
  

LAFCO of Monterey County 
   _ 

 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

 
AGENDA 

 
    LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION  

OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

Monday, December 7, 2015 
4:00 p.m. 

Board of Supervisors Chambers 
Monterey County Government Center 

168 West Alisal Street, First Floor 
Salinas, California 

The Local Agency Formation Commission welcomes you to its meetings.  This meeting has been noticed according to the 
Brown Act.  If you want to submit documents, please bring 15 copies for distribution.  The meeting will be broadcast live on 
Comcast Cable TV Channel 28, and is rebroadcast every Monday at 4:00 p.m.  Agendas and reports are available on our 
website at least 72 hours before each meeting. 
  

Call to Order 

Roll Call 

Pledge of Allegiance 

Public Comments 
Anyone may address the Commission briefly about items not already on the Agenda.  Please fill out a 
Speaker Request Form available on the rostrum. 

Presentations 

1.  Consider Audit Report for Fiscal Year Ending June 30 2015. 
     Recommended Action:  Receive presentation by Ms. Karen Campbell, CPA,  
     Bianchi, Kasavan and Pope, LLP, and approve the Audit Report. 
 
2.  Consider Financial Statements for Period Ending June 30, 2015.  
     Recommended Action: Receive presentation by Mr. Mike Briley, CPA, Managing  
     Partner, Hayashi  Wayland Accounting and Consulting, LLP, and approve the    
     Financial Statements.   
 
3.  Consider Financial Statements for Period Ending September 30, 2015.  
     Recommended Action: Receive presentation by Mr. Mike Briley, and approve the  
     Financial Statements. 

 
 

 

 

 

                            2015  
         Commissioners 

 
                                     Chair 
           Sherwood Darington  
                     Public Member 

   
                             Vice Chair 
                            Joe Gunter   
                        City Member 

 
              Fernando Armenta  

        County Member, Alternate 
                        

                         Matt Gourley 
   Public Member, Alternate 

                      
                              Maria Orozco 
             City Member, Alternate 
 
                                 John Phillips 
                          County Member 
                                           

                 Warren E. Poitras 
            Special District Member,  
                                      Alternate                                        

                               
                         Ralph Rubio 
                        City Member 

 
                      Simón Salinas 
                  County Member 

 
                   Steve Snodgrass  
      Special District Member  

                 
                 Graig R. Stephens  
      Special District Member 

 
 

                            Counsel 
 

                    Leslie J. Girard 
                   General Counsel 

                            
                            Staff 

 
           Kate McKenna, AICP 
                 Executive Officer 

 
 

132 W. Gabilan Street, #102 
                 Salinas, CA  93901 

 
                       P. O. Box 1369 
                Salinas, CA  93902 

 
          Voice:  831-754-5838 
              Fax:  831-754-5831 
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Consent Agenda 
All items on the Consent Agenda will be approved in one motion and there will be no discussion on individual items, unless a 
Commissioner or member of the public requests a specific item to be pulled from the Consent Agenda for separate discussion.   

4.    Approve Draft Minutes from the September 21, 2015 LAFCO Regular Meeting. 
        Recommended Action:  Approve minutes.   
 
5.    Accept Notes from the Budget and Finance Committee Meeting of November 6, 2015. 
       Recommended Action:  Accept notes.  
  
6.   Accept Meeting Notes from the Conducting Authority “Protest” Proceedings of October 26, 2015 (South  
         Monterey County Fire Protection District, LAFCO File No. 13-05).  
       Recommended Action:  Accept notes.  

      7.    Approve Warrant Registers for the Month of September and October 2015. 
             Recommended Action:  Approve registers.    

      8.    Approve Budget Amendment No. 1 to the Adopted Annual Budget for Fiscal Year 2015-2016, to Transfer  
             $10,000 from Line Item 6100 (Employee Benefits) to Line Item 7247 (Outside Professional Services -  
             Human Resources), with no Net Change to the Overall Budget. 
             Recommended Action:  Approve budget amendment. 
 

9.    Adopt a Schedule of Regular LAFCO Meetings for 2016.  
       Recommended Action:  Adopt schedule.            

 
    10.   Approve a Draft Comment Letter to the City of Greenfield, in Reference to the Draft Tunzi Subdivision  

       Initial Study and Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration.   
             Recommended Action:  Approve comment letter 
 
     11.    Accept Report of Anticipated Future Agenda items and Progress on Special Studies. 
        Recommended Action:  Accept report. 
       

Public Hearings  

12.  Consider the Spreckels-Area Fire Protection Reorganization Proposal (LAFCO File No. 15-01).  
       Recommended Action: Open a public hearing for this item and adopt a Resolution to: 

1. Consider the finding made by the Monterey County Regional Fire District that the proposal is 
exempt from environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines;  

2. Approve a proposed special district reorganization consisting of: 

• Sphere of Influence amendment and annexation to the Monterey County Regional Fire 
District of all Spreckels-area lands not currently within the fire district (approximately 282 
acres), and 

• Divestiture of the Spreckels Community Services District’s currently authorized fire 
protection powers; and 

3. Authorize the Executive Officer to set Monday, January 4, 2016 at 4:00 PM in the Board of 
Supervisors Chambers as the Conducting Authority (“protest”) hearing for the proposed 
annexation.       
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13.   Consider the 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study of Five Independent Special 

Districts Located in the Central and Southern Salinas Valley.  
        Recommended Action: Open a public hearing for this item and adopt a Resolution to:  

1. Find the draft Study exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as “information 
collection” under Section 15306 of the State CEQA Guidelines and based on the determination that 
this action does not have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment (Section 
15061(b)(3));  

2. Adopt the 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study for the Soledad-Mission 
Recreation District; Greenfield Public Recreation District; Greenfield Memorial District; San 
Lucas County Water District, and San Ardo California Water District;  

3. Based on the Study’s recommended determinations, affirm the currently adopted Spheres of 
Influence of these districts, with no changes.  

4. Authorize the Executive Officer to proceed with implementing two follow-up actions: 

a. Develop a program of continuing educational and training outreach to assist special district staff 
and board members countywide, and 

b. Participate in developing a workshop with Greenfield-area local agencies—including the City of 
Greenfield, the County of Monterey, the Greenfield Cemetery, Fire Protection, Memorial, and 
Public Recreation Districts, and other interested parties—to explore potential opportunities for 
greater efficiencies of service delivery. 

              
 14.  Consider the Draft 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study of All Independent  
        Cemetery Districts in Monterey County.  
        Recommended Action: Open a public hearing for this item and, based on the Study’s recommended  
        determinations, adopt a Resolution to: 
 

1. Find that the action is exempt from provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
as “information collection” under Section 15306 of the State CEQA Guidelines and based on the 
determination that this action does not have the potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment (Section 15061(b)(3)); 

        2.  Adopt the 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study for the eight public cemetery districts  
              located entirely in Monterey County (Castroville Cemetery District; Cholame Valley Cemetery 
              District; Gonzales Cemetery District; Greenfield Cemetery District; King City Cemetery District; San 
              Ardo Cemetery District; San Lucas Cemetery District; and Soledad Cemetery District), and including 
              a brief discussion of the Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District for information only, as that multi- 
              county District is under the jurisdiction of the Santa Cruz LAFCO;   

 3. Based on the study’s recommended determinations, affirm the currently adopted Spheres of Influence 
of the eight cemetery districts located entirely in Monterey County, with no changes, and 

4.  Authorize the Executive Officer to proceed with implementing two follow-up actions: 
a. Develop a program of continuing educational and training outreach to assist special district staff 

and board members countywide, and 
 

b. Participate in developing a workshop with Greenfield-area local agencies - including the City of 
Greenfield, the Greenfield Cemetery, Fire Protection, Memorial, and Public Recreation Districts, 
the County of Monterey and other interested parties - to explore potential opportunities for 
greater efficiencies of service delivery. 
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New Business 

15.   Approve Comment Letter to the City of Salinas, in Reference to a Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
        Environmental Impact Report for a Proposed Economic Development Element of the City’s General  
        Plan.   
        Recommended Action: Approve comment letter. 
 
Executive Officer’s Report      

The Executive Officer may make brief announcements in the form of a written report or verbal update, and may not require 
Commission action. The public may address the Commission on these informational items. 

16.  Written Announcements – Continuing Education and Certification, and State Land Use and Water  
         Workshop. (Information Only) 
 
Commissioner Comments 

Individual Commissioners may comment briefly on matters within the jurisdiction of LAFCO.  No discussion or action is appropriate other 
than referral to staff or setting a matter as a future agenda item. The public may address the Commission on these informational items. 
 
Adjournment to the Next Meeting  

The next Regular LAFCO Meeting is on Monday, January 25, 2016 at 4:00 p.m. 
Alternative Formats and Facility Accommodations:  If requested, the agenda will be made available in alternative formats to persons with a 
disability, as  required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 USC 12132) and the federal rules and regulations 
adopted in implementation thereof.  Also if requested, facility accommodations will be made for persons with disabilities.  Please contact (831) 
754-5838 for assistance. 
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KATE McKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
 
 
DATE:  December 7, 2015 
 
TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: AUDIT FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2015 
 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Budget and Finance Committee recommends that the Commission: 
 
 1.  Receive a presentation from Ms. Karen Campbell, CPA; 
 2.  Seek public comment, and 
 3.  Discuss and adopt the final audit for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2015. 
 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 
 
The Budget and Finance Committee met on November 6 to review and recommend adoption of the 
independent auditor’s report for the fiscal year ending on June 30, 2015.  
 
Karen Campbell, CPA, Bianchi, Kasavan and Pope, has issued an unqualified opinion, the highest level of 
assurance that an auditor can provide to a public agency.  Ms. Campbell will present the report and 
respond to questions.   
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 1369                            132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
Salinas, CA 93902                                               Salinas, CA  93901 
Telephone (831) 754-5838                                 Fax (831) 754-5831 

www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov 

AGENDA 
ITEM 
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KATE McKENNA, AICP  
Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  December 7, 2015 
 
TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT:   DRAFT FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2015 
 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Budget and Finance Committee recommends adoption of the official year-end financial statements 
for the period ending June 30, 2015. 
 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 
 
The Budget and Finance Committee met on November 6 to review and recommend adoption of the 
enclosed year-end financial statements. These statements have been adjusted to reflect the audit report 
(Agenda Item No. 1).  
 
Mr. Mike Briley, CPA, Managing Partner, Hayashi & Wayland, will assist in presenting this report. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
Enclosure  

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 1369                            132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
Salinas, CA 93902                                               Salinas, CA  93901 
Telephone (831) 754-5838                                 Fax (831) 754-5831 

www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov 
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KATE McKENNA, AICP  
Executive Officer 
 
 
DATE:  December 7, 2015 
 
TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT:   DRAFT FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR PERIOD ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2015 
 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The Budget and Finance Committee recommends adoption of financial statements for the period that 
ended on September 30, 2015.  
 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 
 
The Budget and Finance Committee met on November 6 to recommend adoption of financial statements 
for the first quarter of the current fiscal year.     
 
Overall revenue and expenditure levels are as anticipated for this period.  Annual contributions through 
have been received from almost all local agencies, with only $1,400 in outstanding invoices as of October 
31. Expenditures are at or under the expected levels.   
 
Mr. Mike Briley, CPA, Managing Partner of Hayashi & Wayland, will join me in presenting this item. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
Enclosure  

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 1369                            132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
Salinas, CA 93902                                               Salinas, CA  93901 
Telephone (831) 754-5838                                 Fax (831) 754-5831 

www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov 
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AGENDA 
ITEM 
NO. 4 LAFCO of Monterey County 

   _ 
 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

MINUTES 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION  

OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

Monday, September 21, 2015 
4:00 p.m. 

Board of Supervisors Chambers 
Monterey County Government Center 

168 West Alisal Street, First Floor 
Salinas, California 

 
Roll Call 
 
Members Present 
Commissioner Darington (Chair) 
Commissioner Gunter (Vice Chair) 
Commissioner Gourley 
Commissioner Phillips  
Commissioner Poitras 
Commissioner Salinas 
Commissioner Snodgrass 
Commissioner Stephens  
 
Members Absent (Excused Absences) 
Commissioners Orozco and Rubio 
 
Members Not Present (Presence Not Required) 
Commissioner Armenta 
 
Staff Present 
Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer  
Leslie J. Girard, General Counsel  
Darren McBain, LAFCO Senior Analyst  
Gail Lawrence, Clerk to the Commission 
 
Call To Order 
The Local Agency Formation Commission was called to order by Chair Darington 
at 4:00 p.m. in the Monterey County Board of Supervisors Chambers. 
 
Pledge of Allegiance 
Commissioner Snodgrass led the Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
Publics Comments  

                                        There were no Public Comments on items not on the Agenda.   
 

  
       

                            2015  
         Commissioners 

 
                                     Chair 
           Sherwood Darington  
                     Public Member 

   
                             Vice Chair 
                            Joe Gunter   
                        City Member 

 
              Fernando Armenta  

        County Member, Alternate 
                        

                         Matt Gourley 
   Public Member, Alternate 

                      
                              Maria Orozco 
             City Member, Alternate 
 
                                 John Phillips 
                          County Member 
                                           

                 Warren E. Poitras 
            Special District Member,  
                                      Alternate                                        

                               
                         Ralph Rubio 
                        City Member 

 
                      Simón Salinas 
                  County Member 

 
                   Steve Snodgrass  
      Special District Member  

                 
                 Graig R. Stephens  
      Special District Member 

 
 

                            Counsel 
 

                    Leslie J. Girard 
                   General Counsel 

                            
                            Staff 

 
           Kate McKenna, AICP 
                 Executive Officer 

 
 

132 W. Gabilan Street, #102 
                 Salinas, CA  93901 

 
                       P. O. Box 1369 
                Salinas, CA  93902 
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Consent Calendar  
 

1.    Approve Draft Minutes from the June 22, 2015 LAFCO Regular Meeting. 
 
2.   Approve Draft Notes from the June 29, 2015 Budget and Finance Committee Special Meeting.  
 
3. Approve a Reclassification and Salary Range for the Administrative Secretary/Clerk to the  
      Commission Position.  
 
4.   Approve the Establishment of an Assistant Analyst Job Classification and Salary Range, and Approve  
      an Update of Other Classifications in the Analyst Series.   
 

      5.   Accept Report on Anticipated Future Agenda Items and Progress Report on Special Studies. 
              

 6.   Approve Registers of Checks for June, July and August 2015. 
             

7.  Accept Report on Activities of the California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions. 
      
There were no Public or Commissioner comments for the Consent Items.  
 
Commission Action  
Upon motion by Commissioner Snodgrass, seconded by Commissioner Salinas, the Consent Items were 
approved.   Absent:  Commissioners Orozco and Rubio. Abstain: None.  
 

Public Hearing (Continued from the LAFCO June 22, 2015 Regular Meeting) 

8. Continued Public Hearing to Consider a Revised South Monterey County Fire Protection  
       District 2015 Annexation Proposal with a Reduced Proposal Area (LAFCO File No. 13-05);  

       Following the June 22 LAFCO meeting, the Fire District has reduced the scope of its annexation   
       proposal. The revised proposal area consists of San Lucas, San Ardo, Bryson/Hesperia, and lands  
       near Bradley. Parkfield, Cholame, Indian Valley, Peachtree Canyon, Priest Valley, Long Valley  
       areas, and other areas east of San Lucas, San Ardo, and Bradley are no longer included in the  
       Fire District’s proposal. 

The proposed annexation area consists of approximately 123 square miles of lands adjacent to the 
Fire District’s existing boundaries and within its existing designated Sphere of Influence, plus a 
proposed 28-acre (0.2-square-mile) Sphere of Influence amendment. The purpose of the proposal 
is to provide comprehensive fire protection services to these lands, which are currently not within 
the boundaries of any fire protection district. As the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) lead agency, the Fire District has determined the proposal to be exempt from 
environmental review. 

Recommended Actions:   

        i. Reopen the public hearing for this item; and following discussion:  

        ii. Adopt a Resolution to:   
a) Consider the finding made by the South Monterey County Fire Protection District that its 

proposal is exempt under CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) (the “general rule” 
exemption),  
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b) Approve the District’s proposed annexation of approximately 123 square miles of lands, 
including a 0.2-square-mile Sphere of Influence amendment, and 

c) Authorize the Executive Officer to set October 26, 2015 at 4:00 p.m. as the Conducting 
Authority hearing for the proposed annexation. 

 
Darren McBain, LAFCO Senior Analyst, presented a report.  

Chair Darington opened the Public Hearing.  

 

Public Comments  
     Public comments were made by Chief Brennan Blue. 

     Chair Darington closed the Public Hearing. 

 

Staff and Commissioner Comments 

Kate McKenna, Executive Officer commented.  Commissioner Salinas thanked everyone present for their 
due diligence.  

 

Commission Action  
Upon motion by Commissioner Salinas, Seconded by Commissioner Stephens, the Commission received   
the report for Agenda Item No. 8; Continued Public Hearing to Consider a Revised South Monterey 
County Fire Protection District 2015 Annexation Proposal with a Reduced Proposal Area (LAFCO File No. 13-05) by the 
Executive Officer, reopened the continued public hearing and agreed to adopt a Resolution to: 
 a) Consider the finding made by the South Monterey County Fire Protection District that its proposal  
       is exempt under CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) (the “general rule” exemption),  
 b) Approve the District’s proposed annexation of approximately 123 square miles of lands, including a  
       0.2-square-mile Sphere of Influence amendment; and 
 c) Authorize the Executive Officer to set October 26, 2015 at 4:00 p.m. as the Conducting Authority  
       hearing for the proposed annexation. 
Absent: (Alternate Commissioner Armenta – presence not required), and Commissioners Orozco and 
Rubio. Abstain:  None.  Motion Carried.   
 
New Business 
 
9.  Consider Appointments to 2016 LAFCO Committees. 
 
Executive Officer Kate McKenna presented a report and indicated she would be bringing a review of the 
Committees back to the Commission in 2016.  
 
There were no Public or Commissioner comments. 
 
Commission Action 
Upon motion by Commissioner Salinas, seconded by Commissioner Snodgrass, the LAFCO 2016 
Committee Appointments were adopted.  Absent: Commissioners Orozco and Rubio. Abstain: None 
      
 
 
 
 
Executive Officer’s Report 
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10.  California Special Districts Association Conference, September 21-24, Monterey (Information). 

Executive Officer McKenna gave a report.  
 
 
Commissioners Comments 
 
Commissioners Salinas, Gunter, Phillips, and Snodgrass commented on the CALAFCO Conference – 
September 21-24 in Monterey, CA., and  thanked Executive Officer McKenna for her work with Pajaro 
Sunny Mesa District.  
 
        
Adjournment to the Next Meeting 
Chair Darington adjourned the meeting at 4:18 p.m.   
The next Regular LAFCO meeting is scheduled for Monday, December 7, 2015 at 4:00 p.m.   
 
        



 

  

AGENDA 
ITEM 
NO. 5 

LAFCO of Monterey County 
   _ 

 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

 

DRAFT 
MEETING NOTES 

BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

Friday, November 6, 2015 
11:00 a.m. 

LAFCO Office 
132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 

Salinas, California  93901 
 

    Roll Call 
  
    Members Present 
    Commissioner Simón Salinas 
    Commissioner Ralph Rubio  
    Commissioner Graig Stephens  
 
    Members Absent (Excused Absence) 
    None.  
 
    Staff Present 
    Kate McKenna, Executive Officer 
    Mike Briley, Managing Partner, Hayashi Wayland  
    Karen Campbell, Senior Audit Manager 
 
    Call to Order 
    The Budget and Finance Committee of the Local Agency Formation Commission of 
    Monterey County was called to order by Commissioner Salinas at 11:00 a.m.  
 
    Public Comment 
    There were no public comments. 
 
    New Business 
 
    1.  Consider Governmental Accounting Standards Board Statement (GASB 68) 
         Accounting Valuation Reports (June 30, 2014): 
              a)   Miscellaneous Plan Report (for Classic Members) 
              b)   PEPRA Miscellaneous Plan Report (for New Members) 
             
         Executive Officer Kate McKenna, Auditor Karen Campbell and CPA Mike Briley 
         presented two CalPERS reports that provide information about LAFCO’s pension 
         plans. After discussion, the Committee authorized a payoff of the unfunded 
         liability for the PEPRA miscellaneous plan (less than $100.00), and accepted both 
         reports for information only.  

                           
2015 

Committee 
 

Chair 
Simón Salinas 

County Member 
 

Ralph Rubio 
City Member 

  
Graig R. Stephens  

Special District Member 
 
 
 
 

Staff 
 

Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 

 
 
 
 

132 W. Gabilan Street, #102 
Salinas, CA  93901 

 
P. O. Box 1369 

Salinas, CA  93902 
 

Voice:  831-754-5838 
Fax:  831-754-5831 

 
    www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov 
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2.    Consider Draft Annual Audit Report for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2015. 
 
       Executive Officer McKenna and Karen Campbell presented a report.                 

 
After discussion, the Committee directed that minor changes be made to the report and unanimously   
recommended approval of the Draft Annual Audit Report for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2015.  
 

3.  Consider Draft Year-End Financial Statements for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2015.   
 
        Executive Officer McKenna and Mike Briley reviewed the report.  
 
        After discussion, the Committee unanimously recommended approval of the Draft Year-End  
        Financial Statements for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2015.   
 
4.     Consider Draft Financial Statements for Quarter One Period Ending September 30, 2015.  
         
         Executive Officer McKenna and Mike Briley reviewed the report.  
 
         After discussion, the Committee unanimously recommended approval of the Draft Financial  
         Statements for Quarter One Period Ending September 30, 2015.   
 
5.     Accept Profit/Loss Budget vs. Actuals Worksheet Dated October 23, 2015.  
  
         Executive Officer McKenna and Mike Briley reviewed the report. 
 
         After discussion, the Committee accepted the Profit/Loss Budget vs.  Actuals Worksheet dated  
         October 23, 2015.  
 
6.     Consider Budget Amendment No. 1 to the Adopted Annual Budget for Fiscal Year 2015-2016, to Transfer 
         Funds from Line item 6100 (Employee Benefits) to Line Item 7247 (Services – Outside Professional  
         Services – Human Resources).   
                                    
         Executive Officer McKenna presented a report.  After discussion, the Committee unanimously  
         recommended approval of the proposed Budget Amendment No. 1 to the Adopted Annual Budget for 
         FY 2015-2016.   
 
Other Business 
 
None.  
 
Adjournment  
  
The Committee meeting was adjourned at 11:45 a.m.  The next Budget and Finance Committee Meeting  
 to be announced.  
 
 



1 
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KATE McKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 

DATE:  December 7, 2015 

TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission  

FROM: Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: MEETING NOTES – OCTOBER 26, 2015 PROTEST PROCEEDINGS (SOUTH 
MONTEREY COUNTY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT, LAFCO FILE NO. 13-05) 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the Commission accept the attached meeting notes. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 

On October 26, 2015, Conducting Authority proceedings were held to consider any written protests of 
the Commission’s September 21, 2015 action to approve the District’s proposed annexation of lands in and 
around the unincorporated communities of San Lucas, San Ardo, Bryson/Hesperia, and Bradley. [Note: 
Parkfield, Cholame, Indian Valley, Peachtree Canyon, Priest Valley, most of Long Valley, and other outlying areas were 
excluded from the District’s revised annexation proposal, as approved]. 

The proceedings were conducted by the Executive Officer, as authorized by the Commission at the 
September meeting.  No protests were received, and the Executive Officer ordered the action.  

 
Respectfully Submitted,  
 
 
 
Kate McKenna, AICP,  
Executive Officer 
 
Attachment: October 26, 2015 Draft Meeting Notes 
 
Prepared by: Darren McBain, Senior Analyst 
 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 1369                            132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
Salinas, CA 93902                                               Salinas, CA  93901 
Telephone (831) 754-5838                                 Fax (831) 754-5831 

www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov 
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KATE McKENNA, AICP  
Executive Officer 
 

 Draft MEETING NOTES 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 

Conducting Authority Proceedings, As Authorized by the Commission 
 

Monday, October 26, 2015 
4:00 p.m. 

 
County of Monterey Board of Supervisors Chambers 

168 W. Alisal Street 
Salinas, California 

 
The Local Agency Formation Commission Special Meeting was called to order by Executive Officer Kate 
McKenna, who had been authorized by the Commission to conduct these proceedings. 
 

Attendance: Executive Officer Kate McKenna, AICP 
                                Senior Analyst Darren McBain 

 
Call to Order 
  
Pledge of Allegiance 
  
Public Comments 
There was no public comment. 
  
 Public Hearing 

1. Conducting Authority (“Protest”) Proceedings to consider any written protests regarding an 
approved annexation (LAFCO File No. 13-05) to the South Monterey County Fire Protection District. 
On September 21, 2015, the Commission approved the District’s proposed annexation of lands in and 
around the unincorporated communities of San Lucas, San Ardo, Bryson/Hesperia, and Bradley. 
[Note: Parkfield, Cholame, Indian Valley, Peachtree Canyon, Priest Valley, most of Long Valley, and other outlying 
areas were excluded from the District’s revised annexation proposal, as approved]. 

The purpose of this meeting is to allow registered voters or landowners within the affected area to 
protest the Commission’s decision to approve this annexation. State law requires a subsequent 
protest hearing unless all property owners provide prior written consent to the proposal. Registered 
voters or landowners within the affected area may file written protests before or during the protest 
hearing. 

Recommended Action: Hold protest proceedings for this approved proposal.  

Executive Officer McKenna opened the Conducting Authority Proceedings.  There were no members of the public 
present and no protests registered.  Executive Officer McKenna closed the Proceedings and ordered the Change of 
Organization. 

 
Adjournment to the Next Meeting 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:10 p.m. 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 1369                            132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
Salinas, CA 93902                                               Salinas, CA  93901 
Telephone (831) 754-5838                                 Fax (831) 754-5831 
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KATE McKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
 
DATE:  December 7, 2015 
 
TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: LAFCO WARRANT REGISTERS – SEPTEMBER AND OCTOBER 2015 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the Commission approve the warrant registers for September and October 2015.  
 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 
 
Attached are the lists of LAFCO checks written in September and October. There are two sets of 
registers as LAFCO is transitioning from Rabobank to Wells Fargo Bank. Expenses are typical for this 
period. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
Attachments: Warrant Registers for September and October 2015  

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 1369                            132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
Salinas, CA 93902                                               Salinas, CA  93901 
Telephone (831) 754-5838                                 Fax (831) 754-5831 
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DATE CK#  NAME  DESCRIPTION  CHECK AMOUNT 

 DEPOSIT 

AMOUNT  ACCOUNT BALANCE 

176,442.34$                 

09/01/2015 5145 IBM Corporation Leased Computers for Lafco Staff 9/1/15-9/30/15 172.96                              176,269.38                   

09/02/2015 EFT CalPERS Health Sept 2015 Health Insurance 3,151.80                          173,117.58                   

09/10/2015 EFT QuickBooks Payroll Service For Payroll Period Ending 9/4/15 Paid 9/11/15 9,119.51                          163,998.07                   

09/11/2015 5146 Darren J McBain For Payroll Period Ending 9/4/15 Paid 9/11/15 -                                    163,998.07                   

09/11/2015 5147 Gail M Lawrence For Payroll Period Ending 9/4/15 Paid 9/11/15 -                                    163,998.07                   

09/11/2015 5148 Kathryn M. McKenna For Payroll Period Ending 9/4/15 Paid 9/11/15 -                                    163,998.07                   

09/11/2015 5149 Thomas A. McCue For Payroll Period Ending 9/4/15 Paid 9/11/15 -                                    163,998.07                   

09/11/2015 EFT CalPERS 457 Program CalPers 457 Deferred Compensation Contribution 2,111.83                          161,886.24                   

09/11/2015 EFT CalPERS Retirement CalPers Retirement Contribution 1,839.50                          160,046.74                   

09/11/2015 EFT EDD State Payroll Tax Deposit 875.68                              159,171.06                   

09/11/2015 EFT EFTPS Federal Payroll Tax Deposit 2,628.40                          156,542.66                   

09/11/2015 5150 Darren McBain Travel Reimbursement for CaLafco Conference in Sacramento, CA 204.70                              156,337.96                   

09/11/2015 5151 Gail Lawrence Travel Reimbursement for CaLafco Conference in Sacramento, CA 200.10                              156,137.86                   

09/11/2015 5152 Joe Gunter Travel Reimbursement for CaLafco Conference in Sacramento, CA 204.70                              155,933.16                   

09/11/2015 5153 Leslie Girard Travel Reimbursement for CaLafco Conference in Sacramento, CA 204.70                              155,728.46                   

09/11/2015 5154 Simon Salinas Travel Reimbursement for CaLafco Conference in Sacramento, CA 232.49                              155,495.97                   

09/11/2015 5155 Accountemps Temp Help: Hutchison, Tiffany W/E 8/21/15 & 8/28/15 1,336.91                          154,159.06                   

09/11/2015 5156 Monterey County Weekly Classifieds Notice of Public Hearing 247.17                              153,911.89                   

09/11/2015 5157 SDRMA Additional W/C Balance due for 2014-2015 242.67                              153,669.22                   

09/11/2015 5158 The Monterey County Herald 24 Week Subscription 161.51                              153,507.71                   

09/11/2015 5159 Cardmember Service Office Supplies; CaLafco Conference Registration in Sacramento, CA 402.04                              153,105.67                   

09/24/2015 EFT QuickBooks Payroll Service For Payroll Period Ending 9/18/15 Paid 9/25/15 8,997.35                          144,108.32                   

09/25/2015 5160 Darren J McBain For Payroll Period Ending 9/18/15 Paid 9/25/15 -                                    144,108.32                   

09/25/2015 5161 Gail M Lawrence For Payroll Period Ending 9/18/15 Paid 9/25/15 -                                    144,108.32                   

09/25/2015 5162 Kathryn M. McKenna For Payroll Period Ending 9/18/15 Paid 9/25/15 -                                    144,108.32                   

09/25/2015 5163 Thomas A. McCue For Payroll Period Ending 9/18/15 Paid 9/25/15 -                                    144,108.32                   

09/25/2015 EFT CalPERS 457 Program CalPers 457 Deferred Compensation Contribution 2,093.11                          142,015.21                   

09/25/2015 EFT CalPERS Retirement CalPers Retirement Contribution 1,839.50                          140,175.71                   

09/25/2015 EFT EDD State Payroll Tax Deposit 792.61                              139,383.10                   

09/25/2015 EFT EFTPS Federal Payroll Tax Deposit 2,384.88                          136,998.22                   

09/25/2015 5164 Bruce Lindsey 2015 Monthly Building Rent 2,027.66                          134,970.56                   

09/25/2015 5165 Accountemps Temp Help: Hutchison, Tiffany W/E 9/4 & 9/11 901.93                              134,068.63                   

09/25/2015 5166 AT&T Telephone Service from 8/12/15-9/11/15 167.26                              133,901.37                   

09/25/2015 5167 Copymat Board Packet for 9/22/15 81.84                                133,819.53                   

09/25/2015 5168 Hayashi Wayland Accounting Services 3,000.00                          130,819.53                   

09/25/2015 5169 Magellan Behavioral Health EAP Insurance Oct-Dec 2015 80.40                                130,739.13                   

09/25/2015 5170 Office of County Counsel - Co of Monterey Legal Services July 2015 656.74                              130,082.39                   

09/25/2015 5171 Pitney Bowes Postage Meter Refill 120.13                              129,962.26                   

09/25/2015 5172 Pitney Bowes Global Financial Svcs LLC Postage Machine Rental 7/1/15-9/30/15 160.42                              129,801.84                   

09/25/2015 5173 Principal Life Oct 2015 Benefits: LTD,ADD,STD,Life 391.21                              129,410.63                   

09/25/2015 5174 Staples Advantage Office Supplies 319.57                              129,091.06                   

09/25/2015 5175 United Group Insurance Trust Oct 2015 Dental $528.07;Vision $64.28 592.35                              128,498.71                   

09/25/2015 5176 Darren McBain Mileage Reimbursement for Fire Protection Dist meeting in Bradley 90.85                                128,407.86                   
48,034.48                        -                          

128,407.86$                 Ending Balance 9/30/2015

LAFCO

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

OF MONTEREY COUNTY

WELLS FARGO BANK WARRANT REGISTER

FOR SEPTEMBER 30, 2015

Beginning Balance  9/1/2015
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DATE CK#  NAME  DESCRIPTION  CHECK AMOUNT 
 DEPOSIT 
AMOUNT  ACCOUNT BALANCE 

10,749.13$                 

08/11/2015 Rabobank Bank Service Charge: Account Analysis Fees 13.85 10,735.28                    
13.85$                           -$                      

10,735.28$                 
Ending Balance 9/30/2015

LAFCO
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

OF MONTEREY COUNTY
RABOBANK WARRANT REGISTER

FOR SEPTEMBER 30, 2015

Beginning Balance  9/1/2015



DATE CK#  NAME  DESCRIPTION  CHECK AMOUNT 

 DEPOSIT 

AMOUNT  ACCOUNT BALANCE 

128,407.86$                 

10/03/2015 DEP Lafco File #15-01 Spreckels Annexation Area-Fire Protection Reorg. 4,200.00                132,607.86                   

10/07/2015 EFT CalPERS Health Oct 2015 Health Insurance 3,151.80                          129,456.06                   

10/07/2015 EFT AT&T Mobility Telephone Service 8/14/15-9/13/15 144.55                              129,311.51                   

10/08/2015 EFT QuickBooks Payroll Service For Payroll Period ending 10/2/15 Paid 10/9/15 8,415.13                          120,896.38                   

10/09/2015 EFT CalPERS 457 Program CalPers 457 Deferred Compensation Contribution 2,039.79                          118,856.59                   

10/09/2015 EFT CalPERS Retirement CalPers Retirement Contribution 1,839.50                          117,017.09                   

10/09/2015 EFT EDD State Payroll Tax Deposit 818.89                              116,198.20                   

10/09/2015 EFT EFTPS Federal Payroll Tax Deposit 2,463.90                          113,734.30                   

10/09/2015 5177 Darren J McBain For Payroll Period ending 10/2/15 Paid 10/9/15 -                                    113,734.30                   

10/09/2015 5178 Gail M Lawrence For Payroll Period ending 10/2/15 Paid 10/9/15 -                                    113,734.30                   

10/09/2015 5179 Kathryn M. McKenna For Payroll Period ending 10/2/15 Paid 10/9/15 -                                    113,734.30                   

10/09/2015 5180 Thomas A. McCue For Payroll Period ending 10/2/15 Paid 10/9/15 -                                    113,734.30                   

10/09/2015 5181 Accountemps Temp Help: Hutchison, Tiffany W/E 9/18/15 & 9/25/15 1,127.30                          112,607.00                   

10/09/2015 5182 Hayashi Wayland Accounting Services 3,000.00                          109,607.00                   

10/09/2015 5183 Quality Water Enterprises, Inc. Water Dispenser Rental 19.30                                109,587.70                   

10/09/2015 5184 Staples Advantage Office Supplies 147.13                              109,440.57                   

10/09/2015 5185 Sunrise Express 9/16/15 binder deliveries 265.87                              109,174.70                   

10/09/2015 5186 US Postal Service Annual PO Box Fee Box # 1369 164.00                              109,010.70                   

10/09/2015 5187 Cardmember Service Hotel Charges for CaLafco Conference; HR Boot Camp Conference 2,404.18                          106,606.52                   

10/16/2015 EFT EDD State Payroll Tax Deposit-Quarterly SUI & ETT 113.70                              106,492.82                   

10/22/2015 EFT QuickBooks Payroll Service For Payroll Period Ending 10/16/15 Paid 10/23/15 10,492.84                        95,999.98                      

10/23/2015 EFT CalPERS 457 Program CalPers 457 Deferred Compensation Contribution 2,295.93                          93,704.05                      

10/23/2015 EFT CalPERS Retirement CalPers Retirement Contribution 2,102.30                          91,601.75                      

10/23/2015 EFT EDD State Payroll Tax Deposit 977.57                              90,624.18                      

10/23/2015 EFT EFTPS Federal Payroll Tax Deposit 2,888.96                          87,735.22                      

10/23/2015 5188 Darren J McBain For Payroll Period Ending 10/16/15 Paid 10/23/15 -                                    87,735.22                      

10/23/2015 5189 Gail M Lawrence For Payroll Period Ending 10/16/15 Paid 10/23/15 -                                    87,735.22                      

10/23/2015 5190 Kathryn M. McKenna For Payroll Period Ending 10/16/15 Paid 10/23/15 -                                    87,735.22                      

10/23/2015 5191 Thomas A. McCue For Payroll Period Ending 10/16/15 Paid 10/23/15 -                                    87,735.22                      

10/23/2015 5192 Bruce Lindsey Nov 2015 Monthly Building Rent 2,027.66                          85,707.56                      

10/23/2015 5193 Accountemps Temp Help: Hutchison, Tiffany W/E 10/2 & 10/9 857.10                              84,850.46                      

10/23/2015 5194 AT&T Telephone Service from 9/12/15-10/11/15 164.43                              84,686.03                      

10/23/2015 5195 County of Monterey, Information Technology 2014-2015 Meeting Broadcast Services 1,950.00                          82,736.03                      

10/23/2015 5196 CSDA 2016 Membership Dues-Associate #6739 1,156.00                          81,580.03                      

10/23/2015 5197 King City Rustler 1  Year Subscription 49.70                                81,530.33                      

10/23/2015 5198 Principal Life Nov 2015 Benefits: LTD,ADD,STD,Life 402.40                              81,127.93                      

10/23/2015 5199 Regional Government Services Contract Services: Kristine Humphries June 2015 Travel Reimbursement 319.13                              80,808.80                      

10/23/2015 5200 United Group Insurance Trust Nov 2015 Dental $528.07;Vision $64.28 592.35                              80,216.45                      

10/23/2015 5201 County of Monterey, Information Technology For Computer Support Services July 2015-August 2015 2,528.07                          77,688.38                      
54,919.48                        4,200.00                

77,688.38$                   Ending Balance 10/31/2015

LAFCO

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

OF MONTEREY COUNTY

WELLS FARGO BANK WARRANT REGISTER

FOR OCTOBER 31, 2015

Beginning Balance  10/1/2015

1 of 1



DATE CK#  NAME  DESCRIPTION  CHECK AMOUNT 

 DEPOSIT 

AMOUNT  ACCOUNT BALANCE 

10,735.28$                 

10/14/2015 Rabobank Bank Service Charge: Account Analysis Fees 13.94 10,721.34                    
13.94$                           -$                      

10,721.34$                 

Ending Balance 10/31/15

LAFCO

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

OF MONTEREY COUNTY

RABOBANK WARRANT REGISTER

FOR OCTOBER 31, 2015

Beginning Balance  10/1/2015

1 of 1
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KATE McKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
 

DATE:  December 7, 2015 
 
TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: AMENDMENT NO. 1 TO ADOPTED FY 2015-2016 BUDGET  
 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The LAFCO Budget and Finance Committee recommends adoption of the attached Resolution approving 
Amendment No. 1 to the Fiscal Year 2015-2016 budget.  The amendment will transfer $10,000 from Line 
Item 6100 (Employee Benefits) to Line Item 7247 (Outside Professional Services-Human Resources), with 
no net change to the overall budget.  

 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 
 
The Budget and Finance Committee met on November 6 to review and recommend adoption of the 
proposed budget amendment.  The purpose of the amendment is to fund professional human resources 
services on an as-needed basis. 
 
The current adopted budget contains no line item funding for human resources services.  The proposed 
amendment will fund professional services for review of draft human resources policies and procedures, 
and other special needs that may arise during the year. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
 
The proposed amendment will add $10,000 to this year’s budgeted line item for human resources services. 
It can be accomplished by moving funds out of the Employee Benefits line item, with no overall net change 
to the adopted budget. Please refer to the attached worksheet. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
Enclosure 
 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 1369                            132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
Salinas, CA 93902                                               Salinas, CA  93901 
Telephone (831) 754-5838                                 Fax (831) 754-5831 

www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov 
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    Attachment 8.1 
 

THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
RESOLUTION NO. 15-XX 

 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 TO THE ADOPTED FISCAL YEAR 2015-2016 BUDGET  

 

 WHEREAS, these proceedings are taken in conformance with the provisions of the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, commencing with Section 56000 et seq. 
of the Government Code; and 

WHEREAS, the Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County adopted the Fiscal 
Year 2015-2016 budget on April 27, 2015; and  

WHEREAS, the Budget & Finance Committee of the Local Agency Formation Commission of 
Monterey County met on November 6, 2015 to conduct a periodic review of the adopted budget, and 
recommended adoption of a budget amendment, as specified below, to address mid-fiscal-year needs;  

NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County does 
HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER as follows: 

1. The Commission adopts Amendment No. 1 to the adopted Fiscal Year 2015-2016 budget, to 
transfer $10,000 from Line Item 6100 (Employee Benefits) to Line Item 7247 (Outside 
Professional Services – Human Resources), with no net change in the overall budget.  

 
    UPON MOTION of Commissioner ___________________, seconded by Commissioner _________________, 

the foregoing resolution is adopted this 7th day of December 2015 by the following vote: 
 

AYES:    Commissioners:   
NOES:  Commissioners:   
ABSENT:  Commissioners:   
ABSTAIN:  Commissioners:  

 
____________________________________________ 
Sherwood Darington, Chair 
Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County 
 
ATTEST: I certify that the within instrument is a true and 

complete copy of the original resolution of said 
Commission on file within this office. Witness 
my hand this 7sh day of December 2015 

 By:   _________________________________ 
    Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
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LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 TO FY 2015-2016 BUDGET
DEC. 7, 2015.

1

Adopted Budget 
Fiscal Year 2015-16 

Proposed Budget 
Amendment No. 1

Proposed Amended 
Budget FY 2015-16 

6000 Employee Salaries 445,000.00$               445,000.00$               
6100 Employee Benefits 195,000.00$               ($10,000) 185,000.00$               

2220-Accrued Leave Reserve -$  -$  -$  
2230-Post-Retirement Healthcare Obligation Reserve -$  -$  -$  

2001 Litigation Settlement Agreement Costs -$  -$  -$  
7000 Postage and Shipping 3,000.00$  -$  3,000.00$  
7010 Books and Periodicals 1,000.00$  -$  1,000.00$  
7030 Copy Machine Charges 6,500.00$  6,500.00$  
7040 Outside Printers 6,000.00$  -$  6,000.00$  
7060 Office Supplies 4,500.00$  -$  4,500.00$  
7070 Office Equipment and Furnishings 1,000.00$  -$  1,000.00$  
7080 Computer/Hardware/Peripherals 3,000.00$  -$  3,000.00$  
7085 Computer Support Services (Fixed Costs) 7,500.00$  -$  7,500.00$  
7090 Computer Support Services (Variable Costs) 12,000.00$  12,000.00$  
7100 Computer Software 1,000.00$  -$  1,000.00$  
7105 Meeting Broadcast Services 3,300.00$  -$  3,300.00$  
7110 Property and General Liability Insurance 5,300.00$  -$  5,300.00$  
7120 Office Maintenance Services 400.00$  -$  400.00$  
7130 Other Equipment Maintenance -$  -$  -$  
7140 Travel 7,000.00$  -$  7,000.00$  
7150 Training, Conferences and Workshops 8,500.00$  -$  8,500.00$  
7160 Vehicle Mileage 2,000.00$  -$  2,000.00$  
7170 Rental of Buildings 24,400.00$  -$  24,400.00$  
7200 Telephone Communications 6,000.00$  -$  6,000.00$  
7230 Temporary Help Services (Clerical) 25,000.00$  -$  25,000.00$  
7240 Outside Professional Services - Total for Line Items  7242 - 7249 62,000.00$  -$  72,000.00$  

7242  Accounting and Financial Services 37,500 -$  37,500.00$  
7245   General Counsel and Special Counsel 11,000.00$  11,000.00$  
7247   Human Resources  -$  10,000.00$  10,000.00$  
7248   Annual Audit 13,500.00$  -$  13,500.00$  
7249   Temporary In-House Professional Services -$  -$  -$  

7250 Miscellaneous Office Expenses 600.00$  -$  600.00$  
7260 Legal Notices 4,000.00$  4,000.00$  
7261 Pass-Through Expenses -$  -$  -$  
7270 Recruitment Advertising -$  
7280 LAFCO Memberships 4,700.00$  -$  4,700.00$  
7290 Litigation Reserve -$  -$  

XXXX Records Storage and Security 10,000.00$  10,000.00$  
7295 Contingency Reserve -$  -$  -$  

SUB TOTAL EXPENDITURES (see Note 1) 848,700.00$               -$  848,700.00$               
LESS PASS-THROUGH EXPENSES (Acct. 7261)  - -$  
TOTAL EXPENDITURES (NET) (see Note 1) 848,700.00$               -$  848,700.00$               

A
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 LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
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KATE McKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
 
DATE:  December 7, 2015 
 
TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: SCHEDULE OF REGULAR MEETINGS FOR 2016 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
It is recommended that the Commission approve the attached schedule of regular LAFCO Meetings for 
2016. 
 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 
 
The attached draft schedule provides for regular LAFCO meetings on the fourth Monday of each month, 
with the following exceptions this year: 
 

• July – No meeting to allow a summer recess.   
• November – No Meeting due to Thanksgiving Holiday, combined with early 

December meeting.   
• December – Meeting scheduled on the first Monday – December 5, 2016 to avoid conflict with a 

holiday schedule later in the month.   
 
