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Snow Removal
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Animal Control
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Septic System

Fr
eq

ue
nc

y

Rating  (average is  2.4)

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Abs.   1   2   3   4

 (10 responses)  

Transit and Paratransit
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Planning, Zoning, & Permit Services
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Redevelopment & Economic Development
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Landscaping & Maintenance
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Obstacles and Special Cases 
Participants responded to the question, “What obstacles and special cases will be 
encountered when reviewing services?”  Following are the responses by group. 
 
Group 1 
1. Cost and who pays for it 
2. Lack of understanding of information requirements 
3. Funding, money, resources, and money 
4. Lack or cooperation from affected agencies. 
5. Traditional turf; agencies that believe they are the best services provider, regardless 

of the data 
6. Reluctance of some districts to share information 
7. Insufficient resources 
8. Inability or resistance from subject agencies to provide information 
9. Cooperation from city and special district staff and elected officials 
10. Ability to enforce agency participation 
11. How are costs divided among entities? 
12. Lack of data 
13. Lack of demographic data 
14. Some services come from other agencies. 
15. Obstacle: funding, scope, completion time, relevance, cooperation, 
16. Unavailability of data for growth and migration 
17. How are the studies supposed to address public vs. private services (such as 

electricity) since LAFCO has no jurisdiction over private entities and may not be able 
to get necessary info? 

18. Inability of agencies to provide necessary data. 
19. LAFCO expertise 
20. Inefficient agencies with good pr, everyone thinks they are the best 
21. Lack of analytical capabilities of agency 
22. Data gathering must come from various agencies that will not have knowledgeable 

staff or adequate resources to provide the information. 
23. Different reporting methods/terminology between agencies 
24. Will it be necessary to subpoena the necessary information or strong-arm to 

reimburse for cost 
25. There are obstacles that cannot even be anticipated within my own jurisdiction; 

therefore parameters need to be broad. 
26. Integration of private and public service providers, mutual water co. 
27. There may be defensive attitudes or actual refusal to provide information 
28. One challenge is the overlap of "complimentary services" for example we have an 

unincorporated community served by a water district and septic systems. Service 
review may support sewer extension & sphere amendment but water district says 
they don't have water capacity. 

29. Intentional misdirection from agencies that feel threatened 
30. Service reviews are inappropriately linked to spheres; service reviews are 

implementation tools & not long range planning tools. 
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Group 2 
1. Technical expertise not present 
2. Lack of sufficient information or criteria 
3. Professional disagreement on review criteria, assumptions and results. 
4. Overlap of services provided i.e. police /sheriff /CHP 
5. Districts may lack staff to explain capacity 
6. What if small districts don't have the data that is needed for review? 
7. Lack of funding to provide analysis 
8. Need to prioritize - which services to start with? 
9. Difference between LAFCO and a jurisdiction as to what constitutes an adequate 

review 
10. Some agencies may have limited financing in order to prepare thorough reviews. 
11. Small districts don't have funds & staff to comply. 
12. Measuring costs of services where overhead is rolled into general municipal 

administration. 
13. Revenue negotiations between entities 
14. Attitudes of (some) district boards 
15. Overlapping boundaries with different reasons to justify (e.g., interim services, 

financing) 
16. The Little Hoover Commission identified the classic case. 3 districts provide water 

within the city. Residents are confused when different water rates are paid on 
different sides of the same street. The review is the tool to identify the best 
consolidation. 

17. Kindly revisit the charge of the legislation. If this is a service review for SOI, many of 
the items previously discussed are wholly inappropriate for LAFCO review. A key 
missing player in this "score card" is the county, which is not subject to LAFCO. 

18. SOI update required; what will be required for service review update? 
19. The service review is not tied to the SOI review. The SOI review is tied to the service 

review. 
20. People, anti-urban (city) bias, which may exist in urban, unincorporated. Settings. 
21. The guidelines will become the obstacle if they over-prescribe and limit local 

creativity and flexibility. 
22. Services should be reviewed whether provided by public or private providers 
23. Tendency to try to indirectly direct land use. 
24. Obstacle: one more time requirement on overworked/limited staff, both LAFCO and 

service agency. 
25. 56430(a) ... The commission shall conduct a service review to prepare and update 

an SOI... 
26. Some areas/services will require review by two or more LAFCOs = there must be a 

means of collaborating 
27. Agree the main obstacles will be lack of technical expertise and financial resources, 

some agencies. 
 
Group 3 
1. Costs 
2. LAFCO staffing and funding limitations. 
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3. Agencies who refuse to participate. 
4. Competing service providers in an area. 
5. Who pays for the reviews. 
6. LAFCOs and special districts with minimal staffs will have difficulty generating 

necessary information. 
7. Disagreement with county over their newly adopted general plan policies which 

affect our city 
8. Lack of usable data, resistance to sharing or compiling information. 
9. Suspicion on part of service provider 
10. Cities and county competing with one another to service new growth. 
11. Lack of data 
12. Under funding 
13. Cities providing services to non residents 
14. Lack of technical staff 
15. LAFCO (primarily staff) viewed as proponent of county in most issues 
16. The ability of the provider to compile and submit the info to LAFCO. Many of these 

small districts do not have the staff or resources to put it together. Also, there will be 
some resistance as to why LAFCO needs this. 

