




























2APPROVED 
SAN DIEGO LAFCO 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 
APRIL 8, 2013

There being a quorum present, the meeting was convened at 9:00 a.m. by Chairman 
Andrew Vanderlaan. Also present were: Regular Commissioners – Supervisor Dianne 
Jacob, Supervisor Bill Horn (left at 10:00 a.m.), Mayor Jim Janney, Mayor Mark Lewis, 
Special District Members John Ingalls, Bud Pocklington and Councilmember Lorie Zapf 
(arrived at 9:03 a.m.). Alternate Commissioners – Jo MacKenzie, and Mayor Sam Abed 
(arrived at 9:04 a.m./left at 10:05 a.m.), and Public Member Harry Mathis. LAFCO Staff
– Executive Officer Michael Ott, Assistant Executive Officer Shirley Anderson, Local 
Governmental Analyst Robert Barry, and Legal Counsel Thomas Bosworth.  Absent 
were: Alternate Commissioners – Councilmember Sherri Lightner and Supervisor Greg 
Cox. 

Item 1 
Roll Call

The Commission Secretary performed the roll call for the April 8, 2013, LAFCO meeting. 
With the exception of Alternate Commissioners Cox and Lightner, all other 
commissioners were present.

Item 2 
Approval of Minutes of Meeting Held March 4, 2013

On motion of Commissioner Pocklington, seconded by Commissioner Janney and 
carried unanimously by all other commissioners present; the Commission dispensed 
with reading the minutes of March 4, 2013 and approved said minutes. 

Item 3 
Executive Officer’s Recommended Agenda Revisions

Chairman Vanderlaan asked the Executive Officer if there were any agenda revisions. 
Executive Officer Michael Ott indicated that there were no revisions to the agenda. 

Item 4 
Commissioner / Executive Officer Announcements

Chairman Vanderlaan asked the Commission and Executive Officer if there were any 
announcements.  Executive Officer, Michael Ott announced Commissioner Lewis will be 
leaving as a LAFCO Commissioner effective May 6, 2013. Mayor Lewis thanked 
LAFCO staff for their excellence and professionalism and the commissioners for their 
leadership and expressed his enjoyment serving with them for many years.
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Item 5 
Public Comments

Chairman Vanderlaan asked the public if anyone requested to speak on an item that is 
not related to the agenda. He indicated that there no requests from the public for 
comments.

Item 6 
Proposed “Peaceful Valley Ranch Reorganization” (San Diego County Water
Authority and Metropolitan Water District of Southern California) (RO12-04)

Chairman Vanderlaan noted there was one speaker slip received in support of this Item, 
by Dennis Moser.  Mr. Moser later declined to speak unless there were questions.

On motion by Commissioner Jacob and seconded by Commissioner Horn, to approve 
Item 6 and was carried unanimously by the commissioners present, the Commission 
took the following actions: 

(1) Certify, pursuant to Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines, that the 
Commission has reviewed and considered the attached EIR.  The mitigation 
measures approved by the County of San Diego for the impacts identified in the 
attached EIR have been adopted by the County of San Diego, and that the 
mitigation is under the jurisdiction of the County and not LAFCO because the 
affected resources and the extension of public services will continue to be the 
responsibility of the County and special districts since the subject territory will 
remain unincorporated; and

(2) Adopt, pursuant to Section 15096(h) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Findings of 
Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted by the County 
of San Diego as lead agency, as shown in Exhibit A; and 

(3) Adopt the form of resolution approving this reorganization for the reasons set 
forth in the Executive Officer’s Report, waiving the Conducting Authority 
proceedings according to Government Code Section 56663(c), and ordering the 
reorganization subject to the following conditions: 

Otay Water District:

(a) Payment by property owner of district fees, and State Board of Equalization 
charges.

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California:

(a) That the terms and conditions as ordered by Board of Directors of the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California shown on Attachment D be 
conditioned for the concurrent annexation to said  Metropolitan Water District 
of Southern California and the San Diego  County Water Authority, of the 
Peaceful Valley Ranch, as described in Otay Water District Resolution No. 
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3992, excluding the 8.3 acre parcel, which is a portion of Parcel 4 of Parcel 
Map No. 16190. 

San Diego County Water Authority:

(a) Pursuant to Section 5.2 of the County Water Authority Act, the San Diego 
County Water Authority shall impose standby charges to the properties to be 
annexed and the property owners shall sign a consent agreement regarding 
the payment of standby charges. 

(b) That the property owner acknowledges and agrees to participate in any 
required Proposition 218 action, and will not oppose the  imposition of any 
special taxes, fees, charges, and assessments currently applicable to the San 
Diego County Water Authority and any applicable service area. 

(c) That the Board of Directors of Metropolitan, subject to the following terms and 
conditions, does hereby grant the application of the governing body of 
SDCWA for consent to annex Peaceful Valley Ranch Annexation to 
Metropolitan and does hereby fix the terms and conditions of such 
annexation:

Section 1. The annexation of said area to SDCWA shall be made concurrently 
with the annexation thereof to Metropolitan, and all necessary certificates, 
statements, maps, and other documents required to be filed by or on behalf of 
SDCWA to effectuate the annexation shall be filed on or before December 31, 
2012.

Section 2. Prior to filing a request for a Certificate of Completion of the 
annexation proceedings with LAFCO, SDCWA shall submit a certified copy of 
LAFCO’s resolution approving the annexation to the member agency, and 
shall pay to Metropolitan in cash approximately $620,238.80, if the 
annexation is completed by December 31, 2011. The annexation fee of 
$5,000 for processing this annexation was received prior to approval. The 
annexation charge is calculated by the per-acre method based on the net 
acreage.  If the  annexation is completed during the 2012 calendar year, the 
annexation charge will be calculated based on the then current rate, in 
accordance with Metropolitan’s Administrative Code Section 3300. 

Section 3.

a. Metropolitan shall be under no obligation to provide, construct, operate, or 
maintain feeder pipelines, structures, connections, and other facilities 
required for the delivery of water to said area from works owned or 
operated by Metropolitan. 

b. SDWA shall not be entitled to demand that Metropolitan deliver water to 
SDCWA for use, directly or indirectly, within said area, except for domestic 
or municipal use therein. 
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c.  The delivery of all water by Metropolitan, regardless of the nature and time 
of use of such water shall be subject to the water service regulations, 
including rates promulgated from time to time by Metropolitan. 

d.  Except upon the terms and conditions specifically approved by the Board 
of Directors of Metropolitan, water sold and delivered by Metropolitan shall 
not be used in any manner which intentionally or avoidably results in the 
direct or indirect benefit of areas outside Metropolitan, including use of 
such water outside Metropolitan or use thereof within Metropolitan in 
substitution for other water outside Metropolitan. 

Section 4.  The area within the newly created window area, in accordance to 
MWD Administrative Code Section 3201, shall be monitored by the local 
water purveyor, currently Otay Municipal Water District, for illegal connections 
or other illicit use of water outside of  the service area boundaries. 

Item 7 
Proposed “Alpine High School Annexation” (San Diego County 
Sanitation District) (RO12-04)

On motion by Commissioner Jacob and seconded by Commissioner Horn, to approve 
Item 7 and was carried unanimously by the commissioners present, the Commission 
took the following actions: 

(1) Certify, pursuant to Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines, that the 
Commission has reviewed and considered the attached PEIR. The mitigation 
measures approved by the Grossmont Union High School District for the impacts 
identified in the attached PEIR have been adopted by the Grossmont Union High 
School District, and that the mitigation is under the jurisdiction of the County and 
not LAFCO because the affected resources and the extension of public services will 
continue to be the responsibility of the County and special districts since the subject 
territory will remain unincorporated; and 

(2) Adopt, pursuant to Section 15096(h) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Findings 
of Fact [and Statement of Overriding considerations] previously adopted by the 
Grossmont Union High School district as lead agency, as shown in Exhibit A; and 

(3) Adopt the form of resolution approving this annexation for the reasons set forth in 
the Executive Officer’s Report, waiving the Conducting Authority proceedings 
according to Government Code Section 56663(c), and ordering the annexation 
subject to the following conditions: 

Payment by property owner of San Diego County SD annexation fees, capacity 
fees and sewer service fees, and State Board of Equalization charges. 
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Chairman Vanderlaan opened the public hearing for Items 8A/B. 

Item 8A 
Proposed “Adoption of an Amendment to the Sphere of Influence for the San 
Diego County Sanitation District in Association with the Proposed “917 N. 1st St 
Reorganization (City of El Cajon) (SA12-01) 

Item 8B 
Proposed “917 N. 1st St Reorganization (City of El Cajon Detachment, with 
Annexation to the San Miguel Fire Protection District, County Service Area 69 
(Heartland Paramedics), County Service Area 135 (San Diego Regional
Communications) and the San Diego County Sanitation District) (RO12-01)

Michael Ott indicated Items 8A and 8B were continued public hearing items from a 
previous meeting held on February 4, 2013.  Robert Barry, Local Governmental Analyst 
presented new information to the Commission regarding the issues addressed at the 
February 4, 2013 meeting related to services and property tax exchanges for this 
proposal. He indicated there was no longer any opposition from San Miguel Fire 
Protection District. 

Chairman Vanderlaan closed the public hearing for Items 8A and 8B. 

On motion by Commissioner Jacob and seconded by Commissioner Pocklington, to 
approve Items 8A and 8B and was carried unanimously by the commissioners present, 
the Commission took the following action: 

(1)   Find in accordance with the Executive Officer's determination, that pursuant to 
Section 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the reorganization is not 
subject to the environmental impact evaluation process because it can be seen 
with certainty that there is no possibility that the reorganization may have a 
significant effect on the environment; and

(2)   Amend the sphere of influence of the San Diego County Sanitation District and 
adopt the written Statement of Determinations as shown in Exhibit A; and 

(3)  Adopt the form of resolution approving this minor sphere amendment and 
reorganization for the reasons set forth in the Executive Officer’s Report, waiving 
the Conducting Authority proceedings according to Government Code Section 
56663(c), and ordering the reorganization subject to the following conditions: 

Payment by property owner of San Diego County Sanitation District annual 
sewer service charge and connection fee, applicable fire district annexation 
fees, and State Board of Equalization charges. 

Chairman Vanderlaan opened the public hearing for Item 9.
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Item 9 
Five-Year Sphere of Influence and Service Review:  County Service Areas (CSA):  
CSA No. 26 (Rancho San Diego); CSA No. 81 (Fallbrook Local Parks); CSA No. 83 
(San Dieguito Local Parks); CSA No. 122 (Otay Mesa East); CSA No. 128 (San 
Miguel); and CSA No. 136 (Sundance Detention Basin)

Shirley Anderson, Assistant Executive Officer, provided a report to the Commission 
regarding the Five-Year Sphere of Influence and Service Review and Proposed 
Affirmations of Spheres.  She indicated the report includes the following County Service 
Areas (CSA) Nos. 26, 81, 83, 122, 128 and 136.

CSA No. 26 (Rancho San Diego):  Formed in 1970 to fund planning activities for the 
developing Rancho San Diego area east of La Mesa and Lemon Grove. Services 
currently provided are landscape, open-space maintenance and parks and recreations 
services as latent powers.  All services within CSA No. 26 are administered by the 
County Parks and Recreation Department. LAFCO adopted a coterminous sphere of 
influence in 1985 and it was reaffirmed in 2007.  No sphere or jurisdictional changes are 
recommended at this time.  It has a coterminous sphere and it is recommended that it 
be affirmed. 

CSA No. 81 (Fallbrook Local Parks): Established in 1976 to fund maintenance and 
operation of local parks in the unincorporated communities of Fallbrook and Rainbow.  
All services are administered by the County Parks and Recreation Department.  No 
sphere or jurisdictional changes are recommended at this time.  It has a coterminous 
sphere and it is recommended that it be affirmed. 

CSA No. 83 (San Dieguito Local Parks): Formed in 1976 to fund maintenance and 
operation of seven local parks in the unincorporated coastal community of San Dieguito.  
Significant territory was detached from the CSA in 1985 with the incorporation of the 
Cities of Encinitas and Solana Beach.  All services are administered by the County 
Parks and Recreation Department. No sphere or jurisdictional changes are 
recommended at this time.  It has a coterminous sphere and it is recommended that it 
be affirmed. 

CSA No. 128 (San Miguel): Formed in 1991 as a successor agency from the 
reorganization of the Spring Valley Recreation and Park District to provide school-based 
recreation programs and local parks maintenance within the Spring Valley Community 
Plan area.  All services are administered by the County Board of Supervisors along with 
a community input Advisory Board. No sphere or jurisdictional changes are 
recommended at this time.  It has a coterminous sphere and it is recommended that it 
be affirmed. 

CSA No. 122 (Otay Mesa East):  Formed in 1987  near the U.S. and Mexico boundary 
to fund the planning activities to allow for planning infrastructure for wastewater, flood 
control and road construction. The district function will terminate when planning 
activities are concluded and outstanding district expense liability is satisfied.  All 
services are administered by the County Department of Public Works. It has a 
zero/transitional sphere that acknowledges the intended future dissolution of the District 
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and was affirmed in 2007 District administrators’ response to the 2012 Sphere of 
Influence and Service Review included a declaration, that district dissolution is imminent 
and will be initiated by the Board of Supervisors in the near future.  It is recommended 
that the zero/transitional sphere be affirmed. 

CSA No. 136 (Sundance Detention Basin):  Formed in 1991 to maintain a flood control 
detention basin in the unincorporated community of Lakeside. Services provided are 
school-based recreation programs and local parks maintenance within the Spring Valley 
Community Plan area. All services are administered by the County Department of 
Public Works. No sphere or jurisdictional changes are recommended at this time.  It has 
a coterminous sphere and it is recommended that it be affirmed. 

Chairman Vanderlaan closed the public hearing for Item 9. 

On motion of Commissioner Horn, seconded by Commissioner Jacob, and carried 
unanimously by the commissioners present, the Commission took the following action: 

(1) Find in accordance with the Executive Officer’s determination that pursuant to 
Section 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines, sphere affirmations are not 
subject to the environmental impact evaluation process because it can be seen with 
certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a 
significant effect on the environment and the activity is not subject to CEQA. 

(2) Find in accordance with the Executive Officer’s determination that pursuant to 
Section 15306 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the service review is not subject to the 
environmental impact evaluation process because the service review consists of 
basic data collection, research, management, and resource evaluation activities that 
will not result in a serious or major disturbance to an environmental resource. 