If the need arises, the Commission may set special meetings in accordance with the bylaws. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
Attachment:  Schedule of Regular LAFCO Meetings for 2016 
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Prepared: 11/05/15  
 

LAFCO of Monterey County 
 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

 
2016 SCHEDULE OF REGULAR LAFCO MEETINGS  

Adopted _____ 
 
 

January 25 
 

February 22 
 

March 28 
 

April 25 
 

May 23 
 

June 27 
 

July – No Meeting 
 

 August 22 
 

September 26 
 

October 24 
 

November – No Meeting 
 

December 5 
 
 
All regular meetings begin at 4:00 p.m. and will be held in the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 
located on the first floor of the Monterey County Government Center, 168 West Alisal, Salinas, 
California. 
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KATE McKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 

DATE:  December 7, 2015 

TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission 

FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: COMMENT LETTER – CITY OF GREENFIELD – TUNZI (APPLE ROW) 
ANNEXATION AND VESTING TENTATIVE MAP INITIAL 
STUDY/SUBSEQUENT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION  

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the Commission authorize Vice Chair Gunter to execute and send comments 
(Attachment 1) that were previously sent to the City of Greenfield, in draft form, in response to a publicly 
circulated Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT:  

On September 30, LAFCO staff received a Notice of Availability for the draft California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) document for a proposed 9.6-acre, 43-lot residential subdivision. The City of 
Greenfield is the CEQA lead agency. A brief project description is included in the Notice of Availability 
(Attachment 2). Maps of the project area are provided as Attachment 3. The full text of the CEQA 
document is available on Greenfield’s web site: 
http://ci.greenfield.ca.us/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=3607  

The subject site, owned by the Tunzi family, is within Greenfield’s designated Sphere of Influence and 
would need to be annexed into the City in order to develop the proposed project. City staff anticipates 
submitting an annexation application to LAFCO in mid-2016. The site became part of Greenfield’s Sphere 
when, in 2013, the City, the County, and LAFCO, after a multiyear negotiation process, entered into the 
Greater Greenfield Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).    

As shown on one of the maps (“Figure 1” from the City’s CEQA document), the project site is a portion of 
a larger (76-acre, 252-unit) residential proposal known as Greenfield Villages that the City evaluated in 
2008. The entire Greenfield Villages site is on unincorporated lands within the City’s Sphere of Influence. 
The City adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration providing CEQA clearance for the overall Greenfield 
Villages project in 2008. However, until 2013, the site’s status as part of the City’s Sphere of Influence was 
“conditional,” pending adoption of the MOA. The draft CEQA document under review is based on the 
analysis in the original 2008 Mitigated Negative Declaration for the overall Greenfield Villages site, but 
pertains only to the Tunzi site. 

Attachment 1 is a draft comment letter to the City of Greenfield. The letter requests analysis of project 
conformance to LAFCO-related State laws and locally adopted policies in order to ensure that the 
document will be able to provide CEQA clearance when an annexation proposal for the site is submitted 

AGENDA 
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2 

to LAFCO. The letter also requests that the CEQA document address project conformance to annexation-
related provisions of the 2013 MOA, including provisions related to agricultural buffers. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS: 

The Commission may modify, delete, or add to the draft comment letter.   

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
Attachments:    

1. Draft comment letter to the City of Greenfield 
2. City of Greenfield’s Notice of Availability 
3. Maps 

 
cc: Mic Steinmann, City of Greenfield 
 
 
Prepared by: Darren McBain, Senior Analyst 
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LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

December 7, 2015 

Michael A. Steinmann, Community Services Director 
City of Greenfield 
599 El Camino Real 
Greenfield CA 93927 

RE:   Tunzi (Apple Row) Subdivision Proposal 

Dear Mr. Steinmann: 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Initial Study and Subsequent 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the proposed Tunzi/Apple Row 
Subdivision project.  The project includes annexation of about 9.6 acres to the City of 
Greenfield and development of up to 43 residential lots. The site is within the City’s 
existing designated Sphere of Influence. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Local Agency Formation 
Commission of Monterey County (LAFCO) is a Responsible Agency for this proposal, 
and will have regulatory authority for future applications for the proposed annexation 
application. It is in this role that LAFCO is commenting on the EIR. In order to meet 
the deadline for commenting on the Draft MND, the following comments were 
previously provided in draft form, pending approval by the Commission at its next 
scheduled meeting on December 7.  

1. Conformance to State LAFCO Law and Locally Adopted LAFCO Policies 
(Please provide an analysis in the MND). 

LAFCO’s statutory authority is derived from the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code section 56000, et seq.). 
Among LAFCO’s purposes are: Discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open space and 
prime agricultural lands, efficiently providing government services, and encouraging 
the orderly formation and development of local agencies based upon local conditions 
and circumstances (section 56301). The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act identifies factors 
that must be considered, and determinations that must be made, as part of LAFCO’s 
review of annexation proposals.  

These provisions of law are the legislative basis for LAFCO’s locally adopted Policies 
and Procedures Relating to Spheres of Influence and Changes of Organization and 
Reorganization (“LAFCO Policies”), most recently updated February 25, 2013, which 
guide LAFCO’s review and consideration of requests for annexation and other 
boundary changes. Copies of the adopted LAFCO Policies were previously provided to 
the City’s environmental consultants, and are also available on LAFCO’s web site: 
http://www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov/ 

LAFCO will eventually be requested to consider approval of the annexation of the 
proposal’s site, in accordance with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act and local LAFCO 
policies. As a CEQA Responsible Agency, LAFCO plans to use the City’s 
environmental document to fulfill CEQA clearance for the annexation, and to 
support the evaluation of the proposal’s consistency with the applicable LAFCO laws 
and policies, including adopted “Preservation of Open-Space and Agricultural Lands” 
and “Housing and Jobs” policies, among others. 
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LAFCO therefore requests that the Final MND include an analysis of the proposal’s conformance to these 
laws and policies. LAFCO staff can provide samples of similar analyses from other recent proposals. Page 
2.0-12 of the current Initial Study’s background section includes a “LAFCO Annexation Policy” box that is 
checked, but does not appear to provide any further consistency information1. If the MND does not include 
the requested analysis, it may be necessary for LAFCO to require a supplemental analysis from the City, at 
the time of the annexation application, before being able to find CEQA review complete.    

2. Conformance to the Adopted 2013 Greater Greenfield Area MOA – (Please address the MOA’s 
annexation-related requirements in the current proposal’s Final MND). 
 
A) Agricultural Buffers: In 2013, to provide for orderly and appropriate future land use development, 

the City, the County, and LAFCO entered into the Greater Greenfield Area Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA). The MOA set forth certain agreements among the parties and also identified 
several requirements applicable to subsequent annexation-related proposals such as the current 
proposal. 

The Draft MND has integrated the MOA’s provisions regarding mitigation for the conversion of 
agricultural lands to development2. However, the MOA also identified requirements specific to 
agricultural buffers (to reduce potential incompatibility between agricultural and urban land 
uses), which the current project has not addressed. Page 2.0-20 of the Draft MND states:  

• “The proposed project does not include buffers; however, the project site is surrounded by 
property that was analyzed for conversion to residential use in the Villages IS/MND. The 
project’s site plan is designed to tie into adjacent approved development, with connections 
for internal roads and infrastructure. Further, due to the size of the project site 
(approximately 630 feet by 660 feet), the provision of buffers within the site would 
eliminate the ability to connect to adjacent parcels and make the project site infeasible for 
development. With respect to the potential for additional impacts related to development 
of the site without buffers, while some agricultural activity could occur on adjacent sites 
prior to development, the conversion of those sites from agricultural use were already 
considered in the IS/MND, as those sites are part of the previous project. Consequently, 
there would be no new impact.”  

Page 4 and Exhibit E of the MOA, which was approved in 2013 (i.e. subsequent to the 2008 Villages 
IS/MND), establish that the “City, County, and LAFCO agree that agricultural buffers will be 
provided where development of land within the City limits results in residential, public uses, or 
areas of active public congregation lying within 200 feet of land designated for agricultural use and 
within the unincorporated area, as explained below.” The provision of agricultural buffers, where 
warranted, is also a component of LAFCO’s locally adopted policies (LAFCO Policy “E,” 
Preservation of Open-Space and Agricultural Lands).  

Although the agricultural parcels surrounding the Tunzi site were evaluated for development in 
the 2008 IS/MND, and are part of the City’s Sphere of Influence, they are currently in the 
unincorporated area of the County and will remain so for an unknown period of time. As noted 
above, the MND states that agricultural activity may occur on these sites [i.e. under existing land 
use designations]. Therefore, the provision of on-site agricultural buffers is appropriate under both 
the MOA terms and LAFCO’s policies.  It should be noted that certain agricultural buffer types 

                                                 
1 The 2008 MND for “The Villages Planned Development and Annexation Project,” on which the current Subsequent 
MND is based, included a detailed analysis of that project’s consistency with LAFCO’s policies as they existed at that 
time. However, the currently proposed project is a subset of the much larger overall Villages project, and LAFCO’s 
adopted policies and other relevant background conditions have changed since 2008. 
2 The current Draft MND states that mitigating conservation easements must be in place prior to issuance of a grading 
permit for the proposed project. However, establishment of a definite and certain, project-specific mitigation plan for 
the project’s impacts on farmland should also be anticipated as a requirement for LAFCO approval of an annexation 
proposal, which would occur prior to any City permit approvals.    
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such as setbacks and landscaping may be of a temporary, “rolling” character to accommodate 
agricultural operations on adjacent lands transitioning to development in the longer term.  

Please be aware that Exhibit E (Interim Agricultural Buffer Policies) of the MOA provides that, 
until such time as a countywide buffer program is established, the “City and County agree that an 
interim [Greenfield-specific] buffer program… will be developed in consultation with the 
Monterey County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office.” To LAFCO’s knowledge, an interim 
program has not yet been acted upon.    

B) Other MOA Provisions: LAFCO staff notes that Provision #20 of the MOA provides that the “City 
agrees to work with the Greenfield Fire Protection District to identify and address the impact of 
future annexations on the district.” LAFCO also recommends that the City consult with the 
County to determine whether other provisions in the MOA related to a future countywide traffic 
impact fee, truck routes, or other specific topics may trigger requirements applicable to the current 
proposal.   

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on this proposal.  Please continue to keep us informed 
throughout your process. LAFCO Executive Officer Kate McKenna would be happy to meet with you and 
your consultants for more detailed discussions.   

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Joe Gunter 
Vice Chair 
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LAFCO of Monterey County ______________________________________________________________                      

  
 
 
 
 
KATE McKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officer 

DATE:  December 7, 2015 

TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission  

FROM: Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: ANTICIPATED FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS AND PROGRESS REPORT ON 
SPECIAL STUDIES 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION: 

This report is for information only. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 

Following are current work priorities and a partial list of items that the Commission may consider in 
coming months.  Attachment 1 is a progress report on LAFCO’s special studies.  

Anticipated Agenda Items through June 2016  

1. Carmel Area Wastewater District – Municipal Service Review (Initiated by LAFCO in March 2014); 
Sphere of Influence Amendment and Annexation of all or significant portions of the District’s 
existing Sphere of Influence near the mouth of the Carmel Valley and potentially other areas  
(Application is being prepared; not yet received). 

2. Aromas Water District – Annexation of several parcels within the District’s existing Sphere of 
Influence Amendment, near the recently completed Oak Ridge – Via del Sol annexation. 
(Application received in November 2015.  Anticipate LAFCO hearing in January 2016).  

3. City of Soledad – Sphere of Influence Amendment for Miravale III.  Sphere of Influence 
Amendment and Annexation of Miravale IIB Subdivision. Additional potential inclusions: Existing 
10-Unit Residential Development Near Gabilan Drive, Front Street freeway interchange safety 
improvements, 4.35-acre expansion area within the “Soledad Entry Commercial Annexation,” Metz 
Road bypass, Los Coches Adobe vicinity; possibly others. (Municipal Service Review will potentially be 
initiated by LAFCO, if determined necessary depending on the scope of the proposed Sphere Amendments and 
Annexations.  Pre-application meeting for Miravale IIB was held in November 2015.  

4. City of Greenfield –  

• Commercial/industrial and residential annexation proposals in the city’s “South End” 
planning area (Franscioni, Scheid, and others). (Pre-application meeting was held in November 2015.  
Regular progress meetings are taking place).  

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 1369                            132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
Salinas, CA 93902                                               Salinas, CA  93901 
Telephone (831) 754-5838                                 Fax (831) 754-5831 
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• Potential residential annexation proposal for portions of the “Greenfield Villages” site, west of 
existing city limits,  in the city’s designated Sphere of Influence (CEQA review is underway). 

5. Marina Coast Water District  

• Municipal Service Review (Initiated by LAFCO. Administrative draft was prepared by LAFCO staff and 
reviewed with District in 2013, and will be updated when District is ready to submit an SOI/annexation 
application to LAFCO. In February 2014, MCWD formed an ad hoc committee to meet with Seaside County 
Sanitation District to resolve ongoing issues regarding establishment of an appropriate boundary between the 
two districts. MSR and SOI adoption schedule is dependent on the districts), and 

• Sphere of Influence Amendment and Annexation of portions of the former Fort Ord, and/or 
the “Cemex” site, to provide water and wastewater services. (May be initiated by the District; not 
submitted yet. See MSR discussion above).  

6. Seaside County Sanitation District  

• Municipal Service Review (Initiated by LAFCO.  Administrative draft MSR was prepared by LAFCO 
staff and reviewed with District in 2013, and will be updated when the District is ready to submit a 
SOI/annexation application to LAFCO.  As of February 2015, SCSD is continuing to coordinate with MCWD 
to resolve ongoing engineering and feasibility issues, and then will arrange a stakeholders meeting to discuss a 
proposed Sphere of Influence.  MSR and SOI adoption schedule is dependent on the two districts). 

• Sphere of Influence Amendment and Annexation of portions of the former Fort Ord to 
Provide Wastewater Services (To be initiated by District; not submitted yet.  See MSR discussion and 
related MCWD item above). 

7. City of Seaside – Municipal Service Review (Will be initiated by LAFCO at such time as warranted by 
schedule for potential SOI Amendment); Sphere of Influence Amendment and Annexation of the 
Proposed Monterey Downs Project, Horse Park, and Central Coast Veterans Cemetery (To be 
initiated by City; not submitted yet). 

8. Salinas Valley Memorial Healthcare System – Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence 
Study (Initiated by LAFCO in September 2014) 

9. Spreckels area – Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Studies for Spreckels 
Community Services District and Spreckels Memorial District. (To be initiated by LAFCO) 

10. Recreation Districts – Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Studies for Carmel 
Valley Recreation and Park District, North County Recreation and Park District, and Monterey 
Peninsula Regional Park District. (To be initiated by LAFCO) 

11. Potential formation of a new community services district to serve future development of Ferrini 
Ranch and other Highway 68-area properties.  (May be initiated by County or others) 

12. City of Salinas – 

• Potential annexation of an approximately 20-acre site adjacent to the City’s existing 
southern boundary near 101 and Airport Boulevard, within the City’s existing Sphere of 
Influence, for development of a truck stop (To be initiated by City; not submitted yet). 

• Proposed Economic Development Element of the City’s General Plan. Will require LAFCO 
review and comment on the City’s environmental document (with LAFCO as a responsible 
agency under CEQA), and other tasks related to potential future Sphere of Influence 
Amendments and Annexations to the City of Salinas. A Municipal Service Review update 
will likely be necessary. (LAFCO Commission received an informational presentation in 2014; informal 
staff discussion held with City; awaiting CEQA and other City documents for review and comment)  
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13. King City – Potential Sphere of Influence Amendment and Annexation of the existing College Ville 
farmworker housing complex located adjacent to existing city limits. (Initial preliminary discussion 
took place in Spring 2015.  Pre-application meeting was held in November 2015).  

14. Review of LAFCO Committees.   

Respectfully Submitted,  
 

Kate McKenna, AICP,  
Executive Officer 
 
Attachment 1: 
Progress Report – Municipal Service Reviews/Sphere of Influence Studies  
 
Prepared by: Darren McBain, Senior Analyst 
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Attachment 1  

Status of 2015 Municipal Service Review / Sphere of Influence Studies 

Currently in Progress, as of December 2015: 

• Marina Coast Water District – Administrative draft under review 

• Seaside County Sanitation District – Administrative draft under review  

• Carmel Area Wastewater District – Administrative draft under review 

• Salinas Valley Memorial Healthcare System – Information collection in process 

Not Yet Initiated, But Anticipated in LAFCO’s Annual Work Program: 

• City of Seaside  -  A MSR/SOI study will be prepared by LAFCO staff after a City-County 
Memorandum of Agreement is approved for the proposed Monterey Downs project.  Anticipated timing is 
2016. 

• City of Soledad  -  A MSR/SOI study will be prepared by LAFCO staff after a City-County 
Memorandum of Agreement is approved for miscellaneous SOI amendment proposals.  Anticipated timing 
is 2016. 

• City of Salinas - A MSR/SOI study will be prepared by LAFCO staff after a City-County Memorandum 
of Agreement is approved for Sphere amendments relating to the City’s proposed  Economic Development 
Element.  Anticipated timing is 2017.  

• Spreckels Community Services District and Spreckels Memorial District 

• Carmel Valley Recreation and Park District, North County Recreation and Park District, and 
Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District 

• Potential formation of a new community services district to serve future development of Ferrini 
Ranch and other Highway 68-area properties.  



                      LAFCO of Monterey County 
   _ 

 

                         LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

 

 

Agenda Item #12 

Executive Officer Report 

Spreckels-Area Fire Protection 
Reorganization Proposal  

(LAFCO File #15-01) 



1 
 

LAFCO of Monterey County _________________________________________________________________                     

  
 
 
KATE MCKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officer 

DATE:  December 7, 2015 

TO:  Chair and Members of the Commission  

FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: SPRECKELS-AREA FIRE PROTECTION REORGANIZATION 
PROPOSAL (LAFCO FILE 15-01) 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS: 

It is recommended that the Commission conduct a public hearing and adopt a resolution (Attachment 1) to: 

1. Consider the finding made by the Monterey County Regional Fire District that the proposal is 
exempt from environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines;  

2. Approve a proposed special district reorganization consisting of: 

• A Sphere of Influence amendment and annexation to the Monterey County Regional Fire 
District of all Spreckels-area lands not currently within the fire district (approximately 282 
acres), and 

• Divestiture of the Spreckels Community Services District’s currently authorized fire 
protection powers; and 

3. Authorize the Executive Officer to set Monday, January 4, 2016 at 4:00 PM in the Board of 
Supervisors Chambers as the Conducting Authority (“protest”) hearing for the proposed annexation. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 

Overview 

This proposal is a special district reorganization of current fire protection services in the Spreckels 
unincorporated community. The proposal has two components: a Sphere of Influence amendment and 
annexation to the Monterey County Regional Fire District (MCRFD), and divestiture of the Spreckels 
Community Services District’s (CSD) existing fire protection powers. The two Districts’ boards of 
directors have jointly initiated, and are in support of, the proposed reorganization.  

Background 

Service Providers 

The unincorporated community of Spreckels (population approximately 700) is located about two miles 
south of Salinas. MCRFD provides comprehensive fire and emergency medical services to a large area of 
unincorporated Monterey County, including the newer residential section of Spreckels that was 
developed about ten years ago. Most of Spreckels is an “island” within MCRFD’s existing boundaries and 
Sphere of Influence, a map of which is provided as Attachment 2.  

The Spreckels CSD was formed in 1986, following the dissolution of County Service Area 40, and serves 
the entire Spreckels community. A map of the CSD is provided as Attachment 3. The CSD provides 
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several authorized services including fire protection and emergency medical services, street lighting, the 
collection and disposal of garbage, and storm drain maintenance.  

Existing Fire Protection Arrangements 

The CSD has contractually provided fire protection service through the Spreckels Volunteer Fire 
Company (VFC) since 1991. The VFC is a private, nonprofit organization that was founded in 1898 and 
maintains a privately owned historic fire station on Spreckels Avenue, along with various fire apparatus 
and equipment.  

The VFC is the official first responder to emergency calls in Spreckels. Formal automatic aid agreements 
have existed between the VFC and MCRFD (as successor agency to the Salinas Rural Fire Protection 
District) since at least 1988. According to information provided in the application for the current 
proposal, MCRFD has been the actual first responder to all fire-related emergency calls in the Spreckels 
area since at least 2000.  

Based on information in LAFCO’s 2012 countywide review of all agencies providing fire protection and 
emergency medical services, the CSD appears to expend approximately half of its annual revenues for fire 
protection-related transfer payments to the VFC. In Fiscal Year 2008-09, the last year for which an audit 
was available in the 2012 review, the CSD’s expenditure for fire protection service and fire department 
expense was $71,220. In the CSD’s adopted Fiscal Year 2015-16 budget, the anticipated fire-related 
expenditure is $74,500.  

In July 2015, the CSD and MCRFD entered into a contractual agreement by which MCRFD currently 
extends its fire suppression, emergency medical service and rescue, investigations, inspections, and other 
services to the portion of Spreckels that is outside MCRFD’s district boundaries. For Fiscal Year 2015-16, 
the CSD will pay MCRFD a total of $7,157 for these services. MCRFD’s annual revenues are 
approximately $12 million.     

Tanimura and Antle Farmworker Housing 

In September 2015, the County Board of Supervisors approved development of a 100-unit (800-bed) 
farmworker housing complex at 121 Spreckels Avenue, on the former site of the historic Spreckels sugar 
refinery. When fully developed and occupied, the farmworker housing will, in effect (seasonally) double 
the community’s existing population, and will therefore likely substantially increase the current level of 
need for fire protection and emergency services.  

The July 2015 contract for MCRFD to provide fire protection services to the CSD was sufficient for 
County approval of the farmworker housing project’s development permits. Approval of the proposed 
reorganization would supersede the contract by permanently placing the site within MCRFD’s 
boundaries.   

Joint Application to LAFCO 

Following coordination among LAFCO staff and representatives of the two districts, the CSD and 
MCRFD boards of directors adopted resolutions to initiate the proposed reorganization in September 
2015. If LAFCO approves the proposal,  

1. MCRFD will annex areas of Spreckels that are currently an “island”/”pocket” surrounded by areas 
already within MCRFD; and 

2. The CSD will officially divest (relinquish) its existing fire protection powers in order to avoid 
creation of an unnecessary duplication of public agencies authorized to exercise such services. As 
companion actions to the divestiture,  

• The CSD is working with the County to finalize the discontinuation of the CSD’s existing 
parcel-based special assessment, and  
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• The VFC and MCRFD are coordinating to arrange the transfer to MCRFD of equipment that 
was purchased with fire protection-related public funds.1 A related condition of approval is 
included in the attached draft resolution approving the proposed reorganization.  

Finance 

Currently, the CSD’s annual fire protection-related expenditures—which directly support the VFC, as 
outlined above—are financed by a parcel-based special assessment and by Proposition 172 funds2. In the 
CSD’s adopted budget for Fiscal Year 2015-16, these sources provide an anticipated $58,600 and $40,000, 
respectively.  

If LAFCO approves the proposed reorganization, MCRFD has indicated that it does not seek to retain 
the CSD’s existing parcel-based special assessment. MCRFD will finance the extension of its services to 
the proposal area through a combination of its property tax revenue base and reallocation to MCRFD of 
the portion of annual Proposition 172 funds that the County currently allocates to the CSD. 3 

Agency Coordination, Public Review, and CEQA Compliance 

For purposes of the CEQA, MCRFD is acting as the Lead Agency for this proposal and LAFCO is a 
Responsible Agency with discretionary approval power over the proposed Sphere of Influence expansion 
and reorganization. As the CEQA Lead Agency, the fire district’s board of directors, in its initiating 
resolution, determined the proposal to be categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3), pertaining to activities covered by the “general rule” that CEQA only 
applies to projects that have potential to cause significant environmental impacts, as well as Section 
15320 pertaining to local government reorganizations that do not change the geographical area in which 
previously authorized powers are exercised. The Executive Officer has reviewed the record and concurs 
with this finding.  

LAFCO referred the proposal to affected local agencies for review and comment in early October. In early 
November, the proposal was legally noticed in the Monterey County Weekly for a December 7, 2015 
LAFCO public hearing and a January 4, 2016 Conducting Authority (“protest”) hearing. In accordance 
with legal requirements, mailed public hearing notices, along with a map of the annexation, were sent to 
registered voters and property owners within the proposed annexation area and within a 300-foot radius. 
The mailer also included a two-page letter from MCRFD Chief Michael Urquides providing general 
information about what it means to be annexed into the fire district. A copy of the mailer is provided as 
Attachment 4 to this report. 

Public hearing notices were also posted on the LAFCO web site, at the County Government Center and 
the LAFCO office, and mailed to all known interested agencies and organizations. Based on these 
measures, LAFCO has met and exceeded all requirements and procedures for public agency referrals and 
public noticing. As of this writing, LAFCO staff has received no comments or concerns about the 
proposed reorganization from any affected agencies or members of the public.  

                                                 
1 The VFC is reportedly working with the owner of the historic Spreckels fire station (Tanimura and Antle) to 
secure a long-term building lease to preserve the history of the VFC and its historic firefighting equipment. It is also 
anticipated that some members of the VFC will, in the future, submit applications to become volunteer firefighters 
with MCRFD. These actions are not tied to LAFCO’s approval of the proposed reorganization.   
2 The one-half cent statewide sales tax approved by the electorate in 1993 is collected by the State Board of 
equalization and apportioned to each county based on its proportionate share of statewide taxable sales. Each 
county is required to deposit this revenue in a Public Safety Augmentation Fund to be allocated by the County 
Auditor to the county and cities within the county. The county may then, in turn, allocate funds to various special 
districts that provide public safety-related services.   
3 Pursuant to a property tax exchange agreement approved by the Board of Supervisors in November 2015, MCRFD 
will receive a portion of the existing annual 1% ad valorem property tax within the proposal area.     
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Reconsideration  

After the Commission has adopted a resolution making determinations, any person or affected agency 
may file a written request with the LAFCO Executive Officer requesting amendments to, or 
reconsideration of, the resolution.  The person or agency shall file the written request within 30 days of 
the adoption of the resolution. Pursuant to State law (the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act, Section 56895), 
“The request shall state the specific modification to the resolution being requested and shall state what 
new or different facts that could not have been presented previously are claimed to warrant the 
reconsideration.”  

Conducting Authority (“Protest”) Proceedings and Hearing 

If the Commission approves the reorganization proposal, then a subsequent protest hearing will be 
required, following consideration of any reconsideration requests as outlined above. Protest proceedings 
allow registered voters and property owners within the proposed annexation area the opportunity to 
voice their opposition and to potentially make the annexation subject to a confirmation election of the 
people, or to terminate the annexation in the event of a majority voter protest. Because the next regularly 
scheduled Commission meeting is not until late January, staff recommends that the protest hearing be 
delegated to the Executive Officer with a hearing to be scheduled for January 4, 2016 at 4:00 PM in the 
County Board of Supervisors Chambers.   

After LAFCO publishes a public hearing notice for the protest hearing, registered voters and landowners 
within the affected area will have an ability to file written protests of the Commission’s decision via mail, 
email, fax, or in person. Written protests may also be submitted in person at the protest hearing. Protests 
must be submitted prior to the close of the protest hearing. Pursuant to State law (the Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg Act, Section 57051), protests must be dated after publication of the protest hearing notice in 
order to count toward the protest proceedings outcomes. All protests must be in writing and must 
include:   

1) Printed name and signature;  
2) Dated on or after the date of publication of a hearing notice for the protest proceedings;  
3) The protest filer’s place of residence – street address or other designation sufficient to enable the 

place of residence to be easily ascertained; and  
4) Indication of whether each person is signing as a registered voter within the annexation proposal 

area or as a property owner within the annexation proposal area, or both.   

As stated above, protests must be submitted prior to the close of the protest hearing in order to be valid. 
Within 30 days of the close of the protest hearing, the Commission shall, pursuant to Government Code 
section 57075, make a finding regarding the value of written protests that have been filed and not 
withdrawn, and take one of the actions described below.  

• The Commission shall order the proposed reorganization, subject to a subsequent confirmation 
election by registered voters residing within the affected territory, if written protests have been filed 
and not withdrawn by either of the following:   

1)  Between 25 percent and 50 percent of the registered voters residing in the affected territory, or  
2) At least 25 percent of the number of owners of land who also own at least 25 percent of the 

assessed value of land within the affected territory.   

• The proposed reorganization shall be abandoned, without need of a confirmation election, if the 
Commission finds that written protests filed and not withdrawn prior to the conclusion of the 
hearing represent 50 percent or more of registered voters residing in the territory. 

• If none of the above-described protest thresholds are met, the Commission shall order the 
reorganization without an election. A Certificate of Completion will be filed for the reorganization, 
and the reorganization will become effective, once all conditions of approval have been satisfied. 
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Conclusion  

As reflected in the draft resolution, LAFCO staff’s analysis of the proposed reorganization finds it to be in 
the public interest and consistent with the requirements of State LAFCO law and locally adopted 
LAFCO policies. It is also consistent with fundamental LAFCO objectives of encouraging the orderly 
development of local government agencies and efficiently providing local government services. Staff 
therefore recommends approval of the proposal. 

Alternative Actions 

In lieu of the recommended actions, the Commission may act to deny the annexation proposal. The 
Commission may also act to modify, delete, or add any appropriate conditions of approval.  Substantial 
changes to the draft resolution would require a continuation of the agenda item, with direction to the 
Executive Officer to prepare a new draft resolution based on the Commission’s findings.   

Respectfully Submitted, 

Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
Attachments:    
1. Draft Resolution, including map of the proposed annexation to the Monterey County Regional Fire 

District 
2. Monterey County Regional Fire District - Map of existing boundaries and Sphere of Influence 
3. Spreckels Community Services District - Map of existing boundaries and Sphere of Influence 
4. November 2015 mailer to property owners and registered voters in the affected area 
 
CC:  
Michael Urquides, Fire Chief, Monterey County Regional Fire District 
Paul Ingram, Business Manager, Spreckels Community Services District 
Sherrie Collins, Emergency Services Manager, County of Monterey 
Bob Schubert, Senior Planner, County of Monterey  
 
Prepared by: Darren McBain, Senior Analyst 
 



                      LAFCO of Monterey County 
   _ 

 

                         LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

 

 

Agenda Item #12.1 

Draft LAFCO Resolution  

Approving the Spreckels-Area Fire 
Protection Reorganization Proposal  

(LAFCO File #15-01) 



                                                                                                                                        Attachment 12.1 

THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 15 – xx 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
APPROVING THE SPRECKELS-AREA FIRE PROTECTION REORGANIZATION 

PROPOSAL (LAFCO FILE NO. 15-01) 

 

WHEREAS, an application for a proposed special district reorganization consisting of a Sphere of 
Influence amendment and annexation to the Monterey County Regional Fire District of all Spreckels-
area lands not currently within the fire district (approximately 282 acres), and divestiture of the Spreckels 
Community Services District’s (CSD) currently authorized fire protection powers (the “Proposal”) was 
heretofore filed and accepted for filing by the Executive Officer of this Local Agency Formation 
Commission; and 

 WHEREAS, the two Districts’ boards of directors have jointly initiated, and are in support of, the 
proposed reorganization; and 

 WHEREAS, the area of the proposed reorganization is entirely surrounded by the currently adopted 
Sphere of Influence and boundaries of the Monterey County Regional Fire District, and currently receives 
services by said District under a contractual agreement; and 

 WHEREAS, the Commission adopted a countywide “Municipal Service Review and Sphere of 
Influence Update for Districts Providing Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services in Monterey 
County” in March 2012; and 

 WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code section 56658, set December 7, 
2015 as the hearing date on this proposal and provided public notice as required by law; and  

 WHEREAS, the public hearing by this Commission was held upon the date and at the time and 
place specified in said notice of hearing; and 

 WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code section 56665, has reviewed this 
proposal and prepared a report, including recommendations thereon, and has furnished a copy of this report 
to each person entitled to a copy; and 

 WHEREAS, this Commission, on December 7, 2015 heard from interested parties and considered 
the proposal and the report of the Executive Officer, and considered the factors determined by the 
Commission to be relevant to this proposal, including, but not limited to, factors specified in Government 
Code sections 56425(e) and 56668; and  

WHEREAS, the Monterey County Regional Fire District’s Board of Directors, as the Lead Agency, 
has reviewed the record and found that the proposed reorganization is categorically exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) as activities covered by the general 
rule that CEQA only applies to projects that have potential to cause significant environmental impact and 
pursuant to Section 15320 pertaining to local government reorganizations that do not change the 
geographical area in which previously authorized powers are exercised; and  

  WHEREAS, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors considered and approved a property tax 
exchange agreement for this proposal in November 2015. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County does HEREBY 
RESOLVE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER as follows: 

Section 1. The forgoing recitals are true and correct. 



 

 2 

Section 2.  The Commission has considered the Fire District’s finding that the proposed 
annexation is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act and that no additional 
CEQA documentation is required.  

Section 3. In determining the Sphere of Influence of the District, the Commission, in accord 
with Section 56425(e) of the Government Code, has considered and prepared a written statement of its 
determinations with respect to each of the following:  

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

The Fire District’s proposed 282-acre Sphere of Influence expansion area consists of the 
“original”/historic section of the unincorporated community of Spreckels, with a range of 
residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, and institutional land uses. The current and 
potential use of lands within the proposal area will not be changed by the proposed Sphere 
expansion. 
 

 The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area, and  
The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency provides or is authorized to 
provide. 

Existing and approved future development within the proposal area will benefit from the 
provision of fire protection and emergency medical services. The Sphere expansions area is an 
“island” within the District’s existing Sphere and boundaries, and currently receives District 
services by contract. The District has demonstrated that it has capacity and resources to serve the 
proposal area.  

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

There are no relevant communities of interest. The proposal will provide for equal services to all 
residents of the Spreckels community.  
 

 The present and probable need for . . . [structural fire protection] . . . facilities and services of any disadvantaged 
unincorporated communities [DUCs] within the existing Sphere of Influence. 

The Fire District’s existing Sphere, which is coterminous with its existing district boundaries, 
covers approximately 361 square miles of unincorporated lands. As such, it includes various areas 
that meet the definition of a DUC; primarily Chualar, Boronda, and rural housing areas outside 
Salinas. The Fire District consistently maintains good International Organization for 
Standardization (ISO) Public Protection Classification ratings. There are no known current or 
anticipated future unmet needs for fire protection services in these areas. 
 
Section 4.  The Commission has considered the factors set forth for special district 

reorganizations in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act and found them to be consistent with the proposed 
change of organization as more fully discussed below. 

 
Section 5. Population and population density; land area and land use; per capita assessed valuation; 

topography, natural boundaries, and drainage basins; proximity to other populated areas; the likelihood of significant growth 
in the area, and in adjacent incorporated and unincorporated areas, during the next 10 years (Gov. Code § 56668(a).) 

The reorganization proposal affects the unincorporated community of Spreckels (population 
approximately 700). The community includes a range of residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, 
and institutional land uses. The area proposed for annexation to the Fire District is approximately 282 
acres in size. The community is about two miles south of the southern edge of the City of Salinas, and is 
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effectively surrounded by agricultural fields. The primary natural feature in the area is the Salinas River, 
located near the community’s southwestern edge.  

The main anticipated source of likely future population growth within the affected area is a 100-unit (800-
bed) Tanimura and Antle farmworker housing complex at 121 Spreckels Avenue, on the former site of the 
historic Spreckels sugar refinery. This project was approved by the County Board of Supervisors in 
September 2015.  

Section 6.  The need for organized community services; the present cost and adequacy of governmental services and 
controls in the area; probable future needs for those services and controls; probable effect of the proposed [annexation] and of 
alternative courses of action on the cost and adequacy of services and controls in the area and adjacent areas.  (Gov. Code § 
56668(b).) 

When fully developed and occupied, the approved Tanimura and Antle farmworker housing will, in effect 
(seasonally) double the community’s existing population, and will therefore likely substantially increase 
the current level of need for fire protection and emergency services. By filling in the only remaining 
unincorporated “gap” within the Fire District’s extensive existing boundaries, the proposed 
reorganization will allow for the most cost-effective provision of fire protection services to the overall 
Spreckels community. Alternatively, the Fire District would continue to serve the affected area by 
contractual agreement as is currently the case.     

Section 7. The effect of the proposed action and of alternative actions, on adjacent areas, on mutual social 
and economic interests, and on the local governmental structure of the county.  (Gov. Code § 56668(c).) 

The proposed action would not adversely affect adjacent areas, mutual social and economic interest, or the 
local governmental structures of the county.  The affected area is the only remaining unincorporated “gap” 
within the Fire District’s existing boundaries. Alternatively, the Fire District would continue to serve the 
affected area by contractual agreement as is currently the case. The District continues to exercise its 201 
rights within the original Carmel Valley Fire District Boundaries and this LAFCO action will not change, 
add or alter that right. 
 

Section 8. The conformity of both the proposal and its anticipated effects with both the adopted commission 
policies on providing planned, orderly, efficient patterns of urban development, and the policies and priorities set forth in 
Section 56377.  (Gov. Code § 56668(d).) 

The annexation is consistent with all adopted Commission policies on providing planned, orderly, 
efficient patterns of urban development. Government Code Section 56377 pertains to directing 
development away from open-space and agricultural land, unless this would be detrimental to the 
promotion of the planned, orderly, efficient development of an area.  Existing and planned land uses are 
not affected by the proposed annexation.  The proposed annexation does not affect any development 
pattern, or direct the location of development.  Agricultural and open-space lands within the annexation 
areas will benefit from the availability of fire protection and emergency medical services.   
 

Section 9. The effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic integrity of agricultural 
lands, as defined in Section 56016.  (Gov. Code § 56668(e)). 

The proposed annexation is limited to the provision of fire protection, emergency medical and related 
services.  There will therefore be no impact on maintaining the physical and economic integrity of the 
area’s agricultural land. 

Section 10. The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the nonconformance of proposed 
boundaries with lines of assessment or ownership, the creation of islands or corridors of unincorporated territory, and other 
similar matters affecting the proposed boundaries.  (Government Code §56668(f).) 
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The reorganization’s boundaries are definite and certain, and are consistent with assessment lines and 
ownership.  The proposal will fill in the only remaining unincorporated “gap” within the Fire District’s 
existing boundaries. 

Section 11. A regional transportation plan adopted pursuant to Section 65080, and consistency with City or 
County General and Specific Plans.  (Gov. Code § 56668(g).) 

The proposed reorganization has no impact on the regional transportation plan, is consistent with 
applicable County general plan policies and zoning regulations, and will not change area development 
patterns. 

 
Section 12. The proposal's consistency with county general and specific plans. (Gov. Code §§ 56375.5, 56668(h).) 

The 2010 Monterey County General Plan supports the improvement of fire protection services throughout 
the County.  It specifically requires that “all new development shall be required to annex into the 
appropriate fire district.”  The proposal is consistent with the intent of this policy. 
 

Section 13. The Sphere of Influence of any local agency which may be applicable to the proposal being 
reviewed.  (Gov. Code §§ 56375.5, 56668(i).) 

This proposal was jointly initiated by the boards of directors of the two relevant local agencies. 

Section 14. The comments of any affected local agency or other public agency.  (Gov. Code § 56668(j).) 

No public agencies commented on the proposal.   
 

Section 15. The ability of the newly formed or receiving entity to provide the services which are the subject of 
the application to the area, including the sufficiency of revenues for those services following the proposed boundary change. 
(Gov. Code § 56668(k).) 

The Fire District currently provides services to the affected area by contractual agreement with the CSD.   
If the proposal is approved, future funding will be provided through a tax transfer agreement that has 
been negotiated with the County, and possibly State funding (Proposition 172 funds).  The Fire District 
has demonstrated that it has resources and capabilities to permanently include the affected area within its 
district boundaries.  

 
Section 16. Timely availability of water supplies adequate for projected needs as specified in Section 65352.5.  

(Gov. Code § 56668(l).) 

The annexation will have no impact on the timely availability of water supplies.   
 

Section 17. The extent to which the proposal will affect a City or cities and the county in achieving their 
respective fair shares of the regional housing needs as determined by the appropriate council of governments consistent with 
Article 10.6 (commencing with Section 65580) of Chapter 3 of Division 1 of Title 7.  (Gov. Code § 56668(m).) 

The annexation will have no impact on housing needs.   
 
Section 18. Any information or comments from the landowner or owners, voters, or residents of the affected 

territory. (Gov. Code § 56668(n).) 

LAFCO published a hearing notice in the Monterey County Weekly and provided mailed notice to 
property owners and registered voters in the proposal’s affected area and within a 300-foot radius 
(approximately 700 notices). No information or comments have been received in response. 

 
Section 19. Any information relating to existing land use designations. (Gov. Code § 56668(o).) 
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The unincorporated community of Spreckels includes parcels designated for a variety of agricultural, 
industrial, commercial, and residential uses. The proposed reorganization will have no effect on land use 
or land use designations.   
 

Section 20.  The extent to which the proposal will promote environmental justice. As used in this subdivision, 
"environmental justice" means the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the location of 
public facilities and the provision of public services. (Gov. Code § 56668(p).) 

The proposal will provide for a consistent level of service to all residents, regardless of race, ethnicity, or 
income. 
 

Section 21. Whether existing agencies can feasibly provide the needed service or services in a more efficient 
and accountable manner, or reorganization with other single-purpose agencies that provide related services.  (Gov. Code §§ 
56301, 56886.5.) 

The proposed reorganization, transferring fire protection responsibility to an existing, established public 
agency (Monterey County Regional Fire District) that is already currently providing the service, is the 
most cost-effective arrangement.  

 
Section 22. Apportionment of property tax revenue.  (Revenue & Taxation Code §99.01) 

Monterey County and the Fire District agreed to a property tax transfer agreement for the proposal in 
November 2015.   
 

Section 23.  Consistency with Policies and Procedures Relating to Spheres of Influence and Changes of 
Organization and Reorganization. 

The proposal is consistent with local LAFCO Policies and Procedures.  Of most relevance, the proposal is 
consistent with policies relating to Economics, Service Delivery and Development Patterns (Section 
D.VII.)  The proposal will provide for services in response to a demonstrated need and will not have 
adverse financial impacts on either of the two districts. The Fire District has resources and capabilities to 
provide the most cost-effective fire protection services to the affected area. 

 
Section 24.  The proposal is approved subject to the following terms and conditions:   

a. Review and pre-clearance of the annexation by the United States Department of Justice 
pursuant to Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act, as applicable; 

b. Documentation that an appropriate transfer of equipment from the Spreckels Volunteer Fire 
Company to the Monterey County Regional Fire District is complete or in progress, to the 
satisfaction of the Fire Chief of the Monterey County Regional Fire District and the LAFCO 
Executive Officer; and  

c. Acceptance of a map and property description by the State Board of Equalization; and 

d. Payment of all fees incurred in the processing of the application consistent with the LAFCO 
fee schedule, including the fee required by the State Board of Equalization.    

 Section 25.  The applicant shall agree, as a condition of the approval of this application to 
defend at its sole expense any action brought against LAFCO, the Commission and its staff, because of the 
approval of this application.  The applicant will reimburse LAFCO for any court costs and attorneys’ fees 
which may be required by a court to pay as a result of such action.  LAFCO may, at its sole discretion, 
participate in the defense of any such action; but such participation shall not relieve applicant of his 
obligations under this condition.  The obligation on the part of the applicant to indemnify LAFCO is 
effective upon the adoption of this resolution and does not require any further action.  
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 Section 26.  The Certificate of Completion for the reorganization shall not be issued until all 
terms and conditions are met.  The Sphere of Influence expansion shall be effective immediately upon 
approval of this resolution and the completion of any requested reconsiderations. 

 Section 27.  If a Certificate of Completion for a change of organization or reorganization has 
not been filed within one year after the Commission approves a proposal for that proceeding, the 
proceeding shall be deemed abandoned unless prior to the expiration of that year the Commission 
authorizes an extension of time for that completion.  The extension may be for any period deemed 
reasonable to the Commission for completion of necessary prerequisite actions by any party.  If a 
proceeding has not been completed because of the order or decree of a court of competent jurisdiction 
temporarily enjoining or restraining the proceedings, this shall not be deemed a failure of completion and 
the one-year period shall be tolled for the time that order or decree is in effect.  [Government Code section 
57001] 

 Section 28.   The Spreckels Community Services District is hereby divested of its previously 
authorized fire protection-related powers.  

