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YOLO LAFCO MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW/SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY
MSR/SOI BACKGROUND

ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY OF LAFCO
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, as amended (“CKH Act”)
(California Government Code §§56000 et seq.), is LAFCo’s governing law and outlines the requirements
for preparing Municipal Service Reviews (MSRs) for periodic Sphere of Influence (SOI) updates. MSRs
and SOIs are tools created to empower LAFCo to satisfy its legislative charge of “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 (§56301). CKH Act Section 56301 further establishes that “one of the objects of the
commission is to make studies and to obtain and furnish information which will contribute to the logical and
reasonable development of local agencies in each county and to shape the development of local agencies
so as to advantageously provide for the present and future needs of each county and its communities.”
Based on that legislative charge, LAFCo serves as an arm of the State; preparing and reviewing studies
and analyzing independent data to make informed, quasi-legislative decisions that guide the physical and
economic development of the state (including agricultural uses) and the efficient, cost-effective, and reliable
delivery of services to residents, landowners, and businesses. While SOIs are required to be updated every
five years, they are not time-bound as planning tools by the statute, but are meant to address the “probable
physical boundaries and service area of a local agency” (§56076). SOIs therefore guide both the nearterm and long-term physical and economic development of local agencies, and MSRs provide the nearterm and long-term time-relevant data to inform LAFCo’s SOI determinations.

PURPOSE OF A MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW
As described above, MSRs are designed to equip LAFCo with relevant information and data necessary for
the Commission to make informed decisions on SOIs. The CKH Act, however, gives LAFCo broad
discretion in deciding how to conduct MSRs, including geographic focus, scope of study, and the
identification of alternatives for improving the efficiency, cost-effectiveness, accountability, and reliability of
public services. The purpose of a Municipal Services Review (MSR) in general is to provide a
comprehensive inventory and analysis of the services provided by local municipalities, service areas, and
special districts. A MSR evaluates the structure and operation of the local municipalities, service areas,
and special districts and discusses possible areas for improvement and coordination. The MSR is intended
to provide information and analysis to support a sphere of influence update. A written statement of the
study’s determinations must be made in the following areas:
1.

Growth and population projections for the affected area;

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, 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;

4.

Financial ability of agencies to provide services;

5.

Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities;
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6.

Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and operational
efficiencies; and

7.

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

The MSR is organized according to these determinations listed above. Information regarding each of the
above issue areas is provided in this document.

PURPOSE OF A SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
In 1972, LAFCos were given the power to establish SOIs for all local agencies under their jurisdiction. As
defined by the CKH Act, “’sphere of influence’ means a plan for the probable physical boundaries and
service area of a local agency, as determined by the commission” (§56076). SOIs are designed to both
proactively guide and respond to the need for the extension of infrastructure and delivery of municipal
services to areas of emerging growth and development. Likewise, they are also designed to discourage
urban sprawl and the premature conversion of agricultural and open space resources to urbanized uses.
The role of SOIs in guiding the State’s growth and development was validated and strengthened in 2000
when the Legislature passed Assembly Bill (“AB”) 2838 (Chapter 761, Statutes of 2000), which was the
result of two years of labor by the Commission on Local Governance for the 21 st Century, which traveled
up and down the State taking testimony from a variety of local government stakeholders and assembled an
extensive set of recommendations to the Legislature to strengthen the powers and tools of LAFCos to
promote logical and orderly growth and development, and the efficient, cost-effective, and reliable delivery
of public services to California’s residents, businesses, landowners, and visitors. The requirement for
LAFCos to conduct MSRs was established by AB 2838 as an acknowledgment of the importance of SOIs
and recognition that regular periodic updates of SOIs should be conducted on a five-year basis (§56425(g))
with the benefit of better information and data through MSRs (§56430(a)).
Pursuant to Yolo County LAFCO policy an SOI includes an area adjacent to a jurisdiction where
development might be reasonably expected to occur in the next 20 years. A MSR is conducted prior to, or
in conjunction with, the update of a SOI and provides the foundation for updating it.
LAFCo is required to make five written determinations when establishing, amending, or updating an SOI
for any local agency that address the following (§56425(c)):
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.
5. For an update of an SOI of a city or special district that provides public facilities or services related
to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire protection, the present and probable
need for those public facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities
within the existing sphere of influence.
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DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES
SB 244 (Chapter 513, Statutes of 2011) made changes to the CKH Act related to “disadvantaged
unincorporated communities,” including the addition of SOI determination #5 listed above. Disadvantaged
unincorporated communities, or “DUCs,” are inhabited territories (containing 12 or more registered voters)
where the annual median household income is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median
household income.
On March 26, 2012, Yolo LAFCo adopted a “Policy for the Definition of ‘Inhabited Territory’ for the
Implementation of SB 244 Regarding Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities”, which identified 21
inhabited unincorporated communities for purposes of implementing SB 244.
CKH Act Section 56375(a)(8)(A) prohibits LAFCo from approving a city annexation of more than 10 acres
if a DUC is contiguous to the annexation territory but not included in the proposal, unless an application to
annex the DUC has been filed with LAFCo. The legislative intent is to prohibit “cherry picking” by cities of
tax-generating land uses while leaving out under-served, inhabited areas with infrastructure deficiencies
and lack of access to reliable potable water and wastewater services. DUCs are recognized as social and
economic communities of interest for purposes of recommending SOI determinations pursuant to Section
56425(c).

ORGANIZATION OF MSR/SOI STUDY
This report has been organized in a checklist format to focus the information and discussion on key issues
that may be particularly relevant to the subject agency while providing required LAFCo’s MSR and SOI
determinations. The checklist questions are based on the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act, the LAFCo MSR
Guidelines prepared by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and adopted Yolo LAFCo local
policies and procedures. This report provides the following:


Provides a description of the subject agency;



Provides any new information since the last MSR and a determination regarding the need to update
the SOI;



Provides MSR and SOI draft determinations for public and Commission review; and



Identifies any other issues that the Commission should consider in the MSR/SOI.
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AFFECTED AGENCIES
Per Government Code Section 56427, a public hearing is required to adopt, amend, or revise a sphere of
influence. Notice shall be provided at least 21 days in advance and mailed notice shall be provided to each
affected local agency or affected County, and to any interested party who has filed a written request for
notice with the executive officer. Per Government Code Section 56014, an affected local agency means
any local agency that overlaps with any portion of the subject agency boundary or SOI (included proposed
changes to the SOI).
The affected local agencies for this MSR/SOI are:
County/Cities:
City of Davis
City of West Sacramento
City of Winters
City of Woodland
County of Yolo
K-12 School Districts:
Davis Joint Unified
Esparto Unified
Pierce Joint Unified
River Delta Unified
Washington Unified
Winters Joint Unified
Woodland Joint Unified

Community College Districts:
Delta
Los Rios
Solano
Yuba

Special Districts:
Cemetery District – Capay, Cottonwood, Davis, Knight’s Landing, Mary’s, Winters
Community Service District – Cacheville, Esparto, Knights Landing, Madison
County Service Area - Dunnigan, El Macero, Garcia Bend, North Davis Meadows, Snowball, Wild
Wings, Willowbank
Fire Protection District – Capay, Clarksburg, Dunnigan, East Davis, Elkhorn, Esparto, Knights
Landing, Madison, No Man’s Land, Springlake, West Plainfield, Willow Oak, Winters, Yolo, Zamora
Sacramento-Yolo Port District
Reclamation District – 150, 307, 537, 730, 765, 785, 787, 827, 900, 999, 1600, 2035
Yolo County Resource Conservation District
Water District – Dunnigan, Knight’s Landing Ridge Drainage, Yolo County Flood Control & Water
Conservation
Multi-County Districts:
Reclamation District – 108 (Colusa), 2068 (Solano), 2093 (Solano)
Water District – Colusa Basin Drainage
Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District
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AGENCY PROFILE
Describe the agency, its location, history, number of employees, structure, services it provides, etc..
Include a map of the existing agency boundary (including SOI boundary)
[Insert Figure 1 – Location Map]

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT MSR DETERMINATIONS
The MSR determinations checked below are potentially significant, as indicated by “yes” or “maybe”
answers to the key policy questions in the checklist and corresponding discussion on the following pages.
If most or all of the determinations are not significant, as indicated by “no” answers, the Commission may
find that a MSR update is not warranted.
Growth and Population

Shared Services

Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities

Accountability

Capacity, Adequacy & Infrastructure to Provide
Services

Other

Financial Ability

LAFCO MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW:
On the basis of this initial evaluation, the required determinations are not significant and staff
recommends that an MSR is NOT NECESSARY. The subject agency will be reviewed again in five
years per Government Code Section 56425(g).
The subject agency has potentially significant determinations and staff recommends that a
comprehensive MSR IS NECESSARY and has been conducted via this checklist.

1. GROWTH AND POPULATION
Growth and population projections for the affected area.
a)

Will the agency’s territory or surrounding area experience any
significant population change or development over the next 5-10
years?

b)

Will development have an impact on the subject agency’s
service needs and demands?

Yolo LAFCo

YES

MAYBE

NO

MSR/SOI for xxxxxxx
Date

6

YOLO LAFCO MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW/SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY

Will projected growth require a change in the agency’s service
and/or sphere of influence boundary?

c)

Discussion:
a) Will the agency’s territory or surrounding area experience any significant population change or
development over the next 5-10 years?

b) Will development have an impact on the subject agency’s service needs and demands?

c) Will projected growth require a change in the agency’s service and/or sphere of influence boundary?

Growth and Population MSR Determination
Summary/concluding statement regarding the determination as a whole for use in staff reports, resolutions,
findings, etc.
Growth and Population Recommendations
(If you have any “yes” or “maybe” responses, provide LAFCo recommendation(s) to address the issue)

SUGGESTED REFERENCES:





U.S. Census Bureau- American Fact Finder- Current Population
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
U.S Department of Finance- Population Projections
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/view.php#objCollapsiblePanelProjectionsAn
chor
City and/or County General Plans
City and/or County planning departments

2. DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES
The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the
sphere of influence.
YES
a)

MAYBE

NO

Does the subject agency provide public services related to
sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire
protection?
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b)

If yes, are there any “inhabited unincorporated communities” (per
adopted Commission policy) within or adjacent to the subject
agency’s sphere of influence that are considered
“disadvantaged” (80% or less of the statewide median household
income) that do not already have access to public water, sewer
and structural fire protection (if no to a), this question may be
skipped)?

c)

If “yes” to both a) and b), it is feasible for the agency to be
reorganized such that it can extend service to the disadvantaged
unincorporated community (if “no” to either a) or b), this question
may be skipped)?

Discussion:
a) Does the subject agency provide public services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or
structural fire protection?
Please see agency profile. A “yes” response indicates that the agency provides a service that may
trigger the provisions of SB 244 and a LAFCo determination regarding any disadvantaged
unincorporated communities within or adjacent to the agency’s sphere of influence is required. A “no”
response indicates that the provisions of SB 244 would not apply to a SOI update, if applicable.
b) If yes, are there any “inhabited unincorporated communities” (per adopted Commission policy) within
or adjacent to the subject agency’s sphere of influence that are considered “disadvantaged” (80% or
less of the statewide median household income) that do not already have access to public water, sewer
and structural fire protection (if no to a), this question may be skipped)?
The term “Inhabited Unincorporated Communities” is defined per Commission adopted policy as those
areas on the County of Yolo 2030 General Plan Land Use Map (see Figures LU-1B through LU-1H)
that contain land use designations that are categorized as Residential by Table LU-6. The communities
of Rumsey and West Kentucky are also included in this definition (even though the current land use
designations are Agriculture (AG) and Commercial Local (CL) respectively) because their existing uses
are residential. These communities are as follows:
Binning Farms
Capay
Clarksburg
Dunnigan
El Macero
El Rio Villa
Esparto

Guinda
Knights Landing
Madison
Monument Hills
North Davis Meadows
Patwin Road
Royal Oak

Rumsey
West Kentucky
West Plainfield
Willow Oak
Willowbank
Yolo
Zamora

c) If “yes” to both a) and b), it is feasible for the agency to be reorganized such that it can extend service
to the disadvantaged unincorporated community (if “no” to either a) or b), this question may be
skipped)?
Please see Appendix A for a detailed analysis of the fire, water and sewer services available to each
of these unincorporated communities. There are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities
without these services: (1) within the sphere of influence of another agency that provides them; or (2)
where a connection would be feasible due to the distance involved. All disadvantaged unincorporated
communities that are adjacent or nearby adjacent municipal services have been connected.
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities MSR Determination
There are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities without fire protection, water services or sewer
services: (1) within the sphere of influence of another agency that provides them; or (2) where a connection
Yolo LAFCo
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would be feasible due to the distance involved. All disadvantaged unincorporated communities that are
adjacent or nearby adjacent municipal services have been connected.
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities Recommendations
(If you have any “yes” or “maybe” responses, provide LAFCo recommendation(s) to address the issue)

3. CAPACITY AND ADEQUACY OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES
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.
YES
a)

Are there any deficiencies in agency capacity to meet service
needs of existing development within its existing territory (also
note number of staff and/or contracts that provide services)? Are
there any concerns regarding services provided by the agency
being considered adequate (i.e. is there a plan for additional staff
or expertise if necessary)?

b)

Are there any issues regarding the agency’s capacity to meet the
service demand of reasonably foreseeable future growth?

c)

Are there any significant infrastructure needs or deficiencies to
be addressed for which the agency has not yet appropriately
planned (including deficiencies created by new state
regulations)?

d)

If the agency provides water, wastewater, flood protection, or fire
protection services, is the agency not yet considering climate
adaptation in its assessment of infrastructure/service needs?

e)

Are there any service needs or deficiencies for disadvantaged
unincorporated communities related to sewers, municipal and
industrial water, and structural fire protection within or contiguous
to the agency’s sphere of influence?

MAYBE

NO

Discussion:
a) Are there any deficiencies in agency capacity to meet service needs of existing development within its
existing territory (also note number of staff and/or contracts that provide services)? Are there any
concerns regarding services provided by the agency being considered adequate (i.e. is there a plan for
additional staff or expertise if necessary)?
b) Are there any issues regarding the agency’s capacity to meet the service demand of reasonably foreseeable
future growth?

c) Are there any significant infrastructure needs or deficiencies to be addressed for which the agency has not
yet appropriately planned (including deficiencies created by new state regulations)?
Yolo LAFCo
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d) If the agency provides water, wastewater, flood protection, or fire protection services, is the agency not
yet considering climate adaptation in its assessment of infrastructure/service needs?

e) Are there any service needs or deficiencies for disadvantaged unincorporated communities related to
sewers, municipal and industrial water, and structural fire protection within or contiguous to the agency’s
sphere of influence?
Please see the response to 2c.