(3) For the reasons set forth in the 2012 Five-Year Sphere of Influence and Service 
Review, adopt the written statements on file specifying the functions and classes of 
services and affirm coterminous spheres for CSA No. 26 (Rancho Santa Fe); CSA 
No. 81 (Fallbrook Local Parks); CSA No. 83 (San Dieguito Local Parks); CSA No. 
128 (San Miguel); CSA No. 136 (Sundance Detention Basin); and a zero/transitional 
sphere for CSA No. 122 (Otay Mesa East). 

(4) Direct the Executive Officer to prepare written Statements of Determinations and 
associated resolutions, consistent with the recommendations in the April 8, 2013 
LAFCO staff report. 

Chairman Vanderlaan opened the public hearing for Item 10. 

Item 10 
Proposed/Final FY 2013-14 LAFCO Budget

Michael Ott presented the Proposed/Final FY 2013-14 LAFCO Budget to the 
Commission.  Mr. Ott informed the Commission there will be a proposed net decrease 
of $6,792 for the FY 2012-13 Budget associated with the completion of the Sphere of 
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Influence and Municipal Service Reviews and the allocation of fund balance monies to 
cover costs associated with fire agency reorganization and island elimination projects in 
the upcoming fiscal year. He provided descriptions of the proposed FY 2013-14 work 
programs and emphasized changes and projects pertaining to the following categories:  
(1) Jurisdictional Analysis and Proposal Review; (2) Municipal Service and Sphere 
Review; (3) Special Studies; (4) Reports and Publications; (5) Legislative and Statutory; 
(6) Operational and Administrative; (7) Personnel and Staffing; (8) Communication; (9) 
Outreach and Support; and (10) Policy Development.  

Questions and comments from Chairman Vanderlaan, Vice Chairman Ingalls, 
Commissioners Pocklington, Horn, Jacob, Janney, Zapf and Alternate Commissioner 
Abed and Executive Officer Michael Ott pertained to clarification of revenues and 
expenditures, fees, pensionable obligations, apportionment, contingency reserves, 
policy guidelines and special project costs.  Commissioner Jacob thanked Mr. Ott for 
providing a detailed budget report. Chairman Vanderlaan expressed his thanks and 
acknowledged the instrumental efforts made by LAFCO staff, Shirley Anderson and 
John Traylor, the County of San Diego, Supervisor Horn, Supervisor Jacob, Ralph 
Steinhoff and Ken Miller with the Fire and Emergency Services special projects. 

Commissioner Jacob indicated that while a net cost decrease is projected for 
FY 2013-14, LAFCO’s total expenses will actually increase in FY 2013-14, compared to 
FY 2012-13. Mr. Ott concurred and indicated that LAFCO’s costs are apportioned to 
local agencies based on net costs; however, the matter could be clarified in the Budget 
discussion.

Commissioner Jacob put a motion on the floor and seconded by Commissioner 
Pocklington, and carried unanimously by the commissioners present, the Commission 
took the following actions:

(1)     To approve the FY 2013-14 Budget, with the following requested changes:  a) On 
the first line of the report summary, change from a net reduction to an increase in 
total costs of $56,938; b) change page 10 under Conclusion, from a net budget 
decrease to a total expense increase of $56,938; and c) Page 11, under 
Recommended (2)(g) add that LAFCO’s net cost will be $1,397,440, and total 
expenses will be $1,671,170 in FY 2013-14, and 

(2)  Adopt the Proposed/Final FY 2013-14 Budget and direct the Executive Officer to 
implement all related budget recommendations in the staff report, including but 
not limited to: 

(a) Direct the County Auditor/Chief Financial Officer to request payment from 
the Board of Supervisors and each city and independent district no later 
than July 1 for the amount owed and the actual administrative costs incurred 
by the auditor in apportioning costs and requesting payment from each 
entity (Government Code Section 56381). 

(b) Authorize the Executive Officer and the County Auditor/Chief Financial 
Officer to determine an appropriate method of collecting the required 
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payment if payment is not remitted within 60 days. Per State Law, the 
Executive Officer may request the Auditor to collect an equivalent amount 
from the property tax or any fee or eligible revenue owed to the County, city, 
or district. Any expenses incurred by the Commission or Auditor in collecting 
late payments shall be added to the payment owed the Commission 
(Government Code Section 56381(c)). Request the Auditor to use the 
budget adoption date as the basis for selecting the most recent editions of 
the accounting publications that must be used under State Law to prepare 
the cost apportionment allocation. 

(c) Authorize the Executive Officer to waive the associated LAFCO processing 
fees for the dissolution of the Julian-Cuyamaca, Pine Valley, and Rural 
FPDs and related expansion of CSA No. 135’s latent powers (fire protection 
and emergency medical services), and the Greenwood Memorial Park 
Cemetery Island Reorganization proposal. 

(d) Direct the Executive Officer and LAFCO’s Audit Committee to develop a 
fund allocation policy/procedure in conformance with GASB 54 and report 
back to the full commission with associated recommendations prior to 
allocating/transferring special project fund balance to cover operational 
costs in FY 2013-14. 

(e) Authorize the transfer of unspent funds from LAFCO’s FY 2012-13 and FY 
2013-14 Budgets to Account 46726 (Special Projects Trust Fund) and direct 
the Executive Officer to inform the Commission of the specific amount of the 
fund transfer. The estimated amount of the FY 2012-13 fund transfer is 
$82,331.

(f) Contingent on LAFCO approval of the fund allocation policy/procedure per 
recommendation 2(d), authorize a transfer of FY 2013-14 funds up to 
$175,000 from LAFCO’s Special Project Trust Fund to cover fee waivers 
associated with a possible fire agency reorganization project involving (but 
not limited to) dissolution of the Julian-Cuyamaca FPD, Rural FPD, and Pine 
Valley FPD,  and expansion of CSA No. 135’s fire and EMS latent powers; 
and elimination of the Greenwood Memorial Park Cemetery Island (City of 
San Diego).  

(g) Direct the Executive Officer to make appropriations adjustments and fund 
transfers (additions or deletions, services and supplies adjustments, and 
staffing level changes) to contain LAFCO’s net cost at no more than the 
budgeted amount for FY 2013-14 ($1,397,440) and total expenses at no 
more than budgeted amount for FY2013-14 ($1,671,170). 

(h) Authorize the implementation of the FY 2013-14 Proposed Staffing 
Schedule per Figure 2; establish a maximum cap for performance-based 
(merit) increase for staff not to exceed 5% of annualized salary (overall 
performance ratings for LAFCO staff must be at an above-standard  level for 
eligibility); include in the budget 5.25% for a length of service salary 
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adjustment associated with payment in lieu of retirement contribution offset 
for the Executive Officer position per Article 5.7 of the County’s 
Compensation Ordinance; and apply FY 2013-14 county benefit plan 
changes to LAFCO staff positions, including but not limited to health 
insurance premium changes, employee/county contributions for health 
insurance, retirement plan participation, etc.  Direct the Executive Officer to 
make related technical changes to LAFCO’s Benefits and Compensation 
Summary per the items listed in recommended action 2(h).

(i) Authorize the Executive Officer to direct the County Auditor to establish 
LAFCO’s budget and appropriations at the gross and net levels contained in 
Figure 1 of the Proposed/Final FY 2013-14 LAFCO Budget. 

Chairman Vanderlaan invited anyone wishing to speak from the public on Item 10.  
There were no public speakers requesting to speak and Chairman Vanderlaan closed 
the public hearing for Item 10. 

Item 11 
Compensation for Ex-Officio Service on Dependent Special Districts

Shirley Anderson provided an informational report to the Commission regarding 
Commissioner Pocklington’s inquiry whether local ex-officio officials of dependent 
special districts receive compensation for their service.  Ms. Anderson informed the 
Commission that five of the jurisdictions in the County offer compensation for 
attendance at dependent district meetings. 

This was an information report and no action was required by the Commission. 

Item 12 
Legislative Status Report

Harry Ehrlich, Director of Legislative provided an update to the Commission regarding 
the current state legislation.  He informed the Commission that approximately 2,200 bills 
have been introduced. Mr. Ehrlich provided detail on a few of the new bills directly 
impacting LAFCOs and the recommended positions from staff: 

AB453 (Mullin) Sustainable Communities Grants – Recommended support position. 

AB743 (Loque) Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act Island Annexation Sunset – 
Recommended watch position. 

SB181, SB182 and SB183 (Committee on Governance and Finance) – Recommended 
support position. 

SB772 (Emmerson) Mutual and Private Water Companies – Recommended oppose 
position unless amended. 
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Mr. Ehrlich informed the Commission that he is working with CALAFCO as part of the 
CALAFCO Legislative Committee on the Assembly Omnibus Bill and will provide an 
update to the Commission regarding that at the May 6, 2013 meeting. 

On motion of Commissioner Pocklington, seconded by Commissioner Zapf, and carried 
unanimously by the commissioner’s present, the Commission took the following action:

To receive and accept the April 2013 Legislative Report and staff recommendations. 

Chairman Vanderlaan thanked Commissioner Lewis for his time served on the 
Commission, and Ralph Steinhoff for his assistance with the Fire Services studies. 

There being no further business to come before the Commission, the meeting 
adjourned at 10:45 a.m. to the May 6, 2013 meeting, in Room 302, County 
Administration Center. 

Ruth Arellano 
Administrative Assistant 

San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission 
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September 9, 2013 

 

 

TO:   Local Agency Formation Commission 

FROM:   Executive Officer 

   Assistant Executive Officer 

SUBJECT:  Five-Year Sphere of Influence and Service Review:  
   MSR13-41; SR13-41 San Diego County Water Authority 
   MSR13-42; SR13-42 Metropolitan Water District of  
   Southern California 
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The attached report and recommendations concern spheres of influence 
for the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) and the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California (MET). SDCWA and MET spheres 
are being evaluated as part of a comprehensive Sphere of Influence and 
Service Review, which is required by State Law and San Diego LAFCO 
Policy and will sequentially address all local agency spheres in San Diego 
County. The current SDCWA sphere is coterminous with spheres of 23 
SDCWA member agencies. The sphere for the San Diego County portion 
of the multi-county MET is coterminous with the SDCWA sphere. The 
report concludes with recommendations to affirm the spheres for both 
agencies. 

Sphere of Influence Background 
 
Over thirty years ago, the State Legislature instructed LAFCOs to 
establish a sphere of influence for each local governmental agency under 
LAFCO jurisdiction. Spheres—which are defined in State Law as…a plan 
for the probable physical boundaries and service areas of a local 
agency—promote logical and orderly development and coordination of 
local agencies; inhibit duplication of services; and support efficient public 
service delivery. Inclusion within an agency’s sphere is a prerequisite—but
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not a guarantee—of annexation; spheres are only one of several factors that must be 
considered in reviewing proposals for jurisdictional changes.  

San Diego LAFCO maintains spheres of long standing for each special district and city 
in San Diego County; nevertheless, every sphere must be periodically reevaluated to 
ensure that it reflects current conditions and remains a credible planning tool. In 1990, 
San Diego LAFCO adopted Policy L-109, which coupled with adopted implementing 
procedures, requires spheres to be revisited at five-year intervals. And commencing in 
2008 and every five years thereafter, State Law requires that LAFCOs shall, as 
necessary, review and update each sphere of influence [Government Code 56425(g)]. 
San Diego LAFCO Policy L-102 discourages major amendments to a sphere that has 
been adopted, affirmed, or updated—with noteworthy exceptions to accommodate: (1) a 
public health or safety risk such as septic system failure; (2) a proposal involving 
property split by a sphere boundary; (3) a reorganization between two consenting 
districts; and (4) a situation where the sphere review failed to anticipate a need for 
public services—and conditions have significantly changed.  

Since your Commission initiated its first sphere review and MSR program in 2001, all 
local agency spheres have been included in at least one cycle of review and affirmation 
or update. Selected categories of local agencies, such as Fire Protection Districts, or 
County Sanitation Districts have been addressed in multiple review cycles.  MSRs have 
been prepared for numerous complex projects and, when warranted, sphere updates 
have been approved.  The chronology of sphere review and MSR activity is annually 
updated and made available in the Commission’s Summary of Sphere of Influence 
Actions and Municipal Service Reviews. 

The current Five-Year Sphere of Influence and Service Review Program, which 
conforms to the five-year cycle requirements of State Law and Commission Policy, was 
initiated by sending a service-specific questionnaire to each of the 100 local agencies 
under San Diego LAFCO’s jurisdiction.  Every agency responded.  The information 
submitted is being reviewed and recommendations for affirmation, minor adjustment, or 
comprehensive update will be presented to the Commission as groups of agency 
reviews are completed. 
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2 0 1 3  F I V E - Y E A R  S P H E R E  O F  I N F L U E N C E  A N D  S E R V I C E  R E V I E W  

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
and 

San Diego County Water Authority  

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MET) is a collective of public 
agencies that supply imported water to 19 million residents in Southern California.  
Metropolitan member-agencies in six counties purchase imported water from MET for 
resale in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, Ventura, and San Diego 
Counties.  The San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), as a MET member-
agency, is   the single largest purchaser of imported Metropolitan water. SDCWA, which 
is also a collective of public retail agencies, resells MET water to 24 member agencies 
in San Diego County for retail distribution. SDCWA’s reliance on MET supplies has 
sharply declined in recent years; however, approximately 45 percent of the water sold to 
SDCWA member-agencies continues to flow through the MET-SDCWA supply chain.  

 LAFCO purview over SDCWA and MET  

San Diego LAFCO has limited purview over SDCWA and MET. Oversight for changes 
to the wholesalers’ boundaries is shared by LAFCO, SDCWA, and MET. State Law 
assigns discretionary authority to approve proposed jurisdictional changes to LAFCO. 
LAFCO is also responsible for completing final boundary change filings with the State, 
County, and affected local jurisdictions. When SDCWA and MET boundaries are 
involved, the Commission retains discretionary approval authority; however, per 
Government Code Sections 56036.5(a)(5) and 56036.6(a)(10), responsibility for 
conducting protest proceedings and completing final filings transfers from LAFCO to 
SDCWA and MET.  