 Section 29. The proposed Sphere of Influence amendment and the annexation to the Monterey 
County Regional Fire District are hereby approved as described in Exhibit "A," attached hereto and made a 
part hereof.  The reorganization is assigned the following distinctive short form designation: “Spreckels-
Area 2015 Fire Protection Reorganization.” 

 Section 30. The regular County assessment roll will be used and the annexation area will not 
be taxed for existing general bonded indebtedness of either of the subject special districts. No transfer of 
any portion of the CSD’s existing benefit assessment fee to the Monterey County Regional Fire District is 
conferred, implied, or intended as part of LAFCO’s approval of this reorganization. 

Section 31. The affected territory is inhabited and requires the Commission to set a protest 
hearing for the proposed annexation in accordance with Government Code Section 57000 and Government 
Code Section 57002.  The protest hearing is set for Monday, January 4, 2016 at 4:00 P.M. at the Monterey 
County Board of Supervisors Chambers in Salinas, with the protest hearing delegated to the Executive 
Officer. 

Section 32. The effective date shall be the filing of the Certificate of Completion. 

 Section 33. The Executive Officer is hereby authorized and directed to mail certified copies of 
this resolution in the manner and as provided in Section 56882 of the Government Code. 

 
UPON MOTION of Commissioner ________, seconded by Commissioner _________, the foregoing resolution 
is adopted this 7th day of December, 2015 by the following vote: 
 

AYES:     
 NOES:    
 ABSENT: 
 ABSTAIN:  
     ______________________________________________________________ 

Joe Gunter, Vice Chair 
Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County 

 
ATTEST: I certify that the within instrument is a true and complete copy of 

the original resolution of said Commission on file within this 
office.    

 
 Witness my hand this ____ day of _____________, 2015 

 By: _______________________________________ 
   Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
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MONTEREY COUNTY REGIONAL FIRE DISTRICT 
2015 ANNEXATION 

GEOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION 
 

Certain real property situate in the County of Monterey, State of California, described 
as follows: 
 
Beginning at a Point on the existing Monterey County Regional Fire District Boundary, 
said point being the northwesterly corner of that real property shown and designated 
“Parcel A” on that certain map recorded October 30, 1997 and on file in Volume 21 of 
Surveys, Page 67, Official Records of said County, and also designated APN 177-021-015 
by the Monterey County Assessor’s office; thence 
 

1. Along said District Boundary and the easterly boundary of APNs 177-021-015 and 
177-021-016 in a southerly and westerly direction along the courses labelled “L63” 
through “L39” on said map, in descending order, to the northeasterly boundary 
of that parcel APN 139-011-017; thence following the northeasterly boundary of 
said APN 139-011-017 

2. Northwesterly, 4667.95 feet to the most northerly corner of said APN 139-011-017; 
thence  

3. Southwesterly, along the northwesterly boundary of said APN 139-011-017 
approximately 122 feet to the Salinas River; thence following the Salinas River  

4. Southwesterly, approximately 5202 feet to the most easterly corner of said APN 
139-011-017, said corner also being an angle point on the boundary of APN 177-
021-016; thence continuing along the Salinas River and through APN 177-021-016 

5. Southeasterly, approximately 2047 feet to a point on the southeasterly boundary 
of APN 177-021-016, also being the northwesterly boundary of APN 177-021-010; 
thence continuing along the Salinas River and through APN 177-021-010 

6. Southeasterly, approximately 448 feet to a point on the southeasterly boundary 
of APN 177-021-010, also being the northwesterly boundary of APN 177-021-009; 
thence continuing along the Salinas River and through APN 177-021-009 

7. Southeasterly, approximately 510 feet; thence 
8. Northeasterly approximately 4170 feet to the northeasterly corner of that real 

property shown and designated “Parcel A” on that certain map recorded 
October 30, 1997 and on file in Volume 21 of Surveys, Page 67, Official Records of 
said County; also being the southwesterly sideline of Spreckels Ave.; thence 
continuing along the southwesterly sideline of Spreckels Ave.  

9. Northwest 68.00 feet; thence crossing Spreckels Ave. at a right angle and 
continuing Northeast to a point on the northeasterly sideline of Spreckels Ave., 
also being at the southeast corner of Lot 1 on Block X on that certain map titled 
“Official Map of Spreckels” recorded on January 8, 1907 in Volume 1 of Cities 
and Towns at page 71, and also designated APN 177-032-020 by the Monterey 
County Assessor’s office ; thence along the easterly boundary of said Block X  

10. North 25°24’00” East, 375.00 feet; thence continuing along the boundary of said 
Block X 

11. South 64°36’00” East, 68.00 feet; thence continuing along the boundary of said 
Block X 
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12. North 25°24’ East, 1,200.00 feet; thence continuing along the boundary of said 
Block X 

13. North 64°36’ West, 120.00 feet; thence continuing along the boundary of said 
Block X 

14. South 25°24’ West, 15.00 feet to a point on the southeasterly sideline of Railroad 
Ave. and the northeasterly sideline of Fifth St. as shown on said Official Map of 
Spreckels; thence continuing along the northeasterly sideline of Fifth St. 

15. North 64°36’00” West, 780.00 feet; thence crossing 5th St. at a right angle and 
continuing 

16. South 25°24’00” West, 492.00 feet; thence 
17. North 64°36’00” West, 150.00 feet; thence 
18. South 25°24’00” West, 324.00 feet; thence 
19. South 64°36’00” East, 150.00 feet; thence 
20. South 25°24’00” West, 180.00 feet; thence 
21. North 64°36’00” West, 57.50 feet; thence 
22. South 25°24’00” West, 60.00 feet; thence 
23. South 64°36’00” East, 57.50 feet; thence 
24. South 25°24’00” West, 604.00 feet to the southwesterly sideline of Spreckels Ave.; 

thence continuing along the southwesterly sideline of Spreckels Ave. 
25. North 64°36’00” West, 348.62 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 

 
Containing an area of 282 acres, more or less.  
 
Attached hereto is a plat to accompany geographic description, and by this reference 
made a part hereof. 
 

END OF DESCRIPTION 
 
PREPARED BY: 
 
WHITSON ENGINEERS 
 
 
 
______________________________________________ 
RICHARD P. WEBER P.L.S. 
L.S. NO. 8002 
 
 
 
 
Assessor’s Parcel numbers are current as of the date of this Geographic Description. 
 
This Geographic Description is for tax assessment purposes only.  This description of land is 
not a legal property description as defined in the Subdivision Map Act and may not be 
used as the basis for an offer for sale of the land described. 



                      LAFCO of Monterey County 
   _ 

 

                         LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
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Draft LAFCO Resolution Attachment 

Regional Fire District Map  

Spreckels-Area Fire Protection 
Reorganization Proposal  

(LAFCO File #15-01) 
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(LAFCO File #15-01) 



LAFCO of Monterey County 
 

 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Spreckels-Area Fire Protection Reorganization Proposal 

The Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Monterey County has received a proposal (LAFCO 
File No. 15-01) for a proposed special district reorganization consisting of: 

• Monterey County Regional Fire District – Sphere of Influence amendment and annexation to the 
District of all Spreckels-area lands not currently within the District (approximately 282 acres), and 

• Spreckels Community Services District (CSD) - Divestiture of the fire protection services 
currently exercised by the CSD. If the reorganization is approved, the CSD will relinquish its fire 
protection powers and will discontinue existing funding to the Spreckels Volunteer Fire Company. 

The two Districts’ boards of directors have jointly initiated, and are in support of, the proposed 
reorganization.  

Pursuant to Government Code sections 56660 and 57000, notice is hereby given that LAFCO will hold 
two public hearings to consider the actions listed below. The hearings will be held in the Board of 
Supervisors Chamber of the Monterey County Government Center (168 W. Alisal Street, Salinas). 
All persons wishing to make presentations regarding the proposed actions will be heard. 

1. On Monday, December 7, 2015 at 4:00 p.m.: 

The Commission will consider approval of the proposed reorganization.  

2. On Monday, January 4, 2016 at 4:00 p.m.:  

If the proposed reorganization is approved at the December 7 public hearing, then LAFCO will hold 
Conducting Authority (“Protest”) Proceedings to order the reorganization without election, subject 
to the protest thresholds specified in State law (Government Code sections 57000-57200), and 
pending delegation of the Protest Proceedings to the LAFCO Executive Officer at the December 7 
public hearing.  

Written protests regarding approval of the proposed reorganization may be filed by registered voters 
residing within the boundaries of the proposal, or by owners of land within the proposal’s boundaries. 
Written protests may be filed with the LAFCO Executive Officer at LAFCO’s office address listed 
above. In order to be valid, written protests must be filed after the December 7, 2015 public hearing, 
but no later than the conclusion of the January 4, 2016 Protest Proceedings. 

Information is on file at the LAFCO office and may be examined by interested persons. The agenda and 
Executive Officer’s Report for December 7, 2015 will be available by 4:00 p.m. on Thursday, December 3 
at www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov. The agenda and report for Monday, January 4, 2016 will be available by 
4:00 p.m. on Thursday, December 31 at the same web address. 

As the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the Monterey 
County Regional Fire District has determined the proposal to be exempt from environmental review. 

Please contact us at (831) 754-5838 or email LAFCO Senior Analyst Darren McBain at 
mcbaind@monterey.lafco.ca.gov if you have questions or would like more information. 

     

_____________________________________ 
KATE McKENNA, AICP, Executive Officer  
Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County 

mailto:mcbaind@monterey.lafco.ca.gov
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Serving the Northern Salinas Valley, Highway 68 Corridor, Fort Ord, Community of Chualar,  
Santa Lucia Preserve, and Carmel Valley 

 

 

No-Cost Opportunity to Annex into the 
Monterey County Regional Fire District 

 
November 10, 2015 
 
 
Dear Spreckels Property Owners and Residents: 
 
The Monterey County Regional Fire District (“MCRFD”) has begun the process of annexing the 
154 remaining parcels within the Community of Spreckels not already within in our boundaries so 
we can continue to provide fire, emergency and prevention services to your residence, business, or 
parcel.   
 
Response History to Spreckels – Over the last 15 years, the Monterey County Regional Fire 
District has provided 100% of 911 emergency services to the community of Spreckels under an 
automatic aid agreement with the Spreckels Community Services District (“Spreckels CSD”). For 
the past nine years, we have provided advanced life support paramedic services to your 
community as well.  
 
Eligibility for Improved Insurance Protection Class Rating – Once the annexation process is 
complete your property will be eligible for a greatly-improved fire insurance rating granted by the 
Insurance Services Office (“ISO”) to all properties located within the Monterey County Regional 
Fire District.  The ISO Protection Class Rating system is used by many insurance companies to 
determine property owners’ insurance premiums.  Our fire district was recently granted the ISO 
Protection Class Rating of 3.  The current Spreckels CSD contract fire protection provider has an 
ISO Protection Class Rating of 6.  Fire protection agencies are assigned an ISO rating based upon 
its ability to respond quickly and with as many resources as possible.  Ratings are assigned on a 
sliding scale from 1 to 10, with “ISO 1” the highest rating possible.  Once the annexation process 
is complete you will be able to request a review of your insurance policy to realize the benefits the 
lower ISO rating may provide.   
 
Reduction on Property Tax Bill - In addition, your property taxes will go down.  Annexation 
will allow us to remove the Fire Benefit Assessment tax placed on your tax bill by the Spreckels 
Community Service District. The Monterey County Regional Fire District services will be funded 
by the property taxes you already pay.  No extra assessments will be required.  
 

http://www.mcrfd.org/
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Other Services by the Spreckels Community Services District – All of the other services you 
receive from the Spreckels CSD will not be affected by this annexation.  The only change is the 
agency that actually provides fire protection and emergency medical services to your community.   
 
Waiver of Annexation Fee  
Under this application to annex properties into the Monterey County Regional Fire District, the 
fire district’s Board of Directors has waived the fees normally paid by property owners. Therefore, 
the annexation of your property into the MCRFD will be processed at no cost to you.    
 
Questions?   
Should you have questions I can be reached during regular business hours (8:00 am to 5:00 pm, 
Monday through Friday).  My office number is (831) 455-1828 or I can be reached by cell phone 
at (831) 596-4725. 
 
On behalf of the Board of Directors, I look forward to working with you as the annexation 
proceeds.   
 
Sincerely, 
MICHAEL B. URQUIDES 
Fire Chief 
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KATE McKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
DATE:  December 7, 2015 
 
TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: 2015 MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY 

OF FIVE INDEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS LOCATED IN THE CENTRAL 
AND SOUTHERN SALINAS VALLEY    

 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS: 

It is recommended that the Commission receive a report by the Executive Officer, conduct a public 
hearing, and adopt a Resolution (Attachment 1) to:   

1. Find the draft Study exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as 
“information collection” under Section 15306 of the State CEQA Guidelines and based on the 
determination that this action does not have the potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment (Section 15061(b)(3));  

2. Adopt the 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study for the Soledad-Mission Recreation 
District; Greenfield Public Recreation District; Greenfield Memorial District; San Lucas County 
Water District, and San Ardo California Water District;  

3. Based on the Study’s recommended determinations, affirm the currently adopted Spheres of 
Influence of these districts, with no changes.  

4. Authorize the Executive Officer to proceed with implementing two follow-up actions: 

a. Develop a program of continuing educational and training outreach to assist special district 
staff and board members countywide, and 

b. Participate in developing a workshop with Greenfield-area local agencies—including the City 
of Greenfield, the County of Monterey, the Greenfield Cemetery, Fire Protection, Memorial, 
and Public Recreation Districts, and other interested parties—to explore potential 
opportunities for greater efficiencies of service delivery. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 

State law requires LAFCO to periodically review and update the services and Spheres of Influence 
of all cities and special districts. In accordance with the Commission’s adopted work program, 
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LAFCO staff has prepared a comprehensive study of the five independent special districts listed 
above.  

As described in the attached study, each of the districts is carrying out its mission and providing 
valued services to the community it serves, though often grappling with substantial difficulties. 
The Districts are not currently proposing any boundary or Sphere modifications, and no such 
changes are recommended by LAFCO staff. Key findings and recommended “post-study” follow-up 
actions are presented in the study’s Executive Summary.  

Agency Coordination and Public Notice 

Because no changes are proposed to any of the districts’ existing Spheres of Influence, State law and 
LAFCO’s locally adopted policies require no public notice or hearing for this agenda item. However, 
as a “best practice,” a hearing notice for this Study was published in the November 12 issue of the 
Monterey County Weekly for the December 7 LAFCO meeting. Courtesy copies of the notice were 
also sent to known interested parties. Staff coordinated on earlier drafts of the Study with 
representatives from each of the districts to help ensure accuracy and completeness. The public 
review draft is available for download from LAFCO’s web site.  

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
Attachments:  
1. Draft Resolution 
2. 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study 
  
CC: 
Frances Bengston, Executive Director, Soledad-Mission Recreation District 
Pete Perez, Board Member, Greenfield Public Recreation District 
Kelly Falsey, Program Manager, Greenfield Memorial District 
Susan Madson, General Manager, San Lucas County Water District 
William Kanthack, General Manager, San Ardo California Water District 
Susan Stanton, City Manager, City of Greenfield 
Rich Foster, Fire Chief, Greenfield Fire Protection District 
 

Prepared by: Darren McBain, Senior Analyst 
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-XX 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF 
MONTEREY COUNTY MAKING DETERMINATIONS ADOPTING A 2015 
MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY OF 
INDEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS LOCATED IN THE CENTRAL AND 
SOUTHERN SALINAS VALLEY 

 
 
RESOLVED, by the Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County, State of 

California, that: 
 

WHEREAS, State law requires that the Commission conduct periodic reviews and updates of 
the Sphere of Influence of each city and district in Monterey County (Government Code section 56425); 
and  

 
WHEREAS, State law further requires the Commission to update information about municipal 

services before, or in conjunction with, adopting a Sphere update (Government Code section 56430); and  
 
WHEREAS, the subject study pertains to the following independent special districts: Soledad-

Mission Recreation District, Greenfield Public Recreation District, Greenfield Memorial District, 
San Lucas County Water District, and San Ardo California Water District; and 

 
WHEREAS, none of the subject districts is proposing modifications to its existing boundaries or 

Sphere of Influence; and 
 
WHEREAS, LAFCO staff has met and consulted with representatives of the districts, and other 

known interested parties, and has received written information regarding current and expected growth 
boundaries, the location and characteristics of disadvantaged unincorporated communities, planned and 
present capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public services, financial ability to provide services, 
opportunities for shared facilities and services, government structure, and operational efficiencies; and 

 
WHEREAS, the information gathered has provided the basis for preparation of a Municipal 

Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study and the Executive Officer has furnished a copy of this Study 
to each person entitled to a copy or expressing interest in receiving a copy; and  
  

WHEREAS, the Commission has heard from interested parties, considered the Study and the 
report of the Executive Officer, and considered the factors determined by the Formation Commission to be 
relevant to this matter, including, but not limited to, factors specified in Government Code sections 
56425(e) and 56430(a), and the Formation Commission’s policies;  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County does 
HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER as follows: 
 

Section 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct. 
 

Section 2. Acting as Lead Agency pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines, the Commission finds that the Municipal Service Review under consideration is 
categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA as “Information Collection” under Section 15306 of the 
CEQA Guidelines.  
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Section 3. In evaluating the districts’ Spheres of Influence, the Commission has conducted 

a review of the services provided by the districts.  This service review was conducted in accordance with 
Government Code section 56430.  The analysis, conclusions and recommendations in this review were 
prepared with information provided by, and in consultation with, the districts.  Data sources are 
available for review in the office of the Commission. 

Section 4. In evaluating the service review, the Commission has considered a written 
statement of its determinations in accord with Government Code section 56430(a).  These determinations, 
included in the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study, are made with respect to each of 
the following seven areas: 

a. Growth and Population Projections for the Affected Area. 

b. The Location and Characteristics of any Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities 
Within or Contiguous to the Sphere of Influence. 

c. 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. 

d. Financial Ability of Agencies to Provide Services. 

e. Status of, and Opportunities for, Shared Facilities. 

f. Accountability for Community Service Needs, Including Governmental Structure and 
Operational Efficiencies. 

g. Any Other Matter Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery, as Required by 
Commission Policy. 

Section 5. In evaluating the districts’ Spheres of Influence, the Commission has considered a 
written statement of its determinations, in accord with Section 56425(e) of the Government Code.  These 
determinations, included in the Study, are made with respect to each of the following four areas and are 
incorporated by reference into this resolution.  

a. The Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area, Including Agricultural and Open-Space 
Lands.    

b. The Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area. 

c. The Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services That the Agency 
Provides or is Authorized to Provide. 

d. The Existence of any Social or Economic Communities of Interest in the Area if the 
Commission Determines That They Are Relevant to the Agency. 

Section 6. The Commission has considered, as a part of its deliberations, all oral 
presentations and written communications received prior to the close of the public meeting. 

 
 Section 7.   In accordance with Government Code section 56430, the Commission hereby 
approves the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study for the Soledad-Mission 
Recreation District, Greenfield Public Recreation District, Greenfield Memorial District, San Lucas 
County Water District, and San Ardo California Water District. 
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 Section 8. Based on the Study’s recommended determinations, the Commission hereby 
affirms and updates the District’s currently adopted Sphere of Influence, with no changes. 
 
  
 Section 9. The Commission authorize the Executive Officer to proceed with implementing 
two follow-up actions: 
 

a. Develop a program of continuing educational and training outreach to assist special district 
staff and board members countywide, and 
 

b. Participate in developing a workshop with Greenfield-area local agencies—including the 
City of Greenfield, the County of Monterey, the Greenfield Cemetery, Fire Protection, 
Memorial, and Public Recreation Districts, and other interested parties—to explore 
potential opportunities for greater efficiencies of service delivery. 

 
 
 UPON MOTION OF Commissioner _____________, seconded by Commissioner _______________, the 
foregoing resolution is adopted this 7th day of December, 2015 by the following vote: 

 
 
 
AYES:  
NOES:   
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:  
 
 

 ___________________________________ 
 Joe Gunter, Vice Chair 
 Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County 
 
 

 
ATTEST: I certify that the within instrument is a true and complete 

copy of the original resolution of said Commission on file 
within this office.    

 
 Witness my hand this ______ day of December, 2015 
 
 By: _________________________________ 
        Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This report provides information about the services and boundaries of the following five special districts 
that provide services in the central and southern Salinas Valley area of Monterey County.   

• Soledad-Mission Recreation District  

• Greenfield Public Recreation District 

• Greenfield Memorial District 

• San Lucas County Water District 

• San Ardo California Water District 

The area within the current study includes areas of the Salinas Valley south of Gonzales, extending to the 
San Luis Obispo County line. As of the 2010 census, the total population served by these five districts was 
approximately 37,000, representing about 9% of the overall population of Monterey County.  

These districts were grouped into this study based on their geographic proximity to one another. These 
five districts represent all the independent special districts in the central and southern Salinas Valley that 
were not addressed in one of the following current and recent subject-specific LAFCO studies: LAFCO is 
currently completing, under separate cover, a study of all cemetery districts in Monterey County, including 
the Salinas Valley. In March 2012, the Commission approved a study of all agencies that provide fire 
protection and emergency medical services in Monterey County.  

This report is for use by the Local Agency Formation Commission in conducting a statutorily required 
review and update process. State Law (the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act, Government Code section 
56425(e)) requires that the Commission conduct periodic service reviews and updates of the Spheres of 
Influence of all cities and special districts in Monterey County. The report is also intended to inform the 
general public about the districts’ services and accomplishments, as well as the challenges they experience 
in the course of carrying out their work.  In addition, the process of carrying out this study served as an 
outreach opportunity with a goal of assisting districts to operate efficiently and in compliance with State 
laws.  

REPORT OVERVIEW AND ORGANIZATION 

This Executive Summary includes a brief introduction to the current study, the study’s key findings, and 
actions that the Commission is being recommended to take. 

The District Profiles chapter contains individual profiles for each of the five subject districts, highlighting 
each agency’s specific characteristics, governance, services, finances, opportunities, and challenges.    

The Determinations chapter provides recommended Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence 
determinations pertaining to all of the five districts. The chapter is organized by the statutory 
determinations required for all Municipal Service Reviews and Sphere of Influence studies pursuant to the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act.  No Sphere changes have been requested by the districts or determined by 
staff to be warranted at the present time. The recommended action is to affirm the districts’ existing 
Spheres of Influence.  
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KEY FINDINGS 

Following are the key findings of this report: 

1. Independent special districts are key service providers to local communities. 

Each of the districts is a longstanding and committed part of the community it serves. The districts 
provide valuable services to their communities. In some unincorporated areas, the district may serve 
as community members’ primary means to interface with local government and to come together in a 
public setting. 

2. Districts’ operations face significant challenges and struggle with financial viability.  

District operations are experiencing significant financial pressures from limited and reduced property 
tax revenues, higher employment costs (benefits, insurance), lack of growth in user fees, and other 
factors. Most districts’ physical facilities are older buildings that are in need of, or have already 
undergone, costly renovations and upgrades in order to remain functional and code-compliant. 
Districts have also experienced challenges with retaining full boards of directors and full staffing levels.  

3. South County districts are resilient and adaptable. 

Most of the studied districts have existed for at least 50 years and have withstood numerous challenges 
and hardships. District board members and staff are committed to their service to the community, in 
some cases without compensation. District representatives remain positive and open to exploring new 
ways to keep their agencies operating. However, recent severe financial stresses have created 
uncertainty as to some districts’ long-term financial sustainability. 

4. Opportunities exist for shared services and partnerships. Potential future opportunities for 
greater efficiency of service delivery are particularly relevant in the Greenfield area. 

Numerous opportunities exist for the potential sharing of resources and expertise among local public 
agencies in order to achieve greater service efficiencies. Such arrangements might include the co-
ownership or use of equipment, access to facilities, 
development of joint programs, or sharing of staff 
members among agencies. Districts are encouraged to 
continue to work with neighboring districts, with 
nearby cities, and with local nonprofits to explore 
potential ways of reducing costs while still retaining 
core services or possibly even new services. For some 
districts, in the longer term, consolidation between 
districts that have similar purposes, or consolidation 
with city services, may be a practical alternative for 
future consideration.  

Residents of the City of Greenfield receive services 
from the City and from four special districts: The 
Greenfield Public Recreation, Greenfield Memorial, 
Greenfield Cemetery, and Greenfield Fire Districts. 
The four special districts also provide services to the 
nearby rural unincorporated area. 

The boundaries and services of two of these districts 
(Greenfield Public Recreation District and Greenfield 

Recommendation: “Post-Study”  
Greenfield-Area Workshop 

In November 2015, Greenfield voters passed 
Measure W, a 0.75-cent sales and use tax, to 
provide greater general City services such as 
strengthened public safety, increased youth 
recreation programs, and other services. The 
future availability of funding for public service 
enhancements is an opportunity to bring the 
parties together to renew the discussion of 
improving service delivery efficiencies in the 
Greenfield area. LAFCO staff recommends that 
a joint workshop of City and special district 
representatives, to review all existing agencies’ 
services within the Greenfield community and 
discuss potential future opportunities for 
greater efficiency, would be an appropriate and 
constructive follow-up action to this study. 
Staff proposes further coordination between 
LAFCO, City staff, and district representatives 
to develop a future workshop plan. 
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Memorial District) are reviewed in the current study. The Greenfield Cemetery District, with 
boundaries similar to the recreation district, is currently being evaluated in a separate countywide 
LAFCO study of all cemetery districts. The Greenfield Fire District was reviewed as part of LAFCO’s 
2012 countywide study of all agencies that provide fire and emergency medical services.  

The two current (2015) studies discuss that agency boundaries and some of the non-fire agencies’ 
public services overlap with services provided by the City of Greenfield and by the other districts. The 
studies recognize the potential that may exist for increased collaboration, in the form of shared services 
or facilities/equipment, sharing of staff or administrative/organizational resources, or other 
partnerships to meet the community’s needs as efficiently and economically as possible. This issue was 
also highlighted in the previous (2006) LAFCO study of the Greenfield area. 

5. Requirements for public transparency and accountability have increased, and public agencies 
have made progress in addressing these requirements. Additional measures can and should be 
taken for full compliance with these requirements. LAFCO can play a role in providing 
continuing educational and training outreach to assist special district staff and board members. 

The Brown Act and other State laws identify numerous “transparency”- and accountability-related 
requirements for special districts. Basic legal requirements and/or best practices include measures 
such as open, publicly noticed meetings with agendas and meeting minutes, regular financial audits, 
annual filings of economic statements, and the 
adoption of bylaws.  

The five studied districts generally appear to be 
making genuine, good-faith efforts to follow the 
applicable requirements, and have achieved varying 
levels of compliance. Where some district-specific 
areas of noncompliance were noted, District 
representatives generally welcomed LAFCO-
provided templates for future board action. Districts 
were also receptive to information that was 
provided about professional development and board 
member training opportunities to enhance existing 
levels of efficiency and governmental transparency.  

The districts in this study are generally behind 
schedule in conducting audits of District finances 
but have continued to submit yearly financial 
statements to the State Controller’s Office and 
County Auditor as required by law. Most of the 
districts do not currently maintain a web site (not a 
legal requirement). 

6. Current Spheres of Influence and district boundaries are adequate. 

State law (Government Code section 56076) defines a Sphere of Influence as the plan representing 
LAFCO’s determination for the probable physical boundaries and service area of a local agency.  Each 
of the special districts referenced in this report has a Sphere of Influence that matches its current 
district boundaries. These are the same Spheres of Influence first established by LAFCO in 1983.  None 
of the five districts has expressed an interest in making adjustments to its Sphere of Influence or 
district boundaries at this time. No Sphere of Influence changes or district boundary changes are 

Recommendation: Ongoing Training and 
Technical Assistance Outreach to Special 
Districts 

LAFCO staff received considerable positive 
feedback on the board member training and 
technical assistance resources that were 
provided to district representatives during the 
course of this study effort. As a follow-up step, 
LAFCO staff will recommend that the 
Commission consider a new work program item 
for 2016.  The recommendation is to compile and 
distribute a suggested orientation package for 
new Trustees/Board members and staff members 
of small special districts and to establish a 
clearinghouse of professional development 
training and technical assistance resources for 
special districts.  Depending on district 
representatives’ interests and needs, similar 
opportunities may exist for an annual board 
member training update or other information-
sharing events. 
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currently recommended for these five districts. However, as noted above, boundary changes or the 
potential future consolidation of similar-purposed nearby districts (or, potentially, affiliation with city 
services) may become a sensible alternative for some districts to consider in the longer-term outlook. 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 

Based on the information in this report, the Executive Officer recommends that the Commission consider 
and adopt a resolution to : 

1. Finding that the action is exempt from provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
as “information collection” under Section 15306 of the State CEQA Guidelines and based on the 
determination that this action does not have the potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment (Section 15061(b)(3)); 

2. Adopt the 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study for the Soledad-Mission Recreation 
District; Greenfield Public Recreation District; Greenfield Memorial District; San Lucas County Water 
District, and San Ardo California Water District;  

3. Based on the Study’s recommended determinations, affirm the currently adopted Spheres of Influence 
of these districts, with no changes.  

4. Authorize the Executive Officer to proceed with implementing two follow-up actions1: 

a. Develop a program of continuing educational and training outreach to assist special district staff 
and board members countywide, and 

b. Participate in developing a workshop with Greenfield-area local agencies—including the City of 
Greenfield , the County of Monterey, the Greenfield Cemetery, Fire Protection, Memorial, and 
Public Recreation Districts, and other interested parties—to explore potential opportunities for 
greater efficiencies of service delivery. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

                                                      
1 As a separate follow-up action to this study, LAFCO staff is also coordinating with representatives of the Soledad-
Mission Recreation District and other interested agencies in the local community to review and discuss potential 
future partnerships for sharing of resources and expertise, and is planning to participate in related future meetings. 
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Soledad-Mission Recreation District 

570 N. Walker Drive, Soledad, CA 93960 
(831) 678-3745 

Soledad-Mission Recreation District – At A Glance 

Formation Date September 11, 1962 

Legal Authority Public Resources Code, Section 5780-5780.9 

Board of Directors 
Five members, with four-year terms: Two members appointed by the 
County Board of Supervisors and three by the Soledad City Council.  

District Area Approximately 177 square miles  

Sphere of Influence Same as District  

Population (2010 est.) 
Approximately 16,800, including approximately 15,800 within 
Soledad city limits (exclusive of correctional facilities).  

Budget (2015-2016 est.) $461,750 

Annual Revenue Per Capita $27 

Executive Director  Frances Bengston   

Employees Two full-time; up to 25 part-time/seasonal  

Facilities Two-acre outdoor park and indoor aquatic facility, 570 N. Walker 
Drive. 

Website www.soledad-mission-recreation-district.org  

INTRODUCTION 

The Soledad-Mission Recreation District is an independent special district created by special election in 
1962 to provide recreational facilities and programming to Soledad and the surrounding unincorporated 
area.  The District owns a two-acre park and an indoor pool facility.   

DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

The District’s boundaries include approximately 177 square miles of lands centered on the City of Soledad. 
No Sphere of Influence is designated beyond existing district boundaries. The Greenfield Public 
Recreation District lies adjacent to part of the District’s southern boundary. No other recreation-oriented 
special districts are in the nearby area. The City of Gonzales, about two miles to the north of the District’s 
boundaries, provides additional recreation programs and services. With the exception of low-density 
housing along Arroyo Seco Road, most lands near the District’s boundaries, including in San Benito 
County, are primarily used for agriculture. 

During LAFCO’s previous (2006) service review, the Soledad-Mission District’s board of directors 
expressed concern with serving a population beyond District boundaries (discussed in the Challenges and 
Opportunities section, below). However, District representatives believe the current boundaries and 
Sphere of Influence are appropriate. LAFCO staff has reviewed this conclusion and concurs that there are 
no nearby areas that warrant addition to the District’s boundaries or Sphere.  

http://www.soledad-mission-recreation-district.org/
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(No Sphere of Influence designated 
beyond existing District boundary) 
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FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

The District owns and operates an indoor swimming pool facility and a two-acre outdoor park at 570 
North Walker Drive in Soledad. The building contains a six-lane, 25-meter pool with diving boards, a 
wading pool, and locker rooms. The pool center can be rented for special events. The building also includes 
the District’s office. The park, located behind the District’s building, is open to the public and has a gravel 
track, benches, and picnic tables.   

The District’s building and park are located just east of downtown Soledad. YMCA South County (housed 
in a City-owned building), Gabilan Elementary School, and two City parks are nearby.  

 

 

The District offers many group activity programs including girls softball league, summer softball clinics, 
fall softball clinics, adult and youth art classes, martial arts, summer day camp, movies in the park, tennis, 
volleyball, and adult softball and flag football. Pool activities include swim lessons, water aerobics, and 
similar instruction, as well as “open swim” supervised by lifeguards. Full District staffing includes two full-
time positions (one position currently vacant), and up to 25 part-time seasonal employees mainly 
employed as lifeguards. The District also contracts for specialized skills such as martial arts instructors 
and softball umpires. Additional staffing and coaching occur on a volunteer basis. 

  

Soledad-Mission Recreation District 
570 N. Walker Drive 

YMCA South County 
(City-owned facility)  

Gabilan 
Elementary 

School  Gallardo Park 

Little 
League 

Park 
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GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

The District is governed by a five-member board of directors. The County Board of Supervisors is 
responsible for appointment of two District board members from unincorporated areas of the District. 
Three board members are Soledad residents who are nominated by the Soledad City Council and appointed 
by the Board of Supervisors. The District actively seeks to fill board member vacancies as they occur (the 
next round of appointments will be in 2017), and has expressed interest in participating in board member 
training topics such as district finance, bids and contracts, and legislative updates 

The board holds open public meetings on the fourth Tuesday of each month at 7:00 pm at the District 
offices at the aquatic center. In conformance with Brown Act requirements, agendas are posted at the 
District’s office and on the District’s web site, www.soledad-mission-recreation-district.org. The web site 
includes other general public information about programs, hours of operations, pool schedule, events, 
facility rental, and employment. Other information of a more specialized nature, such as District 
partnerships, board vacancies, and compensation reports is also available.  

The District prepares and approves an annual budget, and files the required financial transaction reports 
with the State Controller’s Office. The District’s finances are audited every two years. The District has 
experienced some difficulties staying current with its audits. Most recently, an audit was completed for 
Fiscal Year 2013-14. An audit for Fiscal Year 2012-13 is not available as of this writing.  

The District does not currently have adopted bylaws or written policies and procedures for board 
governance. The District does, however, maintain written employee policy manuals. State law for 
recreation and park districts does not specifically require adoption of bylaws. However, adoption of 
bylaws, as well as written policies and procedures, can significantly help guide and structure a district’s 
operations. The District recently compiled all previous meeting minutes and resolutions. This 
recordkeeping improvement may help inform development of future bylaws, policies, and procedures. 
Board members and management staff file the State-required Annual Statement of Economic Interests 
(“Form 700,”) and participate in State-required ethics training requirements every two years.  

  

http://www.soledad-mission-recreation-district.org/
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FINANCE 

Within a given fiscal year’s budget, property taxes typically provide a little over half the District’s revenues. 
Most of the remainder comes from swim-related and other recreational programs such as water aerobics 
and softball. About 10% is generated by fundraisers, concession sales, and other miscellaneous sources. 

Salaries, wages, and related costs comprise about half of typical District expenses. Other main expense 
categories include recreation program costs, professional fees, repairs and maintenance, pool supplies, and 
fundraiser expenses.  

Depreciation of the District’s assets is a lesser, though still substantial expense (approximately $34,000 
per year as of the most recent audit in 2014, representing about 7% of total District expenses). During the 
course of a fiscal year, the value of an agency’s physical assets, such as structures and equipment, may be 
increased (through upgrades, expansions, or investment). Typically, the value of these assets is also 
depreciated over the assets’ anticipated economically useful life, which is usually 20 to 40 years. 
Depreciation is a considerable dollar amount, but generally does not directly affect District operations. 
While depreciation does not reflect an “out-of-pocket” expenditure of funds, it does contribute to an 
incremental yearly reduction in the valuation of the District’s assets. 

In 2007, the District received loans totaling $605,000 for major pool renovations. Debt service on the loan 
is $50,253 per year, approximately $28,000 of which currently represents loan interest. The loan is 
scheduled to be amortized in 2028. As of June 30, 2014, a principal balance of approximately $463,000 
remained outstanding on the loan.  

Table 1, below, provides an overview of the District’s budgets from Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to the present. 

Table 1: 
Soledad-Mission Recreation District 

Income Summary, Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to Present 

Fiscal Year, with 
Data Status 

Shown1 

2010-11 
(SCO) 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13 
(SCO) 

2013-14 
(audited) 2014-15 

(unaudited) 

2015-16 
(budgeted) 

Total Revenues  $   364,804 410,454 455,421 446,656 475,225 461,750*  

Total Expenses 
Includes depreciation of 
physical assets (approx. 

$34,000 per year) 

$    401,428 416,567 455,081 505,553 467,828 498,662** 

Net Income $   -36,624 -6,203 340 -58,897 7,3972 -36,912*** 

     *May be revised upward to $477,458, pending possible District fee increases, effective January 2016.  

  **Actual FY15-16 expenses are likely to be lower than budgeted, due to an existing staff vacancy.  
***Actual fiscal year-end outcomes are likely to result in a lower net loss; see asterisked notes above, pertaining to 
potential fee increases and cost savings. However, the draft 2015-16 budget does not appear to reflect reduction of 
principal on the $605,000 loan from 2007 (approximately $22,000 per year in recent years). The budget also does not 
reflect depreciation expenses (approximately $34,000 per year in recent years). 

                                                      
1 SCO = Annual income and expense data (not yet audited) provided by the District to the State Controller’s Office, 
in accordance with standard procedures for special districts. 
2 This figure does not include depreciation expense (approximately $34,000 per year) 
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As shown above in Table 1, the District’s expenses significantly exceeded revenues in FY 2013-14. This 
deficit resulted in an almost 50% reduction in the District’s General Fund—referring to total fund balance, 
not simply contingency reserves—in that year alone. Not-yet-audited FY 14-15 data indicated improved 
fiscal stability, with a positive year-end income of $7,397 net of debt service and capital outlay, but 
excluding depreciation expenses. However, the current draft budget for FY 2015-16, which has not yet been 
adopted as of this writing, forecasts a significant shortfall, comparable to that seen in FY 2013-14. The 
addition of depreciation expenses at year’s end would further increase the forecasted deficit amount. 

If borne out, the forecasted numbers in the current draft budget would deplete most of the District’s entire 
remaining General Fund balance. District staff-recommended fee increases would augment income, and an 
existing staff vacancy, if kept unfilled, would continue to reduce projected expenses. Overall, however, the 
District is operating on a very thin margin with few funds remaining to cover operations and potential 
unanticipated needs or fluctuations.  

Table 2, below, provides an overview of District assets from Fiscal Year 2010-11 to the present.  

Table 2: 
Soledad-Mission Recreation District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to Present 

Fiscal Year-End, with 
Data Status Shown 

June 30, 2011  
(SCO) 

June 30, 2012 
(audited) 

June 30, 2013  
(SCO) 

June 30, 2014 
(audited) 

June 30, 2015 
(unaudited) 

Assets  
“Current”1 Not available 167,911 Not available 91,310  

 

Not available 
Total $       1,537,911 966,036 1,425,357 831,306 

Liabilities $          577,287 561,957 523,359 532,068 

Total Net Assets2 $        960,624 
(see footnote 2) 401,342 901,998 

(see footnote 2) 299,238 

As of the June 30, 2014 audit, the District had total assets of about $831,000 (primarily representing 
valuation of the District-owned facility on North Walker Drive) and total liabilities of about $532,000, 
including the $463,000 balance on the 2007 loan noted earlier in this section. Cash, cash equivalents, and 
other available “current” assets in the District’s General Fund represented a relatively small portion of the 
District’s total assets (approximately $91,000, 58,000 of which was net of related liabilities, at the end of 
FY 2013-14). These current assets had been reduced by around 50% during the course of that fiscal year 
and are at risk of being severely impacted again in FY 2015-16 as discussed above and shown in Table 1.     

At a basic level, the financial stresses resulting in the District’s significant budget deficits appear to have 
been threefold:  

• Property tax revenues declined by up to 17% in the wake of the 2008-09 real estate downturn and 
have only recently returned to pre-recession levels;  

• While showing improvement in recent years, total income from the District’s swim programs and 
other recreation programs has not kept pace with higher compensation-related costs—including 

                                                      
1 Cash, cash equivalents, and other short-term assets are known as current assets. 
2 Asset figures from the available audit reports (2012 and 2014) are documented and appear to be accurate.  The 
higher figures in the 2011 and 2013 State Controller’s Office filings appear to be based on erroneous data. 
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wages, benefits and insurance costs that are partly beyond District control—and costs associated 
with running the District’s recreation programs1; and   

• Significant debt service costs (approximately $50,000 per year) on the 2007 pool renovation loan 
entered into the District’s budget at a time when the District was beginning to be stressed by lower 
property tax revenues and higher compensation costs. 

The District’s finances have shown a pronounced pattern of distress in recent years, raising significant 
concern about the District’s long-term viability. The District is actively seeking to strengthen its revenue 
base and reduce its costs. This issue is discussed further in the Challenges and Opportunities section. 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Finances:  As outlined above, financial strains in recent years have severely impacted the District’s General 
Fund. The District has a significant capital asset in the value of its Walker Road facility. However, annual 
debt service on the 2007 loan, in concert with other expenses that have grown more than District income 
in recent years, appear to be on track to further deplete most of the District’s remaining General Fund 
balances in the current fiscal year. “Dry Period” loans from the County of Monterey have been helpful to 
the District, but such transfers have been quickly depleted and have not resulted in stable revenue 
enhancements. The District has considered proposing a bond measure aimed at offsetting the costs of 
building upgrades and repairs, but ultimately determined the effort to be unlikely to succeed.   

District representatives have expressed a willingness and a commitment to identify creative revenue 
sources and new programs to serve the community, and to bridge an existing, multi-year gap between 
revenues and expenses. In discussions with LAFCO staff, potential avenues toward strengthening the 
District’s fiscal outlook have included those outlined below. LAFCO encourages the District to continue 
to explore these and other potential means of achieving long-term fiscal stability and sustainability. 

• Shared services and other partnerships for more efficient service delivery 

o Greenfield Public Recreation District: As shown in Figure 1, the District’s southern boundary is shared 
with the northern edge of the Greenfield Public Recreation District. Some District programs also 
extend beyond District boundaries. For example, the Soledad District’s softball program for girls 
includes residents of the Greenfield Public Recreation District, whose softball program is more 
expensive due to Greenfield schools charging facility fees for the use of fields. Conversely, the 
Greenfield Recreation District also charges the Greenfield schools for certain uses of the District 
facilities.  

An opportunity may exist to coordinate activities and/or access to facilities between the two 
recreation districts and the local schools in such a way as to minimize costs and logistics. Other 
efficiencies may be achievable through outsourcing, shared administrative oversight and staffing, 
or other similar combining of resources. No boundary adjustments between the two adjoining 
recreation districts are currently being requested by District representatives or recommended by 
LAFCO staff. In the longer term, however, potential future consolidation of the two recreation 
districts may emerge as a practical and desirable option for sustaining the services that the districts 
provide to their communities. 

o City of Soledad/YMCA facility: As shown in Figure 2, the District’s facilities are located next door to 
a City of Soledad-owned building currently leased to the Central Coast YMCA nonprofit 
organization. According to the City’s web site, YMCA offerings at this site include group exercise 
classes, youth sports, child care, day camps, school break camps, youth programs, teen programs, 

                                                      
1 By January 2016, the state minimum wage will have increased by 25% ($2.00) per hour in the 18 months since July 
2014. This increase substantially impacts the District’s expenditures for part-time seasonal employees.    
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a weight room, indoor basketball and other seasonal recreation options. The adjacency of the two 
recreational facilities was noted in the previous (2006) service review. Similar to the Greenfield 
Public Recreation District, the City/YMCA facility continues to represent a potential opportunity 
for increased future efficiencies through sharing of staffing, programs, and other resources. 

o Other community partnerships: Additional opportunities may exist to share resources and expertise 
with other interested local agencies. Relevant groups include some that may be less traditionally 
or directly associated with recreation but whose missions and underlying objectives are related. 
For example, the Soledad Community Health Care District takes an expansive view of carrying 
out its health care mission and strives to be active in the community, as reflected in its partnerships 
with local schools, the nonprofit Clinica de Salud, and others. As of this writing, LAFCO staff is 
currently coordinating with representatives of the Soledad-Mission Recreation District and other 
interested agencies in the local community for future discussions of potential partnerships for 
sharing of resources and expertise. 

