  and  of 
alternative courses of action on the cost and adequacy of services and controls in the 
area and adjacent areas. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The County of San Diego serves as the primary provider of general governmental services to 
the affected territory. These services include community planning, roads, drainage, and law 
enforcement.  This  proposal  affects  only  wastewater  service  and  is  the  focus  of  the 
succeeding analysis. 
 

 Extending Public Wastewater to Affected Territory  
The  affected  territory  is  presently  receiving  wastewater  service  by  County  SD 
pursuant to a temporary out‐of‐agency service extension approved by the Executive 
Officer in July 2025. The estimated average day wastewater flow generated within the 
affected territory post‐annexation is 250 gallons per day, representing approximately 
0.83% of the available treatment and discharge capacity remaining within the system. 
Separately, under County land use policies, one dwelling unit may also be permitted 
and would increase capacity usage to approximate 1.66% of available capacity — a less 
than substantive amount. 

 
c)   The  effect  of  the proposed  action  and of  alternative  actions, on  adjacent  areas, on 

mutual social and economic interests, and on local governmental structure. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Approval  of  the  change  of  organization  proposal  and  annexation  to  County  SD  would 
establish and  strengthen economic and  social  ties between  the agency and  the affected 
territory that tie back to LAFCO placing lands within the District’s sphere of influence. This 
existing  designation  signals  the  explicit  policy  expectation  that  the  lands  will  receive 
wastewater service from County SD when the timing is deemed appropriate. In this instance, 
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that  timing  has  been  advanced  by  the  Executive  Officer’s  prior  conditional  approval 
authorizing temporary wastewater service in July 2025. 
 
d) The  conformity  of  the  proposal  and  its  anticipated  effects with  both  the  adopted 

commission  policies  on  providing  planned,  orderly,  efficient  patterns  of  urban 
development, and the policies/priorities set forth in G.C. Section 56377. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Approving  the  proposed  change  of  organization  and  annexation  to  County  SD  would 
facilitate the orderly expansion of the District’s jurisdictional boundary consistent with the 
sphere of influence. The affected territory does not contain “open space” as defined under 
LAFCO law and no conflicts exist under Government Code Section 56377.  
 

Additional analysis concerning conformance with germane Commission policies follows.  
 

 San Diego LAFCO Policy L‐107 requires applicants to disclose and address potential 
jurisdictional  issues  associated with  their  proposals,  and  if  applicable,  requires  a 
consultation process with affected agencies,  interested parties, or organizations to 
help discuss and potentially remedy concerns, unless waived by the Executive Officer. 
No  jurisdictional  disputes  or  related  concerns were  identified  or  disclosed  by  the 
applicant, affected agencies, or interested parties in the review of the proposal.  

 
e) The  effect  of  the  proposal  on maintaining  the  physical  and  economic  integrity  of 

agricultural lands, as defined by G.C. Section 56016. 
 
 

The affected territory does not contain “prime agricultural  land”, or “agricultural  land” as 
defined under LAFCO law.  Specifically, the affected territory does not contain land currently 
used for any of the following purposes: producing an agricultural commodity for commercial 
purposes; left fallow under a crop rotational program; or enrolled in an agricultural subsidy 
program. Approval of the change of organization proposal would not adversely affect the 
physical or economic integrity of agricultural lands. 

 
f) The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the nonconformance 

of proposed boundaries with lines of assessment, the creation of islands or corridors of 
unincorporated territory, and other similar matters. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

LAFCO is in receipt of a draft map and geographic description of the affected territory that 
details metes and bounds that appear consistent with the standards of the State Board of 
Equalization  and  conforming  with  lines  of  assessment.  LAFCO  approval  would  be 
conditioned on a final map and geographic description by the County Assessor’s Office and 
address any modifications enacted by  the Commission. No  irregular or otherwise  illogical 
boundary features would be generated from proposal approval. 
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g) A regional transportation plan adopted pursuant to Section 65080. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The  proposed  change  of  organization would  provide  public wastewater  services  to  the 
existing community clubhouse. The proposal and its anticipated outcomes do not generate 
any known conflicts with the 2025 Regional Plan, a regional transportation plan adopted by 
the San Diego Association of Governments. 
 
h) Consistency with the city or county general and specific plans. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

See the agenda report.  
 

i) The sphere of influence of any local agency affected by the proposal. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

See the agenda report. 
 

j) The comments of any affected local agency or other public agency. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Notice of the submitted change of organization proposal was distributed to all affected and 
subject agencies as required under LAFCO law.  Notices were also provided to all local college 
and school districts. No written comments on the proposal were received ahead of preparing 
this agenda report for distribution on February 20, 2026. 
 

k) The ability of the newly formed or receiving entity to provide the services that are the 
subject of the application to the area,  including the sufficiency of revenues for those 
services following the proposed boundary change. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Information  collected  and  reviewed  as  part  of  this  proposal  indicates  County  SD  has 
sufficient and available  financial  resources and administrative  controls  therein  relative  to 
serving  the  affected  territory  without  adversely  impacting  existing  constituents.  This 
statement is supported by the following factors. 
 

 County SD’s last audit covers FY 2024‐2025 and shows the County SD finished with high 
liquidity  levels with an agency‐wide current ratio of 61.97 to 1 (i.e., $61.97  in current 
assets for every $1.00 in current liabilities).  
 

 County SD finished FY 2024‐2025 with strong capital levels and marked by a low debt 
ratio of 0.85% (i.e., $0.85 out of every $100.00 in net assets are financed). 
 

 County SD finished FY 2024‐2025 with an overall total margin of 1.1%. 
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l) Timely availability of adequate water supplies for projected needs as specified in G.C. 
Section 65352.5. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The affected territory presently relies on an on‐site well for water. Approval of the proposed 
change  of  organization  would  not  affect  the  timely  availability  of  water  supplies                           
to the affected territory.  
 

m) The extent to which the proposal will affect a city or cities and the county in achieving 
their  respective  fair  shares  of  the  regional  housing  needs  as  determined  by  the 
appropriate council of governments. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The proposed change of organization does not impact any local agencies in accommodating 
their regional housing needs. 
 
n) Any information or comments from the landowners, voters, or residents. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The  affected  territory  is  considered  uninhabited  as defined by  LAFCO  law  (containing  11 
registered voters or less). The landowner supports the proposed change of organization and 
has provided written consent to the proceedings as the petitioner.   

 

o) Any information relating to existing land use designations.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

See above analysis for (h).  
 

p) The extent to which the proposal will promote environmental justice. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
   

The change of organization is expected to have a positive impact on environmental justice 
by enhancing wastewater services within the affected territory and for any groups that are 
susceptible to pollution burdens and their effects. Consideration of existing environmental 
justice factors within the affected territory draws on staff analyzing data available from the 
California  Environmental  Protection  Agency  through  its  online  assessment  tool 
(CalEnviroScreen  4.0).    Two  composite  percentile  rankings  for  the  affected  territory  are 
generated  within  this  analysis  and  involve  (a)  pollution  burdens  and  (b)  susceptible 
population to pollution burdens relative to all census tracts in California.  
 

 

 The  affected  territory’s  composite  pollution  burden  ranking  falls  in  the  16th 
percentile.  Four  pollution  burden  indicators  exceed  the  50th  percentile  and  are 
considered  noteworthy  and  otherwise  high:  Air  Quality  (Ozone),  Drinking Water 
Contaminants, Cleanup Sites, and Solid Waste.  
 

 The  affected  territory’s  composite  susceptible population  ranking  falls  in  the  17th 
percentile. Two indicators exceed the 50th percentile, with Low Birth Weight ranked 
in  the 67th percentile  statewide and Unemployment  ranked  in  the 60th percentile, 
indicating higher values than the majority of communities across California. 
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A summary of all tracked pollution burdens and susceptible populations follows. 
 

 
q) Information  contained  in  a  local hazard mitigation plan,  information  contained  in  a 

safety element of a general plan, and any maps that  identify  land as a very high fire 
hazard zone or maps that identify land determined to be in a state responsibility area, if 
it is determined that such information is relevant to the affected territory. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

The County of San Diego General Plan includes a hazard mitigation plan addressing risks and 
ways to mitigate damage by human and natural‐caused disasters, including wildfire, flooding, 
and seismic activity. The affected territory  is designated a “Very High” fire hazard severity 
zone and a “Low” earthquake hazard zone.8 
 
 
 
 

 
8   The Modified Mercalli Intensity (MMI) scale measures how much shaking can be expected from future earthquakes. The MMI is based 

on the amount of shaking that has a 2% chance of being exceeded in the next 50 years. In California, the lowest level of shaking is a 3, 
which means strong shaking. Level 4 indicates very strong shaking. Source: County of San Diego Know Your Hazards Tool. 

 

Census Tract No. 6073020902 
Pollution Burdens and Susceptible Population 
(Source: California Environmental Protection Agency and SD LAFCO) 
  

Affected Territory + Surrounding Lands 

Census Tract No.  6073020902 

Estimated Population  2,235 

Pollution Burden  Weighted Percentile 

… Percentile   15.76 

Indicator | Air Quality: Ozone  78.22 

Indicator | Air Quality: PM 2.5:  4.79 

Indicator | Air Quality: Diesel PM:  0.47 

Indicator |Pesticides:  0.00 

Indicator | Toxic Releases:  10.88 

Indicator |Traffic:  1.46 

Indicator | Drinking Water Contaminants:  62.57 

Indicator | Lead in Housing:  48.83 

Effects | Cleanup Sites:  71.63 

Effects | Groundwater Threats:  22.12 

Effects | Hazardous Waste:  0.00 

Effects | Impaired Water:  12.45 

Effects | Solid Waste:  70.42 

Sensitive Population  Weighted Percentile 

… Percentile   16.77 

Population | Asthma:  17.90 

Population | Low Birth Weight:  67.17 

Population | Cardiovascular Disease:  11.39 

Population | Education:  36.90 

Population | Linguistic Isolation:  0.00 

Population | Poverty:  18.18 

Population | Unemployment:  60.57 

Population | Housing Burden:  0.08 
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r) Section 56668.3(a)(1) Whether the proposed annexation will be for the interest of the 
landowners or present or future inhabitants within the district and within the territory 
proposed to be annex to the district. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Approval  of  the  change  of  organization  for  the  affected  territory would  serve  the  best 
interests of current and future  landowners and visitors by providing permanent access to 
reliable public wastewater service. Annexation would replace the existing temporary service 
arrangement and serve as the preferred alternative for establishing permanent wastewater 
service, formally designating County SD as the wastewater service provider for the affected 
territory under State law. 
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Agenda Item No. 5c | Attachment Two 

 

 
 

DRAFT RESOLUTION NO. ______ 
 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS, APPROVING, AND ORDERING A CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION 
 

“GOODWIN – PINE VALLEY IMPROVEMENT CLUB CHANGE OF ORGANIZATION” 
ANNEXATION TO THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT AND RELATED ACTIONS 

(LAFCO FILE NO: CO25‐13) 
 

WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  powers  and  policies  under  the  Cortese‐Knox‐Hertzberg  Local 
Government  Reorganization  Act  of  2000,  the  San  Diego  County  Local  Agency  Formation 
Commission, hereafter referred to as the “Commission,” authorized a temporary out‐of‐agency 
wastewater service agreement on July 22, 2025 between the San Diego County Sanitation District, 
hereafter referred to as the “District,” and the landowner involving an unincorporated property 
in Pine Valley identified by the County Assessor as 410‐120‐07; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Commission conditioned its authorization to the District to provide temporary 

out‐of‐agency wastewater service to the affected territory  in Pine Valley as  identified above on 
filing an annexation application within one calendar year unless extended by the LAFCO Executive 
Officer; and  
 

WHEREAS,  on  September  16,  2025 Mike  Goodwin  –  on  behalf  of  the  affected  territory’s 
landowner,  Pine  Valley  Improvement  Club  –  filed  a  petition  to  initiate  proceedings  and  an 
application with the Commission; and  

 
WHEREAS, the application before the Commission seeks to  fulfill this earlier condition and 

requests  approval  for  a  change  of  organization  to  annex  0.69‐acres  of  territory  within  the 
unincorporated community of Pine Valley to the District; and 

 
WHEREAS,  the  affected  territory  as  proposed  is  developed  with  a  commercial  facility  – 

community clubhouse known as the Pine Valley Improvement Club –  and with a situs address of 
28890 Old Highway 80; and 
 

WHEREAS, an applicable Master Property Tax Transfer Agreement dated December 14, 1982 
will govern the property tax exchange and applies to the proposed change of organization of the 
affected territory; and  
 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission’s  Executive  Officer  has  reviewed  the  proposed  change  of 
organization and prepared a report with recommendations; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Executive Officer’s report and recommendations on the proposal have been 

presented to the Commission in the manner provided by law; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Commission heard and fully considered all the evidence presented at a noticed 

public meeting on the proposal on March 2, 2026; and 
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WHEREAS,  the Commission  considered  all  the  factors  required by  law under Government 
Code Section 56668 as well as adopted local policies and procedures. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE COMMISSION DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER as 

follows:  
 
1. The public meeting was held on the date set therefore, and due notice of said meeting was 

given in the manner required by law. 
 

2. At the public meeting, the Commission considered the Executive Officer’s report. 
 

3. With respect to considering the effects of the proposed change of organization under the 
CEQA, the Commission makes the following finding: 
 

 San Diego LAFCO serves as the lead agency for assessing potential environmental 
impacts under CEQA  for  the proposed change of organization. The Commission 
determined  the proposal qualifies  as  a project under CEQA but  is  categorically 
exempt  from  further  environmental  review pursuant  to  State CEQA Guidelines 
Section  15320.  This  exemption  appropriately  applies  given  the  change  of 
organization  does  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  geographical  area  in  which 
previously  existing  powers  are  exercised  and  given  the  affected  territory  is 
currently receiving wastewater service from San Diego County Sanitation District. 

 
4. The Commission CONDITIONALLY APPROVES the change of organization to the District 

without modifications subject to conditions as provided and subject to recordation of a 
certificate of completion for the proposal. Approval involves all the following: 
 
a) Annexation of  the affected  territory  to  the San Diego County Sanitation District as 

shown in “Exhibit A” and described in “Exhibit B”. 
 

5. The Commission CONDITIONS approval on the following terms being satisfied by March 2, 
2027 unless an extension is requested in writing and approved by the Executive Officer: 

 
a) Completion of the 30‐day reconsideration period provided under Government Code 

Section 56895. 
 

b) Submittal to the Commission of final map and geographic description of the affected 
territory as approved by the Commission conforming to the requirements of the State 
Board of Equalization – Tax Services Division.  

 
c) Submittal to the Commission of the following payments: 

 
o A check made payable to LAFCO  in the amount of $50.00 for the County of San 

Diego‐Clerk  Recorder  to  reimburse  for  filing  one  CEQA  Notice  of  Exemption 
consistent with the findings in the resolution. 
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o A check made payable to the State Board of Equalization for processing fees in the 

amount of $300.00. 
 

6. The Commission assigns the proposal the following short‐term designation:  
 

“Goodwin – Pine Valley Improvement Club Change of Organization”. 
 

7. The  affected  territory  as  designated  by  the  Commission  is  uninhabited  as  defined  in 
Government Code Section 56046.  

 
8. The  Commission  waives  conducting  authority  proceedings  under  Government  Code 

Section 56662. 
 

9. The District is a registered‐voter district.  
 

10. The District utilizes the County of San Diego assessment roll. 
 

11. The affected territory will be liable for any existing bonds, contracts, and/or obligations of 
the San Diego County Sanitation District  as provided under Government Code Section 
57328, and will be subject to any previously authorized taxes, benefit assessments, fees or 
charges of the District as provided under Government Code Section 57330.  
 

12. The  effective  date  of  approval  shall  be  the  date  of  recordation  but  not  before  the 
completion  of  a  30‐day  reconsideration  period  and  only  after  all  terms  have  been 
completed as attested by the Executive Officer. 
 

13. As  allowed  under  Government  Code  Section  56107,  the  Commission  authorizes  the 
Executive Officer to make non‐substantive corrections to the resolution to address any 
technical defects, errors, irregularities, or omissions.  
 

14. The  Executive  Officer  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  transmit  copies  of  this 
resolution as provided in Sections 56880‐56882 of the Government Code. 

 
15. The Executive Officer is further authorized and directed to prepare, execute, and record a 

Certificate of Completion, make  the  required  filings with  the County Assessor, County 
Auditor, and the State Board of Equalization as required by Section 57200, et seq., of the 
Government Code. 
 

 

 

** 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Commission on March 2, 2026 by the following vote: 
 

AYES:   
 

NOES:     
 
ABSENT:   
 
ABSTAINING:   
 
 

** 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________ 
Keene Simonds   
Executive Officer  
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EXHIBIT A 
MAP OF AFFECTED TERRITORY  
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EXHIBIT B 
GEOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED TERRITORY  
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5d 
AGENDA REPORT 

Consent | Information 
 
 
March 2, 2026 
 
TO:  Chair Becker and Commissioners 
 
FROM:  Priscilla Mumpower, Assistant Executive Officer  

Joelle Burila, Analyst I 
      
SUBJECT:  Report on Applicant Proposals 
 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will receive a status 
report on active applicant proposals and requests currently on  file as well as anticipated 
filings  based  on  ongoing  discussions with  proponents.    The  item  is  informational  and 
concurrently satisfies LAFCO’s reporting requirement involving petition‐initiated proposals.  

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Procedures and Timelines  
 
Most jurisdictional changes begin with petitions filed by landowners or voters, though local 
agencies may also initiate through resolutions.  LAFCO can independently initiate changes to 
form, consolidate, or dissolve special districts following approved municipal service reviews. 
Jurisdictional  changes  typically  require  four  to  six months  before  hearing, while  out‐of‐
agency service requests process in about two months. 
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2 | P a g e  

 

DISCUSSION 
 

This item updates San Diego LAFCO on active proposals and previews pending submissions 
anticipated in the near term.  The report also satisfies the Commission's statutory obligation 
to provide agenda notice  for petition‐initiated  jurisdictional changes. Commissioners may 
pull the item for discussion and/or clarifications if needed.  
 
Twenty‐three  (23)  active  proposals  are  currently  on  file.  Twenty  (20)  are  under  review 
pending Commission consideration, while three (3) await recordation following conditional 
approval.1 Staff have  identified  six  (6) pending proposals with prospective applicants.   A 
complete listing of all active and pending proposals is provided in Attachment One.  
 
ANALYSIS  
   
None. 
 
RECOMMENDATION   
 
This item is presented to San Diego LAFCO for information only.   
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION 
 
None. 

 
PROCEDURES 
 
This item has been placed on the San Diego LAFCO’s agenda as part of the consent calendar.  
A successful motion to approve the consent calendar will  include taking affirmative action 
on the staff recommendation unless otherwise specified by the Commission. 
 
On behalf of the staff, 

 

 
 

 
Joelle Burila 
Analyst I 

 
1   Six additional proposals remain on file with the Commission; however, discussions have been inactive for approximately a decade. The 

Commission anticipates taking future action to formally abandon these proposals pending adoption of related authorizing policies. All 
proposal files are available for public review upon request at the San Diego LAFCO office. 

Attachment: 
 

1)  Active and Pending Proposals as of February 27, 2026 
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Agenda Item No. 5d | Attachment One 

 

                  March 2, 2026 

 

   File 
Number 

Proposal Name | 
Affected Agencies 

Project 
Manager 

Proposal 
Summary 

 
ACTIVE PROPOSAL APPLICATIONS | PENDING COMMISSION ACTION  

 

1   CO21‐09  “Otay Lakes Road Change of Organization” 
‐ City of Chula Vista: Annexation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Michaela 
Peters 

 

Application submitted in October 2022 by landowner petition to annex approximately 1,870 
acres of unincorporated territory to the City of Chula Vista. (The petitioners originally filed an 
application in October 2021 seeking approval to annex into the San Diego County Sanitation 
District.  This  previous  application  has  since  been  withdrawn.)  The  affected  territory 
comprises  6  parcels  within  the  Baldwin  and  Moller  communities  and  is  presently 
undeveloped. The proposal  is  intended to facilitate the development of a 1,938 residential 
subdivision with various ancillary uses as part of the “Otay Ranch Resort Village 13” project. 
The  submitted  proposal  application  is  incomplete  and  pending  receipt  of  additional 
documentation and information from the applicant – including an agreement with LAFCO to 
proceed with a targeted/informing municipal service review. Staff last corresponded with the 
applicant in May 2024.  

 

 

2   CO22‐08 
OAS22‐08 

 

 
“Martinez ‐ North Avenue Reorganization” 
‐ City of Escondido: Annexation 
‐ County Service Area No. 135: Detachment 
‐ Deer Springs Fire Protection District: Detachment  

Joelle Burila  Application submitted in April 2022 by landowner petition and involves an outside‐of‐agency 
service agreement for wastewater services to a single‐family residence totaling 0.25 acres to 
remedy a failing septic system. The Executive Officer administratively approved the service 
request on May 3, 2022 with a conditional approval to annex into the City of Escondido. The 
application  is  incomplete  pending  receipt  of  additional  documentation  and  related 
information. Staff last corresponded with the applicant in April 2025.  

 

 

 

3   RO22‐11 

 
“Tummala ‐ Rincon MWD Reorganization” 
‐ Rincon del Diablo MWD: Annexation 
‐ Metropolitan Water District: Annexation 
‐ San Diego CWA: Annexation 
 

Michaela 
Peters  

Application  submitted  in  October  2022  by  landowner  petition  involving  annexation  of 
approximately 20 acres of unincorporated territory to make available public water services.  
The  affected  territory  is  currently  vacant  and undeveloped.  The proposal's purpose  is  to 
position the landowner to proceed in the future with a development plan with the County of 
San Diego. The application  is  incomplete pending receipt of additional documentation and 
related information. Staff last corresponded with the applicant in July 2022. 
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                  March 2, 2026 

 

   File 
Number 

Proposal Name | 
Affected Agencies 

Project 
Manager 

Proposal 
Summary 

4   CO23‐11 

 
“Nencini Associates Change of Organization” 
‐ San Diego County SD: Annexation 
 

Joelle Burila  Application  submitted  in  July  2023  by  landowner  petition  and  involves  annexation  of 
approximately 20.6 acres to the San Diego County Sanitation District (SD) for the primary 
purpose of establishing wastewater  service. The affected  territory  is partially developed 
with  one  single‐family  residence,  with  plans  to  develop  an  additional  7  single‐family 
residences through subdivision. Conditional approval for future annexation to the City of 
Chula Vista  is  recommended. The application  is  incomplete pending  receipt of additional 
documentation  and  related  information.  Staff  last  corresponded  with  the  applicant  in 
January 2024. 

 

 

 

5   CO23‐15 

 
“Maclachlan ‐ Old Highway 80 Change of Organization” 
‐ San Diego County SD: Annexation 

Michaela 
Peters 

Application submitted in December 2023 by landowner petition and involves annexation of 
approximately 0.60 acres to the San Diego County Sanitation District for the primary purpose 
of establishing wastewater  service.   The  affected  territory  is  currently undeveloped with 
plans to develop a commercial building and parking lot. The application is incomplete pending 
receipt of CEQA documentation and related  information. Staff  last corresponded with the 
applicant in November 2024. 

 

 

 

6   RO24‐07 

 
“Lake Wohlford Resort Reorganization” 
‐ Valley Center MWD: Annexation 
 
 

Meghan 
Traynor 

Fee  submitted  in March  2024  for an anticipated  reorganization application  involving  the 
annexation of approximately 127 acres to the Valley Center Municipal Water District for the 
purpose of receiving potable water service. The affected territory  is presently developed 
with 137 mobile homes and one restaurant currently served by an onsite water system. The 
application is incomplete pending receipt of a complete application and related information. 
Staff last corresponded with the applicant in May 2024.  
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                  March 2, 2026 

 

   File 
Number 

Proposal Name | 
Affected Agencies 

Project 
Manager 

Proposal 
Summary 

7  

 
RO24‐08 
OAS24‐08 

 

 
“Shen – Pinecrest Ave Out‐of‐Agency Service Agreement” 
‐ City of Escondido: Annexation 
‐ County Service Area No. 135: Detachment 

Meghan 
Traynor 

Application  submitted  in August  2024 by  landowner petition  involving  an out‐of‐agency 
service agreement to establish wastewater services to a single‐family residence totaling 1.09 
acres to remedy to a failing septic system. The Executive Officer administratively approved 
the  service  request  on  September  6,  2024.  The  proposal  was  approved  as  a  consent 
(information only)  item as part of  the Commission’s October 7, 2024. The administrative 
approval  is conditioned on the  landowner submitting a complete change of organization 
application to LAFCO for formal annexation into the City of Escondido within one calendar 
year unless a time extension is authorized. The application is incomplete pending receipt of 
a complete application and related information. Staff last corresponded with the applicant 
in February 2026.  

 

8   RO24‐12 
OAS24‐12 

 
“Delgado‐Andrade – 24th Street Outside‐of‐Agency Service 
Agreement” 
‐ City of National City: Annexation  
‐ City of National City: Sphere Action (+) 
‐ County Service Area No. 135: Detachment 
‐ Lower Sweetwater Fire Protection District: Detachment 
‐ South Bay Irrigation District: Detachment  

Joelle Burila  Application  submitted  in August  2024 by  landowner petition  involving  an out‐of‐agency 
service request for wastewater services to a developed single‐family residence on less than 
an acre to remedy a failing septic system. The Executive Officer administratively approved 
the service request on October 23, 2024 and the proposal was approved as a consent item 
as part of  the  Commission’s November  4,  2024 meeting.  The  administrative  approval  is 
conditioned  on  the  landowner  submitting  a  complete  application  to  LAFCO  for  formal 
annexation into the City of National City within one calendar year unless a time extension is 
authorized. The application  is  incomplete pending  receipt of a complete application and 
related information. Staff last corresponded with the applicant in November 2025.  