Changes to SDCWA and MET boundaries are typically proposed in coordination with 
proposed changes to the boundaries of SDCWA member-agency retailers. Local 
retailers may resell SDCWA water only within the boundary of SDCWA; consequently, 
the boundaries of local retailers must mirror the boundary of SDCWA. The SDCWA 
boundary must also harmonize with the boundary of MET within San Diego County. To 
ensure agreement among SDCWA, MET, and local retailer boundaries, proposed 
changes to local retailers boundary requires LAFCO, SDCWA, MET, and the local 
retailer to adopt conditional approvals that depend upon terms and conditions of the 
other organizations being satisfied before approvals are finalized. The complexity of 
processing this circular path of conditional and final approvals is increased by the 
division of responsibility among LAFCO, MET, SDCWA, and local retail agencies. 
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Understandably, the organizations must carefully coordinate their processes to advance 
final approvals. 

 SDCWA and MET spheres-of-influence 

San Diego LAFCO approved spheres of Influence for SDCWA and MET in 2005. The 
SDCWA sphere is coterminous with the spheres of 23 SDCWA member-agencies under 
LAFCO purview. Camp Pendleton, which is also a SDCWA member-agency, is a 
Federal jurisdiction that is not under LAFCO oversight and does not have a sphere-of-
influence. Nine SDCWA member-agencies have spheres that are coterminous with their 
district boundary; nine have spheres with limited larger-than-district areas; and four 
have limited smaller-than district spheres. The SDCWA sphere—which is coterminous 
with the spheres of SDCWA member agencies—is therefore, generally coterminous 
with the SDCWA boundary, but has limited larger and smaller sphere areas to mirror the 
spheres of member agencies. The approved sphere for the San Diego County portion of 
the six-county MET is coterminous with the SDCWA sphere. The Commission affirmed 
the SDCWA and MET spheres in 2007.  

Commission Policy L-102 (Exhibit A, attached) stipulates that SDCWA and MET 
spheres will be administratively amended or updated in concert with approved changes 
to spheres of SDCWA’s member-agencies. Administratively adjusting the SDCWA and 
MET spheres to maintain concurrence with spheres of the local San Diego retailers 
expedites the local boundary change process. The alternative approach—to initiate and 
process separate amendments for SDCWA and MET spheres each time a member-
agency sphere is changed—would complicate an already complex process and further 
delay approvals. The SDCWA and MET spheres have been administratively adjusted 
19 times since the 2005 adoption of Policy L-102. For a recap of relevant sphere of 
influence activity, see Exhibit B, attached. 

1. Metropolitan Water District of Southern California  MSR13-42; SR13-42 

Service:  Import, storage, and distribution of wholesale water   

Authority: Metropolitan Water District Act (Statutes 1969: Water Code 
Appendix, Chapter 209 as amended)  

Abstract: The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MET) was 
established in 1928 by Special Act of the California Legislature. The 
District’s original function was to construct and operate a 242-mile 
Colorado River Aqueduct and transport Colorado River water from 
Lake Havasu on the California-Arizona border to a MET reservoir in 
Riverside County. Construction began in 1933 and the first 
imported water arrived in Southern California in 1941.  
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  In 1960, California voters approved funding for the State Water 
Project (SWP) and construction of the 444-mile California 
Aqueduct. The SWP is owned by the State and operated by the 
California Department of Water Resources. The California 
Aqueduct transports Bay-Delta water southward to Central and 
Southern California and terminates at Lake Perris in Riverside 
County where it joins the MET system. Almost half of the SWP 
supply is allocated to MET through contracts with the State 
Department of Water Resources. 

  Numerous sources credit MET with being the largest supplier of 
treated water in the United States. As regional wholesaler, MET 
supplies on average, 1.7 billion gallons of water per day to 26 
public agencies in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, Ventura, and San Diego Counties. In fiscal year 
2011/12, Metropolitan sold more than 1.54 million acre feet of 
water; less than two percent was used for agriculture; 12 percent 
was diverted to storage programs including conjunctive use, 
replenishment and water management programs, and the Soboba 
of Luiseño Indians Settlement Act. The remaining 86 percent was 
resold by retail agencies for industrial, commercial, and residential 
uses.  

  MET member-agencies include: 14 cities (Anaheim, Beverly Hills, 
Burbank, Compton, Fullerton, Glendale, Long Beach, Los Angeles, 
Pasadena, San Marino, Santa Ana, San Fernando, Santa Monica, 
and Torrance); 11 municipal water districts (Central Basin, West 
Basin, Inland Empire, Three Valleys, Eastern, Orange County, 
Foothill, Western, Calleguas, Las Virgenes, and Upper San Gabriel; 
and the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA). SDCWA—
also a collective of water purveyors in San Diego County—is the 
largest single purchaser of MET water. 

  MET owns and operates an expansive range of capital facilities 
including the Colorado River Aqueduct and its five pumping plants; 
16 hydroelectric facilities; nine reservoirs; and five water treatment 
plants—four of which are among the largest treatment plants in the 
world. 

Governance: Met is governed by a 37-member appointed Board of Directors. 
Each of the 26 MET member-agencies—14 cities, 11 municipal 
water districts (MWD), and SDCWA—is entitled to appoint one 
director; additional director seats are allocated according to 
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assessed valuation within the member-agency. The Central Basin 
and West Basin MWDs each have two directors; and the City of 
Los Angeles, MWD of Orange County, and SDCWA have four 
directors apiece. Current SDCWA representatives to MET include 
an appointee from the Carlsbad MWD; one from the Santa Fe 
Irrigation District; and two from the City of San Diego.  

The Metropolitan Board typically meets on the second Tuesday of 
each month. Board and Board Committee meetings are open to the 
public and are broadcast on the Internet through the Metropolitan 
website: www.mwdh2o.com. 

 Service area: In 1941, when the first imported water reached a member-agency, 
the MET service area covered approximately 625 square miles. 
The current Metropolitan service area includes approximately 5,200 
square miles and extends from the City of Oxnard in Ventura 
County to the United States/Mexico International Border.  

  Some of the expansion occurred as additional member-agencies 
joined the wholesaler; however, the primary cause of the 
approximate 830 percent growth came from expansion within 
individual MET member agencies. SDCWA, for example, joined 
MET in 1947 as a limited consortium of five cities and four special 
districts but grew to a regional agency with 24 member-agencies 
and a retail service area of 1,480 square miles.  

  Population: Approximately 19 million residents in six Southern California 
counties; approximately 3.1 million within the San Diego region. 

 Sphere: San Diego LAFCO approved a sphere of influence for MET in 2005. 
The MET sphere is confined to the San Diego County portion of the 
six-county agency and is coterminous with the sphere for SDCWA. 
The MET sphere is administratively adjusted in coordination with 
changes to the SDCWA sphere. 

  The MET sphere was affirmed in August 2007. 

 Sphere status: Since the 2007 affirmation, the MET sphere has been amendment 
three times. In accordance with LAFCO Policy L-102, each 
amendment resulted from a parallel amendment to the SDCWA 
sphere. One of the three sphere amendments facilitated 
coordinated annexations to the Lakeside Water District, SDCWA, 
and MET (see Exhibit A attached: Lakeside Water District May 5, 
2008; SA08-05).  
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  No new information that would warrant a sphere change outside of 
Policy L-102 has been presented and responses to the Sphere of 
Influence and Service Review indicate MET concurrence with a 
recommendation to affirm the current MET sphere. 

   Recommendation: It is recommended that the sphere of influence 
for the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California be 
affirmed as coterminous with the sphere of influence of the San 
Diego County Water Authority. 

2. San Diego County Water Authority   MSR13-41; SR13-41 

 Services: Regional wholesale water;  

 Authority: County Water Authority Act (Statutes 1943: Water Code Appendix, 
Chapter 45) 

 Abstract: The San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) is a water 
wholesaler that purchases and imports water from various sources 
for resale to 24 retail members. The State Legislature created 
SDCWA in 1944 to administer the region’s Colorado River water 
rights and to operate pipelines that would connect Diego County to 
the MET-owned Colorado River Aqueduct. 

  SDCWA joined MET in 1946 and Colorado River water arrived in 
San Diego County in November 1947 via a 71-mile pipeline from 
the MET aqueduct in Riverside County. Initially, SDCWA partnered 
with the U.S. Department of the Navy and the U.S. Department of 
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation for pipeline projects; however, after 
a second joint-project pipeline was completed in 1952 SDCWA 
independently constructed three additional pipelines. The five large-
diameter pipelines transport Colorado River water and Northern 
California water from the State Water Project to the San Diego 
Region. The original SDCWA membership of five cities and four 
special districts has increased to 24 agencies  

  SDCWA is pursuing strategies of diversification to improve 
reliability of water supplies in the San Diego region. By 2020, 
transfer of conserved agricultural water from the Imperial Irrigation 
District, seawater desalination, recycled water, and conservation 
programs are expected to diminish SDCWA’s reliance on MET-
supplied water to 30 percent of SDCWAs total supply. 
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Service area: 1,485 square miles covering the incorporated and unincorporated 
territory within the approximate westerly one-third of San Diego 
County 

 Population: Approximately 3.1 million urban and rural customers  
 

Governance: SDCWA is governed by a 36-member appointed Board of 
Directors; a member of the San Diego County Board of Supervisors 
serves as non-voting representative. At least one representative 
from each of the 24 member-agencies serves on the SDCWA 
Board. Voting entitlement is based on the member agency’s…total 
financial contribution…to the Authority. As of January 1, 2013, 
approximately 40 percent of voting entitlement is reserved for the 
City of San Diego; the next highest entitlement is approximately 
seven percent. 

Regular meeting of the SDCWA Board of Directors are held 
monthly on the fourth Thursday. Meeting agendas are available at 
the SDCWA website: www.sdcwa.org 

 Sphere: A sphere was approved for SDCWA in 2005. The SDCWA sphere 
is coterminous with the spheres of 23 SDCWA local agency 
members.1 Nine member-agencies have coterminous spheres; nine 
have spheres with limited larger-than-district areas; and four have 
limited smaller-than district spheres (see Table 1).  

Table 1 

SDCWA member-agency member-agency sphere  

1. Carlsbad Municipal Water District Coterminous 
2. Fallbrook Public Utility District Coterminous 
3. Helix Water (Irrigation) District Coterminous 
4. Lakeside (Irrigation) Water District Larger-than-district 
5. Olivenhain Municipal Water District Larger-than-district 
6. Otay Municipal Water District Larger-than-district 
7. Padre Dam Municipal Water District Larger-than-district 
8. Rainbow Municipal Water District Smaller-than-district 
9. Ramona Municipal Water District Coterminous 

10. Rincon del Diablo Municipal Water District Larger-than-district 
11. San Dieguito (Irrigation) Water District Smaller-than-district 

                                                           
1 Camp Pendleton, the twenty-fourth SDCWA member, does not have a sphere of influence because it is a 
Federal—not local—agency and is not under LAFCO purview. 
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        Table 1 (continued) 

 SDCWA member-agency SDCWA member-agency 
12. Santa Fe Irrigation District Smaller-than-district 
13. South Bay Irrigation District Larger-than-district 
14. Vallecitos Water District Larger-than-district 

15. Valley Center Municipal Water District Larger-than-district 
16. Vista Irrigation District Smaller-than-district 
17. Yuima Municipal Water District Coterminous 
18. City of Del Mar Coterminous 
19. City of Escondido Larger-than-city 
20. City of National City Larger-than-city 
21. City of Oceanside Coterminous 
22. City of Poway Larger-than-city 
23. City of San Diego Coterminous 
24. Camp Pendleton NO SPHERE 

  Accordingly, the SDCWA sphere is generally coterminous with the 
SDCWA boundary with limited larger-than and smaller-than sphere 
areas to mirror the larger-than or smaller-than spheres of member 
agencies. The SDCWA sphere is administratively amended or 
updated according to LAFCO Policy L-102 to coordinate with 
changes to the spheres of SDCWA member-agencies.  

  The SDCWA sphere was affirmed in August 2007. 

Sphere status: Since the 2007 affirmation, the SDCWA sphere has been amended 
three times. In accordance with LAFCO Policy L-102, each 
amended resulted from a parallel amendment to the sphere of a 
SDCWA member-agency. One of the three sphere amendments 
facilitated coordinated annexations to the Lakeside Water District, 
SDCWA, and MET (see Exhibit A attached: Lakeside Water District 
May 5, 2008; SA08-05). No new information that would warrant a 
sphere change outside of Policy L-102 has been presented and 
responses to the 2012 Sphere of Influence and Service Review 
indicate SDCWA concurrence with a recommendation to affirm the 
current SDCWA sphere. 

   Recommendation: It is recommended that the sphere of influence 
for the San Diego County Water Authority be affirmed as 



10 
 

coterminous with the spheres of influence of 23 SDCWA member 
agencies. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Approval of staff recommendations to affirm the spheres of the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California and the San Diego County Water Authority reviewed in 
the foregoing report is part of a comprehensive sphere review program that will 
sequentially review and affirm, minimally adjust, or update all spheres in San Diego 
County.   

Affirmation of existing spheres bring these agencies into compliance with State Law 
[Government Code § 56425(g)] and San Diego LAFCO Policy L-102, which require 
review of all spheres at five-year intervals.  It is therefore, 

RECOMMENDED: That your Commission 

(1) Find in accordance with the Executive Officer’s determination that pursuant to 
Section 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines, sphere affirmations are not 
subject to the environmental impact evaluation process because it can be seen with 
certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a 
significant effect on the environment and the activity is not subject to CEQA. 

(2) Find in accordance with the Executive Officer’s determination that pursuant to 
Section 15306 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the service review is not subject to the 
environmental impact evaluation process because the service review consists of 
basic data collection, research, management, and resource evaluation activities that 
will not result in a serious or major disturbance to an environmental resource. This 
project is strictly for information gathering purposes as part of a study leading to an 
action which has not yet been approved, adopted, or funded. 

(3) For the reasons set forth in the 2013 Five-Year Sphere of Influence and Service 
Review, accept the written statements in the aforementioned report establishing the 
nature, location, and extent of functions and classes of services per Government 
Code Section 56425(i) and affirm existing spheres for the Metropolitan Water District 
of Southern California and the San Diego County Water Authority. 

(4) Adopt the written Statement of Determinations as shown in Exhibit C. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
MICHAEL D. OTT      SHIRLEY ANDERSON 
Executive Officer      Asst. Executive Officer 
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LEGISLATIVE POLICY     L–102 

SAN DIEGO LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION Page 1 of 3 

Subject 
SPHERES OF INFLUENCE OF CITIES AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS 
 
Purpose 

To establish the manner in which the San Diego Local Agency Formation 
Commission establishes and updates spheres of influence. 
 