17. Cost and time will be added to process information through LAFCO for preparation 
of staff report to get to hearing. 

18. Public vs. private reviews and anti-trust and free enterprise 
19. Political pressures from all sides 
20. Are there adequate services for the project area at build-out, or does the review rely 

too much on analysis to be provided later when formal development plans are 
crafted? 

21. Is cost per capita a sound basis for evaluation 
22. Who can supply the required financing constraints and opportunities information? 
23. Unwillingness on part of service providers to share all information 
24. A will serve will not be sufficient. Evidence that the service to be provided is there to 

be provided will be required. 
25. Cities wanting to broaden their SOIs and being able to serve areas but LAFCO not 

being able to review, in a timely manner, services due to staff/cost constraints. 
 
Group 4 
1. Politics, landowners, agriculture land, Williamson Act contracts, energy. 
2. Turf wars/overlapping service areas. 
3. Difficulty getting data 
4. Information considered 'privileged'. 
5. Depending on the issue there could be a variety of competing agendas 
6. Conversion of agriculture. land. 
7. Difficulty in truly and meaningfully assessing the future needs of a community. 

Assessing how things will be financed. Providing long range planning as part of the 
review process.  

8. Providing expertise in the analysis. Providing expertise in the review. 
9. Funding - this is a state mandate. Where is the state funding to make it happen? 
10. Privileged info 
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11. Reluctance by the agencies to part with the needed data 
12. Not enough LAFCO staff; inadequate training in "real world" planning situations 
13. Lack of historical data. 
14. Who pays for review 
15. Lack of data 
16. Resources (i.e. Money, staff, etc.) 
17. Lack of good population estimates 
18. Resistance by service provider to provide detailed operational or budget information. 
19. The sheer magnitude of the task—there are lots of agencies out there 
20. Service area not clearly defined. 
21. Cost of CEQA documents. Preparation of adequate CEQA documents. 
22. Fuzzy guidelines 
23. Special districts have vested interests in maintaining their "fiefdoms"; they will be 

reluctant to admit that cities can serve better 
24. Adequate LAFCO staffing. 
25. Information provide in a form that can be readily utilized for analysis. 
26. Getting consensus between the submitting agency and LAFCO on what and how 

much detail should be provided. 
27. "We don't collect/keep that kind of information." 
28. How does LAFCO go about evaluating management efficiencies with out stubbing 

someone's toes 
29. Education of god officials about what should be in service plans, and why they are 

important and necessary. Service plans are often perceived as an inconvenience by 
government officials. 

 

Elements in Legislation and Comments 
The legislative elements were reviewed.  The participants made the following comments 
about the legislation.  When appropriate, participants tied their comments to the 
legislative elements, which were numbered as follows. 

 
1. Infrastructure needs or deficiencies 
2. Growth and population projections for the affected area 
3. Financing constraints and opportunities 
4. Cost avoidance opportunities 
5. Opportunities for rate restructuring 
6. Opportunities for shared facilities 
7. Government structure options including advantages and disadvantages of 

consolidation or reorganization of service providers 
8. Evaluation of management efficiencies 
9. Local accountability and governance 

 
 
Following are the responses by group. 
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Group 1 
1. Infrastructure needs of deficiencies 
2. Growth and population projections for the affected area 
3. Financing constraints and opportunities 
4. Cost avoidance opportunities 
5. Opportunities for rate restructuring 
6. Opportunities for shared facilities 
7. Government structure options, including advantages and disadvantages of 

consolidation or reorganization of service providers 
8. Evaluation of management efficiencies 
9. Local accountability and governance 
10. Almost any one of these items, if done thoroughly, could be a study in and of itself. 
11. Regarding #4 - What does this mean? 
12. Regarding #9 - Hot Potato, needs to be defined clearly 
13. Regarding #3 - What is meant by financing opportunities? 
14. Service reviews should be optional studies that are conducted if a sphere study 

indicates that a service review is necessary. 
15. Public private partnership possibilities 
16. Accepted source for pop estimate (DOF? ABAG?) 
17. The items included in the legislation were originally intended to be representative of 

the type of things that might be included in service reviews. They were to be 
interpreted by OPR in developing the guidelines to be comprehensive but usable. 

18. Public input 
19. LAFCO must be given clear authority to request and get the information or get the 

agency to generate the information needed for these studies. 
20. Regarding #6, what are opportunities for shared facilities? 
21. Regarding #8 - this is not something LAFCO SHOULD BE INVOVLED IN 
22. Should also consider impacts of service modification or expansion on agricultural 

lands and open space 
23. Regarding #8-- evaluation of management efficiencies could be overwhelming and 

dangerous, especially in relation to cities although special districts could also be very 
tricky. This area needs some real definition on how far a LAFCO should go 
reviewing this... 