 

9  

 
SRO24‐15 

 
“La Jolla Incorporation” 
‐ La Jolla: Incorporation 
‐ City of San Diego: Detachment 
‐ City of San Diego: Sphere Action (‐) 

Priscilla 
Mumpower 

Notice of  Intent to Circulate Petition was submitted May 2024  in anticipation of a special 
reorganization application filing. The proposal  involves the detachment of approximately 
8,371 acres from the City of San Diego and the incorporation of the community of La Jolla, 
along with conforming sphere of  influence amendments. LAFCO staff has confirmed  the 
proponents have collected enough valid petitions equal to no less than 25% of all registered 
voters within the proposed municipal boundary, which covers the entirety of the 92037 zip 
code with an estimated population of 47,000.  LAFCO staff will now proceed in initiating the 
administrative review on the proposal and headlined by selecting an outside consultant to 
prepare a comprehensive fiscal analysis evaluating the ability of La Jolla to fund a sufficient 
level of municipal services while assessing monetary  impacts  to  the City of San Diego. A 
Request for Proposals was distributed in January 2026, with a proposal submittal deadline 
of March 10, 2026.  
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   File 
Number 

Proposal Name | 
Affected Agencies 

Project 
Manager 

Proposal 
Summary 

10  

 
CO25‐01 
OAS25‐01 

 
“Hallam – Lovely Lane Out‐0f‐Agency Service Agreement” 
‐ Buena Sanitation District: Annexation 

Meghan 
Traynor 

Application  submitted  in  January  2025 by  landowner petition  involving an out‐of‐agency 
service  agreement  to establish wastewater  services  to a  single‐family  residence  totaling 
0.67  acres  to  remedy  a  failing  septic  system.  The  Executive  Officer  administratively 
approved  the  service  request on  January  22,  2025  and  the proposal was  approved  as  a 
consent  item  as part of  the Commission’s  February  3,  2025 meeting. The  administrative 
approval is conditioned on the landowner submitting a complete application to annex to the 
Buena Sanitation District within one calendar year unless a time extension is authorized. The 
application is incomplete pending receipt of a complete application and related information. 
Staff last corresponded with the applicant in January 2026.  

 

 

11  

 
OAS25‐02 

 
“Garza – Touchstone Communities Out‐of‐Agency Wastewater 
Services”  
‐ City of Escondido: OAS 

Michaela 
Peters 

Application submitted in January 2025 by the City of Escondido for an out‐of‐agency service 
agreement involving a 10.35‐acre unincorporated parcel currently developed with one single‐
family residence. The proposal is intended to facilitate the development of a 42‐unit single‐
family residential subdivision by “Touchstone Communities” and abate an impending public 
health  and  safety  threat given  the  size of  the proposed development.  The  application  is 
incomplete  pending  receipt  of  CEQA  documentation  and  related  information.  Staff  last 
corresponded with the applicant in October 2025.  

 

 

 

12  

 
OAS25‐03 
RO25‐03 

 
“Lopez – Bear Valley Parkway Out‐of‐Agency Wastewater 
Services” 
‐ City of Escondido: Annexation  
‐ County Service Area No. 135: Detachment 

Joelle Burila  Application submitted in January 2025 by the City of Escondido on behalf of the landowner 
requesting an out‐of‐agency service agreement to establish wastewater services to remedy 
a failing septic system. The affected territory spans 1.37 acres and is developed with a single‐
family  residence  and  ADU.  The  Executive  Officer  administratively  approved  the  service 
request on February 7, 2025 and the proposal was approved as a consent item as part of the 
Commission’s March 3, 2025 meeting. The administrative approval  is conditioned on  the 
landowner submitting a complete application to LAFCO for formal annexation into the City 
of Escondido within one calendar year unless a time extension is authorized. The application 
is incomplete pending receipt of a complete application and related information. Staff last 
corresponded with the applicant in January 2026.  
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Proposal Name | 
Affected Agencies 

Project 
Manager 

Proposal 
Summary 

13  

 
OAS25‐09 

 
“Mayer – Santa Fe Avenue Out‐of‐Agency Wastewater Services” 
‐ Buena Sanitation District: OAS  

Joelle Burila  Application  submitted  in March  2025  by  the  Buena  Sanitation District  on  behalf  of  the 
landowner requesting out‐of‐agency wastewater services to facilitate the development of a 
46‐unit  townhouse  development  on  approximately  2.91‐acres.  The  affected  territory 
includes three APNs located in the City of San Marcos. The application is incomplete pending 
receipt of CEQA documentation, a complete application and related information. Staff last 
corresponded with the applicant in December 2025.  

 

 

 

14  

 
CO25‐12 

 
“Kukkal – Valley Court Change of Organization” 
‐ Whispering Palms CSD: Annexation 

Joelle Burila  Application  submitted  in  May  2025  by  landowner  petition  involving  annexation  of 
approximately  2.07  acres  to  the Whispering  Palms  Community  Services  District  for  the 
primary  purpose  of  establishing wastewater  services.  The  affected  territory  is  currently 
undeveloped with plans  to develop one  single‐family  residence, one ADU  and one pool 
house. The application is incomplete pending receipt of a complete application and related 
information. Staff last corresponded with the applicant in February 2026.  

 

 

 

15  

 
OAS25‐13 
CO25‐13 

 
“Goodwin – Pine Valley Improvement Club Out‐of‐Agency 
Wastewater Services”  
‐ San Diego County Sanitation District: Annexation 

Meghan 
Traynor 

Application submitted in July 2025 on behalf of the Pine Valley Improvement Club requesting 
out‐of‐agency wastewater  services  to  accommodate  an  existing  commercial  building  to 
remedy a public health risk posed by the proximity of the existing septic system to a non‐
conforming  well  on‐site.  The  Executive  Officer  administratively  approved  the  service 
request on July 22, 2025. The proposal was approved as a consent (information only) item 
as  part  of  the  Commission’s  August  4,  2025  meeting.  The  administrative  approval  is 
conditioned on the landowner submitting a complete change of organization application to 
LAFCO  for  formal  annexation  into  the  San  Diego  County  Sanitation  District within  one 
calendar  year  unless  a  time  extension  is  authorized.  The  Commission  is  scheduled  to 
consider the change of organization proposal as a consent item at its March 2, 2026 meeting.  
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16  

 
CO25‐15 

 
“Jaiswal – Rio Vista Road Change of Organization” 
‐ Rancho Santa Fe CSD: Annexation 

Meghan 
Traynor 

Application  submitted  in  October  2025  by  landowner  petition  involving  annexation  of 
approximately 2.6 acres of unincorporated territory in the San Dieguito community to the 
Rancho  Santa  Fe  Community  Services  District  for  the  primary  purpose  of  establishing 
wastewater service. The affected territory consists of four parcels: three are developed with 
single‐family  residences,  while  one  remains  undeveloped  with  no  current  plans  for 
development on any of the parcels. The proposal  is currently under administrative review 
and  considered  incomplete  at  this  time.  Staff  last  corresponded with  the  applicant  in 
January 2026. 

 

 

17  

 
RO26‐01 

 
“Turner – Oak Creek Drive Reorganization” 
‐ Lakeside WD: Annexation 
‐ Lakeside WD: Sphere Action (+)  
‐ Padre Dam MWD: Detachment  
‐ Padre Dam MWD: Sphere Action (‐)  
 
 
 

  

Joelle Burila   Application  submitted  in  January  2026  by  the  Lakeside Water District  on  behalf  of  the 
landowner involves the annexation of approximately 2.3 acres of unincorporated territory 
in  the  Lakeside  community  to  the  Lakeside Water  District  for  the  primary  purpose  of 
establishing potable water service. The affected territory consists of two parcels: both are 
undeveloped, with plans  for  the  construction of a  single‐family  residence on one of  the 
parcels. The proposal is currently under administrative review and considered incomplete at 
this time. Staff last corresponded with the applicant in February 2026. 

 

 

18  

 
RO26‐02 

 
“Tipton – Rock Springs Road Reorganization”  
‐ Vallecitos Water District: Annexation 
‐ Vista Irrigation District: Detachment  

Michaela 
Peters 

Application submitted in January 2026 by landowner petition involving annexation of 0.72 
acres  of  unincorporated  territory  in  Escondido  to  the  Vallecitos Water  District  with  a 
concurrent  detachment  from  the  Vista  Irrigation  District.  The  proposed  annexation  is 
intended to facilitate the provision of public wastewater service to an existing single‐family 
residence  currently  served  by  a  septic  system,  allowing  for  conversion  to  public  sewer 
service. The subject parcel is presently served by the Vista Irrigation District (VID) for potable 
water; however, detachment from VID is required, as VWD would provide both water and 
wastewater  services under  the proposal.  The proposal  is  currently  under  administrative 
review and considered incomplete at this time. Staff last corresponded with the applicant in 
February 2026.  
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19  

 
CO26‐03 

 
“Palacharla – Artesian Road Change of Organization”  
‐ Rancho Santa Fe CSD: Annexation 

Meghan 
Traynor 

Application submitted in January 2026 by landowner petition involving annexation of 5 acres 
of  unincorporated  territory  in  the  San  Dieguito  community  to  the  Rancho  Santa  Fe 
Community Services District for the purpose of receiving wastewater service to facilitate the 
planned development of a single‐family residence and attached accessory dwelling unit. The 
proposal  is currently under administrative review and considered  incomplete at this time. 
Staff last corresponded with the applicant in January 2026.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

20  

 
OAS26‐04 

 
“Shallal – Jacumba Gas Out‐of‐Agency Wastewater Services”  
‐ Jacumba Community Services District: OAS  

Meghan 
Traynor 

Fee  submitted  in  January  2026  for  an  anticipated  change  of  organization  application 
involving  the  annexation  of  approximately  5.0  acres  of  unincorporated  territory  to  the 
Jacumba Community Services District for the purpose of receiving potable water service. 
The affected territory is presently developed with two gas stations, each with a commercial 
building,  that  were  previously  served  by  a  private  water  supplier.  The  application  is 
incomplete pending  receipt of a complete application and  related  information. Staff  last 
corresponded with the applicant in February 2026.  
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ACTIVE PROPOSALS | POST COMMISSION ACTION  

21  

 
CO22‐20 

 
“Camino De La Fuente ‐ Wick Change of Organization” 
‐ San Diego County SD: Annexation 

 

Michaela 
Peters 

Application submitted in November 2022 by landowner petition and involves annexation of 
approximately 35.3 acres of unincorporated and undeveloped  territory  to  the San Diego 
County  Sanitation District  to make  available public water  and wastewater  services.  The 
proposal’s  purpose  is  to  position  the  landowner  to  proceed  in  the  future  with  a 
development plan  to grade  the  land  for  future  industrial and outdoor  storage uses. The 
proposal was approved by the Commission on October 2nd, 2023. The applicant requested a 
formal extension  to September  18th,  2025  to  satisfy  the necessary  terms  and  conditions 
outlined  in the adopted resolution. The applicant filed an additional extension to October 
2nd, 2026.   

 

22  

 
RO19‐26 
 

“Valiano ‐ Eden Valley Reorganization”   
‐ San Marcos FPD: Annexation 
‐ Rancho Santa Fe FPD: Detachment  
‐ Rancho Santa Fe FPD: Sphere Action (‐) 
‐ Rancho Santa Fe FPD: Extraterritorial Fire  
 

Michaela 
Peters 

 

Application  submitted  in  January  2025 by  landowner petition  and  the City of  Escondido 
involving a reorganization as part of the “Valiano” planned development in Harmony Grove. 
The reorganization involves the concurrent annexation of 10.8 unincorporated acres to San 
Marcos FPD with detachment from Rancho Santa Fe FPD and related sphere amendments. 
The  proposal was  approved  by  the  Commission  on October  6,  2025  and  now  pending 
completion of terms and conditions as set forth by the Commission. 

 

 

 

23  

 
CO25‐11 
OAS25‐11 
 

 
“Halstead – Olivewood Lane Change of Organization”  
‐ San Diego County Sanitation District: Annexation  

Joelle Burila  Application submitted in April 2025 by the San Diego County Sanitation District on behalf of 
the landowner requesting out‐of‐agency wastewater services to accommodate an existing 
single‐family  residence  to  remedy  a  failing  septic  system.  The  Executive  Officer 
administratively approved the service request on April 23, 2025. The administrative approval 
is conditioned on the landowner submitting a complete change of organization application 
to LAFCO for formal annexation  into the San Diego County Sanitation District within one 
calendar year unless a time extension is authorized. The Commission conditionally approved 
the  out‐of‐agency  wastewater  service  agreement  on  June  2,  2025.  The  change  of 
organization proposal was approved by  the Commission on February 2, 2026 and  is now 
pending completion of terms and conditions set forth by the Commission.  
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PENDING PROPOSAL APPLICATION SUBMITTALS 
(No project manager; inquiries should be directed to Keene Simonds)  
 

Pending  “Harvest Hills Reorganization” 
‐ City of Escondido: Annexation 

  This  anticipated  reorganization  proposal  is  currently  undergoing  development  and 
environmental review by the City of Escondido. Submittal to LAFCO anticipated for late 2020‐
2021  if  approved  by  Escondido.  The  anticipated  proposal  involves  annexation  of 
approximately  1,098  acres  to  the  City  for  the  primary  purpose  of  developing  a  550‐lot 
residential subdivision.  All the affected territory presently lies outside the adopted Escondido 
sphere.  Due to the scope of the proposal area a comprehensive update of the City’s sphere 
is warranted along with preparing the supporting municipal service review document.  These 
and other service‐related issues have been communicated to the City and are currently under 
joint review with other local stakeholders. Project was originally titled as “Safari Highlands”. 

 

 

Pending  “Rancho Lomas Verde Reorganization” 
‐ City of Vista: Annexation 

 

 

 

This  anticipated  reorganization proposal  is  undergoing  development  and  environmental 
review by the City of Vista. The proposal involves annexation of approximately 300 acres to 
the City of Vista and concurrent detachments from CSA 135 and the Vista FPD to facilitate a 
153‐lot residential development.  Close to three‐fourths of the project area lies outside the 
adopted Vista sphere.   Due to the scope of the proposal area a comprehensive update of 
the City’s sphere is warranted along with preparing the supporting municipal service review 
document.  These and other service‐related issues have been communicated to the City and 
are currently under joint review with other local stakeholders. 

 

 

Pending  “Sager Ranch Reorganization” 
‐ City of Escondido: Annexation 

 

 

This anticipated reorganization involves annexation of approximately 1,800 unincorporated 
acres to the City of Escondido and concurrent detachments  from CSA  135 and the Valley 
Center  FPD.  The  reorganization  would  facilitate  the  proposed  development  of 
approximately 200 acres to include 203 residential units and a 225‐room resort.  Portions of 
the project area  lie outside the current City sphere.   Fire protection services remain a key 
discussion point and the source of ongoing discussions with the proponents.  
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                        Pending 

 
“Harmony Grove Village South” (TM‐626) 
‐ Rincon del Diablo MWD: Annexation 

  This anticipated reorganization  involves the unincorporated Harmony Grove Village South 
project and specific to accommodating sewer services (among a variety of options) for the 
planned development of approximately 111 acres to include 453 residential units. On January 
27, 2020 the San Diego Superior Court overturned the County’s development approvals for 
the project. Appeals are pending with no update as of this report. 

 

 

 

  Pending  

 
“Escondido Village – Unison Communities” 
‐ City of Escondido: Annexation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
This  anticipated  reorganization  involves  annexation of  approximately  17  unincorporated 
acres  to  the City of Escondido. The  reorganization would  facilitate connectivity  to public 
wastewater  service  and  in  doing  so  accommodate  the  proposed  development  of 
approximately 200 residential units on the affected territory.  The entire project lies within 
the City of Escondido sphere of influence. Complete application is pending. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Pending 

 
“Pasqual Heights – Touchstone Communities” 
‐ City of Escondido: Annexation 

 

 
This  anticipated  out‐of‐agency  service  agreement  involves  approximately  10.4 
unincorporated acres  to  the City of Escondido. The OAS would  facilitate  connectivity  to 
public wastewater service and  in doing so accommodate the proposed development of a 
42‐Single‐ Family unit subdivision within the affected territory. The entire project lies within 
the City of Escondido sphere of influence although not contiguous to the established service 
area boundary. Complete application and letter of request via the City is pending.  
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AGENDA REPORT 

Consent | Information 
 
 

March 2, 2026 
 
TO:  Chair Becker and Commissioners 
 
FROM:  Joelle Burila, Analyst I 
  Patrick Bouteller, LAFCO Consultant 
   
SUBJECT:  Legislative Report 
 

   
SUMMARY 
 

The  San Diego  County  Local Agency  Formation  Commission  (LAFCO) will  receive monthly 
legislative  updates  on  existing  and  anticipated  bills  as  part  of  the  second‐year  legislative 
session.  This report is for information only.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The California Legislature reconvened for the second year of the 2025–26 Regular Session on 
January  5,  2026.    The  deadline  for  introducing  new  legislation  was  February  20,  2026. 
Following bill  introduction, measures will be  referred  to  their  respective committees, with 
committee  hearings  and  initial  floor  action  expected  to  occur  between March  and April. 
Legislation that advances through both houses must be passed by August 31, 2026, which is 
the constitutional adjournment of the 2026 legislative session. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
This item is for San Diego LAFCO to receive an update on proposals of interest, divided into 
two  categories:  introduced  legislation  and  pending  legislation.  The  item  is  presented  for 
information with an opportunity to pull for discussion and provide general direction. 
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Introduced Legislation  
 
Since the 2026 legislative session reconvened on January 5, 2026, this report highlights two 
bills of interest carried over from the prior session — AB 259 and AB 256.  There have been no 
new updates since the Commission received its last legislative report on February 2, 2026. 
 

 AB 259 (Rubio, Blanca) 
Open Meetings and Continued Access to Teleconferences 
This bill  is of  statewide  interest and would extend  the authorization  for  legislative 
bodies  of  local  agencies  –  including  LAFCOs  –  to  use  modified  teleconferencing 
procedures  during  declared  emergencies  through  January  1,  2030.    It  preserves 
existing  requirements  related  to  public  notice  and  agenda  posting while  allowing 
remote participation under defined emergency conditions.  San Diego LAFCO adopted 
a support position on March 2nd.   The bill passed the Assembly and a hearing of the bill 
by Senate Committees on Local Government and Judiciary have been postponed with 
it now reverting into a two‐year bill.  

 

 AB 356 (Patel, Darshana)  
Healthcare Districts in Northern San Diego County 
This bill  is of  local  interest and was  initially  introduced  to establish a state‐directed 
working group to assess healthcare access in northern San Diego County and focusing 
on  the  Palomar Healthcare  District's  service  area.  In  response  to  the  Commission 
taking a support‐if‐amended position, the bill has been updated to include LAFCO as 
one  of  the  listed  stakeholders  and  in  doing  so  providing  connectivity  to  the 
Commission's oversight of Palomar  and  current municipal  service  review  activities. 
LAFCO  Consultant  Adam Wilson  provided  supportive  testimony  for  the  author  in 
conjunction with her accepting the Commission's amendments.  While the bill passed 
through  the Assembly, amendments  requested by other stakeholders are currently 
under review, with the author agreeing to transition to a two‐year bill. 

 
Pending Legislation | 
UC Berkely Report Legislation  

 
At the February 2, 2026 meeting, staff presented the Commission a draft legislative proposal 
intended to strengthen LAFCOs' ability to carry out their statutory duties and responsibilities. 
The development of the proposal was part of the Commission's adopted workplan and drew 
on a recent University of California, Berkeley report, with specific amendments developed by 
a coalition of LAFCOs — including San Diego staff — and nonprofit organizations.  
 
The proposal as currently drafted focuses on three legislative changes: 1) authorize LAFCOs 
to initiate boundary changes and extraterritorial services in response to documented public 
health  and  safety  threats  involving water  or wastewater;  2)  require  noticed  hearings  for 
municipal  service  reviews  and  written  responses  from  subject  agencies;  and  3)  extend 
information‐sharing  requirements  to  mobile  home  parks  operating  community  water 
systems.  
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Commission discussion concluded with a request to continue consideration to the March 2026 
meeting.   Staff has since received an update from the bill's tentative author, Senator Laird 
(Santa Cruz),  indicating he will not proceed during the current  legislative session given the 
absence of broader support from LAFCOs – including a sponsor.  San Diego LAFCO staff will 
continue  coordinating  with  stakeholders  to  further  refine  the  proposal  and  pursue 
introduction in the 2027 legislative session. 
 
ANALYSIS  
 

None. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

This item is presented to the Commission for information only. 
 

ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION 
 

None. 
 
PROCEDURES 
 

This  item has been placed on the Commission’s agenda as part of the consent calendar.   A 
successful motion to approve the consent calendar will include taking affirmative action on 
the staff recommendation unless otherwise specified by the Commission. 

 

On behalf of the Executive Officer,  
 

 
 

Joelle Burila 
Analyst I 
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AGENDA REPORT 
Consent | Action 

 
 
March 2, 2026 
  
TO:   Chair Becker and Commissioners  
 
FROM: Keene Simonds, Executive Officer 
 Erica Sellen, Commission Clerk  
 
SUBJECT: Approval of Multi-Year Independent Audit Contract, FY26 through FY29 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will consider approval of 
a four-year independent audit contract with Davis Farr, LLP (Irvine) to provide financial 
statement auditing services beginning with fiscal year 2025-2026 through 2028-2029.  The 
recommendation follows a competitive request for proposals (RFP) process conducted jointly 
by San Diego and three other LAFCOs (Los Angeles, Orange, and San Bernardino) through a 
newly formed partnership, Alliance of LAFCOs.  It also satisfies a separate workplan project. 
Davis Farr was the top-ranked firm among three respondents based on an evaluation of cost, 
work plan, qualifications, and project schedule.  The proposed first-year expense for San 
Diego totals $12,350 with gradual yearly increases before reaching $13,620 in the final year.  
 
BACKGROUND  
 
Adopted Policies | 
Selection of Independent Auditor and Audit Expense Approval  
 
San Diego LAFCO's adopted policies authorize the Executive Officer to engage the services of 
an outside accounting firm to audit the Commission's financial statements on an annual basis 
with discretion on the selection process.  These policies require all audit expenses be 
approved by the Commission irrespective of amount. 
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Alliance of LAFCOs | 
RFP for Auditing Services  
 
The Alliance of LAFCOs was created by memorandum of understanding in July 2025 between 
San Diego, Los Angeles, Orange, and San Bernardino LAFCOs to provide shared services with 
respect to information exchanges, continuing education, and legislative advocacy.  The 
Alliance – among other initial shared service objectives of the member agencies – agreed to 
solicit bids from qualified accounting firms to provide independent audit services for all four 
LAFCOs beginning with FY2026.  An RFP was subsequently issued by the Alliance in November 
2025 and generated three formal bids by the December 2025 deadline from the following 
firms: Davis Farr, Harshwal and Company (San Diego), and Vasquez and Company (Los 
Angeles).  Each proposal was evaluated using a standardized scoring framework covering four 
weighted criteria: cost, work plan, qualifications and experience, and project schedule. 
 
DISCUSSION  
 
This item is for San Diego LAFCO to consider a recommendation to approve a four-year 
independent audit contract with Davis Farr to review the Commission’s financial statements 
beginning with 2025-2026.  Davis Farr emerged as the top-ranked firm through the Alliance’s 
competitive evaluation process based on the strength of their proposal across all four scoring 
criteria.  The firm previously served as LAFCO’s independent auditor as late as 2018-2019 and 
most recently performed a one-year bridge audit for the Commission covering 2024-2025 
following the conclusion of a multi-year audit contract with O’Connor and Associates (San 
Rafael) and Commission direction via the workplan to solicit bids for a new multi-year audit 
contract.  The proposed engagement team includes Jennifer Farr as lead partner, Shannon 
Ayala as quality control reviewer, and dedicated audit supervisors that would be assigned and 
rotated (Stephen Scannell, Sami Fong, and Freddy Mojica).   
 
With respect to costs, the fees for San Diego LAFCO over the four-year contract term are 
summarized in the table below alongside the fees for the other three Alliance members and 
reflects an adjustment by Davis Farr from their original proposal following negotiations. 
 

LAFCO FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 4-Yr Total 

San Diego $12,350 $12,720 $13,100 $13,620 $51,790 

Los Angeles $12,350 $12,720 $13,100 $13,620 $51,790 

Orange $12,350 $12,720 $13,100 $13,620 $51,790 

San Bernardino $11,000 $11,330 $11,670 $12,140 $46,140 

 
With respect to scope, the Davis Farr proposal covers the preparation of an annual audit 
report and accompanying management letter in accordance with Generally Accepted 
Auditing Standards (GAAS) and Government Auditing Standards.  Davis Farr will also prepare 
the Commission’s basic financial statements, test compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations, evaluate internal controls, and report any significant findings to the Commission.   
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ANALYSIS  
 
The proposed contract for auditing services by Davis Farr before San Diego LAFCO meets the 
Commission’s workplan directive to procure a new multi-year audit contract and does so 
through the enhanced purchasing power of the Alliance.   The first-year contract cost to San 
Diego of $12,350 represents a decrease from the $12,950 paid for the 2024-2025 bridge audit.   
This recommended expense can be readily accommodated in the LAFCO budget.  
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
It is recommended San Diego LAFCO approve the independent audit expense with Davis Farr 
in the amount of $12,350 to provide an audit report for 2024-2025.   (Subsequent approvals 
covering the remaining audit years covered under the Davis Farr proposal will be forwarded 
to the Commission for consideration each year consistent with policy. ) 
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION 
 
The following alternative actions are available to San Diego LAFCO. 

 
Alternative One (recommended): 
Approve the independent audit expense with Davis Farr for a four-year period beginning 
for FY2026 at a cost of $12,350.    
 
Alternative Two:  
Continue consideration to a future meeting and provide direction as needed. 

 
PROCEDURES 
 
This item has been placed on the San Diego LAFCO’s agenda as part of the consent calendar.  
A successful motion to approve the consent calendar will include taking affirmative action on 
the staff recommendation unless otherwise specified by the Commission. 
 
Respectfully,  

 
 
 
 
 

Keene Simonds 
Executive Officer  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachments:  
 
1) Davis Farr Proposal 

a. Proposed Fees 
2) Hashawl and Company Proposal  
3) Vasquez and Company Proposal  
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6a 
AGENDA REPORT 

Public Hearing | Action  
 
 

March 2, 2026 
 
TO:  Chair Becker and Commissioners  
 
FROM:  Keene Simonds, Executive Officer  
  Priscilla Mumpower, Assistant Executive Officer  
 
SUBJECT:  Proposed Draft Workplan and Budget for 2026‐2027 
                       

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

SUMMARY 
 

The  San  Diego  County  Local  Agency  Formation  Commission  (LAFCO)  will  consider  the 
Executive Officer's recommendations to approve a proposed draft workplan and budget for 
FY 2026–2027.  Both items largely continue current priorities and funding levels with targeted 
enhancements. The draft workplan is anchored by several municipal service reviews, including 
the expected completion of studies covering wholesale water service providers, healthcare 
districts, and SANDAG.  Staff will also continue advancing active reviews in the San Marcos, 
Vista, and Del Mar/Solana Beach regions as well as the San Diego Unified Port District. The 
total budget – combining operating and non‐operating units – is proposed to decrease (8.2%) 
to $2.904 million in balanced expenses and revenues, largely attributable to the winddown of 
grant activities.  The operating budget is set to increase 3.4% – or $90,379 –  primarily driven 
by  the addition of a ninth  full‐time position  (Analyst  I) with  costs partially offset  through 
reduced consultant usage.  A preapproved cost‐of‐living adjustment has also been budgeted.  
Agency apportionments, however, are proposed to  increase 18.7% – or $407,580 – over the 
current fiscal year, exceeding the growth in operating expenses and entirely attributable to 
eliminating  reserves  as  offsetting  revenues.    Staff  recommends  adoption  of  a  resolution 
approving both items with any desired changes.  Approval will initiate a public review period, 
including presentations  to  the Cities and Special Districts Advisory Committees, with  final 
versions returning for Commission consideration in May. 
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BACKGROUND 
 

San Diego LAFCO is responsible under State law to adopt a proposed budget by May 1st and 
a  final budget by June  15th.   A mandatory  review by all  local  funding agencies  is  required 
between the two adoption periods.  State law also specifies the proposed and final budgets 
must be equal to the budget adopted for the previous fiscal year unless LAFCO formally finds 
that reduced funding will still allow it to meet its regulatory and planning duties. 
 
