
  

 

ATTACHMENT 5B 

CITY OF BLUE LAKE 
Post Office Box 458, 111 Greenwood Road, Blue Lake, CA 95525 Phone
707.668.5655 Fax 707.668.5916  

July 29, 2009  

George Williamson, Executive Officer Humboldt 
Local Agency Formation Commission 1125 16th 
Street, Suite 202 Arcata, CA 95521  

Re: City of Blue Lake Sphere of Influence  

George,  

On behalf of the City of Blue Lake we would like to thank you for taking the time to discuss our 
Municipal Services Review (MSR) and our Sphere of Influence (SOI). As discussed, Blue Lake is going 
through some internal changes and once again finds itself in a time of transition. The City of Blue Lake 
recently spent a great deal of time assessing our SOI and an in depth annexation analyses (referenced 
in the 2002 MSR). When considering the SOI there are more than just future population trends to 
consider in that decision. We have put a great deal of time and thought into the limits of our SOI and 
feel that, as it is currently defined, it is both adequate and necessary for a variety of reasons.   

Blue Lake is located about two miles from the community of Glendale, an unincorporated area of the 
county; in comparison Blue Lake has been an incorporated city since 1910. Blue Lake has its own 
small town character and identity, a major reason why people choose to make Blue Lake their home. 
As Humboldt County prepares their general plan update, the County appears to be planning for some 
substantial growth in and around the Glendale area. This is a very real concern for the City of Blue 
Lake and its rural character. The City of Blue Lake wants to retain its small town character and if 
Glendale continues to sprawl it could, in the very near future, sprawl together to create one community 
and lose it’s distinct character. From the City’s perspective, we would like to retain our existing SOI to 
serve as a de facto urban growth boundary for the City. By preserving the agricultural and timber lands 
that surround Blue Lake we will in turn ensure that Glendale and Blue Lake remain distinct entities. 
Blue Lake having been an incorporated city since 1910 has a long track record of preserving these 
lands that help define its character and foster its livelihood. Based on past development, one could 
argue that Blue Lake has done a better job than the county of preserving these lands, preventing 
sprawl and inappropriate development. The City does not know the end result of the County’s general 
plan process but has concerns for future land use decisions in this area that affects the surrounding 
resource lands.   

These and several other reasons support why the SOI area was proposed large in the first place 
(please review the missing 1980’s LAFCo SOI Report for supporting information). First, the City’s water 
tanks are at an elevation that would allow providing water to much of the area to the north. An 
additional tank at that elevation may also be needed in the future for those currently served by the City 
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waterlines, primarily for fire abatement. It is therefore important to retain land in the SOI at that 
elevation. Second, there is a possibility that the agricultural lands surrounding the Highway 299 
interchange could be converted to highway commercial if the land is brought outside the control of the 
City of Blue Lake. The City is not confident that the area around the Highway 299 interchange is 
protected from typical types of highway interchange development. For protection of the rural and 
agricultural uses/lands the City has discussed clustering development/transfer of development rights 
while maximizing the retention and protection of the open space lands in these areas. This is found in 
our Annexation Study for this area. Allowing typical County density-type development (as is proposed in 
some of the General Plan Alternatives) would lose the resource value of these lands. Based on 
discussions with the Blue Lake Rancheria regarding their casino and hotel, they stated they could put in 
their own water and sewage disposal systems for that size development, which suggests that 
substantial development in this location could occur without the need of city services. The City has been 
opposed to this. Reference is made to this in the Blue Lake Master Service Element from 2002 on page 
13 stating “Of utmost concern is the potential adverse development of typical highway interchange 
commercial that’s includes fast food restaurants, motels, and mini-mart gas stations.” Keeping those 
areas in the SOI assures that it is the City that would provide those services. Third when the City went 
through its public hearings on potential annexation many of the residents in the SOI expressed that they 
felt part of the ‘Blue Lake community’ rather than Glendale and were open to further discussing the idea 
of annexation. The idea of clustering development next to services on the larger parcels, rather than 
subdividing agricultural lands to their minimum parcel sizes, was discussed and supported.  