• Comprehensive fee study. District management has expressed interest in obtaining a professional 
third-party review of its existing fee structure as a near-term priority. A comprehensive fee study, 
typically followed up by development of a strategic plan for implementing the study’s findings, is a 
powerful tool for aligning District services and programs with existing and potential future revenue 
streams. A fee study and strategic plan may provide great value in helping to stabilize and strengthen 
the District’s financial outlook.  

The District is cautious in its efforts to increase revenues. Daily user fees were increased by a dollar in 
2014, the first increase in recent memory. At the time of LAFCO’s 2006 service review, the District’s 
board of directors expressed concern that many of its customers live outside the District (primarily in 
Chualar, Arroyo Seco, and Lockwood at that time). The District’s indoor aquatic center is a regional 
draw because it has a longer operating season (approximately March through October, with 
fluctuations) than other pools in the region, which are generally open only during the summer months.  

Property taxes typically account for approximately half of the District’s overall annual revenues, and 
in effect subsidize use of the District’s facilities and services by non-District residents. In 2009, the 
District instituted an additional $5 non-resident fee per program or monthly pass. However, non-
resident surcharges provide less than 1% of the District’s annual revenues. The District’s board of 
directors is currently considering staff-recommended, across-the-board user fee increases that would 
add approximately $15,000 to the current fiscal year’s project revenues. If approved, these fee 
enhancements, though modest, would help offset the current impact of recent statewide minimum 
wage increases. 

• Other potential revenue enhancements and cost savings:  Fundraising and donations, net of related 
expenses, provide approximately 3% of annual District revenue. Fundraising activity is primarily 
conducted by the girls’ softball program. Concerted efforts at fundraising, with a wider reach beyond 
the softball program, may be a possibility for the District to explore further. The District’s web site 
may also become a valuable platform to enhance the District’s future fundraising activities. In an 
effort to reduce utility costs, which comprise about 15% of total District expenses, the District has 
expressed interest in installing solar water heating or other solar power generation for its pool 
facility. The District hopes to obtain grant-writing assistance from a third party to identify feasible 
funding possibilities to offset the equipment’s capital cost. 
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SUMMARY 

1. The Soledad-Mission Recreation District is carrying out its mission and is providing a variety of valued 
recreation services and programs to its community. 

2. The District’s existing boundaries and designated Sphere of Influence are appropriate and are not in 
need of adjustment at this time.  

3. The District is generally in conformance with State directives such as open public meetings, filing of 
annual financial disclosures, and ethics training requirements. LAFCO encourages the District to 
consider adopting board policies and procedures to help guide District governance and operations. 

4. The District has experienced significant financial stresses in recent years. Through proposed program 
fee increases, ongoing cost savings, and a potential future rate study, the District is working proactively 
to stabilize its finances. 

5. Significant opportunities may exist for shared services and programs in conjunction with the 
Greenfield Public Recreation District, the City of Soledad, the YMCA, local public schools, and 
community nonprofit groups.  
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Greenfield Public Recreation District  
42603 Elm Avenue, Greenfield CA 93927 
(831) 674-5375 

Greenfield Recreation and Park District – At a Glance 

Year Formed 1953 

Legal Authority Public Resources Code, Section 5780-5780.9  

Board of Directors Five-member Board of Directors, appointed for four-year terms 

District Area Approximately 102 square miles 

Sphere of Influence Same as District 

Population (2010 est.) 17,400, including 16,300 within Greenfield city limits 

Revenues (FY 2013-2014) $171,232 

Approximate Annual Revenue 
Per District Resident 

$10 

Board Member/Representative Pete Perez 

Employees One full-time caretaker and one part-time maintenance worker.  

Facilities 
Oak Park (23 acres), approximately one mile east of Greenfield.  
Lions Club Hall, 618 Apple Avenue in Greenfield.   

Website  The City of Greenfield’s web site provides general information 
about the District: ci.greenfield.ca.us/index.aspx?page=343 

INTRODUCTION 

The Greenfield Recreation and Park District was formed in 1953 by the Board of Supervisors after a local 
election endorsed the proposal. The District’s main facility is 23-acre Oak Park, located about one mile east 
of Greenfield. The park offers a swimming pool, tennis courts, horseshoe pits, and picnic/barbeque areas, 
is open to the general public, and is heavily used on weekends and holidays. The District also owns a 
building in town, which it leases to the Greenfield Lions Club nonprofit service organization.    

DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE  

The District is approximately 102 square miles in area and is adjacent to the Soledad-Mission Recreation 
District to the north. The District’s Sphere of Influence was established in 1983 and is the same as current 
District boundaries. District representatives believe the current boundaries and Sphere of Influence are 
appropriate. LAFCO staff has reviewed this conclusion and concurs that there are no nearby areas that 
warrant addition to the District’s boundaries or Sphere.  

http://ci.greenfield.ca.us/index.aspx?page=343
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(No Sphere of Influence designated 
beyond existing District boundary) 

Soledad-Mission Recreation District Oak  
Park 
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FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

Oak Park.  The District owns and operates Oak 
Park, located at the corner of Elm Avenue and 
Espinosa Road, about one mile east of Greenfield. 
The park is about 23 acre in size, five acres of which 
are unimproved. The Greenfield Cemetery 
District’s cemetery is adjacent to the park’s 
western edge.  

The park functions on a local and regional level, 
drawing visitors from areas beyond Monterey 
County. Park amenities include a swimming pool, 
new playground equipment, two tennis courts a 
volleyball court, barbecue pits and picnic tables, a 
large covered barbecue food-serving pavilion, an 
expansive group picnic table area, walking paths, 
horseshoe pits, a wooden movie screen, a snack bar 
to support movie nights, and a Quonset hut 
formerly used by a rifle and gun club.   

A caretaker/general manager occupies an on-site 
single-family residence with a small office and 
workshop. A part-time maintenance worker is also 
employed at the park. District representatives 
state that no vandalism or security issues have 
been problematic at the park in recent memory.  

The District is certified to obtain Monterey 
County Probation Department labor and services 
as a cost-saving measure for some routine facilities 
work. 

Lions Club Hall.  The District also owns a small 
building that it leases to the Greenfield Lions Club 
nonprofit service organization (618 Apple Avenue, 
in a residential neighborhood within Greenfield 
city limits). This building, which the District 
received as a donation decades ago, is a former 
house with an open interior hall space and a 
kitchen. In the rear of the property is a barbeque 
pit pavilion and group area for events. 

 

GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

The District is governed by a five-member Board of Directors appointed by the County Board of 
Supervisors for three-year terms. Two seats are currently vacant. The board meets on the third Thursday 
of each month at TNT Real Estate, 140 El Camino Real in Greenfield.  

The Board of Directors operates under a set of adopted bylaws, most recently amended in 2014, that address 
Brown Act open meeting requirements, regular meeting dates, agenda preparation and postings, terms of 
office, committees of the board, and other items. District representatives are considering creating a set of 
written policies and procedures to help guide District operations, using templates provided by LAFCO 

Oak Park 

Lions Club Hall 
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staff.  The District does not currently maintain a web site. However, the City of Greenfield’s web site 
includes a page with basic information about the District and Oak Park: ci.greenfield.ca.us/index.aspx?page=343 

The District prepares and approves an annual budget, and files the required financial transaction reports 
with the State Controller’s Office. The District’s finances are audited every two years, with the most recent 
audit completed in 2014 for financial data through June 2012. Board members file the State-required Annual 
Statement of Economic Interests (“Form 700,”) and participate in State-required ethics training 
requirements every two years.  

FINANCE 

According to information supplied by the District to the California State Controller’s Office and in review 
of the most recently completed District audit as of June 2012, approximately 75% of the District’s annual 
revenue comes from property taxes, with the rest generated by park user fees. The District currently has 
no long-term debt. The District’s largest operating expenses are generally payroll, insurance, and utilities 
(totaling approximately 70% of operating expenses in Fiscal Year 2011-2012).  

Depreciation of the District’s assets is also a significant expense (approximately $40,000, or about 25% of 
total District expenses, in FY 2011-12). During the course of a fiscal year, the value of an agency’s physical 
assets, such as structures and equipment, may be increased (through upgrades, expansions, or investment). 
Typically, the value of these assets is also depreciated over the assets’ anticipated economically useful life, 
usually 20 to 40 years. Depreciation is a substantial dollar amount, but generally does not directly affect 
District operations. While depreciation does not reflect an “out-of-pocket” expenditure of funds, it does 
result in a substantial yearly reduction in the valuation of the District’s assets. 

Presently, all proceeds from rental of the Lions Club Hall property return to the Lions Club and do not 
benefit the District financially. The District’s board is exploring additional income opportunities for the 
Lions Club Hall. The District has increased revenues from user fees by 5% to 6% per year for several years. 
Although the pool was closed for repairs for one to two seasons around 2010, it is currently functional and 
a source of revenue. Table 1, below, provides an overview of District incomes and expenses from 2010 to 
the present.  

Table 1: 
Greenfield Public Recreation District 

Income Summary, Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to Present 

Fiscal Year, with 
Data Status Shown1 

2010-11 
(audited)2 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13 
(SCO) 

2013-14 
(SCO) 

2014-15 
(unaudited) 

2015-16 
(budgeted) 

Total Revenues  $    290,561     160,305 160,041 171,232 

Not available 
Total Expenses 

Includes depreciation of 
physical assets (approx. 

$40,000 per year) 

$    192,282 163,080 153,225 171,502 

Net Income $     98,279 -2,775 6,816 -270 

                                                      
1 SCO = Annual income and expense data (not yet audited) provided by the District to the State Controller’s Office, 
in accordance with standard procedures for special districts. 
2 Revenues and (to a lesser extent) expenses were each markedly higher in FY 2010-11 due to one-time grant funds, 
and related significant capital outlay for facility improvements related to the swimming pool and PG&E-related 
upgrades, among other work. 

http://ci.greenfield.ca.us/index.aspx?page=343
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The information that was provided to LAFCO appears to indicate a total annual Net Income that fluctuates 
slightly above or below the District’s break-even point, with the exception of Fiscal Year 2010-11 (please 
refer to footnote 2 for Table 1).  

Table 2, below, provides an overview of District assets from Fiscal Year 2010-11 to the present.  

Table 2: 
Greenfield Public Recreation District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to Present 

Fiscal Year-End, with 
Data Status Shown 

June 30, 2011 
(audited) 

June 30, 2012 
(audited) 

June 30, 2013  
(SCO) 

June 30, 2014 
(SCO) 

June 30, 2015 
(unaudited) 

Assets  
“Current”1 133,078 160,350 Not available Not available 

Not available 
Total $   607,015 598,618 581,479 543,571 

Liabilities $     22,947 17,325 19,383 19,527 

Total Net Assets $  584,068 581,293 562,096 524,044 

As of the most recent audit (through June 2012), the District had total net assets of about $581,000 
(including ownership of Oak Park and Lions Hall). Cash, cash equivalents, and other “current” assets 
totaled about $160,000, while total liabilities were only $17,325. The subsequent incremental reduction in 
District assets seen in 2013 and 2014 is likely due to standard asset depreciation expenses. District 
representatives have expressed confidence in the District’s overall financial position. The pool facility at 
Oak Park has reopened after recent repairs and is back to being a revenue source. 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Shared Services and Other Partnerships: The District shares a common boundary, and a similar mission, 
with the Soledad-Mission Recreation District to the north (also discussed in its own district profile within 
this study). In addition, the District’s Oak Park is located next to the cemetery operated by the Greenfield 
Cemetery District. The Greenfield Memorial District owns and maintains Jim Maggini Memorial Park, 
about three miles from Oak Park, with a community center, basketball court, and barbeque pits. The City 
of Greenfield also operates nine neighborhood parks within city limits.  

LAFCO’s 2006 MSR for the District noted that “Cooperative arrangements between the District, the City, 
and/or the Memorial District may provide opportunities for the entities to improve efficiency of service.” 
This statement remains relevant today, and could be expanded to consider the proximity of other nearby 
agencies such as the Soledad-Mission Recreation District and the Greenfield Cemetery District.  

Some efficiencies have been jointly implemented between nearby agencies2. However, various other, 
additional opportunities for sharing of equipment, buildings, staff members, programs and other resources 
for greater efficiencies of service delivery may remain possible. District representatives who were consulted 
for this study did not perceive any viable current opportunities for increased interagency coordination of 
programs or services. LAFCO continues to encourage the District to explore opportunities for partnerships 
with nearby agencies. The idea of a partnership between the two adjacent recreation districts (Soledad-

                                                      
1 Cash, cash equivalents, and other short-term assets are known as current assets. 
2 For example, the District’s on-site well at Oak Park currently provides water to the adjacent Greenfield Cemetery District facility. 
Discussions between the two districts explored shared services and governance structures, but did not progress further.  
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Mission and Greenfield), to better determine and respond to community recreational activity needs, and 
to coordinate activities and/or access to facilities, remains a possibility for future discussions. Other 
opportunities for outsourcing, shared administrative oversight and staffing, or other similar combining of 
resources could exist with the City of Greenfield, the Memorial District, or other agencies in the area.  

Population Growth: The most recent Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments studies forecast 
that future population growth in Greenfield will be among the robust in the county, with a total of 45% 
growth projected to occur between 2010 and 2035. Such growth is likely to place substantial pressure on 
various types of service providers in the area, including the District. 

 Oak Park – Potential Expansion Area:  The park site includes five acres of undeveloped land, presently 
used for overflow parking, which the District is considering improving with additional park amenities.  
Mature oak trees provide shade in the area. Tent camping and a paintball attraction are being considered, 
although the latter’s compatibility with adjacent agricultural land uses has yet to be confirmed. The 
possibility of a firing range somewhere on the site has also been considered. A currently unused Quonset 
hut at the park formerly housed a gun club, but bringing the building in to conformance with modern 
safety codes to reinstate such a use is thought to be cost-prohibitive. 

SUMMARY 

1. The Greenfield Public Recreation District is carrying out its mission and providing services to the 
community. Its Oak Park is an important recreational asset to the Greenfield area. 

2. The District’s existing boundaries and designated Sphere of Influence are appropriate and are not in 
need of adjustment at this time.  

3. The District is generally in conformance with State directives such as open public meetings, filing of 
annual financial disclosures, and ethics training requirements, and has expressed interest in adopting 
board policies and procedures to help guide District governance and operations.  

4. Based on available information, total District revenues appear to be roughly consistent with total 
expenses. 

5. Projected population growth in the Greenfield area is likely to place additional pressure for facilities 
and services in the future. 

6. Significant opportunities may exist for greater efficiencies of service delivery through potential future 
partnerships with the City of Greenfield and/or independent special districts in the nearby area such 
as the Greenfield Public Recreation District, the Soledad-Mission Recreation District, the Greenfield 
Cemetery District, local schools, or other agencies. District representatives do not perceive any viable 
current opportunities for increased interagency coordination of programs or services with nearby 
agencies. LAFCO continues to encourage the District to explore such opportunities in the future. 
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Greenfield Memorial District 

615 El Camino Real, Greenfield, CA 93927  
P.O. Box 91, Greenfield, CA 93927;  (831) 674-2234 

Greenfield Memorial District – At a Glance 

Formation Date September 2, 1947 

Legal Authority Military & Veterans Code, Sections 1170-1259 et seq. 

Board of Directors Five-member Board of Directors; elected for four-year terms. 

District Area Approximately 42 square miles 

Sphere of Influence Same as District  

Population (2010 est.) 17,100, including 16,300 within Greenfield city limits 

Budget (FY 2015-16) $175,500 

Approximate Annual Revenue 
Per District Resident 

$10 

Program Manager  Kelly Falsey 

Employees One full time general manager; one part-time activities director 

Facilities Jim Maggini Memorial Park, 615 El Camino Real  

Website  The City of Greenfield’s web site provides general information 
about the District: ci.greenfield.ca.us/index.aspx?page=342 

INTRODUCTION 

The Greenfield Memorial District was formed in 1947, by local election, to provide for the construction of 
a memorial hall and gathering place for the American Legion, and to facilitate community activities for 
returning war veterans. The District’s primary function is to operate and maintain the Greenfield Memorial 
Hall, which was completed and opened in 1956. The hall is located within the District-owned Jim Maggini 
Memorial Park, adjacent to Greenfield’s city hall near the city’s northern end. 

DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

The District’s boundaries encompass approximately 43 square miles of lands in and around Greenfield, and 
have remained unchanged since the District’s formation. Its boundaries partly overlap with, but are less 
extensive than, the Greenfield Public Recreation District’s boundaries. No other memorial districts are 
located in the nearby area. The District’s Sphere of Influence was established in 1983 and is the same as 
current District boundaries. District representatives have not expressed a desire to adjust the existing 
boundaries or Sphere.  LAFCO staff has reviewed this conclusion and concurs that there are no nearby 
areas that warrant addition to the District’s boundaries or Sphere.
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(No Sphere of Influence designated 
beyond existing District boundary) 
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FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

The District’s Greenfield Memorial Hall functions as a community activity center with an assembly 
capacity of 750 persons and a dining capacity of 500. The Memorial Hall includes an indoor basketball 
gymnasium that also serves as auditorium space with a stage.  The hall was once the largest facility of its 
kind in southern Monterey County. Until the 1970s, the hall served as Greenfield’s central gathering place 
for weddings, graduations, and quinceañeras, 
but it now competes with more modern group 
facilities in the area. The building is located 
within the District’s Jim Maggini Memorial 
Park. Park amenities include a baseball 
diamond, barbecue patio area, and picnic tables.  

The American Legion veteran organization 
meets once per month at the hall. The District 
offers one free use of the facility to per year to 
nonprofits such as the “Get on the Bus” program 
that enables children and their caregivers to 
visit incarcerated relatives. Weekend hall 
rentals remain active with private events such 
as baptisms and weddings. The District is 
working to encourage greater midweek use of 
the hall with programming such as yoga, youth 
basketball, and adult fitness. The District 
employs one full-time general manager/facilities 
keeper and recently hired a part-time activities 
director to enhance programs and revenues at 
the Memorial Hall. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

The District is governed by a five-member Board of Directors elected by registered voters in the District. 
One director seat is currently vacant. The Board of Directors meets on the first Tuesday of each month at 
6:00 pm in the District’s Memorial Hall.  

The Board of Directors operates under a set of bylaws, adopted in February 2015, that address Brown Act 
open meeting requirements, regular meeting dates, agenda preparation and postings, terms of office, 
committees of the board, and other aspects of District governance. The District has also adopted a written 

Greenfield City Hall 

Memorial Hall 
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policy regarding conflicts of interest. District representatives were receptive to templates for additional 
policies and procedures that were provided by LAFCO staff.  

The District does not currently maintain a web site. However, the City of Greenfield’s web site includes a 
page that provides basic information about the District and the Memorial Hall 
facility: ci.greenfield.ca.us/index.aspx?page=3432  District staff has expressed interest in creating a web 
site in the near future to provide for greater public awareness of the recreation and activity programs 
available at the Memorial Hall. A web site would also allow a higher degree of public access to District 
governance information.  

The District prepares and approves an annual budget, and files the required financial transaction reports 
with the State Controller’s Office. The District’s finances are audited every two years, with the most recent 
audit completed in 2014 for financial data through June 2012. Board members file the State-required Annual 
Statement of Economic Interests (“Form 700,”) and participate in State-required ethics training 
requirements every two years.  

FINANCE 

Approximately 60% of the District’s annual revenue comes from property taxes, with most of the other 
income generated by facility rentals. The District currently has no long-term debt. The District’s largest 
operating expenditures are generally payroll and benefits, insurance, and utilities (totaling approximately 
60% of operating expenses in Fiscal Year 2011-2012, and roughly consistent with recent previous years).  

Depreciation of the District’s assets is a lesser, though still substantial expense (approximately $12,000 per 
year, or about 8% of total District expenses). During the course of a fiscal year, the value of an agency’s 
physical assets, such as structures and equipment, may be increased (through upgrades, expansions, or 
investment). Typically, the value of these assets is also depreciated over the assets’ anticipated 
economically useful life, usually 20 to 40 years. Depreciation is a considerable dollar amount, but generally 
does not directly affect District operations. While depreciation does not reflect an “out-of-pocket” 
expenditure of funds, it does contribute to an incremental yearly reduction in the valuation of the District’s 
assets. 

Table 1, below, provides an overview of District revenues and expenditures from 2010 to the present.  

Table 1: 
Greenfield Memorial District 

Income Summary; Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to Present 

Fiscal Year, with 
Data Status Shown 

2010-11 
(audited) 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13 
(unaudited) 

2013-14 
(unaudited) 

2014-15 
(unaudited) 

2015-16 
(budgeted) 

Total Revenues  $  148,255 152,606 154,476 161,426 171,468 175,500 

Total Expenses 
Includes depreciation of 
physical assets (approx. 

$12,000 per year) 

$   153,518 164,801 154,584 173,314 170,502 180,5001 

Net Income $    -5,263 -12,195 -108 -11,888 -4,801 -5,000 
(see footnote 2) 

                                                      
1 District representatives noted that actual year-end expenses are expected to be higher due to an employee 
pension-related issue that the District is currently working to resolve. 
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Table 1 indicates that the District’s total expenses are consistently higher than revenues. However, it is 
important to recognize that these net-negative incomes do not reflect a summary of cash flows. As noted 
above, these figures include depreciation expenses, in accordance with the District’s audit reports and 
standard accounting practices. However, asset depreciation on paper generally does not affect day-to-day, 
ongoing District operations. If depreciation were to be factored out of this analysis, the District’s more 
tangible, “out-of-pocket” expenditures would much more closely align with revenues and would result in 
net-positive year-end incomes in most years.  

Table 2, below, provides an overview of District assets from Fiscal Year 2010-11 to the present.  

Table 2: 
Greenfield Memorial District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to Present 

Fiscal Year-End, with 
Data Status Shown 

June 30, 2011 
(audited) 

June 30, 2012 
(audited) 

June 30, 2013  
(unaudited) 

June 30, 2014 
(unaudited) 

June 30, 2015 
(unaudited) 

Assets  
“Current”1 $         124,961 123,634 136,557 138,007 140,479 

Total $   384,429 371,713 373,405 363,726 357,115 

Liabilities $     12,340 11,819 13,619 15,828 14,019 

Total Net Assets $  372,089 359,894 359,786 347,898 343,096 

When factoring in standard depreciation of the Memorial Hall building and other depreciable assets 
(currently approximately $12,000 per year in addition to the expenses shown in the table above), Table 2 
shows a modest year-to-year decline in the total paper value of the District’s assets in recent years. This 
decline generally reflects asset depreciation, as discussed above. The District’s general fund balance 
indicates a trend of stability and modest increases. 

In summary, the District generally appears to be financially stable from year to year, and has funds (current 
assets) available for use in times of need. However, District representatives note that after payroll expenses 
and other fixed overhead costs, little revenue remains available for maintenance, capital improvements, or 
reinvestment in the property. In a departure from other recent years, the District’s approved budget for 
Fiscal Year 2014-15 anticipated needing to draw on reserves in order to cover expected expenses. However, 
actual revenues (not yet audited) for FY 2014-15 were sufficient to provide a small positive net income.  

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Shared Services and Other Partnerships: The District serves mostly the same population as the 
Greenfield Public Recreation District, and the services offered by the two districts are somewhat similar. 
The City of Greenfield also operates nine neighborhood parks within city limits. The District’s boundaries 
are also adjacent to those of the Soledad-Mission Recreation District, whose facility is about eight miles 
from Maggini Park. The Memorial District’s finances are generally stable, and the District is carrying out 
its mission as it has done for many years as a valued member of the community. However, LAFCO 
encourages the District to continue to explore opportunities for greater efficiencies of service delivery 
through increased collaboration with the nearby special districts, the City, and other public and private 

                                                      
1 Cash, cash equivalents, and other short-term assets are known as current assets. 
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agencies in the area. Please refer to the Greenfield Public Recreation District and Soledad-Mission 
Recreation District profiles within this study for additional discussion of this subject. 

Memorial Hall: The District’s facility was built about 60 years ago and its aging building systems and 
amenities are in need of reinvestment. The Memorial Hall also now experiences competition from newer 
activity centers and event venues in the area. District representatives believe the building needs a 
comprehensive renovation to increase its attractiveness as a venue for activities and special events, and to 
increase compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. The District has considered proposing a 
bond measure and has also explored other fundraising possibilities, but to date no funds for updating the 
building have been identified. 

Recreational Activity Programming: The Memorial Hall is generally not being utilized to its full potential 
on weekdays. The District recently restructured part of the compensation package for its full-time general 
manager, allowing the hiring of a part-time activities director to focus on programming and to bring in 
additional users and revenue. The District is also planning to start hosting a web site in the near future to 
promote awareness of its recreational programs as well as the availability of the Memorial Hall as a special 
event venue. 

A professional third-party review of the District’s existing fees and programs may also be a useful option 
for the District to explore in the future. A comprehensive fee study, typically followed up by development 
of a strategic plan for implementing the study’s findings, is a means of aligning District services and 
programs with existing and potential future revenue streams. A fee study and strategic plan could be of 
value in strengthening the District’s long-term sustainability. 

Population Growth: The most recent Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments studies forecast 
that future population growth in Greenfield will be among the robust in the county, with a total of 45% 
growth projected to occur between 2010 and 2035. Such growth is likely to place substantial pressure on 
various types of service providers in the area, including the District. 

SUMMARY 

1. The Greenfield Memorial District is carrying out its mission and, as the only memorial district in the 
central/south Salinas Valley, is providing an important and locally unique service to the community. 

2. The District’s existing boundaries and designated Sphere of Influence are appropriate and are not in 
need of adjustment at this time.  

3. The District operates under adopted bylaws and is generally in conformance with State directives such 
as open public meetings, filing of annual financial disclosures, and ethics training requirements. 
LAFCO encourages the District to consider adopting additional board policies and procedures to help 
guide District governance and operations. 

4. The District has generally been able to keep its expenditures in line with revenues in most recent years. 
The board and staff are striving to enhance programs in order to increase use of the Memorial Hall and 
strengthen the District’s revenue base. 

5. Significant opportunities may exist for greater efficiencies of service delivery through potential future 
partnerships with the City of Greenfield and/or independent special districts in the nearby area such 
as the Greenfield Public Recreation District, the Soledad-Mission Recreation District, the Greenfield 
Cemetery District, local schools, or other agencies.  

6. Projected population growth in the Greenfield area is likely to place additional pressure for facilities 
and services in the future. 
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San Lucas County Water District 
 
53365 Main Street, San Lucas, CA 93954   
(831) 382-4410   
 

San Lucas County Water District – At A Glance 

Formation Date January 15, 1965  

Legal Authority Water Code, Sections 30000-33900  

Board of Directors 
Five-member Board of Directors, elected or appointed for four-year 
terms  

District Area Approximately 93 acres 

Sphere of Influence Same as District boundaries 

Population (2010 est.) 265 

Budget (FY 2015-16) $137,808 

Approximate Annual Revenue 
Per District Resident 

$520 

General Manager Susan Madson 

Employees One part-time general manager and one part-time meter reader 

Facilities 300,000 gallon storage tank, sewage lift station, sewer ponds, 
spray fields. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The San Lucas County Water District was formed in 1965 to provide both potable water and wastewater 
services (sewage collection, treatment and disposal) to the unincorporated community of San Lucas. 
Located about 10 miles south of King City in southern Monterey County, San Lucas has been described by 
the County as a very low-income, predominantly Hispanic farmworker community. The District presently 
serves 96 ratepayers, 75 of which are residential connections.  

DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

The District’s boundaries are approximately 93 acres in area and remain unchanged since the District’s 
formation. The District’s Sphere of Influence was established in 1983 and is the same as current District 
boundaries. District representatives have not expressed a desire to adjust the existing boundaries or 
Sphere. LAFCO staff has reviewed this conclusion and concurs that no nearby areas that appear to be in 
need of District services or that would otherwise warrant addition to the District’s boundaries or Sphere.  
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beyond existing District boundary) 
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FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

The District office is in a converted residence, the rental of which is shared with the San Lucas Cemetery 
District, on Main Street in San Lucas. Staffing is provided by a part-time secretary (two days per week) 
and a meter reader once per month. As is common for small, rural districts, various services are provided 
by consultants and contract staff on an as-needed basis.  

The District provides water and wastewater services to the community. Groundwater is the District’s sole 
water source. In the recent past, the District has struggled with well contamination and significant water 
quality issues, as discussed below in the Challenges and Opportunities section. In December 2014, a new 
interim/temporary well located on privately owned agricultural lands began providing potable water to 
the District. The District’s sewage treatment facilities (aeration ponds and spray field) are located on 
Highway 198, about a mile beyond the District’s boundaries. 

 

GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

The District is governed by five board members. One member seat is currently vacant. Board members are 
appointed by the Board of Supervisors when there are not multiple challengers for open seats on the board.  
If more than two candidates are interested in a single seat, then an election would be required. The Board 
of Directors meets on the second Thursday of the month at 6:00 pm at the District’s office. A District 
representative noted that obtaining a meeting quorum is sometimes difficult. The District does not 
currently maintain a web site. 

The District has a partial set of written procedures in place to guide its operations, and received templates 
for additional policies and procedures from LAFCO staff. District representatives expressed that the 
preparation of bylaws, as well as additional policies and procedures, would be of great benefit in clarifying 
roles and responsibilities for current and potential future board members.  

The District prepares and approves an annual budget, and files financial transaction reports with the State 
Controller’s Office. However, as of this writing, SCO filings appear to be missing revenue and expense data 
for Fiscal Years 2011 through 2014. The District’s finances are audited every year. Board members file the 
State-required Annual Statement of Economic Interests (“Form 700,”) and participate in State-required 
ethics training requirements every two years.  

San Lucas’s southeast corner, looking easterly from  
Cattlemen Road and Lockwood-San Lucas Road 
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FINANCE 

User fees are the primary source of revenue for the District’s potable water services. The sewage treatment 
operations are primarily funded by property taxes. These two funding sources are roughly comparable in 
a given year.  

The District’s expenses are also roughly evenly divided between its water and wastewater services. The 
District’s largest annual expense is depreciation of its water and wastewater systems infrastructure, 
representing about half of total expenses (around $125,000 per year). Most of the District’s assets consist 
of its physical water and wastewater infrastructure such as water storage tanks, distribution pipes, pumps, 
and aeration ponds. In accordance with standard accounting practices, the economic value of these assets 
on paper is depreciated over the course of their typical economically useful life, which is generally 
anticipated to be 20 to 40 years. 

Other major expenses include utilities (~10%) and management fees, professional fees, and salaries (~20%). 
As of the most recent audit (through June 2013), the District had about $85,000 in outstanding long-term 
debt. Annual debt service of approximately $5,000 is a relatively small component of the District’s 
expenses.  

Table 1, below, provides an overview of the District’s annual income from 2010 to the present.  

Table 1: 
San Lucas County Water District 

Income Summary; Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to Present 

Fiscal Year, with 
Data Status Shown 

2010-11 
(audited) 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13 
(audited) 

2013-14 
(unaudited) 

2014-15 
(unaudited) 

2015-16 
(budgeted) 

Total Revenues $      151,814 139,311 139,382 144,666 162,619 137,808 

Total Expenses 
Includes depreciation of 
physical assets (approx. 

$125,000 per year) 

$   248,437 276,202 248,362 242,083 132,042 

137,808 
(Expenditures; 

excludes 
depreciation)1 

Net Income 
Includes depreciation 

(see Expenses note, 
above) 

$ -96,623 -136,891 -108,980 -97,417 10,577* 
(*see footnote 1) 

TBD 
(see footnote 1) 

Table 1 shows a distinct pattern of the District’s expenses being much higher than revenues. However, it 
is important to recognize that these net-negative incomes do not reflect a summary of cash flows. As noted 
above, these figures include depreciation expenses, in accordance with the District’s audit reports and 
standard accounting practices. However, asset depreciation on paper generally does not affect day-to-day, 
ongoing District operations. If depreciation were to be factored out of this analysis, the District’s more 
tangible, “out-of-pocket” expenditures would much more closely align with revenues and would result in 
net-positive year-end incomes in some years.  

  

                                                      
1 Does not include depreciation of District’s physical assets, which have been approximately $125,000 per year in 
recent years. 
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Table 2, below, provides an overview of District assets from Fiscal Year 2010-11 to the present.  

Table 2: 
San Lucas County Water District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to Present 

Fiscal Year, with 
Data Status Shown 

2010-11 
(audited) 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13  
(audited) 

2013-14 
(unaudited) 

2014-15 
(unaudited) 

Assets  
“Current”1 $          79,985 41,144 37,009 62,268 87,138 

Total $    2,351,224 2,215,064 2,093,183 2,004,542 2,272,467 

Liabilities $       489,265 489,996 477,096 485,989 491,215 

Total Net Assets $    1,861,959 1,725,068 1,616,087 1,518,553 1,781,252 

As of the most recent audit (through June 2013), the District had total assets of almost $2.1m. Cash and 
other “current” assets, as a subset of total District assets, were about $37,000. Liabilities and deferred 
inflows totaled $477,000, or about 25% of total District assets.2  

The District’s cash, cash equivalents, and other “current” assets—although modest in size and having 
fluctuated in recent years as the District has grappled with well contamination challenges and also had to 
replace sewage pumps—is relatively stable from year to year, and does not mirror the largely depreciation-
driven annual reduction in the valuation of the District’s total assets. 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Recent Groundwater Contamination Issues: In the recent past, the District has struggled with 
groundwater contamination that necessitated use of bottled drinking water in San Lucas for more than 
three years. In July 2011, the Monterey County Health Department issued a do-not-drink order after tests 
on the District’s well showed nitrate levels exceeding standards. The District coordinated the distribution 
of bottled water to the community for drinking and cooking. Residents were still able to use the (non-
potable) tap water for other purposes. Bottled water service to the community was initially paid for by the 
District, but then shifted to the nearby farming operation (Mission Ranch, just outside San Lucas) 
determined to have been responsible for the contaminants getting into the public supply.  

As of December 2014, Mission Ranch has drilled a new well that meets water quality standards and is 
currently providing clean potable water to the community via the District’s distribution pipelines. The 
County Health Department has issued a notice lifting the previous restrictions on use of the District’s 
water. However, the District reports that some members of the community have expressed that they 
remain leery of using tap water for drinking and cooking.  

Mission Ranch continues to own the new well, which is anticipated to continue to provide water to the 
District for a temporary, but indeterminate, period of time. In the longer term, the District and Mission 
Ranch seek to identify a more permanent solution, under full public ownership, for provision of potable 
water to the community. The County of Monterey is directly assisting the District in this effort, and helped 

                                                      
1 Cash, cash equivalents, and other short-term assets are known as current assets. 
2 At present, most (about 80%) of the dollar amount classified as the District’s liabilities reflects deferred revenue that 
was advanced to the District by a housing developer in 2013 to fund a portion of improvements to the District’s pump 
and water delivery system. The District agreed to credit the advanced funds toward water and sewer connection fees 
to be charged to the subdivision in the future. This revenue will be recognized in the year it is earned. 
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the District obtain a grant to fund a planning/feasibility study. The study analyzed several options that 
included drilling a new well, acquiring permanent rights to the existing temporary well, and consolidation 
with another existing water service provider. As of this writing, the District’s preferred option is to tie in 
to King City’s municipal water system, which is owned and operated by California Water Service 
Company. The cost of connecting to the King City water system is estimated to be as much as seven million 
dollars, 2.5 million of which may be available through a State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
construction loan. The SWRCB is in the process of reviewing this preferred alternative. The County 
estimates that pipeline design, environmental review, and construction will take at least two years.   

Aging Infrastructure: The District’s initial infrastructure was installed in 1968. In April 2004, the district 
received an $81,600 loan and $627,500 grant to install water system upgrades, which have been constructed 
and are in use, providing greater water pressure and system reliability.  In recent years the District has 
experienced costly failures of lift station pumps. During the waiting periods for pump replacement, the 
District had to pay for a contract septic service to empty a sewage receiving vault on a daily basis and truck 
the sewage uphill to the District’s sedimentation ponds and spray fields along Highway 198. Additional 
expenses occur when water distribution lines are accidentally broken by agricultural equipment. When a 
break occurs, great effort and immediate attention is needed to avoid having the District’s water tank 
completely drain out. After the recent water upgrades and replacements of sewage pumps, the District’s 
systems are reportedly in generally good repair. Given that the District now has a new (temporary) potable 
water source in place, District does not expect any immediate new capital expenses due to aging 
infrastructure.  However, the future cost of acquiring a District-owned permanent water source, as 
discussed above, remains a significant financial hurdle. 

Governance: Difficulties with Board member attendance have sometimes resulted in meeting quorums not 
being met and delays in processing the public business of the District. The District’s representative was 
receptive to templates for bylaws and written policies and procedures, and other resources such as the 
Board Member/Trustee Handbook from the California Special Districts Association, that were provided 
by LAFCO staff.  

The District’s finances are currently audited every year. The District’s representative indicated that the 
possibility of switching from an annual to a biennial review cycle had been explored in the past but was 
determined to be unfeasible because of reporting requirements related to the use of State loan funds. 

Shared Services and Other Partnerships for More Efficient Service Delivery: The Water District shares 
office space and limited equipment (photocopier) with the San Lucas Cemetery District. Each district pays 
rent to a San Lucas resident for the use of the office building. Due in part to the community’s geographic 
remoteness, opportunities resources, or functions with other agencies are limited. The San Ardo Water 
District provides similar services but is located about 10 miles away and relies on a mix of contract services 
and volunteer efforts. No other independent special districts are located in the immediate area of this small, 
unincorporated rural community (the South Monterey County Fire Protection District is in the process of 
annexing the San Lucas area, but the annexation would result in no known changes to the Water District).  
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SUMMARY 

1. The San Lucas Water District is carrying out its mission of providing essential water and wastewater 
services to the community. 

2. The District’s existing boundaries and designated Sphere of Influence are appropriate and are not in 
need of adjustment.  

3. The District is generally in conformance with State directives such as open public meetings, audits, 
filing of annual financial disclosures, and ethics training requirements. LAFCO encourages the District 
to consider adopting board policies and procedures to help guide District governance and operations. 

4. District finances are generally stable, with actual “out-of-pocket” expenditures (excluding asset 
depreciation) held lower than revenues in most recent years.    

5. Groundwater contamination problems were a significant impact to District operations in recent years 
(2011-2014). A new well on private property provides an interim water source that has resolved the 
immediate public health issues. The need for a permanent water source remains a significant future 
financial challenge. In other respects, the District’s infrastructure (water delivery and wastewater 
systems) are believed to be in generally good repair.     

6. The District shares its office space with the San Lucas Cemetery District. Due to the San Lucas 
community’s remote location and the services provided by the District, there are limited, if any, further 
opportunities to share facilities or services with any other agencies. 
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San Ardo California Water District 
 
62543 Main Street, San Ardo, CA 93450 
(831) 627-2349 
 

San Ardo California Water District – At A Glance 

Formation Date September 19, 1955  

Legal Authority Water Code, sections 34000-38500  

Board of Directors 
Five-member Board of Directors, elected or appointed for four-year 
terms 

District Area Approximately 81 acres 

Sphere of Influence Same as District boundaries  

Population (2010 est.) 515 

Budget (FY 2015-16) Not available 

Approximate Annual Revenue 
Per District Resident 

$215 

General Manager  William (Monty) Kanthack 

Employees One part-time employee; volunteers 

Facilities One active and one reserve well, a 55,000-gallon tank, and water 
and sewer mains. 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 

The San Ardo California Water District was formed in 1955 to provide potable water and sewer services 
(sewage collection, treatment and disposal) to the unincorporated community of San Ardo, located about 
20 miles south of King City in southern Monterey County, on mile east of Highway 101. The District serves 
165 ratepayer accounts, most of which are residential connections. 
 

DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

The District’s boundaries are approximately 80 acres in area and remain unchanged since the District’s 
formation. The District’s Sphere of Influence was established in 1983 and is the same as current District 
boundaries. District representatives have not expressed a desire to adjust the existing boundaries or 
Sphere.  LAFCO staff has reviewed this conclusion and concurs that there are no nearby areas that warrant 
addition to the District’s boundaries or Sphere. 
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(No Sphere of Influence designated 
beyond existing District boundary) 
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FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

The District owns and operates infrastructure for provision of water and wastewater services. 
Groundwater is the District’s sole water source. Primary components of the District’s water system 
include two wells (one active, one reserve), a 55,000-gallon water tank, a network of water and sewer 
mains located in streets and easements, and two saturation-evaporation ponds for sewage disposal. The 
District is based in a small office building (converted residence) that it owns, on Main Street in San Ardo.  

Staffing is at a basic level, with one part-time office employee. The District arranges with qualified third 
parties to fulfill State- and County-required licensing for water and wastewater chemical testing. Many 
District functions, such as service calls and repairs, are performed by board members or other involved 
community members. District representatives are proud of the local sense of community spirit, 
volunteerism, and resourcefulness.  

Unlike the incorporated communities within the Salinas Valley, San Ardo has not been subject to 
significant development pressure. As a result, the District has maintained a relatively stable number of 
customers, although the movement of farm labor in and out of the community may produce seasonal 
fluctuations in total population and persons per household. 

GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

The District is governed by a five-member Board of Trustees. The board meets on the second Tuesday of the 
month in the District’s office. Board members are appointed by the Board of Supervisors when there are not 
multiple challengers for open seats on the board. If more than two candidates are interested in a single seat, 
then an election would be required. The District has generally been able to successfully maintain a full roster 
of five trustees, but in recent years few (and sometimes no) community members have expressed interest in 
serving on the board. District representatives state that board meetings are sparsely attended by community 
members.  

District representatives report that an adopted set of bylaws exists, but that the District does not currently 
have any written policies and procedures to help guide its operations. The District was receptive to 
templates for policies and procedures and other resources that were provided by LAFCO staff as part of 
the outreach for this study. 

The District’s finances are audited on an annual basis, although there appear to be some delays in their 
completion. According to the most recently completed audit (through June 2012), the District also adopts 
an annual budget. The District files financial transaction reports with the State Controller’s Office (SCO). 
Board members file the State-required Annual Statement of Economic Interests (“Form 700,”) and 
participate in State-required ethics training requirements every two years. The District does not maintain 
a web site.  

 

 

San Ardo (Cattlemen Rd and Main St., looking north) 
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FINANCES 

Annual District revenue fluctuates around $100,000. The District does not receive any property tax 
revenues. Operating revenue is generated from service charges (water and wastewater fees, representing 
approximately 2/3 and 1/3 of operating revenue respectively). The District also receives non-operating 
rental income of about $30,000 per year from wireless communication antennas placed on District 
property.  

Table 1, below, provides an overview of the District’s finances from 2010 to the present.  

Table 1  
San Ardo California Water District 

Income Summary; Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to Present 

Fiscal Year, with 
Data Status Shown1 

2010-11 
(audited) 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13 
(SCO) 

2013-14 
(SCO) 

2014-15 
(unaudited) 

2015-16 
(budgeted) 

Total Revenues 
Includes non-operating 

(rental) income 
$      98,422 109,519 129,079 131,367 

Not available Total Expenses 
Includes depreciation of 
physical assets (approx. 

$8,000 per year) 

$      98,375 111,176 105,799 98,848 

Net Income $          47 $      -1,657 23,280 32,519 

Table 1 includes all District expenses, including about $8,000 per year in depreciation of the District’s 
infrastructure, in accordance with the reporting method used in the District’s audit reports. The District’s 
depreciation expense, representing about 7% of total expenses, is a relatively small component of the 
overall budget, compared to many other districts. 

The District’s water and sewer enterprises have experienced an operating loss of approximately $30,000 
per year in its two most recently audited fiscal years (2010-11 and 2011-12). However, this operating loss 
was offset by a roughly equivalent rental income, resulting in total District revenues and expenses being 
roughly equivalent in recent years. If depreciation were to be factored out of this analysis, the District’s 
more tangible, “out-of-pocket” operating expenditures at the end of recent fiscal years would be net-
positive even without the rental income. As of the most recent audit, the District had no outstanding long-
term debt. 

Table 2, below, provides an overview of District assets from 2010 to the present.  

  

                                                      
1 SCO = Annual income and expense data (not yet audited) provided by the District to the State Controller’s Office, 
in accordance with standard procedures for special districts. 
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Table 2 
San Ardo County Water District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Year 2010-2011 to Present 

Fiscal Year-End, with 
Data Status Shown 

June 30, 2011 
(audited) 

June 30, 2012 
(audited) 

June 30, 2013  
(SCO) 

June 30, 2014 
(SCO) 

June 30, 2015 
(unaudited) 

Assets  
“Current”1 365,443 312,684 Not available Not available 

Not available 
Total $  539,285 522,901 552,734 583,553 

Liabilities 32,183 17,456 35,074 22,130 

Total Net Assets 507,102 505,445 517,660 561,423 

Somewhat unusually for a small, rural public agency, the District is quite well capitalized. As of the most 
recently completed audit (through June 2012), the District had roughly $313,000 in cash and cash 
equivalents, even after investing about $49,000 during the course of Fiscal Year 2011-12 in improvements 
to its capital assets and paying off a then-remaining $4,500 principal balance on a loan.   