Background 

In 1972, the State Legislature directed LAFCOs to adopt a sphere of influence for 
each local governmental agency. Spheres are to be developed in cooperation with 
each agency to represent . . . the probable physical boundaries and service area of 
a local agency as determined by the Commission. . . (Government Code § 56076). 
Spheres of influence provide guidance for the expansion and organization of local 
agencies; however, designation of a sphere does not entitle future annexation or 
require that areas within a sphere be annexed. 
 
Since enactment of AB 2838 (Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000), State law directs LAFCOs to periodically review and 
update spheres of influence in concert with conducting Municipal Service Reviews. 
Spheres are used as regional planning tools to discourage urban sprawl and 
encourage orderly growth; accordingly, spheres must be based upon a 
comprehensive analysis of all relevant factors and they must be up-to-date. 
To ensure comprehensive updates, city spheres are reviewed in conjunction with 
the spheres of affected special districts and a determination is made regarding 
whether a city or an adjacent special district should provide future services to 
unincorporated areas. Special districts are also subject to sphere adoption/update 
provisions. 
 
Policy 

It is the policy of the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission to: 

1. Designate spheres of influence in close cooperation with affected local 
agencies and communities; 

a. Utilize spheres of influence to: Guide deliberations on specific changes 
of organization; 

E x h i b i t A
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b. Discourage potential duplication of services by two or more local 
governmental agencies; 

c. Determine the need for specific governmental reorganization 
studies; 

d. Preserve community identities and boundaries; 

e. Encourage political and functional reorganization of local agencies 
which cross-cut communities; 

f. Encourage annexation of territory that has been specified as 
available for urban development prior to annexation of other areas; 
and 

g. Encourage the extension of urban services to existing urban areas 
prior to extending services to areas that are not devoted to urban 
uses. 

2. Encourage cities, which are adjacent to unincorporated territory, to reconcile 
incompatible general plan land use elements with the County of San Diego; 

3. Review city spheres of influence and special district spheres at approximately 
five-year intervals;  

4. Discourage major amendments to a city or special district sphere if the sphere 
has been updated or affirmed within the prior five year period except for the 
following conditions: 

a. Public health or safety needs; for example, amending a 
jurisdiction’s sphere to permit annexation of a parcel that requires 
public sewer service because of a failed septic system; 

b. Property under a single ownership that is split by a sphere 
boundary if the split property shares characteristics including 
access, geography, communities of interest and the manner in 
which services will be provided; 

c. A reorganization involving two or more jurisdictions if the sphere of 
influence boundaries are coterminous and each jurisdiction agrees 
to the sphere amendments and reorganization; 
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d. If a city or special district can provide adequate documentation 
showing that conditions have significantly changed to warrant a 
sphere amendment. 

5. Conduct sphere of influence evaluations and updates prior to the five-year 
interval if an affected jurisdiction or interested party submits a request based 
on adequate justification and the appropriate processing fee;  

6. Maintain a sphere of influence for the San Diego County Water Authority, 
which is coterminous with the spheres of influence for SDCWA member-
agencies, by amending or updating the SDCWA sphere concurrent with each 
amendment or update to spheres of member agencies; and  

7. Maintain a sphere of influence for the area of Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (MET) in San Diego County, which is coterminous with the 
sphere of influence for SDCWA, by amending or updating the MET sphere 
concurrent with each amendment or update to the SDCWA sphere; and 

8. Facilitate communication with affected public agencies, communities, property 
owners and residents concerning the sphere of influence update process. 

 
Adopted:                     August 6, 1990 
Amended:                 May 4, 1998 
Amended:                June 5, 2000 
Technical Update:           May 2, 2005 
Technical Update:    August 25, 2008 
 
Cross-reference: 
 
SAN DIEGO LAFCO POLICY: 

-A-101 SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS AND THE REGIONAL GROWTH MANAGEMENT   
STRATEGY 
-L-104 LAFCO-INITIATED CHANGES OF ORGANIZATION 

 
SAN DIEGO LAFCO PROCEDURES: 

-SPHERES OF INFLUENCE 
-LAFCO-INITIATED PROPOSALS 

 



 

 

RECOMMENDED STATEMENT OF DETERMINATIONS 
 FOR AFFIRMATION OF A SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

 FOR THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 
SR13-41 

 
 
 

The following statement of determinations is prepared pursuant to section 56425 of the 
Government Code for affirmation of the area shown on the attached map as the sphere 
of influence for the San Diego County Water Authority.  A written description establishing 
the nature, location, and extent of the functions or classes of district services was 
accepted by the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission as part of the Sphere 
and Service Review (MSR 13-41 and SR 13-41). 

(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open 
space lands. 

The San Diego County Water Authority is a regional wholesale water provider with a 
1,480-square mile service area in San Diego County. The County and cities have 
jurisdiction over land use and planning matters in their areas and all land use decisions 
within the sphere territory is guided by County and City General Plans. SDCWA policy 
prohibits annexation of territory unless the area is also within a member retail agency. 
Affirmation of a sphere of influence will not affect agricultural and open space land uses. 

(2) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.  

The service area of MET covers 1,480 square miles with a population of approximately 
3.1 million. The population, which has increased substantially over the preceding 20 
years, is anticipated to grow and the District has developed long range plans to address 
the need for additional water supply and facilities in the future.  

(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that 
the agency provides or is authorized to provide. 

The San Diego County Water Authority has transportation and storage facilities to 
provide wholesale water to 24 member agencies within a 1,480-square mile service 
area. In addition to purchasing imported water from the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California, the SDCWA is executing a comprehensive water supply 
diversification strategy to enhance the reliability of the region’s water supply. The 
strategy includes investing in major new infrastructure and developing new local and 
imported water supplies. The SDCWA has a $3.8 billion Capital Improvement Program 
that is funding facilities to store, treat, and transport water within San Diego County. 

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

Affirmation of the sphere of influence for the San Diego County Water Authority will not 
affect social or economic communities of interest. 
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(5) For an update of a sphere of influence of a city or special district that provides 
public facilities or services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or 
structural fire protection, that occurs pursuant to subdivision (g) on or after 
July 1, 2012, the present and probable need for those public facilities and 
services of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing 
sphere of influence. 

Refer to the SB244 Staff Report approved by the San Diego Local Agency Formation 
Commission on March 4, 2013 for the status of disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities and the San Diego County Water Authority.  



















 

 

RECOMMENDED STATEMENT OF DETERMINATIONS 
 MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW  

SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 
MSR13-41 

 
 
 

The following statement of determinations is prepared pursuant to section 56430 of the 
Government Code and fulfills LAFCO requirements regarding a sphere review and 
sphere affirmation for the San Diego County Water Authority. A written description 
establishing the nature, location, and extent of the functions or classes of district 
services was accepted by the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission as part 
of the Sphere and Service Review (MSR 13-41 and SR 13-41). 

(1) Growth and population projections for the affected area. 

The San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) is a regional water wholesaler that 
purchases and imported water from various sourced for resale to 24 retail member-
agencies. In August 2005, the San Diego LAFCO approved a sphere of influence for the 
SDCWA that is coterminous with spheres of the Authority’s member-agencies. The 
current population estimate within SDCWA is approximately 3.1 million. Population 
within the SDCWA will continue to increase with anticipated population growth in 
member agencies.       

(2) The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities within or contiguous to the sphere of influence.  

Refer to the SB244 Staff Report approved by the San Diego Local Agency Formation 
Commission on March 4, 2013 for the status of disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities and the San Diego County Water Authority. 

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

The San Diego County Water Authority has a 1,480-square mile service area. In addition 
to purchasing imported water from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 
the SDCWA is executing a comprehensive water supply diversification strategy to 
enhance the reliability of the region’s water supply. The strategy includes investing in 
major new infrastructure and developing new local and imported water supplies. The 
SDCWA has a $3.8 billion Capital Improvement Program to fund construction of facilities 
to store, treat, and transport water within San Diego County. 

Refer to the SB244 Staff Report approved by the San Diego Local Agency Formation 
Commission on March 4, 2013 for the status of disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities and the San Diego County Water Authority.  
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(4) Financial ability of agencies to provide services. 

The San Diego County Water Authority adopted a $1.5 billion budget for FY 2014 and 
2015. Revenue sources include: water sales—74 percent; fund withdrawals—12 
percent; Infrastructure access charges—4 percent; Capacity charges—2 percent; water 
standby availability charges—2 percent; property taxes and in-lieu charges—1 percent; 
all other—5 percent. 

The two-year budget is 5.2 percent larger than the budget for fiscal years 2012 and 
2013. The increase is generally related to the purchase and treatment of water, which 
has risen 19 percent. Higher costs are linked to slightly larger sales volumes coupled 
with scheduled increases in the cost of water from the Imperial Irrigation District as part 
of a long-term conservation-and-transfer program approved in 2003. The FY14-15 
budget also accounts for purchase of water to store in the newly expanded San Vicente 
Reservoir, along with a five percent increase in treated water rates by the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California. Wholesale rates that the SDCWA will charge its 
member agencies will increase by 2.6 percent for untreated supplies and 3.5 percent for 
treated supplies.  

(5) Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities.  

The San Diego County Water Authority partners with numerous State, regional, and 
local agencies to develop and maintain water supplies and infrastructure.  

(6) Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure 
and operational efficiencies. 

The San Diego County Water Authority is governed by a 36-member appointed Board of 
Directors; a member of the San Diego County Board of Supervisors serves as a non-
voting representative. At least one representative from each of the 24 member-agencies 
serves on the SDCWA Board; voting entitlement is based on the member agency’s total 
financial contribution to the SDCWA.  

The Board of Directors holds monthly noticed public meetings. Board meetings are open 
to the public and agendas are available at: www.sdcwa.org. 

(7)  Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by 
commission policy. 

Additional matters related to effective or efficient service delivery as required by 
commission policy are not relevant in considering the San Diego County Water 
Authortiy. 



 

 

RECOMMENDED STATEMENT OF DETERMINATIONS 
 FOR AFFIRMATION OF A SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

 FOR THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
SR13-42 

 
 
 

The following statement of determinations is prepared pursuant to section 56425 of the 
Government Code for affirmation of the area shown on the attached map as the sphere 
of influence for the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. A written 
description establishing the nature, location, and extent of the functions or classes of 
district services was accepted by the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission 
as part of the Sphere and Service review (SR 13-42 and MSR 13-42). 

(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open 
space lands. 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MET) is a regional wholesale 
water provider that services the majority of developed territory in six Southern California 
counties. A sphere of influence was approved for the District in 2005, which is limited to 
MET territory in San Diego County.  

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California includes approximately 5,200 
square miles; approximately 1,480 square miles are in San Diego County. The County of 
San Diego and the cities have jurisdiction over land use and planning matters in their 
areas and all land use decisions within the sphere territory is guided by County and City 
General Plans. MET policy prohibits annexation of territory unless the area is also within 
a member retail agency. Affirmation of a sphere of influence will not affect agricultural 
and open space land uses. 

(2) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.  

The San Diego County service area of MET covers 1,480 square miles with a population 
of approximately 3.1 million. The population, which has increased substantially over the 
preceding 20 years, is anticipated to grow and the District has developed long range 
plans and capital improvement programs to address need for additional water supply 
and facilities.  

(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that 
the agency provides or is authorized to provide. 
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The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California owns and maintains the 242-mile 
Colorado River Aqueduct with annual transport capacity of 1.3 million acre-feet. Other 
MET facilities include: six pumping stations; 29 tunnels covering 92 miles; 63 miles of 
canals; 58 miles of conduit and pipelines; 8 water treatment plants; 9 reservoirs with total 
storage capacity of 1.072 million acre-feet; 16 hydroelectric plants with total capacity of 
122 megawatts; and a 819-mile distribution system with 400 connections to member 
agencies.  

 
 
 

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

Affirmation of the sphere of influence for the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California will not affect social or economic communities of interest. 

(5) For an update of a sphere of influence of a city or special district that provides 
public facilities or services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or 
structural fire protection, that occurs pursuant to subdivision (g) on or after 
July 1, 2012, the present and probable need for those public facilities and 
services of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing 
sphere of influence. 

Refer to the SB244 Staff Report approved by the San Diego Local Agency Formation 
Commission on March 4, 2013 for the status of disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities and the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.  



 

 

RECOMMENDED STATEMENT OF DETERMINATIONS 
 MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW  

METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
MSR13-42 

 
 
 

The following statement of determinations is prepared pursuant to section 56430 of the 
Government Code and fulfills LAFCO requirements regarding a sphere review and 
sphere affirmation for the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. A written 
description establishing the nature, location, and extent of the functions or classes of 
district services was accepted by the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission 
as part of the Sphere and Service Review (SR 13-42 and MSR 13-42). 

(1) Growth and population projections for the affected area. 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MET) is a consortium of public 
agencies that supplies imported water to 19 million residents in six Southern California 
counties. In August 2005, the San Diego LAFCO approved a sphere of influence for 
MET that is limited to district territory in San Diego County. The MET sphere is 
coterminous with the sphere of the MET member-agency in San Diego, the San Diego 
County Water Authority. The current population estimate within the San Diego County 
service area of MET is approximately 3.1 million. MET population will increase as 
population within the San Diego County Water Authority and the Authority’s retail 
member-agencies increases.       

(2) The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities within or contiguous to the sphere of influence.  

Refer to the SB244 Staff Report approved by the San Diego Local Agency Formation 
Commission on March 4, 2013 for the status of disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities and the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 

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

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California has a 1,480-square mile service 
area within San Diego County where imported, wholesale MET water is distributed 
through the San Diego County Water Authority. MET owns and operates the 242-mile 
Colorado River Aqueduct that transports Colorado River water from Lake Havasu on the 
California-Arizona border to a MET reservoir in Riverside County. MET also takes 
delivery of almost half of the water supply from the State Water Project and provides 
water storage and treatment services through a comprehensive system of facilities and 
operations, primarily in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. MET operates five large 
diameter pipelines, the Diamond Valley 810,000-acre foot reservoir, and the Skinner 
Water Treatment Plant in Temecula, which directly benefits San Diego County. MET has 
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developed long-range plans to address the future supply and infrastructure needs that 
will increase as southern California communities grow. 

Refer to the SB244 Staff Report approved by the San Diego Local Agency Formation 
Commission on March 4, 2013 for the status of disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities and the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.  