The City has examined annexation and a fiscal analysis that examined the impacts of the proposed 
annexation. The results from this study showed that under current state practices of holding back 
funding due to cities, the results would be a net fiscal impact on the City. The City of Blue Lake MSR, 
draft May 2009. Page 6 notes “Until the City can ensure fiscal balance upon annexation, it is not 
interested in expanding services or City boundaries.” But there are many other factors to consider, 
some of these are listed as LAFCo policies, but much is discussed in our Annexation studies.  

If the City of Blue Lake was to annex land north of Blue Lake Blvd. they would be expected to accept 
the road as part of the annexation.  Although the road was recently improved by the County, it would 
potentially be a large maintenance cost for the City.  The road is mainly used by logging trucks going 
to and from Korbel. Since none of the associated tax revenue would come to the City from loggin
operations, it would not be financially feasible to accept Blue Lake Blvd. into the City.  (MSRdraft09 
Page, 7). Though this is a primary concern there are other factors of concern that may outweigh this or 
there are other funding options available. Where this remains a constraint on annexing additional lands 
to the north into the City, it is not the sole criteria, that difficulty could be overcome. Due to other factors 
listed in this letter, for example the location of our water tanks, we believe our SOI should remain 
unchanged.  

g 

Additionally, the City, when it had a police department, provided police services for this larger area in 
the past through mutual aid agreements. It currently provides water, some sewer and recreation 
services. Lastly, there have been septic failures and well contamination on Liscom Hill Road and other 
nearby areas in the past. It may come a point where City services are needed there to prevent potential 
public health problems. The City has discussed, for instance, providing water with a contingency that 
regular septic system monitoring and maintenance occurs (similar to the City of Trinidad’s program). 
This is something that the County Environmental Health Department ordinances currently can’t require 
for conventional systems.  

Consideration for the size of the SOI for Blue Lake should not be solely based on projected population 
growth (given the great fluctuations that have occurred in the last five years) but on the other nine  
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factors listed under Local Agency Formation Commission Municipal Service Review Guidelines page 4. 
Additionally the SOI boundary is utilized by the County to determine county projects the City of Blue 
Lake receive referrals. We ask that you consider the entire range of factors that have an impact on our 
SOI in making your decision. Having been entrenched in this sunny river valley for the past 100 years, 
Blue Lake and its residents have a good sense of place and are best prepared to preserve Blue Lake 
and its rural character. We feel that local control would be best in this case, allowing Blue Lake to 
continue with its current SOI for the reason listed in this letter. We see no compelling reason to change 
it at this time and suggest relooking at it after the County’s General Plan process has been completed. 
Lastly all decisions that the City can take within the SOI area will bring us before the LAFCo Board and 
will be subject to CEQA.  

City representatives will be present at the scheduled LAFCo meeting to represent the City and answer 
any additional questions or concerns that there might be. We thank you for your time and consideration 
in this matter.    

Thank you for your consideration in this matter,  

Bob Brown, AICP 
City Planner Blue 
Lake California  
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ATTACHMENT 5C  
MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEWS AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

UPDATES 
 
MEETING DATE: January 20, 2010  

TO:   Humboldt Local Agency Formation Commission 

FROM:  George Williamson AICP, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT:  Municipal Service Reviews and Spheres of Influence Updates 
 
 
 
Recommendation 
By order of the Chair, with concurrence of the Commission, hold a public hearing for review of 
the following Municipal Service Reviews (MSRs) and Spheres of Influence (SOI) Updates for 
approval, and adopt the attached Resolutions for the cities of Arcata and Blue Lake.  A 
Resolution for the City of Eureka is not included at this time, as the City’s SOI is dependent 
upon the direction of the Commission. 
 
Discussion 
LAFCo staff has reviewed the SOIs and prepared Draft MSRs for the cities of Arcata, Blue Lake, 
and Eureka.  The Cortese Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act defines a SOI 
as a plan for the probable physical boundaries and service area of a local agency, as determined 
by the Commission.  
 
City of Arcata 
The current City of Arcata SOI includes the following areas that are outside the existing Urban 
Service Boundary (USB): 

 1) An area adjacent to the northeastern city boundary  

2) An area south of the community forest  

3) An area southwest of the city boundary along highway 101 

4) An area adjacent to the western city boundary 

5) An area west of the Arcata Marsh. 