According to the District’s (not-yet-audited) filings with the State Controller’s Office, the District’s total 
net assets increased by about 10% between the fiscal years ended in 2012 and 2014. District 
representatives state the increase likely reflects increased revenues during that time period (as reflected 
in table 1). 
 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Aging Infrastructure: The District’s wells have experienced no significant water quality problems. 
(Between 2011 and 2014, localized groundwater contamination was a significant challenge for the San 
Lucas Water District, 10 miles to the north). District representatives attribute their high groundwater 
quality to the locations of District wells upslope from potential contamination sources.  

However, in order to increase reliability and enhance capacity, the District has identified a need to 
eventually comprehensively replace the existing water system, which experiences high levels of leaking 
pipelines and other problems related to aging water infrastructure. The cost of the replacement work is 
estimated to be between three and ten million dollars. As is common for significant water system 
infrastructure upgrade investments, the cost of the needed work is beyond the scope of what the District 
would likely be able to recoup from ratepayer fees or bond financing. The District pursues grant funding 
opportunities when they are identified, but has not been able to secure grant funds for replacement of its 
water system. During the course of the current study, District representatives were put in touch with 
California Rural Legal Assistance (CRLA), a statewide nonprofit group that—among many other pro bono 
services—assists rural special districts in identifying and pursuing grant funding opportunities.  

The wastewater collection system is reportedly in a good state of repair, having already been upgraded in 
recent years at a relatively low cost through the use of volunteer time and resources.  

District Revenues: Water rates paid by District customers depend on meter size and the amount of water 

                                                      
1 Cash, cash equivalents, and other short-term assets are known as current assets. 
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used. District representatives state that rates have remained unchanged for many years and are not 
adequate to fund water system maintenance and repairs that will eventually be needed, due to the 
condition of the District’s aging infrastructure (discussed above).  

As referenced above in the Finance section, the District’s rental income of about $30,000 per year appears 
to be essentially backfilling/“subsidizing” an annual net loss of a similar dollar amount, combined between 
the District’s water and sewer operations. This arrangement has had close to a net-zero impact on the 
District’s finances in recent years. However, if the rental income stream were to be lost for some amount 
of time, for whatever reason, the impact on the District’s overall revenues would be substantial.    

A professional third-party review of the District’s existing fees and programs may be a useful option for 
the District to explore in the future. A comprehensive fee study, typically followed up by development of 
a strategic plan for implementing the study’s findings, is a means of aligning District services and programs 
with existing and potential future revenue streams. A fee study and strategic plan could be of value in 
strengthening the District’s long-term sustainability. 

Governance: District representatives were receptive to templates for bylaws and written policies and 
procedures, as well as other resources such as the Board Member/Trustee Handbook from the California 
Special Districts Association, that were provided by LAFCO staff. LAFCO encourages the District to 
consider customizing these templates into written policies and procedures for future adoption, to help 
guide the District’s operations and increase its level of governmental transparency. In addition, as a cost-
saving measure, the District is encouraged to discuss with the County of Monterey Auditor-Controller’s 
Office the possibility of switching from an annual to a biennial cycle of submitting audits. 

Shared Services and Other Partnerships for More Efficient Service Delivery (limited potential): Due 
in part to its geographic remoteness, the District does not have any shared facilities, resources, or functions 
with other agencies. The San Lucas Water District provides similar services but is located about 10 miles 
away and each of the two water districts has a long history of providing for its own operational needs. The 
South Monterey County Fire Protection District is in the process of annexing the San Lucas area, but the 
annexation would result in no known changes to the water district. The San Ardo Cemetery District is the 
only other independent special district located in the nearby area.  

SUMMARY 

1. The San Ardo Water District is carrying out its mission of providing essential water and wastewater 
services to the community. 

2. The District’s existing boundaries and designated Sphere of Influence are appropriate and are not in 
need of adjustment.  

3. Based on available information, total District revenues (including non-operating rental income) appear 
to be roughly consistent with total expenses. The District’s most recent audit (2012) indicated a 
substantial general fund balance.    

4. The District is generally in conformance with State directives such as open public meetings, filing of 
annual financial disclosures, and ethics training requirements. LAFCO encourages the District to 
consider adopting board policies and procedures to help guide District governance and operations. 

5. District representatives have identified a need to eventually comprehensively replace the existing water 
system, which will be a significant financial challenge. The wastewater collection system is reportedly 
in a good state of repair, having already been upgraded in recent years 

6. Due to the San Ardo community’s remote location and the services provided by the District, there are 
limited, if any, opportunities to share facilities or services with any other agencies. 
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DETERMINATIONS 

OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg (CKH) Act requires that the Commission conduct periodic reviews and 
updates of Spheres of Influence of all cities and districts in Monterey County (Government Code Section 
56425). The CKH Act also requires that, prior to updating an adopted Sphere, LAFCO shall conduct a 
review of municipal services (Government Code section 56430).   

This chapter provides recommended determinations with respect to each of the Municipal Service Review 
and Sphere of Influence subject areas required by the CKH Act. Each recommended determination applies 
to all five districts within this study. Based on the recommended determinations in this chapter, the 
Executive Officer recommends that the Commission approve the Municipal Service Review and affirm the 
currently adopted Spheres of Influence of each of the five districts. 

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW DETERMINATIONS 

1. Growth and Population Projections for the Affected Area 

Compared to the countywide average, projected future population growth through the year 2035 is high 
for Soledad and even higher for Greenfield. No significant population growth is projected for the 
unincorporated communities of San Lucas or San Ardo.  

2. The Location and Characteristics of Any Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities [DUCs] 
Within or Contiguous to the Sphere of Influence 

State law defines DUCs as communities with an annual median household income of less than 80% of the 
statewide annual median household income. Census block group data indicate that numerous residential 
areas within these five districts’ existing Spheres have incomes below 80% of the statewide median income. 
The districts’ services are available to these residents.  

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 DUCs within or Contiguous to the Sphere 
of Influence) 

Buildings owned and used by all the districts in this study are older facilities that are likely to require costly 
renovations or upgrades in the future in order to remain in service.  

The two recreation districts’ existing facilities are generally adequate to meet present levels of demand for 
services, with no significant capital improvements needs identified by District representatives. The 
Greenfield Memorial District has identified a need to make significant capital improvements to its 
Memorial Hall in order to attract users and strengthen its revenue base. Strong projected future population 
growth, particularly in Greenfield, will place increasing demands on facilities and services in the longer 
term.  

The two water districts have performed significant system upgrades in the recent past to maintain and 
improve water and wastewater service levels. The San Lucas Water District is in need of a permanent 
potable water source, and the San Ardo Water District anticipates a need to comprehensively replace its 
existing water system in the foreseeable future. There are no identified DUCs within or continuous to the 
districts’ Spheres that are unserved or underserved with regard to these districts’ water and wastewater 
services. 
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4. Financial Ability of Agency to Provide Services 

The five special districts included in this study are currently solvent, and are providing services in 
fulfillment of their missions. They operate with limited funding, often relying on part-time staffing levels 
and dedicated volunteer efforts in order to maintain services. To varying degrees, the districts have all 
generally experienced financial pressures from limited and reduced property tax revenues, higher 
employment costs (benefits, insurance), lack of growth in user fees, and other factors within the past five 
years.  

A comprehensive rate study, intended to strengthen an agency’s revenue base by rebalancing anticipated 
revenue needs and expenditures, may be an appropriate step for some districts to consider implementing 
in the future.  

Funding for multimillion-dollar Greenfield Memorial Hall improvements and water infrastructure projects 
mentioned in #3, above, will be dependent on future grants, bond funds, or other funding beyond the scope 
of the districts’ existing financial resources. 

5. Status of, and Opportunities for, Shared Facilities  

As discussed in the District Profiles and Executive Summary (and within the 2006 LAFCO study of 
Central and South Salinas valley agencies), opportunities for greater efficiency of service delivery 
through future use of shared services, facilities, and/or programs among various local agencies may 
exist in the Greenfield and Soledad areas. A future workshop focusing on agencies and services in the 
Greenfield area is a proposed follow-up action to this study, as discussed in the Recommended Actions 
section of the Executive Summary.  

The San Lucas Water District currently shares office space with the local cemetery district. No other such 
opportunities in the San Lucas and San Ardo areas were identified.  

6. Accountability for Community Service Needs, including Government Structure and Operational 
Efficiencies 

As discussed further in the Executive Summary (Key Findings) and in the District Profiles, State laws set 
forth numerous accountability-related requirements for special districts. The five studied districts appear 
to be making good-faith efforts to meet applicable requirements, and have achieved varying levels of 
compliance. Where some district-specific areas of noncompliance were noted, District representatives 
generally welcomed LAFCO-provided templates for future board action. Most of the districts in the study 
do not currently maintain a web site (not a legal requirement). 

7. Any Other Matter Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery, as Required by Commission 
Policy  

LAFCO staff has reviewed locally adopted LAFCO policies and notes no additional matters. 
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SPHERE OF INFLUENCE DETERMINATIONS  

1. The Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area, Including Agricultural and Open-Space Lands 

Present and planned land uses in these five districts’ current Spheres of Influence include two cities 
(Soledad and Greenfield), two unincorporated communities (San Lucas and San Ardo) and surrounding 
rural/agricultural areas. No changes to the existing Spheres, and no impacts to agricultural or open-space 
lands, are foreseen.    

2. The Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area 

There is a demonstrated present need for the facilities and services provided by the districts in this study. 
The need for indoor recreation facilities, and programs and services for youth, including at-risk youth, is 
an issue of significant relevance and interest in the region.  

Increased service needs resulting from projected future population growth will likely be more of a factor 
in Soledad and Greenfield than in San Lucas and San Ardo. Please refer to MSR determinations #1 and #3, 
above, for related discussion.  

3. The Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services that the Agency 
Provides or is Authorized to Provide  

The facilities/infrastructure owned and operated by these five districts are generally functional and 
providing services in response to current needs. There are identified needs for substantial upgrades and 
improvements beyond those that have already been performed in recent years and beyond existing the 
scope of financial resources (see MSR determinations #3 and #4, above, for related discussion).  

No categories of wholly unmet service needs within the districts’ respective purviews were identified 
during this study. However, the “overlap” of some services provided by special districts and the cities, 
which was identified in the 2006 LAFCO study, continues to be a concern. A future workshop focusing on 
the potential for greater efficiency of service delivery in the Greenfield area is a proposed follow-up action 
to this study, as discussed in the Recommended Actions section of the Executive Summary.  

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 

As discussed above, portions of the five districts’ present boundaries and Spheres of Influence include 
communities with annual household incomes less than 80% of the statewide annual median household 
income (DUCs). District services are currently available to these communities, and there are no proposed 
or recommended changes to existing district services or boundaries. 

5. For an update of a sphere of influence of a city or special district that provides [municipal and 
industrial water], the present and probable need for those public facilities and services of any 
DUCs within the existing sphere of influence. 

San Lucas and San Ardo each appear to meet the definition of a DUC. These areas receive existing services 
from the two water districts reviewed in this study. No currently unmet needs for service in or around 
these communities have been identified, and no significant population growth is anticipated in these areas. 
However, both districts have identified longer-term future infrastructure improvements that will require 
significant capital reinvestment.  
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SUBJECT: 2015 MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY OF 

CEMETERY DISTRICTS IN MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS: 

It is recommended that the Commission receive a report by the Executive Officer, conduct a public 
hearing, and adopt a Resolution (Attachment 1) to:   

1. Find that the action is exempt from provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
as “information collection” under Section 15306 of the State CEQA Guidelines and based on the 
determination that this action does not have the potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment (Section 15061(b)(3)); 
 

2. Adopt the 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study (Attachment 2) for the eight public 
cemetery districts located entirely in Monterey County (Castroville Cemetery District; Cholame 
Valley Cemetery District; Gonzales Cemetery District; Greenfield Cemetery District; King City 
Cemetery District; San Ardo Cemetery District; San Lucas Cemetery District; and Soledad Cemetery 
District), and including a brief discussion of the Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District for 
information only, as that multi-county District is under the jurisdiction of the Santa Cruz LAFCO; 
 

3. Based on the study’s recommended determinations, affirm the currently adopted Spheres of Influence 
of the eight cemetery districts located entirely in Monterey County, with no changes, and 

 
4. Authorize the Executive Officer to proceed with implementing two follow-up actions: 
 

a. Develop a program of continuing educational and training outreach to assist special district 
staff and board members countywide, and 
 

b. Participate in developing a workshop with Greenfield-area local agencies – including the 
City of Greenfield, the County of Monterey, the Greenfield Cemetery, Fire Protection, 
Memorial, and Public Recreation Districts, and other interested parties – to explore 
potential opportunities for greater efficiencies of service delivery. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT: 

State law requires LAFCO to periodically review and update the services and Spheres of Influence of 
all cities and special districts. In accordance with the Commission’s adopted work program, LAFCO 
staff has prepared a comprehensive study of cemetery districts in the county. As described in the study, 
each of the districts is carrying out its mission and providing valued services to the community, though 
often grappling with substantial difficulties. The districts are not currently proposing any boundary or 
Sphere modifications, and no such changes are recommended by LAFCO staff. Key findings and 
recommended “post-study” follow-up actions are presented in the study’s Executive Summary. 

Agency Coordination and Public Notice 

Because no changes are proposed to any of the districts’ existing Spheres of Influence, State law and 
LAFCO’s locally adopted policies require no public notice or hearing for this agenda item. However, as a 
“best practice,” a hearing notice for this study was published in the November 12 issue of the Monterey 
County Weekly for the December 7 LAFCO meeting. Courtesy copies of the notice were also sent to 
known interested parties. Staff coordinated on earlier drafts of the study with representatives from each  
of the districts to help ensure accuracy and completeness. The public review draft is available for 
download from LAFCO’s web site.  

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
Attachments:  
1. Draft Resolution 
2. 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study 

 
CC: 
Sylvia Vasquez, District Manager, Castroville Cemetery District 
Dana Guidotti, District Manager, Gonzales and Soledad Cemetery Districts 
Theresa Scattini, President, Greenfield Cemetery District 
Phyllis Gonzales, Green’s Accounting (Greenfield Cemetery District) 
Samantha Johnsen, Bookkeeper, King City Cemetery District 
Linda Larson, Trustee, San Lucas Cemetery District 
Cindy Beal, Board Secretary, San Ardo Cemetery District 
Marlene Thomason, Board Secretary, Cholame Valley Cemetery District 
Robert Stanford, District Manager, Pajaro Valley Cemetery District 
Patrick McCormick, Santa Cruz LAFCO 

 
Prepared by:  Thomas A. McCue, AICP, Senior Analyst 
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Draft LAFCO Resolution Making 
Determinations Adopting a 2015 

Municipal Service Review and Sphere of 
Influence Study of Cemetery Districts in 

Monterey County 



Attachment 14-1 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 15-XX 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF 
MONTEREY COUNTY MAKING DETERMINATIONS ADOPTING THE 2015 
MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY OF 

CEMETERY DISTRICTS IN MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

 
RESOLVED, by the Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County, State of 

California, that: 
 

WHEREAS, State law requires that the Commission conduct periodic reviews and updates of 
the Sphere of Influence of each city and district in Monterey County (Government Code section 56425); 
and  

 
WHEREAS, State law further requires the Commission to update information about municipal 

services before, or in conjunction with, adopting a Sphere update (Government Code section 56430); and  
 
WHEREAS, the subject study pertains to the Castroville Cemetery District, Cholame Valley 

Cemetery District, Gonzales Cemetery District, Greenfield Cemetery District, King City Cemetery 
District, San Ardo Cemetery District, San Lucas Cemetery District and Soledad Cemetery District; and 

 
WHEREAS, none of the subject districts is proposing modifications to its existing boundaries or 

Sphere of Influence; and 
 
WHEREAS, LAFCO staff has met and consulted with representatives of the districts, and other 

known interested parties, and has received written information regarding current and expected growth 
boundaries, the location and characteristics of disadvantaged unincorporated communities, planned and 
present capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public services, financial ability to provide services, 
opportunities for shared facilities and services, government structure, and operational efficiencies; and 

 
WHEREAS, the information gathered has provided the basis for preparation of a Municipal 

Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study and the Executive Officer has furnished a copy of this Study 
to each person entitled to a copy or expressing interest in receiving a copy, and  
  

WHEREAS, the Commission has heard from interested parties, considered the Study and the 
report of the Executive Officer, and considered the factors determined by the Formation Commission to be 
relevant to this matter, including, but not limited to, factors specified in Government Code sections 
56425(e) and 56430(a), and the Formation Commission’s policies. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County does 
HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE, AND ORDER as follows: 
 

Section 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct. 
 

Section 2. Acting as Lead Agency pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines, the Commission finds that this action is categorically exempt from the provisions of 
CEQA as “Information Collection” under Section 15306 of the CEQA Guidelines and based on the 
determination that this action does not have the potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment (Section 15061(b)(3)).  
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Section 3. In evaluating the District’s Sphere of Influence, the Commission has conducted a 

review of the services provided by the districts.  This service review was conducted in accordance with 
Government Code section 56430.  The analysis, conclusions and recommendations in this review were 
prepared with information provided by, and in consultation with, the districts.  Data sources are 
available for review in the office of the Commission. 

Section 4. In evaluating the service review, the Commission has considered a written 
statement of its determinations in accord with Government Code section 56430(a).  These determinations 
are made with respect to each of the following seven areas: 

a. Growth and Population Projections for the Affected Area. 

b. The Location and Characteristics of any Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities 
Within or Contiguous to the Sphere of Influence. 

c. Present and Planned Capacity of Public Facilities, Adequacy of Public Services, and 
Infrastructure Needs or Deficiencies including Needs or Deficiencies. 

d. Financial Ability of Agencies to Provide Services. 

e. Status of, and Opportunities for, Shared Facilities. 

f. Accountability for Community Service Needs, Including Governmental Structure and 
Operational Efficiencies. 

g. Any Other Matter Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery, as Required by 
Commission Policy. 

Section 5. In evaluating the District’s Sphere of Influence, the Commission has considered a written 
statement of its determinations, in accord with Section 56425(e) of the Government Code.  These 
determinations, included in the Study, are made with respect to each of the following four areas and are 
incorporated by reference into this resolution.  

a. The Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area, Including Agricultural and Open-Space 
Lands.    

b. The Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area. 

c. The Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services That the Agency 
Provides or is Authorized to Provide. 

d. The Existence of any Social or Economic Communities of Interest in the Area if the 
Commission Determines That They Are Relevant to the Agency. 

Section 6. The Commission has considered, as a part of its deliberations, all oral 
presentations and written communications received prior to the close of the public meeting. 

 
 Section 7.   In accordance with Government Code section 56430, the Commission hereby 
adopts the 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study for the eight public cemetery districts 
located entirely in Monterey County (Castroville Cemetery District; Cholame Valley Cemetery District; 
Gonzales Cemetery District; Greenfield Cemetery District; King City Cemetery District; San Ardo 
Cemetery District; San Lucas Cemetery District; and Soledad Cemetery District), and including a brief 
discussion of the Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District for information only, as that multi-county 
District is under the jurisdiction of the Santa Cruz LAFCO. 
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 Section 8. Based on the Study’s recommended determinations, the Commission hereby 
affirms the currently adopted Spheres of Influence of the eight cemetery districts located entirely in 
Monterey County, with no changes, as shown on the attached map (Exhibit A). 
 
 Section 9. The Commission authorize the Executive Officer to proceed with implementing 
two follow-up actions: 

a. Develop a program of continuing educational and training outreach to assist special district 
staff and board members countywide, and 
 

b. Participate in developing a workshop with Greenfield-area local agencies—including the 
City of Greenfield, the County of Monterey, the Greenfield Cemetery, Fire Protection, 
Memorial, and Public Recreation Districts, and other interested parties—to explore 
potential opportunities for greater efficiencies of service delivery. 

 
 
 UPON MOTION OF Commissioner _____________, seconded by Commissioner _______________, the 
foregoing resolution is adopted this 7th day of December, 2015 by the following vote: 

 
 
 
AYES:  
NOES:   
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:  
 
 

 ___________________________________ 
 Joe Gunter, Acting Chair 
 Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County 
 
 

 
ATTEST: I certify that the within instrument is a true and complete 

copy of the original resolution of said Commission on file 
within this office.    

 
 Witness my hand this ______ day of December, 2015 
 
 By: _________________________________ 
        Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This report provides information about the services and boundaries of eight public cemetery districts that 
are located entirely in Monterey County:  Castroville, Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield, King City, San 
Lucas, San Ardo and Cholame Valley. The report also provides brief information about the Pajaro Valley 
Public Cemetery District, a multi-county district that is under the jurisdiction of Santa Cruz LAFCO. 
 
The California Legislature authorized the creation of public cemetery districts in 1909.  Eight cemetery 
districts were formed entirely in Monterey County.  Most were formed to maintain pre-existing cemeteries 
that were originally built by pioneers, non-profit organizations and religious institutions.  All are 
responsible for owning, maintaining, expanding and operating specific cemeteries within their boundaries.  
As shown in the map on Page 4, public cemetery districts are concentrated in rural communities in the 
southern Salinas Valley and North Monterey County.  Cemetery districts were first formed in Soledad, 
Gonzales and King City (the late 1930s), followed by Greenfield (1943) and Castroville, San Ardo and 
Cholame Valley (1950s).  The San Lucas Cemetery District was formed in 1974.  The Pajaro Valley Public 
Cemetery District, centered in Santa Cruz County and serving portions of northern Monterey County, was 
formed in 1955.   
 
Table 1 (Page 6) is a summary of basic information about all nine cemetery districts.  The districts serve an 
area of about 1,300 square miles in Monterey County.  Almost 100,000 or 23 percent of Monterey County 
residents live within the boundaries of a public cemetery district.  The eight districts located entirely in 
Monterey County inter approximately 175 residents a year, and the Pajaro Valley district may inter another 
40 Monterey County residents a year.  Together, the cemetery districts bury nearly nine percent of the 
people who die each year in Monterey County.1   Cemetery districts offer residents and property owners 
inside their boundaries the opportunity for internment in local communities. County residents outside of 
cemetery districts may receive services from municipal cemeteries (Monterey and Pacific Grove), and from 
a variety of private and religious cemeteries and cremation services.  Veterans in the region will soon have 
the opportunity for internment at the California Central Coast Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord.  
 
This report is for use by the Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County in conducting a 
statutorily required service review and Sphere of Influence update process for the eight cemetery districts 
under the jurisdiction of this LAFCO.  State law (the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act) requires that the 
Commission conduct a periodic review and update of the Spheres of Influence of all cities and districts in 
Monterey County (Government Code section 56425(e)).  The report is also intended to inform the general 
public about the districts’ services and accomplishments, as well as the challenges they experience in 
carrying out their work.  In addition, the process of conducting this study served as an outreach 
opportunity with a goal of assisting districts to operate efficiently and in compliance with State laws.  
  

                                                      
1 This percentage is based on an estimated 2,436 deaths per year in the County.  The County’s population in 2010 was 
approximately 415,000.  The Monterey County Health Department estimates that the mortality rate in the County 
from 2008 to 2010 was 586.7 people per 100,000 (Monterey County 2013 Community Health Assessment). 
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Table 1: Monterey County Cemetery Districts  
Summary Area, Population, Burials and Financial Data 

 

Cemetery District 
a. 4        
Area                  

(sq. mi.)  

b. 4  
Population 

(2010) 

c. 5       
Estimated 

Burials    
per Year 

d. 6                   
FY 2015-16 
Budgeted 
Revenue  

e. 
Revenues 

Per 
Capita 
(“d/b”)  

f. 7             
Total Net 
Income  

(for five years 
between  

FY 2010-11  
and 2014-15) 

g. 8      
Current 
Assets               

(6-30-15) 

h.9 

Endow-
ment 
Care 
Fund  

(6-30-15) 

Castroville 44.9   13,024  30-35 $163,165 $13  $   237,292  $449,700 $191,066 
Gonzales 153.4   10,649  25 $98,000 $9  $   (54,549) $187,328 $29,966 

Soledad1 209.7    17,328  30 $131,300 $8  $   (67,039) $218,371 $143,265 

Greenfield 102.4     17,411  30 $108,200 $6  $      47,745  $210,981 $127,112 
King City 204.1   15,760  50-55 $245,521 $16  $      81,731  $523,253 $342,010 

San Lucas 191.4        822  2-3 $16,190 $20  $   (47,462) $30,598 $0 

San Ardo2 165.2        839  n/a $20,380 $24  $      12,429  Not 
available 

Not 
available 

Cholame Valley 181.7         169  1 $0 $0  $                4  Not 
available $0 

Total of 8 Districts 
entirely in  

Monterey Co. 
1,256.8   76,002  Approx. 

175 $782,756 $10  $   210,151  Not 
applicable 

Not 
applicable 

         

Pajaro Valley 

Public3 

162.6/ 
47.7 in 

Monterey 
County) 

      95,088/ 
18,646 in 
Monterey 

County) 

175-200 
(approx. 40 

in Monterey 
County)  

$938,500 $10 Not  
available 

Not 
available 

$1.2 
million 

Notes and Data Sources: 
1. Soledad Cemetery District:  The population listed for Soledad excludes an estimate of the institutional prison population: 10,103. 
2. San Ardo Cemetery District: The revenues, income and assets listed for the San Ardo Cemetery District are from the State Controller's 

Office for Fiscal Year 2013-14.  No more current data is available. 
3. Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District: This district is briefly discussed in this review.  It is under the jurisdiction of Santa Cruz LAFCO, 

which completed a Service and Sphere Review for the District in April 2015. 
4. Area and Population were calculated from the County of Monterey Geographical Information System (GIS) and 2010 US Census 

Tract data. 
5. Estimated Burials per Year were provided by District. 
6. Budgeted Revenue can include property tax revenues, sales of cemetery plots, fees for service, interest on district investments, 

grants and donations. 
7. Total Net Income is the difference between revenue and expenditures/expenses over a five-year period as indicated within District 

audits, “profit and loss statements,” and the California State Controller’s Office.  Districts typically include depreciation as an 
expenditure/expense. The number listed above, with one exception as noted, is the total for the five years from July 1, 2010 through 
June 30, 2015. 

8. Current Assets are shown in District audits and “balance sheets.” Current Assets include cash and investments, net accounts 
receivable, taxes receivable, current notes receivable, prepaid expenses, and inventory.  The principal and interest on a District’s 
Endowment Care Fund are included within “Current Assets.” Capital assets – land, buildings and equipment – are not Current Assets. 

9. Endowment Care Fund is the balance of monies collected by the district from purchasers which is kept in trust for the maintenance 
and upkeep of the cemetery. This data is contained on district balance sheets for June 30, 2015.
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REPORT OVERVIEW AND ORGANIZATION 
 
This Executive Summary presents a brief overview of the current study, the study’s key findings, and 
recommended actions. 
 
The District Profiles chapter contains individual profiles for each of the cemetery districts in Monterey 
County, highlighting each agency’s specific characteristics, opportunities, and challenges. 
    
The Determinations chapter is organized by the statutory determinations required for all Municipal 
Service Reviews and Sphere of Influence studies pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act.  The 
chapter provides recommended Municipal Service Review determinations for all eight of the cemetery 
districts that are located entirely in Monterey County.  It also provides Sphere of Influence determinations 
for these districts. No Sphere changes have been requested by the districts or determined by staff to be 
warranted at the present time.  
 
A brief Appendix contains Sources and Acknowledgements and a Glossary of Cemetery Terms. 
 

KEY FINDINGS  
 
In 1983, LAFCO first created Spheres of Interest for local agencies, including cemetery districts.  At that 
time, LAFCO noted that “…the Cemetery Districts operate on tight and relatively small budgets and … a 
considerable amount of work and materials are donated by concerned and caring citizens who live in these 
districts.”  This finding remains as true in 2015 as it was 32 years ago. 
 
Following are the key findings of the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study:   
 
1. Public cemetery districts in Monterey County were created to address community needs and 

continue to meet these needs today. 
 
Each cemetery district is deeply connected with the community that it serves.  Public cemeteries link 
neighbors with neighbors and allow residents to work together to meet community needs.  The 
cemeteries also link present and past residents of communities in a strong symbolic way. 
 
Most of Monterey County’s eight public cemetery districts were formed to maintain pre-existing 
cemeteries that were originally built by pioneers, non-profit organizations and religious institutions.  
Often, these districts are the only providers of cemetery services to their local cities and 
unincorporated communities.  All of the cemetery districts in Monterey County continue to actively 
perform their missions to provide efficient, cost–effective and respectful community services, to the 
best of their abilities.  

 
2. The business of cemeteries is changing. 

 
The percentage of Americans choosing cremation is increasing with 40% of all Americans who died in 
2010 being cremated. Cremated remains can be buried, placed in a memorial wall, retained in an urn or 
scattered.  The impact of this cultural change on cemeteries is that fewer full-body burials, or burials  
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of any kind, are performed.  This change has an impact on the finances of a cemetery, and some of the 
local cemeteries are adapting by providing facilities to accommodate cremations.  Also, establishment 
of the California Central Coast Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord may slightly reduce the 
demand for burials in other cemeteries in this region.   
 

3. Many local cemetery districts face sustained financial difficulties. 
 
Local cemetery districts experience a wide range of financial conditions and vulnerability. Many 
districts are challenged by significant financial pressures from limited, or nonexistent, property tax 
revenues, higher employment costs for any staff or contractors, flat user fees, increasingly complex 
State requirements, and other factors. Most cemeteries are older facilities and many are in need of, or 
have already undergone, costly renovations and upgrades to remain functional or current. Six of the 
eight cemetery districts wholly in Monterey County have experienced at least one year of negative cash 
flow in the past five years2.  Three districts have spent more monies than they received over the entire 
five-year period from July 2010 through June 2015 as can be seen on Table 1. On the other hand, some 
of the districts are able to remain financially sound and sustainable.  For example, the King City 
Cemetery District consistently keeps expenditures within revenue and maintains over $500,000 in 
current assets. 
 

4. Cemetery districts can benefit from partnerships and a sharing of resources. Potential future 
opportunities for greater efficiency of service delivery are particularly relevant in the Greenfield 
area. 
 
Opportunities are available for the sharing of resources and expertise among cemetery districts. Many 
of the cemetery districts already take advantage of efficiency and cost-sharing measures, including the 
shared use of equipment, staff and contracted services. Those districts with more resources are 
generous with their assistance to districts with fewer resources.  Districts with few or no financial 
resources rely on a tradition of community pride with capable volunteer assistance and fundraising 
efforts. Cemetery districts are encouraged to continue to work with neighboring special districts, 
nearby cities and private cemeteries to explore new ways of reducing costs and greater efficiencies, 
where possible.   
 
A December 2015 municipal service review for special districts in the Salinas Valley identified an 
overlap of local agency services in the Greenfield area.  This area is served by the City of Greenfield and 
four special districts that provide fire prevention, parks and recreation, public assemblage and 
cemetery services. A strong potential appears to exist for increased collaboration, in the form of shared 
services or facilities/equipment, sharing of staff or administrative/organizational resources, or other 
partnerships to meet the community’s needs as efficiently and economically as possible. This issue was 
also highlighted in a 2006 LAFCO study of the Greenfield area.  
 
As a follow-up step, LAFCO staff will recommend the development of a joint workshop of City and 
special district representatives to review all existing agencies’ services within the Greenfield 
community and discuss potential future opportunities for greater efficiency. 

  

                                                      
2 One additional cemetery district received virtually no income and has no expenditures. 
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5. Requirements for public transparency and accountability have increased, and cemetery districts 
have made progress in addressing these requirements. Additional measures can and should be 
taken for full compliance with these requirements. LAFCO can play a role in providing 
continuing educational and training outreach to assist special district staff and board members. 
 
State laws increase in number and complexity each year.  Compliance is a challenge for all districts.  
All of the studied districts are undaunted in their commitment to serve their communities to the best 
of their abilities.  All respond to legal requirements to the extent that their resources permit them to 
do so.  Levels of compliance vary from district to district, and some implement best management 
practices that go above and beyond the basics. Smaller districts have particular difficulty in keeping 
up with current requirements for financial and audit reporting, transparency and accountability, the 
conduct of meetings, personnel practices, insurances, contracting provisions, and Trustee and staff-
required training.  Some cemetery districts also have difficulties in finding residents to fill all Trustee 
positions. As a whole, State requirements are a significant responsibility and burden for local agencies.  
For example, one local cemetery district has budgeted over half of its current year revenues for audit 
and accounting services. In summary, the eight cemetery districts in Monterey County have achieved 
varying levels of compliance with applicable State requirements. 
 
Small districts often have limited access to resources. Education was a focus of this Service Review and 
Sphere of Influence Study.  Early in the process, LAFCO staff provided all cemetery districts with a 
summary of State requirements and best practices for the operation of a public agency.  Staff also 
shared information about some of the professional development training and technical assistance 
resources available to special districts.  This information was well received by various District Trustees 
and staff.  Some District representatives spoke of the need for more training about their roles and 
responsibilities.  
 

As a follow-up step, LAFCO staff will recommend that the Commission consider a new work program 
item for 2016.  The recommendation is to compile and distribute a suggested orientation package for 
new Trustees/Board members and staff members of small special districts and to establish a 
clearinghouse of professional development training and technical assistance resources.  Depending on 
district representatives’ interests and needs, similar opportunities may exist for an annual board 
member training update or other information-sharing events. These resources would not be limited to 
cemetery districts, but would be open to all special districts countywide. 
 

6. Current Spheres of Influence and boundaries for cemetery districts are adequate. 
 
Boundaries of cemetery districts in Monterey County have remained substantially unchanged since 
their formations. There are several reasons for this continuity.  First, the original boundaries were large 
enough to include most of the populated areas.  Second, some of the districts adjoin each other and so 
there are few contiguous parcels available for expansion. Finally, since 1978, State law provides no 
additional property tax revenues, or other financial incentives, for the expansion of a cemetery district.  
While several cemetery districts have Spheres of Influence outside of their district boundaries, only 
the Castroville Cemetery District’s Sphere has a large population beyond the District boundaries.  
More than 6,100 people in the unincorporated Prunedale area live in the Castroville Cemetery District’s 
Sphere but are not District residents.  At present, the District has no plans for annexation. 

  



 
 
 

10                           Public Review Draft – December 2015                     2015 MSR & SPHERE STUDY: CEMETERY DISTRICTS 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 

 
Based on the Study’s recommended determinations, the Executive Officer recommends that LAFCO 
consider and adopt a resolution to: 
 

1. Find that the action is exempt from provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) as “information collection” under Section 15306 of the State CEQA Guidelines and 
based on the determination that this action does not have the potential for causing a significant 
effect on the environment (Section 15061(b)(3)); 
 

2. Adopt the 2015 Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study for the eight public cemetery 
districts located entirely in Monterey County (Castroville Cemetery District; Cholame Valley 
Cemetery District; Gonzales Cemetery District; Greenfield Cemetery District; King City 
Cemetery District; San Ardo Cemetery District; San Lucas Cemetery District; and Soledad 
Cemetery District), and including a brief discussion of the Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery 
District for information only, as that multi-county District is under the jurisdiction of the Santa 
Cruz LAFCO, and 

 
3. Affirm the currently adopted Spheres of Influence of the eight cemetery districts located 

entirely in Monterey County, with no changes. 
 

4. Authorize the Executive Officer to proceed with implementing two follow-up actions: 
  

a. Develop a program of continuing educational and training outreach to assist special 
district staff and board members countywide, and 
 

b. Participate in developing a workshop with Greenfield-area local agencies—including the 
City of Greenfield, the County of Monterey, the Greenfield Cemetery, Fire Protection, 
Memorial, and Public Recreation Districts and other interested parties—to explore 
potential opportunities for greater efficiencies of service delivery. 
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DISTRICT PROFILES 
 
 
This chapter contains a review of each of the eight cemetery districts located entirely within Monterey 
County.  These districts are the:  
 

• Castroville Cemetery District;  
• Gonzales Cemetery District; 
• Soledad Cemetery District; 
• Greenfield Cemetery District;  
• King City Cemetery District; 
• San Luca Cemetery District; 
• San Ardo Cemetery District, and 
• Cholame Valley Cemetery District. 

 
District profiles begin with an introductory section and a district map.  They also include sections for 
District Boundaries and Sphere of Influence, Facilities and Services, Governance/Transparency and 
Accountability, Finance, Challenges and Opportunities and a Summary.  The profile for the San Ardo 
Cemetery District is abbreviated because LAFCO has only limited information about this district. 
 
In addition, this chapter includes a summary profile of the Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District. This 
district serves residents of North Monterey County, although it is primarily located in Santa Cruz County.  
The Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District is under the jurisdiction of Santa Cruz LAFCO, which 
completed a Service and Sphere Review for it in April 2015. 
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Castroville Cemetery District 
 
8442 Moss Landing Road, Moss Landing, CA 95039 
831-633-5186 
 

Castroville Cemetery District – At A Glance 

Formation Date December 1, 1952 

Legal Authority Health & Safety Code, Sections 9000-9093 

Board of Trustees  
Five-member governing board whose members are appointed to four-year 
terms by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors  

District Area 
 
Approximately 44.9 square miles 
 

Sphere of Influence Approximately 11.1 square miles beyond District boundaries 

Population (2010 est.) 13,024 (with an additional 6,143 in the Sphere of Influence) 

Budgeted Revenue  
(FY 2015-16) 

$163,165 

Approximate Annual 
Revenue Per District 
Resident 

$13 

General Manager  Silvia Vazquez 

Employees One full-time general manager and one part-time maintenance worker 

Cemetery 8442 Moss Landing Road, Moss Landing 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The Castroville Cemetery District provides cemetery and burial services for the unincorporated 
communities of Castroville, Moss Landing, Prunedale, Oak Hills, and Elkhorn. Following formation, the 
District purchased two adjoining private cemeteries in Moss Landing, one affiliated with the Catholic 
Church and the other affiliated with Protestant churches. Upon purchase, the cemeteries were merged into 
a single public cemetery that continues to the serve the District. The District’s cemetery in Moss Landing 
is the only public cemetery in the North County area.  The Cemetery accommodates 30 to 35 burials a year.  
The District General Manager estimates that the cemetery can accommodate interments for an additional 
75 years. 
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DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 
 
The Castroville Cemetery District covers approximately 45 square miles. The Pajaro Valley Public 
Cemetery District, which is primarily located in Santa Cruz County, borders the Castroville Cemetery 
District to the north. 
 
Portions of the Castroville Cemetery District originally included areas within the City of Marina, but these 
southern areas were detached in 1978. In 1983, the District’s Sphere of Influence was reduced to exclude 
land within the City of Marina’s Sphere of Influence.  This reduction was made to indicate that while these 
areas remain in the District, they should be considered for detachment if and when the City annexes the 
area.  This designation on lands within the District boundaries has been shown as a “Sphere Exclusion 
Area” in LAFCO maps since 1983.  The District map in this report continues to show this designation 
consistent with the Commission’s 1983 direction.3 
 
The Sphere of Influence beyond the District’s boundaries extends over approximately eleven square miles 
in unincorporated Prunedale and is home to over 6,000 residents. The District is not now considering the 
annexation of this area.  Since the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, there is little incentive for a cemetery 
district to request annexation because it brings no new tax revenues. 

 
There are also populated areas in Prunedale 
that are not within the boundaries of a 
cemetery district.  A 2015 Santa Cruz 
LAFCO study noted that these areas are 
adjacent to both the Castroville and the 
Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery Districts and 
that LAFCO of Monterey County would be 
examining the possibility of expansion into 
that area by the Castroville Cemetery 
District. During the preparation of this 
service review, LAFCO raised the 
possibility of expansion of the Sphere of 
Influence to the Castroville Cemetery 
District, and District Trustees chose not to 
pursue it because there would be no 

attendant tax benefits. This topic may be raised again in the future by one or both of the adjacent cemetery 
districts.  
 

FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
The District operates a single cemetery in the Moss Landing area on Moss Landing Road. Presently eight 
acres are developed.  An additional five and a half acres to the west and rear of the property remain 
undeveloped. The availability of this land enables the District to estimate that it can accommodate 

                                                      
3 One parcel is currently in the corporate boundaries of both the City of Marina and the Castroville Cemetery District.  
This City-owned 405-acre parcel, APN 031-111-036, was annexed to Marina following the City’s incorporation.  
Detachment from the District was not processed at the time of annexation.  The effect of this overlap is negligible 
because the parcel is exempt from property taxation and is uninhabited.   

 

Castroville  
Moss Landing 
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interments for at least the next 75 years. The cemetery grounds include a 1,656 square foot office/chapel 
building, a niche wall for cremains and a maintenance shed. 
 
The Cemetery accommodates 30 to 35 burials a year. LAFCO’s 2006 Municipal Services Review noted that 
the District then accommodated 45 to 50 interments.  The District Manager has stated that the decrease 
is due to societal changes that include an increase in cremations and the practice of scattering ashes. The 
California Central Coast Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord may slightly reduce the demand for 
burials at Moss Landing.   
 

GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
The District is governed by a five-member Board of Trustees appointed by the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors.  The Board meets the second Tuesday of every month at 6:00 in the evening.  Most meetings 
are held at the Castroville Public Library.  Meeting agendas are posted in front of the District Office and at 
the Our Lady of Refuge Catholic Church. 

The District maintains a Policy Manual and Bylaws that were approved and adopted February 8, 2012. The 
manual includes a mission statement, general provisions and government and a section on personnel that 
includes job descriptions, duties and a code of conduct among others. District Trustees are current on the 
filing of the State-required conflict of interest disclosures (Form 700) and ethics training. 
 
The General Manager and Board of Trustees plan to add a reimbursement policy and new sick-leave law 
changes into the personnel section of the Policy Manual and Bylaws.   

The District maintains membership in the California Association of Public Cemeteries (CAPC), which 
allows District staff and Trustees to attend CAPC trainings to gain a greater understanding of best 
practices, industry standards and changes in State law. 
 

FINANCE 
 
Revenue sources include property taxes, user fees and interest on investments. The proportion of revenues 
derived from property taxes was budgeted at 48% for the current fiscal year.  Most remaining revenues 
come from cemetery user fees. 
 
In the current fiscal year, approximately 56% of all District expenditures are budgeted for personnel 
expenditures for a general manager and maintenance worker. The District has no long-term debt.   
 
The District is behind in conducting audits of District finances but has continued to submit yearly financial 
statements to the State Controller’s Office and County Auditor as required by law.  At the time of the 
writing of this report, the District has recently completed an audit for the year ending June 2012 and is in 
progress on audits through June 2015.   
 
The Castroville Community Foundation, started recently through the assistance of former Monterey 
County Supervisor Louis Calcagno, plans to fundraise for the District. As reported by a Trustee, the 
Foundation’s structure includes “pro bono” services by a local lawyer and an accountant. 
 
A single burial, including the lot, endowment fund, concrete vault, vault handling fee, opening and closing 
and sales tax costs between $3,256 and $3,556 depending on its location.  The burial of a non-District 
resident would increase this fee by $600. 
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Through Fiscal Year 2013-14, the District has had a healthy surplus of revenues over expenditures as shown 
in the table below.  The District experienced a slight deficit in the last fiscal year.  The District General 
Manager  has  identified  two reasons  for  increased  costs.   The  first  is  that  the District  has started  an 
 

 
Castroville Cemetery District 

Summary of Revenues and Expenditures, Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year 
(Data Source) 

2010-11 
(audited) 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13 
(unaudited) 

2013-14 
(unaudited) 

2014-15 
(unaudited) 

2015-16  
(budgeted) 

Revenues 158,810 165,524 141,586 187,555 138,879 163,165 

Expenditures 79,746 96,118 114,231 122,672 142,295 163,165 

NET INCOME  79,064 69,406 27,355 64,883 (3,416) 0 

Lavorato and Darling, Inc., Castroville Cemetery District, Financial Statements and Independent Auditor’s Reports for the Years Ending 
June 30, 2012 and 2011, Castroville Cemetery District Profit & Loss Statement (FY 2013-14 and 2014-15), and District Fiscal Year 2015-16 
budget. Amounts listed are from both the District’s “Government Fund” and “Fiduciary [Endowment] Fund.” 
 

ambitious program of capital improvements including adding gates and trees to the facility. Some of the 
costs for future capital improvements are now planned for Community Foundation funding, which will 
reduce the need for ongoing District expenditures.  A second increase in expenses has been caused by 
unexpectedly high costs from the use of contract labor for interments.  The District is currently exploring 
the addition of a staff maintenance worker that would reduce future expenses for contract labor. 
 