(4) Financial ability of agencies to provide services. 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California revenue sources for the biennial  
FY2012/13 and 2013/14 budget include: (1) water rates and charges—77 percent; (2) 
bond proceeds—10 percent; (3) taxes and annexations—5 percent; (4) fund 
withdrawals—5 percent; (5) hydroelectric sales and miscellaneous income—2 percent; 
and (6) interest income—1 percent. Budgeted receipts for FY 2012/13 are expected to 
total $1.66 billion; $1.72 billion for FY 2013/14. Receipts for both fiscal years are based 
on projected annual water sales of 1.7 million acre feet and include an increase in base 
rates and charges averaging 5 percent, effective January 1, 2013 and January 1, 2014. 
MET water revenue bond ratings are: Standard & Poor’s—AAA; Moody’s—Aal; and 
Fitch—AA+.  

(5) Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities.  

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California partners with numerous State, 
regional, and local agencies to develop and maintain water supplies and related 
infrastructure.  

(6) Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure 
and operational efficiencies. 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California is governed by a 37-member 
appointed Board of Directors. Each of the 26 MET member-agencies—14 cities, 11 
municipal water districts, and the San Diego County Water Authority—is entitled to 
appoint one director; additional seats are allocated according to assessed valuation 
within the member-agency. The Board of Directors conducts monthly noticed public 
meetings. Board and Board Committee meetings are open to the public and are 
broadcast through the Metropolitan website: www.mwdh2o.com. 

(7)  Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by 
commission policy. 

Additional matters related to effective or efficient service delivery as required by 
commission policy are not relevant in considering the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California. 
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SAN DIEGO LAFCO  
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING  

SEPTEMBER 9, 2013 

There being a quorum present, the meeting was convened at 9:00 a.m. by Chairman 
Andrew Vanderlaan.  Also present were: Regular Commissioners – Supervisor Dianne 
Jacob; Supervisor Bill Horn; Mayor Sam Abed; Special District Member/Vice Chairman 
John Ingalls; Special District Member Bud Pocklington; and City Councilmember Lorie 
Zapf. Alternate Commissioners – Special District Member Jo MacKenzie, Public 
Member Harry Mathis and City Councilmember Lorraine Wood. LAFCO Staff –
Executive Officer Michael Ott, Assistant Executive Officer Shirley Anderson, Legislative 
Research Director Harry Ehrlich and Legal Counsel Thomas Bosworth. Absent were:
Commissioner:  Mayor Jim Janney; Alternate Commissioners – Supervisor Greg Cox 
and Councilmember Sherri Lightner. 

Item 1 
Roll Call 

The Commission Secretary performed the roll call for the September 9, 2013, LAFCO 
meeting.  With the exception of Commissioner Janney, Alternate Commissioners Cox 
and Lightner, all other commissioners were present.  Alternate Commissioner Wood will 
vote in place of Commissioner Janney who is absent. 

Item 2 
Approval of Minutes of Meeting Held August 5, 2013 

On motion of Commissioner Abed, seconded by Commissioner Pocklington, and carried 
unanimously by the Commissioners present; the Commission dispensed with reading 
the minutes of August 5, 2013 and approved said minutes.

Item 3 
Executive Officer’s Recommended Agenda Revisions
Chairman Andrew Vanderlaan asked the Executive Officer if there were any agenda 
revisions. Executive Officer Michael Ott indicated that there were no agenda revisions.  

Item 4 
Commissioner / Executive Officer Announcements 

Chairman Vanderlaan asked the Commission and Executive Officer if there were any 
agenda announcements. Chairman Vanderlaan made an announcement and 
congratulated Harry Ehrlich who received an achievement award from CALAFCO at the
2013 Annual Conference. Chairman Vanderlaan thanked Mr. Ehrlich for his 
contributions to LAFCO and CALAFCO regarding legislative matters and his excellent 
work provided over the years. Chairman Vanderlaan also announced that it was 
CALAFCO’s 50th Anniversary.

2
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Michael Ott introduced Alyssa Dronenburg, Administrative Assistant, who will assist with 
the LAFCO’s Records Management project. 
 
Item 5 
Public Comments 

Chairman Vanderlaan asked the public if anyone requested to speak on an item that is 
not related to the agenda. He indicated that there were no speakers slips received from 
members of the public for comments. 
 
Item 6 
Five-Year Sphere of Influence and Service Review and Proposed Affirmation 
of Sphere of Influence for the San Diego County Water Authority and 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MSR/SR 13-41; 13-42)  
 
Chairman Vanderlaan opened the public hearing for Item 6. 
 
Michael Ott provided a brief report to the Commission regarding Item 6 that involves a 
five-year sphere of influence and municipal service review related to the San Diego 
County Water Authority and Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.  
 
Shirley Anderson, Assistant Executive Officer, provided a report to the Commission 
about the two agencies and described their services, geographical information and 
recommendations regarding sphere of influence, affirmations and service reviews.  
   
Chairman Vanderlaan closed the public hearing.  
 
With no more speakers from the public and no further discussion from the Commission, 
on motion of Commissioner Pocklington, seconded by Commissioner Ingalls, and 
carried unanimously by the commissioners present, the Commission took the following 
actions:   

(1) Find in accordance with the Executive Officer’s determination that pursuant to 
Section 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines, sphere affirmations are not 
subject to the environmental impact evaluation process because it can be seen with 
certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a 
significant effect on the environment and the activity is not subject to CEQA. 

(2) Find in accordance with the Executive Officer’s determination that pursuant to 
Section 15306 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the service review is not subject to the 
environmental impact evaluation process because the service review consists of 
basic data collection, research, management, and resource evaluation activities that 
will not result in a serious or major disturbance to an environmental resource. This 
project is strictly for information gathering purposes as part of a study leading to an 
action which has not yet been approved, adopted, or funded. 

(3) For the reasons set forth in the 2013 Five-Year Sphere of Influence and Service 
Review, accept the written statements in the aforementioned report establishing the 
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nature, location, and extent of functions and classes of services per Government 
Code Section 56425(i) and affirm existing spheres for the Metropolitan Water District 
of Southern California and the San Diego County Water Authority. 

(4) Adopt the written Statement of Determinations as shown in Exhibit C. 
 
Item 7 
Administrative Approval of a Contractual Service Agreement: 
City of Escondido/Isabel Martinez - Gabriel Cervantes (OAS/RO13-39) 
 
Michael Ott provided information to the Commission about an Administrative Approval 
of a Contractual Service Agreement with the City of Escondido and property owners, 
Isabel Martinez – Gabriel Cervantes, Jr. associated with one single-family residence 
with a failing septic system.   
 
This item is for information purposes only and no action is required. 
 
Item 8 
Carlsbad Municipal Water District; Fairbanks Ranch Community Services District; 
Leucadia Wastewater District; Olivenhain Municipal Water District; Rancho Santa 
Fe Community Services District; San Dieguito Water District; Santa Fe Irrigation 
District; Whispering Palms Community Services District (MSR/SR13-20 to 13-27)   
 
Michael Ott indicated that Robert Barry would provide a brief presentation about the 
final sphere of influence and municipal service review and determinations associated 
with Item No. 8. 
 
Robert Barry provided a brief presentation of the information that was requested from 
the Commission at the June 3, 2013 meeting.  He informed the Commission that the 
draft San Dieguito Municipal Service Review determinations were circulated to the 
subject agencies and that two out of the eight agencies (Olivenhain Municipal Water 
District (MWD) and Santa Fe Irrigation District (ID) responded.  The revisions made to 
LAFCO were minor technical clarifications related to infrastructure and service areas 
related to the draft determinations.  Mr. Barry indicated those technical revisions were 
intergrated into the final determinations for Olivenhain MWD and the Santa Fe ID.  
 
The Commission received the written Statements of Determinations for the San 
Dieguito MSR water and wastewater agencies, consistent with the recommendations in 
the May 6, 2013 and June 3, 2013 LAFCO staff reports. 
 
Item 9 
Legislative Update Report 
 
LAFCO Consultant Harry Ehrlich provided an update to the Commission on the most 
recent legislative activity.  He indicated staff’s recommendation is for the Commission to 
accept the Legislative Update Report.   
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The Commission received and accepted the September 9, 2013 Legislative Status 
report. 
 
Item 10 
Ramona Municipal Water District Municipal Service Review Status Report 
  
Harry Ehrlich provided a brief progress report to update to the Commission on the 
Ramona Municipal Water District (MWD) Sphere and Municipal Service Review (MSR).     
 
The Commission received and accepted the status report on the scope and progress to 
date on addressing issues relative to the Ramona MWD Sphere and MSR. 
 
Item 11 
San Diego LAFCO Website Modification 
 
Robert Barry provided a brief presentation to update to the Commission on the latest 
changes to improve the LAFCO website. Mr. Barry indicated the changes provide better 
accessibility to the Commissions’ posted public notices, meeting agendas, approved 
minutes and other LAFCO information. 
 
The Commission received and accepted the staff report regarding the modifications to 
the San Diego LAFCO website. 

Item 12A 
Personnel Matter:  Discuss the Recommendation of the Executive Officer’s 
Performance/Compensation Review Committee: adjourn to CLOSED SESSION IF 
NEEDED: PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION (GOV. CODE § 
54957); TITLE: EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
 
Item 12B 
Personnel Matter: Reconvene to Public Session if a Closed Session is called, and 
Approve the Recommendation of the Executive Officer’s Performance/Compensation 
Review Committee 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan provided information regarding the performance evaluation for 
LAFCO’s Executive Officer, Michael Ott and indicated that the matter may be discussed 
in a closed session if required. Chairman Vanderlaan informed the Commission about 
the recommendations that the Performance Review Committee (Commissioners 
Vanderlaan, Ingalls, Abed and Jacob) made based on the two meetings held on June 
3rd and August 5th. Chairman Vanderlaan indicated that Commissioner Jacob was 
unable to attend the Committee’s meeting on August 5th.  
 
Chairman Vanderlaan asked if the Commission should go into closed session for 
discussion of the Executive Officer’s performance/compensation. The Commissioners 
present indicated that a closed session was not required. 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan provided a brief report of the Performance Review Committee’s 
conclusions and pending issues.  Chairman Vanderlaan also informed the Commission 
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that the report included additional details of the compensation information that was 
requested by Commissioner Jacob. Based on the Committee’s report, the following 
recommendations and issues were discussed: 
 

1) All committee members agreed that Executive Officer, Michael Ott’s performance 
was rated as excellent; 
 

2) The Committee presented two recommendations. It was noted the Executive 
Officer did not receive any performance based compensation increases during 
2011-12.  The Committee’s recommendation is for a 2% base salary increase 
retroactive to July 2012. Retroactivity was recommended based on the Executive 
Officer’s 2012 deferral of compensation increases until the completion of several 
audits.  It was noted that the 2% was already included in the budget approved by 
the Commission for the review period.  Chairman Vanderlaan noted that the 
Audits have since been completed and validate the effectiveness of the 
Executive Officer’s Financial Reporting System;  and  
 

3) The Committees recommendation for the current review period is between a 
3.5% to 4.5% wage increase to be determined by the full Commission.   

 
The following comments and recommendations were made by the Commissioners 
present: 
 
Commissioner Sam Abed stated that he is an advocate of rewarding excellent 
performance and Mr. Ott’s performance was outstanding. Based on other California 
LAFCO Executive Officer compensation comparisons, Commissioner Abed highly 
recommended a retroactive (effective July 1, 2012) wage increase to be 2% for the prior 
fiscal year review and an increase of 3.5% for the current year for a total accumulative 
rate of 5.5% ($9, 251.00/$182,579.00 annually).  
 
Chairman Vanderlaan restated that the Executive Officer’s past performance review and 
consideration for a wage increase was deferred until after the audit results were 
completed and audits have since been completed covering multiple fiscal years.  The 
audit results were favorable. 
 
Commissioner Dianne Jacob apologized for missing the second committee meeting and 
agreed that Mr. Ott has done an outstanding job. Commissioner Jacob stated that the 
evaluation is not the issue, that the compensation is an issue.  She could not support 
the committee recommendation in terms of compensation effects on the County pension 
system. Commissioner Jacob stated that the last across the board increase for the 
County Managers was in 2010 which was a 2% increase, a one-time 2% increase 
effective July 1, 2013 and another one-time 2% that will be coming up July 1, 2014.  
Commissioner Jacob said that the 2% one-time in 2013 and the 2% one-time in 2014 
are not ongoing monies and that none of the County Managers received any retroactive 
pay increases.   
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Commissioner Jacob indicated she would support being consistent with what the 
County Managers have received. She also stated that if Mr. Ott retired soon, then the 
committee’s recommendation would result in “pension spiking”.    
   
Commissioner Jacob questioned why page 5 of the performance chart that was 
received with the packet had To Be Determined (TBD) placed by the 2013 base salary 
increase.  In response to the question, Michael Ott indicated that at the time the review 
first began in June, there was not a county wage and benefit package, consequently a 
figure was not known. In addition, the Commission had not approved the wage and 
benefit package per minute item no. 2 until the September 9th meeting. Therefore, the 
charts contained TBD references.  
 
Commissioner Vanderlaan asked if there was anything further to add and Mr. Ott 
indicated there was not.   
 
Alternate Commissioner Jo MacKenzie asked Commissioner Jacob for clarification on 
the one-time 2% increase for county employees and whether the increase was basically 
a bonus that the County has designated as pensionable. Alternate Commissioner 
MacKenzie indicated that since it is one-time and not added (compounded) to salaries 
that it is essentially a bonus. In response to the question, Commissioner Jacob 
indicated that the one-time payout for county employees is not a bonus. 
 
Alternate Commissioner MacKenzie asked if the one-time payout is considered a 
bonus, but with another name. In response to the question, Commissioner Jacob added 
that it is not a bonus, and it is one-time.  She said that the Board requires its employees 
to pay more towards their pension - the goal is 50%, and that they received a one-time 
2% increase to ease the burden a little bit. 
 
Alternate Commissioner MacKenzie also asked whether the 2% is nonetheless 
pensionable.  
 
Commissioner Jacob indicated that the 2% is pensionable to the County pension fund. 
 
Commissioner Bill Horn stated that the 2% payment was a motivation for employees to 
agree to sign the labor agreement. He stated that he does not agree with the retroactive 
portion of the committee’s recommendation.  Commissioner Horn added that he thinks 
Michael (Ott) has done a terrific job. He emphasized that San Diego LAFCO is a leader, 
but at the same time, there needs to be an upper limit.  He added that while the County 
has far more personnel and greater budgets than LAFCO, LAFCO does have greater 
independence, but there ought to be an upper limit.  Commissioner Horn stated that he 
realized that it is important to keep the Executive Officer happy and motivated, but at 
the same time, he needed to make a decision reflective of what LAFCO’s overall 
operation ought to be doing. Commissioner Horn opposed the committee’s 
recommendation. 
 