 

The Cortese Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act defines a SOI as a plan for 
the probable physical boundaries and service area of a local agency, as determined by the 
Commission.  The areas of Arcata referenced above are included in the City’s SOI but do not 
receive services from the City.  LAFCo staff recommends that Arcata’s SOI be updated to reflect 
the existing USB.   



 

City of Blue Lake 
The City of Blue Lake’s SOI area is more than twice the area contained within the City limits.  It 
is recommended that the City’s SOI be re-evaluated taking into consideration efficient extensions 
of services, preservation of open space and prime agricultural lands, and present development 
constraints to determine if providing services to this large of a sphere remains feasible. If not, a 
SOI reduction should be considered. 
 
City of Eureka 
Development within the City of Eureka is dependent upon the City’s available wastewater 
capacity at the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP).  If the City’s capacity at the WWTP is not 
increased to accommodate the projected growth of the Humboldt Hill, Freshwater, and Indianola 
areas, it is likely that it will be necessary for the Humboldt Community Services District (HCSD) 
to provide wastewater service to one or more of these areas in the future.  Therefore, while the 
City may have the available wastewater capacity to serve planned future developments within 
the City and the City’s SOI within the 5 year planning horizon of this MSR, a SOI reduction may 
be warranted in the future. 
 
In addition, the City provides water service to some areas outside of the City limits (such as the 
Indianola area).  Any future provision of water service to the Humboldt Hill, Freshwater, and 
Indianola areas will require LAFCo’s analysis of at minimum, the City’s and HCSD’s 
infrastructure present, governmental and financial capacity, and boundary/SOI relation to the 
proposed service area(s) to determine which jurisdiction is capable of providing such service in 
the most efficient means possible. 
 
Furthermore, the City has no immediate or immediately foreseeable plans to annex within the 
Indianola area. Given the area’s characteristic prime agricultural soil, it is recommended that the 
Indianola area be considered for removal from the City’s SOI.  
 



 

RESOLUTION 10-01 

RESOLUTION OF THE HUMBOLDT LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION 
COMMISSION 

APPROVING A MUNICIPAL SERVICES REVIEW FOR THE  

 CITY OF ARCATA 

WHEREAS, the fundamental role of the Humboldt LAFCo is to implement the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Act (The Act) consistent with local conditions and circumstances.  The Act 
guides LAFCo’s decisions; and 

WHEREAS, as set forth in § 56425 (g) of The Act, on or before January 1, 2008, and every 
five years thereafter, Humboldt LAFCo shall review and update each Sphere of Influence (SOI).  
Additionally, a Municipal Service Review (MSR) shall be conducted with, or in conjunction 
with the action to establish or to update a SOI pursuant to The Act.  Together, the SOI and MSR 
documents analyze the City’s ability to serve existing and future residents; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer prepared a MSR, including the recommendation to 
adopt the MSR for the City of Arcata; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission heard fully and considered all of the evidence presented at a 
public meeting held on January 20, 2010; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission considered all the factors required by law under California 
Government Code, Section 56425.   

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows: 

1. That all the foregoing recitations are true and correct. 

2. That an Initial Study and Negative Declaration was prepared , pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines, for the proposed SOI change in which it was determined that the proposal 
would not result in adverse environmental affects [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15061 
(b)(3)]. 

3. That the Commission approves of a SOI amendment for the City of Arcata, taking into 
consideration the size of the existing SOI in relation to the existing Urban Service Boundary 
(USB) and the City’s ability to provide services to those areas currently within the SOI that are 
outside of the USB. 

4. That the recommendation to amend the existing SOI for the City of Arcata is APPROVED. 



 

5. This MSR is assigned the following distinctive short-term designation:  

CITY OF ARCATA MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW 

6. The Municipal Service Review for the City of Arcata is hereby adopted, including the SOI 
amendment, as shown in Figure 3 of the MSR.  

7.  Pursuant to Section 56425 of the Government Code, the Commission makes the statements of 
determinations in the attached staff report. 