Capacity and Adequacy of Public Facilities and Services MSR Determination
Summary/concluding statement regarding the determination as a whole for use in staff reports, resolutions,
findings, etc.
For “NO” responses: Be brief but clearly demonstrate why the answer is no.
For “YES” or “MAYBE” responses: Discuss the reasoning for your response in detail.
Responses may require discussion of the following issues:









Describe the organization’s service delivery system, including any infrastructure or facilities.
Discuss any complaints filed by community members or neighboring organizations.
Discuss any compliance issues with State regulations.
Describe the potential for future population growth or development, and discuss the organization’s
ability to meet the expanding service delivery demands that will accompany that growth. In
particular, consider infrastructure or staffing expansions that will be required to meet the additional
demand for services.
Describe both near-term and long-term infrastructure needs and deficiencies.
Discuss the organization’s plan for dealing with upcoming infrastructure needs and deficiencies.
If the agency provides sewer, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire protection services,
describe any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the organization’s
sphere of influence. Describe the level and adequacy of services that these communities are
receiving and identify any service deficiencies that should be addressed.

Capacity and Adequacy of Public Facilities and Services Recommendations
(If you have any “yes” or “maybe” responses, provide LAFCo recommendation(s) to address the issue)

SUGGESTED REFERENCES:



Yolo County General Plan
http://www.yolocounty.org/Index.aspx?page=1514
Agency General Plan, Facility Master Plan or Capital Improvement Plan
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4. FINANCIAL ABILITY
Financial ability of agencies to provide services.
YES
a)

Is the subject agency in an unstable financial position, i.e. does
the 5-year trend analysis indicate any issues?

b)

Does the subject agency fail to use generally accepted
accounting principles, fully disclosing both positive and negative
financial information to the public and financial institutions
including: summaries of all fund balances and charges,
summaries of revenues and expenditures, five-year financial
forecast, general status of reserves, and any un-funded
obligations (i.e. pension/retiree benefits)?

c)

Does the agency need a reconciliation process in place and
followed to compare various sets of data to one another;
discrepancies identified, investigated and corrective action is
taken. For small agencies, this would include comparing budgets
to actuals, comparing expenses from one year to the next, etc.?

d)

Does the agency board fail to receive periodic financial reports
(quarterly or mid-year at a minimum); reports provide a clear and
complete picture of the agency’s assets and liabilities?

e)

Is there an issue with the organization’s revenue sources being
reliable? For example, is a large percentage of revenue coming
from grants or one-time/short-term sources?

f)

Is the organization’s rate/fee schedule insufficient to fund an
adequate level of service, necessary infrastructure maintenance,
replacement and/or any needed expansion and/or is the fee
inconsistent with the schedules of similar service organizations?

g)

Is the organization needing additional reserve to protect against
unexpected events or upcoming significant costs?

h)

Does the agency have any debt, and if so, is the organization’s
debt at an unmanageable level? Does the agency need a clear
capital financing and debt management policy, if applicable?

i)

Does the agency need documented accounting policies and
procedures including investments (If not, LAFCo has a sample)?
Does the agency segregate financial duties among staff and/or
board to minimize risk of error or misconduct? Is there a system
of authorizations, approval and verification for transactions?

MAYBE

NO

Discussion:
a) Is the subject agency in an unstable financial position, i.e. does the 5-year trend analysis indicate any
issues?

Yolo LAFCo
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b) Does the subject agency fail to use generally accepted accounting principles, fully disclosing both
positive and negative financial information to the public and financial institutions including: summaries
of all fund balances and charges, summaries of revenues and expenditures, five-year financial forecast,
general status of reserves, and any un-funded obligations (i.e. pension/retiree benefits)?

c) Does the agency need a reconciliation process in place and followed to compare various sets of data
to one another; discrepancies identified, investigated and corrective action is taken. For small agencies,
this would include comparing budgets to actuals, comparing expenses from one year to the next, etc.?

d) Does the agency board fail to receive periodic financial reports (quarterly or mid-year at a minimum);
reports provide a clear and complete picture of the agency’s assets and liabilities?

e) Is there an issue with the organization’s revenue sources being reliable? For example, is a large
percentage of revenue coming from grants or one-time/short-term sources?

f)

Is the organization’s rate/fee schedule insufficient to fund an adequate level of service, necessary
infrastructure maintenance, replacement and/or any needed expansion and/or is the fee inconsistent
with the schedules of similar service organizations?

g) Is the organization needing additional reserve to protect against unexpected events or upcoming
significant costs?

h) Does the agency have any debt, and if so, is the organization’s debt at an unmanageable level? Does
the agency need a clear capital financing and debt management policy, if applicable?

i)

Does the agency need documented accounting policies and procedures including investments (If not,
LAFCo has a sample)? Does the agency segregate financial duties among staff and/or board to
minimize risk of error or misconduct? Is there a system of authorizations, approval and verification for
transactions?

Financial Ability MSR Determination
Summary/concluding statement regarding the determination as a whole for use in staff reports, resolutions,
findings, etc.

For “NO” responses: Be brief but clearly demonstrate why the answer is no, cite sources, etc.
For “YES” or “MAYBE” responses: Discuss the reasoning for your response in detail.
Yolo LAFCo
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Financial Ability MSR Recommendations
(If you have any “yes” or “maybe” responses, provide LAFCo recommendation(s) to address the issue)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES:






Budget Reports/Financial Statements
Independent Audits/ Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR)
Grant Donation History
Rate/Fee Schedule
California State Controller’s Office- Special District Annual Financial Reports
o



Reports include revenues, expenditures, and long-term debt information for every California special
district

http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_locarep_districts.html
Government Finance Officers Association- Best Practices
http://www.gfoa.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=118&Itemid=130

5. SHARED SERVICES AND FACILITIES
Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities.
YES
a)

MAYBE

NO

Are there any opportunities for the organization to share services
or facilities with neighboring, overlapping or other organizations
that are not currently being utilized?

Discussion:
a) Are there any opportunities for the organization to share services or facilities with neighboring, overlapping
or other organizations that are not currently being utilized?

Shared Services MSR Determination
Summary/concluding statement regarding the determination as a whole for use in staff reports, resolutions,
findings, etc.
For “NO” responses: Be brief but clearly demonstrate why the answer is no.
For “YES” or “MAYBE” responses: Discuss the reasoning for your response in detail.
Responses may require discussion of the following issues:





Describe organizations within proximity to the organization that offer similar services.
Discuss shared services or use of facilities that are currently being implemented.
Discuss opportunities for shared services or facilities that are not currently being utilized.
Discuss what actions would be required to implement those opportunities and the potential benefit
of such efficiencies.

Shared Services Recommendations
(If you have any “yes” or “maybe” responses, provide LAFCo recommendation(s) to address the issue)
Yolo LAFCo
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SUGGESTED RESOURCES:



Agency interviews
Review of any service agreements, i.e. MOUs or JPAs…

6. ACCOUNTABILITY, STRUCTURE AND EFFICIENCIES
Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and operational efficiencies.
YES
a)

Are there any recommended changes to the organization’s
governmental structure that will increase accountability and
efficiency (i.e. overlapping boundaries that confuse the public,
service inefficiencies, and/or higher costs/rates)?

b)

Are there any issues with filling board vacancies and maintaining
board members? Is there a lack of board member training regarding
the organization’s program requirements and financial
management?

c)

Are any agency officials and designated staff not current in making
their Statement of Economic Interests (Form 700) disclosures?

d)

Are there any issues with staff turnover or operational efficiencies?
Is there a lack of staff member training regarding the organization’s
program requirements and financial management?

e)

Does the agency need to have a qualified external person review
agency finances each year (at a minimum), comparing budgets to
actuals, comparing actuals to prior years, analyzing significant
differences or changes, and determining if the reports appear
reasonable?

f)

Does the agency need to secure independent audits of financial
reports that meet California State Controller requirements? Are the
same auditors used for more than six years? Are audit results not
reviewed in an open meeting?

g)

Does the organization need to improve its public transparency via a
website (i.e. a website should contain at a minimum: organization
mission/description/boundary, board members, staff, meeting
schedule/agendas/minutes, budget, revenue sources including fees
for services, if applicable, and audit reports)?

h)

Does the agency need policies (as applicable) regarding antinepotism/non-discrimination, travel and expense reimbursement,
personal use of public resources, contract bidding and handling
public records act requests?

Yolo LAFCo
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Discussion:
a) Are there any recommended changes to the organization’s governmental structure that will increase
accountability and efficiency (i.e. overlapping boundaries that confuse the public, service inefficiencies,
and/or higher costs/rates)?

b) Are there any issues with filling board vacancies and maintaining board members? Is there a lack of
board member training regarding the organization’s program requirements and financial management?
Check how board members are appointed? Are appointments consistent with Elections code and
principle act?
Resources: http://www.ca-ilg.org/elected-officials

c) Are any agency officials and designated staff not current in making their Statement of Economic Interests
(Form 700) disclosures?
Information: www.fppc.ca.gov

d) Are there any issues with staff turnover or operational efficiencies? Is there a lack of staff member
training regarding the organization’s program requirements and financial management?
Resources: http://www.ca-ilg.org/management-and-staff

e) Does the agency need to have a qualified external person review agency finances each year (at a
minimum), comparing budgets to actuals, comparing actuals to prior years, analyzing significant
differences or changes, and determining if the reports appear reasonable?

f)

Does the agency need to secure independent audits of financial reports that meet California State
Controller requirements? Are the same auditors used for more than six years? Are audit results not
reviewed in an open meeting?
Information: https://www.sco.ca.gov/Files-AUD/localgovernmentadvisoryfy17_18.pdf

g) Does the organization need to improve its public transparency via a website (i.e. a website should
contain at a minimum: organization mission/description/boundary, board members, staff, meeting
schedule/agendas/minutes, budget, revenue sources including fees for services, if applicable, and audit
reports)?
Information: https://www.yololafco.org/yolo-local-government-website-transparency-scorecards

h) Does the agency need policies (as applicable) regarding anti-nepotism/non-discrimination, travel and
expense reimbursement, personal use of public resources, contract bidding and handling public records act
requests?
(LAFCo has CASD template policies if needed.)
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Accountability, Structure and Efficiencies MSR Determination
Summary/concluding statement regarding the determination as a whole for use in staff reports, resolutions,
findings, etc.
For “NO” responses: Be brief but clearly demonstrate why the answer is no.
For “YES” or “MAYBE” responses: Discuss the reasoning for your response in detail.
Responses may require discussion of the following issues:






Describe the organizations governance structure and meeting schedule.
Describe efforts the organization has made to ensure accountability including, regularity of
governance meetings, compliance with the Brown Act, and public outreach efforts.
Describe the organizations staffing level and service delivery system.
Describe how the organization processes complaints or service delivery issues.
Describe any potential opportunities for consolidation with neighboring organizations that might
increase accountability or efficiency.

Accountability, Structure and Efficiencies Recommendations
(If you have any “yes” or “maybe” responses, provide LAFCo recommendation(s) to address the issue)

SUGGESTED RESOURCES:




Organization’s website
Agency Interviews
Customer feedback

7. OTHER ISSUES
Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission policy.
YES
a)

MAYBE

NO

Is there any other matter related to effective or efficient service
delivery, as required by commission policy?

Discussion:
a) Is there any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission
policy?
There are no other issues related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission
policy.
Other Issues MSR Determination
There are no other issues related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by Commission policy.
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SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY
On the basis of the Municipal Service Review:
Staff has reviewed the agency’s Sphere of Influence and recommends that a SOI Update is NOT
NECESSARY in accordance with Government Code Section 56425(g). Therefore, NO CHANGE
to the agency’s SOI is recommended and SOI determinations HAVE NOT been made.
Staff has reviewed the agency’s Sphere of Influence and recommends that a SOI Update IS
NECESSARY in accordance with Government Code Section 56425(g). Therefore, A CHANGE to
the agency’s SOI is recommended and SOI determinations HAVE been made and are included in
this MSR/SOI study.

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE MAP(S)
Insert Figure(s) of existing SOI (and proposed SOI if applicable)

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT SOI DETERMINATIONS
If no SOI is recommended, the following determinations sections should be deleted from the study.
The SOI determinations below are potentially significant, as indicated by “yes” or “maybe” answers to the
key policy questions in the checklist and corresponding discussion on the following pages.
Present and Planned Land Uses
Need for Public Facilities and Services
Capacity and Adequacy of Provide Services
Social or Economic Communities of Interest
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities

1. PRESENT AND PLANNED LAND USES
The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands.
YES
a)

Are there any present or planned land uses in the area that
would create the need for an expanded service area?

b)

Would the SOI conflict with planned, orderly and efficient patterns
of urban development?

c)

Is there a conflict with the adopted SACOG Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy?

Yolo LAFCo
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d)

Would the SOI result in the loss of prime agricultural land or open
space?

e)

Would the SOI impact the identity of any existing communities;
e.g. would it conflict with existing postal zones, school, library,
sewer, water census, fire, parks and recreation boundaries?

f)

Are there any natural or made-made obstructions that would
impact where services can reasonably be extended or should
otherwise be used as a logical SOI boundary?

g)

Would the proposed SOI conflict with a Census boundary, such
that it would compromise the ability to obtain discrete data?

Discussion: (responses can be combined if appropriate)
a) Are there any present or planned land uses in the area that would create the need for an expanded
service area?

b) Would the SOI conflict with planned, orderly and efficient patterns of urban development?

c) Is there a conflict with the adopted SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy?

d) Would the SOI result in the loss of prime agricultural land or open space?

e) Would the SOI impact the identity of any existing communities; e.g. would it conflict with existing postal
zones, school, library, sewer, water census, fire, parks and recreation boundaries?

f)

Are there any natural or made-made obstructions that would impact where services can reasonably be
extended or should otherwise be used as a logical SOI boundary?

g) Would the proposed SOI conflict with a Census boundary, such that it would compromise the ability to
obtain discrete data?

Present and Planned Land Uses SOI Determination
Summary/concluding statement regarding the determination as a whole for use in staff reports, resolutions,
findings, etc.
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2. NEED FOR PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES
The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.
YES
a)

Would the SOI conflict with the Commission’s goal to increase
efficiency and conservation of resources by providing essential
services within a framework of controlled growth?

b)

Would the SOI expand services that could be better provided by
a city or another agency?

c)

Does the SOI represent premature inducement of growth or
facilitate conversion of agriculture or open space lands?

d)

Does the SOI conflict with the Regional Housing Needs Analysis
(RHNA) or other SACOG growth projections?

e)

Are there any areas that should be removed from the SOI
because existing circumstances make development unlikely,
there is not sufficient demand to support it or important open
space/prime agricultural land should be removed from
urbanization?

f)

Have any agency commitments been predicated on expanding
the agency’s SOI such as roadway projects, shopping centers,
educational facilities, economic development or acquisition of
parks and open space?

MAYBE

NO

Discussion: (responses can be combined if appropriate)
a) Would the SOI conflict with the Commission’s goal to increase efficiency and conservation of resources
by providing essential services within a framework of controlled growth?

b) Would the SOI expand services that could be better provided by a city or another agency?

c) Does the SOI represent premature inducement of growth or facilitate conversion of agriculture or open
space lands?

d) Does the SOI conflict with the Regional Housing Needs Analysis (RHNA) or other SACOG growth
projections?

e) Are there any areas that should be removed from the SOI because existing circumstances make
development unlikely, there is not sufficient demand to support it or important open space/prime
agricultural land should be removed from urbanization?