24. Regarding #8,what are management efficiencies? 
25. Regarding #9., what does "local" mean? If a city & district provide services in the 

same area, which is locally accountable? 
26. Regarding #9(b) define comprehensive 
27. Should identify open space and agriculture land programs in place 
 
Group 2 
1. Infrastructure needs of deficiencies 
2. Growth and population projections for the affected area 
3. Financing constraints and opportunities 
4. Cost avoidance opportunities 
5. Opportunities for rate restructuring 
6. Opportunities for shared facilities 
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7. Government structure options, including advantages and disadvantages of 
consolidation or reorganization of service providers 

8. Evaluation of management efficiencies 
9. Local accountability and governance 
10. Regarding #8, what does "management efficiencies" mean? 
11. I think that a review should include a look at private service providers and at 

privatization as an alternative to government provision of service. Item (b) refers to 
"all the agencies" in an area, and I would interpret that as both private and public 

12. The legislative intent is that an SOI study should follow and draw from a service 
review. But the mandatory determinations indicate that the service review is a 
vehicle for other LAFCO powers, such as the initiation of mergers and 
consolidations. 

13. Need to have the guidelines provide a narrow definition of LAFCO authority. LAFCO 
should not provide input to local agency CIP's or policies. 

14. Regarding #1: Infrastructure implies physical facilities such as water distribution 
lines, wastewater collection lines, treatment facilities etc. How will actual resource 
availability (For example water rights) be addressed? 

15. Regarding Items 7, 8, and 9 seem to go beyond the role that the state designated for 
LAFCO. 

16. I foresee this as greatly expanding the current role of LAFCOs and am concerned 
with the ramifications of what that will entail for small municipalities. 

17. Regarding #9 - local accountability and governance - allows consideration of how to 
simplify the government structure. 

18. Cities and counties should be a part of service reviews. Service reviews will, in many 
cases, validate the performance of special districts and demonstrate that they 
provide a necessary function in a more efficient manner than a county or city. 

19. Guidelines need to clearly state what 1-9 means. Without clear definitions - agencies 
will interpret differently. 

20. Regarding #2 - does not seem to adequately recognize the land use authority of the 
county, which may approve development, conversion of agriculture, service 
inefficiencies, etc. While shackling SOI/annexation efforts, which contribute to a 
more compact, efficient built environment. 

21. Regarding #9 local accountability and governance: should also reflect local identity, 
community expectations 

22. The guidelines should require LAFCO to access local agency adopted and published 
documents such as the Urban Water Management Plan, etc. 

23. Regarding #3,5 and 8 -- there should be clear process for reaching agreement 
between affected agencies as to techniques of analysis and who is to do analysis, 
particularly regarding utility/infrastructure agencies who are highly specialized, 

 
Group 3 
1. Infrastructure needs of deficiencies 
2. Growth and population projections for the affected area 
3. Financing constraints and opportunities 
4. Cost avoidance opportunities 
5. Opportunities for rate restructuring 
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6. Opportunities for shared facilities 
7. Government structure options, including advantages and disadvantages of 

consolidation or reorganization of service providers 
8. Evaluation of management efficiencies 
9. Local accountability and governance 
10. Regarding #5 - Should not be a consideration of LAFCO 
11. Regarding #3 - What is the source of this info? 
12. Regarding #6 - Include opportunities for shared and joint purchasing, maintenance, 

training, administration etc. 
13. Regarding #8 - How will management be evaluated? 
14. I think that items 5, 7-9 are totally inappropriate. In the vast majority of cases, these 

issues will be totally irrelevant and will only cause confusion. 
15. Regarding #2 Growth and population projections are at best a guess and economic 

conditions will prevail. This information is at best a guesstimation. 
16. The guidelines need to encourage simplified review where appropriate. 
17. Regarding #8: How is this to be determined? A district board or city council runs its 

business making these kinds of decisions. How are they to show these choices? 
Who is LAFCO to say they are not making good management decisions? 

18. Regarding #1- Existing legislation already requires water agencies to provide and 
update every 5 yrs a "Urban Water Management Plan" that identifies availability of 
water (not distribution) under varying drought conditions. 

19. Regarding #3. Each jurisdiction should have economic impacts in an EIR that 
addressed this issue. 

20. Regarding #1 - Provide graphically, a presentation of infrastructure that exists and 
show the expansion of infrastructure. 

21. Regarding #1 - Provide reasons why service is deficient, if any. 
22. Regarding #2 - Include projected costs of services for the affected area 
23. Regarding #7 - Will annexations or SOI amendments be viewed negatively for not 

proposing a change to government structure? This looks like the law mandates cities 
to reinvent government at every step. 

24. Regarding #2 - Cities will be updating their Housing Elements soon, therefore, 
population and growth projections will be discussed with updated information. This 
info. could be used for this item. 

25. Regarding #4 - This issue is an item that each jurisdiction is always trying to deal 
with on an annual basis and is therefore something that would be in a jurisdictions 
budget. It could also be addressed in a fiscal impact analysis in an EIR. 