DISCUSSION  
 

This  agenda  item  is  for San Diego  LAFCO  to  consider  recommendations by  the Executive 
Officer in approving a coordinated proposed draft (a) workplan and (b) budget for 2026‐2027.   
Approving  these  items  – with  any  changes made  by  the  Commission  – will  immediately 
precede a formal public review and comment period with final actions scheduled for the May 
meeting.   Additional discussion on both items follows.   
 
Proposed Draft Workplan  
 

The  draft  workplan  builds  on  the  current  fiscal  year  workplan  and  refined  by  ongoing 
Commission  feedback  and  the  rolling  five‐year  study  schedule.    These  inputs  produce  a 
workplan with 30 special projects organized across three priority tiers: high, medium, and low. 
Priority placement generally  follows a queuing order with active and new projects  largely 
divided between the top and bottom halves, respectively.  More than 20 additional projects 
are  listed  as bullpen  items  – otherwise merited  activities  the Commission may  choose  to 
advance now or simply telegraph with respect to preparing future workplans.  A summary of 
all 10 high priority projects follows.  
 
High Priority Projects  
 

 No. 1 | MSR: Wholesale Water Providers  
  This active project draws on the rolling study schedule and involves a service‐specific 

municipal  service  review on principal wholesale water  service providers  in  the San 
Diego region (San Diego County Water Authority and Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California).   Staff anticipates public hearings will commence as early as May 
2026 with substantive work extending into 2026‐2027.     

 

 No. 2 | MSR: Healthcare Districts  
  This active project draws on the rolling study schedule and involves a service‐specific 

municipal  service  review  on  healthcare  districts  in  San  Diego  County  (Fallbrook, 
Palomar, Grossmont, and Tri‐City).   An administrative draft is nearing readiness.  Staff 
anticipates public hearings will commence as early as October 2026. 

 

 No. 3 | MSR: San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
  This active project draws on the rolling study schedule and involves an agency‐specific 

municipal  service  review  of  SANDAG  covering  its  principal  public‐facing  functions: 
transportation  (planning,  funding, and construction), housing planning; and climate 
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adaptation planning.  An administrative draft is nearing completion.  Staff anticipates 
public hearings will commence as early as August 2026. 

 

 No. 4 | La Jolla CFA  
  This  active  project  involves  the  proposed  incorporation  of  La  Jolla  by  way  of 

concurrent  detachment  from  the City  of  San Diego.    State  law  requires  LAFCO  to 
prepare a comprehensive fiscal analysis (CFA) assessing the proposed city's financial 
viability —  including  projected  revenues,  expenditures,  fiscal  impacts  on  affected 
agencies, and potential mitigations such as exit fees.  A working group of proponent, 
City  of  San  Diego,  and  community  representatives  has  been  formed  to  assist  in 
selecting a qualified consultant.  The project is expected to span the entire fiscal year. 

 

 No. 5 | Recruit + Onboard New Analyst  
This new project  involves expanding LAFCO's  full‐time staffing  from 8.0  to 9.0 FTE 
through  the  recruitment  and  onboarding  of  an  entry‐level Analyst  I  position.    The 
addition  directly  supports  the  Commission's  workplan  demands  while  reducing 
reliance on outside consultants.  Staff anticipates recruitment will commence early in 
the fiscal year with onboarding targeted for late 2026. 

 

 No. 6 | MSR: San Marcos Region  
  This  active  project  draws  on  the  rolling  study  schedule  and  involves  a  regional 

municipal  service  review  covering  the  City  of  San Marcos  and  overlapping  special 
districts:  Vallecitos  Water  District,  San  Marcos  Fire  Protection  District,  and  Vista 
Irrigation District.   An administrative draft is tentatively anticipated towards the close 
of 2026 with public hearings expected to commence as early as February 2027.    

 

 No. 7 | MSR: Vista Region  
This  active  project  draws  on  the  rolling  study  schedule  and  involves  a  regional 
municipal service review covering the City of Vista and the Buena Sanitation District.  
An administrative draft is tentatively anticipated towards the close of 2026 with public 
hearings expected to commence as early as April 2027.    

 

 No. 8 | Website Refresh + Content Expansion  
This  active  project  involves  a  consultant‐led  redesign  of  LAFCO's  website  with 
enhanced end‐user features and expanded content. The refresh will  improve public 
access to Commission records, studies, and application materials while modernizing 
the  agency's  digital  presence.    This  project  is  approximately  one‐half  completed  – 
including design of a new logo – and is expected to be completed by the close of 2026. 
 

 No. 9 | MSR: Solana Beach – Del Mar Region  
This  active  project  draws  on  the  rolling  study  schedule  and  involves  a  regional 
municipal service review covering the mid‐coast municipalities of Solana Beach and Del 
Mar along with the Santa Fe Irrigation District.  The project has been administratively 
paused  in consultation with the subject agencies and  is expected to recommence  in 
August 2026 and span the entire fiscal year.  
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 No. 10 | MSR: San Diego Unified Port District  
This continued project draws on the rolling study schedule and involves an inaugural 
agency‐specific municipal service review of the San Diego Unified Port District covering 
its core municipal functions, including harbor operations, recreation, public safety, and 
community development. An  administrative draft  is  tentatively  anticipated  in early 
2027 with public hearings expected to commence as early as June 2027.    

 

A full listing of all workplan projects is provided as Exhibit A to the attached draft resolution.  
 
Proposed Draft Budget | 
Operating Expenses and Revenues  
 

The draft budget has been developed in conjunction with funding the referenced workplan 
and proposes total balanced expenses and revenues at $2.904 million.   These amounts are 
divided between operating and non‐operating units and collectively represent a decrease of 
(8.2%) – or ($259,622) – from the current fiscal year.  The overall decrease is largely attributable 
to the winddown of grant work  in non‐operating units and does not reflect the underlying 
trend  in day‐to‐day  agency  activities.    The operating budget  –  covering ongoing  staffing, 
services, and supplies – is proposed to increase 3.4% from $2.681 million to $2.771 million, a net 
change of $90,379.  Notable changes to the operating budget follow. 
 
Operating Expenses 
 

 Salaries and Benefit Unit: 
  This unit is proposed to increase $130,899 or 8.2% to $1.720 million.  This net increase is 

attributable to expanding full‐time staff from 8.0 to 9.0 full‐time employees with the 
addition  of  a  new  Analyst  I  position  as well  as  a  preapproved  3.0%  cost‐of‐living 
adjustment.   A favorable actuarial rate adjustment lowering pension contributions to 
SDCERA is helping offset new labor costs. 

 

 Services and Supplies: 
  This unit is proposed to decrease ($40,521) or (3.7%) to $1.052 million.  The net decrease 

is largely attributed to reducing professional services spending by ($71,600) or (12.6%) 
from the current fiscal year as part of a coordinated transition of workload to the new 
Analyst I position.   A new Commission Counsel  line has also been established at the 
Commission's  direction  to  distinguish  legal  services  from  consultant  expenditures. 
These  reductions  are  offsetting  other  cost  increases, most  notably memberships 
associated with participating in both CALAFCO and the Alliance of LAFCOs. 

 
Operating Revenues  

 

 Local Agency Apportionments: 
This unit is the principal source of LAFCO funding and is proposed to increase $407,580 
or 18.7% to $2.589 million.   The apportionment  increase exceeds the 3.4% growth  in 
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operating expenses with the difference entirely attributable to eliminating $317,202 in 
reserves used in the current fiscal year as offsetting revenue. 
 

A full ledger listing of the draft budget is provided as Exhibit B to the attached draft resolution.  
 
ANALYSIS  
 

San Diego  LAFCO's proposed draft workplan  and budget  for  2026–2027  largely  reflects  a 
continuation of current priorities and funding levels with targeted enhancements as detailed 
above.   This continuity  is  reflected  in  the draft workplan by maintaining  the Commission's 
practice of  setting a  full and proactive agenda with 30 special projects over  the  12‐month 
period, anchored by continuing to advance LAFCO's municipal service review program.  The 
continuity extends to the draft budget through a preapproved cost‐of‐living adjustment and 
relatively  modest  merit  advancements  for  eligible  employees.    The  most  notable 
enhancement involves expanding full‐time staffing from 8.0 to 9.0 positions with the addition 
of a new Analyst I position.  Staff believes this investment is merited given the Commission's 
workplan  demands  and  concurrent  desire  to  make  greater  progress  in  advancing  the 
municipal service review program consistent with state statutes and the  intended five‐year 
cycle  requirement.    The  addition  is  substantially  offset  by  reducing  professional  services 
spending, which directly addressing  concerns about  reliance on outside  consultants.   The 
remaining increase in operating expenses falls below inflation at 3.4% and largely absorbed by 
non‐discretionary cost adjustments  in health  insurance premiums, office  lease escalations, 
and  membership  obligations.  On  the  revenue  side,  the  proposed  increase  in  agency 
apportionments  exceeds  the  growth  in  operating  expenses with  the  difference  entirely 
attributable to eliminating the use of reserves as offsetting revenue – a structural adjustment 
that follows several years of drawdowns and intentionally places the operating budget on a 
fully apportionment‐funded basis without falling below prescribed policy thresholds. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

It  is recommended San Diego LAFCO approve the proposed draft workplan and budget as 
presented with  any  desired  changes.  This  recommendation  is  consistent with  taking  the 
actions identified in the proceeding section as Alternate One. 
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION  
 

The following alternatives are available to San Diego LAFCO through a single motion: 
 

Alternative One (recommended): 
Adopt the attached resolution provided as Attachment Two approving the proposed draft 
workplan (Exhibit A) and budget (Exhibit B) for 2026‐207 with any desired changes and 
direct staff to circulate for public review and comment. 
 
Alternative Two: 
Continue consideration of the item to its next regular meeting. 
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PROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERATION 
 

This item has been placed on the agenda for action as part of a noticed public hearing.  The 
following procedures, accordingly, are recommended in the Commission’s consideration. 
 

1) Receive verbal report from staff unless waived. 
2) Open the hearing and invite comments from the public. 
3) Close the public hearing, discuss item, and consider recommendation.  

 

Respectfully,   
 
 
 
 
 

Keene Simonds  
Executive Officer 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachments: 
 

1) Draft Resolution Approving a Proposed Workplan and Budget for FY2027 
‐ Exhibit A: Proposed Draft Workplan 
‐ Exhibit B: Proposed Draft Budget 
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RESOLUTION No. ___ 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION  
ADOPTING A PROPOSED DRAFT WORKPLAN AND BUDGET  

FISCAL YEAR 2026‐2027 

WHEREAS,  the  Cortese‐Knox‐Hertzberg  Local  Government  Reorganization  Act  of  2000 
requires the San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (“Commission”) to perform 
certain regulatory and planning duties to facilitate orderly and accountable local government; and  

WHEREAS, the Commission is required to annually adopt proposed and final budgets by May 
1st and June 15th, respectively; and  

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer has prepared a written report and recommendations on a 
proposed draft workplan and budget for 2026‐2027; and 

WHEREAS,  the Commission has heard and  fully considered all  the evidence on a proposed 
draft workplan and budget for 2026‐2027 presented at a public hearing held on March 2, 2026; 

WHEREAS,  the  adoption  of  a workplan  and  budget  are  not  projects  under  the  California 
Environmental Quality Act.   

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COMMISSION DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER as 
follows: 

1. The proposed draft workplan for 2026‐2027 shown as Exhibit A is APPROVED.

2. The proposed draft budget for 2026‐2027 shown as Exhibit B is APPROVED.

3. Pursuant to Section 56381(a), in approving the proposed draft budget for 2026‐2027, the
Commission finds the reduced overall program costs will nevertheless allow the agency to
fulfill its purposes.

4. The Executive Officer is directed to circulate copies of the approved workplan and budget
for public  review and comment –  including notice to all LAFCO  funding agencies – and
return with a proposed final workplan and budget no later than June 15, 2026.
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The foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the Commission at a public hearing 

held on March 2, 2026 by the following vote:  

Yes:     _____________________ 
 
No:      _____________________ 
 
Abstain:     ______________________ 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attest: 
 
 
 
 

_______________ 
KEENE SIMONDS 
Executive Officer  
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Proposed Draft Workplan FY 27

Rank Level Type Name Description 

HIGH PRIORITY 
1 High Statutory MSR | Wholesale Water Service Providers   Service-specific study on principal wholesale water suppliers – CWA (comprehensive) + MET (abbreviated) 

2 High Statutory MSR | San Diego County Healthcare Districts Service-specific study of healthcare districts in San Diego County; macro focus with micro addendum separately planned

3 High Statutory MSR | SANDAG Agency-specific study of SANDAG covering core municipal functions: transportation, housing, + climate adaption

4 High Statutory  La Jolla CFA Perform independent assessment of financial viability  - including developing key assumptions and service benchmarks

5 High Administrative Recruit + Onboard New Analyst Expand staffing from 8.0 to 9.0 FTE through recruitment and onboarding

6 High Statutory MSR | San Marcos Region Regional study on City of San Marcos + local special districts: Vallecitos WD, San Marcos FPD, Vista ID

7 High Statutory MSR | Vista Region Regional study on City of Vista and local special districts: Buena SD 

8 High Statutory MSR | Solana Beach – Del Mar Region Regional study of mid coast I-5 municipalities - Solana Beach and Del Mar - and special districts: Santa Fe ID

9 High Statutory MSR | San Diego Unified Port District Agency-specific study of the Port and core functions: harbor, recreation, public safety, + community development

10 High Administrative White Paper | Public Recreation @ City Reservoirs Examine public recreation at City of SD's unincorporated reservoirs + potential governance options to enhance access 

MEDIUM PRIORITY 
11 Medium Administrative Website Refresh + Content Expansion Consultant-led redesign with enhanced end-user features and expanded content 

12 Medium Administrative Alliance of LAFCOs Formalize Alliance organization, scope, and deliverables with member partners

13 Medium Statutory Special Study | Oceanside SCHD Financial analysis of SCHD revenues/expenses and potential governance alternatives with stakeholder group

14 Medium Administrative Legislative | AB 356 (Darshana Patel) Support two-year bill and stakeholder group assessing north county healthcare needs

15 Medium Statutory MSR | South Coast Region I – Cities  Region-specific study on south coast cities: Chula Vista and National City

16 Medium Statutory MSR | South Coast Region II - Districts Region-specific study on south coast districts: South Bay WD, Sweetwater, Bonita Sunnyside FPD,  Sweetwater FPD 

17 Medium Administrative Legislative | UC Berkely Report Work with stakeholders in developing bill consistent with UCB report and find author for 2027 session 

18 Medium Administrative MSR | Healthcare Districts: Addendum Assess community healthcare needs, resources, and potential governance alternatives; 

19 Medium Administrative Outside Audit | FY2026 Independent audit of FY26 financial statements with supplemental information

20 Medium Administrative Special Districts Advisory Committee Administrative support with benchmark of holding three SDAC meetings in FY2026

LOW PRIORITY 
21 Low Administrative Cities Advisory Committee Administrative support with benchmark of holding two CAC meetings in FY2026

22 Low Statutory Special Study | Escondido + Rincon Study options to consolidate (functional and political) the City of Escondido and Rincon del Diablo MWD

23 Low Administrative Legislator Outreach Launch formal outreach program with benchmark of meeting with each local State representative in FY27

24 Low Administrative Annual Local Agency Directory Update and publish annual local agency directory subject to LAFCO oversight  

25 Low Administrative RCD Ad Hoc Committee: Part II Complete part II of RCD boundary true ups to inform sphere updates for local RCDs 

26 Low Administrative Commissioner Onboarding Develop digital toolkit to orient new Commissioners to LAFCO operations

27 Low Administrative Annual SOI-MSR Registry Update and publish registry of all recorded SOI and MSR actions

28 Low Administrative Website and Social Media Tracking Launch digital performance tracking program to measure visits, media reach, + engagement; establish baselines

29 Low Administrative Digital Outreach Produce videos spotlighting special projects and explaining LAFCO duties

30 Low Administrative County Planning Groups Establish formal communications with County Planning/Sponsor Groups; benchmark of three presentations in FY2026

Agenda Item No. 6a | Attachment One
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BULLPEN - Queued for Future Action 
Statutory Policy | Budget Committee 

Statutory Pilot Grant Program 

Statutory MSR | City of San Diego 

Statutory MSR | Silver strand Cities

Administrative Policy | Officer Rotations

Administrative Legislative Proposal | SD LAFCO Composition

Statutory MSR | San Diego County Wastewater JPAs

Statutory White Paper | Community Choice 

Statutory Outreach to Sunset/Melrose “Island” 

Administrative Service + Fiscal Indicators 

Administrative Liaison with Local Tribes 

Statutory Morro Hills CSD Follow Up

Statutory Policy Review | Health + Safety Fee Reductions 

Administrative LAFCO Meeting Room

Statutory White Paper | Garbage + Landfill Services

Statutory White Paper | School Districts 

Statutory Policy Review | Island Annexations

Administrative LAFCO Workshop

Administrative Public Access Television

Administrative Procedural Flow Charts

Statutory Policy | Fee Schedule Update

Statutory Policy | CEQA Guidelines 

Statutory Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities 

Statutory Applicant Procedures

Administrative Local Agency Finder Tool 

Statutory Policy | Commission Rule No. 4 

Statutory White Paper | JPAs

Administrative Policy | Cities Advisory Committee 

Statutory Legislative Proposal | G.C. 56133

Adopt policies establishing and tasking a standing budget committee and related guiding provisions 

Establish pilot program to explore grant opportunities to help fund special projects at LAFCO 

Agency-specific study and core municipal service functions (water, wastewater, public safety, etc.) 

Region specific study covering Cities of Imperial Beach and Coronado 

Adopt policies formalizing chair and vice chair rotation system and related guiding provisions 

Explore options and pursue preferred composition change to establish odd number of voting members 

Service-specific study covering three JPAs providing public wastewater services: Encinitas, San Elijo, and Metro 

Evaluate the scope and scale of CCAs in SD County and connectivity to LAFCO duties and interests

Targeted outreach to the island between Oceanside + Vista to assess service needs + possible annexation interests 

Develop online browser feature to depict service + fiscal indicators among local agencies in SD County 

Establish communication protocols  with respect to shared interests in regional services + CEQA consultations    

Coordinate and/or otherwise facilitate discussions with County Sheriff to enhance traffic enforcement within the CSD 

Review options to revise existing fee reductions for proposals/requests involving public health or safety threats  

Explore opportunities to secure a dedicated LAFCO meeting room with scaled dais and A/V enhancements 

Evaluate the scope and scale of garbage collection and disposal services in SD County 

Evaluate scope and scale of school districts and their baseline capacities for reference in municipal service reviews 

Consider options to define “substantially surrounded” and provide related mapping services 

Organize a special workshop for the Commission to discuss strategic objectives over the next five-year period 

Establish public broadcasting LAFCO meetings on local government channels 

Create user friendly flow charts for various LAFCO statutory processes for online publication

Review and update fee schedule to sync with current costs and related considerations 

Review and update existing CEQA Implementation guidelines relative to current statute and best practices 

Update DUC mapping designations (DUC) in San Diego County based on current census information 

Streamline application materials and establish updated filing protocols

Develop online feature for users to enter address to identify all overlapping local jurisdictions (cities and districts) 

Modernize Rule No. 4 and its provisions to regulate special districts’ service functions and classes 

Evaluate the status of JPA filings in SD County relative to LAFCO’s task in SB 1261

Coordinate with CAD in updating bylaws and related procedures to sync with current interests/priorities

Sponsor/facilitate amendments to clarify LAFCOs’ authority to determine out-of-agency exemptions in (e)

194

Erica A Sellen
Cross-Out



San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission 
Regional Service Planning | Subdivision of the State of California 

FY2025 FY2026 FY2027

 EXPENSES Adopted Amendment Actuals Adopted Amendment Projected Draft Change Change
$ %

Salaries and Benefits Unit
Account Description 
51110 + Salaries and Per Diems 898,906  898,906  892,617   986,200  986,200   968,221   1,144,898   158,698   16.1%
51410 Retirement - SDCERA 350,146  350,146  352,251   384,503  384,503   374,744   316,454   (68,050)   -17.7%
51415 Retirement - OPEB 10,196  10,196  9,047   11,112   11,112   8,846   12,521   1,409   12.7%
51450 Payroll Taxes 65,044  65,044  63,697   71,457   71,457   66,397   79,762   8,305   11.6%
51510 + Group Insurance 143,481  143,481  115,039   134,394  134,394   124,480   164,931   30,537   22.7%
51560 Unemployment Insurance 1,000  1,000  362   1,000  1,000   500   1,000   -  0.0%

1,468,773  1,468,773  1,433,013  1,588,667  1,588,667  1,543,188  1,719,566  130,899   8.2%

Services and Supplies Unit
Account Description 
52074 Communications 42,299  42,299  40,596   50,726   50,726   62,027   46,960   (3,766)   -7.4%
52138 General Liability Insurance 14,194  14,194  15,599   15,599   15,599   16,775   16,775   1,176   7.5%
52178 Vehicle - Maintenance 1,000  1,000  1,814   1,000  1,000   1,200   1,100   100   10.0%
52182 Vehicle - Fuel 500  500   490   500  500   500   500   -  0.0%
52270 Memberships 38,736  38,736  25,467   34,807   34,807   18,209   48,893   14,086   40.5%
52304 Miscellaneous 50  50  18   50   50   8   50   -  0.0%
52330 Office: General Support 12,380  12,380  11,066   13,217   13,217   10,340   7,500   (5,717)   -43.3%
52332 Office: Postage USPS 250  250   495   250  250   202   250   -  0.0%
52334 Office: Design + Printing 23,000  23,000  12,090   22,500   22,500   22,500   24,500   2,000   8.9%
52344 Office: Supplies + Furnishings 12,100  12,100  13,998   10,300   10,300   12,865   10,500   200   1.9%
52354 Office: County Mail Services 10,000  10,000  7,817   10,000   10,000   9,686   10,000   -  0.0%

* 52370.1 Professional Services - Consultants 445,767  698,558  698,558   566,600  566,600   538,345   415,000   (151,600)   -26.8%
* 52370.2 Professional Services -  Legal -  -  -   -  -   -   80,000   80,000   

52490 Publications + Legal Notices 8,500  8,500  21,142   7,000  7,000   7,676   7,700   700   10.0%
52504 Leases: Equipment 4,500  4,500  3,335   4,000  4,000   3,269   4,000   -  0.0%
52530 Leases: Office Space 154,308  154,308  157,167   158,688  158,688   163,397   166,959   8,271   5.2%
52550 Special: AB87 County Overhead 33,000  33,000  57,293   58,000   58,000   60,739   60,739   2,739   4.7%
52566 Special: Minor Equipment -  -  3,699   -  -   348   -   -   0.0%
52610 Training-Continued Education  2,700  2,700  14,193   2,700  2,700   3,000   8,040   5,340   197.8%
52612 Employee Auto + Reimbursements 8,700  8,700  11,068   8,700  8,700   8,700   8,700   -  0.0%
52622 Out of County Training-Outreach 15,050  15,050  23,771   15,050   15,050   7,500   21,000   5,950   39.5%
52721 IT Reimbursements: Network 18,000  18,000  18,193   18,000   18,000   18,752   18,000   -  0.0%
52723 IT Reimbursements: Data Center 30,000  30,000  12,504   27,000   27,000   9,496   27,000   -  0.0%
52725 + IT Reimbursements: Financial Systems 25,000  25,000  18,083   23,000   23,000   16,171   23,000   -  0.0%
52732 IT Reimbursements: Desktop 30,000  30,000  26,744   30,000   30,000   27,979   30,000   -  0.0%
52734 IT Reimbursements: Help Desk 2,331  2,331  1,608   2,331  2,331   1,491   2,331   -  0.0%
52750 IT Reimbursements: Equipment 25,000  25,000  6,389   10,000   10,000   6,743   10,000   -  0.0%
52758 Fleet Reimbursements: Lease 2,000  2,000  1,986   2,000  2,000   2,000   2,000   -  0.0%

959,364  1,212,155  1,205,183  1,092,018  1,092,018  1,029,917  1,051,497  (40,521)  -3.7%

OPERATING EXEPENSE TOTAL 2,428,138  2,680,929  2,638,196  2,680,685  2,680,685  2,573,105  2,771,063  90,379  3.4%

Note:  It is proposed Professional Services be divided into two accounts going forward: Consultants and Legal
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EXPENSES CONTINUED… FY2025 FY2026 FY2027

Adopted Amended Actuals Adopted Amended Projected Draft Change Change
Non Operating Unit $ %
Account Description 
51421 Debt Service: OPEB Bonds 34,092              34,092               33,591              33,000          33,000               33,000               33,000            -              -            
85000 Grant Award Payments 450,000           450,000             198,478           450,000       450,000             450,000            100,000          (350,000)    (1)               

484,092           484,092             232,069           483,000       483,000             483,000            133,000          (350,000)    (1)               

EXPENSE TOTALS 2,912,230        3,165,021         2,870,265        3,163,685    3,163,685         3,056,105         2,904,063      (259,621)    -8.2%

2,589,063      

 REVENUES FY2025 FY2026 FY2027

Adopted Amended Actuals Adopted Amended Projected Draft Change Change
Intergovernmental Unit $ %
Account Description 
45918.1 Apportionments | County 623,997           623,997             623,997           654,902       654,902             654,902            739,695          84,793       12.9%
45918.2 Apportionments | Cities (less SD) 623,997           623,997             623,997           654,902       654,902             654,902            739,695          84,793       12.9%
45918.3 Apportionments | San Diego 312,108           312,108             312,108           327,566       327,566             327,566            369,977          42,411       12.9%
45918.4 Apportionments | Special Districts 623,997           623,997             734,786           544,113       544,113             544,113            739,695          195,582     35.9%