Yolo LAFCo
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f)

Have any agency commitments been predicated on expanding the agency’s SOI such as roadway
projects, shopping centers, educational facilities, economic development or acquisition of parks and
open space?

Need for Public Facilities and Services SOI Determination
Summary/concluding statement regarding the determination as a whole for use in staff reports, resolutions,
findings, etc.

SUGGESTED RESOURCES:




SAGOC SCS land use map
County General Plan
Agency Capital Improvement Plans

3. CAPACITY AND ADEQUACY OF PROVIDED SERVICES
The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency provides or is
authorized to provide.
YES
a)

Are there any issues regarding the agency’s capacity to provide
services in the proposed SOI territory?

b)

Are there any issues regarding the agency’s willingness and ability
to extend services?

MAYBE

NO

Discussion: (responses can be combined if appropriate)
a) Are there any issues regarding the agency’s capacity to provide services in the proposed SOI territory?
b) Are there any issues regarding the agency’s willingness and ability to extend services?

Capacity and Adequacy of Provided Services SOI Determination
Summary/concluding statement regarding the determination as a whole for use in staff reports, resolutions,
findings, etc.
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4. SOCIAL OR ECONOMIC COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST
The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the commission determines that
they are relevant to the agency.
YES
a)

MAYBE

NO

Are there any “inhabited unincorporated communities” (per
adopted Commission policy) within or adjacent to the subject
agency’s sphere of influence that are considered
“disadvantaged” (same as MSR checklist question 2b)?

Discussion:
a) Are there any “inhabited unincorporated communities” (per adopted Commission policy) within or adjacent
to the subject agency’s sphere of influence that are considered “disadvantaged” (same as MSR checklist
question 2b)?
Please see response to MSR checklist question 2b.
Social or Economic Communities of Interest SOI Determination
There are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities without fire protection, water services or sewer
services: (1) within the sphere of influence of another agency that provides them; or (2) where a connection
would be feasible due to the distance involved. All disadvantaged unincorporated communities that are
adjacent or nearby adjacent municipal services have been connected.

5. DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES
For an update of an SOI of a city or special district that provides public facilities or services related to sewers,
municipal and industrial water, or structural fire protection, the present and probable need for those public
facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of
influence.
YES
a)

Does the subject agency provide public services related to
sewers, municipal and industrial water or structural fire
protection (same as MSR checklist question 2a)?

b)

If yes, does the proposed SOI exclude any disadvantaged
unincorporated community (per MSR checklist question 2b)
where it either may be feasible to extend services or it is
required under SB 244 to be included?

MAYBE

NO

Discussion:
a) Does the subject agency provide public services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water or
structural fire protection (same as MSR checklist question 2a)?
Please see agency description of services provided.
b) If yes, does the proposed SOI exclude any disadvantaged unincorporated community (per MSR checklist
question 2b) where it either may be feasible to extend services or it is required under SB 244 to be included?
Please see the response to MSR Checklist question 2c.
Yolo LAFCo
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Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities SOI Determination
There are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities without fire protection, water services or sewer
services: (1) within the sphere of influence of another agency that provides them; or (2) where a connection
would be feasible due to the distance involved. All disadvantaged unincorporated communities that are
adjacent or nearby adjacent municipal services have been connected.

REFERENCES

ATTACHMENTS
Appendix A – Yolo County Unincorporated Communities and Fire, Water and Sewer Services
Available
Others?????
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Appendix A – Yolo County Unincorporated Communities and Fire, Water and Sewer Services Available
Inhabited
Unincorporated
Community
Binning Farms

Fire Protection

Water Service

Sewer Service

Notes

Springlake FPD

Individual well

Individual septic

Capay Valley RFP

Individual well

Individual septic

Clarksburg

Clarksburg FPD

Individual well

Individual septic

Dunnigan*

Dunnigan FPD

CAL-AM Dunnigan

Individual septic

El Macero

East Davis FPD

City of Davis

City of Davis

El Rio Villa*

Winters FPD

City of Winters

Esparto

Esparto FPD

Yolo County
Housing
Esparto CSD

Guinda*

Capay Valley FPD

Individual well

Individual septic

Knights Landing*

Knights Landing
FPD

Knight Landing CSD

Knights Landing
CSD

Madison FPD

Madison CSD

Madison CSD

Willow Oak FPD

Individual well

Individual septic

Community is not disadvantaged. It was offered the option
to connect to City of Davis, but declined.
Community is not disadvantaged. The closest municipal
water and sewer services is in Esparto (1.5 miles away).
Community is not disadvantaged. The closest municipal
water and sewer services is in West Sacramento (10 miles
away) or Elk Grove in Sacramento County (8 miles away).
Community is likely disadvantaged. However, the closest
municipal sewer service is in Yolo or Knights Landing
(approximately 14 miles away)
Community is not disadvantaged and has all services from
the City of Davis.
Community is likely disadvantaged. It has all services from
the City of Winters and Yolo County Housing Authority.
Community is not disadvantaged and has all services from
the Esparto FPD and Esparto CSD.
Community is likely disadvantaged. However, the closest
water and sewer services are at the Yocha Dehe Wintun
Nation (7 miles away) and the Esparto CSD (16 miles away).
Community is likely disadvantaged. All services are
provided by either the Knights Landing FPD or the Knights
Landing CSD
Community is not disadvantaged and all services are
provided by the Madison FPD and Madison CSD.
Community is not disadvantaged and is comprised of rural
ranchette lots (i.e. not compact for efficient services). The
closest municipal water and sewer services are at the
adjacent Wild Wings CSA.

Capay

Madison
Monument Hills

Esparto CSD
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Inhabited
Unincorporated
Community
North Davis
Meadows
Patwin Road
Royal Oak*
Rumsey*

West Kentucky*

West Plainfield

Wild Wings

Fire Protection

Water Service

Sewer Service

Notes

Springlake FPD

City of Davis

West Plainfield FPD

City of Davis (in
process)
Individual well

Individual septic

East Davis FPD

City of Davis

City of Davis

Capay Valley FPD

Individual well

Individual septic

Springlake FPD

City of Woodland
(in process)

City of Woodland
(in process)

West Plainfield FPD

Rolling Acres
Mutual Water
Company
Wild Wings CSA

Individual septic

Community is not disadvantaged and all services are
provided by the City of Davis.
Community is not disadvantaged. The closest water and
sewer services are at the City of Davis (<1 mile away).
Community is likely disadvantaged, but all services are
provided by the City of Davis.
Community is likely disadvantaged. However, the closest
water and sewer services are at the Yocha Dehe Wintun
Nation (13 miles away) and the Esparto CSD (22 miles
away).
Community is likely disadvantaged. The City of Woodland is
in the process of extending water and sewer services (as of
FY 2018/19).
Community is not disadvantaged. The closest municipal
septic services are the City of Davis (4 miles away).

Willow Oak FPD

Wild Wings CSA

Community is not disadvantaged. Services are provided by
the Willow Oak FPD and Wild Wings CSA.
Willow Oak
Willow Oak FPD
Individual well
Individual septic
Community is not disadvantaged. The closest municipal
water and sewer services are at the City of Woodland (1
mile away).
Willowbank
East Davis FPD
City of Davis
Individual septic
Community is not disadvantaged. Septic services are at the
adjacent City of Davis, but not desired at the current time.
Yolo
Yolo FPD
Cacheville CSD
Individual septic
Community is not disadvantaged. The closest septic
services are at the City of Woodland (3 miles away)
Zamora*
Zamora FPD
Individual well
Individual septic
Community may be disadvantaged (not a CDP, so data is
not specific). However, the closest municipal water and
sewer services are at the City of Woodland (9 miles away).
*
Likely a “Disadvantaged Unincorporated Community” per SB 244 (i.e. 80% of state median income or less).
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Levee Maintaining Agencies 2018

Explanation:
This is an excerpted sample of how the MSR checklist was applied to a highly
complex MSR of 16 reclamation districts, CSA with levee maintaining services, and
a drainage district which took several years to complete.
Each agency had its own checklist prepared, but there is an overview for the entire
study, plus an explanation of each hydrologic basin. Only one agency checklist is
included because the entire MSR is 200+ pages long. The agency checklist included
illustrates how some not applicable answers can be collapsed, how very involved
discussions can be expanded, and also how an SOI Update is handled.

2018
MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW
AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
STUDY
FOR THE RECLAMATION DISTRICTS AND LOCAL
MAINTAINING AGENCIES:
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 150
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 307
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 537
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 730
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 765
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 785
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 787
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 827
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 900
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 999
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 1600
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 2035
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 2076 (INACTIVE)
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 2120 (INACTIVE)
COUNTY SERVICE AREA NO. 6
KNIGHTS LANDING RIDGE DRAINAGE DISTRICT
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MSR/SOI BACKGROUND
ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY OF LAFCO
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, as amended (“CKH Act”)
(California Government Code §§56000 et seq.), is LAFCo’s governing law and outlines the requirements
for preparing Municipal Service Reviews (MSRs) for periodic Sphere of Influence (SOI) updates. MSRs
and SOIs are tools created to empower LAFCo to satisfy its legislative charge of “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 (§56301). CKH Act Section 56301 further establishes that “one of the objects of the
commission is to make studies and to obtain and furnish information which will contribute to the logical and
reasonable development of local agencies in each county and to shape the development of local agencies
so as to advantageously provide for the present and future needs of each county and its communities.”
Based on that legislative charge, LAFCo serves as an arm of the State; preparing and reviewing studies
and analyzing independent data to make informed, quasi-legislative decisions that guide the physical and
economic development of the state (including agricultural uses) and the efficient, cost-effective, and reliable
delivery of services to residents, landowners, and businesses. While SOIs are required to be updated every
five years, they are not time-bound as planning tools by the statute, but are meant to address the “probable
physical boundaries and service area of a local agency” (§56076). SOIs therefore guide both the nearterm and long-term physical and economic development of local agencies their broader county area, and
MSRs provide the near-term and long-term time-relevant data to inform LAFCo’s SOI determinations.

PURPOSE OF A MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW
As described above, MSRs are designed to equip LAFCo with relevant information and data necessary for
the Commission to make informed decisions on SOIs. The CKH Act, however, gives LAFCo broad
discretion in deciding how to conduct MSRs, including geographic focus, scope of study, and the
identification of alternatives for improving the efficiency, cost-effectiveness, accountability, and reliability of
public services. The purpose of a Municipal Services Review (MSR) in general is to provide a
comprehensive inventory and analysis of the services provided by local municipalities, service areas, and
special districts. A MSR evaluates the structure and operation of the local municipalities, service areas,
and special districts and discusses possible areas for improvement and coordination. The MSR is intended
to provide information and analysis to support a sphere of influence update. A written statement of the
study’s determinations must be made in the following areas:
1.

Growth and population projections for the affected area;

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, 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;

4.

Financial ability of agencies to provide services;

5.

Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities;

6.

Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and operational
efficiencies; and
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7.

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

The MSR is organized according to these determinations listed above. Information regarding each of the
above issue areas is provided in this document.

PURPOSE OF A SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
In 1972, LAFCos were given the power to establish SOIs for all local agencies under their jurisdiction. As
defined by the CKH Act, “’sphere of influence’ means a plan for the probable physical boundaries and
service area of a local agency, as determined by the commission” (§56076). SOIs are designed to both
proactively guide and respond to the need for the extension of infrastructure and delivery of municipal
services to areas of emerging growth and development. Likewise, they are also designed to discourage
urban sprawl and the premature conversion of agricultural and open space resources to urbanized uses.
The role of SOIs in guiding the State’s growth and development was validated and strengthened in 2000
when the Legislature passed Assembly Bill (“AB”) 2838 (Chapter 761, Statutes of 2000), which was the
result of two years of labor by the Commission on Local Governance for the 21 st Century, which traveled
up and down the State taking testimony from a variety of local government stakeholders and assembled an
extensive set of recommendations to the Legislature to strengthen the powers and tools of LAFCos to
promote logical and orderly growth and development, and the efficient, cost-effective, and reliable delivery
of public services to California’s residents, businesses, landowners, and visitors. The requirement for
LAFCos to conduct MSRs was established by AB 2838 as an acknowledgment of the importance of SOIs
and recognition that regular periodic updates of SOIs should be conducted on a five-year basis (§56425(g))
with the benefit of better information and data through MSRs (§56430(a)).
Pursuant to Yolo County LAFCO policy an SOI includes an area adjacent to a jurisdiction where
development might be reasonably expected to occur in the next 20 years. A MSR is conducted prior to, or
in conjunction with, the update of a SOI and provides the foundation for updating it.
LAFCo is required to make five written determinations when establishing, amending, or updating an SOI
for any local agency that address the following (§56425(c)):
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.
5. For an update of an SOI of a city or special district that provides public facilities or services related
to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire protection, the present and probable
need for those public facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities
within the existing sphere of influence.

DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES
SB 244 (Chapter 513, Statutes of 2011) made changes to the CKH Act related to “disadvantaged
unincorporated communities,” including the addition of SOI determination #5 listed above. Disadvantaged
unincorporated communities, or “DUCs,” are inhabited territories (containing 12 or more registered voters)
where the annual median household income is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median
household income.
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On March 26, 2012, LAFCo adopted a “Policy for the Definition of ‘Inhabited Territory’ for the
Implementation of SB 244 Regarding Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities”, which identified 21
inhabited unincorporated communities for purposes of implementing SB 244.
CKH Act Section 56375(a)(8)(A) prohibits LAFCo from approving a city annexation of more than 10 acres
if a DUC is contiguous to the annexation territory but not included in the proposal, unless an application to
annex the DUC has been filed with LAFCo. The legislative intent is to prohibit “cherry picking” by cities of
tax-generating land uses while leaving out under-served, inhabited areas with infrastructure deficiencies
and lack of access to reliable potable water and wastewater services. DUCs are recognized as social and
economic communities of interest for purposes of recommending SOI determinations pursuant to Section
56425(c).

ORGANIZATION OF MSR/SOI STUDY
This report has been organized in a checklist format to focus the information and discussion on key issues
that may be particularly relevant to the subject agency while providing required LAFCo’s MSR and SOI
determinations. The checklist questions are based on the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act, the LAFCo MSR
Guidelines prepared by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and adopted Yolo LAFCo local
policies and procedures. This report provides the following:


Provides a description of the subject agency;



Provides any new information since the last MSR and a determination regarding the need to update
the SOI;



Provides MSR and SOI draft determinations for public and Commission review; and



Identifies any other issues that the Commission should consider in the MSR/SOI.