26. A proper review should include opportunities for cooperation. Automatic Aid 
agreements for fire agencies and police. Such agreements are not necessarily 
shared facilities. 

27. Regarding #9 - Most small district board members have to be appointed by the 
Board of Supervisors because they can't find people to run for election. Usually if 
you are not doing the job, you are not re-elected. But in these cases, you are just 
happy to have a warm body. 

28. Regarding #5 - State or Federal infrastructure grants may hinder ability to restructure 
rates. 
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29. Regarding #5 - This item is an individual jurisdiction or private agencies 
responsibility. 

30. Regarding #7 - This would take a major analysis to provide ample info to determine 
this. 

31. Regarding #5 - Should not be LAFCO responsibility. 
32. Regarding #6 - This item could be addressed when applicable. 
33. Input from the public regarding their current services being provided as well as 

additional services wanted and including the public’s willingness to pay for the 
additional services 

34. Regarding #7 - Will a city be required to abandon its police force and contract with 
the county sheriff for police services as a means to consolidate service provision? Is 
it LAFCO's role to determine how a city manages the provision of services? 

35. This item is addressed in an EIR for a project. 
36. Regarding #6 - Will this also have shared costs? 
37. The service review should deal solely with the orderly provision of urban services. 
38. Regarding #9 - should be sole responsibility of Elected Officials. 
39. No. 6,7,8,and 9 are crazy. 
40. Regarding # 8 - Who does the evaluations? 
41. Regarding #7 - This is similar to item 6. Each jurisdiction needs to look for ways to 

look at the big picture for consolidation of services where applicable 
42. Regarding #8 and 9 - are not appropriate at all. 
43. These guidelines should be a resource not regulations. LAFCOs should retain power 

to design their own reviews. Thought should be given to crafting the guidelines so 
they are not given unintended weight by courts. 

 
Group 4 
1. Infrastructure needs or deficiencies 
2. Growth and population projections for the affected area 
3. Financing constraints and opportunities 
4. Cost avoidance opportunities 
5. Opportunities for rate restructuring 
6. Opportunities for shared facilities 
7. Government structure options, including advantages and disadvantages of 

consolidation or reorganization of service providers 
8. Evaluation of management efficiencies 
9. Local accountability and governance 
10. Regarding #8 - What is "management efficiencies?? 
11. Regarding #6 - Opportunities for shared facilities---- opportunity for whom? 
12. Regarding #8 - What is the basis for determining management efficiencies? 
13. Hold on a minute! Before we get too far into this, remember that LAFCO's original 

mission is to prevent sprawl. How does inadequate storm drainage in Cupertino 
relate to that mission? 

14. Factors 3, 4, 5, and 6 are brand new for LAFCO. Little or no experience in dealing 
with these. 

15. Regarding #5 - This will be a fun one to make a determination on 
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16. As a preliminary comment, the guidelines should provide some help on how to 
determine the geographic area appropriate for the analysis 

17. Regarding #9 - How will local accountability and governance be evaluated? (Seems 
it could be very subjective) 

18. Regarding #4 - Okay, what is "cost avoidance"????? How about avoiding the cost of 
a expensive service plan or EIR??? 

19. Regarding #1 - Is for engineers using realistic population projections and use factors 
20. Regarding #9 - Local accountability and governance? Is LAFCO expected to 

promote recall petitions, and endorse public officials in elections? 
21. The list seems reasonable in theory, but it is likely to end up being an expensive 

exercise that reaps very little practical results. 
22. Regarding #6 - Encourage consolidation whenever possible 
23. No local government is really accountable. Not to LAFCO anyway. Five minutes 

after the SOI update is granted, a GPA to change the entire land use plan to large lot 
rural residential can be filed. 

24. Regarding #4 - Cost avoidance opportunities could get extensive, complex, if not 
political. Need to keep it limited in scope. 

25. Rate restructuring?? (No. 5) 
26. Regarding #7 - Government structure options evaluations could use expansion 

section in guidelines to clarify 
27. Written determination required for each factor. Different from proposal factors to be 

considered by the Commission. 
28. Regarding #2 - Need to make sure LAFCO uses the ADOPTED population forecast 

provided by the COG, and is not allowed to "cook their own books" 
29. Regarding #6 - Seems that shared facilities will be very limited, examples? 
30. LAFCO’s will need to establish various 'areas' for service reviews. Could be multi-

jurisdictional, thereby adding to the complexity of the review. 
31. Should use population projections supplied by the COG so that there is consistency 
32. Regarding #5 - Rates can be lower if you can achieve economies of scale 
33. Regarding # 5 & 8 - I would caution LAFCO from trying to get into internal agency 

issues. LAFCOs traditional review focused on external issues and coordination 
between agencies. 

 

What needs to be considered during a review? 
   
Participants responded to the question, “What needs to be considered during a review 
that is not on this list based on LAFCO law, other legislation, or other reason?”  
Following are the exact responses by group. 
 