Commissioner Zapf stated for the same reasons already stated, she is not supportive of 
retroactive. She expressed concern about impacts to the long-term pension.  
Commission Zapf asked about the full long-term package if a person lives to 95 years 
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old.  She commented about the pay history going back from 2002 through 2008 and 
stated that those base salary increases and performance bonuses were quite 
significant; based on the information that was provided. Commissioner Zapf indicated 
that she would not support the committee’s recommendation. 
  
Commissioner Abed indicated that the committee reached its decision based on 
eliminating the 5.25% length of service compensation provision that the County 
repealed.  He restated the importance of rewarding performance and everybody agrees 
that Mr. Ott has done an excellent job. Commissioner Abed said that he could 
compromise and provide 5% and eliminate the retroactivity. That would be $8,304.00 
and that would bring the total compensation to $174,392.00.  
 
Chairman Vanderlaan clarified Commission Abed’s comment that there would be no 
consideration for the increase the Executive Officer deferred from the past in 2011-12 
and instead a 5% increase now.    
 
Commissioner Abed concurred with Chairman Vanderlaan.   
 
Commissioner Jacob indicated to the Chairman to see if anyone seconds that motion. 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan asked if there was a second a second for discussion.  
 
Vice Chairman Ingalls added that he did not hear a motion, per se, from Commissioner 
Abed.  He stated he wanted to offer comments before a motion was made. 
 
Commissioner Jacob stated that she was not going to make a motion, but suggested 
that while she could not support a retroactive increase, she could support compensation 
consistent with County Management.  She stated that the best way to resolve the matter 
is to have the Committee return with a number to the Commission rather than trying to 
deal with it at the Commission meeting, or have the Mr. Ott return with that number.   
 
Vice Chairman Ingalls stated that as a Commission of eight people, commissioners are 
all trying to get to the same place at the same time. Vice Chairman John Ingalls 
discussed the topic of retroactivity. He indicated that the committee members met on 
August 5th to discuss the matter and noted that the Commission authorized a 2% wage 
increase for LAFCO staff in 2012, but the Executive Officer voluntarily deferred being 
considered for this increase until completion of the audits proposals. It was a voluntary 
deferral of the 2% wage increase that was approved by this Commission for 2012. He 
also said that the Executive Officer should be recognized for the voluntary deferral 
because he understood the context of his responsibilities and the importance of the 
external audits. Vice Chairman Ingalls stated that these facts essentially take the 2% 
retroactivity, off the table as an issue.   
 
Commissioner Jacob offered a motion to see if the Commission could move forward on 
the item. 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan indicated that before a motion is made; an issue needs to be 
emphasized related to the repeal of the 30-year length of service provision being that 
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Mr. Ott has reached his 30 years of service. Chairman Vanderlaan said that Mr. Ott will 
essentially be shorted even though Mr. Ott has not made any objections. He indicated 
that this should be for consideration in the compensation package.  
 
Commissioner Jacob offered a motion.  Her motion referred the matter to Mr. Ott and 
that he return to the Commission with compensation that would be consistent with the 
compensation that County Managers have received and no retroactive pay. 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan stated there is a motion and asked for a second.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Horn. Chairman Vanderlaan asked if there was any 
discussion on the motion.  No further discussion from the Commissioners. 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan disclosed that he would not be at the October meeting, and that if 
he is going to be a part of the discussion, it should be deferred to November, so he 
could be a part of that discussion. Commissioner Jacob indicated that would be 
acceptable. 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan asked if there were any other comments regarding the motion.  
He asked if everyone understands the motion.  He restated the motion and indicated 
that the matter will first go back to the committee and the committee will look at 
formulating something along the lines of what the County has done with their managers 
and then return the information back to the Commission.   
 
Alternate Commissioner Harry Mathis asked for clarification, if the matter will go back to 
the committee before it comes to the Commission. 
 
Commissioner Jacob said that was not what was included in her motion; however, if the 
committee wants it, then fine.  She stated that what the Commission would have before 
it would be compensation consistent with County Managers.  She stated she thinks Mr. 
Ott could put that together. 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan said that the purpose of going back to the committee would 
provide a chance to review and perhaps make a counter proposal. Commissioner Jacob 
indicated that would be fine.   
 
Commissioner Lorie Zapf stated that she understands what Mr. Ingalls is talking about 
and the rationale in making it legal for the retroactive. She said she understands the 
arguments both ways and thinks based on the discussion at the separate meeting that 
the Commission needs more time and creativity.   
 
Commissioner Abed clarified that his proposal is not to provide the Executive Officer 
with a 2% and 5% increase.  Rather, the 5% includes the 2%.    
 
Commissioner Jacob stated that she would change her motion to refer this back to the 
committee to come back and to include what Commissioner Abed has said also on the 
5%, and to include what was in her original motion consistent with county management 
compensation. She stated that both of those numbers would be sent back to the 
committee and then the Commission would consider them.     
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Chairman Vanderlaan asked if there was a second; the item was seconded by 
Commissioner Horn. 
 
Alternate Commissioner Mathis asked for final clarification on the 60-day delay. He 
inquired if the block of time and whatever decision is made, is that a sort of a penalty for 
Mr. Ott in terms of what compensation he can get.  He asked if the decision can be 
made without prejudice. 
 
Commissioner Jacob indicated that the continuance is not a penalty and there is no 
prejudice, but certainly a delay.   
 
Alternate Commissioner Mathis asked if this can be accomplished without prejudice.  
 
Alternate Commissioner Mathis stated that the word “prejudice” means, in a sense that 
by delaying the matter for 60 days may impact Mr. Ott’s potential compensation as a 
result of the action by this board. 
 
Commissioner Jacob reiterated she would support compensation today consistent with 
County Managers, but it seems like there is some disagreement on what commissioners 
want to do.  The Chairman said that he can’t be at the October meeting so that means a 
60-day delay. 
 
Commissioner Zapf questioned if it would not go into effect on the same day through or 
the beginning of 2014. 
 
Alternate Commissioner MacKenzie said she heard Commissioner Zapf say there was 
no retroactive pay but only pay going forward, that pay going forward starts January 1, 
2014.    
 
Commissioner Abed stated that the retroactivity goes to July 1, 2012 and if there was no 
retroactivity to that date, then it would be July 1, 2013.  
 
Chairman Vanderlaan asked Mr. Ott if that was his understanding. 
 
Alternate Commissioner MacKenzie indicated she was confused. 
 
Michael Ott said he was a little confused too.  He said that one of the confusing aspects 
of the committee’s recommendation is the retroactivity provision. If the retroactivity 
provision is approved, July 1, 2012, would be the date used to calculate the 2% 
increase. Mr. Ott explained that this was the deferral date of the potential compensation 
increase. Once that is decided, Mr. Ott indicated that the Commission could then 
determine if any compensation increase should be approved for the current review 
cycle, which is essentially FY 2012-13.   
 
Mr. Ott indicated that what would probably be best would be to schedule a committee 
meeting to enable the committee to review county compensation practices for positions 
aligned with the Executive Officer.  Mr. Ott said that the Executive Officer position is 
aligned with the County Planning Director, Public Works Director, Registrar of Voters, 
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and a few other positions. He said he could work with the Department of Human 
Resources to get a better handle on any compensation that has been awarded in the 
County. He asked Supervisor Jacob, if any increases for those positions have been 
authorized over the past two years and beyond? 
 
Commissioner Jacob reiterated what she had already indicated.  She said the last 
across the board increase was in 2010 for those. She said if the Commission would look 
at page 3 of what we received this morning maybe that would help. She said Mr. Ott 
was right, if you look at that base salary increase history.  It will be 2.1% in 2013, so that 
is correct in that column.  Commissioner Jacob noted the only thing we are really talking 
about is the 2013 one-time 2% and the 2014 one-time 2%. She said she thinks the 
committee can deal with that. 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan asked if there was any additional discussion and said the 
committee will meet and we’ll try to sort this out and bring something back. 
 
Vice Chairman Ingalls added another comment.  He said he comes to LAFCO meetings 
not as a water district commissioner, but as a LAFCO commissioner.  He explained that 
LAFCO is responsible for checking those prospective biases at the door.  The point is 
being a LAFCO commissioner and evaluating the Executive Officer’s performance is not 
based on what some manager in the County is paid. He said he considers it a 
distraction to have to get up to speed on what the County has done with department 
managers because the Commission does not employ any department managers.  He 
said the committee has worked very hard at this and come up with enough background 
but thinks one more meeting would be helpful. Vice Chairman Ingalls stated the 
question of July 1, 2012, July 1, 2013, and July 2014 effective dates does not constitute 
retroactivity. 
 
Commissioner Jacob indicated that LAFCO needs to be consistent with the County as a 
matter of fairness.   
 
Michael Ott asked for clarification on the additional work that needs to be done.  He said 
the Commission will not be reopening what the Commission approved earlier in the day 
(minute item no. 2 for the August 5th wage and benefit plan that applies to all County 
employees and LAFCO staff). He said he will be researching with the County 
Department of Human Resources any performance-based pay allocated to comparable 
County Managers for the review periods in question.   
 
Alternate Commissioner MacKenzie asked for one more clarification from the 
Supervisors regarding the two, two percent (2%) county employee increases and 
whether they were performance-based.  She said that what the Commission will be 
considering in the future is based on performance. 
 
Commissioner Jacob clarified that the two one-time 2% for county employees was 
confusing.  She said the first two percent would be effective, July 1, 2013. There will be 
another one-time 2% effective July 1, 2014.  Those two one-time 2% were to help offset 
added employee costs because of taking away of the offset.  In other words, the County 
is paying a certain amount of the employee’s pension cost and is now taking that back.  
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Because it is a takeaway, so they (employees) are losing spending capability. The 
County is giving them (employees) one-time pay in two different allotments each.  She 
emphasized that it is not performance-based; it is just to try to help.   
 
Alternate Commission MacKenzie stated that the question then is, do any of the other 
department heads, because she is very familiar with the County Planning Director, have 
they received or are they in line at some point to get a performance-based raise?    
 
Commissioner Jacob stated that as of today, according to the information from the 
County Department of Human Resources, the answer is no.  To date, they have not 
received any ongoing or performance-based increases since 2010.   
 
Commissioner Abed stated that it is his understanding that the one-time pay is to help 
offset the retirement obligations and there is no increase in pay salary basically. 
 
Commissioner Zapf asked if the offset employees have to pay for their pension applies 
to Mr. Ott as well.    
 
Michael Ott indicated that all offsets for LAFCO employees have changed the same as 
for county employees and there are more out-of-pocket expenses as a result of the new 
wage and benefit plan approved by the County. Mr. Ott commented to Supervisor Jacob 
that it sounds like he’ll be researching something that she already may have the answer 
for and that it appears that answers are already known for the county compensation 
questions. 
 
Commissioner Jacob stated that the research is going to be pretty simple in terms of 
figuring out what the Executive Officer’s compensation would be in terms of being 
consistent with county management.  She said that because everybody seems to have 
a little different take on this, she’s not asking that that decision be made today.  Instead, 
the matter should be referred to the committee and they will return with the numbers, 
along with what Mr. Abed said about the 5%. 
 
Alternate Commissioner MacKenzie said that she is still confused on when all of this 
takes place.  She said it sounds like the committee will be returning with something like 
5 or 6 different scenarios, 2%, straight across, performance-based, at various 
percentages.   
 
Commissioner Abed commented that a proposal will be made by the committee. 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan expressed his appreciation that the Commission has trust in the 
committee and that the committee can have that discussion to make it easier on the 
Commission. The committee’s goal would be to come back with having to deal with 
these issues and come back with a simplified, hopefully a one pager that identifies 
areas of agreement.  If that cannot be done, the options will be presented.  
 
Alternate Commissioner Mathis said that it would be best to just make a 
recommendation without a lot of scenarios and options. 
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Chairman Vanderlaan stated that was possible.  
 
Vice Chairman Ingalls indicated that the Commission does have a recommendation.  
 
Commissioner Horn asked if the question could be called and indicated that he is 
already a half an hour late for an appointment. 
 
Chairman Vanderlaan stated that everybody understands that the matter will go back to 
the committee and the committee will come back with a report.   
 
Chairman Vanderlaan called for the question and asked all those commissioners in 
favor to signify by saying aye; and those opposed by saying no: 
 

Ayes:  Commissioners Vanderlaan; Horn; Pocklington; Abed; Jacob; Zapf; 
Alternate Commissioner Wood (voted in the absence of Commissioner 
Janney)  

 
No:      Vice Chairman Ingalls 

 
Absent:  Commissioner Janney 

 
Commissioner Vanderlaan noted he has been through a lot of the salary negotiations on 
both sides of the table.  He said these are always very sensitive issues, especially to do 
in a public forum.   
 

Vice Chairman Ingalls mentioned now that the item is over, the recommendation was to 
authorize the Executive Officer to receive a 2% annual salary adjustment retroactive to 
the first payroll period on July 1, 2012.  He stated that the 2% was voluntarily deferred.  
As to that, he stated the Committee has no discussion left really.  He commented that 
sometimes too much detail, takes away from the motion itself. 

 
Chairman Vanderlaan expressed appreciation for Commissioner Ingalls passion and 
mentioned that it is a difficult subject to handle in many public forums.  

 
There being no further business to come before the Commission, the meeting 
adjourned at 10:37 a.m. to the October 7, 2013 meeting, in Room 302, County 
Administration Center. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Ruth Arellano 
Administrative Assistant 

Local Agency Formation Commission  
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Simonds,Keene

From: Ken Lee <ken@kenleeconsulting.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 7:39 AM
To: Simonds,Keene
Subject: Re: SD Project

Oh boy ... enough said ... that IS a doozy.  I understand the challenge of finding qualified consultants these days 
who understand the LAFCO world.  The only referrals I can think of are Rich Miller, who is based in SD, and 
Jim Simon at RSG. 
 
Ken Lee | Principal 
KEN LEE CONSULTING, LLC 
T: 949.529.0915 | C: 562.972.4033 
ken@kenleeconsulting.com | www.kenleeconsulting.com 
     
 
On Wed, Jan 30, 2019, 6:02 AM Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov wrote: 

Hi Ken –  

  

Thanks for the quick follow up.  Glad to hear you continue to stay busy.  Also glad you helping Chula Vista on the 
Landfill project; it would be a nice win to get this annexed.    