The table below contains information about the District’s assets.  The District has used its significant net 
income from the early part of this decade to increase its assets.  Net assets are an indicator of a District’s  
 

 
Castroville Cemetery District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Years 2010-2011 through 2014-15 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year Ending 
(Data Source) 

June 30, 2011 
(audited) 

June 30, 2012 
(audited) 

June 30, 2013 
(unaudited) 

June 30, 2014 
(unaudited) 

June 30, 2015 
(unaudited) 

Assets  
Current 301,836 372,907 418,036 476,080 449,700 

Total 353,372 424,361 472,514 526,741 515,781 

Liabilities          66,012  66,012 67,677 85,451 77,923 

Total Net Assets        123,799  287,360 356,684 387,063 448,818 

Lavorato and Darling, Inc., Castroville Cemetery District, Financial Statements and Independent Auditor’s Reports for the Years Ending 
June 30, 2012 and 2011, Castroville Cemetery District Balance Sheet (FY 2013-14 and 2014-15). Assets listed are from both the District’s 
“Government Fund” and “Fiduciary [Endowment] Fund.” 
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depth of financial resources.  The District’s Fiscal Year 2014-15 balance sheet states that $191,066, or 43% 
of the District’s current assets, are kept in an endowment care fund.  Only the interest earned on this State-
required trust fund may be used for the care, maintenance, and embellishment of the cemetery.  The 
endowment fund principal must be maintained in perpetuity and is not available to be spent. 
 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Governance and Transparency:  The Castroville Cemetery District is governed by a full Board of Trustees 
and operational policies in place.  The District is encouraged to establish some presence on the web, 
potentially in conjunction with other districts, through a California Special Districts Association service, 
or independently. 
 
Shared Services and Other Partnerships: The District may achieve some organization or financial 
efficiencies by a sharing of personnel or resources with the adjacent Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District 
or one of the other local special districts that provide recreation, water, sewer and harbor services.  The 
District is broadening its fundraising ability through the recently established Castroville Community 
Foundation. 
 
Finance:  The District prepares detailed financial reports, but has fallen behind in completing audits since 
June 30, 2012.  The preparation of an audit can be a time-consuming and costly venture for a small district.  
The District has kept its expenses well within revenues for most of the past five years. 
 
Facilities: The 5 ½ acres of undeveloped land adjacent to the cemetery provide ample expansion area and 
capacity for the cemetery into the foreseeable future. The District has recently completed a niche wall to 
accommodate cremated remains.  

Boundaries and Sphere of Influence: The Castroville Cemetery District is the only cemetery district in 
Monterey County with the opportunity to expand its Sphere of Influence into populated areas or to annex 
adjacent areas that are within its existing Sphere of Influence. The District Board of Trustees is encouraged 
to continue to explore any opportunities for advantageous expansion.   
 

SUMMARY 
 
• The Castroville Cemetery District is providing efficient and effective service to the community through 

the operation of a single cemetery in the unincorporated Moss Landing community.   
 

• The District’s existing Sphere of Influence is adequate to meet the community’s needs. Expansion of 
the District’s Sphere in Prunedale may be considered in the future. 
 

• The District anticipates that it has adequate facilities to meet future needs for approximately at least 
an additional 75 years. 
 

• The District is governed by a full Board of Directors and has experienced a sizable surplus of revenues 
over expenditures for most of the past five years. 
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Gonzales Cemetery District 
 
P.O. Box 674, Gonzales, CA 93926   
831-678-3491 
 

Gonzales Cemetery District – At A Glance 

Formation Date January 1, 1939  

Legal Authority Health & Safety Code, Sections 9000-9093 

Board of Trustees 
Five-member governing board whose members are appointed to four-year 
terms by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors  

District Area Approximately 153.4 square miles  

Sphere of Influence Approximately 7.7 square miles beyond District boundaries 

Population (2010 est.) 10,649  (with an additional 21 in the Sphere of Influence) 

Budgeted Revenue  
(FY 2015-16) 

$98,000 

Approximate Annual 
Revenue Per District 
Resident 

$9 

General Manager  Dana Guidotti 

Employees Two full-time caretakers and one on-call part-time caretaker. Financial 
and recordkeeping work contracted to vendors. 

Cemetery South Alta Street (Old US Highway 101) at Gloria Court, Gonzales 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The District was established on January 1, 1939.  It serves the Gonzales and Chualar area, and covers 
approximately 153 square miles.  The District has a single cemetery located on South Alta Street at the 
southern tip of the City of Gonzales.  There have been no changes to the District’s boundaries since 1983.   
The District accommodates approximately 25 interments a year.  The District has at least twenty years of 
remaining capacity. 
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DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 
 
Since formation, the boundaries of the Gonzales Cemetery District have remained unchanged.  In 1983, 
LAFCO created a Sphere of Influence for the District that filled in the gaps between the Gonzales and 
Soledad Cemetery Districts.  The Sphere of Influence beyond the District’s boundaries is relatively small – 
9.2 square miles – and is home to an estimated 21 people.  These people would benefit from annexation by 
being eligible for in-District cemetery fees.  There is, however, little incentive for a cemetery district to 
request annexation, because, since the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, annexation brings no new tax 
revenues. 
 
The area served by the District is expected to grow significantly in coming years.  The Association of Bay 
Area Governments (AMBAG) projects that the population of the City of Gonzales will grow from 8,187 to 
19,333 between 2010 and 2035.  This compound annual rate of 3.50% is almost five times the projected 
County-wide growth rate of 0.71%.  This growth was facilitated by a significant expansion of the City’s 
Sphere of Influence in 2014. This is one of the highest growth rates in the County and would indicate the 
need for expanded District services in the future. 
 
In the preparation of this Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study, LAFCO staff made some minor 
technical corrections to the District’s map. These corrections are reflected in the map included within this 
review.4 
 
There is limited potential to expand the District’s Sphere of Influence.  Areas to the north are sparsely 
populated, and the Soledad Cemetery District is adjacent on the south.  The District has no plans to expand 
its Sphere of Influence or annex any portion of its existing Sphere.  Since the 1978 passage of Proposition 
13, there is no financial incentive for a cemetery district to expand.  LAFCO concurs with this assessment. 
 

FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
The Gonzales Cemetery District and the City of Gonzales recently exchanged ownership of parcels of land. 
The City obtained land immediately south of the cemetery that could be used for a future reconfiguration 
of the highway interchange.  The Cemetery District 
received adjacent land to the north.  The newly 
acquired land contains approximately two acres and 
will allow for logical expansion and many years of 
future capacity. The first burials occurred in the 
expansion area this year.  With this expansion, the 
District estimates that it has at least 20 more years 
available for interments. The District is also discussing 
the construction of a wall that can contain niches for 
cremains to further extend the cemetery’s capacity. 
 
The District provides for approximately 25 burials in a 
year.  The District provides burial spaces for residents, opening and closing services and grounds 

                                                      
4 Staff noted the 1983 designation of a “Sphere Exclusion Area” over an area that was identified as being within the 
boundaries of both the Gonzales and Soledad Cemetery Districts.  This area was immediately east of the northern tip 
of the Soledad prisons.  After a review of LAFCO and State Board of Equalization records, it was determined that this 
area was never within in the boundaries of the Gonzales Cemetery District.  Staff also made a minor technical 
correction to eliminate a mapped overlap between the District’s Sphere of Influence and the Soledad Cemetery 
District’s corporate boundaries. The District map reflects all of these corrections. 
 

Gonzales Cemetery 
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maintenance.  The District operates with the two full-time workers and a part-time employee who is called 
in when there are multiple services at the same time. Accounting services and management of Board 
meetings are provided contractually.  
 
Changes in American interment practices, which include an increasing popularity of cremation and the 
scattering of ashes, are reducing the need for cemetery burials nationwide.  Establishment of the California 
Central Coast Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord may slightly lessen the demand for burials in 
other cemeteries in the region.   
 

GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
A five-member Board of Trustees appointed by the Board of Supervisors governs the Gonzales Cemetery 
District. Although one of these seats had gone unfilled for more than two years, it was recently filled. The 
Board meets regularly every other month at 6:00 P.M. at the Rabobank Community Room at 100 Alta Street 
in Gonzales.  The District posts its agenda at both the cemetery and at Soledad City Hall. 
 
Board Members are current on filing Conflict of Interest disclosures (Form 700) and are working to 
complete any required ethics trainings. The Board plans to develop a reimbursement and compensation 
policy. The District has adopted a code of conduct, harassment policy, job descriptions and numerous rules 
and procedures particular to the operation of the cemetery, such as a customer payment policy, non-
resident policy, memorial marker policy, flower placement and holiday schedule.   
 
The District has membership in the California Association of Public Cemeteries (CAPC), and the General 
Manager attends CAPC trainings which allow her to gain a greater understanding of best practices, 
industry standards and changes in State law. 
 

FINANCE 
 
The primary source of revenue for the Gonzales Cemetery District is a portion of the County’s one-percent 
property tax.  This source is budgeted to bring in 44% of all District revenues in Fiscal Year 2015-16.  The 
District receives additional revenues from user fees and interest on the District’s reserves. Expenditures 
include salaries, wages and benefits, and services and supplies. Sixty-two percent of the expenditures 
budgeted in the current fiscal year are for employee costs, the second higher proportion among cemetery 
district in the county.  The District has no long-term debts.   
 
The General Manager files financial information yearly with the State Controller’s Office and the County 
of Monterey County Auditor-Controller. The District has not engaged an auditor since Fiscal Year 2009, 
although it is now looking at options for becoming current with this State requirement.    
 
In the last two fiscal years, the District has experienced an average deficit between revenues and 
expenditures of 26%.  The District’s current fiscal year budget projects a 14% deficit for the current year.  
The District is aware of this problem and is exploring both fundraising and cost-cutting measures to make 
up the shortfall.   
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Gonzales Cemetery  District 

Summary of Revenues and Expenditures, Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16 
(in dollars) 

 
Fiscal Year 

(Data Source) 
2010-11 

(unaudited) 
2011-12 

(unaudited) 
2012-13 

(unaudited) 
2013-14 

(unaudited) 
2014-15 

(unaudited) 
2015-16  

(budgeted) 

Revenues 87,747 111,987 102,461 94,224 107,188 98,000 

Expenditures 115,461 96,216 93,567 116,074 136,840 112,205 

NET INCOME  (27,714) 15,771  8,895  (21,849)  (29,652) (14,205) 

Unaudited District Profit and Loss Statement (FY 2010-11 through 2014-15); District budget (FY 2015-16).  “Net Income” is “Net Ordinary 
Income, which includes expenditures for depreciation, but not capital improvements. 

 
A single burial, including the plot, endowment care, vault, and opening and closing costs $2,350.  The burial 
of a non-District resident would increase this fee by $850. 
 
The second table presents a summary of District assets. Assets are an indicator of a District’s depth of 
financial resources.  The District’s Fiscal Year 2014-15 balance sheet states that $29,966, or 69% of the 
District’s current assets, are kept in an endowment care fund.  Only the interest earned on this State-
required trust fund may be used for the care, maintenance and embellishment of the cemetery.  The 
endowment fund principal must be maintained in perpetuity and is not available to be spent. 
 
The table indicates that while the District may currently have adequate resources, these are being eroded 
by the recent inability of resources to cover expenditures. 
 

 
Gonzales Cemetery District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Years 2010-2011 through 2014-15 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year Ending  
(Data Source) 

June 30, 
2011 

(unaudited) 

June 30, 
2012 

(unaudited) 

June 30, 
2013 

(unaudited) 

June 30, 
2014 

(unaudited) 

June 30, 
2015 

(unaudited) 

Assets  
Current 216,683 220,364 232,971 214,851 187,328 

Total 285,971 301,647 310,288 292,633 269,116 

Liabilities 12,057 11,961 11,787 16,326 22,462 

Total Net Assets 273,915 289,686 298,501 276,307 246,654 

Unaudited District Balance Sheets. 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Governance and Transparency:  Efforts should be made to fill the vacant seat that has existed on the 
Board of Trustees for several years.  The District is encouraged to establish some presence on the web, 
possibly in conjunction with other districts, through a California Special Districts Association service or 
independently.  The District General Manager welcomed the templates and examples of policies, 
procedures and by-laws that LAFCO shared with the District and intends to work with the Board of 
Trustees in crafting documents to fit the District’s needs. 
 
Shared Services and Other Partnerships: The District currently shares the contractual services of a 
General Manager with the adjacent Soledad Cemetery District.  Other cost saving measures may be 
explored including the sharing of staffing and equipment with other cemeteries, special districts or the 
City of Soledad. 
 
Finance:  The District has experienced deficits in three of the last five fiscal years, and further deficits are 
anticipated in the current fiscal year budget.  A better understanding of District finances would be possible 
if audits had been conducted over the past six years as required by State law. The District is exploring 
fundraising to help pay expenditures.  Trustees may also want to explore additional cost reductions.  
 

SUMMARY 
 
• The Gonzales Cemetery District is providing efficient and effective service to the community through 

the operation of a single cemetery in the City of Gonzales.   
 

• The existing District Sphere of Influence is adequate to meet the community’s needs. 
 

• Significant population growth is anticipated within the District boundaries in coming decades.  The 
District is positioned to respond to this increased demand for services. 
 

• The District anticipates that it has adequate facilities to meet future needs for at least twenty years. 
 

• There remains a vacancy on the District Board of Trustees. The District is encouraged to increase 
efforts to recruit an individual to fill this opening.  
 

• The District has not conducted a financial audit of its operations since 2009.  Audits provide much- 
needed information to the public concerning the financial condition of a District.  

 
• The District has experienced financial deficits in three of the past five years and projects an additional 

deficit in the current year budget.  LAFCO encourages the District to take steps to reduce expenditures 
or increase revenues to reverse this trend. 
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Soledad Cemetery District 
 
1711 Metz Road, (PO Box 56), Soledad, CA  93960  
831-678-3491 
  

Soledad Cemetery District – At A Glance 

Formation Date June 14, 1937 

Legal Authority Health & Safety Code, Sections 9000-9093  

Board of Trustees  
Five-member governing board whose members are appointed to four-year 
terms by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors 

District Area Approximately 209.7 square miles  

Sphere of Influence Approximately 66.5 square miles beyond District boundaries  

Population (2010 est.) 
27,431  (with an additional 272 in the Sphere of Influence) 
17,328 (excluding the institutional population in State prisons) 

Budgeted Revenue  
(FY 2015-16) 

$131,300 

Approximate Annual 
Revenue Per District 
Resident 

$5 ($8 excluding the institutional population in State prisons) 

General Manager  Dana Guidotti 

Employees One supervisory groundskeeper and two part-time maintenance workers. 
Financial and management work contracted. 

Cemetery 1761 Metz Road,  Soledad 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The District was formed on June 14, 1937 to serve the southern Salinas Valley. The District maintains one 
cemetery within the City of Soledad and conducts approximately 30 interments a year.  The District 
estimates that it has another twenty years of burial capacity remaining.  
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DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 
 
When the District was formed in 1937, it covered an area of approximately 322 square miles.  In 1938, a 
large sparsely populated area east of Greenfield was removed from the boundary. In 1983, an additional 
area that extended to the Big Sur coast was removed from the District’s boundaries and assigned to the 
Sphere of Influence.  This area included federally-owned areas of the Los Padres National Forest.  The 
Sphere of Influence beyond the District boundaries today is relatively large – 66.5 square miles – although 
it is home to only approximately 272 people.  These people would benefit from annexation by being eligible 
for in-District cemetery fees.  There is, however, little incentive for the District to request annexation 
because it would receive no additional tax revenues for this expansion. 
 
The Salinas Valley area served by the District is expected to grow significantly in coming years.  The 
Association of Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) projects that the population of the City of Soledad will 
increase from 25,738 to 33,628 between 2010 and 2035.  This growth is at a compound annual rate of 1.08%.  
While this rate is higher than the County-wide projection of 0.71%, it is lower than for surrounding 
municipalities. The percent increase would be significantly higher rate if the institutional prison 
population were factored out of the equation5.   
 
The District has no plans to expand its Sphere of Influence or annex any portion of its existing Sphere. 
Since the 1978 passage of Proposition 13, there is no financial incentive for a cemetery district to expand its 
boundaries.  LAFCO concurs with this assessment. The adjacent boundaries of the Gonzales and 
Greenfield Cemetery Districts limit the potential for expansion of the District Sphere of Influence.   
 

FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
The original cemetery on Metz Road was 8.5 acres in size. The District purchased adjacent acres in 1957 to 

increase the total acreage to eleven.   
In order to better utilize space at the 
cemetery, the District recently 
processed a request through the courts 
to “reclaim” plots that had been 
inactive for at least 50 years. California 
law provides a judicial process to allow 
the resale of abandoned plots.  With 
this move, the District estimates that it 
has another twenty years of capacity 
remaining.  
 
The District has stated that another 
two acres of property adjacent to the 
cemetery may be donated by a land 
owner and developer. While this 

donation is not a definite thing, and while potential flooding issues need to be addressed, this donation 
would increase the cemetery’s service life and capacity. 
 

                                                      
5 The combined population of the adjacent Correctional Training Facility and the Salinas Valley State Prison, which 
are in the Soledad City limits, was estimated to be 10,103 in 2010.  This number of inmates is at, or near, capacity for 
the two facilities. No significant increase in the institutional population is anticipated. Inmates are not frequently 
buried at the Soledad Cemetery. 

Soledad Cemetery 
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The District estimates that it accommodates approximately 30 interments a year.  The District provides 
burial space, maintenance of cemetery grounds, and opening and closing services. The District has 
embarked on a capital improvement program, some of which were financed through fundraising efforts of 
the Committee for the Beautification of the Soledad Cemetery.  The Committee became inactive and was 
dissolved by the District in 2014. 
 
The District has one full-time position that includes the duties of grounds maintenance, sales and customer 
service. The position was recently filled following a long vacancy.  A clerical person is employed part-time. 
Financial and management services are provided on a contractual basis.   
 
Changes in American interment practices, which include an increasing popularity of cremation and the 
scattering of ashes, are reducing the need for cemetery burials nationwide.  Establishment of the California 
Central Coast Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord may slightly lessen the demand for burials in 
other cemeteries in the region.   
 

GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
A five-member Board of Trustees appointed by the Board of Supervisors governs the District. There are 
currently no vacancies on the Board.  Regular meetings occur every second Thursday or the month at 8:30 
in the morning in the City Council Chambers at 248 Main Street.  The District posts agendas for these 
meetings at the cemetery and Soledad City Hall. 
 
Trustees are current with filing State-mandated Conflict of Interest Forms (Form 700s).  Trustees are also 
receiving State-designed training in ethics. 
 
The District adopted an employee handbook in August of 2010. The handbook addresses required policies, 
hiring, leaves of absence, benefits, management, District property, employee conduct, wages, safety and 
health, and termination. The District also maintains a conflict of interest code and family plot regulations 
and policies.  

The District maintains membership in the California Association of Public Cemeteries (CAPC), which 
allows District staff and Trustees to attend CAPC trainings and to gain a greater understanding of best 
practices, industry standards and changes in State law. 
 

FINANCE 
 
The District received 44% of its revenues from property taxes.  Other sources of revenue include user fees 
and interest on the District’s investments. Expenditures include salaries, wages and benefits, and services 
and supplies. The District devotes 47% of expenditures to employee costs.  In 2011, the District took out a 
loan to finance a tractor to replace one that was stolen.  
 
The District is authorized to conduct biennial audits. The District completed its last audit for the two-year 
period ending on June 30, 2013.  The preparation of an audit for the period ending on June 30, 2015 is now 
underway. 
 
A single burial, including the plot, endowment care, vault, and opening and closing costs $2,200 or $2,450 
for a reclaimed grave site.  The burial of a non-District resident would increase this fee by $1,000 or $150 if 
the deceased has a family member in the District boundaries. 
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Expenditures in the last two fiscal years exceeded revenues by over $70,000, or 27% of revenues.   This loss 
was caused by increases in employee health insurance, salary increases and a large purchase of vaults for 
future needs.  The District has adopted a balanced budget that limits expenditures to anticipated revenues. 
 

 
Soledad Cemetery  District 

Summary of Revenues and Expenditures, Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year 
(Data Source) 

2010-11 
(audited) 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13 
(audited) 

2013-14 
(unaudited) 

2014-15 
(unaudited) 

2015-16  
(budgeted) 

Revenues 130,342 129,747 136,426 124,334 137,032  131,300  

Expenditures 121,766 138,482 132,746 168,703 159,930  131,300  

NET INCOME          8,576     (8,735)      3,680 (44,369)     (26,191) 0 

Hayashi and Wayland, Soledad Cemetery District, Basic Financial Statements for the Years Ending June 30, 2013 and 2012, Soledad 
Cemetery District Profit & loss Statement (FY 2014-15), and District Fiscal Year 2015-16 budget.  

 
The table below outlines the District’s assets.  Assets serve as an indicator of a District’s depth of financial 
resources.  The District’s Fiscal Year 2014-15 balance sheet states that $143,265, or 66% of the District’s 
current assets, are kept in an endowment care fund.  Only the interest earned on this State-required trust 
fund may be used for the care, maintenance and embellishment of the cemetery.  The endowment fund 
principal must be maintained in perpetuity and is not available to be spent. 
 

 
Soledad Cemetery District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Years 2010-2011 through 2014-15 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year Ending 
(Data Source) 

June 30, 2011 
(audited) 

June 30, 2012 
(audited) 

June 30, 2013 
(audited) 

June 30, 2014 
(unaudited) 

June 30, 2015 
(unaudited) 

Assets  
Current    239,109 228,616   222,239           202,202    218,371  

Total     320,662    343,843      348,767           314,046       298,445  

Liabilities        38,193        70,109          71,353             65,000           50,361  

Total Net Assets   282,469  273,734  277,414           249,046  248,084  

Hayashi and Wayland, Soledad Cemetery District, Basic Financial Statements for the Years Ending June 30, 2013 and 2012 and Soledad 
Cemetery District Balance Sheet (FY 2014-15).  
 
 

The District carries a long-term debt for the purchase of equipment.  This debt requires annual 
expenditures of approximately $5,700 and will be retired in 2016. 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Governance and Transparency:  The Soledad Cemetery District is governed by a full Board of Trustees, 
and operational policies are in place.  The District General Manager is considering the creation of a website 
to give the District greater public visibility.  Paying for a website could potentially be a shared cost with 
another cemetery district or districts. Alternately, a low-cost website could be crafted through a program 
offered by the California Special Districts Association or another organization. 
 
Shared Services and Other Partnerships: The District currently shares the contractual services of a 
General Manager with the adjacent Gonzales Cemetery District.  Other cost saving measures may be 
explored. 
 
Finance:  Capital improvement expenditures have stretched the budget in the last few years. The District 
is the only cemetery district in the County with long-term debt, although this debt is scheduled to be 
retired in 2016.  
 
Facilities:  The District is interested in the potential donation of two additional acres of land adjacent to 
the cemetery.  In addition to other moves already taken, this would increase the District’s future interment 
capacity. 
 

SUMMARY 
 
• The Soledad Cemetery District is providing efficient and effective service to the community through 

the operation of a single cemetery in the City of Soledad.   
 

• The existing District Sphere of Influence is adequate to meet the community’s needs. 
 

• Significant population growth is anticipated within the District boundaries in coming decades.  The 
District is positioned to respond to this increased demand for services. 
 

• The District anticipates that it has adequate facilities to meet future needs for approximately twenty 
years. 
 

• The District has experienced financial deficits in three of the past five years.  LAFCO encourages the 
District to take steps to reduce expenditures or increase revenues to reverse this trend. 
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Greenfield Cemetery District 

 
P.O. Box 216, Greenfield, 93927 
831-674-2254 or 831-674-5562 
  

Greenfield Cemetery District – At A Glance 

Formation Date November 8, 1943 

Legal Authority Health & Safety Code, Sections 9000-9093 

Board of Trustees  Five-member governing board whose members are appointed to four-year 
terms by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors  

District Area Approximately  102.4 square miles  

Sphere of Influence Same as District Boundaries 

Population (2010 est.) 17,411 

Budgeted Revenue  
(FY 2015-16) 

$108,200 

Approximate Annual 
Revenue Per District 
Resident 

$6 

President Theresa Scattini     

Employees A caretaker and one part-time worker 

Cemeteries 
Holy Trinity Cemetery: Elm Avenue and 10th Street, Greenfield  
Oak Park Cemetery:  Elm Avenue,  2 miles east of Greenfield at Espinoza 
Road 

Webpage http://ci.greenfield.ca.us/index.aspx?page=341 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The Greenfield Cemetery District was formed on November 8, 1943 to serve the Greenfield area. The 
District maintains two cemeteries. One is located in the City of Greenfield on Elm Street near Holy Trinity 
Church, and the other is located two miles out of town on Elm Street adjacent to Oak Park.  The District 
accommodates approximately 30 interments in the average year.  The District estimates that there are five 
years of capacity remaining at Holy Trinity and unlimited capacity remaining at Oak Park. 
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DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

Holy Trinity 
Cemetery 

Oak Park 
Cemetery 
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The Greenfield Cemetery District has boundaries that are coterminous with the Greenfield Public 
Recreation District, both encompassing 102 square miles. The Greenfield Memorial District also shares 
territory within these two districts but contains only 42 square miles. There have been no changes to the 
boundaries of the Greenfield Cemetery District since its formation.  The Cemetery District’s Sphere of 
Influence is also the same as the District boundaries. 
 
The area served by the District is expected to grow significantly in coming years.  The Association of Bay 
Area Governments (AMBAG) 
projects that the City of 
Greenfield will grow from a 
population of 16,330 to 23,609 
between 2010 and 2035.  This 
would increase the City’s 
population at a compound annual 
rate of 1.49%, which is more than 
double the estimated County-
wide growth rate of 0.71%.   
 
The District has no plans to 
expand its Sphere of Influence or 
annex any portion of its existing Sphere. Since the 1978 passage of Proposition 13, there is no financial 
incentive for a cemetery district to expand its boundaries.  LAFCO concurs with this assessment. The 
adjacent boundaries of the Soledad and King City Cemetery Districts also limit the potential for expansion 
of the District Sphere of Influence.   
                         

FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
The Greenfield Cemetery District provides burial space, maintenance of cemetery grounds and opening 
and closing services. The District has one full-time groundskeeper position.  When more than one 
interment is scheduled on a given day, the District requests assistance from the King City Cemetery 
District.  The King City Cemetery District provides this support to several of the small cemetery districts.   

 
The District anticipates that the 
Holy Trinity Cemetery, within the 
City Limits, only has about five 
years of capacity left. The Board of 
Trustees is considering ways 
extend the cemetery’s capacity and 
better accommodate cremated 
remains by acquiring several 
adjacent undeveloped acres.  This 
land is in the back of Holy Trinity 
Catholic Church property.  If the 
City allows this property to be used 
as a cemetery, the District will 
begin negotiations with the church.  

The District recently constructed a 
storage shed at the rear of the Holy Trinity Cemetery. 

Holy Trinity Cemetery 

Oak Park Cemetery 
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The District estimates that the older cemetery at Oak Park has a remaining capacity of at least 20 to 30 
years. 
 
Together the District’s two cemeteries accommodate approximately 30 interments a year. 
 
Changes in American interment practices, which include an increasing popularity of cremation and the 
scattering of ashes, are reducing the need for cemetery burials nationwide.  Establishment of the California 
Central Coast Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord may slightly lessen the demand for burials in 
other cemeteries in the region.   
 

GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
A five-member Board of Trustees appointed by the Board of Supervisors governs the District. While there 
are currently no vacancies, Board Members commented that it is often difficult to recruit new Members 
when a vacancy does occur.  It was also expressed that training is needed for new Board Members and that 
new appointees do not benefit from a focused orientation or description of their duties.  Trustees are 
current on filing the State-required conflict of interest disclosures (Form 700) and are working to complete 
any needed ethics training. 
 
The Board meets every second Monday of the month in the Community Room of the TNT Insurance 
Agency at 140 El Camino Real, Greenfield.  The District posts meeting agendas at the Greenfield City Hall. 
 
A few years ago, a joint meeting was held by the Greenfield Cemetery and Public Recreation District 
Boards.  The purpose of this meeting was to explore the potential of sharing services and a possible merger 
of boards and governance structures. Through the middle of 2014, the two districts equally shared the 
salary of a groundskeeper. A sharing of services could be financially advantageous to both districts.  
 
The District is reviewing and updating its bylaws, rules and regulations.  The District maintains 
membership in the California Association of Public Cemeteries (CAPC). This membership allows District 
staff and Trustees to attend CAPC trainings and to gain a greater understanding of best practices, industry 
standards and changes in State law. 
 

FINANCE 
 
Revenues include property taxes, user fees and interest on District funds.  Of these sources, property taxes 
constituted 38% of all revenues budgeted in Fiscal Year 2015-16. This is one of the lowest proportion of 
revenues from property taxes for any cemetery district in Monterey County. District Trustees plan to meet 
with Monterey County officials to explore ways the District can receive a larger portion of the area’s taxes. 
Most remaining revenues come from cemetery user fees.   
 
Half of all expenditures budgeted in the current fiscal year are for personnel costs. The District does not 
maintain debt and was recently able to purchase and construct a storage shed at the Holy Trinity Cemetery 
through reserves.  
 
According to one Board Member when burials drop below 22, from the average of 30, finances become tight 
and the district has to find cost savings. The difference in revenue can be seen between Fiscal Years 2011-
12 and 2012-13 when the number of plot sales increased from 21 to 36. 
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A single burial, including the grave site, endowment fund, vault and opening and closing costs $1,870.  The 
burial of a non-District resident would increase costs by $495. 
 
 

Greenfield Cemetery  District 
Summary of Revenues and Expenditures,  Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16 

(in dollars) 
 

Fiscal Year 
(Data Source) 

2010-11 
(audited) 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13 
(unaudited) 

2013-14 
(unaudited) 

2014-15 
(unaudited) 

2015-16 
(budgeted) 

Revenues    125,883        91,674          128,516          102,400          129,766        108,200  

Expenditures    104,050        84,169          102,473          106,371          133,431        117,200  

NET INCOME        21,833          7,505           26,043           (3,971)          (3,665)         (9,000) 

Hayashi and Wayland, Greenfield Cemetery District, Basic Financial Statements for the Years Ending June 30, 2012 and 2011, Greenfield 
Cemetery District Profit & Loss Statement (FY 2012-13 through 2014-15), and District Fiscal Year 2015-16 budget.  
 

The District is scheduled to conduct biennial audits, although the last one prepared was for the two years 
ending June 30, 2012.  The District needs to complete its audit for the two years ending June 30, 2014 to be 
current. This audit is now in the final stages of production. The District has had to increase their 
expenditures in recent years to buy a truck and other tools.  The District previously shared this equipment 
with the Greenfield Public Recreation District. 
 
The table below outlines the District’s assets.  Assets can be an indicator of a District’s depth of financial 
resources.  The District has stated that it has $127,112, or 60% of the District’s current assets, in a restricted 
endowment care fund.  Only the interest earned on this State-required trust fund may be used for the care, 
maintenance and embellishment of the cemetery.  The endowment fund principal must be maintained in 
perpetuity and is not available to be spent. 
 

 
Greenfield Cemetery District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Years 2010-2011 through 2014-15 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year Ending  
(Data Source) 

June 30, 
2011 

(audited) 

June 30, 
2012 

(audited) 

June 30, 
2013 

(unaudited) 

June 30, 
2014 

(unaudited) 

June 30, 
2015 

(unaudited) 

Assets  
Current        202,175        208,895     241,544         245,433           210,981  

Total       283,704        285,829     305,616         302,500         296,225  

Liabilities          35,053          29,673         21,706            22,683            19,892  

Total Net Assets        248,651        256,156      283,910           279,817          276,333  

Hayashi and Wayland, Greenfield Cemetery District, Basic Financial Statements for the Years Ending June 30, 2012 and 2011 and 
Greenfield Cemetery District Balance Statement (FY 2012-13 through 2014-15).   
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Governance and Transparency:  The Greenfield Cemetery District is governed with a full Board of 
Trustees and operational policies in place.  The District is the only cemetery district in the County with an 
established presence on the web, which is provided through the cooperation of the City of Greenfield. 
 
Shared Services and Other Partnerships: The District has a history of sharing services with the 
Greenfield Public Recreation District, and continues to obtain water from that district for the Oak Park 
Cemetery.  The District obtains interment assistance from the King City Cemetery District when the need 
arises. The Cemetery District may want to consider if it could benefit from a reinstating a sharing of 
services with the Recreation District.  Alternately there may be cost efficiencies to working with the City 
of Greenfield, the Greenfield Memorial District, the Greenfield Fire Protection District or adjacent 
cemetery districts. The large number of local public agencies in the Greenfield area allows for synergies 
and opportunities for collaboration that do not exist in other areas.  
 
Finance: Over the past five years the District has able to pay its expenditures with available revenues, 
although some years the District experiences a shortfall of revenues compared to expenses. The District 
will be seeking new or additional ways to supplement its revenue.  As an early step, Trustees plan to 
consider a fee increase of approximately 20% in coming months. The District audit for the two-year period 
ending June 30, 2014 needs to be completed to meet State requirements. 
 
Facilities:  The District is pursuing the acquisition of additional land adjacent to Holy Trinity Cemetery.  

SUMMARY 
 
The Greenfield Cemetery District maintains two cemeteries, one which is historically Catholic and the 
other historically Protestant.  Efforts are underway to expand the Holy Trinity Cemetery to meet future 
community needs.  The Board of Trustees currently has no vacancies.  While the District has recently had 
some deficits in expenditures over revenues, these losses are eclipsed by earlier surpluses. 
 
• The Greenfield Cemetery District is providing efficient and effective service to the community through 

the operation of a two cemeteries in the City of Greenfield.   
 

• The existing District Sphere of Influence is the same as the District boundaries and is adequate to meet 
the community’s needs. 
 

• Significant population growth is anticipated within the District boundaries in coming decades.  The 
District is positioned to respond to this increased demand for services. 
 

• The District anticipates that it has adequate facilities to meet future needs for an indefinite period, 
although the acquisition of additional land adjacent to Holy Trinity Cemetery is necessary to allow 
this property to continue to accommodate interments into coming decades. 
 

• The District has recently experienced some financial deficits.  The District is encouraged to implement 
measures to ensure that expenditures are kept within revenue. 

 
• Additional cooperation with other Greenfield area local agencies may yield cost efficiencies and an 

overall improvement in government service. 
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King City Cemetery District 
 
1000 Broadway, King City 
831-385-6968 
 

King City Cemetery District – At A Glance 

Formation Date November 6, 1939 

Legal Authority Health & Safety Code, Sections 9000-9093  

Board of Trustees 
Five-member governing board whose members are appointed to four-year 
terms by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors  

District Area 
 
Approximately 204.1 square miles  
 

Sphere of Influence Approximately 53.4 square miles beyond District boundaries 

Population (2010 est.) 15,760  (with an additional 595 in the Sphere of Influence) 

Budgeted Revenue  
(FY 2015-16) 

$245,521 

Approximate Annual 
Revenue Per District 
Resident 

$16 

General Manager  Jose Galindo 

Employees One groundskeeper; one manager/groundskeeper; one part-time secretary  

Cemetery 1010 Broadway Street, King City 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The King City Cemetery was started in July 1898 by the San Bernabe Lodge #358, Independent Order of 
the Odd Fellows. The King City Cemetery District was organized in 1939.  The District’s one cemetery 
accommodates approximately 50 to 55 burials a year. Based on the maps, undeveloped acreage and 
historical burials rates, the District estimates that the remaining capacity of the existing cemetery is 25 to 
35 years with an additional 150 years in four undeveloped acres. The District also provides staffing and 
other assistance to a number of cemetery districts in the region.   
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DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 
 
Since formation in 1939, there have been no changes to the District boundaries. In 1983, LAFCO created a 
District Sphere of Influence of approximately 53 square miles around Lockwood. This Sphere, beyond the 
District’s boundaries, is home to an estimated 595 people.   
 
The area served by the District is expected to grow significantly in coming years.  The Association of Bay 
Area Governments (AMBAG) projects that the City of King will grow from a population of 12,874 to 18,620 
between 2010 and 2035.  This growth would increase the City’s population at a compound annual rate of 
1.49%, which is more than double the estimated County-wide growth rate of 0.71%.   
 
In the preparation of this Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study, LAFCO staff also made a minor 
technical correction to eliminate mapped overlaps between the District’s Sphere of Influence and the 
corporate boundaries of the San Lucas and San Ardo Cemetery Districts. These corrections are reflected in 
the District map. 
 
The District has no plans to expand its Sphere of Influence or annex any portion of its existing Sphere.  
Since the 1978 passage of Proposition 13, there is no financial incentive for a cemetery district to expand.  
LAFCO concurs with this assessment. The adjacent boundaries of the Greenfield and San Lucas Cemetery 
Districts also limit the potential for expansion of the District Sphere of Influence.   
 

FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
The King City Cemetery at 1010 Broadway Street is approximately 14 acres in size. The latest improvement 
to this facility is a rear 
access road funded 
through the District’s 
general fund.  
 
Opposite the new access 
road, and to the north of 
the developed cemetery, is 
an undeveloped area 
owned by the District that 
may be used for 
expansion. Other 
improvements at the 
cemetery include an office, 
a shop, restroom and 
garage for equipment. A 
niche wall has been added 
to accommodate cremains.  
The District may begin 
offering double-depth graves to increase the cemetery’s capacity.  The procedure, and the addition of four 
acres to the cemetery, are estimated to give the cemetery a remaining capacity of around 150 years. 
 
The District is considering investing in several new facilities:  a non-denominational chapel to allow on-
site ceremonies to during inclement weather, a new memorial on the cemetery grounds and possibly an 
ossuary for mixed cremains.   
 

King City 
Cemetery 



 
 
 

40                           Public Review Draft – December 2015                     2015 MSR & SPHERE STUDY: CEMETERY 

DISTRICTS 

The District provides burial space, maintenance of cemetery grounds and opening and closing services. The 
King City Cemetery District assists the San Lucas and San Ardo Cemetery Districts. The King City 
Cemetery District also helps with equipment and staff at private cemeteries.  Approximately 50 to 55 
burials occur at the cemetery every year. 
 
The District also owns and uses a state-of-the-art computerized cemetery record keeping and mapping 
program (Pontem Cemetery Data Manager).  
 
Changes in American interment practices, which include an increasing popularity of cremation and the 
scattering of ashes, are reducing the need for cemetery burials nationwide.  Establishment of the California 
Central Coast Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord may slightly lessen the demand for burials in 
other cemeteries in the region.   
 

GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
The District is governed by five Trustees, and each is current on the State-mandated ethics training. 
District Trustees are current with filing their State-mandated conflict-of-interest disclosures and are 
current on the required ethics training. The District is a member of the California Association of Public 
Cemeteries (CAPC).  Both Trustees and consultant staff have attended CAPC trainings to increase their 
understanding of best practices, industry standards and changes in State law. The District has prepared 
an Employee Handbook and is now working to update its policies and procedures and create by-laws. The 
terms of two trustees ended in July 2015 and the filling of these positions have not been completed, 
although at least one of the two individuals who had filled these positions is interested in continuing 
service. The District General Manager does not anticipate that these positions will be vacant long.  
 
The Board of Trustees meets the second Friday of every month at noon at the Cemetery District office.  The 
District posts meeting agendas at District office. 

FINANCE 
 
District revenues include property taxes, user fees and interest on District funds.  The largest source of 
revenue is property taxation, which in the Fiscal Year 2015-16 budget accounts for 58% of all revenue.  Most 
remaining revenues come from cemetery user fees.  Expenditures include salaries, wages and benefits, and 
services and supplies.  Employee costs total 65% of all costs, the highest percentage among cemetery 
districts in the County. The District does not maintain a debt.  
 
To control expenditures, the District is considering changing its health insurance and worker’s 
compensation carrier.  The District is also authorized to conduct biennial audits that may result in some 
cost savings compared to an annual audit. The next audit will cover the two years ending on June 30, 2015.  
 
A single burial, including the lot, endowment fund, concrete vault, vault handling fee, and opening and 
closing costs approximately $1,850.  The burial of a non-District resident would increase this fee by $500. 
 
Information about the District’s revenues and expenditures are shown in the following table.  The District 
has experienced an increasing surplus of revenues over income for each of the last four years.  The current 
fiscal year budget continues the expectation of a budget surplus. 
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King City Cemetery  District:  

Summary of Revenues and Expenditures, Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year 
(Data Source) 

2010-11 
(audited) 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13 
(audited) 

2013-14 
(unaudited) 

2014-15 
(unaudited) 

2015-16  
(budgeted) 

Revenues      224,851       222,745       258,173          242,653          245,521  245,521 

Expenditures      220,568       211,131       234,216           225,426          220,872  220,872 

NET INCOME           4,283         11,614         23,957  17,228              24,649  24,649 
Hayashi and Wayland, King City Cemetery District, Basic Financial Statements for the Years Ending June 30, 2013 and 2012, King City 
Cemetery District Profit & Loss Statement (FY 2013-14 and 2014-15), and District Fiscal Year 2015-16 budget (based on 2014-15 actuals).  
 

The table below shows the District’s assets which are an indicator of the District’s financial strength.  The 
District’s Fiscal Year 2014-15 balance sheet states that $342,010, or 65% of the District’s current assets, is 
kept in an endowment care fund.  Only the interest earned on this State-required trust fund may be used 
for the care maintenance, and embellishment of the cemetery.  The endowment fund principal must be 
maintained in perpetuity and is not available to be spent. 
 

 
King City Cemetery District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Years 2010-2011 through 2014-15 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year Ending 
(Data Source) 

June 30, 
2011 

(audited) 

June 30, 
2012 

(audited) 

June 30, 
2013 

(audited) 

June 30, 
2014 

(unaudited) 

June 30, 
2015 

(unaudited) 

Assets  
Current    468,497     455,128  478,736      497,128          523,253  

Total     715,073      725,268      752,561      770,951          797,076  

Liabilities   22,947     7,975      6,556          9,892             11,052  

Total Net Assets  692,126  707,098    718,712     742,669          759,899  

Hayashi Wayland King City Cemetery District Basic Financial Statements for the Years Ending June 30, 2013 and 2012, unaudited 
District Balance Sheet for Years ending June, 30 2015 and 2014. 

 
CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

 
Governance and Transparency:  The King City Cemetery District is governed by a full Board of Trustees, 
and operational policies are in place.  The District is encouraged to establish some presence on the web, 
possibly in conjunction with other cemetery districts, through a California Special Districts Association 
service, or independently. 
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Shared Services and Other Partnerships: The District currently provides contractual interment services 
to other neighboring districts.  The District is the only Monterey County cemetery district that has 
equipment and staffing levels needed to provide this assistance. The District is a role model for the 
provision of cemetery services and provides assistance to other districts in need. 
 
Facilities:  The District offers a range of improvements and is planning to expand to meet expected 
community needs.  Planned improvements include an interfaith chapel and a new memorial. 
 

SUMMARY 
 
The King City Cemetery District is a financially solvent district that owns and maintains a single cemetery. 
The District has adequate land for expansion and is considering investing in several new facilities.  
 
• The King City Cemetery District is providing efficient and effective service to the community through 

the operation of a single cemetery in the King City.   
 

• The existing District Sphere of Influence is adequate to meet the community’s needs. 
 

• Significant population growth is anticipated within the District boundaries in coming decades.  The 
District is positioned to respond to this increased demand for services. 
 

• The District anticipates that it has adequate facilities to meet future needs for approximately 25 to 30 
years. 
 

• There are currently two vacancies on the Board of Trustees. The District does not anticipate that these 
positions will remain vacant long. 

 
• The District regularly experiences surpluses of revenue over expenditures and laudably assists other 

cemeteries with interments and operations. 
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San Lucas Cemetery District 
 
P.O. Box 115, San Lucas, CA 93954 
831-382-4426 
 

San Lucas Cemetery District – At A Glance 

Formation Date December 3, 1974 

Legal Authority Health & Safety Code, Sections 9000-9093 

Board of Trustees 
Five-member governing board whose members are appointed to four-year 
terms by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors  

District Area Approximately 191.4 square miles 

Sphere of Influence Same as the District boundaries 

Population (2010 est.) 822 

Budgeted Revenue  
(FY 2015-16) 

$16,190 

Approximate Annual 
Revenue Per District 
Resident 

$20 

Board Contact Estella Ramirez and Linda Larson   

Employees None  

Cemetery San Lucas Cemetery, at the northeast corner of the intersection of 
Cattlemen Road and Highway 198 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The San Lucas Cemetery was established in 1890. Upon formation of the San Lucas Cemetery District on 
December 3, 1974, the Knights of Pythias Lodge deeded the cemetery to the District. As part of the 
reactivation of the cemetery, the District initiated a series of improvements that included the installation 
of a water tank, building a fence and landscaping. The cemetery is the location of two or three burials a 
year.  The District has an estimated that it has at least 20 or 30 years of remaining capacity. 
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DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

 
The District covers approximately 190 square miles, and approximately 822 people reside within its 
boundaries. Since 1974, there have been no changes to the District Boundaries.  The District’s Sphere of 
Influence is coterminous with District boundaries and was established by LAFCO in 1983.  
 
The rural community of San Lucas is not anticipated to grow substantially in coming years.  
 