Group 1 
1. Public private partnership opportunities 
2. Don't leave the cities out since they should have a facilities element of their general 

which may include many of the items to be considered within their sphere or 
planning area 
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3. The review should be specific to the agency and not look at things out of its control! 
4. Should consider effects of service choice on other regional goals such as attainment 

of air quality standards. 
5. Conservation policies for agriculture and open space, need to show how the agency, 

at least those with urban development, are addressing the loss of prime agriculture 
(if that is the case) this is consistent with other CKH factors 

6. Nothing------ kiss 
 

Group 2 
1. Resource availability 
2. Agency cooperation 
3. Existing efforts toward collaboration: JPAs, mutual aid agreements, etc. 
4. Let each LAFCO and its local agencies decide what other things need to be 

included. This retains local flexibility and allows for local agencies to address issues 
more appropriately. 

5. Need for service is not specifically called out - probably fits in under growth and 
population projections 

6. Economic and job projections 
7. A service review will need to take advantage of existing analysis - e.g. urban water 

management plans. 
8. A requirement that the county negotiate in good faith towards Master Property Tax 

exchange agreement, vs. The de facto veto power of no LAFCO hearing w/o an 
agreement. 

9. A cross-reference to 56668 and the factors for consideration in most LAFCO 
proposals would be helpful. 

10. Potential fiscal and level of service (e.g. Traffic) impacts to neighboring agencies 
and jurisdictions. 

11. Agree that local standards should guide the level of review. 
12. Relation to federal and state requirements. In reorganizations initiated by cities, 

special districts can be included to provide services that they may not (yet) be able 
to provide because of financial constraints, federal requirements (i.e., endangered 
species) 

13. There should be some determination as to whether spheres of influence reflect 
consistency or conflicts with land use plans. For example, water and/or sewering 
agencies may orient their long range capital improvement plans to land use plans 
that need update 

14. Employment implications in reorganizations 
 

Group 3 
1. Provision of affordable housing. 
2. Input from public who utilizes the service being reviewed 
3. It should be LAFCOs only responsibility to determine if the annexation is appropriate 

as it relates to orderly development. 
4. Work plan and time restraints. Resource limitations. Political resistance. 
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5. Time it takes to review and adopt amendment of SOI. 
6. Where does the revenue come from that is providing the service? Property taxes, 

assessments, grants, donations, etc. 
7. What is the definition of "infrastructure needs?" Does this include the provision of 

human services, such as police, or is it strictly physical infrastructure, such as water, 
storm drainage, sewer, and streets? 

8. Will provision of services, or evaluation of consolidation or reorganization be 
impacted by Proposition 218? What if the voters do not agree? 

9. If the affected citizens have given an indication of their preferences regarding levels 
of service. For instance, curbs, gutters and storm drains are not desired in some 
neighborhoods. 

10. Consensus building with the commission so that first priorities are studied first. 
11. Any data collected countywide regarding what the people want or don't want. 
 

Group 4 
1. A fiscal impact analysis. 
2. Accountability of the LAFCO Executive Officer (just kidding). 
3. Nothing 
4. Timeframes - when will the services be available? 
5. Master plans for future extension of services 
6. Revisions to state law which inhibit reorganization 
7. Other constraints besides financial--agriculture land protection is a big issue in the 

Central Valley 
8. How can service reviews, once adopted, streamline subsequent annexation 

approvals? This process won't have much credibility, if all of these decisions are 
second-guessed at the annexation stage. 

9. Comparison of 'per unit' costs with other service providers. 
10. Clear delineation of responsibly between LAFCO and the local COG. 
11. The role that the new smart growth-neo traditional planning movement may have on 

this issue 
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Individual Participant Evaluation of Five "Who should compile the information?" 
Options 

Participants were given the following five options to choose from to determine who 
should compile the information.  Participants could select only one option but could 
comment on any option.  Following are the combined results and comments for all four 
groups (48 total participants) followed by the results for each group individually.   
 

• LAFCOs in-house 
• LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the direction of LAFCO 
• LAFCOs in-house, using consultant under LAFCO direction, or using consultants 

under the direction of service provider/s. 
• Service providers complete review, in the form requested by LAFCO, and provide 

to LAFCO for review and approval 
• Compilation process should be optional, decided by each LAFCO and included in 

written procedures. 
 
The fourth option received the most votes with some participants commenting that they 
voted for the option with certain qualifications such as LAFCO may need to conduct re-
reviews to verify data and ideally LAFCO would do it but is not adequately staffed.   

Who should compile the information?