2,184,098        2,184,098         2,294,888        2,181,483    2,181,483         2,181,483         2,589,063      407,580     18.7%

Service Charges Unit
Account Description 
46234 Application Fees 200,000           200,000             212,386           200,000       200,000             100,000            200,000          -              0.0%

200,000           200,000             212,386           200,000       200,000             100,000            200,000          -              0.0%

Miscellaneous 
Account Description 
44105 Interest and Dividends 15,000              15,000               9,084                15,000          15,000               15,000               15,000            -              0.0%
47540 Reserves 63,132              181,492             181,492           317,202       317,202             317,202            -                   (317,202)    -100.0%

78,132              196,492             190,576           332,202       332,202             332,202            15,000            (317,202)    -95.5%

OPERATING REVENUE TOTAL 2,462,230        2,580,590         2,697,850        2,713,685    2,713,685         2,613,685         2,804,063      90,378       3.3%

Non-Operating Unit 
Account Description 
85000 Grant Awards 450,000           450,000             172,415           450,000       450,000             450,000            100,000          (350,000)    -77.8%

450,000           450,000             172,415           450,000       450,000             450,000            100,000          (350,000)    -77.8%

REVENUE TOTALS 2,912,230        3,030,590         2,870,265        3,163,685    3,163,685         3,063,685         2,904,063      (259,622)    -8.2%

TOTAL NET -                   (0)                      -               7,580               -                  

BEGINNING CASH BALANCE - July 1st
(spendable - unrestricted) 

% of Budgeted 
Total  / Committed  / Assigned / Unrestricted  Budget Op. Expenses

FY 2020 1,317,700                                                               550,000              125,000               642,700              33.54% 1,916,300            
FY 2021 1,690,769                                                               550,000              125,000               1,015,769           53.01% 1,916,300            
FY 2022 1,637,178                                                               750,000              125,000               762,178              39.36% 1,936,348            
FY 2023 1,547,565                                                               750,000              62,500                 735,065              36.61% 2,007,776            
FY 2024 1,637,356                                                               750,000              125,000               762,356              33.72% 2,260,986            
FY 2025 1,732,010                                                               750,000              100,000               882,010              36.32% 2,428,138            
FY2026 1,671,791                                                            650,000            100,000             921,791            34.39% 2,680,685          
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6b 
AGENDA REPORT 

Public Hearing  
 
 

March 2, 2026 
 
TO:  Chair Becker and Commissioners 
 
FROM:  Keene Simonds, Executive Officer 

Michaela Peters, Analyst II 
     
SUBJECT:  REQUEST TO CONTINUE TO APRIL 6, 2026 
                            Draft Municipal Service Review on City of Carlsbad  
 

   
SUMMARY + RECOMMENDATION  
 

This item involves a noticed public hearing for the San Diego County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) to consider a draft municipal service review covering the City of Carlsbad.   
Staff  recommends  the  Commission  open  the  hearing,  receive  any  public  testimony,  and 
continue the matter to the next regular meeting on April 6, 2026.  The continuance will allow 
the City additional time to review the draft, which  has been substantively updated by LAFCO 
staff to address comments received during the 60‐day administrative review period.  
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7a 
AGENDA REPORT 

Business | Discussion 
 
 
March 2, 2026 
 
TO: Chair Becker and Commissioners 
 
FROM: Priscilla Mumpower, Assistant Executive Officer 
   
SUBJECT: Quarterly Update on 2025-2026 Workplan 
                             

 
SUMMARY 
 
The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will receive a quarterly 
update on the current fiscal year workplan and related staff activities.  The item has been 
elevated to the business calendar at the suggestion of the Chair to provide greater visibility 
into workplan status, with particular focus on high-priority projects, as part of a new 
quarterly review practice.  This item is for discussion only, with the opportunity for the 
Commission to identify potential amendments for consideration at a future meeting.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
San Diego LAFCO adopted its current fiscal year workplan at a public hearing in May 2025. 
The workplan includes 30 special projects divided into two distinct categories – statutory 
and administrative – with priority assignments established by the Commission. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

This item is for San Diego LAFCO to discuss the status of the adopted workplan with 
particular focus on the 10 high-priority projects.   Specific status details for each high-priority 
project follow and will be expanded on during the staff presentation.  A complete status 
update covering all 30 projects is provided as Attachment One.  
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High Priority Projects 
 

Priority No. 1a | Municipal Service Review: Wholesale Water Service Providers  
(Project Manager: Priscilla Mumpower, AEO)  
 
This study evaluates the performance and governance of the two wholesale water 
agencies serving the San Diego region – the San Diego County Water Authority (CWA) 
and the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD).  The administrative 
review by CWA is nearing completion, with a full draft anticipated for Commission 
consideration as early as May 2026.  An administrative draft for MWD is expected to be 
issued within 60 days following final staff refinements.  Given the complexity of the 
underlying topics, staff anticipates the project will extend into the next first quarter. 
 
Priority No. 1b | Municipal Service Review: Healthcare Districts 
(Project Manager:  Priscilla Mumpower, AEO) 
 
This study reviews the four healthcare districts serving San Diego County – Fallbrook, 
Grossmont, Tri-City, and Palomar.  Technical analysis has been completed by outside 
consultant Progressive Healthcare, LLC, and LAFCO staff is now preparing an 
administrative draft for the subject agencies' internal 60-day reviews.  This study is 
expected to extend into the new fiscal year. 
 
Priority No. 3 | Municipal Service Review: SANDAG 
(Project Managers: Joelle Burila, Analyst I (lead) + Meghan Traynor, Analyst I) 
 

 
This study reviews SANDAG's core regional functions – transportation (planning, 
funding, and construction); housing coordination; and climate adaptation – through a 
hybrid municipal service review and special study framework.  The majority of technical 
analysis has been completed by outside consultant William Fulton Group, and staff is 
working with SANDAG on follow-up information requests. This study is expected to 
extend into the new fiscal year.  
 
Priority No. 4a | Municipal Service Review: Carlsbad Subregion 
(Project Manager: Michaela Peters, Analyst II)  
 
This study covers the City of Carlsbad and the Carlsbad Municipal Water District as the 
first part of a two-part subregional review.  Both agencies have received complete 
administrative drafts through 60-day internal review periods.  The report for the City of 
Carlsbad is on today's agenda (Item 6b) with a recommendation to continue to the April 
6th meeting.  The report for Carlsbad MWD is expected to be presented at the May 
meeting.  Staff anticipates the project will be substantially completed by the close of the 
current fiscal year. 
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Priority No. 4b | Municipal Service Review: Encinitas Subregion 
(Project Manager: Michaela Peters, Analyst II)  
 
The second part of this two-part subregional review covers the City of Encinitas, 
Olivenhain Municipal Water District, Leucadia Wastewater District, and San Dieguito 
Water District.  Most subject agencies have received administrative drafts, initiating their 
60-day internal review periods.  This study is expected to extend through the first quarter 
of the next fiscal year. 
 
Priority No. 6a | Municipal Service Review: City of San Marcos + Overlapping Districts 
(Project Manager: Meghan Traynor, Analyst I)  
 

 
This study evaluates the City of San Marcos and its overlapping service providers – 
Vallecitos Water District, San Marcos Fire Protection District, and Vista Irrigation District. 
The study remains pending, with staff providing preliminary updates to subject agencies 
in advance of formal work commencing.  This study is expected to extend through the 
end of the next fiscal year. 
 
Priority No. 6b | Municipal Service Review: City of Vista + Buena SD 
(Project Manager: Meghan Traynor, Analyst I) 
 
This study evaluates the City of Vista and Buena Sanitation District, with emphasis on 
wastewater service delivery and Buena SD's role as a subsidiary district under City 
governance.  The study remains pending, with staff providing preliminary updates to 
subject agencies in advance of formal work commencing.  This study is expected to 
extend through the end of the next fiscal year. 
 
Priority No. 8 | White Paper on Homeless Services 
(Project Manager: Meghan Traynor, Analyst I) 
 
This informational report evaluates the scale, organization, and governance of homeless 
services throughout San Diego County, and assesses governance frameworks that could 
improve coordination within the regional continuum of care.  Outside assistance is 
currently underway by consultant Technical Assistance Collaborative, with LAFCO staff 
concurrently developing the white paper for internal review by identified stakeholders.  
Staff anticipates the project will be substantively completed by the end of the fiscal year. 

 
Priority No. 9 | White Paper on Public Recreation at City Reservoirs 
(Project Manager: Joelle Burila, Analyst I) 
 
This informational report assesses public recreation opportunities at reservoirs owned 
by the City of San Diego located within unincorporated areas of the county.  The first 
phase of the project – an independent review of facilities and related capacities – has 
been completed, and staff is now developing an assessment of governance alternatives.  
This study is expected to extend into the next fiscal year.  
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Priority No. 10 | Sustainable Agricultural Lands Conservation (SALC) 2.0 
(Project Manager: Michaela Peters, Analyst II) 
 
This multi-year planning grant builds on SALC 1.0 by quantifying the economic challenges 
facing small-scale farming operations in San Diego County and developing countywide 
policy recommendations to bridge the gap between economically vulnerable and 
sustainable farm operations.  The project is nearing completion, and staff – in 
coordination with project partner County Planning and Development Services – is 
preparing the final grant deliverable for anticipated presentation to the Commission and 
the County Board of Supervisors in May 2026. 

 
ANALYSIS  
 
None. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
This item is presented to San Diego LAFCO for discussion only.   
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION 
 
None. 

 
PROCEDURES 
 
This item has been placed on San Diego LAFCO’s agenda for discussion as part of the business 
calendar. The following procedures are recommended:  
 

1) Receive verbal presentation from staff unless waived.  
2) Invite comments from interested audience members if any.  
3) Discuss and provide general feedback as needed. 

 
 
On behalf of the Executive Officer, 

 
Priscilla Mumpower  
Assistant Executive Officer 
 
 
Attachment: 
 

1) 2025-2026 Workplan Status  
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Priority Tier Type Project  Description  

Ongoing … Statutory Applicant Proposals and Requests  Prioritize resources to address applicant proposals and related requests  

Ongoing … Administrative Targeted LAFCO Presentations  Coordinate timely public outreach; emphasis on informing stakeholders ahead of MSR work 

Ongoing … Statutory  Workplan and Budget Management Actively manage the workplan and budget resources with regular updates to the Commission   

Priority Tier Type Project  Description  

1a Highest  Statutory  MSR | Wholesale Water Service Providers    Service-specific study on principal wholesale water suppliers – CWA (comprehensive) + MET (abbreviated)  

1b Highest  Statutory  MSR | Healthcare Districts Service-specific study of the four healthcare districts in San Diego County; addendum expected 

3 Highest  Statutory  MSR | SANDAG  Agency-specific study of SANDAG (transportation, housing planning, + climate adaption planning) 

4a Highest Statutory MSR |  Carlsbad-Encinitas Region I: Carlsbad  Region-specific study on City of Carlsbad + Carlsbad MWD   

4b Highest  Statutory MSR | Carlsbad-Encinitas Region II: Encinitas Region-specific study on City of Encinitas + special districts (Olivenhain, Leucadia, San Dieguito) 

6a High  Statutory  MSR | Vista-San Marcos Region I: San Marcos Regional MSR on City of San Marcos + special districts (Vallecitos, San Marcos FPD, Vista ID) 

6b High  Statutory MSR | Vista-San Marcos Region II: Vista Regional MSR on City of Vista + Buena SD  

8 High  Administrative  White Paper | Homeless Services Evaluate the scope-scale of homeless services in SD County + potential governance options  

9 High  Administrative  White Paper | Public Recreation @ City Reservoirs  Assess public recreation at City of SD’s unincorporated reservoirs + potential governance alternatives 

10 High  Administrative SALC Planning Grant 2.0 Complete multi-year grant to inform + enhance small farming operations in SD County   

11a High-Mid  Statutory  MSR | Solana Beach – Del Mar Region I: Cities Region-specific study on mid coast I-5 municipalities (Solana Beach and Del Mar)   

11b High-Mid  Statutory  MSR | Solana Beach – Del Mar Region II: Districts Regional MSR on mid coast I-5 districts (Santa Fe ID + CSA 17)  

13 High-Mid  Administrative Website Refresh + Content Expansion Work with outside consultant to design and launch website refresh w/enhanced end-user features   

14 High-Mid  Statutory MSR | San Diego Unified Port District Agency-specific study of the Port (harbor, recreation, public safety, + community development)  

15 High-Mid  Statutory Special Study | Oceanside SCHD  Prepare special study on SCHD detailing revenues/expenses + potential governance alternatives  

16 Mid  Administrative  Outside Audit | RFP + Selection Prepare and circulate RFP and select new outside auditor per GASB best practices 

17 Mid  Administrative Outside Audit | FY2025 Complete outside audit of financial statements for FY25 with supplemental information  

18 Mid  Administrative Pilot Grant Program  Establish pilot program to explore grant opportunities to help fund special projects at LAFCO  

19 Mid  Administrative Special Districts Advisory Committee  Provide administrative support to the SDAC and hold no less than three meetings in FY2026 

20 Mid  Administrative  Cities Advisory Committee  Provide administrative support to the CAC and hold no less than two meetings in FY2026 

ADOPTED WORKPLAN FOR FY2025-2026  
Status as of February 20, 2026          

Agenda Item No. 7a | Attachment One 
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Priority Level Type Project  Description  

21 Mid-Low Statutory RCD Ad Hoc Committee: Part II  Complete part II of RCD boundary true ups to inform sphere updates for local RCDs  

22 Mid-Low Statutory MSR | South Coast Region I – Cities   Region-specific study on south coast Cities (Chula Vista, Coronado, Imperial Beach and National City)   

23 Mid-Low Statutory MSR | Healthcare Districts: Addendum  Address community healthcare needs and related resources + potential governance alternatives  

24 Mid-Low Administrative Alternative Membership Organization Work with other LAFCOs to receive/provide ongoing education and legislative advocacy services 

25 Mid-Low Administrative Annual Local Agency Directory Update and publish annual local agency directory subject to LAFCO oversight   

26 Low Administrative Legislative Proposal | UC Berkeley Report Sponsor/facilitate legislation implementing UC report recommendations on LAFCO efficiencies 

27 Low Administrative Commissioner Onboarding  Create a digital toolkit for new Commissioners to help acclimatize to LAFCO  

28 Low Administrative Annual SOI-MSR Registry Update and publish annual registry showing all recorded SOI and MSR actions  

29 Low Statutory Applicant Procedures   Update and streamline LAFCO application materials + establish related protocols  

30 Low Administrative Featured Work + Tutorial Videos Produce videos featuring special projects as well as primers on LAFCO duties for online distribution  

     

 Bullpen Statutory MSR | City of San Diego  Agency-specific study and core municipal service functions (water, wastewater, public safety, etc.)  

 Bullpen Statutory White Paper | Community Choice  Evaluate the scope and scale of CCAs in SD County and connectivity to LAFCO duties and interests 

 Bullpen Statutory Outreach to Sunset/Melrose “Island”  Perform targeted outreach to the island between Oceanside + Vista to assess service needs + possible annexation interests  

 Bullpen Administrative Service + Fiscal Indicators  Develop online browser feature to depict service + fiscal indicators among local agencies in SD County  

 Bullpen Administrative  Liaison with Local Tribes  Establish communication protocols with local tribes with respect to shared interests in regional services + CEQA consultations     

 Bullpen Statutory Morro Hills CSD Follow Up Coordinate and/or otherwise facilitate discussions with County Sheriff to enhance traffic enforcement within the CSD  

 Bullpen Statutory Policy Review | Health + Safety Fee Reductions  Review options to revise existing fee reductions for proposals/requests involving public health or safety threats  

 Bullpen Administrative LAFCO Meeting Room   Explore opportunities to secure a dedicated LAFCO meeting room with scaled dais and A/V enhancements  

 Bullpen Statutory White Paper | Garbage + Landfill Services Evaluate the scope and scale of garbage collection and disposal services in SD County  

 Bullpen Statutory Legislative Proposal | G.C. 56430 Sponsor and/or facilitate amendments establishing community engagement enhancements in MSR statute  

 Bullpen Statutory White Paper | School Districts  Evaluate scope and scale of school districts and their baseline capacities for reference in municipal service reviews 

 Bullpen Statutory Policy Review | Island Annexations Consider options to define “substantially surrounded” and provide related mapping services  

 Bullpen Administrative LAFCO Workshop Organize a special workshop for the Commission to discuss strategic objectives over the next five-year period  

 Bullpen Administrative Public Access Television Establish public broadcasting LAFCO meetings on local government channels  

 Bullpen Administrative Procedural Flow Charts Create user friendly flow charts for various LAFCO statutory processes for online publication 

 Bullpen Statutory  Policy | Fee Schedule Update Review and update fee schedule to sync with current costs and related considerations  

 Bullpen Statutory Policy | CEQA Guidelines  Review and update existing CEQA Implementation guidelines relative to current statute and best practices  

 Bullpen Statutory Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities  Update DUC mapping designations (DUC) in San Diego County based on current census information  

 Bullpen Administrative County Planning Groups  Monitor regular meetings of the County’s 28 Planning and or Sponsor Groups and directly engage as appropriate 
 Bullpen Administrative Local Agency Finder Tool  Develop online feature for users to enter address to identify all overlapping local jurisdictions (cities and districts) 

 Bullpen Statutory  Policy | Commission Rule No. 4  Modernize Rule No. 4 and its provisions to regulate special districts’ service functions and classes  
 Bullpen Statutory Special Study | Escondido + Rincon Study options to consolidate (functional and political) the City of Escondido and Rincon del Diablo MWD 
 Bullpen Statutory White Paper | JPAs Evaluate the status of JPA filings in SD County relative to LAFCO’s task in SB 1261 
 Bullpen Administrative Policy | Cities Advisory Committee  Coordinate with CAD in updating bylaws and related procedures to sync with current interests/priorities 
 Bullpen Statutory Legislative Proposal | G.C. 56133 Sponsor/facilitate amendments to clarify LAFCOs’ authority to determine out-of-agency exemptions in (e) 

 

 

 

Complete Near Complete Underway  Pending  

Status  
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AGENDA REPORT 
Business | Discussion 

 
 
March 2, 2026 
 
TO: Chair Becker and Commissioners 
 
FROM: Joelle Burila, Analyst I 

Tom Kennedy, LAFCO Consultant 
    
SUBJECT: Development of Weighted Water Rate Comparisons | 
 Presentation of Draft Report by Kennedy Water Consulting, LLC  
 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will receive an update 
on the development of water rate comparators underway by the Special Districts Advisory 
Committee  with the assistance of Kennedy Water Consulting, LLC and support from LAFCO 
staff.   The report’s intended use is as a diagnostic tool in future municipal service reviews.   
The update is provided consistent with an earlier request by Commissioner MacKenzie to 
review the work with an opportunity for the Commission to provide feedback.    
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Special Districts Advisory Committee | 
Developing Local Performance Measurements and Service Comparators  
 
San Diego LAFCO has been working with the Special Districts Advisory Committee to explore 
opportunities to partner in developing local performance measurements and related service 
comparators as part of the Commission's municipal service review program.  Since April 2025, 
the Committee – through LAFCO consultant Tom Kennedy with support from a working group 
of local water professionals – has focused its attention on developing an inaugural 
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comparator to assess water rates across San Diego County.1  A draft report was presented to 
the Committee on January 16, 2026, and staff is incorporating feedback ahead of finalizing the 
project by the close of the fiscal year. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

San Diego LAFCO will receive a presentation on a draft water rate comparator report prepared 
by Kennedy Water Consulting, LLC on behalf of the Special Districts Advisory Committee with 
support from LAFCO staff.  The report is designed to provide LAFCO a diagnostic tool for use 
in future municipal service reviews – one that contextualizes water rate variation across 
agencies based on structural characteristics and helps identify where rates may warrant 
further attention in relation to present and future affordability for the public. 
 
With respect to the draft report's key components, it presents a high-level overview of the 
structural and operational factors influencing water rates across San Diego County and 
identifies comparative metrics related to system density, topography, development activity, 
local treatment, access to lower-cost supplies, and reliance on higher-cost sources such as 
desalination or potable reuse.  Among other working conclusions, the draft analysis finds that 
many differences in water rates are driven by factors largely outside an agency's control, 
despite many relying on the same wholesale water provider.   It also highlights growing 
concerns related to underfunded capital improvement programs and the implications for 
long-term service reliability, consistent with LAFCO's prospective oversight responsibilities. 
The draft report identifies opportunities for improvement, including enhanced asset 
management practices to better prioritize capital investments and potential legislative 
approaches to support more equitable and stable funding of long-term infrastructure needs. 
 
Tom Kennedy will provide the presentation and discuss remaining steps, including a request 
by LAFCO staff for the analysis to incorporate equity factors and rate effects across different 
economic conditions. The Commission is encouraged to provide feedback for consideration 
by the Committee ahead of preparing a final report. 
 
ANALYSIS  
  
None. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
This item is presented to San Diego LAFCO for discussion and feedback.   
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION 
 
None. 

 
1  Members of the Committee’s working group are: Chair Kimberly Thorner (Olivenhain Municipal Water District), Vice Chair Jack Bebee 

(Fallbrook Public Utility District), Paul Bushee (Leucadia Wastewater District), and Albert Lau (Santa Fe Irrigation District). 
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PROCEDURES 
 
This item has been placed on San Diego LAFCO’s agenda for discussion as part of the business 
calendar. The following procedures are recommended: 
 
1)   Receive verbal presentation from staff unless waived. 
2)   Invite comments from interested audience members if any. 
3)   Discuss and provide general feedback as needed. 
 
Respectfully, 

 

 
 

 
Joelle Burila 
Analyst I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment: 
 
1) Draft Report: Water Rate Comparator  

 

207



San Diego LAFCO  
March 2, 2026 Meeting 
Agenda Item No. 7b | Update on Development of Weighted Water Rate Comparators 
 

4 | P a g e  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Blank for Photocopying 

208



San Diego Local Agency Formation 
Commission 

Special District Advisory Committee 

Water Rate Comparator Study Working Group 

Water Rate Comparator Study Report 

December 2025 

Prepared by 

Kennedy Water Consulting, LLC

Agenda Item No. 7b | Attachment One 

209



 

San Diego LAFCO – Water Rate Comparator Study    

 

Table of Contents 
Executive Summary .................................................................................................. 1 

Introduction ............................................................................................................. 2 

How are Water Rates Established? ............................................................................ 4 

Capital Spending and Water Rates ............................................................................ 6 

“Traditional” Water Rate Comparators .................................................................... 10 

Revised Methods of Analysis .................................................................................. 11 

Key Characteristic Metrics ............................................................................................. 12 

Water Rate Impact Charts .............................................................................................. 20 

Capital Spending Analysis .............................................................................................. 24 

Final Comments and Recommendations................................................................. 29 
 

210



 

San Diego LAFCO – Water Rate Comparator Study                                                                                   
   

1  

Executive Summary 
Water rates in San Diego County continue to rise, and the reasons behind these increases 
are often unclear to the public. In response to growing concern and frequent discussions of 
rate impacts during Municipal Service Reviews, the San Diego County Local Agency 
Formation Commission (SD LAFCO) directed its Special District Advisory Committee 
(SDAC) to examine why water rates vary so widely among agencies. This Water Rate 
Comparator Study is intended to offer an accessible overview of the primary factors 
influencing those differences. 

The study team developed a set of practical, easy-to-understand metrics to illustrate key 
characteristics that inherently drive rates higher or lower. The effort did not evaluate 
whether any agency’s rates are “good” or “bad.” Instead, the metrics highlight relative 
influences such as system density, topography, development activity, local treatment, 
access to low-cost supplies, and reliance on high-cost sources like desalination or potable 
reuse. These indicators, based solely on publicly available data, are intended as 
comparative tools rather than precise measurements. 

A central theme that emerged is the growing importance—and underfunding—of capital 
improvement projects (CIPs). Water systems across the county rely on infrastructure built 
decades ago, much of which is approaching or beyond its intended lifespan. The American 
Water Works Association and American Society of Civil Engineers have produced 
numerous reports highlighting this nationwide challenge.  While agencies must charge for 
immediate operating costs and wholesale water costs, capital reinvestment is frequently 
the only discretionary lever available when trying to limit rate increases. As a result, many 
agencies defer needed replacements, leading to system-wide reinvestment levels far 
below what would be required to maintain assets on reasonable replacement cycles. 

Two high-level capital spending metrics were developed to help SD LAFCO gauge whether 
agencies are keeping pace with infrastructure needs. These metrics reveal significant 
variation across agencies and indicate that investment levels at some agencies may not be 
consistent with long-term sustainability. 

Overall, the study concludes that many factors outside an agency’s control—geography, 
system layout, supply sources, and wholesale costs—play major roles in rate differences. 
At the same time, underfunded capital programs pose a growing challenge for agencies 
and for LAFCO’s role in ensuring future service reliability. The report suggests two areas for 
improvement: adoption of advanced asset management practices to better prioritize 
spending, and potential legislative changes to provide more equitable and stable methods 
to fund long-term infrastructure needs. 
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Introduction 
Within San Diego County, a myriad of public policy issues are stridently debated by 
individuals and groups with diverse opinions.  Should we invest in more transit or better 
freeways?  How should we manage the costs of solid waste disposal? Where should high 
density development be built? These questions – among many more – have proponents 
and objectors with different opinions on the solutions. 

There is one public policy area where near unanimous agreement exists – the cost of water 
has been increasing steadily and there is no relief in sight.  Irrespective of political leaning, 
geographical location, social status, or any other common differentiator among social 
groups, the ever-increasing cost of water has a unified impact on the public – water bills are 
straining already strained family budgets. 

The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (SD LAFCO) is the government 
agency created by the legislature to set the boundaries of public agencies, determine the 
municipal services they are authorized to provide, and also to perform periodic reviews of 
the public agencies that deliver those services within the County. These Municipal Service 
Reviews are intended to ensure each public agency charged with the provision of a 
particular municipal service is doing so effectively.  Water providers, whether through a City 
or a Special District, are among the agencies that are periodically evaluated by SD LAFCO. 

Over the last few years, the cost of water has become front page news with heated debates 
at City Council meetings and agencies across the county, with water rate increases 
significantly outpacing inflation.  The cost of water has also factored into numerous 
proceedings at SD LAFCO and has been a decisive factor in decisions placed before the 
Commission. In response to this, the Commission requested LAFCO staff perform a study 
on water rates in the region.   

The overarching goal was to help the Commission, and the public, understand why water 
rates vary from agency to agency. This document is the result of that request. 