8.  The Executive Officer shall revise the official records of the Commission to reflect any 
changes to the SOI or MSR.   

The foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the Local Agency Formation 
Commission of the County of Humboldt, State of California. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Local Agency Formation Commission of 
the County of Humboldt, State of California, on the 20th day of January 2010, by the following 
vote: 
 
AYES:       Commissioners: 
 
NOES:       Commissioners:   
 
ABSENT: Commissioners:  
 
ABSTAIN: Commissioners:  
 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Marty McClelland, LAFCo Chair 
Humboldt LAFCo 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
George Williamson, LAFCo Executive Officer 
Humboldt LAFCo 
 



 

 RESOLUTION 10-02 

RESOLUTION OF THE HUMBOLDT LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION 
COMMISSION 

APPROVING A MUNICIPAL SERVICES REVIEW FOR THE  
 CITY OF BLUE LAKE 

WHEREAS, the fundamental role of the Humboldt LAFCo is to implement the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Act (The Act) consistent with local conditions and circumstances.  The Act 
guides LAFCo’s decisions; and 

WHEREAS, as set forth in § 56425 (g) of The Act, on or before January 1, 2008, and every 
five years thereafter, Humboldt LAFCo shall review and update each Sphere of Influence (SOI).  
Additionally, a Municipal Service Review (MSR) shall be conducted with, or in conjunction 
with the action to establish or to update a SOI pursuant to The Act.  Together, the SOI and MSR 
documents analyze the City’s ability to serve existing and future residents; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer prepared a MSR, including the recommendation to 
adopt the MSR for the City of Blue Lake; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission heard fully and considered all of the evidence presented at a 
public meeting held on January 20; 2010 and 

WHEREAS, the Commission considered all the factors required by law under California 
Government Code, Section 56425.   

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows: 

1. That all the foregoing recitations are true and correct. 

2. That an Initial Study and Negative Declaration was prepared , pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines, for the proposed SOI change in which it was determined that the proposal 
would not result in adverse environmental affects [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15061 
(b)(3)]. 

3. That the Commission approves of a SOI reduction for the City of Blue Lake, taking into 
consideration the size of the existing SOI in relation to projected growth for the City, the ability 
to provide services to SOI lands and the potential agricultural conversion should those lands be 
converted to urban uses.   

4. That the recommendation to amend the existing SOI for the City of Blue Lake is APPROVED. 

5. This MSR is assigned the following distinctive short-term designation:  
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The following two options are currently being researched by LAFCo staff as a means of 
providing the Station with potable water: 
 
1. Extending the City of Trinidad’s SOI to include the CAL FIRE Trinidad Station, located 

outside of the City Boundary and SOI, and authorizing an out of area service agreement 
for water service, under the State Health and Safety Provision (GC §56133). 

 
2. Extending the County Service Area No. 4 - Fire Assessment District’s (CSA4) latent 
 powers to include the provision of water service and as such, providing service to the 
 Trinidad Station.  
 

Figure 1: Proposed Project Location  
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ATTACHMENT 8C 

TRANSMITTAL 
 
DATE: January 6, 2010 
 
TO:  Steve Albright, City Manager 
  Trinidad Town Hall  
  P.O Box 390, Trinidad CA, 95570 
   
FROM: George Williamson AICP, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Water Line Extension to Serve Trinidad CAL FIRE Station 
 
CC:  Steven Hartman, CAL FIRE Trinidad Station Battalion Chief 

923 Patricks Point Drive, Trinidad, CA 95570 
 

TRANSMITTAL ITEMS 
1. CAL FIRE Water Line Extension Application 

 
Thank you for speaking with me about the CAL FIRE application to extend the City of 
Trinidad’s potable water supply to the CAL FIRE Station at 923 Patricks Point Drive.  
CAL FIRE states that this service is needed due to the unsafe water supply from Martin 
Creek, which currently serves the station.  Municipal service extensions are subject to 
LAFCo review. 
 
The Station is currently within the County Service Area Number Four (CSA4), which 
provides year-round fire service from McKinleyville to Orick.  The Station is 
approximately 1 mile beyond the City of Trinidad Sphere of Influence (SOI). 
 
LAFCo staff is exploring several options to provide the Station with potable water.  One 
option would be to expand the City of Trinidad’s SOI to include the Trinidad CAL FIRE 
Station and to arrange for an out of area service agreement between the City and CAL 
FIRE due to the health and safety risks of the current supply.   
 
Another option would be to expand CSA4’s Latent Services to include water service and 
to arrange for an agreement between the City and the County (CSA4) for the provision of 
water to just the Station. 
 