R
at

in
g

Alternatives

0.0

4.6

9.2

13.8

18.4

23.0

1 2 3 4 5

 (48 responses)  
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Combined Results – Total Votes and Comments 
 

#  Item Total Yes Votes 
1. LAFCOs in-house 1 
2. LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the 
direction of LAFCO 

9 

3. LAFCOs in-house, using consultant under LAFCO direction, 
or using consultants under the direction of service provider/s 

4 

4. Service providers complete review, in the form requested by 
LAFCO, and provide to LAFCO for review and approval 

23 

5. Compilation process should be optional, decided by each 
LAFCO and included in written procedures. 

10 

 
1 LAFCOs in-house 
  no Compilation should be joint effort 
  no Doesn't make sense to preclude Option #2. 
  no LAFCOs should work as facilitators and reviewers only. 
  no This would be difficult, as often LAFCO has neither technical expertise nor staff 

time to do this 
  no Overly burdensome to LAFCO resources, may be a limited level of expertise 
 
2 LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the direction of 

LAFCO 
 yes LAFCO has to control the work.  You need to get all the information you can 

from the agencies then only trust if you can verify.  Comparing this to CEQA, 
there could be tons of problems if the party(ies) of interest control the data. 
Agencies tend to be? 

 yes Service information needs to be provided by service provider and reviewed by 
LAFCO staff in the case of less complicated services or by consultants in cases 
of more complex services. 

 yes This would include staff or consultant getting data in various ways including 
surveys completed by service agencies and accompanied by support documents 
(budgets, general plans, water plans, etc.) 

 yes LAFCOs now have budgetary authority and should include within their budgets 
the necessary funds to conduct the service reviews and hire any consultants 
required.  Agencies should be part of the process -- to provide the feedback and 
validity. 

 yes This provides the best options - LAFCO can do the ones it can, but would rely on 
outside expertise when necessary 

 yes LAFCOs should have final say either in house if they have the expertise or with 
use of consultant 

 yes LAFCOs need to maintain control over the product, but aren't staffed to do it --
consultant help is needed to pull it all together 

  no Costly, duplicative of local agency resources. 
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3 LAFCOs in-house, using consultant under LAFCO direction, or using 

consultants under the direction of service provider/s 
  no If the consultant works under the direction of the service provider(s), how is 

LAFCO to be certain of the validity of the study.  Consultants must be under 
LAFCOs direction. 

  no This would lead to great conflict over whose experts to use - the study should be  
LAFCO’s complete responsibility and LAFCO should not have to rely upon 
districts to consent to a particular consultant 

  no Service provider should retain own discretion in meeting LAFCO charge 
 
4 Service providers complete review, in the form requested by LAFCO, and 

provide to LAFCO for review and approval 
 yes Ensures district participation in process while letting LAFCO meet its 

responsibility to make the assessment. Need to be sure that info is complete. 
May still need consultant if more info needed 

 yes The information provided by the agency may need to be further evaluated by 
consultants under contract to LAFCO. 

 yes Service provider has the most knowledge about the service. 
 yes Would form technical and policy advisory committees (TACs & PACs) of like 

service providers to provide expert advice to LAFCO in the compilation and 
analysis of information. 

 yes The service providers are the only one who will have the factual data about 
whether they can provide the service and at what cost.  However, monies should 
be provided to perform this detailed analysis by whoever wants the changes. 

 yes This option makes the most sense because service providers have technical 
experience and usually existing studies. One issue will be cost and labor 
required to comply with LAFCO request. 

 yes LAFCO doesn't facilitate issue resolution when comments are received that 
conflict with each other. This creates a lack of credibility/trust of the LAFCO 
agency and doesn't help to complete the process. 

 yes A lead agency should be identified to compile all service reviews (not multiple 
review submittals from multiple service providers).  Additionally, LAFCO should 
act as a facilitator between various agencies or jurisdictions that are impacted by 
the SOI 

 yes In the case of a full service city, the General Plan, CIP, and various other 
ongoing public processes fully articulate service costs, capacity, timing, etc.  
This is the most cost efficient means of informing the public, and decision 
makers. 

 yes Ideally, LAFCO or their consultants would prepare the review as they know what 
they are looking for.  However, they probably lack inadequate knowledge / 
resources for each local  jurisdiction.  Therefore, the service provider should 
perform the review. 

 yes If LAFCO doesn't accept the review or disagrees with data, they should hire 
consultant to re-review. 
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 yes With funding needed in developing and responding provided by LAFCO 
 yes LAFCOs should be prepared to provide assistance to entities that do not have 

the staffing and resources to prepare the review independently. 
 yes More appropriate and fair process viewed as less political. 
 yes This way, only the pertinent information needed by LAFCO is provided; i.e. no 

extraneous information. 
 yes Why should LAFCO provide the info???  LAFCO doesn't want the SOI update.... 

the municipality does.  Burden of proof is on the jurisdiction.  If LAFCO is going 
to provide then we need a lot more warm bodies. 

  no I think the service provider can provide the info more efficiently from its existing 
planning documents. 

  no This approach will end up costing more because LAFCOs will have to work in-
house or hire consultants to validate the information provided. 

  no This is like the fox guarding the henhouse - it abrogates LAFCO’s responsibility, 
and will lead to conflict between LAFCO and the providers 

  no Since a review would probably include comparisons between service providers, 
getting a "review" from each provider would not supply that comparison unless 
someone else performs the analysis. 