 

The Study Team 

SD LAFCO has two special committees that are comprised of representatives from the 
agencies within the county.  The individuals who serve on these committees, the Cities 
Advisory Committee and the Special District Advisory Committee, are elected via a vote of 
the member agencies subject to SD LAFCO. The Water Rates Comparator Study Project 
was assigned to the Special District Advisory Committee (SDAC). 
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At the SDAC meeting in April 2025, the assembled members discussed the project, 
facilitated in the discussion by Tom Kennedy of Kennedy Water Consulting, LLC, a water 
agency expert consultant to SD LAFCO. The discussion was wide ranging and numerous 
points of view were expressed. Despite the reservations of some, SDAC Chair Kimberly 
Thorner of Olivenhain Municipal Water District created a working group – tasked to work on 
the project, alongside Mr. Kennedy.  The working group consisted of the following members: 

Kimberly Thorner, Olivenhain MWD 
Albert Lau, Santa Fe Irrigation District 
Jack Bebee, Fallbrook Public Utility District 
Paul Bushee, Leucadia Wastewater District 
Tom Kennedy, Kennedy Water Consulting, LLC 
 
Over the course of multiple meetings throughout the summer of 2025, the working group 
debated numerous factors that complicate such an analysis. The first was to develop what 
success in the endeavor looked like, followed by questions about data availability, data 
relevance, and the challenges of making “apples to apples” comparisons. Numerous 
concepts for reference metrics were suggested, tested, and abandoned due to these 
complications.  However, the working group was able to distill down several metrics that 
were found to be illustrative of the several factors that influence varying water rates across 
agencies in the region. 

 

Study Constraints – What This Report Is And Is Not 

As noted by the SDAC member whose initial reaction was this effort was destined to fail, 
the development of a comprehensive water rate comparator system is extremely 
challenging.  The work presented here reflects those challenges.  At the outset of the effort, 
the working group defined several constraints for the study: 

- The working group would not define any agency rates as “good” or “bad” 
o Water rates are very agency specific.  The fact that one agency’s rates are 

lower than another does not mean that the agency with higher rates has set 
them incorrectly or that the agency is somehow underperforming  

- The working group would use publicly available data that is included in normal 
financial or other reports from agencies 

o This was to ensure consistency but also to avoid “cherry picking” of data 
- The working group chose metrics that we expect to be easily understood by the 

public and the Commission 
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o While there are nuanced, complicated financial metrics that may have 
added value, the complexity of these metrics would make them 
understandable by accountants but not many others   

 

It is important to note here that the metrics that were developed using publicly available 
data are derivatives of that data and thus subject to errors.  The underlying data was never 
intended for the type of analysis presented here and thus represent a good, but not perfect, 
source of information. 

The metrics presented here are not intended to represent exact values.  In fact, for most of 
the metrics, the working group does not use numerical indicators at all to avoid them being 
used as exact measurements.  These are relative comparators only and should be 
viewed/used as such. 

Through the distillation process of metric selection using the constraints described above, 
the working group arrived at a useful, but truncated set of metrics. There are many factors 
not evaluated in this study that contribute to the water rates for individual agencies. While 
additional data sets could be developed with enough effort, that was outside the scope of 
this project. 

The working group recommends SD LAFCO staff use this study in the way it is indented: as 
a first glance look at water rates.  Should the results for any agency stand out in 
comparison to others, that result should be the starting point for additional study, not a 
conclusion of any type.  This study is not a substitute for agency specific financial 
analyses when conducting Municipal Service Reviews. 

How are Water Rates Established? 
To the public, the way water rates are established can be confusing, shrouded in 
complicated tables and charts.  The processes used to create water rates are seemingly 
well understood but only by industry insiders and the consultants who assist agencies in 
their development.  Public notices for rate increases are often filled with language that has 
been vetted by attorneys and is written to comply with statutory rules more than for the 
purpose of clear communications.  These complex and often confusing communications 
sometimes reinforce suspicions of overcharging rather than easing them. 

The challenge faced by water agencies is that there are numerous regulations that 
constrain any semblance of flexibility in the rate setting process.  Voter initiatives, such as 
Propositions 26 and 218, have limited the options available for water agencies to consider 
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equity or other matters within their rate structures.  A cottage industry of law firms 
scrutinizes every rate change, looking for a way to challenge the rates and generate legal 
fees.  Several agencies in San Diego County, including the City of San Diego, who used 
“inclining block rates” to shield lower income customers from high water bills, were 
challenged in court and lost.1 Agencies are now focused on avoiding litigation - at the 
expense of more equitable rate structures which have been found to be illegal. 

Put simply, water rates are set to generate the required revenue to cover the costs to 
procure, treat, and deliver water to the customers of each agency.  For each rate increase 
process, agencies must identify their expected costs for an upcoming year(s), which 
includes capital replacement costs for aging infrastructure.  These costs are then 
apportioned to various cost categories which are then assigned into rate categories – some 
fixed and others variable.   

For instance, the costs to manage an agency’s meter reading and billing functions are 
generally shared equally among all accounts, since the costs are similar for each 
customer.  These costs are generally applied to the fixed monthly service charge levied on 
all customers.2 The costs for the actual water, treatment, pumping, and the like are 
generally added up and then put into the variable portion of a water bill that is charged 
based on the volume of water used.  The concept here is that the more water you use, the 
more you pay. To encourage conservation and discourage water waste, many agencies 
used inclining block rates.  

While well intended, and as previously mentioned, many rate structures of this type have 
been found to be illegal.  In response, agencies are increasingly reverting to “flat” rates 
where the charge is the same per unit volume of water irrespective of how much is used. 
This avoids the prospect of litigation but is also seen as a less equitable rate structure. 
Unfortunately, Propositions 26 and 218, along with the numerous case law standards 
established since their passage, have severely limited flexibility in rate setting. 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Inclining block rates are rate structures where the volumetric charge increases incrementally as the total 
amount of water used increases. 
2 Note that these are simplified examples of cost allocations to rate components.  In reality, there are much 
more complex allocation systems in use. 
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Capital Spending and Water Rates 
What it takes to get water here 

Water is free of charge when it falls from the sky in the form of rain or snow, so the question 
many have is why does it cost so much at the tap? In many parts of the US and within 
California, water is much less expensive than in San Diego County, so why are we paying so 
much? 

The reality is that the amount of rain and snow that 
falls in San Diego County is insufficient to support 
even a fraction of the current population.  Since 
World War II, when the first imported water 
pipelines were connected to San Diego County, 
the region has relied increasingly on water 
supplies that come from hundreds of miles away.  
The two main sources, the Colorado River and 
northern California via the State Water Project, are 
an engineering marvel that has allowed San Diego 
County to grow into the vibrant economy and 
communities we enjoy today. 

Getting that water from far away sources and to 
the taps of customers is heavily dependent on infrastructure.  From a dam high in the Sierra 
foothills or from the Colorado River, through a series of canals, pump stations, 
intermediate reservoirs, large diameter pipelines, and treatment plants, the water we use 
passes through many billions of dollars’ worth of infrastructure before it even gets to the 
County line.  Here in San Diego County, the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) 
operates additional dams, reservoirs, large diameter pipelines, and treatment plants.  
SDCWA has invested billions in the County to ensure the water is safely brought into the 
county and delivered to its 22 member agencies. 

At the local level, the retail agencies also must invest in the infrastructure needed to reach 
every home or business in their service area.  Additional pipelines, storage reservoirs, 
treatment plants, pump stations, fire hydrants, and other associated structures add to the 
tally of infrastructure that is required for customers to use the water that started out 
hundreds of miles away. 

The cost for all the infrastructure required to safely and reliably make our lives and 
economy possible is embedded in the retail rates charged by local water agencies.  The 
costs for the big statewide systems are passed down from the State of California 
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Department of Water Resources (DWR) to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California (MWD), to SDCWA, and then down to the retail agency level.  It is not uncommon 
for costs from the big regional wholesalers to make up over 50% of the total cost of every 
water bill – before the local agency has even added a cent to cover the costs for supplying 
each community. 

Capital Assets and Capital Spending 

The provision of water is heavily dependent on the infrastructure, or capital assets, 
described above.  Water agency finances are centered on the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of these assets. The cost of the employees of most water districts routinely 
represents less than 20% and sometimes less than 10% of the charges on water bills.  The 
rest pays for capital assets, power to pump the water, and water purchases if you lack a 
local supply. 

When SD LAFCO is reviewing whether an agency is providing a municipal service properly, 
it should not merely consider whether the agency is doing well in the present, but also if 
they are well prepared to provide this service into the foreseeable future.  The provision of 
water services is dependent on infrastructure, so the proper funding of the repair, 
rehabilitation, and replacement of that infrastructure is a key concern for SDLAFCO. 

A good deal of the water infrastructure in San Diego County was built out in the decades 
following World War II as the suburban expansion of the county progressed.  Prior to the 
passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, many large infrastructure projects were financed 
through property tax assessments.  If an agency needed new infrastructure, its board would 
vote to place an assessment on properties to pay off the debt over time. 

Since Proposition 13, these board adopted assessments were banned, with a 2/3rds vote 
of the ratepayers required to approve the assessment.  This high bar is very difficult to 
overcome, so few projects have been funded this way since.  Water agencies shifted 
revenue generation to water rates.  In the 1990s there was a sharp increase in the use of 
capacity fees that new connections must pay to access the system.  Capacity fees can 
bring in significant amounts of revenue but are only a significant source of funds if there is a 
lot of development activity in your service area. 

At the same time, the backbone infrastructure that was built out in the decades after World 
War II is at or near the end of their service lifespans.  Most capital assets have lifespans 
that are 50 years, though some will last 75 and in some cases 100 years.  Many agencies in 
San Diego County have a majority of the pipelines in their system that are over 50 years old.  
The Colorado River Aqueduct will turn 100 soon, adding to the challenge. 
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When water rates are being developed, agencies in San Diego County must first cover the 
cost of the immediate needs for the current period. They need to buy the water from 
SDCWA, pump, store, treat, and distribute it to customers, and manage all of the day-to-
day administrative tasks associated with the agency.  These costs would represent the 
absolute minimum rates an agency could adopt 
and be able to serve the needs of its customers. 

However, as infrastructure ages its condition 
deteriorates.  Pumps stop working, water mains 
break, and electrical systems fail - among many 
other things. Water agencies must consistently 
reinvest in their local infrastructure to keep the 
water flowing and avoid serious damage from 
main breaks. Some of the infrastructure was built 
long ago in remote areas or sensitive habitat, so 
the repairs today are much more costly due to 
environmental restrictions. 

In response, and when developing rates, each 
agency must collect money in excess of what it 
needs today to fund  Capital Improvement 
Projects (CIP) designed to repair, rehabilitate, or replace failing assets, hopefully before 
failure results in the extended loss of service for customers.  CIP costs are generally 
apportioned out to customers in their water bills either through the fixed monthly charge, 
the volumetric charge, or a combination of both.  

A significant challenge for San Diego County agencies is the fact that both MWD and 
SDCWA have their own CIP programs that are significant drivers in the rates that are passed 
down to the retail agencies. The amount of CIP spending is debated heavily at these 
wholesale agencies, but once established the local agency has no choice but to pay them. 

When a local agency is preparing its budget and considering the rates required to support 
both the needs of the wholesale agencies and its own system, they are often left with few 
options. They can’t avoid wholesale charges and must recover enough costs to meet their 
minimum operating expenses.  At the same time, agencies sincerely desire to invest in 
repairs or improvements to their local infrastructure. To navigate these constraints, finance 
staff at local agencies usually prepare multiple options that show the rate impacts of 
various combinations or levels of capital spending. 

The reality is that rate setting by elected bodies is sometimes focused on the option that 
has the least rate impact on customers.  This is understandable – everyone would like to 
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see the lowest rates possible. However, this process can lead to a situation where the 
future is cast aside for the present. 

When staff at a water agency prepare a budget, it includes a certain amount of money for 
CIP spending.  This amount is based on analysis by the agency’s engineering or CIP 
program staff. The CIP plans are based on specific studies or local knowledge of which 
pipelines or facilities are in the worst shape.   

When spending options are presented to elected bodies, the rate impact of each option is 
included for consideration.  It is an unfortunate reality that agency budgets, and thereby 
rates are frequently set at the lowest possible rate by cutting CIP spending. The only real 
lever these agencies can use to reduce the budget is in CIP spending.  This process has 
been repeated at most agencies year after year. 

Questions like “can that pipeline last until next year?” or “can we defer that project until 
times are better?” are repeated in board rooms across the county and the state. The result 
is that the rate of reinvestment in capital assets is often well below what is required for 
long-term sustainability. 

In a perfect world, if an agency has assets that have a 75-year lifespan they would fund a 
CIP program that would replace or rehabilitate each asset every 75 years.  Several agencies 
have studied their CIP spending relative to how long it would take to replace the entire 
system.  In 2015, Rainbow MWD’s CIP program had long been hamstrung by rates that 
failed to fund the needed projects so they could keep rates low for agricultural users.  This 
resulted in a replacement frequency that was well over 1,000 years.  To lower its costs, 
Rainbow MWD initiated a LAFCO action to access lower cost wholesale supplies, but rates 
were held nearly constant, delivering much needed CIP funds using the savings from lower 
cost water. 

Olivenhain MWD performed a similar study recently and found that at current spending 
rates their replacement frequency would be about 800 years.  That study identified an 
annual cost of approximately $50 million in today’s dollars to bring that frequency down to 
a level that matched expected pipeline lifespans.  With a total annual operating revenue of 
about $60M in FY2023, this amount of spending would have significant rate impacts, nearly 
doubling already high rates. 

Appropriate management of capital assets is costly, and funding these programs 
effectively is becoming one of the largest drivers in water rates.  The unfortunate reality for 
most water agencies is that current capital programs are funded well below the levels at 
which a reasonable asset replacement frequency can be achieved. While these aging 
systems are holding up now, Father Time is undefeated – meaning infrastructure 
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degradation over time is inevitable, and significant reinvestment will be required to ensure 
the provision of safe, reliable drinking water in the not-too-distant future.  In a later section, 
this report will provide some best practices that agencies can employ to address the issue 
in the most cost-effective way possible. 

“Traditional” Water Rate Comparators 
When publicly elected boards or councils are asked to approve increases in water rates, a 
commonly asked question is “how do our rates compare to other agencies in the region?” It 
is a fair question based mainly on a desire to ensure that the proposed rates are not 
excessive or out of line with the rates of neighboring agencies.  Elected officials are hesitant 
to approve rates that appear to be higher than other agencies, irrespective of the fiscal 
realities facing their agency.  

To provide this information to their respective boards, staff members at water agencies 
usually prepare a comparison graph showing the total charges for an “average” customer 
for their agency with charges from other regional agencies included for comparison. Since 
the charges from water agencies include both fixed monthly fees and volumetric rates 
based on consumption, staff must 
choose a particular customer class, 
meter size, and average volume of 
water to perform these calculations. 

The figure on the right is a typical 
comparison chart. This one of 
several charts prepared recently by 
Olivenhain MWD, compares 
OMWD’s total bill for a ¾” Single 
Family Home customer with 
consumption of 13 HCF (one HCF= one hundred cubic feet, or 748 gallons) per month.  
Other charts reflect different volumes of water and meter sizes. 

These charts, while certainly useful, can sometimes be misleading. The selection of the 
comparator agencies made by staff may not include all agencies, which is the case here.  
Since the charts generally use a self-selected volume of water for the calculation, the role 
of fixed monthly charges in shaping the total bill has a significant influence on the results 
and, thus the agency’s “ranking” in total bill cost.  

For example, in 2015 Rainbow MWD was adjusting rates for its customers, which tend to be 
larger lot customers whose water demands are, on average, much higher than urban or 
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even suburban users. Within that agency, meter sizes are larger – such as 1” and larger – 
being much more common than urban/suburban agencies.  Rural agencies tend to have 
higher fixed monthly charges and lower volumetric rates, which reflect the customer 
demand patterns within their service areas. Agencies with higher levels of demand 
variability due to weather tend to have higher fixed charges to stabilize revenues. 

For these reasons, Rainbow, along with other more rural agencies tended to compare 
unfavorably when smaller amounts of water demands are used in these calculations.  The 
larger monthly service fees are not offset by lower volumetric charges at these lower 
consumption levels.  Below are two graphs from the 2015 analysis by Rainbow MWD that 
show how consumption (presented in “Units” which are the same as HCF) compared to 
other agencies. 

 

 

 

These two charts show how at a consumption level of 50 units per month, Rainbow’s 
current rates were in the middle of the pack, but at 100 units they were the lowest in the 
comparison group. Since many agencies have multiple customer classes each with 
multiple meter sizes (and monthly charges), these sorts of comparisons, while helpful for 
elected boards, don’t always tell the whole story. 

Revised Methods of Analysis 
This study used two primary methods of analysis.  The first method looked at qualitative 
metrics that compare several key characteristics of water agencies that can drive rates 
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higher or lower, depending on the characteristic.  The selection of these metrics by the 
working group used the parameters described above. 

The second method of analysis represents a more quantitative assessment of capital 
spending.  The data was derived from Annual Comprehensive Financial Reports that are 
published annually by each agency.  These publicly available reports follow standardized 
formats that reduce, but do not entirely eliminate uncertainty in the results. 

Key Characteristic Metrics 
If all of the water agencies within the SDCWA service area are buying water at the same 
wholesale price, why do we see so much variability in the retail rates charged to 
customers? Do comparatively higher rates mean that the agency is inefficient or is simply 
overcharging customers? The reality is that there are certain inherent characteristics of 
water agencies that can drive rates higher or lower irrespective of administrative efficiency. 

As noted in the introductory section, there are myriad variables that go into the relative cost 
structures of each water agency. No two are exactly alike and thus each has different cost 
components that make up their overall operating expenses.  The working group considered 
many more key characteristics than what are presented here.  Some were dropped 
because the data to calculate them was not readily available.  Others did not make the cut 
because they were excessively complex and hard to understand.  

Two metrics that could be useful, but were not included at this stage involve system age, 
and system complexity.  System age would evaluate the age of the pipelines which can be, 
but is not always, related to the cost of repairs and replacement programs. System 
complexity would create a calculation based on the number of valves, pumps, pressure 
zones, tanks, and other facilities per customer. Both would require significant amounts of 
additional data to complete. 

The following Key Characteristic Metrics were produced using readily available data and 
are understandable by the general public, and not limited to water experts. Note that each 
metric has a different method of calculation to create relative scores on a scale of 1 to 10.  
This method allows each metric to be shown as a relative contributor to higher or lower, 
water rates on the combined metrics chart. 

The working group would like to emphasize that this is a novel effort. If any readers have 
any comments or suggestions for additional metrics or improvements of the metrics below, 
please contact San Diego LAFCO staff. 
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System Density 

The cost to operate a water system relies on the water distribution network that delivers the 
water to customers.  The number of miles of pipe in each agency’s distribution system 
varies widely, with the smallest having 44 miles of pipeline and the largest over 3,000 miles 
of pipeline. However, the overall length of the distribution system has less impact on water 
rates than the number of service connections per mile of pipe. If the cost of operating and 
maintaining pipelines is roughly equivalent per mile of pipe across all agencies, those with 
fewer customers per mile of pipe must charge each customer incrementally more because 
there are fewer customers to share the cost burden. 

In general, more urbanized agencies have much higher system densities than rural 
agencies. The City of San Diego has the most pipelines in terms of miles of pipe but also 
has the highest system density at over 96 customer connections per mile of pipe.  Yuima 
MWD, on the other hand, has only 7.9 customer connections per mile of pipe. Thus, the 
City of San Diego can spread every dollar spent on pipeline repair or replacement across 
ten times as many monthly bills than Yuima MWD can. 

Calculation: 

𝑆𝑦𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑚 𝐷𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑦 =  (𝑁𝑐/𝑀𝑝)/10 

Where Nc=Number of Service Connections 

Mp=Miles of Pipeline 

 

System Topography 

Water distribution systems are hydraulic systems – they operate on the basic principles of 
fluid mechanics. The pressure in the pipelines in the street are based on the hydraulic 
grade line of the system which is established using combinations of pumping systems, 
storage reservoirs, and pressure regulating stations.  All of these systems work in concert to 
ensure the pressure at each customer connection is within an acceptable range. 

In a relatively flat distribution system, fewer of these systems are required to either raise 
the water pressure at higher elevations, or reduce the pressure at lower elevations. In many 
flat systems outside of San Diego County, elevated tanks are used to establish adequate 
pressure for consumption. With few flat areas, San Diego County water agencies cannot 
take advantage of these simpler systems. 

However, among the agencies in San Diego County the topography varies widely. Some 
systems, primarily coastal systems, have lower total elevation changes within their 
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distribution systems than others, mainly the inland systems.  Systems such as Carlsbad 
MWD, San Dieguito MWD, and the Sweetwater Authority have elevation differences of 
about 500 feet total from top to bottom. Other systems have much higher differences in 
elevation in their systems, with Rainbow MWD topping the list at about 2,200 feet. 

Water is heavy, so with every 100 feet in elevation change, the system pressure will 
increase over 43 pounds per square inch (PSI).  Considering that the maximum pressure 
allowed for residential plumbing fixtures is 80 PSI, absent active pressure management 
systems like Rainbow MWD would see incredibly high pressures in many parts of their 
service areas. Systems like Rainbow MWD operate dozens of pressure regulating stations 
creating separate pressure managed areas, where systems like San Dieguito has only a 
handful of distinct pressure zones.  

In addition, imported water enters the County through SDCWA pipelines that operate as an 
open, falling grade line system.  In the northern sections the water has a maximum 
elevation of about 1,300 feet above sea level. To protect their own pipelines from excessive 
pressure, this hydraulic grade line is reduced through a series of vents as the pipelines go 
south.  By the time the water gets to the vents in the Miramar area the hydraulic grade line is 
under 900 feet.   

Any agency who serves water at elevations above the available grade line in their service 
area must pump that water uphill to serve their customers at those elevations. Valley 
Center MWD operates well over 100 pumps for this purpose across dozens of pump 
stations. 

The cost to operate both pumping systems and pressure management systems is much 
higher for agencies with larger differences in elevation within their distribution systems. An 
empirically derived formula was developed to assign a relative “score” to visualize the 
effect of different system topographies on water rates. 

Calculation 

𝑇𝑜𝑝𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑝ℎ𝑦 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 10.15 − (
𝐷𝑡

220
) 

Where Dt = Elevation Difference of Distribution System 

Note that this calculation was empirically derived to fit the scale of the metrics charts 

Development Activity 

As noted previously, when development activity occurs within an agency service area, each 
development project pays a capacity fee established by the agency as a condition of the 
approval to connect to the water system. These fees vary from agency to agency, but over 
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the last 30 years have increased significantly, ranging from several thousand dollars to over 
$20,000 per connection (depending on meter size).   

For agencies with higher rates of development, these capacity fees provide additional non-
operating revenues that can supply much needed funds for CIP programs. Higher growth 
area agencies can hold water rates lower while still funding their CIP programs. Lower 
growth area agencies are not as fortunate and must recover funds for CIP directly from 
customers through water rates. 

It should be noted that development activity happens in phases and cannot be counted on 
for future revenues except in areas with reliable long term growth projections.   Most 
agencies will receive influxes of capacity fee revenue during build out of developments and 
then see it shrink to a trickle for years or decades.  However, while an agency is in a 
development cycle their ability to collect non-rate revenue is greatly enhanced over 
agencies with little development activity. 

To assess this metric, the amount of capacity fee revenue was compared to operating 
revenue resulting in a value that represents capacity fee revenue as a percentage of 
operating revenue.   These values were obtained from publicly available financial reports on 
agency websites.   A five-year average was calculated though some agencies only had a few 
years of data on their websites.   In addition, not every agency itemizes capacity fee 
revenue in their financial reports, so calculations could only be performed for 10 out of the 
24 agencies.   

Calculation 

𝐷𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙𝑜𝑝𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐴𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 1 + 9 ∗
(𝑃𝑎 − 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛)

(𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑥 − 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛)
  

𝑊ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑒 𝑃𝑎 = 𝐴𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑓𝑒𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒 𝑎𝑠 𝑎 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒 

𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 𝑙𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑒𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 

𝑃𝑚𝑎𝑥 = ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑒𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 

 

The chart below shows the relative percentage calculations for the 10 agencies where data 
was available on publicly accessible websites.   This chart shows the wide range of 
development activity in San Diego County.   High levels of development in the City of San 
Marcos results in Vallecitos WD receiving the highest level of capacity fee revenues while 
the rural Yuima MWD has almost no such revenue. 
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Local Treatment 

Imported water enters Southern California as raw, or untreated water. Before it can be 
delivered to homes it must receive treatment to remove pathogens and be suitable for 
potable use. Where that water is treated varies from agency to agency.  Many of the older 
agencies, mostly in the south and east portions of the County, constructed treatment 
plants in the early part of the 20th century, with the City of San Diego’s Otay plant dating 
back to 1914. Other agencies constructed treatment plants in the post war era. 

For decades, a significant portion of water treatment occurred in Riverside County at the 
Skinner Treatment Plant operated by MWD. With multiple pipelines entering the County 
from the north, some lines were dedicated to treated water and the rest delivered raw 
water. Approximately 25 years ago, the total demand on SDCWA’s treated water pipelines 
was reaching its maximum capacity. Consideration was given to the construction of a new 
pipeline (pipeline 6) to address the issue but the cost of a new pipeline was considered too 
high.  Instead, a new round of treatment plant construction and expansion was undertaken 
by both SDCWA and member agencies.   
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Olivenhain MWD completed construction of the David C. McCollom plant in 2002 and a 
few years later SDCWA completed construction of the Twin Oaks Valley plant. Along with 
other projects in the County these plants eased the capacity problem in the pipelines but 
also increased the cost of treatment. 

Both MWD’s Skinner plant and SDCWA’s Twin Oaks plant are large, and as treated water 
demands declined over the 2000’s and 2010’s due to local member agencies building their 
treatment plants, the capital costs of these wholesale water agency plants were spread 
across fewer and fewer acre feet of water.  This situation, along with the overall decline in 
retail agency demands, increased the treatment cost charged to member agencies 
considerably. 

Agencies who own and operate their own water treatment plants benefit by purchasing 
lower cost raw water and by having lower per acre foot treatment costs at their own plants. 
Most agency owned plants are smaller and operate closer to their design flow rates which 
makes them more efficient.  The Twin Oaks plant currently runs at only about 25% which 
makes it particularly inefficient. 

The scope of this study did not allow for a precise per acre foot calculation of water 
treatment costs agency by agency. However, the consensus of the working group was that 
agencies with their own treatment plants by and large produce treated water at a lower 
cost than those who are subject to the costs of plants run by MWD and SDCWA. For the 
purposes of this study, agencies were assigned a score that reflected whether they 
operated their own treatment plant or not. 