CALIFORNIA WATER CODE REGARDING RECLAMATION DISTRICTS
Reclamation districts are special districts established and regulated under provisions of the Water Code
Code, Sections 50000-53901, Water Code.
Reclamation districts are governed by a board of trustees that are appointed by the County Board of
Supervisors or are elected directly from the populations they serve (§50650). The board of trustees can
consist of three, five or seven members and have the power to do all things necessary or convenient for
accomplishing the purposes for which the reclamation district was formed (50900). The owners of the
majority of acreage in the district may vote to adopt governing bylaws (§50370). A district may, by resolution
of the board, provide a procedure for the collection charges and fees, by way of the tax bills of the county
or counties in which such district is located (§50904).
FINANCING RECLAMATION DISTRICTS
California State Law (California Water Code section 50000 et seq.) grants a reclamation district the authority
to use assessments and fees as financing tools to raise money locally to pay for facilities and services.
Districts may also charge for provision of water or for other services, including drainage. According to the
Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC), reclamation districts may also issue bonds to finance
improvements. In addition, districts located in the Delta are eligible to receive reimbursements for flood
control work under the Subventions Program and the Delta Levees Program.
The first of these tools are special assessments based on the specific benefit each parcel receives from
the improvements. Assessments are a levy against district lands that receive special benefits from operation
of the district works. Assessments may be used to pay for the design, construction, operation and
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maintenance of reclamation works. Assessments are considered a lien against the benefited property, and
the property can be sold to pay delinquent assessments. Since Proposition 218 was put into place in 1997,
any new or increased assessments may be imposed only if proportional to the special benefits provided
supported by a detailed engineer’s report, and approved by a majority vote of the affected landowners.
The second financing tool is fees or charges, including minimum and standby charges, for services provided
by the reclamation district. The final financing tool is derived from user fees for the irrigation services
provided to property owners.
RECLAMATION DISTRICTS – REGIONAL CONTEXT
Reclamation districts are typically responsible for protecting development in floodplain lands through levee
operations, maintenance, design, and construction. Reclamation districts may also perform other duties,
and in some cases enterprise activities, including irrigation, drainage, and recharge needs. The origin of
reclamation districts began in 1850 when the U.S. Congress passed the Reclamation Act authorizing lands
to be purchased and placed into reclamation holdings for preservation and use. A series of new laws in
California followed, including allowing counties to sell “swamp land” for $1 per acre for reclamation purposes
(1855) and authorizing the local County Board of Supervisors to apply assessments on property for
improvement and maintenance (1861). From 1866 to 1911, the authority for oversight of reclamation
districts changed from the Swamp Land Commission to each of the County Board of Supervisors and then
to the State Board of Reclamation. When the Legislature created LAFCos, reclamation districts came under
the oversight of LAFCos to establish service boundaries and spheres of influence (SOI).
Over one hundred years passed without substantial change in flood protection planning. The old plan
consisted of a levee and bypass system, which successfully reduced the frequency of flooding to primarily
agricultural lands. These levees, however, did not have a sophisticated design or seepage controls,
resulting in failures from time to time. Over the years, rural homes, urban subdivisions, and high-value
permanent crops were developed on these lands. A new flood protection plan for California’s Central Valley
was long overdue. After Hurricane Katrina in 2005, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers evaluated much of
California’s Central Valley flood control system and determined that it was substandard. In 2007, the State
Legislature directed the Department of Water Resources and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board to
prepare a new flood protection plan.
Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (2012/2017 Update)
The Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) was adopted by the Central Valley Flood Protection
Board in 2012 and updated in 2017. The CVFPP is a guide to managing flood risk in the Central Valley and
it will be updated every five years. The goal of the CVFPP is to improve flood risk management with the
following supporting goals:





Improve operations and maintenance
Promote ecosystem functions
Improve institutional support
Promote multi-benefit projects

Flood infrastructure is to be planned and managed centrally, but O&M, flood response, and infrastructure
implementation can be implemented either regionally or locally. The CVFPP promotes regional governance
via local consolidation and collaboration among partnering agencies.
Below is an excerpt from the 2017 CVFPP Update which provides context to LAFCo’s governance
recommendations for this MSR:
3.2.6 Effective Governance and Institutional Support
Overlapping authorities and conflicting mandates that sometimes occur can complicate flood
system improvements and maintenance, and is partially a consequence of existing governance
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structures that are inadequate to support the broad range of actions included in the CVFPP at
federal, State, and local levels. Central Valley flood management is affected by a complex
framework of public agencies (over 300 in the Sacramento Basin and over 200 in the San Joaquin
Basin). At the local level, governance is complicated by multiple small levee maintaining agencies
(LMAs) with limited resources, including staff, revenues, and authorities. Enhanced regional
governance can empower groups of local agencies to more effectively pool and leverage funding
and resources, enhance collaboration and coordination, coordinate political advocacy, and create
shared ownership of the flood system. Regional planning and project implementation is greatly
improved through enhanced regional governance. Regional governance not only improves
collaboration among local agencies within a region, but also facilitates more effective partnering
with State and federal governments, greatly helping to define and achieve a shared regional vision.
Strong regional governance and shared understanding of roles and responsibilities will support a
shift toward system-scale, long-term, outcome-driven resource management that balances a broad
array of public values and priorities. Dialogues should be fostered within a structured, transparent
process that includes schedules, actionable recommendations, and stakeholder engagement.
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Figure 1. CVFPP Sacramento System Local Maintaining Agencies
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Regional Flood Management Plans (2014)
Following adoption of the 2012 CVFPP, the Department of Water Resources funded six regionally-led
Regional Flood Management Plans (RFMPs) that describe local and regional flood management priorities,
challenges, and potential funding mechanisms along with site-specific improvement needs. The six regions
span from Chico to Stockton and Yolo County is included in two regions: (1) the Mid Sacramento River
region (just north of Knights Landing into Colusa County) and (2) the Lower Sacramento River/Delta North
region (from Knights Landing south to Rio Vista). These Regional Flood Management Plans were
completed in 2014 and were developed by a regional working group comprised of the counties, cities, flood
management agencies, local maintaining agencies (LMA), water agencies, emergency response agencies,
citizen groups, tribes, and other interested stakeholders in the Region.
The West Side Coordinating Committee, the regional working group for the Lower Sacramento River/Delta
North region, is made up of stakeholder representatives from relevant agencies on the west side of the
Sacramento River. The Committee includes the Counties of Yolo and Solano; the Cities of West
Sacramento, Woodland, Rio Vista, and Davis; Solano County Water Agency; West Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency (WSAFCA); Yolo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District; DWR
Maintenance Areas; and Reclamation Districts (RD) 108, 900, 501, 536, 2060, 730, 1600, 2035, 827, 537,
765, 785, 307, 150, 999, 2068, 2093, 2098, 2104, 2084; and Knights Landing Ridge Drainage District.
YOLO COUNTY LOCAL MAINTAINING AGENCIES (LMAS)
At the local level, levee maintenance along the Sacramento River System in Yolo County is currently carried
out by sixteen (16) separate local agencies including: thirteen (13) reclamation districts (RDs); one (1)
drainage district; one (1) levee district; and one (1) county service area. In addition, the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) has one Maintenance Area (MA #4) in West Sacramento and also
maintains the Bypass and the Cache Creek levee system with the exception of the Huff’s Corner reach,
which is maintained by the County. The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) also maintains
the Navigation Levee constructed in association with the Deep Water Ship Channel. Therefore, governance
is complicated.
The Reclamation Districts range from large areas with multiple landowners to small districts with only a few
landowners. The Reclamation Districts/Local Maintaining Agencies included in this Municipal Service
Review are:















Reclamation District 150: Merritt Island
Reclamation District 307: Lisbon
Reclamation District 537: Lovdal
Reclamation District 730: Knights Landing
Reclamation District 765: Glide
Reclamation District 785: Driver
Reclamation District 787: Fair
Reclamation District 827: Elkhorn
Reclamation District 900: West Sacramento
Reclamation District 999: Netherland
Reclamation District 1600: Mull
Reclamation District 2035: Yolo
County Service Area No. 6: Snowball
Knights Landing Ridge Drainage District

Yolo County has two (2) reclamation districts that are inactive (Reclamation District 2076 and Reclamation
District 2120) and are recommended for dissolution.
While portions of Reclamation District 108 (Colusa County), Reclamation District 2068 (Solano County),
Reclamation District 2093 (Solano County), and the Sacramento River Westside Levee District (Colusa
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County) are located within Yolo County, the majority of their assessed values lie in other counties.
Therefore, Yolo LAFCo is not the principal LAFCo for these districts and does not have jurisdiction.
Each entity has varying capacities and responsibilities related to funding, operations and maintenance
(O&M), planning, and policy. Further, there is a great variety in geography, historical development, and the
presence of other enterprise activities, such as water sales. The common thread between all flood agencies
in Yolo County is the recognition that the flood network is an inter-dependent system. In many cases
individual district levees rely on neighboring levee’s success. In many areas, if one levee fails, the adjacent
levee and the population and land it protects are at risk.
Figure 2. Local Maintaining Agencies in Yolo County
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University of California Davis Flood Governance Study (2014)
In addition to the RFMPs, funding was requested from DWR to conduct a flood governance study to analyze
and make recommendations on governance for the agencies in Yolo County. This study was undertaken
by the UC Davis Collaboration Center and was completed in August 2014. As part of an overall, integrated,
regional flood management approach, the Collaboration Center worked with the various agencies and
stakeholders to assess their capacities to address regional flooding issues, their willingness and feasibility
of joining together, collaborating and/or consolidating certain functions, and their interests in collaborative
flood governance.
The authors engaged with the districts and considered a wide range of existing flood governance models
in the nation. The study considered a broad range of six alternatives, from maintaining the status quo to
consolidating all the agencies into one new agency. The Study found that while reclamation districts are
well suited to continue routine O&M and on-site emergency response, some flood work would benefit from
more regionalization and coordination.
Ultimately, the Study recommended a combination of the “regional communication and collaboration
network” (Alternative 2) and a “hydrologic basin” approach (Alternative 3). The reclamation districts/local
maintaining agencies within Yolo County have been loosely divided into five (5) hydrologic basin areas: 1)
North County/Knights Landing; 2) Elkhorn; 3) Woodland/Conaway; 4) West Sacramento; and 5) Clarksburg.
These five distinct basins are protected by essentially “ring” levees along the Sacramento River/Yolo
Bypass system, and each basin is, in essence, one hydrologically connected flood zone. Currently, the ring
levee system around each basin is managed and maintained by several agencies and districts. The
hydrologic basins are loosely defined by their geography, community connections, and interdependence of
levees and structural flood control needs.
The study recommends that each of the five hydrologic basins develop their own version of coordinated
governance. These designations are consistent with current engineering logic, and formally coordinate
areas that are either already working together, and/or depend on each other’s compliant flood infrastructure
management. According to the Study, Yolo County residents would be better served if each basin provided
a consistent level of maintenance and flood response and either functioned as one entity or in a coordinated
manner to accomplish this objective.
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Figure 3. Yolo County Flood Governance Study Hydrologic Basin Map
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HYDROLOGIC BASINS
For purposes of the municipal service reviews and for the sphere of influence studies, the reclamation
districts/local maintaining agencies of Yolo County have been divided into five (5) hydrologic basin areas,
correlating to the UC Davis Governance Study. There are five distinct basins protected by essentially “ring”
levees along the Sacramento River/Yolo Bypass system, and each basin is, in essence, one hydraulically
connected flood zone. Currently the ring levee system around each basin is managed and maintained by
several agencies and districts. The hydraulic basins are loosely defined by their geography, community
connections, and interdependence of levees and structural flood control needs. The basin areas are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

North County/Knights Landing
Elkhorn
Woodland/Conaway
West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (WSAFCA)
Clarksburg

North County/Knights Landing Hydrologic Basin
The North County/Knights Landing hydraulic basin encompasses northern Yolo County, stretching from the
Colusa/Yolo boundary south to the Fremont Weir and includes the following reclamation districts/local
maintaining agencies:







Reclamation District 108 (Colusa County)
Sacramento River Westside Levee District (Colusa County)
Knights Landing Ridge Drainage District
Reclamation District 787
County Service Area No. 6
Reclamation District 730

The six (6) reclamation districts and local maintaining agencies in the North County/Knight’s Landing
hydraulic basin perform a variety of functions including levee operations and maintenance, drainage.
The small community of Knights Landing is located in this hydrologic basin. The protection of Knights
Landing is of key importance to Yolo County. The County has received funding from the State of California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) to prepare feasibility studies for the small communities of Knights
Landing, Yolo, and Clarksburg to evaluate alternatives to reduce flood risk. Work is anticipated to begin on
the Knights Landing Small Communities Feasibility Study in early 2018 and be completed in late 2019.
The lands along the river north of Knights Landing are primarily farmland, with several reclamation districts
and related agencies taking care of the levee system. The levees protect the rural communities of Colusa,
Grimes, Knights Landing, Verona and Nicholas, while also protecting 194,000 acres of farmland. These
levees are integral to the system-wide performance of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project and
provides indirect protection to the cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento.
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Figure 4. North County/Knights Landing Hydrologic Basin

Elkhorn Hydrologic Basin
The Elkhorn Basin is located between the Yolo Bypass and the Sacramento River. It starts in the north at
the Sutter Bypass and ends in the south at West Sacramento (at the Sacramento Weir). Flood system
maintenance in the Elkhorn Basin is currently carried out by four separate local maintaining agencies
(LMAS) and the State:





Reclamation District 537
Reclamation District 785
Reclamation District 827
Reclamation District 1600

The LMAs have varying capacities and responsibilities related to funding, operations and maintenance
(O&M), planning, and policy. Most of the land is currently farmland, and most of the basin incorporates both
the Yolo Bypass and the Sacramento River west side levees. The State as required by State Water Code
8361 maintains the northern most two miles of the East Levee of the Yolo Bypass and the North and South
Levees of the Sacramento Bypass. The LMAs have responsibility for maintenance of all of the other levees
in the Elkhorn Basin.
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Elkhorn levees and reclamation districts face many issues related to operations and maintenance, funding,
and emergency preparedness. All levees in this community were built in the early 1900s and do not currently
meet United States Army Corps of Engineers levee design standards.
Figure 5. Elkhorn Hydrologic Basin
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Woodland/Conaway Hydrologic Basin
The Woodland/Conaway Basin is located east of the City of Woodland. Portions of the Cache Creek Setting
Basin and the Yolo Bypass are within the Basin. Conaway Ranch owns the majority of land and the Cities
of Davis and Woodland own land in the Bypass. Flood maintenance in the Woodland/Conaway Hydrologic
Basin is carried out by one reclamation district:


Reclamation District 2035
Figure 6. Woodland/Conway Hydrologic Basin
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West Sacramento Hydrologic Basin
The West Sacramento Hydrologic Basin corresponds with the city limit for the City of West Sacramento
comprising 13,000 acres of mixed-use land and an estimated population of 44,000 residents. Local levee
maintaining agencies within the West Sacramento Basin are:




Reclamation District 900
Reclamation District 537 (southern portion)
Department of Water Resources Maintenance Area 4

West Sacramento Flood Control Agency (WSAFCA) is a Joint Powers Authority, including the City of West
Sacramento, Reclamation District 900, and Reclamation District 537. The JPA region follows City
boundaries. The board is comprised of a voting member from each agency. Funding for flood infrastructure
projects are derived from assessments, fees on new development in the 200-year floodplain, and a 1⁄4 of
a half-cent sales tax (Measure U & V). WSAFCA does not perform any O&M on levees; this responsibility
falls to RDs 537 and 900, and the DWR maintenance division (Maintenance Area 4). The JPA is an
administrative and fiduciary agent that manages capital improvements and leverages local, State, and
federal cost-share. They have been very successful in securing funds, developing and designing projects,
and coordinating flood management activities for the City.
Figure 7. West Sacramento Hydrologic Basin
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Clarksburg Hydrologic Basin
Clarksburg is a unique region of the Delta, comprised primarily of farmland and the community of
Clarksburg. Roughly one-third of the population lives in the town, while the remaining population lives in
the surrounding rural areas. The area supports a burgeoning wine industry; it contains ten (10) wineries
and 9,000 vineyard acres. Levee operations and maintenance in the Clarksburg Basin is currently carried
out by four separate local maintaining agencies (LMAS):