 
5 Compilation process should be optional, decided by each LAFCO and 

included in written procedures. 
 yes Need to have flexibility for over how to approach the process for compilation in 

different instances from small dependent volunteer districts to high tech cities, 
but Commission should think about it and have policy about approach 

 yes The statutes should give LAFCO the authority to request and get information in 
the manner requested from the various agencies, even if those agencies must 
extend extra effort or expense to do this. 

 yes Variation between Counties/counties is too extensive for "one for all" procedure. 
 yes This is best to accommodate varying levels of sophistication.  Setting the 

approach ahead of time lets local agencies know what to expect before seeking 
a SOI or extending an SOI 

 yes The Commission should not have written procedures for this step.  Each study 
may have different circumstances. 

 yes It is important to provide that flexibility. 
 yes I believe the compilation of data/information would depend on the area or issue. 

I believe that it should be worked out between LAFCO the service provider or 
even the applicant thru an agreed upon method. by all stakeholders involved. 

  no Not sure what is meant by "compilation process," but certainly each LAFCO 
should decide the form and breadth of each service review. 

  no The guidelines must determine that the study is LAFCO s - not the providers.  
This is waffling, and will also lead to conflict between LAFCO and the providers 

  no Second most desirable approach. 
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Individual Group Results 
Following are the results for each group on “Who should compile the information?” 
 
Group1Results 
 

Who should compile the information?

R
at

in
g

Alternatives

0

1

2

3

4

5

1 2 3 4 5

 (14 responses)  
 
 

#  Item Total Yes 
Votes 

1. LAFCOs in-house 0 
2. LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the 
direction of LAFCO 

5 

3. LAFCOs in-house, using consultant under LAFCO direction, or 
using consultants under the direction of service provider/s 

1 

4. Service providers complete review, in the form requested by 
LAFCO, and provide to LAFCO for review and approval 

4 

5. Compilation process should be optional, decided by each 
LAFCO and included in written procedures. 

4 
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Group 2 Results 

 

Who should compile the information?

R
at

in
g

Alternatives

0.0

1.6

3.2

4.8

6.4

8.0

1 2 3 4 5

 (12 responses)  

 

#  Item Total Yes 
Votes 

1. LAFCOs in-house 0 
2. LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the 
direction of LAFCO 

2 

3. LAFCOs in-house, using consultant under LAFCO direction, or 
using consultants under the direction of service provider/s 

0 

4. Service providers complete review, in the form requested by 
LAFCO, and provide to LAFCO for review and approval 

8 

5. Compilation process should be optional, decided by each 
LAFCO and included in written procedures. 

1 
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Group 3 Results 

 

Who should compile the information?

R
at

in
g

Alternatives

0.0

1.4

2.8

4.2

5.6

7.0

1 2 3 4 5

 (12 responses)  

 

 

#  Item Total Yes 
Votes 

1. LAFCOs in-house 1 
2. LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the 
direction of LAFCO 

0 

3. LAFCOs in-house, using consultant under LAFCO direction, or 
using consultants under the direction of service provider/s 

1 

4. Service providers complete review, in the form requested by 
LAFCO, and provide to LAFCO for review and approval 

7 

5. Compilation process should be optional, decided by each 
LAFCO and included in written procedures. 

3 
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Group 4 Results 

 

Who should compile the information?

R
at

in
g

Alternatives

0.0

0.8

1.6

2.4

3.2

4.0

1 2 3 4 5

 (10 responses)  

 

 

#  Item Total Yes 
Votes 

1. LAFCOs in-house 0 
2. LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the 
direction of LAFCO 

2 

3. LAFCOs in-house, using consultant under LAFCO direction, or 
using consultants under the direction of service provider/s 

2 

4. Service providers complete review, in the form requested by 
LAFCO, and provide to LAFCO for review and approval 

4 

5. Compilation process should be optional, decided by each 
LAFCO and included in written procedures. 

2 
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Special Cases of Concern 
Participants responded to the question, “What are special cases of concern that need to 
be considered during Guidelines development?”  Following are the exact responses by 
group. 
 

Group 1 
1. Law needs to clarify if this includes studies of only those agencies/services over 

which LAFCO has authority 
2. Need to think about how to evaluate agencies that provide multiple services versus a 

single service provider - i.e. CSD that provides fire and park and recreation vs. an 
independent fire district or park district. 

3. LAFCO ought to pay attention to duplicate services or duplicate infrastructure, 
especially when the duplication results from a private service provider overlaying the 
area where an agency also provides services. Mutual water co and a water 
supplying district 

4. In developing these guidelines, need to clearly understand that the complexity of 
service review in an "urban” area (50,000 or more) is much different than in a rural 
area or a frontier county. 

5. Reviews must be specific to the agency each review should have a different set of 
standards. 

6. Should be concerned about the need to prioritize service reviews based on 
individual LAFCO or regional circumstances. 

7. Because service problems will vary from place to place, it seems as though if would 
be appropriate for the statutes to require study of a minimal number of types of 
services but allow for the review of additional ones...as locally necessary. 