Calculation 

𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 8 (𝑖𝑓 𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 𝑜𝑤𝑛𝑠 𝑎 𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛𝑡) 

𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 4 (𝑖𝑓 𝑎𝑛 𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑜𝑛 𝑆𝐷𝐶𝑊𝐴/𝑀𝑊𝐷) 

 

Low-Cost Local Supplies 

While most of the water demand in San Diego County is satisfied using imported water, 
there are some agencies who have access to lower cost local supplies. Most of these 
agencies are in the southern and eastern portion of the county and benefit from the early 
development of dams and water systems dating back to the 19th century.  Both the 
Sweetwater Dam and the Cuyamaca Dam were constructed in 1888. Others followed 
before World War II and were the main sources of water for San Diego County prior to the 
importation of water. A small amount of groundwater is available in the County and is 
mostly used by Lakeside Water District and the Sweetwater Authority. 
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Several agencies enjoy the benefits of local surface or groundwater, which is free when it 
falls from the sky and the only cost is the management of the dams, wells, reservoirs, and 
associated facilities.  These water supply sources cost only a fraction of the cost of 
imported water.  Since the largest cost component for many agencies is the cost of 
imported water, agencies who have access to local supplies can pass on these benefits to 
their ratepayers. 

Scoring for this category was based on estimates of the percentage of total water demands 
that come from low-cost local supplies for each agency.  The Sweetwater Authority tops 
the list with approximately 70% of their demands satisfied by surface or groundwater 
supplies. Many agencies have no low-cost local supplies and are completely dependent on 
imported water. 

Calculation 

𝐿𝑜𝑤 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝐿𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑦 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 2.5 (𝑖𝑓 𝑛𝑜 𝑙𝑜𝑤 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑠𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑦) 

𝐿𝑜𝑤 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝐿𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑦 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 5 + (𝑃𝑙 ∗ 5) 

𝑊ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑒 𝑃𝑙 = 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝐿𝑜𝑤 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝐿𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑦 

 

High-Cost Local Supply 

Over the last 25 years there has been a rapid expansion in the development of alternative 
supplies which are primarily based on the reuse of wastewater.  Until very recently, these 
reuse projects centered on non-potable uses for water such as irrigation.  Distributed in 
separate “purple pipe” distribution systems, this reclaimed water allowed agencies to 
irrigate schools, parks, medians and other sites using a local supply which reduced the 
need for importing water.  Many inland agencies have no access to other discharge 
methods, such as ocean outfalls, so the reuse of the water is the only option.  

In 2015 SDCWA commenced operation of a new source of water, the Claude “Bud” Lewis 
Carlsbad Desalination Plant.  While originally forecasted to provide water that would be 
competitive with imported water costs, these forecasts were inaccurate. Water costs from 
the desal plant are now about triple the cost of imported water.  While the main impact of 
these costs has been to increase the cost of water from SDCWA, two member agencies, 
Carlsbad MWD, and Vallecitos MWD signed agreements for direct deliveries of this more 
expensive water. 

Over the last several years there has been a new entrant to the water supply portfolio here 
in San Diego and across California – potable reuse.  Several factors have contributed to the 
rise of this new water source. The cost to deploy dedicated “purple pipe” distribution 
systems for non-potable reclaimed water stymied the expansion of these systems as the 
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cost of the water would exceed imported water. Revised regulations and treatment 
standards for potable reuse have brought certainty to the planning, financing, and project 
development processes.  The capacity/capabilities of wastewater treatment plants and/or 
ocean outfall pipelines have made potable reuse financially viable when compared to the 
cost of upgrades. 

While some of the costs of these potable reuse systems are charged to wastewater 
customers as part of the wastewater disposal component of those rates, the relative cost 
of potable reuse water is higher than imported water. There are agencies who present 
compelling arguments to the contrary, but these arguments generally use sophisticated 
mechanisms to shift costs in ways that don’t receive unanimous agreement from others. 

Local supply development of all types is good for the region.  The extreme dependency of 
San Diego County on far away water sources is likely not sustainable given the projections 
for hydrological change in the upcoming decades.  Colorado River supplies are under 
extreme duress and supplies from Northern California have their own issues related to 
changes in hydrology, an antiquated levee system, and environmental challenges. These 
potable reuse supplies are considered among the highest reliability sources and reuse a 
precious resource that often came from hundreds of miles away. 

However, these benefits come at a cost, which is passed down through water bills to 
customers. Whether compelled to create the supplies due to regulatory constraints, such 
as is the case for San Diego Pure Water, or by a desire to have a more resilient supply 
portfolio, the outcome is the same. 

Calculation 

Note: This calculation is based on a maximum of 25% high cost local supply for an agency.  
As these supply rates increase over time this calculation will need to be adjusted. 

𝐻𝑖𝑔ℎ 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝐿𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑦 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 5 − 0.16 ∗ 𝑃 

𝑊ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑒 𝑃 = 𝐻𝑖𝑔ℎ 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝐿𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑢𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑦 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝑤ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑒 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝑠 
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Water Rate Impact Charts 
The main objective of this new method of analysis is not to compare the water rates of one 
agency against another.  That sort of analysis fails to take into consideration the agency 
specific financial realities such as the subset presented above. This method of analysis is 
intended to help the Commission and general public understand why water rates are 
different from agency to agency. 

As noted previously, no numerical values are presented in these charts. Instead, each of 
the key characteristic calculations are presented in a way that shows whether the impact 
of each characteristic will tend to increase rates, or lower rates. If a key characteristic is 
neutral on rates, the tick mark will be in the center of the range. 

This draft report presents data from three of the agencies involved in the current round of 
North Coastal Municipal Service Reviews.  These agencies have been actively involved with 
providing data to LAFCO and its consultants, and thus were chosen for this report.  
Additional data has been gathered for 19 other agencies but the data was not provided by 
the agencies, but drawn, or inferred, by LAFCO’s consultant.  Additional charts will be 
developed once feedback on this methodology is received and the subject agencies can 
provide data directly. 
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Olivenhain Municipal Water District 

Key Characteristics 

Local Treatment – OMWD operates their own treatment plant  

System Topography – While varied, OMWD’s topography is not extreme 

High-Cost Local Supply – OMWD has no high-cost local supply 

Development Activity – OMWD has moderate development activity 

System Density – OMWD’s system density is average 

Low-Cost Local Supply – OMWD has no access to low-cost local supplies 

 

  

Low Cost Local
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System Density

Development
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High Cost Local
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System
Topography

Local Treatment
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San Dieguito Water District 

Key Characteristics 

Local Treatment – SDWD is a part owner of the Badger Treatment plant with SFID 

System Topography – SDWD has relatively small elevation changes in their system 

High-Cost Local Supply – SDWD has no high cost local supply 

Development Activity – SDWD has low levels of development activity 

System Density – SDWD has higher than average system density 

Low-Cost Local Supply – SDWD has access to low cost supplies, though the challenges at 
the Lake Hodges Dam has diminished this recently 
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Carlsbad MWD 

Key Characteristics 

Local Treatment – CMWD has some local treatment, but it is from the desal plant, which is 
at a higher cost 

System Topography – CMWD has relatively small elevation changes in their system 

High-Cost Local Supply – CMWD has high-cost water supplies from the desal plant 

Development Activity – No Data Available but expected to be higher than average 

System Density – CMWD’s system density is just above average 

Low-Cost Local Supply – CMWD has no low-cost local supply 

 

 

Interpretation of Water Rate Impact Charts 

The charts provided above don’t prescribe what an agency’s water rates should or should 
not be. They look at only a handful of myriad variables that go into rate setting. A chart 
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could show many indications that rate pressures are lower than other agencies, but any 
number of other variables could shift the actual rates in a different direction. 

In this small subset of agencies, the data loosely correlates with the “traditional” method 
of rate comparisons provided above.  Any comparison between the two should be 
conducted with the understanding of the limitations of both methods. 

These charts represent a snapshot of some reasons why rates are what they are.  If, during 
a Municipal Service Review process, LAFCO staff compares these charts to the 
“traditional” method of rate comparisons shown above and identifies some discrepancies, 
this does not mean the rates were improperly set.  It can be an indicator that additional 
review may be required if an agency is an outlier in one or more categories. 

 

Capital Spending Analysis 
As noted in previous sections, the provision of water in municipal systems is heavily 
dependent on a wide variety of capital assets. The combined value of these assets in San 
Diego County is measured in many billions of dollars of pipelines, treatment plants, pump 
stations and other facilities.  Additional billions have been invested in the statewide 
systems that bring imported water into the County. 

Once any form of capital asset is constructed, whether it be a small service lateral to a 
home or a huge transmission main, the clock starts ticking towards the eventual need to 
replace that asset. Every asset will, at some point, degrade in performance absent a 
reinvestment of some sort to replace or rehabilitate that asset.  Every water supplier must 
address these issues which is becoming an increasingly difficult problem to solve. 

From a LAFCO perspective, the Municipal Service Review process evaluates the capability 
of each agency to provide water as a municipal service for a specific service area. These 
reviews are mainly retrospective to see how the agency has been performing during a 
certain review period.  LAFCOs also have an obligation for prospective review to ensure 
that the agency is prepared to continue service into the foreseeable future. 

The challenge that the working group addresses here is how can LAFCO determine whether 
an agency is well prepared financially to handle the need to repair or rehabilitate the capital 
assets that are essential to their assigned municipal service function? Is an agency 
spending an appropriate amount on repair, replacement, or rehabilitation of their assets? 
How is the agency dealing with the water rate impacts of CIP programs, which can amount 
to a significant percentage of overall expenses? 
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The working group considered a number of options but after considering challenges –  
including data availability and accessibility of the metrics for non-accountants –two 
metrics were chosen and further detailed in the proceeding section.  It should be noted the 
metrics presented here are imperfect, but can present a high-level view of how an agency is 
prioritizing capital spending overall. 

One of the largest challenges is that the data was drawn from publicly available Annual 
Comprehensive Financial Reports (ACFR) that each agency is required to produce each 
year.  While these reports are based on a standardized format, there are variations in the 
detailed accounting practices among agencies that can lead to a level of uncertainty in the 
information. 

In addition, there are times when capital spending increases for single large projects such 
as a new treatment plant. Other times these large capital projects are not related to the 
backbone infrastructure but instead are for office buildings or other necessary assets that 
are not directly related to moving water.  The scope of this project did not include a detailed 
review of the types of projects that each agency funded with the capital spending reported 
in their ACFRs. 

Capital Spending Metrics 
 
The working group settled on two primary capital spending metrics that tell slightly 
different stories. Unlike the individual agency metrics used above, these metrics are more 
similar to the “traditional” water rate comparison charts in that they include all agencies on 
a single chart. As noted above, these charts are not intended to indicate whether a level of 
capital spending is “good” or “bad”, but to give LAFCO a general idea as to how the level of 
capital spending compares to similar agencies.  

An agency who has higher values in either or both of these charts may still be spending well 
below the levels necessary to proactively repair or replace infrastructure.  Conversely, an 
agency with lower values may have a “newer” system that does not require the higher level 
of spending – yet. These charts are a starting point and may guide LAFCO staff towards 
more detailed analysis during Municipal Service Reviews. 

Capital Spending to Depreciation Expense Ratio 

When an agency constructs a capital asset, it spends a certain amount of money on that 
asset.  In accounting terms, that spending is deducted from a cash fund on the books and 
added to a fixed asset fund, which holds the value of all of the assets of the agency.  The 
cash may be gone, but the asset still has value and that is reflected in the net position of 
the agency going forward.  
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However, just as when you drive a new car off the dealership’s lot, the value of the asset 
begins to decline immediately.  The process of subtracting this lost value of the asset each 
year is known as depreciation.  There are many methods of depreciation, but for 
simplicity’s sake in this description we will consider straight line depreciation.  When 
constructed, the accounting department will assign a useful lifespan for the asset, whether 
that be 50 years or 100 years.  From year one on they will deduct 1/50th (or 1/100th) of the 
original value of the asset from the fixed asset fund.  By year 50 (or 100) the “book value” of 
the asset will be zero. The amount of annual depreciation of fixed assets is reported in a 
line item of each agency’s ACFR. 

In the simplest of terms, depreciation can be an indicator of the magnitude of asset 
degradation in any fiscal year. Using this perspective, if an agency is spending the same 
amount of money that is being lost to asset degradation, they should be OK. In this 
simplistic view, the agency is replacing assets as fast as they degrade. 

However, it is not that simple. One huge factor is inflation. A pipeline installed 50 years ago 
cost a small fraction of what the identical pipeline would cost to be installed today. 1/50th 
the cost of a mile of pipe installed in 1975 does not buy 1/50th of a mile of pipe today. For 
this reason, even capital spending at a level equal to annual depreciation may be well 
below what is required. 

Another factor is that many agencies, especially ones whose infrastructure was installed 
long ago, have already depreciated many assets to zero book value. At that point, the 
annual depreciation expense declines significantly – but the need for replacement 
remains.  If your agency has already depreciated a significant amount of your infrastructure 
your capital spending to depreciation ratio needs to be many times higher than 1:1. 

In the chart below, the five-year average of capital spending to five-year average of 
depreciation expense ratio was calculated for the 22 member agencies of SDCWA plus 
Fallbrook PUD and Rainbow MWD.  Using five-year averages helps to smooth out high or 
low spending years.  However, in any five-year period some agencies may be saving up for a 
large future project or had just completed a large project just prior to the reporting period 
and are building reserves for the next cycle.  This fact adds another level of uncertainty to 
the data. 
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The chart above displays a wide range of CIP spending to depreciation expense ratios.   
From the City of Oceanside at a nearly 4:1 ratio to San Dieguito WD well below 0.25:1.  All 
but three agencies exceed a 1:1 ratio and the median value is 1.58:1.   The average value is 
1.83:1, which is not too far off the median.    

We can’t just interpret this chart and say, “Oceanside is the best!”.  While this has not been 
confirmed with City staff, we are aware of significant capital spending on their Pure Water 
Oceanside project, which likely skews these numbers.  Escondido has also been building 
an advanced water treatment plant, which has likely increased their ratio. 

What LAFCO can do is monitor these values over time and when the time comes for a 
Municipal Service Review they can use these charts to identify areas where additional 
study is required. 

CIP Spending as a Percentage of Operating Expenses 

Another metric that can provide some insight in tandem with the CIP to Depreciation ratio 
is a comparison of how CIP spending compares to operating expense.   Operating expenses 
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represent all of the spending required to perform the municipal service of potable water for 
the agency.   It includes purchasing, treating, and pumping water, along with labor, power, 
parts, administration, and everything else that goes into a functioning water agency.    

As a general rule, larger agencies have larger operating expenses.   This often correlates 
with larger distribution systems and thus larger needs for pipeline repair and replacement.  
However, many variables, including some of the key characteristics described above, 
contribute to operating expenses, so this general rule is certainly not a hard and fast rule. 

Perhaps the most useful way to look at a comparison of CIP spending to operating 
expenses is how much an agency has committed itself to funding CIP programs.   Except in 
high growth areas, most of the funding for CIP spending comes from water rates.   Building 
up reserves for CIP spending requires a commitment on the part of the governing body to 
make the hard decisions required to set rates in a manner that funds these programs. 

The chart below uses five-year average values to compare the percentage of CIP spending 
compared to operating expenses. 
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This chart shows an even wider range of values than the CIP to Depreciation ratio.  In this 
analysis, Fallbrook PUD has the highest percentage at nearly 55% with the Cities of 
Oceanside and San Diego not far behind.   Fallbrook recently completed an advanced 
water treatment facility and both San Diego and Oceanside are engaged in a similar effort.  
This explanation is an educated guess as the scope of this study did not allow for detailed 
reviews of actual spending. 

At the lower end San Dieguito WD is spent less than 1% of their operating expenses on CIP 
programs during the review period.  The average value is 20%, but the median is only 
15.5%, indicating that a handful of larger agencies have distorted the average somewhat.  It 
is entirely plausible that future calculations of these percentages will shift the order 
considerably as some agencies take on large projects and others complete them. 

Taken together, if an agency is consistently on the lower end of both charts this should raise 
a flag for LAFCO review.   San Dieguito WD is currently undergoing a Municipal Service 
Review and concerns about capital spending will be included in that report.   Please note 
that subsequent to the MSR report period (2019-2023) San Dieguito WD has taken steps to 
increase capital spending. 

Final Comments and Recommendations 
With water bills skyrocketing with no end in sight, the subject of water rates and what to do 
about them has become a hot topic in many areas of California.  This is especially true in 
San Diego County, where water rates are among the highest in the nation.   What used to be 
an annoying monthly bill has become, for many, a bill that requires hard choices among 
working families.   

The objective of this document was to outline why water rates vary from agency to agency 
so that the Commission and water agency ratepayers can understand the real-world 
factors that influence the cost in their communities.   Unfortunately, there is no silver bullet 
that can magically reduce water rates. 

In fact, as the data related to CIP spending indicates, there is wide variation in the way 
assets are managed.   The challenge of rising rates frequently compels governing bodies to 
cut back on capital spending in order to keep rates as low as possible.   While 
understandable, from a LAFCO perspective this may jeopardize the municipal service 
functions these agencies are required to fulfill in the future. 

Taken as a whole, the information in this report indicates that in many, many cases water 
rates are too low to properly fund the CIP programs required to avoid service disruptions.  
While this is certainly an unwelcome conclusion, the fact is that few, if any, agencies fund 

239



 

San Diego LAFCO – Water Rate Comparator Study                                                                                   
   

30  

their CIP programs at a level that is anywhere near being able to replace their systems at a 
frequency that is commensurate with their expected lifespans.   Most agencies will have 
replacement frequency measured in multiple centuries over the expected lifespans. 

Yes, these systems are getting by now, but for how long?   Will it be 10 years, 20 years, or 
more than 50 years before pipelines start failing faster than they can be replaced?   Many 
agencies have no idea and are hoping for the best.   Hope is not a strategy, to borrow a 
frequently used quote. 

Given the financial challenges of funding CIP programs and its impact on water rates, what 
are the best options.   This report offers two suggestions. 

Suggestion 1: Advanced Asset Management Programs should be used  

Many agencies have been developing Capital Master Plans and other CIP spending plans 
for decades.   During the post war growth period, a good deal of this spending went to 
building out capacity in the water system to manage the new homes and businesses that 
were part of the growth of San Diego County.  Some of those processes are still in place. 

However, in an era where systems are mostly built out and capital spending will be shifting 
towards repair, replacement, and rehabilitation of assets, a new methodology is required.   
Several agencies in San Diego County have already adopted these processes and it can 
help focus the limited funds available in the most cost-effective way to ensure reliable 
provision of service. 

There are several key components to advance asset management systems: 

- A comprehensive GIS based asset registry is required.   This database should 
include all assets, down to the smallest level of detail possible.   The data should be 
routinely updated and must be rigorously checked for accuracy. 

- A work management system that tracks asset failures by specific assets should be 
implemented.   This system records asset failures over time and includes specific 
data on the reasons for the asset failure.   For example, fire hydrants that leak after 
being run over by a car reflects an isolated incident rather than a systemic problem, 
but if they leak because their bolts have rusted out that may signal a systemic 
maintenance issue. 

- Continuous assessments of asset condition should be integrated into everyday 
work practices.  Every time an asset is looked at whether it be when a pipeline is 
exposed for a new connection or in response to a leak, agency staff should make 
specific notes on the asset condition.   This is not a one-time thing; assets that 
looked fine five years ago could be ready to fail today.   Colleting this data over time 
is important. 
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- Using the data collected from the systems above, each agency should use failure 
history and condition assessments to rank each asset in the asset registry by its 
relative probability of future failure.   While age is a factor in asset failure, it is 
frequently not the deciding factor.   Soil corrosivity, a bad contractor who installed a 
faulty line, and many other factors cause some pipelines to fail well before their 
expected lifetimes.  Using this type of system, agencies can proactively predict 
which assets are most likely to fail and direct scarce CIP funds toward preventing 
those failures. 

- Agencies should also factor in the consequence of failure.   The failure of a big 
transmission main could put thousands of customers out of service, while a small 
lateral in a cul de sac may only affect a handful.   While the loss of service to any 
customer is a problem, avoiding larger regional outages must take priority.  When 
combined with a probability of failure evaluation this becomes a very powerful tool 
to avoid the worst outcomes. 

Suggestion 2: The way capital assets are funded should be reevaluated by the State 
Legislature 

As noted above, retail water agencies are hamstrung by multiple forces.   They bear the 
burden of spending decisions by wholesale agencies, and in most of San Diego County that 
means two wholesale agencies.   Decisions are made that are far removed from the people 
who pay these bills.    

In addition, voter approved initiatives, while well intended, have created a situation where 
water agencies have almost no flexibility on how to apportion costs.  This has created a 
system of rates and charges that are generally regressive.  Lower income families pay a 
much higher percentage of their available spending power on water bills than do higher 
income families.   

Under the current legal landscape, agencies have limited options to fund asset 
management.   As a result, it is up to the State Legislature to take action to allow water 
agencies to recover some of these costs through a dedicated line item on annual property 
assessments.   This is not a tax, but a fee.   Wastewater agencies for decades have been 
given this option and many in San Diego County recover all their costs as a fee collected by 
the San Diego County Assessor. 

Will this reduce the total cost paid by the public for water? No – but it will distribute those 
costs in a more equitable manner.   More importantly, if also applied to the large regional 
wholesalers, those agencies will collect their money directly, not through the cash registers 
of small local agencies.  Multiple billions of dollars of costs are sent by wholesalers down 
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to retail agencies to include in their water bills each year in Southern California.  If these 
agencies were to collect their fees directly it would have two significant benefits. 

First, with the burden of wholesale agencies costs lifted from their budgets, local agency 
rates would drop immediately.   Agencies would not have to cut planned CIP projects 
because of an unexpected increase from their wholesale agencies.   Lower income 
customers who are not landowners would benefit most, though some landlords may use 
this change to justify rent increases. 

Secondly, the big wholesale agencies would become directly accountable to the public, 
often for the first time.   Where these big wholesale agencies now operate in mostly empty 
board rooms, concerned customers who see proposed increases in this new fee system 
will engage directly, rather than taking it out on the local body that had no option but to 
pass through those costs.  With any luck, this may provide a new focus on budgetary 
constraints at these large wholesale agencies. 
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AGENDA REPORT 
Business | Action 

 
 
March 2, 2026 
 
TO:  Chair Becker and Commissioners 
 
FROM:  Priscilla Mumpower, Assistant Executive Officer  

Aleks Giragosian, Commission Deputy Counsel 
      
SUBJECT:  Request to Authorize the Cities Advisory Committee to Conduct Meetings 

Remotely and Related Findings 
 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The  San  Diego  County  Local  Agency  Formation  Commission  (LAFCO)  will  consider 
authorizing  its  Cities  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  to  conduct  meetings  remotely  in 
accordance with Senate Bill No. 707 (“SB 707”) and Government Code Section 54953.8.6. 
Effective January 1, 2026, SB 707 permits a governing legislative body to authorize an eligible 
subsidiary advisory body to meet via teleconference under specified conditions. The CAC 
qualifies as an eligible advisory body under State law and authorization of remote meetings 
requires the Commission to adopt prescribed findings,  including designation of a primary 
physical meeting  location for purposes of public access and agenda posting.   This  item  is 
presented  for  Commission  consideration  and  action.  Staff  recommend  approval  of  the 
requested authorization and adoption of the required findings, as outlined in this report. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Remote Meetings & State Law 
 
Senate Bill No. 707  (“SB 707”), effective January  1, 2026, authorizes a  legislative body  to 
permit an eligible subsidiary body to conduct meetings via teleconference under the Brown 
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Act. Government Code Section 54953.8.6 – provided as Attachment One –  establishes the 
conditions under which an eligible advisory body may conduct meetings remotely.  Among 
other requirements, the statute requires the governing  legislative body to adopt specified 
findings  in  support of  remote participation  and  to designate  a primary physical meeting 
location where members of the public may attend  in person, consistent with Government 
Code Section 54953.8.6(a)(1). Meetings conducted remotely must continue to comply with 
applicable notice, agenda posting, and public access requirements. 
 
The statute further requires renewal of the governing body’s findings every six months  if 
remote meetings are to continue. These provisions are  intended to maintain transparency 
and public participation while providing flexibility for advisory bodies to conduct business 
remotely when authorized. 
 
Cities Advisory Committee 
 
San Diego LAFCO’s Cities Advisory Committee (CAC) was reconstituted in 2018 after having 
become dormant beginning in the 1990s. The CAC serves in an ad hoc advisory capacity and 
provides input to the Executive Officer, with particular focus on supporting development and 
implementation of the Commission’s adopted workplan. All 18 cities in San Diego County are 
represented on  the Committee by  their city manager or designee, with moderator duties 
assigned to the Executive Officer. The Cities Advisory Committee is an eligible legislative body 
for purposes of SB 707 given it is a committee created by the Commission that serves in an 
exclusively advisory  capacity, with no authority  to  take  final action, and without primary 
subject matter jurisdiction over elections, budgets, or spending proposals. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

This  item  is  presented  for  the  Commission  to  consider  authorizing  the  CAC  to  conduct 
meetings  remotely  and  in  doing  so  enhance  public  participation  and  improve member 
participation and  retention by ensuring  the Committee can  reliably convene and conduct 
business.  The CAC has  continuously  experienced difficulty  achieving  a quorum,  including 
cancellation of the March 2025 meeting due to member scheduling conflicts and inability to 
attend  in  person.  Staff  has  received  feedback  from  members  indicating  that  remote 
participation  would  increase  attendance  and  support  more  consistent  engagement  in 
Committee  discussions.  If  approved,  CAC  meetings  conducted  remotely  would  remain 
subject  to  all  applicable  open  meeting  requirements,  including  public  notice,  agenda 
accessibility, and opportunities for public comment.  
 
ANALYSIS  
   
The  Cities  Advisory  Committee  serves  an  important  advisory  function  in  support  of  the 
LAFCO Executive Officer and in the development and implementation of the Commission’s 
adopted workplan. The Committee’s ability to meet consistently supports timely  input on 
Commission priorities and  related workplan efforts. Government Code Section 54953.8.6 
provides  a  statutory  framework  for  eligible  advisory  bodies  to  meet  remotely  when 
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authorized by the governing legislative body and supported by required findings, including 
designation of  a primary meeting  location  for  in‐person public  access. Accordingly,  staff 
recommends the Commission make the following findings and designation: 
 

1. The  Commission  has  considered  the  circumstances  of  the  Cities  Advisory 
Committee, including recent challenges in achieving a quorum. 
 