LAFCo staff is also looking into other potential arrangements between agencies that 
would provide this supply.  Any of the above options would require LAFCo’s review and 
approval.   
 
We believe that CAL FIRE has applied to Humboldt LAFCo rather than the City, due to 
the broader range of options we can pursue.  In any event, this extension would be 
contingent on water from the City of Trinidad.  CAL FIRE would be responsible for any 
service extension costs. 
 
To initiate this water service extension request, CAL FIRE has filed an application with 
LAFCo.  I request that this LAFCo application be placed, as an informational item only, 
on the February 10, 2010 Trinidad City Council Agenda.  I wish to make an 
informational presentation at that meeting. 

http://www.humboldtlafco.org/
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ATTACHMENT 9A 

January 11, 2010 
Mark Bryant, General Manager 
Garberville Sanitary District 
919 Redwood Drive  
Garberville 95542 
 
SUBJECT: Humboldt LAFCo: Review of Garberville Sanitary District Water System 

Improvement Project Initial Study and Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration.    
  
 
Dear Mr. Bryant: 
 
Humboldt LAFCo has received the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
proposed Garberville Sanitary District (GSD) Water System Improvement Project.  The 
proposed project would result in: 
 
 1) Placement of a 670,000 to 1,000,000 gallon water tank at the “Johnson site”; 
 
 2) Refurbishment of the existing GSD water intake; 
 
 3) New Surface Water Treatment Plant (SWTP); 
 
 4) Modifications to the existing Oak Street Booster Station; 
 
 5) New pipeline constructed within Rights-of-Way of Tooby Park Road and Sprowel 

 Creek Road to connect proposed SWTP to proposed water distribution lines in 
 the town of Garberville. 

 
 6) Improved access to proposed tanks on the existing logging road; 
 
 7) New pipeline installed within the proposed new tank’s access roadway,   
  connecting the tank to the town’s water system, and new water distribution lines  
  installed in Hillcrest Drive, Sprowel Creek Road, Redwood Drive, Maple Lane,  
  Locust Street, and Oak Streets. 
 
Thank you for providing LAFCo the opportunity to comment on the GSD Water System 
Improvement Project Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration.  LAFCo will be 
providing comments on the above referenced Initial Study by January 22, 2010.   
 
As a reminder, the GSD is required to apply to LAFCo and receive approval for a Sphere of 
Influence (SOI) expansion and an Out-of-Area Service Agreement prior to extending water 
service to serve Kimtu Meadows Subdivision or any other area(s) currently outside of the 
District’s SOI.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
George Williamson AICP 
Executive Officer 



 
 

ATTACHMENT 9C 
 

HUMBOLDT COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES: 
STAFF SUMMARY OF FIRE DISTRICT FORMATION AND REORGANIZATION 

 
MEETING DATE: January 20, 2010       
 
TO:   Humboldt Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Cybelle Immitt, Humboldt County Community Development Services 
    
SUBJECT:  Southern Humboldt County Fire District Reorganization & Formation 
 
 
 
Recommendation 
By order of the Chair, with concurrence of the Commission, receive and file this report.  
 
Discussion 
Since their presentation to LAFCo, County staff had a meeting with representatives of the 
Briceland Volunteer Fire Department, Garberville Fire Protection District, Telegraph Ridge Fire 
Protection District, and the Whitethorn Fire Protection District to discuss the following: 
 

• Potential formation of a Fire Protection District in the Briceland area; and 
•  The annexation of lands surrounding the Garberville, Telegraph Ridge and the 

Whitethorn Fire Protection Districts already served by each of the districts.   
 
A preliminary map has been prepared that is being reviewed by each of the departments.  In 
addition, staff is continuing to work with these fire departments to evaluate alternative strategies. 
They are considering submitting this as a single reorganization application rather than individual 
changes in organization. They are in the process of drafting a Plan for Service and a joint 
Municipal Service Review for the entire area.  
 
 



 

 
ATTACHMENT 9D  

EXPECTED LEGISLATION FOR REORGANIZING RIDs TO CSDs 
 

MEETING DATE: January 20, 2010  

TO:   Humboldt Local Agency Formation Commission 

FROM:  George Williamson AICP, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT:  Expected State Legislation for Reorganizing RIDs to CSDs  
    
 
 
Recommendation 
The Senate Local Government Committee has submitted the following information about 
legislation being considered for 2010 and asked that LAFCos with RIDs to provide input. 
 