8. It is still not clear to many commissions the extent to which these new factors 
guidelines and mandates will impact LAFCO and their staffs’ ability to meet the 
requirements. Time and money are the major obstacles to meeting these 
responsibilities. 

9. Local community preferences (residents) It's been mentioned today, but it can't be 
mentioned enough and is too easy to overlook and is too often overlooked. Critical 
that the preferences of affected residents be taken into account. 

10. What about services that have implications beyond the County boundaries (such as 
water rights). Shouldn't the law permit some LAFCOs to work together on regional 
issues? 

11. Consistency validity of information provided by service providers. How will the 
information be used by the Commission in determining spheres of influence? The 
determinations should be objective, but will be subject to the political decisions of 
LAFCO. 

12. In some parts of the new law, say development of unincorporated areas, there is a 
certain expectation set, without the clarity or tools to meet it. 

13. Cities, districts, counties all have different services to provide therefore the review 
must take that into account 
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14. Regional services, services that are or should be regional, JPA provided services, 
especially if these cross county lines; Who looks at these and the relationship to 
other non regional agencies. 

15. The cost of developing the information necessary for the service review is a major 
concern, particularly for small agencies. While service review is necessary, many 
small special districts can't afford the cost associated with the review. 

16. Should avoid "reinventing the wheel". Should use existing processes that are 
already established, where possible, to gather and analyze the information needed 
to draw conclusions about service providers. 

17. Need info on good source documents, measurement criteria for delay of government 
services (general plan, budget, CAFR, water master plan.) Avoid guidelines that trap 
a LAFCO into too costly a process. Also there is not information on whether LAFCO 
must accept report, 

18. The amount of work outlined in the possible list for the OP&R guidelines could be 
overwhelming and unmanageable on a realistic level. 

19. The statute needs to clarify the purpose of these studies. Are they primarily to 
develop spheres of influence or do they have a broader purpose? 

20. Many LAFCOs cannot afford the cost for the review, even with the new funding of 
AB 2838 

21. What if more than one LAFCO is involved? 
22. Should services be studied by service, by region, or by agency (in the case where 

an agency provides more than one service)? 
23. There seems to be some confusion as to whether these studies should include cities 

as well as special districts. Which type of agency should take precedence, i.e., are 
cities assumed to be more central to service? 

 
Group 2 
1. If it works... 
2. It will be really important to be able to evaluate groups of single service providers 

that serve a single area. 
3. The biggest concern is what happens when a LAFCO performs a review consistent 

with the statute (such as issuing the statements determining the various factors laid 
out in 1-9) but somehow does not (or allegedly does not) follow the guidelines. 

4. It may be appropriate to clarify standards of evaluation for services that are provided 
by overlapping jurisdictions via joint powers agencies and/or joint exercise of power 
agreements. 

5. The best approach would be to consolidate as many of the services under a single 
city government for cost effectiveness. LAFCO would need to determine those. 

6. Adjacent service providers where one uses "enterprise zones" to create fair share 
fees and another uses a flat rate. Often results in substantially different rates for the 
same service to the same area. Little explanation given to residents. 

7. The quest for efficiency should be pursued. In urban settings the county must be 
brought to the table as a civic participant. County representative/votes on the 
Commission. Should be tied to sound public policy decision-making. 

8. Segregating administrative costs from specific costs would be important, and 
shouldn't be impossible 
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9. LAFCO could do a study to determine if a single city government could 
10. Opportunities to create countywide JPAs to provide a service more efficiently than 

multiple small agencies. 
 
Group 3 
None entered. 
 
Group 4 
1. Countywide special districts. 
2. Existing special districts with an existing 'zero' sphere. 
3. Subsidiary districts. 
4. All of us are experienced experts in the field. Be careful that we haven't provided a 

bias to preserve the status quo, albeit with new terms and analytical methods. 
5. Citizen input. Where does the public hearing process come in. This isn't a process 

just between LAFCO and the agency niche vehr?   
6. Citizen apathy. 
7. There are areas for review that may not be quantifiable and therefore add a 

subjective element to the LAFCO review. 
8. Jurisdiction with both public and private service providers for the same service. 
9. As we move toward a more regional approach, watch out for major turf wars 

between LAFCO's and COGs. Come to think of it, maybe we should be considering 
combining, or at least reevaluating COG boundaries! 

10. Land use planners and LAFCO Executives may look at things from different angles. 
Also, aren't LAFCO Commissions political entities, and thus have the potential to be 
rule breaking, loose cannons? How do you keep the Counties from continuing to 
control LAFCO. 

11. This is a huge task for LAFCO, which does not have the resources to accomplish the 
task. The increased costs to especially small cities will be a burden. 

12. What happens if it's LAFCO that's initiating the SOI change? Tulare County LAFCO 
has initiated a project to re-draw all the SOI's to fit the community's 20 yr growth 
area, but we're only 50 % done. The new requirement for service reviews will delay it 

13. Allow city’s to form their own service district within their SOI 
14. We have 104 districts--should only do reviews for those that provide municipal 

services 
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