2. Teleconference meetings of the Cities Advisory Committee would enhance public 
access to Committee meetings, and the public has been made aware that remote 
participation by the public will include the opportunity for audio‐visual participation 
that will be made available at a regularly scheduled meeting and has been provided 
the opportunity to comment at the Commission’s March 2, 2026, regular meeting 
authorizing the Cities Advisory Committee to meet entirely remotely. 

 
3. Teleconference meetings  of  the  Cities  Advisory  Committee would  promote  the 

attraction, retention, and diversity of eligible city representatives. 
 

4. The  Commission  designates  the  offices  of  the  San  Diego  County  Local  Agency 
Formation  Commission,  located  at  2550  Fifth  Avenue,  Suite  725,  San  Diego, 
California 92103, as the primary physical meeting location pursuant to Government 
Code Section 54953.8.6(a)(1), where agendas shall be posted and where members 
of the Commission, Cities Advisory Committee, and the public may attend in person. 

 
Staff will return to the Commission every six months, as required, for renewal of the findings. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It  is recommended San Diego LAFCO authorize the Cities Advisory Committee to conduct 
meetings remotely and adopt the required findings, consistent with Alternative Action One 
as outlined in the proceeding section. 
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION 
 
The following alternative actions are available to San Diego LAFCO:  
 

Alternative One:  
Adopt the attached resolution – provided as Attachment Two – authorizing the Cities 
Advisory Committee to conduct fully remote teleconference meetings. 
 
Alternative Two:  
Continue  the  item  to a  future meeting and provide direction  to  staff  regarding any 
additional information or analysis requested. 
 
Alternative Three:  
Take no action. 
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PROCEDURES 
 
This item has been placed on San Diego LAFCO’s agenda for action as part of the business 
calendar. The following procedures are recommended: 
 
1)   Receive verbal presentation from staff unless waived. 
2)   Invite comments from interested audience members if any. 
3)   Discuss and provide general feedback as needed. 
 
On behalf of the Executive Officer, 

 
Priscilla Mumpower  
Assistant Executive Officer 
 

Attachments: 
 

1. Government Code Section 54953.8.6 Text 
2. Resolution Authorizing the CAC to Meet Remotely 
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RESOLUTION NO._______  
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
AUTHORIZING THE CITIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO CONDUCT FULLY REMOTE 

TELECONFERENCE MEETINGS 
 
 

WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  Senate  Bill  No.  707  (“SB  707”),  effective  January  1,  2026,  a 
legislative  body  may  authorize  an  eligible  subsidiary  body  to  conduct  its  meetings  via 
teleconference under the Brown Act; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Cities Advisory Committee is an eligible legislative body for purposes of 

SB 707 because  it  is a committee created by  the Commission  that serves  in an exclusively 
advisory capacity, with no authority to take final action, and without primary subject matter 
jurisdiction over elections, budgets, or spending proposals; and 
 

WHEREAS,  the  Commission  desires  to  authorize  the  Cities  Advisory  Committee  to 
conducts its meetings fully remote via teleconference. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COMMISSION DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER 
as follows: 

 
1. RECITALS.  The  Recitals  above  are  true  and  correct  and  incorporated  herein  by 

reference. 
 

2. FINDINGS. Per Government Code Section 54953.8.6(a)(4)(A), the Commission hereby 
makes the following findings:  

a) The Commission has considered the challenge  in establishing quorum among 
the membership of the Cities Advisory Committee; 

b) Teleconference meetings  of  the  Cities  Advisory  Committee would  enhance 
public access to meetings, and the public has been made aware that remote 
participation  by  the  public  will  include  the  opportunity  for  audio‐visual 
participation that will be made available at a regularly scheduled meeting and 
has been provided the opportunity to comment at the Commission’s March 2, 
2026,  regular  meeting  authorizing  the  Cities  Advisory  Committee  to  meet 
entirely remotely; and 

c) Teleconference meetings of the Cities Advisory Committee would promote the 
attraction, retention, and diversity of eligible city representatives. 

 
3. MEETING LOCATION. Per Government Code Section 54953.8.6(a)(1), the Commission 

designates the offices of the San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission, 
located at 2550 Fifth Ave #725, San Diego, CA 92103, as the location where all meeting 
agendas of the Cities Advisory Committee shall be posted and where any members of 
the Commission, Cities Advisory Committee, or the public may attend in person.  
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4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Resolution  shall  take effect  immediately upon adoption, and 
shall be reconsidered every six months thereafter. 
 

5. CORRECTIONS. As allowed under Government Code Section 56107, the Commission 
authorizes  the  Executive  Officer  to  make  non‐substantive  corrections  to  this 
resolution to address any technical defects, errors, irregularities, or omissions.  
 

** 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Commission on March 2, 2026 by the following vote: 
 

AYES:   
 
NOES:     
 
ABSENT:   
 
ABSTAIN:   

** 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
_______________ 
Keene Simonds  
Executive Officer 
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7d 
AGENDA REPORT 
Business | Action 

 
 
March 2, 2026 
 
TO:  Chair Becker and Commissioners 
 
FROM:  Priscilla Mumpower, Assistant Executive Officer  

Aleks Giragosian, Commission Deputy Counsel 
      
SUBJECT:  Adoption of a Formal Parliamentary Procedure and Amendment to Article II 

(Meetings) of the Commission’s Rules 
 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will consider adopting 
a formal parliamentary procedure and amending Article II (Meetings) of the Commission’s 
Rules to explicitly identify the procedural authority governing the conduct of Commission 
meetings. The Commission may consider adopting either Rosenberg’s Rules of Order or 
Robert’s Rules of Order. Historically, the Commission has operated under Rosenberg’s Rules 
of Order as a matter of practice; however, the Commission’s current Rules do not expressly 
designate  a parliamentary  authority. Deputy Commission Counsel, Aleks Giragosian, will 
provide a brief verbal presentation outlining key distinctions between the two frameworks 
for Commission consideration. Staff recommend the Commission consider both options and 
take action to adopt a formal parliamentary procedure, with a corresponding amendment 
to Article II (Meetings) to reflect the Commission’s selected authority. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Parliamentary Procedures | 
Robert’s Rules of Order and Rosenberg’s Rules of Order 
 
Two principal parliamentary  authorities  commonly  referenced by public  agencies  include 
Robert’s Rules of Order and Rosenberg’s Rules of Order, which provide procedural rules for 
the orderly conduct of meetings and Board or Commission business. Robert’s Rules of Order, 
first published  in 1876,  is a widely recognized parliamentary manual that provides detailed 
guidance on motions, debate, voting, and meeting decorum. Rosenberg’s Rules of Order, 
first issued in 2011 by Superior Court Judge Dave Rosenberg, was developed as a simplified 
procedural guide tailored to the practical needs of California local government agencies and 
is  frequently  used  as  an  alternative  to  Robert’s  Rules  while  retaining  the  underlying 
parliamentary  principles.  Both  frameworks  support  structured  discussion,  clear  decision‐
making, and efficient meeting management.  
 
A comparison of key distinctions  is provided below and will be supplemented by a verbal 
presentation from Commission counsel. 

 

Parliamentary Procedures | Key Distinctions 

   
Robert’s Rules of Order  

 
Rosenberg’s Rules of Order  

Year Established  1876 
 

2011  

Primary Purpose 

 
National parliamentary authority 
used broadly across complex 

organizations 

 
Simplified parliamentary framework 

developed for California local 
government agencies  

Formality & Scope 

 
Comprehensive and highly 
structured; specialized 

terminology  

 
Streamlined and practical; designed for 

boards and commissions  

Typical Application 
 

Used by a wide range of 
organizations nationwide 

 
Commonly used by California public 

agencies  
 
Rosenberg’s  Rules  of Order  is  provided  as  Attachment  Two.  Robert’s  Rules  of Order  is 
provided as Attachment Three; however, due to its length it is available online only. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

This  item  is  presented  for  the  Commission  to  consider  adopting  a  formal  parliamentary 
procedure  to govern  the  conduct of  its meetings. While  the Commission has historically 
operated under Rosenberg’s Rules of Order as a matter of practice, the Commission’s current 
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Rules do  not  explicitly  identify  a  parliamentary  authority.    The Commission may wish  to 
formalize its existing practice by adopting Rosenberg’s Rules of Order and directing staff to 
amend Article II (Meetings) of the Commission’s Rules (attached) accordingly. Alternatively, 
the Commission may elect to adopt Robert’s Rules of Order. Should the Commission select 
Robert’s Rules,  the Commission may also consider establishing a  future effective date  to 
allow sufficient time for Commissioner training and implementation support. 
 
A verbal presentation will be provided by Deputy Commission Counsel, Aleks Giragosian, 
including an overview of both procedures and the key distinctions relevant to Commission 
consideration. 
 
ANALYSIS  
   
Current Commission policies do not explicitly state a preferred parliamentary procedure for 
the conduct of meetings. Commission counsel has recommended the Commission consider 
adopting  a  formal  parliamentary  authority  and  amending  its  Rules  to make  it  explicit. 
Rosenberg’s  Rules  of  Order  is widely  used  among  California  public  agencies  due  to  its 
streamlined structure and practical application in local government settings. Robert’s Rules 
of Order provides a more comprehensive procedural framework and may require additional 
technical familiarity.  Should the Commission elect to adopt Robert’s Rules of Order, staff will 
coordinate with Commission counsel to schedule training to support implementation. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended San Diego LAFCO adopt its preferred parliamentary procedure as outlined 
in the proceeding section. 
 
ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION 
 
The following alternative actions are available to San Diego LAFCO:  
 

Alternative One:  
‐ Adopt  Rosenberg’s  Rules  of  Order  as  the  Commission’s  formal  parliamentary 

authority. Accordingly, Section 2.13 (Parliamentary Procedure) is added to Article II 
(Meetings) of the Rules of the San Diego Local Agency Formation to read as follows:  
 
“Unless  otherwise  required  by  law,  all meetings  of  the  Commission  shall  be  in 
accordance with Rosenberg’s Rules of Order. However, technical failures to follow 
these procedural rules shall not invalidate any action taken.” 
 

Alternative Two:  
‐ Adopt Robert’s Rules of Order as the Commission’s formal parliamentary authority. 

Accordingly, Section 2.13 (Parliamentary Procedure) is added to Article II (Meetings) 
of the Rules of the San Diego Local Agency Formation to read as follows:  
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“Unless  otherwise  required  by  law,  all meetings  of  the  Commission  shall  be  in 
accordance with Robert’s Rules of Order. However,  technical  failures  to  follow 
these procedural rules shall not invalidate any action taken.” 
 

‐ Direct staff to establish a future effective date for implementation to allow staff, in 
coordination  with  Commission  counsel,  to  schedule  Commissioner  training  to 
support implementation. 

 
Alternative Three: 
Continue  the  item  to a  future meeting and provide direction  to  staff  regarding any 
additional information or analysis requested. 
 
Alternative Four:  
Take no action. 

 
PROCEDURES 
 
This item has been placed on San Diego LAFCO’s agenda for action as part of the business 
calendar. The following procedures are recommended: 
 
1)   Receive verbal presentation from staff unless waived. 
2)   Invite comments from interested audience members if any. 
3)   Discuss and provide general feedback as needed. 
 
On behalf of the Executive Officer, 

 
Priscilla Mumpower  
Assistant Executive Officer 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Attachment: 
 

1. San Diego LAFCO Commission Rules: Article II 
2. Rosenberg’s Rules of Order 
3. Robert's Rules of Order Newly Revised, 12th edition (link)  
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RULES 

SAN DIEGO 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

ARTICLE II 

MEETINGS 

2.1 Public Meetings 

2.2 Regular Meetings 

2.3 Adjourned Meetings 

2.4 Special Meetings 

2.5 Agendas of Regular Meetings 

2.6 Quorum; Votes Needed to Carry a Motion; Effect of Failure to Approve a Matter 

2.7 Matters Considered 

2.8 Attendance at Meetings 

2.9 Disqualification 

2.10 Per Diems  

2.11    Reimbursements 

2.12 Electronic Tablet Use 

2.1 PUBLIC MEETINGS - 

All meetings and activities of the Commission shall be subject to the Ralph M. Brown Act. 

2.2 REGULAR MEETINGS - 

Regular meetings of the Commission shall be held on the first Monday of each month 

unless that Monday is a holiday, in which case that meeting will be held the following 

Monday. Meetings will commence at 8:00 a.m., in Room 302, County Administration 

Center, 1600 Pacific Highway, San Diego. 

2.3 ADJOURNED MEETINGS - 

Any meeting may be adjourned to a specific date, time, and place. The chairperson shall 

announce the date, time, and place of the adjourned regular meeting. A notice shall be 

posted at the Commission's regular place of posting specifying the date, time, and place of 

the adjourned regular meeting. Less than a quorum may adjourn a meeting. If all members 

are absent, the Commission Clerk may adjourn the meeting to a specified date, time, and 

place, and post the required notice. 

2.4 SPECIAL MEETINGS - 

A special meeting may be called at any time by the chairperson, or by a majority of the 

members of the Commission, by delivering personally or by any other means, notice to 

each member of the Commission and to each local newspaper of general circulation, 

radio, or television station requesting notice in writing. The notice must be received at least 
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24 hours before the time of the meeting as specified in the notice. The call and notice shall 

specify the date, time, and place of the special meeting and business to be transacted.  

No other business shall be considered at such meetings by the Commission. The written 

notice may be dispensed with as to any member who at or prior to the time the meeting 

convenes, files with the clerk of the Commission a written waiver of notice. Such waiver 

may be given by telegram. The written notice may also be dispensed with as to any 

member who is actually present at the meeting at the time it convenes. The call and notice 

shall be posted at least 24 hours prior to the special meeting at the Commission's regular 

place of posting. 

2.5 AGENDAS OF REGULAR MEETINGS - 

At least 72 hours before a regular meeting, an agenda shall be posted at the Commis-

sion's regular place of posting that will contain a brief description of each item of business 

to be transacted or discussed at the meeting. The agenda shall also be posted on the 

Commission’s website: sdlafco.org.  However, failure to post on the Commission’s website 

will not invalidate any action of the Commission. Any person may speak to any item on the 

agenda. In addition, the agenda will include an item entitled “Public Comment” during 

which members of public may speak to any matter within the Commission’s jurisdiction, but 

not on the agenda. The Commission will not make a final determination on any issue 

raised during the Public Comment period that is not included on the agenda. The 

Commission will have the option of referring the matter to staff or scheduling action for a 

future agenda.   Each speaker shall be limited to no more than three minutes on any item 

unless extended by permission of the Chairperson.  

2.6 QUORUM; VOTES NEEDED TO CARRY A MOTION; EFFECT OF FAILURE TO 

APPROVE A MATTER -  

1. Five members of the Commission constitute a quorum for the transaction of business.

2. An affirmative vote of the majority of the quorum present – and no less than four

affirmative votes – is required to adopt any motion.

3. If a proposal for a change of organization or reorganization is wholly disapproved by

the Commission, no further proceedings shall be taken on the proposal and no similar

proposal involving the same or substantially the same territory, shall be initiated for

one year after the date of adoption of the resolution terminating proceedings. The

Commission may waive these requirements if it finds it to be in the public interest to do

so.

4. If a proposal for a change of organization, reorganization or amendment of a sphere of

influence is neither denied, continued nor approved at the meeting at which it is

considered, it is deemed denied without prejudice to refiling a petition or resolution of

application for the proposal at any time.

5. If a recommendation to adopt an original sphere of influence is neither approved nor

continued at the meeting at which it is considered it is deemed automatically continued

to the next meeting of the Commission.

6. If an application pursuant to Government Code Section 56895 to amend, modify or

revise a resolution of the Commission is not approved or continued at the meeting at
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which it is considered, it is deemed denied and no further action shall be taken thereon 

and no further application for the same or a substantially similar amendment, 

recodification or revision shall be accepted. 

7. Any other recommendation before the Commission is deemed denied if it does not

receive affirmative votes of the majority of the quorum present – with no less than four

affirmative votes – or is not continued to another meeting.

2.7 MATTERS CONSIDERED - 

No matter requiring a determination by the Commission pursuant to the Cortese/ 

Knox/Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 shall be brought before the 

Commission unless it is first filed by the Executive Officer.    

Adoption History: Article II, Sections 2.1 to 2.7 
Adopted June 30, 1975 
Amended February 2, 1987 
Amended March 2, 1987 
Re-affirmed and adopted December 4, 2000 
Administratively Revised and Updated May 24, 2005 
Comprehensively Updated and re-adopted March 3, 2008 
Amended March 6, 2023 (Section 2:2) 
Amended May 1, 2023 (Section 2:10) 

2.8 ATTENDANCE AT MEETINGS - 

1. Regular members of the Commission shall attend all meetings of the Commission.

Alternate members are urged to attend all Commission meetings;

2. If a regular Commissioner cannot attend, s/he shall notify the Executive Officer one

working day prior to the Commission meeting;

3. Each Commissioner is expected to remain for each entire meeting. Early departure is

considered an absence for the purposes of these policies;

4. The Chairperson may excuse the absence of a Commissioner if s/he determines that

the absence is due to sickness, personal emergency or attendance at another

governmental function. All excused absences and the reasons for them shall be

announced by the Chairperson at a regular meeting of the Commission; and

5. Inadequate attendance by a regular member of the Commission shall be considered

non-performance of duties and shall result in the Chairperson notifying the appointing

authority of the member's attendance record. Inadequate attendance shall consist of

two unexcused absences, or three consecutive absences, for any reason, in any fiscal

year.

2.9 DISQUALIFICATION - 

By law, the Commission must hold hearings on certain actions, including certain changes 

of organization and reorganization proposals, adoption of spheres of influence, city 

protests under the Williamson Act, and other matters.  Because of the Commission's 

concern for the fair and orderly conduct of its hearings, the Commission adopts the 

following rules, pursuant to Government Code Section 56300: 
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1. From time to time, any commission member may determine to disqualify him or herself
from participating in consideration of a proposal. The member should make every
effort to announce his or her disqualification for any reason at the beginning of the
Commission's consideration of the item. In those instances where the commission
member does not become aware of the reason for disqualification until after the item is
before the Commission, the Commission member should disqualify him or herself as
soon as s/he becomes aware of the reason for disqualification.

2. A Commission member who is absent from a hearing or a material portion of a hearing
on a particular matter is disqualified from participation in the discussion and from
voting on that matter unless the member:

(a) Listens to the tape recording made of the hearing or the portion of the hearing
from which the member was absent;

(b) Examines the documentary material received by the Commission during the
hearing or portion of the hearing from which the member was absent; and

(c) States in public session for the record that s/he has done both of the above.

3. When a member of the Commission is disqualified or determines to disqualify him or
herself, the designated alternate member shall serve and vote in his or her place
(Government Code Sections 56325, 56325(a), 56331, 56331.3, 56332, 56332(d),
56335 and 56336).

Adoption History: Article II, Sections 2.8 to 2.9 
Adopted June 5, 1978 
Amended July 13, 1981 
Amended January 10, 1983 
Amended June 4, 1990  
Re-affirmed and adopted December 4, 2000 
Administratively Revised and Updated May 24, 2005 
Comprehensively Updated and re-adopted March 3, 2008 

2.10 PER DIEMS – 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 56334, which permits LAFCOs to authorize 
payment of per diems to commissioners for attending meetings and in performing the 
duties of their office, the Commission has established a per diem rate of $305 effective 
July 1, 2025. Per diems shall be provided to Commissioners (regulars and alternates) for 
each day in attendance at regular and special meetings.  Per diems shall also be provided 
for each day in attendance at standing or ad hoc committee meetings as well as official 
meetings, conferences, and trainings organized by the California Association of LAFCOs 
or the Southern Region of LAFCOs.  No Commissioner shall receive more than five per 
diems per month. All requested per diems shall be listed on the LAFCO reimbursement 
form no later than 30 days after the event.  

Adoption History: Article II, Section 2.10 
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Adopted March 4, 1991 
Updated February 7, 2000 
Re-affirmed and adopted December 4, 2000 
Reaffirmed February 4, 2002 
Administratively Revised and Updated May 24, 2005 
Comprehensively Updated and re-adopted March 3, 2008 
Amended May 7, 2018 
Amended May 6, 2019 
Updated August 5, 2019 
Amended February 7, 2022 
Amended May 5, 2023 (Section 2:10) 

2.11 REIMBURSEMENTS –  

Pursuant to Government Code Section 56380, the Commission shall make its own 
provisions for the usual and necessary operating expenses incurred by LAFCO. This 
includes – and as needed – providing reimbursements for Commissioners and staff.   

1. The following general provisions apply to reimbursement of Commission expenses:

(a) Commission members (regulars and alternates) may claim
reimbursements for reasonable and necessary expenses incurred in performing the
duties of their office.

(b) The Executive Officer is responsible for reviewing and approving
requests for Commission reimbursements.

2. The following general provisions apply to reimbursement of staff expenses:

(a) Staff shall be reimbursed for all reasonable and necessary expenses in
connection with conducting LAFCO business.

(b) The Executive Officer is responsible for reviewing and approving
requests for staff reimbursements other than for himself or herself.

(c) The Chair or Vice Chair are responsible for reviewing and approving
requests for Executive Officer reimbursements.

(d) For purposes of this section, Commission Counsel shall be considered
staff and subject to the reimbursement provisions.

3. The following procedures apply to reimbursements involving Commissioners and staff:
(a) Expense reimbursement requests should be submitted as soon as possible, although

flexibility is permitted for purposes of consolidating multiple expenses, but no later than
45 days after incurring the expense.

(b) Expense claims for costs incurred in one fiscal year should be – whenever practical –
submitted for reimbursement during the same fiscal year.

(c) Expense claims shall be submitted using the standard LAFCO reimbursement form.
(d) Applicable receipts shall be provided and attached to the reimbursement form. If

receipts are not available, the requester shall succinctly summarize in writing the
amount and purpose of the expense and attach to the reimbursement form.

(e) The following provisions specific to transportation reimbursements apply:
(i) Transportation requiring outside carrier services – including airlines, rails,

shuttles, buses, vehicle rentals, and rideshares – shall be reimbursed equal to
actual costs.

(ii) Transportation requiring private vehicle usage shall be reimbursed using the
current mileage rate of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) plus actuals for tolls
and parking.  Staff reimbursement for private vehicle usage shall not apply to
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normal workday travel to and from the LAFCO office. The Executive Officer shall 
only be eligible for private vehicle mileage reimbursement for travel outside San 
Diego County if he or she is receiving an automobile allowance.  

(f) The following provisions specific to lodging reimbursements apply:
(i) Lodging reimbursements apply to overnight travel outside San Diego, Imperial,

Orange, and Riverside Counties that requires attendance and/or travel before
7:00 a.m. for night-before accommodations and after 6:00 p.m. for night-of
accommodations unless waived by the Executive Officer.

(ii)  Pre-authorized lodging shall be reimbursed equal to actual costs so long as it
does not exceed the maximum group rate published by the activity sponsor (i.e.,
conference organizer) and available at the time of booking.   If a group rate is
not available and/or applicable, reimbursement shall be booked at the
governmental rate as far in advance as feasible.

(g) The following provisions specific to meals and incidental reimbursements apply:
 (i) Meal expenses should be reasonable and moderate, taking into account

community standards and the prevailing restaurant costs of the area.
(ii) Where the cost of a meal or meals is included as part of a registration charge or

fee, there shall be no per diem meal reimbursement for the applicable meal
period covered by such registration.

(iii) Commission and staff may request reimbursement for expenses paid in covering
meals and incidentals of those in their company during an authorized function
and/or duty that is a person in the service of LAFCO or a person donating
service to LAFCO.

(iv) No reimbursements shall be made for alcoholic beverages of any kind.
(h) No prepayments shall be provided to Commission or staff for expected expenses

incurred in performing work duties; all related costs shall be provided in the form of
approved reimbursements unless otherwise provided under contract.

Adoption History: Article II, Section 2.11 
Adopted March 4, 1991 
Updated February 7, 2000 
Re-affirmed and adopted December 4, 2000 
Reaffirmed February 4, 2002 
Administratively Revised and Updated May 24, 2005 
Comprehensively Updated and re-adopted March 3, 2008 
Amended May 7, 2018 
Amended May 6, 2019 
Administratively Revised and Updated August 5, 2019 

2.12 ELECTRONIC TABLET USE - 

Use of an electronic tablet (i.e.,iPads, etc.) will assist the Commission in the efficient 

performance of their duties and reduce material resources.  Each Commissioner (regular 

and alternate) will be provided a tablet and supporting equipment for the principal purpose 

of reviewing agenda packets at all regular and special meetings.  Commissioners shall not 

use the tablet in any way as to violate the public meeting requirements of the Brown Act. 

implementing rules follow. 

1. Unless otherwise arranged, tablets will be provided to Commissioners on the dais

and preloaded with the full agenda packet.  The same tablet will be provided to

each Commissioner and allow past packets and notes taken therein to be saved
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and accessible for future reference.  Commissioners shall leave the tablets on the 

dais for collection by staff at the conclusion of each meeting.  

2. Commissioners have the elective to sign-out for a tablet.  Under the elective,

Commissioners shall be responsible for the security and care of the tablet and

downloading all agenda packets and saving all related materials as needed.  Upon

return and following the preparation any appropriate backup files, the tablet will be

wiped clean of any and all information.

3. All tablets will have WI-FI function.  No data plans will be provided.

4. Commissioners may use the tablets for incidental personal uses so long as such

uses do not conflict with policy or otherwise interfere with LAFCO business.

5. LAFCO will maintain appropriate warranty and service coverage on all tablets.

Commissioners shall notify staff immediately should a tablet require service.

6. All other existing LAFCO policies apply to the Commissioners’ use of the tablet and

conduct on the internet and includes – but not limited to – Administrative Policy A-

103 and provided as an appendix.

7. LAFCO reserves the right to inspect any and all files stored on the tablet to ensure

compliance with this rule.

8. All Commissioners are encouraged to use tablets and specifically as a substitute for

receiving paper agenda packets.  Paper agenda packets, nonetheless, will be

provided to any Commissioner at their request.

Adoption History: Article II, Section 2.12 
Adopted May 6, 2019 

2.13 PARLIAMENTARY PROCEDURE - 
Unless otherwise required by law, all meetings of the Commission shall be in accordance with 
[Rosenberg’s Rules of Order/ Robert’s Rules of Order]. However, technical failures to follow these 
procedural rules shall not invalidate any action taken.

Adoption History: Article II, Section 2.13 
Adopted March 2, 2026 
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MISSION and CORE BELIEFS
To expand and protect local control for cities through education and advocacy to enhance the quality of life for all Californians.

VISION
To be recognized and respected as the leading advocate for the common interests of California’s cities.