Discussion 
New State legislation is being considered that would create an expedited procedure for 
converting special districts that operate under archaic statutes into community services districts, 
without substantive changes to their powers, duties, finances, or service areas.   
 
Existing law.  The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act 
(Government Code §56000, et seq.) sets up a local agency formation commission (LAFCo) in 
each county with the power to govern the formation, boundaries, and dissolution of most special 
districts (§56036 & §56037).  These procedures usually require five steps: 

• Application to LAFCO, including environmental review. 
• A formal public hearing for LAFCO review and approval. 
• Another formal hearing to measure public protests. 
• The possibility of an election, if there was significant protest. 
• Ministerial filing of final documents. 

 
A reorganization (§56073) is merely a way to combine two or more proposed boundary changes 
(§56021) into a single proposal.  For example, a reorganization could involve the simultaneous 
dissolution (§56035) of an existing special district and the formation (§56021) of a new district. 
 
In 2005, the Legislature revised the Community Services District Law (Government Code 
§61000, et seq.; SB 135, Kehoe, 2005).  Under this principal act, more than 300 community 
services districts (CSDs) can deliver a wide variety of public facilities and services.  However, 
before a CSD can activate its latent powers and offer a new public service, it must receive 
LAFCO’s approval (§61106 & §56824.1).  Practitioners also see the new statute as an 
opportunity to convert existing special districts that operate under outdated statutes into CSDs 
that can operate under contemporary laws. 
 
In 1961, the Legislature passed the Resort Improvement District Law (Public Resources Code 
§13000, et seq.; SB 384, Cameron, 1961).  In 1965, the Assembly held hearings into special 
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districts’ abuses and one result was to ban new resort improvement districts (Public Resources 
Code §13003).   Nevertheless, seven RIDs still remain: 
 Grizzly Lake RID   Plumas County 
 Lake Berryessa RID   Napa County 
 Napa Berryessa RID   Napa County 
 Resort Improvement District No. 1  Humboldt County 
 Stony Gorge RID   Glenn County 
 Tahoe Paradise RID   El Dorado County 
 Talmont RID    Placer County 
The county boards of supervisors in Napa and Glenn Counties govern their RIDs ex officio, but 
the other four RIDs have their own directly elected boards of directors. 
 
Policy question and two responses.  Practitioners note that the MIDs’ special acts and the RID 
statute are archaic, making it hard for these special districts to govern themselves and deliver 
public services with transparency and accountability.  Some LAFCOs and some RIDs are 
interested in converting those districts into CSDs, without changing their boundaries, services, 
finances, or other duties. 
 
To switch principal acts under current law, an applicant must formally ask LAFCO to approve a 
reorganization that proposes the dissolution of the existing RID or MID and the formation of a 
new CSD.  The five-step LAFCO procedures take about a year to complete.  Further, these 
reorganizations require the payment of LAFCO processing fees (Government Code §56383) and 
they need majority-voter approval (Government Code §57077 [b][1]). 
 
To convert RIDs and MIDs into CSDs more quickly, there are at least two policy options: 

Special legislation.  The Legislature has plenary authority over general law local 
governments, including special districts.  Legislators have the constitutional authority to 
reorganize local governments without the need for local elections or even against citizen protests 
(Broadmoor Police Protection Dist. v. San Mateo Local Agency Formation Com. [1994] 26 
Cal.App.4th 304, relying on Hunter v. City of Pittsburgh [1907] 207 U.S. 161). 
 
Examples of how the Legislature has used this plenary authority include: 

• Dissolving the Avenal Sanitary District and the Avenal Heights Sanitary District and 
forming the Avenal Community Services District to replace the two dissolved districts 
(SB 1998, Montgomery, 1955; Chapter 1702, Statutes of 1955). 

• Dissolving the obsolete Hunters Point Reclamation District (SB 615, Kopp, 1987). 
• Converting the Hot Spring Valley Irrigation District into the Hot Spring Valley Water 

District (SB 1117, Cox, 2008). 
• Converting the Vandalia Irrigation District into the Vandalia Water District (SB 1276, 

Ashburn, 2008). 
 