  

The proposal I referenced is not public yet, but involves Rainbow MWD and Fallbrook PUD, and it could be a doozy…  

  

From: Ken Lee [mailto:ken@kenleeconsulting.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 3:45 PM 
To: Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: Re: SD Project 

  

Hi Keene- 

  

Funny you ask, because I was planning to contact you in the coming weeks.  I recently went back under 
contract with the City of Chula Vista to provide LAFCO advisory services related to the Otay Landfill 
annexation proposal by the County.  I am actually not taking on anymore consulting work but I made an 
exception for Chula Vista as a favor.  90% of my time has been retained by my real estate development client 
(I'm their VP of Development) but it's really more like 110%, and I have a couple other city and real estate 
clients/projects, so I'm completely maxed out. 
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Are you able to share who the two agencies are?  I assume it's not Chula Vista and the County since they 
haven't had any formal or informal discussions at the staff level about the landfill property yet (to my 
knowledge). 

  

As always, thanks for thinking of me. 

  

Ken Lee | Principal 

KEN LEE CONSULTING, LLC 

T: 949.529.0915 | C: 562.972.4033 

ken@kenleeconsulting.com | www.kenleeconsulting.com 

  

  

  

  

On Tue, Jan 29, 2019 at 11:52 AM Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Ken –  

  

Hope all is well.   Are you available to consultant with two agencies in SD LAFCO and put together a 
relatively complicated joint‐proposal and then hand‐hold through what will prove to be a contentious 
hearing process.  Looking to offer up two or three consultants familiar with LAFCO; would like you to be 
one of them if available/interested.  

  

Keene  
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Simonds,Keene

From: Robert Aldrich <aldrichandassociates@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2019 7:58 AM
To: Simonds,Keene
Subject: Re: Project

Hi Keene, 
 
Thanks for thinking of me.  I'll pass on this one.  Working with a team on an MSR for Riverside that's had 
some unexpected challenges (and delays) and then back to San Bernardino in March to help with a fire-
related MSR.   
 
Hope all is well with you and your team. 
 
Bob 
 
 
 
 
Bob Aldrich 
Aldrich and Associates 
aldrichandassociates@yahoo.com 
 
 
On Wednesday, February 6, 2019, 12:58:36 PM PST, Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov> wrote:  
 
 

Hi Bob –  

  

Have an applicant in need of a consultant to help prepare a proposal filing at LAFCO and do hand-holding 
afterwards.  Will be controversial.  Want to give applicant a few consultant names.  Can I add your name?  

  

____________________________ 

Keene Simonds, Executive Officer  

San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission 

Subdivision of the State of California | Regional Service Planning  

9335 Hazard Way, Suite 200 

San Diego, California 92123 

  

T | 858.614.7755 
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E | keene.simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov  
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Simonds,Keene

From: Jim Simon <jsimon@webrsg.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2019 4:53 PM
To: Simonds,Keene
Cc: Suzy Kim
Subject: LAFCO Applicant Referral

Hi Keene – thank you for your voicemail.  Yes, RSG is interested in assisting the applicant on the proposed reorganization 
proposal.  We recently worked with a district in San Bernardino who was needing assistance with a reorganization, so 
Suzy and I would be familiar with some of what may be needed, depending on how much help LAFCO would be offering. 
 

James C. Simon 

 
  
17872 Gillette Avenue, Suite 350 | Irvine, CA 92614 
714.316.2120 (Direct) 
  
Visit us at: 

   
CalBRE Corporate License #01930929 
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Simonds,Keene

From: Tom Kennedy <tkennedy@rainbowmwd.com>
Sent: Friday, May 24, 2019 7:11 AM
To: Simonds,Keene; Jack Bebee
Subject: Re: Rainbow Municipal Water District and Fallbrook Public Utility District

Thanks Keene – this is very helpful.   We will review the referenced document regarding current practices at SDLAFCO.  I 
can certainly be available on June 3rd and will see if Jack and my counsel are also available.    
 
I want to be clear that we have no issue in pursuing this through SDLAFCO – we just want to tie up the “loose end” that 
is the 1976 action and provide some legal certainty to our Boards as they consider the options available to them under 
the relevant statutes. 
 
I appreciate your prompt and thorough response. 
 
Tom Kennedy | General Manager | Rainbow Municipal Water District 
3707 Old Highway 395, Fallbrook, CA 92028 | 760‐728‐1178 | www.rainbowmwd.com 
 
 

From: "Simonds,Keene" <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Date: Friday, May 24, 2019 at 6:59 AM 
To: Tom Kennedy <tkennedy@rainbowmwd.com>, Jack Bebee <jackb@fpud.com> 
Subject: RE: Rainbow Municipal Water District and Fallbrook Public Utility District 
 

EXTERNAL EMAIL – USE CAUTION WHEN OPENING ATTACHMENTS OR HYPERLINKS. 

Hi Tom –  
  
Thank you for the email.   I will talk with Holly more on this topic and we will offer up a more a substantive 
response shortly.  This said, and for the benefit of offering a working baseline, I believe any boundary 
changes to the San Diego County Water Authority require San Diego LAFCO approval.  This baseline is 
premised on current law, which does not offer up an exemption and/or otherwise allow boundary changes 
to the Water Authority to proceed without getting LAFCO approval.  The resolution adopted by San Diego 
LAFCO in 1976 and cited below is tied to a statute; accordingly, as the statute and its allowances transition so 
does San Diego LAFCO.  Seemingly to this end,  the referenced statute was subsequently amended to 
transition the underlying exemption allowance for qualifying districts from all LAFCO oversight to just 
conducting authority proceedings (i.e., protest).    It is my understanding San Diego LAFCO’s implementation 
of the 1976 resolution has consistently followed the transition in statute and reflected in directly acting on 
boundary changes involving the Water Authority.   A search of recent staff reports offers up a germane 
example for this latter comment and linked here.   
  
The above thoughts again are my working baseline on the topic of oversight and subject to more discussion 
with counsel as well as you and Jack.    How about a meeting with all parties and counsels to fully vet and 
outline next steps.  Holly will be here on June 3rd  for our next meeting; perhaps we could arrange a sit‐down 
then…  
  
Keene  
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From: Tom Kennedy [mailto:tkennedy@rainbowmwd.com]  
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 5:05 PM 
To: Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov>; Jack Bebee <jackb@fpud.com> 
Subject: Rainbow Municipal Water District and Fallbrook Public Utility District 
  
Keene, 
  
As you are aware, the Fallbrook Public Utility District (FPUD) and the Rainbow Municipal Water District (RMWD) 
have been studying a potential application to LAFCO for a change in organization.   I appreciate you answering 
some questions I had previously but wanted to get some further clarification on a key item. 
  
This change would encompass a detachment from the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) and a 
simultaneous attachment to the Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD).   This change is appropriate due to 
the fact that both Districts are unique in San Diego County in that we are served directly by pipelines owned by 
the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) (although both receive some service through a pipeline owned by 
SDCWA).  Both Districts are also too far north in the SDCWA system to receive the benefits of many of SDCWA’s 
assets including the entire Emergency Storage Project and the Carlsbad Desalination Project.   For decades, the 
ratepayers in both Districts have paid for projects that may benefit agencies south of us, but provide no benefits 
to our agencies.  Our analyses have documented that this change will not have any adverse effect on water 
service reliability or water quality for our service areas, but will allow our services to be provided more 
efficiently due to the reduced cost of wholesale water from EMWD.  This is vitally important to the agricultural 
community that still uses nearly 70% of the water in our service area. 
  
LAFCO’s counsel, Holly Whatley, recently provided to our attorneys a copy of a resolution adopted by your 
LAFCO on December 6, 1976 at the request of the San Diego County Water Authority. Paragraph # 3 of the 
attached resolution appears to exclude all changes of organization for that entity from LAFCO’s jurisdiction. 
  
Our attorneys spoke with Ms. Whatley earlier this week in a conference call and expressed to her that it appears 
that to undertake a change of organization only the County Water Authority Act would apply. As they pointed 
out to her, if LAFCO made the determination that SDCWA is not a district and therefore not subject to the 
Cortese‐Knox‐ Hertzberg laws, then, then is nothing in Government Code section 56201 that would apply, and 
nothing in the four categories of Government Code section 56017.2 that would require an application to LAFCO. 
It would appear that our agency would only need to obtain approval from the Riverside LAFCO for a water 
agency in its jurisdiction to extend its services to our agency. 
  
Ms. Whatley agreed to consider this further as well as the possibility of the two LAFCOs agreeing pursuant to 
Government Code section 56124 as to one LAFCO undertaking the entire process assuming the San Diego LAFCO 
has any role at all in light of this analysis.  
  
Could you confer with Ms. Whatley about this analysis as it is somewhat different from our understanding of the 
process which we had been reviewing before having seen the actual language of the adopted resolution? 
  
Since this possible change of organization is now being publicly discussed at SDCWA, I would appreciate your 
reaction and comments as soon as possible. 
  
If there is any other information that you think would be important for our boards to consider as they 
contemplate whether to proceed we would appreciate you pointing us in the right direction so that we can 
make the process as smooth as possible for all concerned. 
  
Thanks 
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Tom Kennedy | General Manager | Rainbow Municipal Water District 
3707 Old Highway 395, Fallbrook, CA 92028 | 760‐728‐1178 | www.rainbowmwd.com 
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Simonds,Keene

From: Simonds,Keene
Sent: Friday, May 24, 2019 7:00 AM
To: Chris Brown
Subject: FW: Rainbow Municipal Water District and Fallbrook Public Utility District

FYI…  
 

From: Simonds,Keene  
Sent: Friday, May 24, 2019 6:59 AM 
To: Tom Kennedy <tkennedy@rainbowmwd.com>; Jack Bebee <jackb@fpud.com> 
Subject: RE: Rainbow Municipal Water District and Fallbrook Public Utility District 

 
Hi Tom –  
 
Thank you for the email.   I will talk with Holly more on this topic and we will offer up a more a substantive response 
shortly.  This said, and for the benefit of offering a working baseline, I believe any boundary changes to the San 
Diego County Water Authority require San Diego LAFCO approval.  This baseline is premised on current law, which 
does not offer up an exemption and/or otherwise allow boundary changes to the Water Authority to proceed 
without getting LAFCO approval.  The resolution adopted by San Diego LAFCO in 1976 and cited below is tied to a 
statute; accordingly, as the statute and its allowances transition so does San Diego LAFCO.  Seemingly to this 
end,  the referenced statute was subsequently amended to transition the underlying exemption allowance for 
qualifying districts from all LAFCO oversight to just conducting authority proceedings (i.e., protest).    It is my 
understanding San Diego LAFCO’s implementation of the 1976 resolution has consistently followed the transition in 
statute and reflected in directly acting on boundary changes involving the Water Authority.   A search of recent staff 
reports offers up a germane example for this latter comment and linked here.   
 
The above thoughts again are my working baseline on the topic of oversight and subject to more discussion with 
counsel as well as you and Jack.    How about a meeting with all parties and counsels to fully vet and outline next 
steps.  Holly will be here on June 3rd  for our next meeting; perhaps we could arrange a sit‐down then…  
 
Keene  
 

From: Tom Kennedy [mailto:tkennedy@rainbowmwd.com]  
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 5:05 PM 
To: Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov>; Jack Bebee <jackb@fpud.com> 
Subject: Rainbow Municipal Water District and Fallbrook Public Utility District 

 
Keene, 
  
As you are aware, the Fallbrook Public Utility District (FPUD) and the Rainbow Municipal Water District (RMWD) have 
been studying a potential application to LAFCO for a change in organization.   I appreciate you answering some questions 
I had previously but wanted to get some further clarification on a key item. 
 
This change would encompass a detachment from the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) and a simultaneous 
attachment to the Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD).   This change is appropriate due to the fact that both 
Districts are unique in San Diego County in that we are served directly by pipelines owned by the Metropolitan Water 
District (MWD) (although both receive some service through a pipeline owned by SDCWA).  Both Districts are also too 
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far north in the SDCWA system to receive the benefits of many of SDCWA’s assets including the entire Emergency 
Storage Project and the Carlsbad Desalination Project.   For decades, the ratepayers in both Districts have paid for 
projects that may benefit agencies south of us, but provide no benefits to our agencies.  Our analyses have documented 
that this change will not have any adverse effect on water service reliability or water quality for our service areas, but 
will allow our services to be provided more efficiently due to the reduced cost of wholesale water from EMWD.  This is 
vitally important to the agricultural community that still uses nearly 70% of the water in our service area. 
  
LAFCO’s counsel, Holly Whatley, recently provided to our attorneys a copy of a resolution adopted by your LAFCO on 
December 6, 1976 at the request of the San Diego County Water Authority. Paragraph # 3 of the attached resolution 
appears to exclude all changes of organization for that entity from LAFCO’s jurisdiction. 
  
Our attorneys spoke with Ms. Whatley earlier this week in a conference call and expressed to her that it appears that to 
undertake a change of organization only the County Water Authority Act would apply. As they pointed out to her, if 
LAFCO made the determination that SDCWA is not a district and therefore not subject to the Cortese‐Knox‐ Hertzberg 
laws, then, then is nothing in Government Code section 56201 that would apply, and nothing in the four categories of 
Government Code section 56017.2 that would require an application to LAFCO. It would appear that our agency would 
only need to obtain approval from the Riverside LAFCO for a water agency in its jurisdiction to extend its services to our 
agency. 
  
Ms. Whatley agreed to consider this further as well as the possibility of the two LAFCOs agreeing pursuant to 
Government Code section 56124 as to one LAFCO undertaking the entire process assuming the San Diego LAFCO has any 
role at all in light of this analysis.  
  
Could you confer with Ms. Whatley about this analysis as it is somewhat different from our understanding of the process 
which we had been reviewing before having seen the actual language of the adopted resolution? 
  
Since this possible change of organization is now being publicly discussed at SDCWA, I would appreciate your reaction 
and comments as soon as possible. 
  
If there is any other information that you think would be important for our boards to consider as they contemplate 
whether to proceed we would appreciate you pointing us in the right direction so that we can make the process as 
smooth as possible for all concerned. 
  