About the League of California Cities
Established in 1898, the League of California Cities is a member organization that represents California’s incorporated cities. 

The League strives to protect the local authority and automony of city government and help California’s cities effectively 

serve their residents. In addition to advocating on cities’ behalf at the state capitol, the League provides its members with 

professional development programs and information resources, conducts education conferences and research, and publishes 

Western City magazine.

© 2011 League of California Cities. All rights reserved.

About the Author
Dave Rosenberg is a Superior Court Judge in Yolo County. He has served as presiding judge of his court, and as 

presiding judge of the Superior Court Appellate Division. He also has served as chair of the Trial Court Presiding Judges 

Advisory Committee (the committee composed of all 58 California presiding judges) and as an advisory member of the 

California Judicial Council. Prior to his appointment to the bench, Rosenberg was member of the Yolo County Board of 

Supervisors, where he served two terms as chair. Rosenberg also served on the Davis City Council, including two terms 

as mayor. He has served on the senior staff of two governors, and worked for 19 years in private law practice. Rosenberg 

has served as a member and chair of numerous state, regional and local boards. Rosenberg chaired the California State 

Lottery Commission, the California Victim Compensation and Government Claims Board, the Yolo-Solano Air Quality 

Management District, the Yolo County Economic Development Commission, and the Yolo County Criminal Justice 

Cabinet. For many years, he has taught classes on parliamentary procedure and has served as parliamentarian for large 

and small bodies.
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Establishing a Quorum
The starting point for a meeting is the establishment of a quorum. 
A quorum is defined as the minimum number of members of the 
body who must be present at a meeting for business to be legally 
transacted. The default rule is that a quorum is one more than half 
the body. For example, in a five-member body a quorum is three. 
When the body has three members present, it can legally transact 
business. If the body has less than a quorum of members present, it 
cannot legally transact business. And even if the body has a quorum 
to begin the meeting, the body can lose the quorum during the 
meeting when a member departs (or even when a member leaves the 
dais). When that occurs the body loses its ability to transact business 
until and unless a quorum is reestablished. 

The default rule, identified above, however, gives way to a specific 
rule of the body that establishes a quorum. For example, the rules of 
a particular five-member body may indicate that a quorum is four 
members for that particular body. The body must follow the rules it 
has established for its quorum. In the absence of such a specific rule, 
the quorum is one more than half the members of the body.

The Role of the Chair
While all members of the body should know and understand the 
rules of parliamentary procedure, it is the chair of the body who is 
charged with applying the rules of conduct of the meeting. The chair 
should be well versed in those rules. For all intents and purposes, the 
chair makes the final ruling on the rules every time the chair states an 
action. In fact, all decisions by the chair are final unless overruled by 
the body itself. 

Since the chair runs the conduct of the meeting, it is usual courtesy 
for the chair to play a less active role in the debate and discussion 
than other members of the body. This does not mean that the chair 
should not participate in the debate or discussion. To the contrary, as 
a member of the body, the chair has the full right to participate in the 
debate, discussion and decision-making of the body. What the chair 
should do, however, is strive to be the last to speak at the discussion 
and debate stage. The chair should not make or second a motion 
unless the chair is convinced that no other member of the body will 
do so at that point in time.

The Basic Format for an Agenda Item Discussion
Formal meetings normally have a written, often published agenda. 
Informal meetings may have only an oral or understood agenda. In 
either case, the meeting is governed by the agenda and the agenda 
constitutes the body’s agreed-upon roadmap for the meeting. Each 
agenda item can be handled by the chair in the following basic 
format:

Introduction

The rules of procedure at meetings should be simple enough for 
most people to understand. Unfortunately, that has not always been 
the case. Virtually all clubs, associations, boards, councils and bodies 
follow a set of rules — Robert’s Rules of Order — which are embodied 
in a small, but complex, book. Virtually no one I know has actually 
read this book cover to cover. Worse yet, the book was written for 
another time and for another purpose. If one is chairing or running 
a parliament, then Robert’s Rules of Order is a dandy and quite useful 
handbook for procedure in that complex setting. On the other hand, 
if one is running a meeting of say, a five-member body with a few 
members of the public in attendance, a simplified version of the rules 
of parliamentary procedure is in order.

Hence, the birth of Rosenberg’s Rules of Order.

What follows is my version of the rules of parliamentary procedure, 
based on my decades of experience chairing meetings in state and 
local government. These rules have been simplified for the smaller 
bodies we chair or in which we participate, slimmed down for the 
21st Century, yet retaining the basic tenets of order to which we have 
grown accustomed. Interestingly enough, Rosenberg’s Rules has found 
a welcoming audience. Hundreds of cities, counties, special districts, 
committees, boards, commissions, neighborhood associations and 
private corporations and companies have adopted Rosenberg’s Rules 
in lieu of Robert’s Rules because they have found them practical, 
logical, simple, easy to learn and user friendly. 

This treatise on modern parliamentary procedure is built on a 
foundation supported by the following four pillars: 

1.	 Rules should establish order. The first purpose of rules of 
parliamentary procedure is to establish a framework for the 
orderly conduct of meetings.

2.	 Rules should be clear. Simple rules lead to wider understanding 
and participation. Complex rules create two classes: those 
who understand and participate; and those who do not fully 
understand and do not fully participate.

3.	 Rules should be user friendly. That is, the rules must be simple 
enough that the public is invited into the body and feels that it 
has participated in the process.

4.	 Rules should enforce the will of the majority while protecting 
the rights of the minority. The ultimate purpose of rules of 
procedure is to encourage discussion and to facilitate decision 
making by the body. In a democracy, majority rules. The rules 
must enable the majority to express itself and fashion a result, 
while permitting the minority to also express itself, but not 
dominate, while fully participating in the process.
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Ninth, the chair takes a vote. Simply asking for the “ayes” and then 
asking for the “nays” normally does this. If members of the body do 
not vote, then they “abstain.” Unless the rules of the body provide 
otherwise (or unless a super majority is required as delineated later 
in these rules), then a simple majority (as defined in law or the rules 
of the body as delineated later in these rules) determines whether the 
motion passes or is defeated. 

Tenth, the chair should announce the result of the vote and what 
action (if any) the body has taken. In announcing the result, the chair 
should indicate the names of the members of the body, if any, who 
voted in the minority on the motion. This announcement might take 
the following form: “The motion passes by a vote of 3-2, with Smith 
and Jones dissenting. We have passed the motion requiring a 10-day 
notice for all future meetings of this body.”

Motions in General
Motions are the vehicles for decision making by a body. It is usually 
best to have a motion before the body prior to commencing 
discussion of an agenda item. This helps the body focus.

Motions are made in a simple two-step process. First, the chair 
should recognize the member of the body. Second, the member 
of the body makes a motion by preceding the member’s desired 
approach with the words “I move … ”

A typical motion might be: “I move that we give a 10-day notice in 
the future for all our meetings.”

The chair usually initiates the motion in one of three ways:

1.	 Inviting the members of the body to make a motion, for 
example, “A motion at this time would be in order.” 

2.	 Suggesting a motion to the members of the body, “A motion 
would be in order that we give a 10-day notice in the future for all 
our meetings.” 

3.	 Making the motion. As noted, the chair has every right as a 
member of the body to make a motion, but should normally do 
so only if the chair wishes to make a motion on an item but is 
convinced that no other member of the body is willing to step 
forward to do so at a particular time.

The Three Basic Motions
There are three motions that are the most common and recur often 
at meetings:

The basic motion. The basic motion is the one that puts forward a 
decision for the body’s consideration. A basic motion might be: “I 
move that we create a five-member committee to plan and put on 
our annual fundraiser.” 

First, the chair should clearly announce the agenda item number and 
should clearly state what the agenda item subject is. The chair should 
then announce the format (which follows) that will be followed in 
considering the agenda item.

Second, following that agenda format, the chair should invite the 
appropriate person or persons to report on the item, including any 
recommendation that they might have. The appropriate person or 
persons may be the chair, a member of the body, a staff person, or a 
committee chair charged with providing input on the agenda item.

Third, the chair should ask members of the body if they have any 
technical questions of clarification. At this point, members of the 
body may ask clarifying questions to the person or persons who 
reported on the item, and that person or persons should be given 
time to respond.

Fourth, the chair should invite public comments, or if appropriate at 
a formal meeting, should open the public meeting for public input. 
If numerous members of the public indicate a desire to speak to 
the subject, the chair may limit the time of public speakers. At the 
conclusion of the public comments, the chair should announce that 
public input has concluded (or the public hearing, as the case may be, 
is closed).

Fifth, the chair should invite a motion. The chair should announce 
the name of the member of the body who makes the motion.

Sixth, the chair should determine if any member of the body wishes 
to second the motion. The chair should announce the name of the 
member of the body who seconds the motion. It is normally good 
practice for a motion to require a second before proceeding to 
ensure that it is not just one member of the body who is interested 
in a particular approach. However, a second is not an absolute 
requirement, and the chair can proceed with consideration and vote 
on a motion even when there is no second. This is a matter left to the 
discretion of the chair.

Seventh, if the motion is made and seconded, the chair should make 
sure everyone understands the motion. 

This is done in one of three ways:

1.	 The chair can ask the maker of the motion to repeat it;

2.	 The chair can repeat the motion; or

3.	 The chair can ask the secretary or the clerk of the body to repeat 
the motion.

Eighth, the chair should now invite discussion of the motion by the 
body. If there is no desired discussion, or after the discussion has 
ended, the chair should announce that the body will vote on the 
motion. If there has been no discussion or very brief discussion, then 
the vote on the motion should proceed immediately and there is no 
need to repeat the motion. If there has been substantial discussion, 
then it is normally best to make sure everyone understands the 
motion by repeating it.
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First, the chair would deal with the third (the last) motion on the 
floor, the substitute motion. After discussion and debate, a vote 
would be taken first on the third motion. If the substitute motion 
passed, it would be a substitute for the basic motion and would 
eliminate it. The first motion would be moot, as would the second 
motion (which sought to amend the first motion), and the action on 
the agenda item would be completed on the passage by the body of 
the third motion (the substitute motion). No vote would be taken on 
the first or second motions. 

Second, if the substitute motion failed, the chair would then deal 
with the second (now the last) motion on the floor, the motion 
to amend. The discussion and debate would focus strictly on the 
amendment (should the committee be five or 10 members). If the 
motion to amend passed, the chair would then move to consider the 
main motion (the first motion) as amended. If the motion to amend 
failed, the chair would then move to consider the main motion (the 
first motion) in its original format, not amended.

Third, the chair would now deal with the first motion that was placed 
on the floor. The original motion would either be in its original 
format (five-member committee), or if amended, would be in its 
amended format (10-member committee). The question on the floor 
for discussion and decision would be whether a committee should 
plan and put on the annual fundraiser.

To Debate or Not to Debate
The basic rule of motions is that they are subject to discussion and 
debate. Accordingly, basic motions, motions to amend, and substitute 
motions are all eligible, each in their turn, for full discussion before 
and by the body. The debate can continue as long as members of the 
body wish to discuss an item, subject to the decision of the chair that 
it is time to move on and take action.

There are exceptions to the general rule of free and open debate 
on motions. The exceptions all apply when there is a desire of the 
body to move on. The following motions are not debatable (that 
is, when the following motions are made and seconded, the chair 
must immediately call for a vote of the body without debate on the 
motion): 

Motion to adjourn. This motion, if passed, requires the body to 
immediately adjourn to its next regularly scheduled meeting. It 
requires a simple majority vote.

Motion to recess. This motion, if passed, requires the body to 
immediately take a recess. Normally, the chair determines the length 
of the recess which may be a few minutes or an hour. It requires a 
simple majority vote.

Motion to fix the time to adjourn. This motion, if passed, requires 
the body to adjourn the meeting at the specific time set in the 
motion. For example, the motion might be: “I move we adjourn this 
meeting at midnight.” It requires a simple majority vote.

The motion to amend. If a member wants to change a basic motion 
that is before the body, they would move to amend it. A motion 
to amend might be: “I move that we amend the motion to have a 
10-member committee.” A motion to amend takes the basic motion 
that is before the body and seeks to change it in some way.

The substitute motion. If a member wants to completely do away 
with the basic motion that is before the body, and put a new motion 
before the body, they would move a substitute motion. A substitute 
motion might be: “I move a substitute motion that we cancel the 
annual fundraiser this year.” 

“Motions to amend” and “substitute motions” are often confused, but 
they are quite different, and their effect (if passed) is quite different. 
A motion to amend seeks to retain the basic motion on the floor, but 
modify it in some way. A substitute motion seeks to throw out the 
basic motion on the floor, and substitute a new and different motion 
for it. The decision as to whether a motion is really a “motion to 
amend” or a “substitute motion” is left to the chair. So if a member 
makes what that member calls a “motion to amend,” but the chair 
determines that it is really a “substitute motion,” then the chair’s 
designation governs.

A “friendly amendment” is a practical parliamentary tool that is 
simple, informal, saves time and avoids bogging a meeting down 
with numerous formal motions. It works in the following way: In the 
discussion on a pending motion, it may appear that a change to the 
motion is desirable or may win support for the motion from some 
members. When that happens, a member who has the floor may 
simply say, “I want to suggest a friendly amendment to the motion.” 
The member suggests the friendly amendment, and if the maker and 
the person who seconded the motion pending on the floor accepts 
the friendly amendment, that now becomes the pending motion on 
the floor. If either the maker or the person who seconded rejects the 
proposed friendly amendment, then the proposer can formally move 
to amend.

Multiple Motions Before the Body
There can be up to three motions on the floor at the same time. 
The chair can reject a fourth motion until the chair has dealt 
with the three that are on the floor and has resolved them. This 
rule has practical value. More than three motions on the floor at 
any given time is confusing and unwieldy for almost everyone, 
including the chair. 

When there are two or three motions on the floor (after motions and 
seconds) at the same time, the vote should proceed first on the last 
motion that is made. For example, assume the first motion is a basic 
“motion to have a five-member committee to plan and put on our 
annual fundraiser.” During the discussion of this motion, a member 
might make a second motion to “amend the main motion to have a 
10-member committee, not a five-member committee to plan and 
put on our annual fundraiser.” And perhaps, during that discussion, a 
member makes yet a third motion as a “substitute motion that we not 
have an annual fundraiser this year.” The proper procedure would be 
as follows:

270



5

Motion to close nominations. When choosing officers of the 
body (such as the chair), nominations are in order either from a 
nominating committee or from the floor of the body. A motion to 
close nominations effectively cuts off the right of the minority to 
nominate officers and it requires a two-thirds vote to pass.

Motion to object to the consideration of a question. Normally, such 
a motion is unnecessary since the objectionable item can be tabled or 
defeated straight up. However, when members of a body do not even 
want an item on the agenda to be considered, then such a motion is 
in order. It is not debatable, and it requires a two-thirds vote to pass.

Motion to suspend the rules. This motion is debatable, but requires 
a two-thirds vote to pass. If the body has its own rules of order, 
conduct or procedure, this motion allows the body to suspend the 
rules for a particular purpose. For example, the body (a private club) 
might have a rule prohibiting the attendance at meetings by non-club 
members. A motion to suspend the rules would be in order to allow 
a non-club member to attend a meeting of the club on a particular 
date or on a particular agenda item.

Counting Votes
The matter of counting votes starts simple, but can become 
complicated.

Usually, it’s pretty easy to determine whether a particular motion 
passed or whether it was defeated. If a simple majority vote is needed 
to pass a motion, then one vote more than 50 percent of the body is 
required. For example, in a five-member body, if the vote is three in 
favor and two opposed, the motion passes. If it is two in favor and 
three opposed, the motion is defeated.

If a two-thirds majority vote is needed to pass a motion, then how 
many affirmative votes are required? The simple rule of thumb is to 
count the “no” votes and double that count to determine how many 
“yes” votes are needed to pass a particular motion. For example, in 
a seven-member body, if two members vote “no” then the “yes” vote 
of at least four members is required to achieve a two-thirds majority 
vote to pass the motion. 

What about tie votes? In the event of a tie, the motion always fails since 
an affirmative vote is required to pass any motion. For example, in a 
five-member body, if the vote is two in favor and two opposed, with 
one member absent, the motion is defeated.

Vote counting starts to become complicated when members 
vote “abstain” or in the case of a written ballot, cast a blank (or 
unreadable) ballot. Do these votes count, and if so, how does one 
count them? The starting point is always to check the statutes.

In California, for example, for an action of a board of supervisors to 
be valid and binding, the action must be approved by a majority of the 
board. (California Government Code Section 25005.) Typically, this 
means three of the five members of the board must vote affirmatively 
in favor of the action. A vote of 2-1 would not be sufficient. A vote of 
3-0 with two abstentions would be sufficient. In general law cities in 

Motion to table. This motion, if passed, requires discussion of the 
agenda item to be halted and the agenda item to be placed on “hold.” 
The motion can contain a specific time in which the item can come 
back to the body. “I move we table this item until our regular meeting 
in October.” Or the motion can contain no specific time for the 
return of the item, in which case a motion to take the item off the 
table and bring it back to the body will have to be taken at a future 
meeting. A motion to table an item (or to bring it back to the body) 
requires a simple majority vote.

Motion to limit debate. The most common form of this motion is to 
say, “I move the previous question” or “I move the question” or “I call 
the question” or sometimes someone simply shouts out “question.” 
As a practical matter, when a member calls out one of these phrases, 
the chair can expedite matters by treating it as a “request” rather 
than as a formal motion. The chair can simply inquire of the body, 
“any further discussion?” If no one wishes to have further discussion, 
then the chair can go right to the pending motion that is on the floor. 
However, if even one person wishes to discuss the pending motion 
further, then at that point, the chair should treat the call for the 
“question” as a formal motion, and proceed to it. 

When a member of the body makes such a motion (“I move the 
previous question”), the member is really saying: “I’ve had enough 
debate. Let’s get on with the vote.” When such a motion is made, the 
chair should ask for a second, stop debate, and vote on the motion to 
limit debate. The motion to limit debate requires a two-thirds vote of 
the body. 

Note:  A motion to limit debate could include a time limit. For 
example: “I move we limit debate on this agenda item to 15 minutes.” 
Even in this format, the motion to limit debate requires a two-
thirds vote of the body. A similar motion is a motion to object to 
consideration of an item. This motion is not debatable, and if passed, 
precludes the body from even considering an item on the agenda. It 
also requires a two-thirds vote.

Majority and Super Majority Votes
In a democracy, a simple majority vote determines a question. A tie 
vote means the motion fails. So in a seven-member body, a vote of 
4-3 passes the motion. A vote of 3-3 with one abstention means the 
motion fails. If one member is absent and the vote is 3-3, the motion 
still fails.

All motions require a simple majority, but there are a few exceptions. 
The exceptions come up when the body is taking an action which 
effectively cuts off the ability of a minority of the body to take an 
action or discuss an item. These extraordinary motions require a 
two-thirds majority (a super majority) to pass:

Motion to limit debate. Whether a member says, “I move the 
previous question,” or “I move the question,” or “I call the question,” 
or “I move to limit debate,” it all amounts to an attempt to cut off the 
ability of the minority to discuss an item, and it requires a two-thirds 
vote to pass.

271



6

Now, exactly how does a member cast an “abstention” vote? 
Any time a member votes “abstain” or says, “I abstain,” that is an 
abstention. However, if a member votes “present” that is also treated 
as an abstention (the member is essentially saying, “Count me for 
purposes of a quorum, but my vote on the issue is abstain.”) In fact, 
any manifestation of intention not to vote either “yes” or “no” on 
the pending motion may be treated by the chair as an abstention. If 
written ballots are cast, a blank or unreadable ballot is counted as an 
abstention as well. 

Can a member vote “absent” or “count me as absent?” Interesting 
question. The ruling on this is up to the chair. The better approach is 
for the chair to count this as if the member had left his/her chair and 
is actually “absent.” That, of course, affects the quorum. However, the 
chair may also treat this as a vote to abstain, particularly if the person 
does not actually leave the dais. 

The Motion to Reconsider
There is a special and unique motion that requires a bit of 
explanation all by itself; the motion to reconsider. A tenet of 
parliamentary procedure is finality. After vigorous discussion, debate 
and a vote, there must be some closure to the issue. And so, after a 
vote is taken, the matter is deemed closed, subject only to reopening 
if a proper motion to consider is made and passed.

A motion to reconsider requires a majority vote to pass like other 
garden-variety motions, but there are two special rules that apply 
only to the motion to reconsider. 

First, is the matter of timing. A motion to reconsider must be made 
at the meeting where the item was first voted upon. A motion to 
reconsider made at a later time is untimely. (The body, however, can 
always vote to suspend the rules and, by a two-thirds majority, allow 
a motion to reconsider to be made at another time.)

Second, a motion to reconsider may be made only by certain 
members of the body. Accordingly, a motion to reconsider may be 
made only by a member who voted in the majority on the original 
motion. If such a member has a change of heart, he or she may 
make the motion to reconsider (any other member of the body 
— including a member who voted in the minority on the original 
motion — may second the motion). If a member who voted in the 
minority seeks to make the motion to reconsider, it must be ruled 
out of order. The purpose of this rule is finality. If a member of 
minority could make a motion to reconsider, then the item could be 
brought back to the body again and again, which would defeat the 
purpose of finality. 

If the motion to reconsider passes, then the original matter is back 
before the body, and a new original motion is in order. The matter may 
be discussed and debated as if it were on the floor for the first time. 

California, as another example, resolutions or orders for the payment of 
money and all ordinances require a recorded vote of the total members 
of the city council. (California Government Code Section 36936.) Cities 
with charters may prescribe their own vote requirements. Local elected 
officials are always well-advised to consult with their local agency 
counsel on how state law may affect the vote count.

After consulting state statutes, step number two is to check the rules 
of the body. If the rules of the body say that you count votes of “those 
present” then you treat abstentions one way. However, if the rules of 
the body say that you count the votes of those “present and voting,” 
then you treat abstentions a different way. And if the rules of the 
body are silent on the subject, then the general rule of thumb (and 
default rule) is that you count all votes that are “present and voting.” 

Accordingly, under the “present and voting” system, you would NOT 
count abstention votes on the motion. Members who abstain are 
counted for purposes of determining quorum (they are “present”), 
but you treat the abstention votes on the motion as if they did not 
exist (they are not “voting”). On the other hand, if the rules of the 
body specifically say that you count votes of those “present” then you 
DO count abstention votes both in establishing the quorum and on 
the motion. In this event, the abstention votes act just like “no” votes.

How does this work in practice?  
Here are a few examples.

Assume that a five-member city council is voting on a motion that 
requires a simple majority vote to pass, and assume further that the 
body has no specific rule on counting votes. Accordingly, the default 
rule kicks in and we count all votes of members that are “present and 
voting.” If the vote on the motion is 3-2, the motion passes. If the 
motion is 2-2 with one abstention, the motion fails. 

Assume a five-member city council voting on a motion that requires 
a two-thirds majority vote to pass, and further assume that the body 
has no specific rule on counting votes. Again, the default rule applies. 
If the vote is 3-2, the motion fails for lack of a two-thirds majority. If 
the vote is 4-1, the motion passes with a clear two-thirds majority. A 
vote of three “yes,” one “no” and one “abstain” also results in passage 
of the motion. Once again, the abstention is counted only for the 
purpose of determining quorum, but on the actual vote on the 
motion, it is as if the abstention vote never existed — so an effective 
3-1 vote is clearly a two-thirds majority vote. 

Now, change the scenario slightly. Assume the same five-member 
city council voting on a motion that requires a two-thirds majority 
vote to pass, but now assume that the body DOES have a specific rule 
requiring a two-thirds vote of members “present.” Under this specific 
rule, we must count the members present not only for quorum but 
also for the motion. In this scenario, any abstention has the same 
force and effect as if it were a “no” vote. Accordingly, if the votes were 
three “yes,” one “no” and one “abstain,” then the motion fails. The 
abstention in this case is treated like a “no” vote and effective vote of 
3-2 is not enough to pass two-thirds majority muster. 
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Appeal. If the chair makes a ruling that a member of the body 
disagrees with, that member may appeal the ruling of the chair. If the 
motion is seconded, and after debate, if it passes by a simple majority 
vote, then the ruling of the chair is deemed reversed.

Call for orders of the day. This is simply another way of saying, 
“return to the agenda.” If a member believes that the body has drifted 
from the agreed-upon agenda, such a call may be made. It does not 
require a vote, and when the chair discovers that the agenda has 
not been followed, the chair simply reminds the body to return to 
the agenda item properly before them. If the chair fails to do so, the 
chair’s determination may be appealed.

Withdraw a motion. During debate and discussion of a motion, 
the maker of the motion on the floor, at any time, may interrupt a 
speaker to withdraw his or her motion from the floor. The motion 
is immediately deemed withdrawn, although the chair may ask the 
person who seconded the motion if he or she wishes to make the 
motion, and any other member may make the motion if properly 
recognized.

Special Notes About Public Input
The rules outlined above will help make meetings very public-
friendly. But in addition, and particularly for the chair, it is wise to 
remember three special rules that apply to each agenda item:

Rule One: Tell the public what the body will be doing.

Rule Two: Keep the public informed while the body is doing it.

Rule Three: When the body has acted, tell the public what the 
body did.

Courtesy and Decorum
The rules of order are meant to create an atmosphere where the 
members of the body and the members of the public can attend to 
business efficiently, fairly and with full participation. At the same 
time, it is up to the chair and the members of the body to maintain 
common courtesy and decorum. Unless the setting is very informal, 
it is always best for only one person at a time to have the floor, and 
it is always best for every speaker to be first recognized by the chair 
before proceeding to speak.

The chair should always ensure that debate and discussion of an 
agenda item focuses on the item and the policy in question, not the 
personalities of the members of the body. Debate on policy is healthy, 
debate on personalities is not. The chair has the right to cut off 
discussion that is too personal, is too loud, or is too crude.

Debate and discussion should be focused, but free and open. In the 
interest of time, the chair may, however, limit the time allotted to 
speakers, including members of the body.

Can a member of the body interrupt the speaker? The general rule is 
“no.” There are, however, exceptions. A speaker may be interrupted 
for the following reasons:

Privilege. The proper interruption would be, “point of privilege.” 
The chair would then ask the interrupter to “state your point.” 
Appropriate points of privilege relate to anything that would 
interfere with the normal comfort of the meeting. For example, the 
room may be too hot or too cold, or a blowing fan might interfere 
with a person’s ability to hear.

Order. The proper interruption would be, “point of order.” Again, 
the chair would ask the interrupter to “state your point.” Appropriate 
points of order relate to anything that would not be considered 
appropriate conduct of the meeting. For example, if the chair moved 
on to a vote on a motion that permits debate without allowing that 
discussion or debate.
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