Expedited reorganization.  Rather than unilaterally wield its plenary authority, the 
Legislature has delegated control over the formation, powers, and boundaries of special districts 
to LAFCOs.  The courts regard LAFCOs at the Legislature’s “watchdog” over boundary changes 
(Timberidge Enterprises, Inc. v. City of Santa Rosa [1978] 86 Cal.App.3d 873). 
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The Legislature could modify the five-step procedures in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act and 
provide the procedures for an “expedited reorganization.”  
 
In 2010, the Legislature may consider a bill to create an expedited procedure that allows 
LAFCOs to convert special districts that operate under archaic statutes into community services 
districts, without substantive changes to their powers, duties, financing, or service areas. 
 
The bill could allow for expedited reorganizations with these features: 

• Standard procedures for applying to LAFCO (i.e., petition or resolution). 
• The RID or MID can stop the conversion up to the time of LAFCO approval. 
• LAFCO retains existing discretion to approve or disapprove. 
• If LAFCO approves, there is no protest hearing and no election. 
• If LAFCO approves, it must impose the terms and conditions listed in the bill. 
• The terms and conditions transfer everything to the new CSD, without change. 
• LAFCO can change terms and conditions, but only after notifying RID or MID. 
• Declare that an “expedited reorganization” is a Class 20 categorical exemption. 
• Applies only to RIDs and independent MIDs, not to city-dependent MIDs. 
• Sunset these special procedures after seven years, on January 1, 2018. 

 
 
 



 

 
ATTACHMENT 9E  

FORM 700 FILING – STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 
 
MEETING DATE: January 20, 2010  

TO:   Humboldt Local Agency Formation Commission 

FROM:  George Williamson AICP, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT:  2010 Form 700 Filings for Commissioners and Staff  
    
 
 
Recommendation 
By order of the Chair, with concurrence of the Commission, receive and file this report.  
 

Discussion 
The Political Reform Act (Government Code Sections 81000-91015) requires most state and 
local government officials and employees to publicly disclose their personal assets and income.  
They must also disqualify themselves from participating in decisions that may affect their 
personal financial interests.  The Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC) is the State agency 
responsible for issuing the Statement of Economic Interest (Form 700), and for interpreting the 
law’s provisions. 
 
LAFCo Commissioners currently have a Form 700 on file for the year 2008-09 which requires 
annual refilling.  The new 2009-10 Form 700 is now available. Filing instructions and a Form 
700 are attached.  In addition, they are available for download on the Humboldt LAFCo website.  
The deadline for Commissioners to submit the Form 700 is March 1, 2010 (Government Code 
Section 87200).  The form must be submitted to and maintained by LAFCo staff.  Any person 
who is referred to FPPC's Enforcement Division for not filing prior to the March 1st deadline is 
subject to a $500.00 late filing fee.  In addition, a fine of up to $5,000 may be imposed. 
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ATTACHMENT 9F 

  
HUMBOLDT LAFCO WEBSITE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

 
MEETING DATE: January 20, 2010  

TO:   Humboldt Local Agency Formation Commission 

FROM:  George Williamson AICP, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: Humboldt LAFCo Website Development, Content Management, and Staff 
Administrative Training  

    
 
 
Recommendation 
By order of the Chair, with concurrence of the Commission, receive and file this report.  
 

Discussion 
Staff has been working closely with Morse Media in the redevelopment of the Humboldt LAFCo 
website.  The new website will be more “user friendly” as it will be better organized and easier 
to navigate (utilizing more pull-down menus and sublinks).  New main menus and content will 
be added to the site such as a Current Activities menu which includes, draft meeting minutes and 
agendas, draft Municipal Service Reviews, pending actions and applications, and public notices 
and announcements.  Another menu, Records, will include an archive of adopted meeting 
minutes, agendas, and Municipal Service Reviews.  In addition, staff has received hands on 
training in regards to updating website content and maintaining the site.  Staff has received and 
filed instructional and administrative website materials to be available to LAFCo for future 
website maintenance.   The newly improved website is anticipated to be complete within the next 
couple of weeks.  

January 20, 2010 LAFCo Meeting Page 1 Attachment 9F 