Reclamation District 150: Merritt Island
Reclamation District: 307: Lisbon
Reclamation District 765: Glide
Reclamation District 999: Netherlands

Although the Clarksburg area encompasses RDs 765, 307, 999 and 150, RD 150 is not hydrologically
linked to the other RDs and is considered its own basin.
Figure 8. Clarksburg Hydrologic Basin
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AFFECTED AGENCIES
Per Government Code Section 56427, a public hearing is required to adopt, amend, or revise a sphere of
influence. Notice shall be provided at least 21 days in advance and mailed notice shall be provided to each
affected local agency or affected County, and to any interested party who has filed a written request for
notice with the executive officer. Per Government Code Section 56014, an affected local agency means
any local agency that overlaps with any portion of the subject agency boundary or SOI (including proposed
changes to the SOI).
The affected local agencies for this MSR/SOI are:
County/Cities:
City of Davis
City of West Sacramento
City of Winters
City of Woodland
County of Yolo
County Service Areas (CSAs)
Dunnigan, El Macero, Garcia Bend, Madison-Esparto Regional CSA (MERCSA), North Davis
Meadows, Snowball, Wild Wings, and Willowbank
K-12 School Districts:
Davis Joint Unified
Esparto Unified
Pierce Joint Unified
River Delta Unified
Washington Unified
Winters Joint Unified
Woodland Joint Unified

Community College Districts
Los Rios Community College District
Solano Community College District
Yuba Community College District

Special Districts:
Cemetery District – Capay, Cottonwood, Davis, Knight’s Landing, Mary’s, Winters
Community Service District – Cacheville, Esparto, Knight’s Landing, Madison
Fire Protection District – Capay, Clarksburg, Dunnigan, East Davis, Elkhorn, Esparto, Knights
Landing, Madison, No Man’s Land, Springlake, West Plainfield, Willow Oak, Winters, Yolo,
Zamora
Sacramento-Yolo Port District
Reclamation District – 150, 307, 537, 730, 765, 785, 787, 827, 900, 999, 1600, 2035, 2076, 2120
Yolo County Resource Conservation District
Water District – Dunnigan, Knight’s Landing Ridge Drainage, Yolo County Flood Control &
Water Conservation
Multi-County Districts:
Reclamation District – 108 (Colusa), 2068 (Solano), 2093 (Solano)
Water District – Colusa Basin Drainage
Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District
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RECLAMATION DISTRICT 537: LOVDAL
Agency Profile
Formed in 1891, Reclamation District (RD) 537 provides levee maintenance for six (6) miles of levee,
protecting 5,200 acres of land. Bisected by the Sacramento Bypass, RD 537 contains two disparate
sections: the northern portion of RD 537 is rural, while the southern portion is developed urban land. The
southern portion is part of the West Sacramento Flood Control Agency Joint Powers Authority (WSAFCA
JPA), and is assessed accordingly. Current levee O&M is evaluated at the minimally acceptable level by
the Department of Water Resources (DWR). RD 537 participates as members of the California Central
Valley Flood Control Association (CCVFCA) and the Westside Committee for the Regional Flood
Management Plan. The annual budget for 2015/16 was $280,398, which includes JPA assessment funding
as well as their own assessment, which is collected by invoices sent directly to their landowners.
The District has two (2) employees (co-managers). RD 537 contracts out for levee and ditch maintenance,
legal services, bookkeeping services (provided by RD 900), and engineering services. Maintenance actions
are accomplished by contracts arranged by a part time General Manager based on decisions made by the
Board of Directors. RD 537 has one pump station for the agricultural area north of the Sacramento Bypass
and one pump station for the urbanized area south of the Sacramento Bypass. These pump stations require
occasional maintenance and power for operation.
RD 537 is an independent special district with a three-member board of trustees elected by the landowners
within the District.
Name of Member
Kristen Pigman
Kent Lang
Thomas Ramos

Title
President
Vice President
Secretary/Trustee

Term Expiration
2017
2019
2019

Compensation
$145/mtg
$145/mtg
$145/mtg

The regularly scheduled meeting day for Reclamation District 537 is the second Wednesday of the month;
meetings are called as needed. The District gives the public notice of meetings through posting at meeting
location at the District office.
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Figure 1. RD 537 Boundary and Existing Sphere of Influence
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Figure 2. Reclamation District 537

Department of Water Resources. “SACRAMENTO SYSTEM: Levee District No. 537 Lovdal.” Map. Scale not given. “Appendix A Sacramento River Individual Agency Summary Reports,” A-42. (2016). Web. 18 Sep. 2017.
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Potentially Significant MSR Determinations
The MSR determinations checked below are potentially significant, as indicated by “yes” or “maybe”
answers to the key policy questions in the checklist and corresponding discussion on the following pages.
If most or all of the determinations are not significant, as indicated by “no” answers, the Commission may
find that a MSR update is not warranted.
Growth and Population

Shared Services

Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities

Accountability

Capacity, Adequacy & Infrastructure to Provide
Services

Other

Financial Ability

1. GROWTH AND POPULATION
Growth and population projections for the affected area.

YES

MAYBE

NO

a) Is the agency’s territory or surrounding area expected to
experience any significant population change or development
over the next 5-10 years?
a) Will population changes have an impact on the subject
agency’s service needs and demands?
a) Will projected growth require a change in the agency’s service
boundary?
Discussion:
a-c) The State Department of Finance population projections1 indicate that Yolo County had an estimated
population in the unincorporated area of 26,995 as of January 1, 2015 and 28,419 as of January 1,
2016, a 5.3 percent overall increase. There is no significant development anticipated in the northern
portion of the District (north of the Sacramento Weir) that would result in a negative impact to the
agency’s ability to provide services.
The southern portion of the District is located within the City of West Sacramento. According to the
State Department of Finance population projections 2 , the City of West Sacramento population
increased from 51,963 as of January 1, 2015 to 53,082 in 2016, an increase of 2.2 percent. The City of
West Sacramento completed a comprehensive General Plan Update in December 2016 and has ample
space within its current boundaries to accommodate planned growth through 2035. Growth in the City
is not anticipated to significantly impact RD 537’s service needs and demands.

1

E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State January 1, 2015 and 2016

State of California Department of Finance Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State –
January 1, 2015 and 2016

2
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Growth and Population MSR Determination
There is no significant development anticipated in the District that would result in a negative impact to the
agency’s ability to provide services.

2. DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES
The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or contiguous
to the sphere of influence.
YES
MAYBE
NO
a) Does the subject agency provide public services related to
sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire
protection?
b) Are there any “inhabited unincorporated communities” (per
adopted Commission policy) within or adjacent to the subject
agency’s sphere of influence that are considered
“disadvantaged” (80% or less of the statewide median
household income)?
c) If “yes” to both a) and b), it is feasible for the agency to be
reorganized such that it can extend service to the
disadvantaged unincorporated community (if “no” to either a)
or b), this question may be skipped)?
Discussion:
a-c) The subject agency does not provide public services related to water, sewer or structural fire protection
and therefore, the provisions of Senate Bill (SB) 244 do not apply to this MSR. Additionally, there are
no Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities (DUCs) within or contiguous to the District.
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities MSR Determination
The subject agency does not provide public services related to water, sewer or structural fire protection and
therefore, the provisions of SB 244 do not apply to this MSR. In addition, there are no Disadvantaged
Unincorporated Communities (DUCs) within or contiguous to the District.

3. CAPACITY AND ADEQUACY OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND
SERVICES
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.
YES
MAYBE
NO
a) Are there any deficiencies in agency capacity to meet service
needs of existing development within its existing territory?
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b) Are there any issues regarding the agency’s capacity to meet
the service demand of reasonably foreseeable future growth?
c) Are there any concerns regarding public services provided by
the agency being considered adequate?
d) Are there any significant infrastructure needs or deficiencies
to be addressed?
e) Are there changes in state regulations on the horizon that will
require significant facility and/or infrastructure upgrades?
f)

Are there any service needs or deficiencies for disadvantaged
unincorporated communities related to sewers, municipal and
industrial water, and structural fire protection within or
contiguous to the agency’s sphere of influence?

Discussion:
a-c) The District is not aware of any concerns regarding the District’s services being adequate. The
Department of Water Resources (DWR), under the authority of Water Code Sections 8360, 8370 and
8371, performs a verification inspection of the maintenance of the Sacramento River Flood Control
Project (SRFCP) levees performed by the local responsible agencies, and reports to the United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) periodically regarding the status of levee maintenance. The State
inspects and reports only on the status of maintenance practices and on observable levee conditions.
The Fall 2016 DWR Inspection Report gave the LMA an overall rating of “Minimally Acceptable.”

Local Maintaining
Agency
RD 537

Overall Rating
A=Acceptable; M=Minimally Acceptable; U=Unacceptable

2012
M*

2013
U

2014
M*

2015
U

2016
M

Total Levee
Miles
5.93

Source: California Department of Water Resources

According to the DWR report, the District needs to focus on enhancing its rodent control program,
backfilling rodent holes, and repairing erosion sites. This determination concludes that the
unacceptable inspection items would not prevent the segment/system from performing as intended
during the next flood event.
The Regional Flood Management Plan also details some specific levee problems in the District and
summarizes the improvements, including estimated cost, design, permitting, and funding readiness, as
well as benefits from the improvements.
d) The District currently has several improvements planned that include installing a concrete floor below
the pump station on the south side of the Sacramento Weir, installing a new supervisory control and
data acquisition (SCADA) system at the south pump station, and cleaning the ditch that runs along
Harbor Boulevard to the south pump station. The District has the resources to fund these
improvements.
e)

Senate Bill (SB) 5, the Central Valley Flood Protection Act, required the development of the Central
Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) by mid-2012. The plan, authored by DWR and approved by the
Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB), establishes a system-wide approach to improving
State Plan of Flood Control (SPFC) facilities, and recommends both structural and governance
methods of improving flood risk reduction and vulnerability. The California Department of Water
Resources adopted the CVFPP in 2012. A five-year update was adopted in 2017. The CVFPP requires
150

YOLO LAFCO MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW/SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY
ELKHORN HYDROLOGIC BASIN
200-year flood protection for all urban and urbanizing areas within the flood zone by 2025. WSAFCA,
of which RD 537 is a member agency, is working on a number of projects within West Sacramento to
face the challenges of stricter flood control standards imposed by the state. Together with the
Department of Water Resources, Central Valley Flood Protection Board and U.S. Army corps of
Engineers, WSAFCA has begun design and construction of projects that meet the 200-year level of
flood protection requirement imposed by new state law and new federal levee standards.
f)

There are no Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities (DUCs) within or contiguous to the District’s
sphere of influence and the subject agency does not provide public services related to water, sewer or
structural fire protection.

Capacity and Adequacy of Public Facilities and Services MSR Determination
The District has ample capacity to meet service needs for the foreseeable future and its services appear to
be adequate. The 2016 Department of Water Resources identified some rodent control issues, but its rating
concludes that the segment/system would perform as intended in a future flood event. The District has the
resources to fund planned improvements. No changes in state law are anticipated that will require costly
facility upgrades.
Recommendations


The District should work to enhance its rodent control program, as detailed in the 2016 Department
of Water Resources Inspection Report.



The District should work to complete the improvements detailed in the 2014 Regional Flood
Management Plan and any future updates including estimated cost, design, permitting, and funding
readiness, as well as benefits from the improvements.

4. FINANCIAL ABILITY
Financial ability of agencies to provide services.
YES

MAYBE

NO

a) Does the organization engage in budgeting practices that may
indicate poor financial management, such as overspending its
revenues, using up its fund balance or reserve over time, or
adopting its budget late?
b) Is there an issue with the organization's revenue sources being
reliable? For example, is a large percentage of revenue
coming from grants or one-time/short-term sources?
c) Is the organization's rate/fee schedule insufficient to fund an
adequate level of service, and/or is the fee inconsistent with
the schedules of similar service organizations?
d) Is the organization in need of written financial policies that
ensure its continued financial accountability and stability?
e) Is the organization unable to fund necessary infrastructure
maintenance, replacement and/or any needed expansion?
f)

Is the organization needing additional reserve to protect
against unexpected events or upcoming significant costs?
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g) Is the organization's debt at an unmanageable level?
h) Does the agency have pension and/or other post-employment
benefit (OPEB) liability? If so, what is it the liability and are
there any concerns that it is unmanageable?

Discussion:
a) Budget:
The District’s board adopts its budget each year and its 5-year budget trend analysis above indicates
that the District is generally operating within its available resources (i.e. it is not overspending its
revenue). In fiscal year 12/13, the District had a significant increase in revenue due to approximately
$162,000 collected in delinquent assessments. In addition, WSAFCA began contributing approximately
$50,000 to the RD 537 from a shared property assessment. In fiscal year 13/14, the District overspent
its revenue due to increased levee maintenance spending ($45,000 over budget) in order to repair
unusual seepage and erosion issues, however, it is clear from the financial information that there were
sufficient funds to accommodate the overage. The Reclamation District is independently audited
annually in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States. The chart
above also shows the District appears to have sufficient reserves to cover unexpected events or
upcoming significant costs.
b-c) Revenue Sources:
100% of the District budget comes from JPA assessment funding as well as their own assessment,
which is collected on invoices sent directly to their landowners. Therefore, the agency’s funding is stable
and reliable. There are no additional fees for service.
d) Financial Policies:
While the District has not adopted financial policies, the District follows state law and reclamation law.
The District does not currently have written financial policies other than what is provided in the County’s
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Special District Financial Handbook. The County’s handbook primarily deals with how special districts
interact with the County for tax revenue, the treasury, or reporting to the State Controller’s Office. The
County’s policies do not address other issues that may be a concern for reclamation districts such as
how to handle travel and reimbursable expenses, personnel issues, operating procedures, safety, etc.
It may be beneficial for the District to adopt finance policies.
e-f) Infrastructure Maintenance and Replacement/Reserves:
The District has an adopted improvement plan as well as a financial plan and reserves adequate
funding to cover costs. The District appears to have sufficient reserves to cover unexpected events or
upcoming significant costs.
g) Debt:
The District does not have any debt.
i)

Post-Employment Liability:
The District does not have any post-employment liability.

Financial Ability MSR Determination
The District appears to be managing its finances well. It operates within its financial means and does not
have any debt. The District has adequate reserve to provide unexpected maintenance if necessary. The
District is lacking adopted financial policies other than what the County provides and should consider
adopting policies for District operations and financial management.
Recommendations


The District board should consider adopting policies for District operations and financial
management including such topics as: board compensation, travel and expense reimbursements,
purchasing and contracting, employee policies, safe practices and operating procedures, etc.