The District has no plans to expand its Sphere of Influence or annex any portion of its existing Sphere. 
Since the 1978 passage of Proposition 13, there is no financial incentive for a cemetery district to do so.  
LAFCO concurs with this assessment. The adjacent boundaries of the King City and San Ardo Cemetery 
Districts also limit the potential for expansion of the District Sphere of Influence.   
            

FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
While the San Lucas Cemetery parcel is more than eight acres in size, the area available for the cemetery 
includes only about three acres. A Union Pacific Railroad easement and tracks cover a large portion of the 
property. The District recently completed some long-deferred grounds cleanup and maintenance, placed 
new fencing at the 
driveway entrance 
and completed 
construction of a small 
storage shed building.  
 
The District originally 
sold cemetery plots as 
family group plots.  
However, since space 
in the developed 
portion of the 
cemetery is limited 
only single plots are 
now being sold.  The 
District has no staff 
and obtains 
landscaping and 
maintenance services 
through a contract. 
 
The District experiences no more than two or three interments in an average year.  When a burial service 
is needed, the King City Cemetery District is called upon by one of the Trustees to assist. The King City 
Cemetery District has provided such assistance to the San Lucas Cemetery District for decades. 
 
Changes in American interment practices, which include an increasing popularity of cremation and the 
scattering of ashes, are reducing the need for cemetery burials nationwide.  Establishment of the California 
Central Coast Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord may slightly lessen the demand for burials in 
other cemeteries in the region.   
  

San Lucas Cemetery 
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GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

 
The District is governed by five Trustees, who are appointed by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors.  
Only three Trustees are presently seated, and the two vacancies have existed for several years. The Board 
meets on the third Wednesday of the month at 4:00 pm at the office of the San Lucas Water District.  The 
District posts meeting agendas at the San Lucas Post Office.  
 
Trustees are completing their State-required conflict of interest disclosure forms (Form 700s).   
 
The District has expressed interest in resources recently provided by LAFCO, such as templates for district 
bylaws, policies and procedures.  The District is also working to improve its recordkeeping and the training 
of Trustees in best practices and the requirements of State law.   
 

FINANCE 
 
Due to the lack of recent burial activity, District revenues consist mainly of property taxes.  In Fiscal Year 
2013-14, fully 95% of revenues were from this source.  The District charges a modest $250 for a single grave, 
although it is currently looking at a substantial increase in this charge to be more consistent with 
neighboring cemetery district fee schedules. Arrangements for interments are made directly by the family 
of the deceased and the King City Cemetery District.  Fees for interments are passed through to the King 
City Cemetery District that provides assistance with burials.  The District has no employees or employee 
expenses. 
 
As shown in the Table of Revenues and Expenditures, District expenditures have exceeded income in 
recent years.  To lower expenditures, the District recently changed to a new, and less costly, landscaping 
contract.  Monthly rent for the District office has also been reduced this year from $250 to $100. This 
change reduces the annual deficit, although the current year budget continues to anticipate that 
expenditures will continue to exceed revenues by almost 50%. The largest two expenditure line items – 
Audit and Accounting ($9,500) and Maintenance/Grounds ($8,800) – by themselves exceed anticipated 
revenues of $16,190.  Audit costs are for a two-year audit that is scheduled to be completed this year. 

 
San Lucas Cemetery  District 

Summary of Revenues and Expenditures, Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year 
(Data Source) 

2010-11 
(audited) 

2011-12 
(audited) 

2012-13 
(audited) 

2013-14 
(unaudited) 

2014-15 
(unaudited) 

2015-16  
(budgeted) 

Revenues 13,717 15,053 14,502 15,299 $12,917  16,190 

Expenditures 18,098 22,230 32,810 28,302 $17,510  24,225 

NET INCOME       (4,381)       (7,177)    (18,308)    (13,003)      (4,593)       (8,035) 

Hayashi and Wayland, San Lucas Cemetery District, Basic Financial Statements for the Years Ending June 30, 2013 and 2012, San Lucas 
Cemetery District Special Districts Financial Transactions (FY 2013-14 and 2014-15), and District Fiscal Year 2015-16 budget. 
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The table below presents a summary of the District’s assets.  The imbalance of income and expenditures 
has caused a rapid decrease in net assets. This decrease in assets is a serious threat to the District’s long-
term financial viability. The District does not maintain an endowment fund for the ongoing maintenance 
of the property. 
District 

 
San Lucas Cemetery District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Years 2010-2011 through 2014-15 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year Ending 
(Data Source) 

June 30, 
2011 

(audited) 

June 30, 
2012 

(audited) 

June 30, 
2013 

(audited) 

June 30, 
2014 

(unaudited) 

June 30, 
2015 

(unaudited) 

Assets  
Current 68,362 61,209 45,019      33,749  30,598  

Total      82,903       75,536      57,228         44,225  39,670  

Liabilities 990          800           800               800             800  

Total Net Assets  81,913     74,736     56,428  43,425  38,870 

Hayashi and Wayland, San Lucas Cemetery District, Basic Financial Statements for the Years Ending June 30, 2013 and 2012, and San 
Lucas Cemetery District Special Districts Financial Transactions (FY 2013-14 and 2014-15). 

 
CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

 
Governance and Transparency:  The small District population presents challenges. It has been difficult 
for the District to find willing citizens able to fill all five Trustee positions. If the Board were to lose one 
additional member, it would lack a quorum and would be unable to act. The District is encouraged to 
establish some presence on the web, possibly in conjunction with other cemetery districts, through a 
California Special Districts Association service, or independently. 
 
Shared Services and Other Partnerships: The District currently uses assistance from the King City 
Cemetery District for interments.  Other opportunities for shared services – and attendant cost efficiencies 
– are worth exploring.  Affiliation with the California Association of Public Cemeteries (CAPC), California 
Special Districts Association, or other networks would provide useful Board training and educational 
resources. Scholarships are available to assist small districts in their professional development. 
 
Finance:  The District is strongly encouraged to modify its expenditures to keep them within revenues in 
order to remain solvent.  The District has consistently overspent its revenues the past five years, and the 
current year budget anticipates a continuing imbalance.  
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SUMMARY 

 
• The San Lucas Cemetery District is providing efficient and effective service to the community through 

the operation of a single cemetery in the unincorporated community of San Lucas.   
 

• The existing District Sphere of Influence is the same as District boundaries and is adequate to meet 
the community’s needs. 
 

• The District anticipates that it has adequate facilities to meet future needs for a minimum of 20 or 30 
years. 
 

• Two of the five seats on the District Board of Trustees are vacant. The District is encouraged to increase 
efforts to recruit individuals to fill these openings and to ensure that a quorum can be met. 
 

• The District has experienced financial deficits for each of the past five years.  The District is encouraged 
to implement measures to ensure that expenditures are covered by District revenue. Firm action is 
needed to ensure the District’s financial viability. 
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San Ardo Cemetery District 
 
P.O. Box 56, San Ardo, CA 93450 
831-627-2500 
 

San Ardo Cemetery District – At A Glance 

Formation Date August 22, 1957  

Legal Authority Health & Safety Code, Sections 9000-9093  

Board of Trustees 
Five-member governing board whose members are appointed to four-year 
terms by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors  

District Area Approximately 165.2 square miles  

Sphere of Influence Approximately 8.4 square miles beyond District boundaries 

Population (2010 est.) 839  (with an additional 60 in the Sphere of Influence) 

Revenue  
(FY 2013-14) 

$20,380 (as reported for FY 2013-14 by the State Controller’s Office) 

Approximate Annual 
Revenue Per District 
Resident 

$24 (as reported for FY 2013-14 by the State Controller’s Office) 

Board Secretary Cindy Beal 

Employees None 

Cemetery San Ardo Cemetery, approximately one-half mile north of town and one-
quarter mile west of Cattlemen Road 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The San Ardo Cemetery District was formed in 1957 to serve the San Ardo community.  District boundaries 
have not changed since District formation.  The District provides burial space and maintains the cemetery 
grounds.   
 
The District opted not to participate in the preparation of this report. Therefore, information in this report 
is limited and was reported from third party sources.   
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DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 
 
The District is approximately 165 square miles in area. LAFCO designated an additional eight square mile 
Sphere of Influence which extended north to the boundary of the San Lucas Cemetery District. The rural 
community of San Ardo is not anticipated to grow significantly in coming years. The portion of the Sphere 
that is beyond the District’s boundaries is relatively small – 8.4 square miles – and is home to only about 
60 people.  Residents of this outlying area may benefit from annexation by being eligible for in-District 
cemetery fees.  There is, however, little incentive for the District to request annexation because it would 
receive no additional tax revenues for this expansion. Likewise, there is no incentive and no identified need 
to expand the District’s Sphere of Influence. 
 

FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
The District maintains one cemetery that is approximately four-tenths of an acre in size. Situated just north 
of San Ardo, the cemetery is surrounded by agricultural fields and is accessed via dirt roads to the west of 
Cattlemen Road.   
  
The San Ardo Cemetery District provides public internment services for the unincorporated community 
of San Ardo and the surrounding area. Most management and maintenance services are capably performed  

 
by District Trustees and community volunteers.  The King City Cemetery District assists the District with 
burial services.  It is unknown how many burials occur in San Ardo in an average year, or the remaining 
capacity of the facility. 
 
Changes in American interment practices, which include an increasing popularity of cremation and the 
scattering of ashes, are reducing the need for cemetery burials nationwide.  Establishment of the California 
Central Coast Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord may slightly reduce the demand for burials in 
other cemeteries in the region.   
  

San Ardo Cemetery 
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GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
The District is governed by a five-member Board of Trustees who are appointed by the Board of 
Supervisors.  The terms of two Trustees recently expired and are currently vacant, according to the records 
of the Clerk of the Monterey County Board of Supervisors.   
 

FINANCE 
 
District revenues are primarily derived from property taxes.  In Fiscal Year 2013-14, 89% of all income were 
from this source.  Most remaining revenues are assumed to be derived from cemetery user fees.  
 
The District prepares audits every five years with the last one being for the five-year period ending June 30, 
2012. The District also reports financial data to the State Controller’s Office as required by law.  This data 
shows that revenues are minimal, and expenditures are generally less than revenues.  The District has no 
employees, although the audit indicated that the over half of District expenditures were for custodian fees.   
 

 
San Ardo Cemetery  District 

Summary of Revenues and Revenues, Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16  
(budgeted) 

 Revenues 14,100 17,289 21,295      20,380 Not 
Available 

Not 
Available 

Expenditures 7,844 16,414 21,581       14,796 Not 
Available 

Not 
Available 

NET INCOME         6,256        875      (286)   5,584  Not 
Available 

Not 
Available 

California State Controller’s Office: Special Districts Website Reports 

 
The table below shows a summary of the District’s assets.  This data, from the State Controller’s Office, 
includes general cash reserves as well as restricted funds held in the endowment fund.  Net assets have 
slowly increased through the years surveyed. 
 

 
San Ardo Cemetery District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Years 2010-2011 through 2014-15 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2011 June 30, 2012  June 30, 2013  June 30, 2014  June 30, 2015 

Assets 45,558 46,403 46,117 51,701 Not Available 

Liabilities 0 0 0 0 Not Available 

Total Net Assets 45,558 46,403 46,117 51,701 Not Available 

California State Controller’s Office: Special Districts Website Reports 
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The most recent District audit, for the five year period ending June 30, 2012, indicated that the 
District’s assets included over $27,000 in General Fund cash and cash equivalents.  The District’s 
endowment fund, including both the permanent fund and accumulated interest income, 
amounted to 32% of all assets. 
 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES / SUMMARY 
  
The San Ardo Cemetery District declined to meet with LAFCO staff or share information regarding its 
services. Based on available financial data from the State Controller’s Office, the District is operating 
without severe deficits or surpluses and is maintaining a steady level of assets.  The District is currently 
working without a full Board of Trustees.  
 
The District is providing efficient and effective service to the community and appears to be meeting this 
need with a minimum of financial resources and a maximum amount of self-sufficiency and volunteer 
action.   
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          Cholame Valley Cemetery District 
 
Parkfield Route, Box 3580, San Miguel CA 93451 
805-463-2343 
 

Cholame Valley Cemetery District – At A Glance 

Formation Date January 27, 1959  

Legal Authority Health & Safety Code, Sections 9000-9093 

Board of Trustees Three-member governing board whose members are appointed to four-
year terms by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors 

District Area Approximately 181.7 square miles 

Sphere of Influence Same as District boundaries 

Population (2010 est.) 169 

Budgeted Revenue  
(FY 2015-16) 

$0  

Approximate Annual 
Revenue Per District 
Resident 

$0 

Board Secretary  Marlene Thomason 

Employees None 

Cemeteries 

Two small cemeteries: “Parkfield-Todd,” at the end of Parkfield Cemetery 
Road, off Cholame Road, approximately two and one-half miles southeast 
of Parkfield,  and “Imusdale,” on Vineyard Canyon Road, approximately 
2,000 feet south west of its intersection with Slacks Canyon Road 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
Community members formed the Cholame Valley Cemetery District on January 27, 1959 to provide 
maintenance services to four small cemeteries that had been established in the 1800s. These cemeteries 
were the Parkfield–Todd, Imusdale, Imus and Red Rock Cemeteries.  The Imus and Red Rock Cemeteries 
are on private property and are no longer maintained by the District.  One burial occurs within the District 
in the average year.  The District estimates that it can accommodate additional burials for at least an 
additional 50 to 75 years. 
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DISTRICT BOUNDARIES AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 
 
The District covers approximately 185 square miles and its Sphere of Influence, which was established in 
1983, covers the same territory. The Cholame Valley population is not anticipated to grow significantly in 
coming years.   The population of the District is estimated at 169.   
 
The District has no plans to expand its Sphere of Influence or annex any portion of its existing Sphere 
because since the 1978 passage of Proposition 13 there is no financial incentive for a cemetery district to do 
so.  LAFCO concurs with this assessment.  
 

FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
 
The Cholame Valley Cemetery District was formed on January 27, 1959 for the purpose of providing 
maintenance services to four small cemeteries that were established in the 1800s. Two of these four 
cemeteries are still maintained by the District: the Imusdale Cemetery (approximately 1.88 acres in size) 
and the Parkfield-Todd Cemetery (slightly larger than Imusdale). The District holds title to the Imusdale 

Cemetery, although ownership of the 
Parkfield–Todd Cemetery is 
uncertain.  It is referred to as 
“government land” on County 
records and may be on a County road 
right-of-way. The District does not 
own equipment or buildings.  The 
District has no debt.   
 
The District is supported by 
volunteers, and this arrangement 
appears to meet community needs. 
The District pays for no contracts for 
any services and survives through the 
assistance of volunteers for fence 

mending and other repairs. The District has no fees or rate sheets and offers no direct interment services.  
 
Some maintenance such as weeding and clean-up is 
occasionally provided by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE) through the 
service of inmates from the California Department of 
Corrections and Rehabilitation.  
 
Changes in American interment practices, which 
include an increasing popularity of cremation and the 
scattering of ashes, are reducing the need for cemetery 
burials nationwide.  Establishment of the California 
Central Coast Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort 
Ord may slightly reduce the demand for burials in 
other cemeteries in the region.   
 
The District estimates that it can accommodate interments for at least an additional 50 or 75 years. 
  

Imusdale Cemetery 

Parkfield-Todd Cemetery 
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GOVERNANCE /TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

 
The Cholame Cemetery District is governed by a three-person Board of Trustees who are appointed by the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors.  There are currently no vacancies on the Board. 
 
The District Board of Trustees meets quarterly when the Parkfield Community Club gathers.  The meetings 
occur at the Community Club, which is at 68720 Parkfield Coalinga Road. Meeting agendas are posted on 
the Community Hall bulletin board, 
 
District trustees complete annual State Conflict of Interest Forms (Form 700s), and are working to meet 
all State ethics requirements. 

The only cemetery district contiguous with the Cholame Cemetery District is the Shandon Cemetery 
District across the county line in San Luis Obispo County. These districts may in the future want to explore 
cooperative arrangements. 
 

FINANCE 
 
The District’s finances are unusual, in that revenues and expenses are close to zero. No property taxes or 
fees are collected6. No contracts for service are utilized.  
 
The District does not collect burial fees. When an interment is needed, the family and friends of the 
deceased band together with District volunteers to hand dig graves. Occasionally a backhoe is also used.  
The district does not require the use of burial vaults to enclose coffins. 
 
 

 
Cholame Valley Cemetery  District:  

Summary of Revenues and Expenditures, Fiscal Years 2011-12 through 2015-16 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year 
(Data Source) 

2010-11 
(SCO) 

2011-12 
(SCO) 

2012-13 
(SCO) 

2013-14 
(SCO) 

2014-15 
(District) 

2015-16  
(District) 

Revenues 2 2 0           0 0 0 

Expenditures 0 0 0           0 0 0 

NET INCOME  2 2 0      0 0 0 

California State Controller’s Office: Special Districts Website Reports and Data (FY 2010-11 to 2013-14), and Personal Conversation with 
the District Board Secretary (FY 2014-15 and 2015-16) 

 

                                                      
6 The District does not receive tax funds because its modest-level operations were funded totally through 
accumulated cash balances and the interest for the years prior to 1978-79.  The District, therefore, does not participate 
in the Post-Proposition 13 allocated property tax formula. The District remains the only cemetery district in the 
County which receives no property tax revenue.   
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The District has received some interest from assets left on the County books since the 1970’s although less 
than $300 remains in the District account at the end of Fiscal Year 2014. This balance provides a nominal 
amount of revenue. 

The District has County approval to submit audits on a five-year cycle, but the last submittal was missed, 
and the next 5-year submittal date is nearing. The District no longer prepares budgets, as the District hasn’t 
written a check in recent memory. Financial reports are submitted yearly to the State Controller’s Office 
and County Auditor-Controller, although most of the blanks are filled with zeros.  The District maintains 
no liability or other insurance.  
 
The table below shows the District’s assets.  This data is from the State Controller’s Office. The fund 
balance is consistent with the District finances and operating philosophy. Interest derived from the $272 
on balance in Fiscal Year 2010-2011 yielded the $2 reported to the State as revenue income.  The increase in 
the fund balance in Fiscal Year 2012 reflects the addition of the Imusdale Cemetery’s land valuation. 
 

 
Cholame Valley Cemetery District 

Summary of District Assets, Fiscal Years 2010-2011 through 2014-15 
(in dollars) 

 

Fiscal Year Ending 
(Data Source) 

June 30, 
2011  
(SCO) 

June 30, 
2012  
(SCO) 

June 30, 
2013  
(SCO) 

June 30, 
2014  
(SCO) 

June 30, 
2015 

(District) 

Assets     272   1,774    1,774   1,774   1,774 

Liabilities 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Net Assets     272   1,774    1,774   1,774   1,774 

California State Controller’s Office: Special Districts Website Reports and Data (FY 2010-11 to 2013-14), and Personal Conversation with 
the District Board Secretary (FY 2014-15 and 2015-16) 
 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Shared Services and Other Partnerships: The District may want to consider if it could benefit from 
sharing services or resources with the adjacent Shandon Cemetery District in San Luis Obispo County.  
Affiliation with the California Association of Public Cemeteries (CAPC), Public Cemetery Alliance, 
California Special Districts Association, or other networks would provide useful Board training and 
educational resources. Scholarships are available to assist small districts in their professional development. 
The District is also encouraged to establish some presence on the web, possibly in conjunction with other 
cemetery districts, through a California Special Districts Association service, or independently. 
 
Finance:  The Cholame Cemetery District achieves results without the expenditure of funds.  If there were 
to be a need for monies to maintain the cemeteries, Trustees would need to identify sources. The District 
maintains no liability insurance; this absence may expose Trustees to risk. 
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SUMMARY 

 
The Cholame Cemetery District is operated by a three-member Board of Trustees which has no vacancies.  
While the District maintains two cemeteries, it does so in a way that requires no revenues or expenditures.  
The informal organization and operations of the District appear to work for the Parkfield/Cholame Valley 
community. 
 
• The Cholame Valley Cemetery District is providing efficient and effective service to the community 

through the operation of two cemeteries in the unincorporated Parkfield / Cholame Valley area.   
 

• The District has found a way to meet community needs without taxes or other revenue. 
 

• The existing District Sphere of Influence is the same as the District boundaries and is adequate to meet 
the community’s needs. 
 

• The District anticipates that it has adequate facilities to meet future needs for at least 50 or 75 years. 
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Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District 
 
66 Marin Street, Watsonville, CA, 95076 
831-722-0310 
 

Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District – At A Glance 

Formation Date May 24, 1955 

Legal Authority Health & Safety Code, Sections 9000-9093  

Board of Trustees Five-member governing board whose members are appointed to four-year 
terms by the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors  

District Area Approximately   162.6 sq mi (47.7 sq mi in the Monterey County portion) 

Sphere of Influence Same as the District boundaries 

Population  
(2010 est.) 

95,088  (18,646 in the Monterey County portion) 

Budgeted Revenue  
(FY 2015-16) 

$938,500 

Approximate Annual 
Revenue Per District 
Resident 

$10 

Manager  Robert Stanford 

Employees 5.5 full time equivalents 

Cemeteries 

Five Cemeteries: Pioneer Cemetery (ocean side of Freedom Blvd. at Marin 
St.), Watsonville Catholic Cemetery (mountain side of Freedom Blvd. at 
Alta Vista), Valley Catholic Cemetery (East Lake near Fairgrounds), Valley 
Public Cemetery (East Lake near Fairgrounds), and Day Valley Cemetery 
(Meadow Road) 

 
Introduction 
 
The Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District covers the Pajaro, Los Lomas and Aromas areas in Monterey 
County, and extends as far north as Aptos in southern Santa Cruz County. Present boundaries are the same 
as when the District was formed in 1955. A majority of the District’s geographic area and population are 
within Santa Cruz County. The Santa Cruz Local Agency Formation Commission is, therefore, the LAFCO 
of the principal county for this cemetery district and has exclusive jurisdiction over any changes of 
organization. In April 2015, the Santa Cruz LAFCO approved a Service Review and Sphere of Influence 
Review for this District.  The document was prepared in consultation with LAFCO of Monterey County.  
Interested readers may contact Santa Cruz LAFCO at 831-454-2055 or http://www.santacruzlafco.org to 
get a copy of that study.   
 

http://www.santacruzlafco.org/
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A map and summary description of the District’s services and boundaries are included here, based on 
information provided by the District and Santa Cruz LAFCO. Our intent is to help readers learn about all 
local public cemetery service providers and their relationships. 

 

Watsonville 
Catholic 
Cemetery 

Pioneer 
Cemetery 

Valley 
Public 
Cemetery 

Valley 
Catholic 
Cemetery 

Day Valley 
Cemetery 
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District Overview 
 
The Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District is governed by a five-member Board of Trustees, which is 
appointed by the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors. District boundaries straddle the Santa Cruz-
Monterey County line, and its Sphere of Influence is coterminous with the current boundaries. The District 
maintains five cemeteries, all of which are located in Santa Cruz County. These cemeteries average a total 
of 175 to 200 burials a year. Moderate population growth is projected within the service area over the next 
25 years. Only one cemetery, Valley Public Cemetery, has traditional gravesite available for purchase, and 
the District anticipates approximately 15 years of remaining capacity at Valley Public.  The District’s ability 
to acquire additional property adjacent to existing facilities is limited, and so the District is seeking an 
additional cemetery site in south Santa Cruz County or north Monterey County.   

The 2015 Santa Cruz LAFCO study 
notes that a populated portion of 
north Monterey County is unserved 
by any cemetery district and that 
LAFCO of Monterey County would 
be examining the possibility of 
expansion into that area by the 
Castroville Cemetery District.  The 
Castroville Cemetery District was 
consulted in the course of the current 
study and chose not to pursue 
expansion, as it is financially 
infeasible to do so. One or both of the 
cemetery districts adjacent to the 
unserved Prunedale area may raise 
this topic again in the future.  

The District provides burial spaces, maintenance of cemetery grounds, and opening and closing services.  
The District also has a commendable reputation for assisting other districts and cemeteries when needs 
arise.  For example, it helped the private Evergreen Cemetery in the City of Santa Cruz to upright 
headstones after the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake.  

District operations comply with State laws for accountability and transparency, and the District 
implements best management practices for cost efficiencies. This District is also an active member of both 
the California Association of Public Cemeteries (CAPC) and the Public Cemetery Alliance (PCA). 
 
The Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District’s finances are sound and sustainable.  In Fiscal Year 2015-16, 
the District has budgeted revenues of $938,500 and expenditures of $1,314,250.  This temporary imbalance 
of expenditures over revenues is due to a current capital improvement program.  Net assets of 
approximately $6 million enable the District to incur short-term budget shortfalls. Among District assets, 
as of June 30, 2015, are a capital outlay fund of approximately $2.9 million and an endowment fund of 
approximately $1.2 million.7  In the current year budget, 69% of District revenue comes from property 

                                                      
7 The endowment fund includes reserved funds of $754,205 and unreserved funds of $414,925. 
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taxes.  The District receives additional revenue from user fees and interest from its investments.  The major 
expenditure is for personnel, which accounts for 78% of all budgeted revenues.   
 
Summary 
 
In its April 2015 study and Commission action, Santa Cruz LAFCO concluded that the Pajaro Valley Public 
Cemetery District is providing cemetery services in a cost-effective manner. The principal LAFCO made 
no changes to the District’s current Sphere of Influence.    
 
The Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District has more residents within its boundaries than any other 
cemetery district serving Monterey County residents.  Its budget, with annual revenues of approximately 
$1 million, is larger than the combined budgets of the eight cemetery districts that operate solely in 
Monterey County.   This District is in a strong financial position, with the capability and experience to 
operate multiple facilities consistent with State requirements and best management practices.  A key 
challenge for this District is a lack of available plots, and so an active search is on to locate a new cemetery 
site within District boundaries. 
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DETERMINATIONS 
 

SCOPE AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This Chapter contains the recommended Municipal Service and Sphere of Influence determinations for the 
Castroville, Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield, King City, San Lucas, San Ardo and Cholame Valley Cemetery 
Districts. This chapter also contains a recommended written statement of LAFCO’s determinations 
regarding the four areas required by Government Code section 56425(e).  Each recommended 
determination applies to all eight cemetery districts that are located entirely in Monterey County as a 
group.   
 
Based on the recommended Municipal Service Review Determinations, the Executive Officer recommends 
that the Commission adopt the Municipal Service Review for all eight cemetery districts. 
 
Based on the recommended Sphere of Influence Determinations, the Executive Officer recommends that 
the Commission affirm the currently adopted Spheres of Influence of the Castroville, Gonzales, Soledad, 
Greenfield, King City, San Lucas, San Ardo and Cholame Valley Cemetery Districts as shown on the 
Executive Summary’s map. No change from the status quo is proposed or recommended. 
 

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW DETERMINATIONS 
 
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act requires LAFCO to conduct a review of the municipal services provided 
by a local agency before updating its Sphere of Influence.  This chapter contains a recommended written 
statement of LAFCO’s Municipal Service Review Determinations regarding the seven areas required by 
Government Code section 56430(a).  Each recommended determination applies to all eight cemetery 
districts as a group. Individual district profiles are provided earlier in this document. 

 
1. Growth and Population Projections for the Affected Areas  

 
The eight cemetery districts entirely in Monterey County cover a combined area of over 1,250 square miles 
and a population of almost 80,000 people.  Except for the Castroville Cemetery District, all of these 
districts are in the southern Salinas Valley.  The four districts centered on the southern Salinas Valley cities 
– Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield and King City – are projected to experience rapid population growth in 
coming decades.   

 
2. The Location and Characteristics of any Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities within 

or Contiguous to the Sphere of Influence. 
 

The California Department of Water Resources has identified Moss Landing8, King City, San Lucas and 
San Ardo as disadvantaged community places.  All of these areas are located within the boundaries of a 
cemetery district and, except for King City, all are unincorporated.   Additional areas within the southern 
Salinas Valley are identified as disadvantaged community tracts or block groups.  Most of these areas are 
located within the boundaries of a cemetery district.  Cemetery district services are available to 
disadvantaged residents of Monterey County.  
 
  

                                                      
8 Moss Landing is located within the Castroville Cemetery District and is the location of the District’s cemetery. 
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3. Present and Planned Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services, and 
Infrastructure Needs or Deficiencies  

 
As outlined in this Service Review, the eight cemetery districts have adequate space and services to meet 
current needs.  
Most districts are actively developing their capacity by acquiring additional land, adding double-depth 
graves, and constructing niche walls for cremated remains. 
 
4. Financial Ability of Agency to Provide Services 
 
Local cemetery districts experience a broad range of financial conditions and vulnerability. Finances are 
examined in this service review and are highlighted as a Key Finding in the Executive Summary.   
 
5. Status of, and Opportunities for, Shared Facilities  
 
Opportunities are available for a sharing of resources and expertise among cemetery districts. An outline 
of the opportunities and benefits of partnerships and a sharing of resources is contained within a Key 
Finding in the Executive Summary.    
 
6. Accountability for Community Service Needs, including Government Structure and 

Operational Efficiencies 
 

The eight cemetery districts entirely in Monterey County are independent special districts formed through 
the provisions of the Public Cemetery District Law (Health & Safety Code section 9000 et seq.)  Each was 
formed to provide the long-term care and management of a cemetery, or cemeteries, within their 
boundaries.  All of the eight districts are governed by a five- or three-person Board of Trustees that are 
appointed by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors. 
 
Expansion of the District is financially unfeasible because since Proposition 13’s passage in 1978, any land 
annexed to a cemetery district does not pay any property tax to the district. 
 
The districts face challenges in complying with all of the State requirements for a local agency.  This issue 
is discussed in the Service Review, and is highlighted as a Key Finding in the Executive Summary. 

 
7. Any Other Matter Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery, as Required by 

Commission Policy  
 
The Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County has adopted Sphere of Influence Policies 
and Criteria within its Policies and Procedures Relating to Spheres of Influence and Changes of Organization and 
Reorganization.  These policies and criteria were adopted, in conformance with State law, to meet local 
needs. 
 
These policies stipulate that the designation of Spheres of Influence shall avoid the creation of islands and 
corridors.  There are currently no islands or corridors enclosed by a Cemetery District’s boundaries or 
Sphere. 
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SPHERE OF INFLUENCE DETERMINATIONS 

 
Following is a recommended written statement of LAFCO’s Sphere of Influence Determinations regarding 
the four areas required by Government Code section 56425(e).  Each recommended determination applies 
to all eight cemetery districts as a group.  Individual profiles of each of the eight districts, and of the Pajaro 
Valley Public Cemetery District, are presented earlier in this document.   
 
1. The Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area, including Agricultural and Open-Space Lands 
   
Land uses within cemetery district boundaries are varied.  The districts contain four cities – Gonzales, 
Soledad, Greenfield and King City.  District boundaries also include Census-designated places such as 
Castroville, Moss Landing, Prunedale, Chualar, San Lucas, San Ardo and Parkfield9. The cities and 
unincorporated places have a variety of commercial, industrial, institutional and residential uses. 
Agricultural uses predominate outside of the core areas of the cemetery districts. 
 
Five districts have Spheres of Influence beyond their existing boundaries. Most of these areas are very rural 
and agricultural.  The one exception is the Castroville Cemetery District.  The Sphere of Influence of this 
district contains a significant portion of Prunedale, a Census-designated place. The District Sphere, 
outside of its boundaries, is estimated to be the home of over 6,000 people. The area includes low-density 
and rural-density residential, commercial and public/quasi-public land uses. 

 
2. The Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area 

 
Cemetery District Trustees are preparing for the burial needs of the future, although these needs are 
difficult to gauge. The population growth rate for the County’s cemetery districts is expected to increase 
more rapidly than the County-wide rate of 0.71% over the next 25 years. This is because cemetery district 
population is centered in the fast-growing Salinas Valley communities of Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield 
and King City. These population projections would seem to indicate that the needs for cemetery district 
facilities and services will rapidly expand. 
 
On the other hand, societal trends favoring cremation, and the development of a veteran’s cemetery at the 
former Fort Ord, may lessen the need for district burial space in coming years.   
 
Public cemeteries may grow more rapidly than other cemeteries because they offer benefits to tax-paying 
district residents. The advantage of living in a cemetery district is that residents have the option of burial 
in a relatively affordable public cemetery.  State law limits most burials within a district cemetery to 
district residents, taxpayers and immediate family members of those buried in the cemetery. Individuals 
who live outside the boundaries of a local agency providing cemetery services do not usually have this 
option.  Other burial options include utilizing a private or religious cemetery, or cremation and storing or 
disbursing the cremains. 

 
3. The Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services that the Agency 

Provides or is Authorized to Provide  
 

The eight cemetery districts that are entirely in Monterey County maintain a total of ten cemeteries.  Each 
of these districts appears to have adequate existing space to accommodate burials for at least 20 additional 

                                                      
9 Castroville, Moss Landing and portions of Prunedale are within the Castroville Cemetery District.  Chualar is within 
the Gonzales Cemetery District.  San Lucas and San Ardo are the centers of cemetery districts with the same names.  
Parkfield is within the Chalome Valley Cemetery District. 
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years.  One cemetery, within the two-cemetery Greenfield Cemetery District, is estimated to have a 
remaining capacity of only around five years.  The District plans to expand this facility.  Other cemeteries 
in the District are expected to still have adequate space into the end of the current century.  Most cemetery 
districts are actively expanding their capacity through acquiring additional land, adding double-depth 
graves, and constructing niche walls for cremated remains. 
 
To the extent that their finances allow, each cemetery district is adding additional services and amenities 
to their cemeteries.  These amenities include walkways, gates, fences, niche walls for cremains, chapels and 
memorials.  

 
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 
 

Each of the cemetery districts serves a distinct social and economic community of interest.    
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APPENDIX 
 

SOURCES AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
The information contained in this Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study has been 
obtained from many sources.  Of critical importance is the information that LAFCO received from 
Cemetery District Staff and Trustees.  The districts provided LAFCO with copies of audits, financial 
statements, budgets, policies and procedures, agendas, and fee schedules.  District representatives met 
with LAFCO staff and continued to be available for information over the phone and by email.  Without 
their cooperation and assistance, this report would not have been possible. 
 
LAFCO was also able to obtain valuable information on the State Controller’s website, as well as the 
websites of the California Association of Public cemeteries and the Public Cemetery Alliance. 
 
LAFCO’s earlier 2005-2007 Municipal Service Reviews were reviewed to provide background information.  
Population estimates for the cemetery districts were calculated from 2010 U. S. Census data using the 
County of Monterey’s Geographic Information System (GIS).   
 

GLOSSARY OF CEMETERY TERMS 
 
Casket/Coffin: A box or chest large enough for burying remains. 

Cemetery: Land specifically used as a burial ground for the dead. 

Columbarium: A structure with niches or small spaces which allows for placement of cremated remains 
in urns or other small containers. It may be outdoors or part of a mausoleum. 

Cremains: The ashes of a cremated corpse. 

Cremation: Exposing remains to extreme heat, flame and processing in order to reduce the body to ashes 
and small bone. 

Endowment Care Fund: Money collected by the cemetery from the purchasers which is placed in trust 
for the maintenance and upkeep of the cemetery in the future. 

Grave: A space in the ground in a cemetery for the burial of remains. 

Grave Liner: A concrete cover that fits over a casket in a grave. Some liners cover tops and sides of the 
casket. Others referred to as vaults, completely enclose the casket. Grave liners minimize ground settling. 

Interment: Burial in the ground, inurnment or entombment. 

Inurnment: The placing of cremated remains in an urn followed by placement in a niche or some other 
resting location. 

Mausoleum: A building in which remains are buried or entombed. 

Niche: A space in a columbarium, mausoleum or niche wall to hold an urn. 

Ossuary: A place or receptacle for the bones of the dead. 

Plot: A small piece of land in a cemetery. 

Urn: A container to hold cremated remains. It can be placed in a columbarium or mausoleum, buried in the 
ground, or some other significant spot. 

Vault: A grave liner that completely encloses a casket. 

 

Source:  “PlanningAFuneral.com” and “Dictionary.com” 

http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/cemetery


                      LAFCO of Monterey County 
   _ 

 

                         LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

 

 

Agenda Item #15  

Executive Officer Report  

Comment Letter – City of Salinas  

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 

a Proposed Economic Development 
General Plan Element 



  

LAFCO of Monterey County _______________________________________________________________                    

 LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
                   P.O. Box 1369                         132 Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
                        Salinas, CA 93902                                             Salinas, CA 93901 
                         Telephone (831) 754-5838                            Fax (831) 754-5831         

                                                        www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov 
KATE McKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officer 

DATE:  December 7, 2015 

TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission 

FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: COMMENT LETTER – CITY OF SALINAS: NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
OF A DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) 
FOR A PROPOSED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GENERAL PLAN 
ELEMENT 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive Officer to send a comment letter 
(Attachment 1) to the City of Salinas regarding the City’s Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT:  

Proposed Draft Economic Development Element 

On November 6, the City of Salinas circulated a Notice of Preparation of a Draft Program EIR for a 
proposed Economic Development Element (EDE). The Notice is provided as Attachment 2. The Draft 
EIR is being prepared and is not yet available for public review and comment.    

If approved by the Salinas City Council, the EDE, currently in draft form, will eventually become a 
component of the City’s General Plan. As summarized in the City’s notice, “The purpose of the draft 
[EDE] is to guide future decisions of the City Council and the community in all aspects of City policy 
related to economic development. The City’s primary interest is to raise economic development priorities 
to a legislative, General Plan policy level, and by doing so, ensure that economic development is 
considered in all City Council planning and decision making actions.” 

The draft EDE identifies 25 areas for potential future development, totaling 14,728 acres (23 square 
miles). These areas are mapped on Figure 3 (page 9) and summarized in Table 1 (page 11) of the EDE. 
Proposed land uses are shown on Figure 4 (page 13) and potential building capacities are discussed in 
text and table form. As shown on EDE page 11, ten of these areas are on unincorporated County lands 
outside current city limits, and six of these areas are also outside the city’s currently designated Sphere of 
Influence. LAFCO’s current map for the city is provided as Attachment 3.  

Areas of the EDE that are currently unincorporated are about 9,491 acres (14.8 square miles), comprising 
64% of the EDE’s total acreage. Of these 14.8 square miles of unincorporated areas, 75% (7,147 acres, or 
11.2 square miles) is also outside the City’s existing designated Sphere of Influence. 

Development of currently unincorporated areas would be subject to LAFCO’s approval of future Sphere 
amendments and annexation proposals at a future date. Such development would likely also require 
revisions to the existing City-County Memorandum of Understanding, briefly described below. 
Increased economic development efforts or other development of areas already within existing city limits 
would require no LAFCO involvement.  

AGENDA 
ITEM  
NO. 15 
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Related Prior Actions 

In 2006, the County of Monterey and the City of Salinas entered into the Greater Salinas Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) to ensure orderly future development of lands outside existing city limits. The 
approved MOU set forth that:  

“Specific objectives to be achieved through the implementation of the land use and associated 
policies included in this MOU are the preservation of certain agriculture land, the provision of 
future growth areas, and the provision of adequate financing for the services and facilities of 
benefit to the residents of the Greater Salinas Area Plan and the City.”  

The MOU provided the basis for amendments to the City’s Sphere of Influence, approved by LAFCO in 
2008, as reflected on the current LAFCO map.  

In 2008, in accordance with the MOU, LAFCO also approved a 2,388-acre (3.75-square-mile) annexation 
along the northern edge of Salinas (“Future Growth Area,” represented by areas H and I on Figure 3, page 
9 of the draft EDE). In 2010, LAFCO approved a 252-acre Sphere amendment and annexation (“Uni-Kool 
site,” represented by area A on Figure 3, page 9 of the draft EDE). These areas currently remain 
undeveloped. LAFCO most recently affirmed the City’s existing designated Sphere of Influence in 
January 2011, as part of a comprehensive periodic review of all cities countywide.  

At the April 2014 LAFCO meeting, the City’s EDE project manager Doug Yount made an informal 
presentation about then-current status of the EDE. In October 2015, the City circulated an environmental 
initial study and a notice of preparation of a specific plan for western portions of the Future Growth 
Area, which is within existing city limits.   

LAFCO’s Draft Comment Letter on the EDE Notice of Preparation 

As discussed above, many of the EDE’s development sites are outside the City’s current city limits and 
Sphere of Influence and would therefore be subject to future LAFCO approvals in order for development 
to occur. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) clearance for future Sphere amendment and 
annexation proposals will rely upon either the draft EIR currently being prepared or a subsequent 
environmental document, potentially “tiered” from the current EIR. It will therefore be necessary for the 
current, or a subsequent, CEQA document to include a detailed analysis of the project’s conformance to 
applicable LAFCO-related state legal requirements and LAFCO’s locally adopted policies.  

The attached draft comment letter to the City of Salinas requests that the draft EIR include an analysis of 
the EDE’s conformance to LAFCO-related State laws and locally adopted policies, to the extent such 
analysis is possible based on information currently available about potential long-term future 
development of currently unincorporated sites.  

A more detailed, site-specific, and updated analysis to LAFCO laws and policies should also be 
anticipated as a required part of subsequent, project-level CEQA documents when future proposals are 
brought forward to LAFCO. Provision of this information in current and future CEQA documents will 
help ensure that the Commission will have adequate information to act in its role as a CEQA Responsible 
Agency, when future Sphere amendments or annexation proposals for areas within the EDE are 
submitted to LAFCO.  

The letter also requests that the draft EIR include an analysis of the EDE’s conformance to the Greater 
Salinas MOU. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS: 

The Commission may modify, delete, or add to the draft comment letter.   
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Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
 
Attachments:    

1. Draft comment letter to the City of Salinas 
2. City of Salinas’s Notice of Preparation 
3. Map of current city limits and Sphere of Influence 

 
CC: 
Tara Hullinger, Planning Manager, City of Salinas 
Doug Yount, EDE Project Manager, City of Salinas  
 
Prepared by: Darren McBain, Senior Analyst 
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LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY 
 

December 7, 2015 

Tara Hullinger, Planning Manager 
Community Development Department 
City of Salinas 
65 West Alisal Street 
Salinas, California 93901 

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
for the Proposed City of Salinas Economic Development Element 

Dear Ms. Hullinger: 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of a draft EIR 
for a draft Economic Development Element (EDE) to be added to the City’s General 
Plan. The draft EDE envisions future development on approximately 23 square miles of 
lands. About 14.8 square miles of these lands are outside current city limits. About 75% 
of this currently unincorporated area is also outside the City’s existing Sphere of 
Influence, as designated by the Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey 
County (LAFCO). Development of currently unincorporated areas would be subject to 
LAFCO’s approval of future Sphere amendments and annexation proposals at a future 
date. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), LAFCO is a Responsible 
Agency for this proposal, and will have regulatory authority for future applications for 
the proposed annexation application. It is in this role that LAFCO is commenting on 
the EIR.  

Comments on Scope of the Draft EIR: 

1. Conformance to State LAFCO Law and Locally Adopted LAFCO Policies 
(Please provide an analysis in the draft EIR). 

LAFCO’s statutory authority is derived from the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code section 56000, et seq.). 
Among LAFCO’s purposes are: Discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open space and 
prime agricultural lands, efficiently providing government services, and encouraging 
the orderly formation and development of local agencies based upon local conditions 
and circumstances (section 56301). The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act identifies factors 
that must be considered, and determinations that must be made, as part of LAFCO’s 
review of annexation proposals.  

These provisions of law are the legislative basis for LAFCO’s locally adopted Policies 
and Procedures Relating to Spheres of Influence and Changes of Organization and 
Reorganization (“LAFCO Policies”), most recently updated February 25, 2013, which 
guide LAFCO’s review and consideration of requests for annexation and other 
boundary changes. The full text of LAFCO’s adopted Policies is available on LAFCO’s 
web site: http://www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov/ 

If the EDE is approved, LAFCO will likely be requested, at a future date, to consider 
approval of one or more Sphere of Influence and annexation proposals for currently 
unincorporated sites in the EDE, in accordance with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg 
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Act and local LAFCO policies. As a CEQA Responsible Agency, LAFCO plans to use the City’s 
environmental document to fulfill CEQA clearance for the annexation, and to support the evaluation of the 
proposal’s consistency with the applicable LAFCO laws and policies, including adopted “Preservation of 
Open-Space and Agricultural Lands” and “Housing and Jobs” policies, among others. 

The City’s Notice of Preparation recognizes that “Projects proposed within [economic opportunity areas] 
and economic opportunity reserve areas must also be evaluated for their consistency with Monterey 
County Local Agency Formation Commission SOI and annexation policies, including policies related to 
the logical expansion of urban boundaries and logical expansion of urban services and utilities” (page 23).  

LAFCO requests that the draft EIR currently being prepared include an analysis of the EDE’s conformance 
to the full range of LAFCO’s adopted policies and related State laws, to the extent such analysis is possible 
based on information currently available about potential long-term future development of currently 
unincorporated sites. LAFCO staff can provide examples of similar analyses from other recent proposals.  