Thanks 
  
Tom Kennedy | General Manager | Rainbow Municipal Water District 
3707 Old Highway 395, Fallbrook, CA 92028 | 760‐728‐1178 | www.rainbowmwd.com 

 



1

Simonds,Keene

From: Simonds,Keene
Sent: Friday, May 24, 2019 10:57 AM
To: Kim Thorner
Subject: RE: Rainbow/FPUD issue

Thx Kim; I appreciate the kind words.   I look forward to talking to Mark.    
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Kim Thorner [mailto:KThorner@olivenhain.com]  
Sent: Friday, May 24, 2019 10:52 AM 
To: Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: Rainbow/FPUD issue 
 
Keene ‐ I spoke to Mark Hattam, who is the General Counsel for SDCWA yesterday and suggested to him that he 
should reach out to you on this issue.  I told him that in no way were you “in the bag” one way or another and that 
my experience with you is that you are a thoughtful, straight shooter.  I also told him that he should talk to you 
about the protest proceedings. Just wanted to give you a heads up.   CWA had to pull a bond refi off of their board 
agenda yesterday since this was disclosed to them and they need to disclose as part of the process. Hope you have a 
good holiday weekend. Kim 
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Simonds,Keene

From: Kerl, Sandy <SKerl@sdcwa.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 12:14 PM
To: Simonds,Keene
Subject: RE: SD LAFCO

Keene, 
 
Thank you for taking the time to speak with me this morning.  I will forward Holly’s contact information to Mark Hattam. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Sandy 
 

Sandra L. Kerl 
Acting General Manager 
(858) 522-6783 
skerl@sdcwa.org 

 
 
 

From: Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 12:09 PM 
To: Kerl, Sandy <SKerl@sdcwa.org> 
Cc: Holly O. Whatley <hwhatley@chwlaw.us> 
Subject: SD LAFCO 
 
Hi Sandy –  
 
It was nice speaking with you.   Below is the contact information for SD LAFCO Counsel Holly Whatley.   Please share 
with Mark, and hopefully the two of them can connect and talk about the Rainbow/Fallbrook process should it 
proceed.    
 

Holly O. Whatley 
Shareholder 
Colantuono, Highsmith & Whatley, PC 
790 E. Colorado Blvd., Suite 850  |  Pasadena, CA 91101 
Direct 213-542-5704  |   Main 213-542-5700  |  Fax 213-542-5710 
hwhatley@chwlaw.us  |  www.chwlaw.us 

 
____________________________ 
Keene Simonds, Executive Officer  
San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission 
Subdivision of the State of California | Regional Service Planning  
9335 Hazard Way, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92123 
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T | 858.614.7755 
E | keene.simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov  
  
 

This email was sent by someone outside the Water Authority’s business network. Please exercise caution before opening any 
attachments or hyperlinks. Contact the Information Systems Service Desk(x6630) for assistance with any questionable email 
sources, content or requests. 
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Simonds,Keene

From: Simonds,Keene
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 3:18 PM
To: Kerl, Sandy
Subject: RE: LAFCO and Water Authority

Hi Sandy –  
 
I understand; let’s follow up as June progresses.   
 
FYI… we are working on the PRA and should have a follow up to your counsel soon.   
 

From: Kerl, Sandy [mailto:SKerl@sdcwa.org]  
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 2:41 PM 
To: Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: LAFCO and Water Authority 
 
Hi Keene: 
 
Thanks much for the below e‐mail.  I think a meeting might be helpful.  However, I think timing is important.  I would like 
to wait until we get the Public Records Act productions, and our own legal research, so we are a bit further along 
knowing where we are at.  Maybe we can check back on this more towards the end of June?  Also, I do not know what 
the rules are on meeting with LAFCO staff, and certainly don’t want to create any ethical issues for anyone.  Please 
advise.   
 
Best regards, 
 
Sandy 
 

Sandra L. Kerl 
Acting General Manager 
(858) 522-6783 
skerl@sdcwa.org 

 
 
 

From: Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 10:50 AM 
To: Kerl, Sandy <SKerl@sdcwa.org> 
Subject: LAFCO and Water Authority 
 
Hi Sandy –  
 
I hope all is well.   I am following up on the Fallbrook/Rainbow matter.  I believe our counsels have started to talk and 
hopefully they can assist in developing a good/clean gameplan on proceeding forward for all parties benefit should a 
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proposal come forward.   (The should part is key; right now LAFCO does not have a proposal and it remains unclear 
if/when we do get a proposal so I am somewhat operating in hypotheticals.)  This said, I am wondering if you would 
be up to meeting with me to talk about how a potential proposal under consideration by Fallbrook/Rainbow would 
be digested within Water Authority, and this includes the procedures/rules that internally govern membership; all of 
which would help me understand the scale/mechanics of the matter should it come forward.   I would also be 
available to talk about the LAFCO processes in a little more detail than a phone call allows.   If you would like your 
counsel or other Authority staff to attend that is fine too; it would just be me on my end.   I can be available anytime 
next week on Tues, Wed or Thurs between 10am and 3pm.   If you would like to pause and hold off on a meeting I 
would also understand.   Look forward to hearing from you, Keene.  
 
____________________________ 
Keene Simonds, Executive Officer  
San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission 
Subdivision of the State of California | Regional Service Planning  
9335 Hazard Way, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92123 
  
T | 858.614.7755 
E | keene.simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov  
  
 

This email was sent by someone outside the Water Authority’s business network. Please exercise caution before opening any 
attachments or hyperlinks. Contact the Information Systems Service Desk(x6630) for assistance with any questionable email 
sources, content or requests. 
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Simonds,Keene

From: Gary Thompson <gthompson@lafco.org>
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 9:24 AM
To: Simonds,Keene
Subject: RE: Congratulations on EO Appointment 

Hi Keene! Good to hear from you and I am very glad to be back involved in the LAFCO arena, 
 
Tomorrow is an off day here so today for a phone call would be best. I am free all morning until noon and then from 
1:00pm until 2:30, so give me a call. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Gary Thompson 
Executive Officer 
Riverside LAFCO 
951‐369‐0631 
 

From: Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 8:51 AM 
To: Gary Thompson <gthompson@lafco.org> 
Subject: Congratulations on EO Appointment  
 
Hi Gary –  
 
Congratulations on your appointment as the new EO for Riverside LAFCO.  The Commission is fortunate to have you 
aboard!    
 
As you settle in there is an emerging project I would like to discuss with you regarding two special districts in 
northern San Diego County (Fallbrook PUD and Rainbow MWD) that are interested in pursuing a reorganization for 
the purpose of switching their wholesale water provider from San Diego County Water Authority to Eastern MWD 
for cost‐savings.   I briefly spoke with Crystal on this project when it first came up at the start of the calendar year 
and now that it seems the two districts are intent in moving forward it would be good to have a more detailed 
discussion between the two LAFCOs.  I have a meeting with the two districts on Monday and it would be great if we 
could touch base beforehand.  Do you have any time today or Friday for a phone call?    
 
Keene  
 
 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
Keene Simonds, Executive Officer  
San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission 
Subdivision of the State of California | Regional Service Planning  
9335 Hazard Way, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92123 
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T | 858.614.7755 
E | keene.simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov  
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Simonds,Keene

From: Tom Kennedy <tkennedy@rainbowmwd.com>
Sent: Monday, June 03, 2019 3:10 PM
To: Simonds,Keene; Jack Bebee
Subject: RE: SD LAFCO | Request for Deposit for Proposal Inquiry 

Thanks Keene – we will get right on this. 
 
Tom Kennedy | General Manager | Rainbow Municipal Water District 
3707 Old Highway 395, Fallbrook, CA 92028 | 760‐728‐1178 | www.rainbowmwd.com 
 
NOTICE:  All e‐mails to and from the Rainbow Municipal Water District may be considered public records and are subject to public disclosure 
pursuant to the California Public Records Act. 
 
 

From: Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov>  
Sent: Monday, June 03, 2019 3:07 PM 
To: Tom Kennedy <tkennedy@rainbowmwd.com>; Jack Bebee <jackb@fpud.com> 
Subject: SD LAFCO | Request for Deposit for Proposal Inquiry  
 

EXTERNAL EMAIL – USE CAUTION WHEN OPENING ATTACHMENTS OR HYPERLINKS. 

Hi Tom and Jack –  
 
Please see the attached letter requesting a deposit to provide additional staff time for an active proposal 
inquiry.  Call or email with any questions.   Keene  



 

 
 
 

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

 

June 3, 2019 
 
 

Delivered by Electronic Mail: 
Mr. Tom Kennedy, General Manager 
Rainbow Municipal Water District 
3707 Old Highway 395 
Fallbrook California 92028 
tkennedy@rainbowmwd.com  

Mr. Jack Bebee, General Manager  
Fallbrook Public Utility District 
990 E Mission Road  
Fallbrook California 92028 
jackb@fpud.com  

 
 

SUBJECT:  Deposit Request for Proposal Inquiry  
 
 

Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Bebee:  
 
As you are aware, the San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) has 
been providing general assistance  to  the Rainbow Municipal Water District and Fallbrook 
Public  Utility  District  to  inform  the  scope  and  processes  therein  of  a  potential 
reorganization.  The level of assistance has been relatively modest to date, but nonetheless 
has  now  surpassed  the maximum  four‐hour  amount  of  staff  time  available  for  general 
research  inquiries without  charge under  the adopted  fee  schedule.   Accordingly, and  for 
purposes of providing any additional assistance ahead of an actual proposal filing, LAFCO 
requests you submit a deposit in the amount of $2,500.  LAFCO will bill against the deposit 
based on our current composite hourly rate of $122 and provide monthly invoices showing 
all related transactions.  Should further staff time be needed an additional deposit request 
will  be made.     Any  excess  deposit monies will  be  returned.    The  effective  date  of  the 
deposit and all associated billing would be May 28, 2019.    
 
Should  you have  any questions  regarding  the  above‐request please  contact me  at  (858) 
614‐7755 or keene.simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov.    
 
Sincerely,  

             
Keene Simonds 
Executive Officer  



1

Simonds,Keene

From: Tom Kennedy <tkennedy@rainbowmwd.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 05, 2019 1:19 PM
To: Simonds,Keene; Jack Bebee; Jones, Paul
Cc: Gary Thompson
Subject: RE: Potential Reorganization Proposal Involving Rainbow MWD and Fallbrook PUD

Thanks Keene – and Gary – this is very helpful and this process seems wholly appropriate here.   I have copied Paul 
Jones, GM at Eastern MWD, to this email to bring him into the loop as it would seem to me that Eastern would be the 
lead agency for their part of this process.   Please correct me if I misinterpreted how the process would go. 
 
Paul/Jack – can we coordinate with Gary a time where we could all meet to discuss the matter?   I will be at the AWWA 
conference Monday‐Wednesday of next week but should be able to fit a meeting in either later in the week or the 
following week. 
 
Thanks 
 
Tom Kennedy | General Manager | Rainbow Municipal Water District 
3707 Old Highway 395, Fallbrook, CA 92028 | 760‐728‐1178 | www.rainbowmwd.com 
 
NOTICE:  All e‐mails to and from the Rainbow Municipal Water District may be considered public records and are subject to public disclosure 
pursuant to the California Public Records Act. 
 
 

From: Simonds,Keene <Keene.Simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, June 05, 2019 12:09 PM 
To: Jack Bebee <jackb@fpud.com>; Tom Kennedy <tkennedy@rainbowmwd.com> 
Cc: Gary Thompson <gthompson@lafco.org> 
Subject: Potential Reorganization Proposal Involving Rainbow MWD and Fallbrook PUD 
 

EXTERNAL EMAIL – USE CAUTION WHEN OPENING ATTACHMENTS OR HYPERLINKS. 

Hi Tom and Jack –  
 
It was nice meeting with both of you on Monday to discuss in more detail Rainbow/Fallbrook’s proposal inquiry to 
potentially transition wholesale water supply from San Diego County Water Authority to Eastern Municipal Water 
District.  This transition would necessitate LAFCO approval (San Diego and/or Riverside) to concurrently (a) detach 
from the San Diego County Water Authority and (b) annex to Eastern Municipal Water District.   The latter 
component – i.e., annexation to Eastern – would also necessitate approval of a facilitating sphere of influence 
amendment and presumably some type of municipal service review document.   
 
Following our meeting on Monday I spoke with Riverside EO Gary Thompson to discuss options to streamline the 
process for all parties’ benefit.  This includes an option I referenced on Monday to bifurcate the proposal into two 
distinct parts; each requiring separate Rainbow/Fallbrook applications.  
 

 The first application would be to Riverside LAFCO to amend Eastern’s sphere to add the affected territory 
(i.e., Rainbow/Fallbrook’s jurisdictional boundaries) along with a supporting MSR document.   This 
application and its outcome would serve as lead in informing the second application identified below.    
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 The second application would be to San Diego LAFCO and involve the reorganization itself to detach from 
San Diego County Water Authority and annex to Eastern.   This application and its outcome would follow the 
results of Riverside taking action on the Eastern sphere and premised on San Diego LAFCO having exclusive 
jurisdiction over the reorganization component as principal county.   This application would also require 
formal initiation by resolution by either or both Rainbow or Fallbrook.   (The application fee for SD LAFCO 
would involve a non‐refundable amount of $29,975 and cover the first 230 hours of staff time.  Additional 
hours would be billed against a subsequent deposit based on our current composite rate of $122.)    
 

Based on initial discussions it seems probable Riverside and San Diego LAFCOs can coordinate the timing of the two 
application reviews to be generally concurrent with each other with the baseline understanding Riverside takes the 
first action; i.e., approve a sphere amendment with the informing MSR document involving Eastern.  With this in 
mind, it seems prudent at this point for Rainbow/Fallbrook to make direct contact with Gary Thompson with 
Riverside LAFCO to discuss the project and all related considerations, such as their costs and timelines, to further 
inform your decision‐making.   I would then suggest – and assuming there is working consensus – all parties meet 
and/or have a phone call to finalize processing steps should Rainbow/Fallbrook choose to file.  
 
Gary’s contact information is below and I have added him to the cc line. 
 

Gary Thompson 
Executive Officer 
Riverside LAFCO 
951‐369‐0631 
gthompson@lafco.org  

 
I am also available to discuss more at 858‐614‐7755 or keene.simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov.    
 
Keene  
____________________________ 
Keene Simonds, Executive Officer  
San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission 
Subdivision of the State of California | Regional Service Planning  
9335 Hazard Way, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92123 
  
T | 858.614.7755 
E | keene.simonds@sdcounty.ca.gov  
  
 

 