5. SHARED SERVICES AND FACILITIES
Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities.
YES

MAYBE

NO

a) Are there any opportunities for the organization to share
services or facilities with neighboring or overlapping
organizations that are not currently being utilized?
b) Are there any recommendations to improve staffing efficiencies
or other operational efficiencies to reduce costs?
Discussion:
a-b)The District currently contracts with Reclamation District 900 for bookkeeping services. As discussed
previously, RD 537 is bisected by the Sacramento Bypass. The northern portion of RD 537 is rural
while the southern portion is located within the City of West Sacramento and is developed urban land.
In the West Sacramento basin, the District is a member agency of the WSAFCA JPA, along with RD
900 and the City of West Sacramento. The WSAFCA JPA is an administrative and fiduciary agent that
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manages capital improvements and leverages cost-share for flood infrastructure projects in the City of
West Sacramento. However, LAFCo’s understanding is that the JPA, while well-functioning, is set up
to implement flood protection projects and does not have a role in promoting or coordinating shared
services between the member agencies, such as contracting for O&M or other engineering services.
In the Elkhorn basin, the Districts do not currently use shared service agreements for staffing,
consultants, equipment, contracts, etc. However, the Districts have indicated that they support
consolidation of three Elkhorn districts (RDs 537, 785, and 827) north of the Sacramento Bypass into
one new large district. This consolidation, as well as possible alternatives for a comprehensive solution
for coordinated governance in both the West Sacramento Hydrologic Basin, is discussed in Section 6
(f-g) of this MSR. The alternatives discussed would lead to staffing efficiencies and other operation
efficiencies.
Shared Services MSR Determination
The District currently contracts with Reclamation District 900 for bookkeeping services. While RD 537 is a
member agency of the WSAFCA JPA, the JPA does not currently coordinate shared services between the
member agencies. Additionally, the Districts in the Elkhorn basin, including RD 537, do not currently use
shared services agreements for staffing, consultants, equipment, etc. However, the Districts have indicated
that they support consolidation of three Elkhorn districts (RDs 537, 785, and 827) north of the Sacramento
Bypass into one new large district. This consolidation, as well as possible alternatives for a comprehensive
solution for coordinated governance in the West Sacramento Hydrologic Basin, is discussed in Section 6
(f-g) of this MSR. The alternatives discussed would lead to staffing efficiencies and other operational
efficiencies.

6. ACCOUNTABILITY, STRUCTURE AND EFFICIENCIES
Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and operational
efficiencies.
YES
MAYBE
a) Are there any issues with meetings being accessible and well
publicized? Any failures to comply with disclosure laws and
the Brown Act?

NO

b) Are there any issues with filling board vacancies and
maintaining board members? Is there a lack of board member
training regarding the organization's program requirements
and financial management?
c) Are there any issues with staff turnover or operational
efficiencies? Is there a lack of staff member training regarding
the organization's program requirements and financial
management?
d) Are there any issues with independent audits being performed
on a regular schedule? Are completed audits being provided
to the State Controller's Office and County Director of Financial
Services within 12 months of the end of the fiscal year(s) under
examination? Are there any corrective action plans to follow up
on?
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e) Does the organization need to improve its public transparency
via a website? [A website should contain at a minimum the
following
information:
organization
mission/description/boundary, board members, staff, meeting
schedule/agendas/minutes,
budget,
revenue
sources
including fees for services (if applicable), and audit reports]?
f)

Are there any recommended changes to the organization’s
governance structure that will increase accountability and
efficiency?

g) Are there any opportunities to eliminate overlapping
boundaries that confuse the public, cause service
inefficiencies, unnecessarily increase the cost of
infrastructure, exacerbate rate issues and/or undermine good
planning practices?
Discussion:
a) There are no issues with the board meetings being accessible and posted in accordance with the Brown
Act. The regularly scheduled meeting day for Reclamation District 537 is the second Wednesday of the
month; meetings are called as needed. The District gives the public notice of meetings through posting
at meeting location at the District office.
b) All of the board seats are currently filled, therefore, there do not appear to be chronic issues with filling
board vacancies and maintaining board members.
c) There do not appear to be issues with staff turnover or other operational efficiencies. The District has
two employees (co-managers).
d) The Reclamation District is independently audited annually in accordance with auditing standards
generally accepted in the United States.
e) Regarding public accessibility of District records, the District does not have a website, so public access
to District information is not easily accessible. The District should consider even a minimal website to
provide information to the public regarding board members, meetings, financial information, audits, etc.
District files are stored at the District office and maintained by District staff.
f-g) Central Valley Flood Protection Plan Context
Flood management in the Central Valley is affected by a complex framework of public agencies (over
300 in the Sacramento Basin and over 200 in the San Joaquin Basin). At the local level, governance is
complicated by multiple small levee maintaining agencies (LMAs) with limited resources, including staff,
revenues, and authorities. Flood management in Yolo County along the Sacramento River System is
currently carried out by fifteen (15) separate local agencies including: twelve (12) reclamation districts
(RDs); one (1) drainage district; one (1) levee district; and one (1) county service area. In addition, the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has one Maintenance Area (MA #4) in the West
Sacramento Basin and also maintains the Bypass and the Cache Creek levee system with the
exception of the Huff’s Corner reach, which is maintained by the County. The United States Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) also maintains the Navigation Levee constructed in association with the Deep
Water Ship Channel.
Enhanced regional governance can empower groups of local agencies to more effectively pool and
leverage funding and resources, enhance collaboration and coordination, coordinate political advocacy,
and create shared ownership of the flood system. Regional planning and project implementation is
greatly improved through enhanced regional governance. Regional governance not only improves
collaboration among local agencies within a region, but also facilitates more effective partnering with
State and federal governments, greatly helping to define and achieve a shared regional vision.
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Strong regional governance and shared understanding of roles and responsibilities will support a shift
toward system-scale, long-term, outcome-driven resource management that balances a broad array of
public values and priorities. Dialogues should be fostered within a structured, transparent process that
includes schedules, actionable recommendations, and stakeholder engagement.3
In an effort to improve statewide flood management, the State Department of Water Resources (DWR)
funded a locally led Regional Flood Management Plan process in six Central Valley regions. The intent
of the effort includes establishing a common vision among regional partners, articulating local and
regional flood management needs and priorities, describing regional financing strategies, and
establishing improved regional governance for implementation.
Through interaction with these regional groups, State DWR has advanced the idea of LMA
consolidation. This concept, which arose in the aftermath of the Hurricane Katrina disaster, is founded
on the belief that it would be more efficient for existing LMAs to voluntarily collaborate, enabling them
to “speak with one voice” (e.g. on matters affecting multiple LMAs whose levees protect the same
hydrologic basin), perform consistent O&M, and increase emergency response capabilities. 4
Yolo County Flood Governance Study Recommendations
DWR funded the Yolo County Flood Governance Study, dated August 2014 prepared by the UC Davis
Collaboration Center. The study recommends that each of the five “basins” develop their own version
of coordinated governance: 1) Knights Landing; 2) Elkhorn; 3) Woodland; 4) West Sacramento; and 5)
Clarksburg. These designations are consistent with current engineering logic, and formally coordinate
areas that are either already working together, and/or depend on each other’s compliant flood
infrastructure management.
The 2014 Yolo County Flood Governance Study, which was prepared for the Lower Sacramento/Delta
North Region and funded by the Department of Water Resources, recommended a combination of the
“regional communication and collaboration network” (Alternative 2) and a “hydrologic basin” approach
(Alternative 3) would be desirable and useful. The Study found that while reclamation districts are best
suited to conduct routine O&M and on-site emergency response, some flood management activities
would be better accomplished at the regional level. According to the Study, Yolo County residents
would be better served if each basin provided a consistent level of maintenance and flood response
and either functioned as one entity or in a coordinated manner to accomplish this objective.
LAFCo recommends that the agencies responsible for levee O&M in each hydrologic basin develop
governance solutions that will provide for a uniform level of operation and maintenance so that the
protected area is not a risk due to inconsistent maintenance or flood fight response capabilities. The
governance solution for each basin could take a variety of forms including: agency
merger/consolidation, contracts for shared services, MOUs, or JPAs. The goal for each basin is to
achieve equal service standards, consistent maintenance standards (which may require consistent
fee/assessment structures), and improved coordination during flood events. Because each hydrologic
basin is unique, a discussion specific to each individual basin is provided below.
Elkhorn Basin
For the Elkhorn Basin, the 2014 Governance Study found that the Elkhorn basin is undergoing
significant change due to proposed improvements to the Yolo Bypass. Significant portions of the land
within the Elkhorn Basin districts is proposed for Bypass expansion. This action will significantly
decrease assessment revenue, making it nearly impossible to conduct required O&M. At the time of
the 2014 Governance Study, the Elkhorn Basin districts were actively working with the County and the
Lower Sac/Delta North Region to express their concerns on how their Districts would be adversely
affected by the proposed bypass expansion. The districts expressed a willingness to consider

3

Central Valley Flood Protection Plan 2017 Update, page 3-46

4

Yolo County Flood Governance Study 2017, page 60
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consolidation, although they had concerns regarding liability, uncertainty over the new assessments,
and how the new RD would be managed.
The Department of Water Resources (DWR) is currently designing the proposed Lower Elkhorn Basin
Levee Setback (LEBLS) Project along the east side of the Yolo Bypass between I-5 and the
Sacramento Bypass. The LEBLS project is the first multi-benefit flood management project to be
implemented by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) that is an outgrowth of the
Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP). LEBLS' primary feature is a new, 7-mile long setback
levee that is intended to increase the flood carrying capacity of both the Yolo Bypass and Sacramento
Bypass, thereby enabling future improvements to the flood system such as widening the Fremont and
Sacramento Weirs and setback levees in the Yolo Bypass. These projects are being proposed to be
accomplished in a manner that will not only lower flood stages in the Sacramento River, but also benefit
the rural areas and small communities adjacent to the Yolo Bypass.
The LEBLS project spurred discussion amongst the Elkhorn Basin RDs regarding governance in the
basin. At the request of the RDs. MBK Engineers prepared the Elkhorn Basin Draft Governance Study
for Reclamation Districts 537, 785, 827, and 1600 in November, 2016. This study represents a
collaborative effort to engage the Districts in identifying and weighing alternative governance options
that could enhance local flood management entities and encourage a unified local voice as well as
assess whether alternative governing methods might lead to more effective operations, maintenance,
and implementation of flood management.
The Elkhorn Basin Draft Governance Study considered four (4) alternatives: 1) Maintaining the current
condition; 2) Creating a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) of all four reclamation districts; 3) Combining all
four reclamation districts; and 4) Combining only 827, 785, and 537.
The Reclamation Districts have indicated that they currently support consolidation of the three districts
in Lower Elkhorn (RD 827, 785, and 537) into one new large district. This combined district would be
issued a new Reclamation District number. It provides opportunities for economies of scale by
consolidating maintenance and management activities, it improves the ability to ensure a standard level
of maintenance for the levees protecting this hydrologic basin, and ensures that this group of
landowners with similar concerns will speak with one voice. The urbanized portion of RD 537 that lies
south of the Sacramento Bypass would not be included in this combination and would remain as a
smaller RD 537 (as discussed in the West Sacramento Hydrologic Basin Section of this MSR). This
consolidation may not include RD 1600. There is an effort underway to possibly relocate the Sierra
Northern rail line, which currently runs parallel to Interstate 5 through the Yolo Bypass. This relocation
could potentially allow for the removal of the Fremont Trestle and the construction of a cross levee
which could separate the Elkhorn basin into two hydrologic basins. Therefore, it may make sense for
RD 1600 to remain as a standalone district.
While DWR is implementing the LEBLS project in Yolo County, the Sacramento Area Flood Control
Agency (SAFCA) is undertaking actions to support its implementation. The LEBLS project will reduce
flood stages on the Sacramento River, benefiting the area SAFCA has responsibility for. As a result,
SAFCA is partnering with Yolo County and the RDs on implementation of the LEBLS project taking on
responsibility for certain aspects of the project, including funding the portion of the levee O&M
associated with the newly constructed levee. SAFCA’s commitment to contribute to the maintenance
of the LEBLS also makes this consolidation financially feasible. A consolidated reclamation district will
reduce administrative costs by reducing the number of districts which have to maintain records and the
number of administrative boards as well as increased efficiency in conducting maintenance. It also
offers the opportunity to identify a paid general manager to oversee the maintenance activities for this
levee system to ensure that needed activities are accomplished in a similar manner for entire basin.
Before the RDs can submit an application to LAFCo for consolidation, LEBLS project approvals are
needed from DWR, which is anticipated to occur in 2018. After DWR approves the project, SAFCA will
then be able to commit to ongoing funding of the LEBLS O&M. These steps are necessary in order to
make the consolidation financially feasible. Consolidation will also need to be contingent on a new Prop
218 assessment being approved by the landowners. The 218 election is anticipated to be completed in
2019.
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West Sacramento Basin
For the West Sacramento Basin, the 2014 Governance Study found that the West Sacramento Area
Flood Control Agency (WSAFCA) is an already well-functioning JPA and no major recommendations
are needed for this area. The Study also recommends that WSAFCA should show political support for
better and/or consolidated management in the Clarksburg and Elkhorn basins and continued
cooperation with other regional flood management agencies on actions that will reduce flood stages in
the system, such as the actions proposed for the Yolo Bypass in the Sacramento Basin Wide Feasibility
Study. However, LAFCo’s understanding is that the JPA, while well-functioning, is set up to implement
flood protection projects and does not have a roll in operations and maintenance. The WSAFCA JPA
does not include Maintenance Area #4, which is managed by DWR or the Navigation Levee, which is
maintained by the USACE. WSAFCA in its current form is not set up to serve as the lead entity for the
West Sacramento Basin providing a uniform level of maintenance and flood fighting capability. It also
does not appear to be a cost effective option to augment WSAFCA to also provide internal drainage
services currently provided by the City and the RDs.
Additional action is needed to continue to work towards a more comprehensive solution. To
characterize these alternatives in simple terms, the goal is to have each basin function as one entity.
For the West Sacramento Basin, LAFCO reviewed two alternatives as detailed in the options below:
1. RD 900 and RD 537 could merge (either legally or functionally). A “functional consolidation” would
involve RD 537 and its board remaining intact, but contracting all day to day operations to RD 900
(or vice versa). This should also include RD 537 taking over DWR Maintenance Area #4 so the
lead entity has responsibility for the entire basin (LAFCo will add the MA #4 area into RD 537’s
sphere of influence to facilitate potential future services). The RD lead entity should also conduct
an annual inspection of the Navigation Levee to confirm that the USACE maintenance is being
conducted to the same standard as the rest of the basin and advocate (either on its own or through
the JPA) for any needed improvements.
2. The City of West Sacramento has expressed a willingness to absorb RD 900 and RD 537 (the
portion south of the weir) and consolidate services with the City either as a merger or a subsidiary
district. To approve such a consolidation, LAFCo would need to make a finding that the public
service costs would likely be less than or substantially similar under City governance and that it
consolidation promotes public access and accountability for services. The districts have expressed
their opposition to being absorbed in any manner by the City and provided reasons for such
opposition. Similar to the other options, the City would also need to take over DWR Maintenance
Area #4 levee maintenance and conduct an annual inspection of the Navigation Levee to confirm
that the USACE maintenance is being conducted to the same standard as the rest of the basin and
advocate (either on its own or through the JPA) for any needed improvements to achieve the goals
of basin-wide governance. The City of West Sacramento has provided a Financial Analysis that
compares existing costs to projected costs of City consolidation of services (merger and subsidiary
district) (Attachment 1).
Based on the analysis in the February 22, 2018 LAFCo staff report for this Municipal Service Review
and Sphere of Influence Update, LAFCo recommends RD 900 and RD 537 (the portion south of the
weir) become subsidiary districts to the City.
Accountability, Structure and Efficiencies MSR Determination
There are no issues with meetings being accessible and publicized in accordance with the Brown Act. The
District does not maintain a website and should look to create even a minimal one for public transparency
purposes.
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For the northern portion of RD 537 located in the Elkhorn hydrologic basin, the Elkhorn RDs have indicated
that they support the consolidation of RDs 827, 785, and the portion of RD 537 north of the Sacramento
Bypass. Consolidation would provide opportunities for economies of scale by having just one large district
for this very similar area, it improves the ability to ensure a standard level of maintenance for the levees
protecting this hydrologic basin, and ensures that this group of landowners with similar concerns will speak
with one voice. However, before the RDs can submit an application to LAFCo for consolidation, several
milestones need to occur. LEBLS project approvals are needed from DWR, which are anticipated to occur
in 2018. After DWR project approval, SAFCA will then be able to commit to ongoing funding of the LEBLS
O&M. This consolidation may not include RD 1600. There is an effort underway to possibly relocate the
Sierra Northern rail line, which currently runs parallel to Interstate 5 through the Yolo Bypass. This relocation
could potentially allow for the removal of the Fremont Trestle and the construction of a cross levee which
could separate the Elkhorn basin into two hydrologic basins. Therefore, it may make sense for RD 1600 to
remain as a standalone district.
For the southern portion of RD 537 located in the West Sacramento hydrologic basic, WSAFCA in its current
form is not set up to accomplish the goal that the West Sacramento hydrologic basin function in a
coordinated manner to be provide a uniform level of maintenance and flood fighting capability. Additional
action is needed to continue to work towards a more comprehensive solution as recommended below.
Recommendations