A more detailed, site-specific, and updated analysis to LAFCO laws and policies should also be anticipated 
as a required part of subsequent, project-level CEQA documents when future proposals are brought 
forward to LAFCO. Provision of this information in current and future CEQA documents will help ensure 
that the Commission will have adequate information to act in its role as a CEQA Responsible Agency, 
when future Sphere amendments or annexation proposals for areas within the EDE are submitted to 
LAFCO. 

2. Conformance to the Adopted 2006 Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
(Please address the EDE’s consistency with the MOU). 

Please include in the draft EIR an analysis of the EDE’s consistency with the adopted 2006 City-County 
MOU, which does not appear to be discussed in the Notice of Preparation. Implementation of the EDE 
may require revisions to the adopted MOU. Because such revisions would likely involve the potential for 
future Sphere of Influence and annexation proposals, and would directly pertain to LAFCO’s legislative 
purposes, LAFCO would like to have a role in any future modifications to the adopted MOU. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on this proposal.  Please continue to keep us informed 
throughout your process. I would be happy to meet with you and your consultants for more detailed 
discussions.   

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

DATE: October 6, 2015 

TO: Responsible and Interested Agencies 

FROM: City of Salinas 

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Program Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR) for the proposed City of Salinas Economic Development 

Element. 

The City of Salinas (City) would like to know the views of your agency as to the scope and 

content of the environmental information that is relevant to your agency’s statutory 

responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the EIR 

when considering agency actions in connection with the project. 

The City will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an EIR for the project described below. The 

City has determined that the probable environmental effects of the project include, but may not 

be limited to: loss of prime farmland, traffic and transportation, water supply and quality, air 

quality, biological resources, cultural resources, hazardous materials, aesthetics, geology and 

soils, storm drainage, wastewater generation and treatment, and public services. The City’s final 

determination of environmental issues to be addressed in the EIR will consider input received in 

response to this NOP and to input provided at an EIR scoping meeting. 

An initial study has not been prepared for the proposed project.  

Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent within thirty (30) days, 

or no later than December 7, 2015.  All written public and agency comments should be directed 

to the City of Salinas Community Development Department, c/o Tara Hullinger, Planning 

Manager, 65 West Alisal Street, Salinas, California, 93901.  Please include the name of a contact 

person for your agency, if applicable. A scoping meeting will also be held per Public Resources 

Code Section 21083.9 to solicit input from local and state agencies on the scope of the EIR. The 

date, time, and location for the meeting are shown below. Questions about the NOP and EDE 

process should be directed to Doug Yount, Project Manager, at the same address and phone 

number. This NOP can be found on the City of Salinas’ website at: 

http://www.ci.salinas.ca.us/news.cfm#EDE, along with other information regarding the EDE.  

Attachment 15.2
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Project Title 

Economic Development Element General Plan Amendments 

Project Applicant 

City of Salinas 

Salinas, California 

Contact for Sending Responses 

Tara Hullinger, Planning Manager 

Community Development Department 

City of Salinas 

65 West Alisal Street 

Salinas, California  93901 

Fax: (831) 775-4258 

Telephone: (831) 758-7407 

Email: tarah@ci.salinas.ca.us 

Scoping Meeting  

November 23, 2015 at 6:00 p.m. 

Salinas City Hall – Rotunda  

200 Lincoln Avenue 

Salinas, California 93901 

PROJECT PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND 

The City of Salinas 2002 General Plan addresses economic development goals for the City. The 

location of the City is illustrated in Figure 1, Project Location. Figure 1 also shows the 

boundaries of economic opportunity areas, which are described in detail below. The City has 

since recognized that a comprehensive policy framework in the form of an economic 

development element be added to the General Plan as a tool to best focus and direct the City’s 

economic development activities. The purpose of the draft Economic Development Element 

(EDE) is to guide future decisions of the City Council and the community in all aspects of City 

policy related to economic development. The City’s primary interest is to raise economic 

development priorities to a legislative, General Plan policy level, and by doing so, ensure that 

economic development is considered in all City Council planning and decision making actions.  
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EDE VISION AND CONTENT  

EDE Vision and Guiding Strategies and Policies 

The City conducted an extensive public outreach process as part of the EDE preparation process. 

The purpose was to generate inputs to identify key economic development issues and priorities. 

As an outcome of that process, the community came together to create a vision for its economic 

future that is focused on enhancing prosperity through a vision of safety, jobs and health. 

The fundamental components of the EDE are its goals, strategies (incorporated as “policies”) 

and actions that are the underpinning for realizing the economic development vision. The goals, 

policies and actions were directly informed by significant community input, City Council and 

City staff direction, the City’s broad on-going economic development efforts and programs, 

analysis of projected long-term market conditions, and analysis of land demand for future 

economic development.   

The attractiveness of the City as an investment destination is contingent on a number of key 

factors. These include, but are not limited to: availability of land at a competitive price, 

availability and cost-effectiveness of infrastructure needed to support development, availability of 

resources for and a business environment conducive to retaining and expanding existing 

businesses, creation of conditions for attracting new businesses, a business environment that 

promotes innovation and entrepreneurship, availability of a workforce with the education and 

skills that match the needs of existing and new businesses, and a quality of life that attracts 

businesses and fosters the health and safety of residents. The EDE addresses the following broad 

goals, for which policies and actions are targeted at for successful economic development:  

 Land Use, Circulation and Infrastructure 

 Retail, Entertainment, and Tourism 

 Job Opportunities 

 Workforce Development 

 Neighborhood and Commercial Areas 

 Quality of Life 

The EDE also identifies economic development action priorities through a Five-Year Action 

Plan. Progress towards implementing priority actions would be monitored and reported semi-

annually using key economic indicators. The monitoring program and indicators are also 

described in the EDE.   
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It will take time to achieve the City’s economic development vision due to the depth and breadth 

of aspirations embodied in that vision. For this reason, a typical 20-year general plan planning 

horizon will be insufficient to achieve the City’s economic development. It is assumed that an 

implementation timeframe of 30-35 years or more will be required.     

New Development Capacity 

The future prosperity of Salinas is dependent on economic development both within and at the 

edges of the City, in the improvement of workforce skills, training, and educational 

opportunities, and in the enhancement of community quality of life and public services and 

infrastructure. Regarding land use, areas for potential future expanded economic development, 

referred to as Economic Opportunity Areas (EOAs), were identified and mapped through the 

community outreach process. A total of 25 EOAs were created and policy direction for 

catalyzing development opportunities in these areas was included in the EDE. Figure 2, 

Economic Development Areas, shows the generalized locations of the EOAs identified through 

the outreach process.   

As part of an EDE analysis/refinement process conducted after the draft EDE was accepted by 

the City Council, City staff and consultants refined the Economic Development Areas map. The 

primary purpose was to identify and map precise boundaries for each EOA and determine 

acreages for each. Figure 3, Refined Economic Opportunity Area Boundaries, shows the results 

of this refined mapping process. Table 1, Refined Economic Development Areas List, identifies 

the names and acreages of each EOA as well as the location of each EOA relative to the existing 

city limits and the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) boundary. 

Development Capacity Assumptions for Economic Opportunity Areas within 

the City Limits and SOI 

Nineteen of the EOAs are located within the City’s SOI. Land use designations and 

development capacity for these EOAs are already established in the existing General Plan. Infill 

development on vacant land within these EOAs, especially those located within the city limits, is 

already assumed in existing General Plan policies. Similarly, revitalization of existing developed 

areas within these EOAs is also considered in the General Plan.  

For several of the EOAs within the city limits, the EDE includes policies that could result in 

increased development capacity relative to that already defined in the existing General Plan. 

Representative policies call for future preparation of specific plans and/or revitalization plans for 

specific EOAs wherein increases in development intensity or land use changes could be 

proposed. However, with the exception of EOA V - Carr Lake as described below, there is no 

assurance that increases in development capacity for these EOAs will be proposed in the future. 

Therefore, no increase in development capacity for EOAs within the city limit or SOI is 

assumed.  
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Table 1 Economic Opportunity Area Boundary Relationships and Acreage 

Opportunity Area 

 

Acreage 

Boundary Relationships 

City Limits SOI 

In Out In Out 

A Uni-Kool  259.35 X    

B Abbott Street Extension  167.65  X  X 

C Airport Industrial Park  86.16 X    

D Airport West  343.04  X X  

E Airport East/Hartnell  175.98 X    

F Eastern Expressway  2,530.04  X  X  

G Alisal/Airport East  395.63  X X  

H East Future Growth Area1 1,397.67 X  X  X   

I West/Central Future Growth Area  1,541.43 X    

J North Future Growth Area  2,155.76  X  X 

K North Entrance  1,190.48  X  X 

L1/L2 Westside Expressway 
431.05/ 

378.61 
 X  X 

M Boronda South  208.00  X X  

N Highway 68 Gateway  293.23  X  X 

O Valley Center Corridor  145.49 X    

P Vibrancy Plan Area  223.67 X    

Q TOD Rail Infill  74.55 X    

R Chinatown  29.17 X    

S North Main Street  292.80 X    

T Alisal Market Place  132.26 X    

U East Alisal/East Market  309.82 X    

V Carr Lake  989.89 X    

W West Market  153.72 X    

X Abbott  204.32 X    

Y Lower Abbott  618.23 X    

Total 14,728.00  

Source: EMC Planning Group 2014 

Notes: 1The western portion of EOA H is within the City, while the eastern portion is outside the city limit, but within the SOI. 
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Projected New Development Capacity for Economic Opportunity Areas 

Outside the Existing SOI and for EOA V 

Lack of available vacant land within the city limits and the existing SOI has been a constraint to 

the City’s economic growth opportunities. Vacant, developable land is needed to accommodate 

expansion of existing businesses and attract new businesses to meet future employment needs, 

and to promote a healthy jobs to housing balance. The City has repeatedly lost desirable 

opportunities for private investment for this reason. A significant feature of the EDE is its policy 

direction for expanding the City’s vacant, developable land supply to meet the City’s projected 

employment needs. The EDE contains policies that promote job generating land uses in a 

manner that balances infill development and redevelopment with new development capacity on 

lands located contiguous to, but outside the existing SOI. The City recognizes that balancing 

between infill/revitalization of existing developed areas with development of vacant land at the 

periphery of the City is essential.  

Six of the 25 EOAs identified in the EDE (EOAs B, F, J, K, L1/L2, and N) are located outside 

the City’s existing SOI. EOA J was evaluated as a study area in the draft EDE, but was not 

carried forward as a potential destination for future economic development. It is illustrated only 

to reflect the outcome of the original EDE preparation process. In addition to the limited supply 

of vacant land within the existing SOI designated for job generating uses, the six EOAs are 

envisioned to provide additional developable land opportunities for employment generating 

uses. Figure 4, Refined Economic Opportunity Areas – Proposed General Plan Land Use, 

illustrates the locations of the five EOAs outside the SOI and the sixth EOA, EOA V – Carr 

Lake. Area V is the only EOA located within the SOI for which the EDE explicitly proposes an 

increase in development capacity relative to land uses already identified in the existing General 

Plan. Each of the five EOAs outside the SOI has been assigned a General Plan land use 

designation. The designations were identified as part of the EDE analysis process and are based 

on the overall EDE vision, market analyses, land use relationships, environmental/infrastructure 

opportunities and constraints, and other variables. Figure 4 does not show a change in land use 

for EOA V – Carr Lake to reflect new retail development capacity assigned to it; the new 

capacity is denoted with an asterisk as identified in the map legend. 

EOAs located outside the SOI were identified in part to meet projected land demands for new 

job generating development through buildout of the General Plan. They were also identified to 

ensure an inventory of vacant land that is sufficient to balance land acquisition costs by 

promoting competition for land development opportunities, provide flexibility to respond to 

business location needs, and to signal the City’s anticipated growth locations for economic 

development over a 30 to 35 year time horizon, and importantly, over a longer time horizon as 

envisioned by the City and EDE stakeholders.   
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New Development Capacity Analysis. Three economic development-related technical analyses 

were prepared to inform the EDE preparation process: 1) Salinas Retail Analysis prepared by 

Applied Development Economics (ADE) in 2013, Salinas Economic Development Element 

Target Industry Analysis prepared by ADE in 2013, and the Site Opportunities and Constraints 

Analysis, prepared by Economic and Planning Systems (EPS) in 2013. These reports are 

included in the EDE as Appendices B, C, and D, respectively. The analyses contain important 

data and information including, but not limited to: employment projections to meet job 

generation needs under General Plan buildout conditions, industry types that could be targeted 

to generate additional employment opportunities, land demand for accommodating employment 

generating uses (e.g. industrial, office, and commercial/retail uses), and capacity of vacant land 

located primarily within the SOI to meet projected land demand for employment generating 

uses. The information therein was utilized to project the employment generating capacity of 

vacant land within the SOI. The unmet balance of land demand for employment generating uses 

to be accommodated within the EOAs located outside the SOI was then evaluated. 

As described in the target industry analysis, to meet the employment needs of a growing 

population over time and to create a healthy balance between available jobs and housing (which 

represents total population projected within the SOI), a total of 45,500 new jobs are needed at 

buildout of the existing General Plan. Job-generating Industrial uses (including agricultural 

related uses), Retail uses (the Retail land use designation includes a broad range of commercial 

development types), and Business Park uses are projected to account for about 20,843 of the total 

jobs. Development of institutional and visitor-serving job-generating uses is expected to account 

for the balance of 24,157 jobs. These projections reflect an ideal number and distribution of jobs 

to represent a mature city economy with a full range of services and opportunities.   

Using employment density factors (number of jobs created per acre or 1,000 square feet of new 

retail, industrial, or business park uses), the total number of net acres of land needed for new job-

generating industrial, retail, and business park land uses is shown in Table 2, Land Demand for 

Employment Generating Industrial, Retail, and Business Park Land Uses at General Plan 

Buildout. The table summarizes the total land demand in net acres and the building square feet 

that can be accommodated within land needed for these types of employment-generating 

development. Net land demand is estimated at 973 acres. Land demand for job-generating 

Institutional and Visitor-Serving uses is not included in Table 2. It is assumed that job-generating 

development within these two types of land uses can be accommodated on vacant infill lands 

within the city limits and/or through redevelopment/revitalization of existing developed areas 

within the city limits.  



SALINAS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

16  EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 

Table 2 Land Demand for Employment Generating Industrial, Retail, and Business Park 

Land Uses Land Uses at General Plan Buildout 

Land Use Jobs Needed at General 

Plan Buildout 

Land Demand 

(net acres) 

FAR1 Building Demand 

(square feet)  

Industrial2 10,287 591 .30 7,715,347 

Retail 3,985 201 .25 2,192,157 

Business Park 6,571 181 .35 2,759,526 

Total 20,843 973  12,667,030 

Source: Data from and revision to Table 12 in Salinas Economic Development Element Target Industry Analysis, ADE 2013. 

Note: 1FAR from Table 12 in Salinas Economic Development Element Target Industry Analysis, ADE 2013.replaced with    

FAR standards from City of Salinas General Plan. 
2Includes both agricultural sector and industrial sector development types shown in Table 12 in Salinas Economic 

Development Element Target Industry Analysis, ADE 2013.  

As is standard practice for determining employment generating land demand, the land demand 

acreage shown in Table 2 has been increased with a “market efficiency factor” of 20 percent to 

promote development investment. This market efficiency factor takes into account the notion 

that as land supply for employment generating uses tightens, land prices increase, and overall 

market dynamics begin to break down. The 20 percent increment of additional land capacity 

promotes market efficiency by promoting land sale price competition among landowners. With 

the 20 percent addition, total land demand for employment generating land uses increases to 

1,127 acres and total building capacity increases to 14,762,005 square feet as shown in Table 3, 

Total Net Land Demand and Total Building Capacity Needed for New Employment Generating 

Uses. 

Table 3 Total Net Land Demand and Total Building Capacity Needed for New 

Employment Generating Uses 

Land Use Land Demand 

(net acres) 

20 Percent Buffer 

(net acres) 

Net Land Demand  

(net acres) 

Total Building 

(square feet) 

Industrial 591 118 709 9,258,417 

Retail 201 NA 201 2,192,157 

Business Park 181 36 217 3,311,431 

Total 973  1,127 14,762,005 

The City’s intent is to balance development of vacant infill land within the SOI with 

development of vacant land outside the SOI, while meeting the total net land demand shown in 
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Table 3. For this purpose, the gross and net acreage of vacant land supply (and resulting building 

development capacity) by land use type was first calculated for EOAs A, C, D, E, F, and V 

located within the SOI. EOAs A, C, D, E, and G constitute the remaining, large, vacant parcels 

of land within the SOI that are designated for job generating land uses. EOA V is designated in 

the EDE as a proposed new destination for recreation supporting retail development. Table 4, 

Land Supply of EOAs within the Sphere of Influence, shows that 1,207 gross acres is available 

for development within these EOAs. Net acreage available for new building capacity is lower 

(781 acres) given land required for infrastructure, roads, avoiding environmental constraints, etc. 

Gross acreage has been reduced by 35 percent to account for the land requirement. Available 

building capacity is 10,306,666 square feet after application of General Plan FARs to each 

land use.  

Table 4 Land Supply of EOAs within the Sphere of Influence 

EOA  Land Use Gross 

Acres1 

Net 

Acres2 

FAR Building  

Square Feet3 

A – Ag Industrial Park Industrial 259 169 .30 2,202,971 

C – Airport Industrial Park Industrial 86 56 .30 731,860 

D – Airport West Industrial 1724 111 .30 1,456,883 

G – Alisal/Airport East Industrial 396 257 .30 3,358,476 

Subtotal Industrial  913 593  7,752,274 

V – Carr Lake Retail 1155 74 .25 810,448 

E  - Airport East Business Park 176 114 .35 1,743,944 

Total  1,207 781  10,306,666 

Source: Data from and revision to Table 12 in Salinas Economic Development Element Target Industry Analysis, ADE 2013. 

Note: 1Gross acreage based on Table 1 except where noted. 
2Net acreage is .65 x gross acreage to reflect land deductions for infrastructure, site constraints, etc. Net acres are rounded 

to the nearest acre. 
3Building square footages reflect net acres to two decimal places.  
4Gross acreage reduced by 50 percent from 343 acres to 172 acres to reflect that much of the EOA is within a floodplain. 
5Gross acreage is reduced from 990 acres to 115 acres to reflect underlying Open Space and Public/Semi-Public land use 

designations and to reflect the portion of EOAV for which the City is considering a General Plan land use change as part 

of the EDE.  

Land Demand/Building Capacity for EOAs Outside the SOI. The balance of land 

demand/development capacity needed within EOAs located outside the SOI is equal to the total 

land demand/building capacity required as shown in Table 3 minus the total shown in Table 4 

for EOAs located within the SOI. For EOAs located outside the SOI, a total of 442 gross acres 
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of land is required with a minimum building capacity of 4,455,299 square feet. Table 5, Land 

Demand/Building Capacity Required in EOAs Outside the Sphere of Influence, summarizes 

gross land demand, net land demand, and building capacity based on General Plan FARs for 

each land use. Approximately 147 gross acres or 1.5 million square feet of industrial building 

capacity, 164 gross acres or 1.4 million square feet of retail building capacity, and 132 gross acres 

or 1.57 million square feet of business park building capacity is needed.  

Table 5 Land Demand/Building Capacity Required in EOAs Outside the Sphere of 

Influence1 

Land Use Land Demand 

(gross acres) 

Land Demand  

(net acres)2 

FAR Building Capacity 

(square feet) 

Industrial 147 115 .30 1,502,820 

Retail 164  127 .25 1,383,030 

Business Park 132 103 .35 1,570,338 

Total 442 345 4,456,188 

Source: ADE 2015, EMC Planning Group 2015 

Note: 1Data derived by subtracting land supply data in Table 4 from total land demand data in Table 3 for each respective land 

use type. 
2Net acreage equals .65 x gross acreage to reflect land deductions for infrastructure, site constraints, etc., plus 20 percent 

land efficiency factor. 
3Total building capacity slightly exceeds required minimum of 4,455,299 square feet due to rounding.   

Distribution of Land Demand Among EOAs Located Outside the SOI. The 442 gross acres of 

additional land demand has been distributed to the EOAs outside the SOI as shown in Table 6, 

Distribution of Land Demand to EOAs Located Outside the SOI. Land demand for each land 

use type has been distributed to EOAs that are designated the same land use. Please refer back to 

Figure 4 for EOA land use designations. All industrial land demand acreage is allocated to EOA 

B, while the entire portion of EOA F that is designated Industrial is retained as economic 

development reserve. Business park land demand acreage is allocated to EOA K, with the 

Business Park designation portion of EOA N retained as economic development reserve. Retail 

land demand acreage is allocated first to EOAs B, F, K, and N, with the balance allocated to 

EOA L2, and EOA L1 retained as economic development reserve. The allocation of retail land 

demand was informed by the retail market analysis, the target industry analysis, and the site 

opportunities and constraints analysis.    
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Table 6 Distribution of Land Demand to EOAs Located Outside the SOI 

EOA Land Use % of Total 

Land Use 

Designation 

Land 

Demand 

(gross acres) 

Land 

Demand 

(net acres) 

Building Capacity 

(square feet)1 

B Industrial 100% 147 115 1,502,820 

F Industrial 0% 0 0 0 

Subtotal Industrial 147 115 1,502,820 

B Retail --- 10 8 87,120 

F Retail --- 10 8 87,120 

K Retail --- 30 23 250,470 

L1/L1 Retail --- 74 57 620,730 

N Retail --- 40 31 337,590 

Retail Subtotal 164 127 1,383,030 

K Business Park 100% 132 103 1,570,338 

N Business Park 0% 0 0 

Business Park Subtotal 132 103 1,570,338 

Total 443 4,445,5112 

Source: ADE 2015 and EMC Planning Group 2015 

Note: 1Building capacity based on General Plan FAR of .30 for Industrial, .25 for Retail, and .35 for Business Park. 
2Total building square footage differs from Table 5 total building square footage due to rounding. 

The areas within each EOA to which the land demand acreage shown in Table 6 has been 

allocated are illustrated in Figure 5, Distribution of Land Demand to EOAs Located Outside the 

SOI. These areas are hereinafter referred to as “EOA target areas”. Several variables were 

considered in distributing land demand and development capacity to the EOA target areas. The 

first was land use type - land demand for each respective land use type was assigned to EOAs 

with matching land use designations. Additional general variables included prioritizing sites 

located adjacent to existing urban development, sites to which existing utility infrastructure is 

assumed to be most readily extended (detailed infrastructure analysis has not been conducted to 

date for this purpose), and sites with proximity to transportation access. Potential 

environmental/hazard constraints (e.g. location of flood hazard areas) that might otherwise limit 

development potential were also considered as was the need to reduce conversion of the most 

productive agricultural lands adjacent to the City. No land demand was assigned to EOA J (as 

described previously) because land use demand for this area is not defined. 
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Note that the land demand/building development capacity shown in Table 5 for EOA V - Carr 

Lake, is also distributed into a target area as shown in Figure 5. 

The EOA target areas generally comprise a small percentage of the land area within each of their 

respective EOAs. The balance of land within each EOA, as with all land within EOA J is shown 

in Figure 5 as “economic development reserve”. No development capacity has been assigned to 

the economic development reserve areas. The reserve areas illustrate locations where the City 

may look to expand over the very long term (beyond buildout of the current General Plan) to 

implement the long-term economic development vision embodied in the EDE. The City is likely 

to undertake an update to the General Plan within the next several years. As part of the update, 

the City could elect to integrate both the EOA target areas and the economic development 

reserve areas into a new General Plan as is, or modify one or both based on analysis conducted 

at that time. The General Plan update would trigger the need for an EIR in which the effects of 

any changes to the EOA target areas or development capacity proposed outside the SOI at that 

time would be evaluated.   

Total New EDE Development Capacity 

The EDE EIR will assess the potential environmental impacts of future development based on 

the total new development capacity that would be made possible with approval of the EDE 

general plan amendments. The total new development capacity consists of that proposed within 

EOA target areas located outside the SOI as summarized in Table 6 plus the new development 

capacity as shown in Table 5 within the target area for EOA V - Carr Lake. The total is 

summarized in Table 7, Total New EDE Development Capacity.  

Table 7 Total New EDE Development Capacity 

Location New Land Supply 

(gross acres) 

New Building Capacity 

(square feet) 

EOA Target Areas Outside the SOI 443 4,445,5111 

EOA V - Carr Lake  74 810,448 

Total 517 5,255,959 

Source: ADE 2015 and EMC Planning Group 2015 

Note: 1Total building square footage differs from Table 5 total building square footage due to rounding. 

As described in the Scope of Environmental Effects to be Analyzed section below, the EIR will 

evaluate the potential environmental impacts of future development within the 517 total acres 

contained within the EOA target areas within which a potential total of 5,255,959 square feet of 

new building potential is assumed.  
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The locations of the EOA target areas are illustrative. Their locations are not intended to be 

restrictive, but rather will be used in the EIR to direct the assessment of environmental effects as 

needed. It is possible that future development projects could be proposed in locations within an 

economic development reserve area instead of within a target area. If this occurs, such projects 

could create significant environmental effects that are not identified in the EDE EIR, and 

consequently, additional CEQA documentation in the form of a project specific EIR or negative 

declaration may be required. Projects proposed within the EOA target areas and economic 

opportunity reserve areas must also be evaluated for their consistency with Monterey County 

Local Agency Formation Commission SOI and annexation policies, including policies related to 

the logical expansion of urban boundaries and logical expansion of urban services and utilities. 

New Infrastructure 

The EDE includes policies and programs for expanding circulation and utility infrastructure to 

support new economic development. Generally, the types and locations of specific infrastructure 

improvements that may be needed are not identified in the EDE, but would be proposed at the 

time specific development projects are proposed. Key exceptions include EDE policies that call 

for the relocation/extension of two highways identified in the General Plan, the Westside 

Bypass and the Eastside Bypass, and construction of a new expressway, the Southside 

Expressway. The impacts of constructing and operating the Westside Bypass and the Eastside 

Bypass as proposed in the General Plan were evaluated in the General Plan EIR. The EDE 

includes policy that modifies the alignment of the Eastside Bypass as it is shown in the General 

Plan by moving it to the east and connecting its southern terminus to a planned interchange on 

U.S. Highway 101. EDE policies also propose extending each of the respective expressways to 

the north to connect to the new Espinosa Road/U.S. Highway 101 interchange. A new 

Southside Expressway is proposed. It extends from the Blanco Road/Davis Road intersection to 

the planned U.S. Highway 101 interchange.  

Figure 5 shows the locations of the existing/planned roadways. Note that the General Plan term 

“bypass” has been replaced with the EDE term “expressway” in Figure 5.  The term bypass was 

used in the General Plan to denote the purpose of these roadways (to bypass congested areas of 

the City).  The term expressway is used in the EDE to denote both the purpose of the roadways 

and their desired functional roadway classification. The alignments shown are conceptual. 

Additional EDE policies call for detailed analyses to identify expressway plan lines and funding 

mechanisms.   
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PROPOSED APPROVALS 

The City plans to adopt the EDE as a general plan amendment such that the EDE becomes a 

new General Plan element. In addition, the City proposes to integrate the basic content of this 

new element into the existing General Plan by making limited additions to and modifications of 

text, graphics, tables, and policies. The purpose is to ensure that the EDE content is accounted 

for in other elements. Most of these additional ancillary amendments would occur in the Land 

Use Element to account for the new development capacity afforded by the EDE.   

At this time, the City does not propose any other planning or land use entitlement actions. In the 

future, the City may consider proposals for new development within the EOAs. For EOAs 

located outside the SOI, the City would apply to and must receive approval from the Monterey 

County Local Agency Formation Commission to amend its SOI and to annex the subject land. 

In parallel with or subsequent to Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission 

approvals, the City could consider applications for specific development projects within the 

EOA target areas. These actions would be subject to additional CEQA review, with CEQA 

documentation incorporating information from the EDE EIR as described below. Future plans 

or projects for EOAs within the existing SOI that intensify development relative to that identified 

in the existing General Plan would also be subject to additional CEQA review.  

SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS TO BE ANALYZED 

The City has determined that a program EIR will be prepared to evaluate the direct and indirect 

physical impacts resulting from buildout of the subject EOAs for which new development 

capacity is assumed, including impacts of constructing/operating other related physical 

development including a new expressway and extensions of expressways identified in the 

General Plan as previously described.  

CEQA Guidelines section 15146 states that, “The degree of specificity required in an EIR will 

correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in 

the EIR.” 

The EIR will evaluate the environmental impacts of developing 517 acres of land and up to 

5,255,959 square feet of new building capacity located outside the SOI and within EOA V, Carr 

Lake, as well as impacts of realigning/extending expressways identified in the General Plan and 

of constructing a new expressway. Impacts will be evaluated at the level of specificity provided 

in the EDE and the EIR project description. Additional CEQA review will be required for 

individual, specific development proposed within any of the subject EOAs. CEQA 

documentation such as an EIR or negative declaration for future individual development 

projects may be “tiered” from the EDE EIR for projects that are consistent with the land use 
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designation and zoning for EOA target areas. “Tiering” means the coverage of general matters 

and environmental effects in an EIR prepared for a policy, plan, program or ordinance followed 

by narrower or site-specific EIRs or negative declarations that incorporate by reference the 

discussion in any prior EIR and which concentrate on the environmental effects that: a) are 

capable of being mitigated, or b) were not analyzed as significant effects on the environment in 

the prior EIR. Tiering can help streamline the environmental review process for future projects. 

Such projects may not require an EIR or negative declaration if they do not have potential to 

create new or more intense impacts than identified in the EDE EIR. 

An EIR or a negative declaration may be required if future projects are proposed outside the 

EOA target areas, but within an economic development reserve area, and the projects have 

potential to result in significant effects that are not adequately addressed in the EDE EIR.  

The types of probable environmental effects and scope of analysis associated with buildout of the 

subject EOAs are summarized below.     

Aesthetics 

The proposed project could result in an expansion of the City’s urban development footprint. 

This would change visual resource conditions at the boundary of the urban/agricultural fringe 

and at entryways to the City, especially as viewed from U.S. Highway 101 and State Route 68. 

New development would also result in increased night time lighting and potential for glare. This 

section of the EIR will address the potential for these and other visual impacts associated with 

implementation of the EDE.  

Agricultural Resources 

Development of the EOA target areas would expand urban development onto land classified by 

the California Department of Conservation as Prime Farmland. Prime Farmland would be 

converted from agricultural use to non-agricultural use. It is possible that land use conflicts 

between expanded urban areas and adjacent agricultural lands could be created. This section of 

the EIR will address impacts to agricultural resources including the conversion of Important 

Farmland to non-agricultural use, potential conflicts with the Williamson Act, and potential 

impacts associated with land use conflicts where urban development could be proposed adjacent 

to active agricultural uses.  

Air Quality 

This section of the EIR will include an air quality analysis using the Monterey Bay Unified Air 

Pollution Control District’s methodology, focusing on consistency with current air quality plan 

control measures, analysis of air emission volumes, analysis of projected vehicle miles travelled 
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and/or vehicle trips, and comparison of emissions volumes to significance thresholds. Potential 

for impacts from toxic air contaminants will also be evaluated. Criteria emissions will be 

modeled using the California Emissions Estimator Model.  

Biological Resources 

This section of the EIR will include discussion of existing biological resources within the EOA 

target areas, potential impacts to special-status species both within and outside of the EOA target 

areas, impacts to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities if any, impacts to 

federally-protected wetlands, impacts to wildlife movement, and conflicts with any local policies 

or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. 

Cultural Resources   

Potential to cause damage to pre-historic, historic, and paleontological resources within the 

EOA target areas are possible to the extent that such resources are or may be present. An 

evaluation of existing resources and potential for resources to occur will be conducted. This 

section of the EIR will address the potential for impacts to pre-historic, historic, and 

paleontological resources associated with General Plan buildout. The evaluation will be based 

on a cultural resources assessment to be prepared by William Self & Associates.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

This section of the EIR will include a greenhouse gas emissions analysis using the Monterey Bay 

Unified Air Pollution Control District’s direction for evaluating greenhouse gas emissions 

impacts from implementation of a plan. The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 

District has been recommending use of guidance provided by the San Luis Obispo Air Quality 

Management District for assessing greenhouse gas emissions impacts. Emissions will be 

modeled using the California Emissions Estimator Model. The analysis will include discussion 

of greenhouse gas emissions reductions that would accrue due to state measures being 

implemented consistent with AB 32 and identify program-level reduction measures for inclusion 

in future individual development projects proposed within EOA target areas as may be required 

to reduce impacts. 

Geology and Soils 

This section of the EIR will address potential impacts on new development related to earthquake 

faults, seismic ground shaking, ground failure, landslides, soil erosion, and expansive soils. The 

analysis will be based on existing information derived from existing geotechnical analyses and 

the General Plan EIR. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

This section of the EIR will address the known hazardous materials within the EOA target areas 

that are included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 

section 65962.5. This section will also address potential for new development to create risks to 

public health and safety from the use, storage and transport of hazardous materials; adopted 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plans; and exposure of people or structures to 

a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildland areas 

are adjacent to urbanized areas. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Future development within the EOA target areas could be exposed to flood hazards, increase 

flood hazard potential, and contribute to water quality degradation. This section of the EIR will 

address flooding, drainage patterns and systems, and water quality. Storm drainage and water 

quality effects will be evaluated in light of the City’s Stormwater Development Standards, 

including low impact development, with which future development within the EOA target areas 

will need to be consistent.  

Noise 

This section of the EIR will address construction noise/vibration, traffic noise, and potential 

stationary noise sources associated with buildout of the EOA target areas. Impacts will be 

evaluated in the context of General Plan noise and land use compatibility policies and standards. 

An acoustical analysis will be prepared by Illingworth & Rodkin for use in this analysis.  

Police Protection Service 

This section of the EIR will be prepared based on consultation with the City of Salinas Police 

Department regarding the capacity of the department to serve buildout of the EOA target areas.  

Need for new police facilities whose construction could have significant impacts will be 

identified.  

Fire Protection Service 

This section of the EIR will be prepared based on consultation with the Salinas Fire Department 

regarding the capacity of the department to serve buildout of the EOA target areas. Need for 

new fire protection facilities whose construction could have significant impacts will be identified.  
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Schools 

None of the EOA target areas carry General Plan land use designations that allow residential 

development. Residential development is associated with “producing” school-age children that 

must be accommodated within local schools. Since no new school-age children will result from 

the proposed project, school impacts will not be evaluated.    

Water Demand and Groundwater Resources 

This section of the EIR will focus on the capability of the applicable water service providers (Cal 

Water and Alco Water Service) to provide potable and recycled water to accommodate buildout 

of the EOA target areas and whether any new or expanded facilities or entitlements are required. 

Sufficiency of water supply is a key issue for the proposed project and for all future development 

within the boundary of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, the current single water supply 

source for urban development within the Salinas Valley. Net water demand will be evaluated by 

determining existing baseline demand (largely from agricultural production) and subtracting that 

demand from projected demand from new development contemplated in the EDE. Options for 

potential future supplemental water supply will be described as needed. 

Wastewater 

This section of the EIR will focus on the capability of the City to convey wastewater and the 

capacity of the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency to provide wastewater 

conveyance and treatment to accommodate buildout of the EOA target areas, and whether any 

new or expanded facilities are required. Net wastewater generation volume will be evaluated by 

determining existing baseline demand and subtracting that volume from projected generation 

from future developed uses within the EOA target areas. 

Transportation 

Development of the EOA target areas will generate a substantial increase in vehicle trips and 

vehicle miles traveled. This section of the EIR will address buildout impacts on multimodal 

transportation system including roadways/vehicle transportation, pedestrian facilities, bikeways, 

public transit, vehicular transportation, parking, and goods movement. A detailed traffic impact 

analysis will be prepared by Fehr & Peers, which will be used as the basis of the impact analysis. 

In collaboration with the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, the City is currently 

developing a citywide traffic model that will be used to model impacts of implementing 

the EDE.  
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Mineral Resources 

This section of the EIR will address potential impacts to the availability of designated mineral 

resources associated with development of the EOA target areas should such minerals be present.   

Solid Waste 

This section of the EIR will address potential impacts to relevant landfill(s) based upon solid 

waste generated from new development within the EOA target areas. 

Energy Demand 

This section of the EIR will address anticipated energy consumption associated with demand 

from new development within the EOA target areas, as well as energy conservation measures to 

be included in future development projects. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative effects of buildout of the EOA target areas, combined with other relevant plans 

and programs, will be analyzed in this section of the EIR. Issues to be addressed in this section 

include mobility and transportation, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, energy, water supply, 

biological resources, solid waste, and wastewater.  

Growth Inducement  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(d) the EIR will include a discussion of 

the growth-inducing impacts of buildout of the EOA target areas.  

Alternatives 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 the EIR will include analysis of a 

reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the project, which 

could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the project. An evaluation of the comparative merits of the 

alternatives will be presented.   
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KATE McKENNA, AICP  
Executive Officer 
 
 
DATE:  December 7, 2015 
 
TO:  Chair and Members of the Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Kate McKenna, AICP, Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT:   EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S MISCELLANEOUS REPORT – INFORMATION ONLY 
 
This report provides information about two items of interest: 
 
Continuing Education and Certification  
 
In October 2015, LAFCO Clerk to the Commission Gail Lawrence attended a Board Secretary/Clerk 
Conference and Certificate Program at South Lake Tahoe.  This two-day training program addressed all 
major aspects of a board secretary/clerk’s responsibilities.  A first-time attendee, Gail earned her CSDA 
Board Secretary/Clerk Certificate, the gold standard for special district Board Secretaries and Clerks 
throughout California. Advanced training for certificate holders will be provided at the next annual 
conference.  Gail also holds a Special District Board Management Institute (SDBMI) Certificate (1995).   
 
Also, all LAFCO staff members completed statutory trainings in ethics compliance and harassment 
prevention in November 2015.  
 
State Land Use and Water Workshop 
 
This Fall, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) held six regional workshops to discuss 
ways to improve coordination between land use decisions and water resource management. I was invited 
to participate in the San Joaquin Valley workshop in November, as a representative of the California 
Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions.  Also in attendance were land use planners, water 
resource managers, community advocates, and Merced and Madera County LAFCO staff.  OPR will issue 
a paper on discussion points and recommendations in 2016.     
  
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Kate McKenna, AICP 
Executive Officer  

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 1369                            132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
Salinas, CA 93902                                               Salinas, CA  93901 
Telephone (831) 754-5838                                 Fax (831) 754-5831 

www.monterey.lafco.ca.gov 

AGENDA 
ITEM 
NO. 16 

 


	0.0 12-07-15 draft agenda as of 11-30-15 240 pm
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	1.0  EOR Audit- FY Ending June 30, 2015 12-7-15
	KATE McKENNA, AICP
	Executive Officer


	1.1 FINAL BKP-LAFCOAUDIT 6-30-15 FinStmts  12-7-15
	2.0  EOR Fin Statement 6-30-15  12-7-15
	KATE McKENNA, AICP

	2.1 Draft 6-30-15 financial Statements 12-7-15
	3.0  EOR Fin Statement 9-30-15  12-7-15
	KATE McKENNA, AICP

	3.1 Draft 9-30-15 Financial Statements  12-7-15
	4.0 Draft 9-21-15 Minutes 12-7-15
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	5.0 DRAFT BudgetFinanceCtte Notes 11-6-15  12-7-15
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	6.0  South County Fire - protest hearing - EO report
	Kate McKenna, AICP
	Executive Officer


	6.1  South County Fire - attachment - protest mtg notes
	KATE McKENNA, AICP

	7.0  Register of Checks EOR  12-1-14
	KATE McKENNA, AICP

	7.1 Combined PDF Warrant Registers 10-2015  12-7-15
	Binder1
	09-2015 WFB Warrant Register
	09-2015  Rabobank Warrant Register
	September 2015


	7.1 Combined PDF Warrant Registers 10-2015  12-7-15
	10-2015 WFB Warrant Register
	10-2015  Rabobank Warrant Register


	8.0 Cover Sheet green
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	8.0. EOR BudgAmend 1 FY 2015-16 Budg 12-7-15
	KATE McKENNA, AICP
	Executive Officer


	8.1 A Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	8.1 Attach ResoBudgAmend 1 FY 2015-16 12-7-15
	8.2 A Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	8.2 Attach BudgAmend No. 1 - AdoptedBudg FY 2015-16
	Bud Amend #1 FY 2013-2014 

	9.0  EOR Schedule 2016 LAFCO Regular Mtgs  12-7-15
	Salinas, CA 93902  Salinas, CA 93901
	KATE McKENNA, AICP

	9.1  Attach 2016 Schedule LAFCO Regr Mtg Dates 12-7-15
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY
	January 25


	10.0 Cover Sheet green
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	10.0 Tunzi subdivision - EO report
	P.O. Box 1369                         132 Gabilan Street, Suite 102
	Salinas, CA 93902                                             Salinas, CA 93901
	KATE McKENNA, AICP
	Executive Officer


	10.1 Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	10.1 Tunzi subdivision - comment letter
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	10.2 Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	10.2 Tunzi subdivision - NOA
	10.3 Tunzi subdivision - maps
	Pages from Tunzi IS-MND
	Map WebsiteReq-Grnfield-7-15-13 dMcbain

	11.0 Anticipated Items EO report
	Kate McKenna, AICP
	Executive Officer


	12.0  Cover Sheet Green
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	12.0  Spreckels fire reorg - EO report
	Kate McKenna, AICP
	Executive Officer


	12.1 Cover Sheet Reso pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	12.1 Spreckels reso - DRAFT PENDING
	RESOLUTION NO. 15 – xx

	12.1A Attach Spreck-Annex Map-GeoDescrip
	2230-SPRECKELS ANNEXATION-24X36 R
	2230.06 MCRFD Legal
	END OF DESCRIPTION


	12.1A Cover Sheet Reso Attach pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	12.2 Regional Fire District map
	12.3 Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	12.3 Spreckels CSD map
	12.4 Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	12.4 Spreckels mailer (Notice)
	Spreckels fire reorg - Annexation and Protest Notice.docx
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY
	NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS Spreckels-Area Fire Protection Reorganization Proposal

	Spreckels fire map - notice
	10.4 Spreckels_MCRFD Letter

	13.0 Cover Sheet green
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	13.0 South County MSR EO report DRAFT PENDING
	P.O. Box 1369                         132 Gabilan Street, Suite 102
	Salinas, CA 93902                                             Salinas, CA 93901
	KATE McKENNA, AICP
	Executive Officer


	13.1 Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	13.1 South County MSR reso
	13.2 Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	13.2 South County MSR - Public Review Draft
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY
	San Lucas County Water District

	Overview and Summary of Recommendations
	Municipal Service Review Determinations

	14.0  Cover Sheet green EOR
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	14.0 EOR Cemetery Dist SR Rpt
	P.O. Box 1369                         132 Gabilan Street, Suite 102
	Salinas, CA 93902                                             Salinas, CA 93901
	KATE McKENNA, AICP
	Executive Officer


	14.1 A Cover Sheet pink Reso
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	14.1 Cemetery District MSR Reso
	14.2 A Cover Sheet pink MSR
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	14.2 Cemetery District MSR Public Review Draft
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	DISTRICT PROFILES
	Castroville Cemetery District
	Gonzales Cemetery District
	Soledad Cemetery District
	Greenfield Cemetery District
	King City Cemetery District
	San Lucas Cemetery District
	San Ardo Cemetery District
	Cholame Valley Cemetery District
	Pajaro Valley Public Cemetery District

	DETERMINATIONS
	The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act requires LAFCO to conduct a review of the municipal services provided by a local agency before updating its Sphere of Influence.  This chapter contains a recommended written statement of LAFCO’s Municipal Service Review ...
	1. Growth and Population Projections for the Affected Areas
	2. The Location and Characteristics of any Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities within or Contiguous to the Sphere of Influence.
	3. Present and Planned Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services, and Infrastructure Needs or Deficiencies
	4. Financial Ability of Agency to Provide Services
	5. Status of, and Opportunities for, Shared Facilities
	6. Accountability for Community Service Needs, including Government Structure and Operational Efficiencies
	7. Any Other Matter Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery, as Required by Commission Policy
	Sphere of Influence Determinations
	1. The Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area, including Agricultural and Open-Space Lands
	2. The Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area
	3. The Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services that the Agency Provides or is Authorized to Provide
	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

	APPENDIX
	Sources and Acknowledgements
	Glossary of Cemetery Terms


	15.0 Cover Sheet green
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	15.0 Salinas EDE - EO report DRAFT PENDING
	P.O. Box 1369                         132 Gabilan Street, Suite 102
	Salinas, CA 93902                                             Salinas, CA 93901
	KATE McKENNA, AICP
	Executive Officer


	15.1 Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	15.1 Salinas EDE comment letter
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	15.2 Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	15.2 Salinas EDE - Final NOP 11_5_15
	15.3 Cover Sheet pink
	LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF MONTEREY COUNTY

	15.3 Salinas LAFCO map
	16.0 EOR Misc  12-7-2015
	KATE McKENNA, AICP