The District board should consider creating a website for the District for public transparency
purposes. For a special district with an annual budget less between $250,000 - $500,000 per year,
the California Special Districts Association offers a website template through getstreamline.com for
$75 per month (if CSDA member, $100 per month if not). This fee includes unlimited technical
support and hosting services.



Northern portion (Elkhorn Hydrologic Basin): Once the Lower Elkhorn Basin Levee Setback is
approved by DWR and a commitment for ongoing funding received from SAFCA, Reclamation
Districts, 827, 785, and 537 should consider adopting Resolutions of Application for consolidation
and submit a proposal application to LAFCo as detailed in the Draft Project Management Plan for
the Bryte Landfill Relocation and SAFCA Associated Actions in Support of the Lower Elkhorn
Setback. This consolidation may not include RD 1600. There is an effort underway to possibly
relocate the Sierra Northern rail line, which currently runs parallel to Interstate 5 through the Yolo
Bypass. This relocation could potentially allow for the removal of the Fremont Trestle and the
construction of a cross levee which could separate the Elkhorn basin into two hydrologic basins.
Therefore, it may make sense for RD 1600 to remain as a standalone district.



Southern portion (West Sacramento Basin): The City of West Sacramento has expressed a
willingness to absorb RD 900 and RD 537 (the portion south of the weir) and consolidate services
with the City either as a merger or a subsidiary district. LAFCo recommends RD 900 and RD 537
(the portion south of the weir) become subsidiary districts to the City. To approve such a
consolidation, LAFCo would need to make a finding that the public service costs would likely be
less than or substantially similar under City governance and that consolidation promotes public
access and accountability for services. The districts have expressed their opposition to being
absorbed in any manner by the City and provided reasons for such opposition. The City should
take over responsibility for DWR Maintenance Area #4 levee maintenance and conduct an annual
inspection of the Navigation Levee to confirm that the USACE maintenance is being conducted to
the same standard as the rest of the basin and (either on its own or through the JPA) for any needed
improvements to achieve the goals of basin-wide governance. The City of West Sacramento has
provided a Financial Analysis that compares existing costs to projected costs of City consolidation
of services (merger and subsidiary district) (Attachment 1).
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7. OTHER ISSUES
Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission policy.
YES
MAYBE
NO
a) Are there any other service delivery issues that can be
resolved by the MSR/SOI process?
Discussion:
a) LAFCo is not aware of any other service delivery issues not already addressed in the MSR.
Other Issues MSR Determination
LAFCo is not aware of any other service delivery issues not already addressed in the MSR.
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SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY
On the basis of the Municipal Service Review:
Staff has reviewed the agency’s Sphere of Influence and recommends that a SOI Update is NOT
NECESSARY in accordance with Government Code Section 56425(g). Therefore, NO CHANGE
to the agency’s SOI is recommended and SOI determinations HAVE NOT been made.
Staff has reviewed the agency’s Sphere of Influence and recommends that a SOI Update IS
NECESSARY in accordance with Government Code Section 56425(g). Therefore, A CHANGE to
the agency’s SOI is recommended and SOI determinations HAVE been made and are included in
this MSR/SOI study.

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE MAP(S)
Figure 3. Proposed Sphere of Influence for RD 537
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POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT SOI DETERMINATIONS
The SOI determinations below are potentially significant, as indicated by “yes” or “maybe” answers to the
key policy questions in the checklist and corresponding discussion on the following pages.
Present and Planned Land Uses
Need for Public Facilities and Services
Capacity and Adequacy of Provide Services
Social or Economic Communities of Interest
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities

1. PRESENT AND PLANNED LAND USES
The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands.
YES
MAYBE
a) Are there any present or planned land uses in the area that
would create the need for an expanded service area?

NO

b) Would the SOI conflict with planned, orderly and efficient
patterns of urban development?
c) Is there a conflict with the adopted SACOG Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy?
d) Would the SOI result in the loss of prime agricultural land or
open space?
e) Would the SOI impact the identity of any existing
communities; e.g. would it conflict with existing postal zones,
school, library, sewer, water census, fire, parks and
recreation boundaries?
f)

Are there any natural or made-made obstructions that would
impact where services can reasonably be extended or should
otherwise be used as a logical SOI boundary?

g) Would the proposed SOI conflict with a Census boundary,
such that it would compromise the ability to obtain discrete
data?
Discussion:
a) The MSR for RD 537 concluded that DWR Maintenance Area #4 is a remainder area that, ideally, would
be under local control so it could meet the goal of the Basin functioning as one entity. DWR took over
levee maintenance after RD 811 went defunct (and was later dissolved in 2010). LAFCo’s
understanding, however, is that the City of West Sacramento provides internal drainage services in the
MA #4 area. This area is already developed with urban uses. The goal identified in the MSR is to bring
the entire West Sacramento Basin under the umbrella of a lead entity, which would be more effective
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if MA #4 was taken back from DWR. In order to facilitate potential future services (under the RD option)
in the MA #4 area, it would be most logical to annex the area into RD 537.
b-g) The SOI area is already developed and is an integral part of the West Sacramento City and hydrologic
basin. The SOI would potentially help facilitate bringing the community together under one lead entity
for levee maintenance, rather than separating it. The area is already urbanized, therefore, there is no
impact to agricultural land or open space. It does not conflict with the SACOG MTP or SCS.
Present and Planned Land Uses SOI Determination
The SOI area is already developed and is an integral part of the West Sacramento City and hydrologic
basin. The SOI would potentially help facilitate bringing the community together under one lead entity for
levee maintenance, rather than separating it. The area is already urbanized, therefore, there is no impact
to agricultural land or open space. It does not conflict with the SACOG MTP or SCS.

2. NEED FOR PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES
The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.
YES
a) Would the SOI conflict with the Commission’s goal to
increase efficiency and conservation of resources by
providing essential services within a framework of controlled
growth?

MAYBE

NO

b) Would the SOI expand services that could be better provided
by a city or another agency?
c) Does the SOI represent premature inducement of growth or
facilitate conversion of agriculture or open space lands?
d) Does the SOI conflict with the Regional Housing Needs
Analysis (RHNA) or other SACOG growth projections?
e) Are there any areas that should be removed from the SOI
because existing circumstances make development unlikely,
there is not sufficient demand to support it or important open
space/prime agricultural land should be removed from
urbanization?
f)

Have any agency commitments been predicated on
expanding the agency’s SOI such as roadway projects,
shopping centers, educational facilities, economic
development or acquisition of parks and open space?

Discussion:
a,c) The proposed SOI will not induce any growth and will help promote more efficient services.
b) LAFCo’s understanding is that the City provides internal drainage in this area, but DWR maintains the
levee.
d,f) The SOI area is already developed within the City of West Sacramento. Therefore, it does not conflict
with RHNA or SACOG requirements.
e) No. The area is already developed with urban uses.
Need for Public Facilities and Services SOI Determination
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The proposed SOI will not induce any growth and will help promote more efficient services. LAFCo’s
understanding is that the City provides internal drainage in this area, but DWR maintains the levee. The
SOI area is already developed within the City of West Sacramento. Therefore, it does not conflict with
RHNA or SACOG requirements.

3. CAPACITY AND ADEQUACY OF PROVIDED SERVICES
The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency provides or is
authorized to provide.
YES
MAYBE
NO
a) Are there any issues regarding the agency’s capacity to
provide services in the proposed SOI territory?
b) Are there any issues regarding the agency’s willingness and
ability to extend services?
Discussion:
a) Local assessments may need to be established via a Proposition 218 process before RD 537 has the
resources to take over levee maintenance from DWR. LAFCo’s understanding is that DWR has not
charged local property owners in MA #4 for maintenance.
b) RD 537’s willingness and ability would be contingent on establishing a local assessment for levee
maintenance.
Capacity and Adequacy of Provided Services SOI Determination
Local assessments may need to be established via a Proposition 218 process before RD 537 has the
resources to take over levee maintenance from DWR. LAFCo’s understanding is that DWR charges local
property owners in MA #4 for maintenance. RD 537’s willingness and ability would be contingent on
establishing a local assessment for levee maintenance.

4. SOCIAL OR ECONOMIC COMMUNITIES OF INTEREST
The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the commission
determines that they are relevant to the agency.
YES
MAYBE
a) Are there any “inhabited unincorporated communities” (per
adopted Commission policy) within or adjacent to the subject
agency’s sphere of influence that are considered
“disadvantaged” (same as MSR checklist question 2b)?

NO

Discussion:
a) Please see response to MSR checklist question 2b.
Social or Economic Communities of Interest SOI Determination
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There are no social or economic communities of interest in this area. The subject area is incorporated and
part of the City of West Sacramento.

5. DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES
For an update of an SOI of a city or special district that provides public facilities or services related to
sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire protection, the present and probable need for
those public facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing
sphere of influence.
YES
MAYBE
NO
a) Does the subject agency provide public services related to
sewers, municipal and industrial water or structural fire
protection (same as MSR checklist question 2a)?
b) If yes, does the proposed SOI exclude any disadvantaged
unincorporated community (per MSR checklist question 2b)
where it either may be feasible to extend services or it is
required under SB 244 to be included?
Discussion:
a-b)Please see response to MSR checklist question 2a.
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities SOI Determination
RD 537 does not provide public services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water or structural fire
protection. Therefore, the provisions of SB 244 do not apply.
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Explanation:
This is an example of how the MSR checklist was used as backup for a LAFCo action
to determine an MSR/SOI Update was not needed for the City at the time. I
prepared this checklist in 1-2 hours cut and pasting information from the City’s
audit, General Plan, DOF and other sources.
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MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW

POTENTIALLY SIGNFICANT MSR DETERMINATIONS
The MSR determinations checked below are potentially significant, as indicated by “yes” or “maybe”
answers to the key policy questions in the checklist and corresponding discussion on the following pages.
If most or all of the determinations are not significant, as indicated by “no” answers, the Commission may
find that a MSR update is not warranted.
Growth and Population

Shared Services

Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities

Accountability

Capacity, Adequacy & Infrastructure to Provide
Services

Other

Financial Ability

1. GROWTH AND POPULATION
Growth and population projections for the affected area.

YES

MAYBE

NO

a) Is the agency’s territory or surrounding area expected to
experience any significant population change or development
over the next 5-10 years?
b) Will population changes have an impact on the subject
agency’s service needs and demands?
c) Will projected growth require a change in the agency’s
service boundary?
Discussion:
a) – c) According to the state Department of Finance, the City of Winters population actually declined
from 2014 to 2015 from 6,970 to 6,954, a decrease of 0.2 percent. The City of Winters does
anticipate an application for a specific plan to develop approximately 200 acres outside of the City
which would require an annexation. However, this territory is already within the City’s SOI and
therefore, no SOI amendment would be required to accommodate the proposed development.
Growth and Population MSR Determination
There is no population growth or development proposed that would have an impact on the City’s service
demands and require an update to the City’s existing SOI.
Yolo LAFCo
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2. DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES
The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or contiguous
to the sphere of influence.
YES
MAYBE
NO
a) Does the subject agency provide public services related to
sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire
protection?
b) Are there any “inhabited unincorporated communities” (per
adopted Commission policy) within or adjacent to the subject
agency’s sphere of influence that are considered
“disadvantaged” (80% or less of the statewide median
household income) that do not already have access to public
water, sewer and structural fire protection?
c) If “yes” to both a) and b), it is feasible for the agency to be
reorganized such that it can extend service to the
disadvantaged unincorporated community (if “no” to either a)
or b), this question may be skipped)?
Discussion:
a) Please see agency profile. A “yes” response indicates that the agency provides a service that may
trigger the provisions of SB 244 and a LAFCo determination regarding any disadvantaged
unincorporated communities within or adjacent to the agency’s sphere of influence is required. A “no”
response indicates that the provisions of SB 244 would not apply to a SOI update, if applicable.
b) The term “Inhabited Unincorporated Communities” is defined per Commission adopted policy as
those areas on the County of Yolo 2030 General Plan Land Use Map (see Figures LU-1B through
LU-1H) that contain land use designations that are categorized as Residential by Table LU-6. The
communities of Rumsey and West Kentucky are also included in this definition (even though the
current land use designations are Agriculture (AG) and Commercial Local (CL) respectively) because
their existing uses are residential. These communities are as follows:
Binning Farms
Capay
Clarksburg
Dunnigan
El Macero
El Rio Villa
Esparto

Guinda
Knights Landing
Madison
Monument Hills
North Davis Meadows
Patwin Road
Royal Oak

Rumsey
West Kentucky
West Plainfield
Willow Oak
Willowbank
Yolo
Zamora

El Rio Villa is located near the City of Winters but it is not adjacent to the City. It is owned and
managed by the Yolo Housing Authority located on the other side of I-505 and east of the City. The
community residents are likely considered economically disadvantaged. The City already provides
wastewater services and fire protection (through the City’s contract with the Winters Fire Protection
District) to El Rio Villa. Water service is provided by an onsite well that is according to the City
Yolo LAFCo
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Manager having water quality issues. If the Yolo Housing Authority is unable to resolve these water
issues, the City will likely extend its water service to this community.
c) El Rio Villa is located approximately 0.5 miles east of the City limits across I-505. Therefore, it is not
desirable to annex El Rio Villa into the City; however, water services could be extended if needed via
an Out of Agency Services Agreement.
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities MSR Determination
El Rio Villa is a disadvantaged unincorporated community 0.5 miles east of the City of Winters. It already
receives wastewater and fire protection services from the City. It is not desirable to annex El Rio Villa into
the City; however, water services could be extended if needed via an Out of Agency Services Agreement.

3. CAPACITY AND ADEQUACY OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND
SERVICES
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.
YES
MAYBE
NO
a) Are there any deficiencies in agency capacity to meet service
needs of existing development within its existing territory?
b) Are there any issues regarding the agency’s capacity to meet
the service demand of reasonably foreseeable future growth?
c) Are there any concerns regarding public services provided by
the agency being considered adequate?
d) Are there any significant infrastructure needs or deficiencies
to be addressed?
e) Are there changes in state regulations on the horizon that will
require significant facility and/or infrastructure upgrades?
f)

Are there any service needs or deficiencies for disadvantaged
unincorporated communities related to sewers, municipal and
industrial water, and structural fire protection within or
contiguous to the agency’s sphere of influence?

Discussion:
a) – d) The City provides police, fire, parks and recreation, water, wastewater, stormwater, solid
waste/recycling, and streetlight services. Generally, the City’s infrastructure master plans are current
and are posted on the City’s website:
•
•

The City’s sewer master plan was last updated in December 2006
The city’s water master plan was last updated in December 2006
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•

The City also performs water quality reports every year.

There are no known capacity and services issues related to City public facilities and services.
e) There has been a recent change in state water quality standards that will have a significant impact on
the City’s water services. Specifically, the new state standards for Chromiun 6 levels will result in
significant infrastructure upgrade costs for the City which will be passed on to the residents. The City
Manager estimates that base water costs for City residents may triple in order to cover the costs of
the state required system upgrades.
There also may be new state regulations for tertiary treatment that will affect the City’s wastewater
treatment plant, but these new state standards are more speculative at this time.
f)

See 2 b) and 2 c).

Capacity and Adequacy of Public Facilities and Services MSR Determination
Generally, the City’s infrastructure master plans are current and are posted on the City’s website.
However, there has been a recent change in state water quality standards that will have a significant
impact on the City’s water services. Specifically, the new state standards for Chromiun 6 levels will result
in significant infrastructure upgrade costs for the City which will be passed on to the residents. The City
Manager estimates that base water costs for City residents may triple in order to cover the costs of the
state required system upgrades.

4. FINANCIAL ABILITY
Financial ability of agencies to provide services.
YES

MAYBE

NO

a) Does the organization routinely engage in budgeting
practices that may indicate poor financial management, such
as overspending its revenues, failing to commission
independent audits, or adopting its budget late?
b) Is the organization lacking adequate reserve to protect
against unexpected events or upcoming significant costs?
c) Is the organization’s rate/fee schedule insufficient to fund an
adequate level of service, and/or is the fee inconsistent with
the schedules of similar service organizations?
d) Is the organization unable to fund necessary infrastructure
maintenance, replacement and/or any needed expansion?
e) Is improvement needed in the organization’s financial policies
to ensure its continued financial accountability and stability?
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f)

Is the organization’s debt at an unmanageable level?

Discussion:
a)-c), e)-f)
The city of Winters prepares annual comprehensive financial audits on an annual basis,
which are posted on their website. The audits are available through 2014. The City’s audits have
consistently been awarded a Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting by the
Government Finance Officer Association (GFOA) for the last twelve years in a row. In order to be
awarded a Certificate of Achievement, the City of Winters published an easily readable and efficiently
organized CAFR. This report satisfied both the GAAP and applicable legal requirements. The City
performs sound financial management practices, adopting an annual budget, spending within its budget
and performing independent audits. The City’s reserve and debt is at management levels.
The city has developed a long-range financial plan. The goals of developing this long-range plan include
the following:
1. Understanding of all the revenue sources used to implement projects and services throughout
the community and the impacts to the growth rate of the services.
2. Identifying recurring vs. nonrecurring revenues.
3. Reviewing all services provided by the City and the corresponding costs of those services.
4. Provide service levels consistent with the General Plan.
5. Establish a Service reserve fund from nonrecurring (one-time) revenues.
6. Establish a long term financial strategy and plan.
7. Establish a “living” document that can be updated as identified variables change that will affect
the plan.
The City of Winters has implemented projects within the community to utilize the $7.8 million in tax
allocation bonds issued by the Winters Community Development Agency(CDA) in March 2004 and the
$11.4 million in tax allocation bonds issued in September 2007. The projects that have been implemented
to date include:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Downtown Master Planning: The CDA worked with businesses and property owners within the
Main Street and Railroad Avenue corridors to develop an overall strategy and infrastructure plan
that will facilitate development within this area.
Economic Development: The CDA worked with consultants to create a marketing program to
make it easy for prospective developers to consider projects within the City.
Affordable Housing Program: The CDA worked with developers to provide financing to complete
construction of a 72 unit affordable housing development.
Community Enhancements: The CDA has built an amphitheater at the community Center,
completed a 110 downtown parking lot, rehabilitated the old railroad bridge to a bicycle and
pedestrian trail across Putah Creek into the Community Center park area, installed restrooms at
Rotary Park, and completed the installation of a shade structure on the Putah Creek entrance
patio area of the Community Center.
The Agency completed a $1.5 million capital improvement to the intersection of Main St. and
Railroad Ave. including roadway, pedestrian and street furnishings.
First Time Home buyer program: The CDA has, in partnership with the City of Winters,
implemented a first time homebuyer program. Approximately 15 first time homebuyers have been
assisted through this program since the 04-05 fiscal year.
The Agency completed construction of a Joint Police and Fire Facility providing a 40,000 square
foot facility for both Police and Fire Departments and includes a training facility that also serves
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•

as the Emergency Operations Center for the City of Winters, with a generator that will power the
facility in case of power failure.
The Agency completed a $680,000 capital improvement to the intersection of Main and First
Street, along with a Mid-Block crossing.

The City is implementing the Five Year Capital Improvement plan developed in fiscal 03-04 and has
prioritized key infrastructure projects within the City. Projects have been implemented utilizing the 2007
Water and Sewer Revenue Bonds.
•
•
•
•
•
•

Well #7 has been completed. This well was necessary to support economic development
throughout the City.
Water pipes were extended to the area along I-505, the next area of anticipated economic
development outside of the downtown core.
Sewer lines were replaced throughout the oldest part of the City.
Wells #2 and #4 were rehabilitated to allow them to run more efficiently.
A SCADA (Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition) system was installed. This allows for
computer monitoring of the status of the Water and Sewer Systems at all times.
Water Meters were installed City Wide and beginning January 2012, all water customers began
being billed based on consumption.

The 03-04 Capital Improvement Plan will be reviewed and updated in the 14-15 fiscal year and will
coordinate with the master plans for both Water and Sewer Enterprise Functions.
d)
The City is able to fund necessary maintenance upgrades, but as noted in section 3 e), the City is
facing significant infrastructure upgrades to its water system to respond to new state water quality
standards for Chromium 6 levels which are naturally occurring from the rock formations in the coastal
range and seeps into the aquifers. This City is current addressing these upgrades, but they will come at a
significant rate increase to City residents. The City continues to grapple with this issue.
Financial Ability MSR Determination
The City of Winters practices sound financial management, adopting budgets, spending within its limits
and preparing annual comprehensive financial updates. The City has adequate reserve to protect against
unexpected events or upcoming significant costs. The City’s rate/fee schedules are sufficient to fund an
adequate level of service and its debt is at a manageable level.
The City is also facing significant infrastructure upgrades to its water system to respond to new state
water quality standards for Chromium 6 levels. This City is current addressing these upgrades, but they
will come at a significant rate increase to City residents. The City continues to grapple with this issue.

5. SHARED SERVICES AND FACILITIES
Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities.
YES

MAYBE

NO

a) Are there any opportunities for the organization to share
services or facilities with neighboring or overlapping
organizations that are not currently being utilized?
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b) Are there any governance options that may produce
economies of scale and/or improve buying power in order to
reduce costs?
c) Are there governance options to allow appropriate facilities
and/or resources to be shared, or making excess capacity
available to others, and avoid construction of extra or
unnecessary infrastructure or eliminate duplicative
resources?
Discussion:
a)-c)
The City is currently partnering with LAFCo, the other cities and County on shared services. It is
already providing services to the Winters Fire Protection District and sharing a Fire Chief with the City
of Dixon. The City also participates in a number of regional programs addressing shared resources,
services and facilities.
Shared Services MSR Determination
The City is currently partnering with LAFCo, the other cities and County on shared services. It is already
providing services to the Winters Fire Protection District and sharing a Fire Chief with the City of Dixon.
The City also participates in a number of regional programs addressing shared resources, services and
facilities.

6. ACCOUNTABILITY, STRUCTURE AND EFFICIENCIES
Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and operational
efficiencies.
YES
MAYBE
a) Are there any issues with meetings being accessible and well
publicized? Any failures to comply with disclosure laws and
the Brown Act?

NO

b) Are there any issues with filling board vacancies and
maintaining board members?
c) Are there any issues with staff turnover or operational
efficiencies?
d) Is there a lack of regular audits, adopted budgets and public
access to these documents?
e) Is the agency involved in any Joint Powers
Agreements/Authorities (JPAs)?
f)

Are there any recommended changes to the organization’s
governance structure that will increase accountability and
efficiency?
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YOLO LAFCO MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW/SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY
g) Are there any governance restructure options to enhance
services and/or eliminate deficiencies or redundancies?
h) Are there any opportunities to eliminate overlapping
boundaries that confuse the public, cause service
inefficiencies, unnecessarily increase the cost of
infrastructure, exacerbate rate issues and/or undermine good
planning practices?
Discussion:
a)-c)
City meetings are accessible and well publicized in accordance with the Brown Act. There do not
appear to be any chronic issues with filling board vacancies and maintaining members. The City staff
do not experience a high turnover and stay in their positions longer than seen with other cities in the
area.
d) See 4a).
e) Yes the City is involved with a number of JPAs. A list of all the JPAs has been compiled by the
County’s Internal Auditing Division.
f)

LAFCo staff is not aware of any recommended changes to the City’s governance to increase
accountability and efficiency.

g) LAFCo staff is not aware of any recommended changes to the City’s governance structure to
eliminate deficiencies or redundancies.
Accountability, Structure and Efficiencies MSR Determination
City meetings are accessible and well publicized in accordance with the Brown Act. There do not appear
to be any chronic issues with filling board vacancies and maintaining members. The City staff do not
experience a high turnover and stay in their positions longer than seen with other cities in the area. The
City prepares annual audits which are posted on the City’s website. LAFCo staff is not aware of any
recommended changes to the City’s governance to increase accountability and efficiencies.

7. OTHER ISSUES
Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission policy.
YES
MAYBE
NO
a) Are there any other service delivery issues that can be
resolved by the MSR/SOI process?
Discussion:
a) There are no City issues LAFCo or City staff is aware of that can be resolved by the MSR/SOI
process.
Other Issues MSR Determination
There are no City issues LAFCo or City staff is aware of that can be resolved by the MSR/SOI process.
Yolo LAFCo
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YOLO LAFCO MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW/SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE STUDY
On the basis of the Municipal Service Review:
Staff has reviewed the agency’s Sphere of Influence and recommends that a SOI Update is NOT
NECESSARY in accordance with Government Code Section 56425(g). Therefore, NO CHANGE
to the agency’s SOI is recommended and SOI determinations HAVE NOT been made.
Staff has reviewed the agency’s Sphere of Influence and recommends that a SOI Update IS
NECESSARY in accordance with Government Code Section 56425(g). Therefore, A CHANGE to
the agency’s SOI is recommended and SOI determinations HAVE been made and are included in
this MSR/SOI study.

REFERENCES
Department of Finance Population Projections
City of Winters Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, Year Ended June 30, 2014.
City of Winters website posting of infrastructure master plans including water and sewer.
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FY 2019/20 MSR/SOI Update Schedule
Cacheville Community Services District

7/24/2014

FY Next MSR Due
(every 5 yrs)
2019/20

Knights Landing Community Services District

12/4/2014

2019/20

7/23/2015

2020/21

10/24/2013

2018/19

City/District/JPA

FY Scheduled

2019/20

Esparto Community Services District
Madison Community Services District
Dunnigan Water District
Yolo County Flood Control & Water Conservation District
Yolo Subbasin Groundwater Authority JPA
Wild Wings County Service Area #14

Last MSR Adopted

n/a
6/26/2014

2018/19

5/26/2016

2020/21

Garcia Bend County Service Area

10/25/2018

2022/23

Dunnigan County Service Area

4/27/2017

2021/22

Snowball County Service Area

2/22/2018

2022/23

City of Davis

5/26/2016

2020/21

El Macero County Service Area
Willowbank County Service Area
2020/21

North Davis Meadows County Service Area

Valley Clean Energy Alliance JPA

n/a

Yolo Habitat Conservancy JPA

n/a

Capay Fire Protection District
Clarksburg Fire Protection District
Dunnigan Fire Protection District
East Davis Fire Protection District
Elkhorn Fire Protection District
Esparto Fire Protection District
Knights Landing Fire Protection District
4/28/2016

2020/21

City of Winters

3/24/2016

2020/21

Yolo Emergency Communications Agency ("YECA") JPA

4/25/2019

2023/24

7/27/2017

2021/22

City of Woodland

12/6/2018

2022/23

Yolo County Resource Conservation District

2/26/2015

2019/20

Madison Fire Protection District
2021/22

No Man's Land Fire Protection District
Springlake Fire Protection District
West Plainfield Fire Protection District
Willow Oak Fire Protection District
Winters Fire Protection District
Yolo Fire Protection District
Zamora Fire Protection District

Capay Cemetery District
Cottonwood Cemetery District
Knights Landing Cemetery District
Mary's Cemetery District
2022/23

Winters Cemetery District
Davis Cemetery District

YC Public Agency Risk Mgmt. Insurance Authority ("YC PARMIA") JPA
Woodland-Davis Clean Water Agency JPA

2018/19 TBD
n/a

Knights Landing Ridge Drainage District
Snowball County Service Area (repeat)
Reclamation District 108 (Colusa)
Reclamation District 150
Reclamation District 307
Reclamation District 537
Reclamation District 730
Reclamation District 765
Reclamation District 785
2023/24

2/22/2018

2022/23

3/23/2017

2021/22

2018/19 TBD

2023/24

Reclamation District 787
Reclamation District 827
Reclamation District 900
Reclamation District 999
Reclamation District 1600
Reclamation District 2035
Reclamation District 2068 (Solano)
Reclamation District 2093 (Solano)
City of West Sacramento
Sacramento - Yolo Port District
WS Area Flood Control Agency ("West SAFCA") JPA

n/a

