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To:  Olin Woods, Chair, and Members of the 
 Yolo County Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
From:   Elisa Carvalho, Assistant Executive Officer 
 
Date:  January 25, 2010 
 
Subject: CALAFCO Board Agenda Item on Regional Proposal Input and Next Steps 
 
 
Recommended Action 
 
Receive update and information on the January 15, 2010 California Association of LAFCOs 
(CALAFCO) Board Agenda Item No. 3.3: Regional Proposal Member Input and Next Steps 
(Attachment A and B). 
 
Reason for Recommended Action 
 
Three southern California LAFCOs have withdrawn from CALAFCO and others are 
considering following suit, which will have an impact on the remaining LAFCOs. The 
CALAFCO Board discussed this issue, feedback on the CALAFCO regional proposal, and 
options for action at its January 15, 2009 Board meeting. CALAFCO Executive Director Bill 
Chiat provided an update on the outcome of the Board meeting via email (Attachment C). 
The email details the CALAFCO Board’s decision to create regions within the state for 
election purposes.  
 
Background 
 
CALAFCO started working on Association organization and Board member representation 
issues over a year ago. Over the last five months, the Board focused on a regional approach 
to structuring the association and solicited input from member LAFCOs. Member comments 
are provided in Attachment A and B of this report. Based on the response to the regional 



  January 25, 2010 

proposal and other considerations; Orange, San Bernardino, and Imperial County LAFCOs 
have left the Association. The Board met in January to consider input on its regional 
proposal, impacts to the Association from member actions, and options for action, which 
included the creation of geographic regions, the creation of four separate regions with 
representatives elected from and by each region, or one separate southern California region 
with representatives elected from and by that region. 
 
Attachments:  
 
Attachment A:   CALAFCO Board Meeting Agenda Item No. 3.3, January 15, 2010 
Attachment B:  Additional Regional Proposal Comments Received on January 13, 2009 
Attachment C:  Email from CALAFCO Executive Director Bill Chiat providing update on the 
 outcome of the January 15, 2009 Board meeting  
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Board of Directors Meeting 

15 January 2010 
 

Agenda Item No. 3.3 
MEMORANDUM 

 
To: CALAFCO Board of Directors 
From: William Chiat, Executive Director 
Date: 15 January 2010   
RE: Regional Proposal Member Input and Next Steps  

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. Discuss input and feedback received from members on the regional proposal for 

CALAFCO. 
2. Determine next steps in the regional proposal 
3. Direct staff as appropriate 

 
DISCUSSION  
 
The Board has been considering the issues of Board representation and regional approaches to 
structuring the Association since November, 2008. This culminated in a proposal the Board 
presented to the membership for discussion at the Annual Meeting on 29 October 2009. Your Board 
has been discussing this issue at the last five meetings. This report contains four sections:  

1. History of the Action of the Board 

2. Input Received from Members on the Proposal 

3. Impacts to the Association from Member Actions 

4. Options for Action  
 
1. Background 

The conversation began at your 7 November 2008 meeting with representatives of the southern 
California LAFCos presenting a white paper for consideration. The Paper outlined certain concerns 
those LAFCos had with the structure and direction of the Association (attachment 3.3a).  After 
considerable discussion, the Board requested input from the southern California LAFCos on specific 
options for restructuring the Board of Directors to be more geographically representative for 
consideration at your retreat and meeting in February. Your Board asked that Chair Anderson, Board 
Member Salinas, and the Executive Director solicit the input and compile it for your review.   
 
The issue of balanced representation of the Board was discussed extensively as part of the Board 
Strategic Retreat and Meeting on 12-13 February 2008. As a result, the Board voted to direct the 
Recruitment Committee to look at recruiting candidates to reflect a more geographically balanced 
Board. The Board further voted to establish an ad hoc committee to research and suggest options for 
the Board’s consideration designed to establish better geographic balance of representation on the 
Board. Jerry Gladbach (special district), Cheryl Brothers (city), Simón Salinas (county) and Susan 
Wilson (public) were appointed to the committee to look at options for the Board structure including 
but not limited to regional representation. Executive Director Chiat and Legal Counsel Alsop were 
also appointed to the committee. The committee’s task was to report at the May meeting with 
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options and any potential bylaw and policy changes associated with the recommended option(s). The 
committee met twice (in San Jose and Los Angeles) that winter and prepared and circulated draft 
recommendations to the Board. 
 
At the 15 May 2009 meeting of the Board the ad hoc committee presented a report and 
recommendations for your Board’s consideration. The summary of the ad hoc committee’s work is 
attached (attachment 3.3b). As an overview, the recommendation at that meeting consisted of four 
elements: 

1. Definition of the Problem.  Primary Problem: There is the potential under the current structure for 
the Board of Directors to have an unbalanced representation geographically and among rural, 
suburban and urban LAFCos.  Secondary Problem: There is a perception that this does or has 
occurred in the past.  Snapshots of individual years may show that it has existed at times, 
although looking at 10 or 20 year summaries of the geographic distribution of board members 
may indicate this problem does not exist. 

2. Creation of Four Regions.  The proposal would create four regions as identified on the attached 
maps. The committee used a number of models to create the regional lines. 

3. Board Members Elected by Region.  Each region would be responsible for the election of four 
Board members from their region. Each region would have a county, city, special district and 
public commissioner serving on the board. To accommodate this the Board of Directors would be 
increase by one member to 16 elected members. The two-year terms would be staggered so each 
region would elect two board members each year. The recommendation proposes a two-year 
phase in beginning with the 2010 election. Nominations and elections would be managed by the 
Recruitment Committee with elections held in each region by a mail ballot. Only LAFCos within 
each region may nominate and vote for the candidates from their region. 

4. At Large Elections at Annual Meeting. Should a region fail to nominate or elect a board member 
through the regional process, that seat would be open to statewide nomination and election at the 
annual meeting subject to the category requirements. 

 
The Board expressed a number of concerns with the recommendations at that meeting and asked 
the ad hoc committee to meet to refine the proposal. Principle issues centered on Board Members 
being elected by or from regions.  
 
Based on the feedback from the Board in May and from member LAFCos, the ad hoc committee 
focused its efforts on recommendations that would move towards establishing a regional structure, 
and to set aside for now discussion or action on changing the structure of the Board or how directors 
are elected. The revised recommendations were presented at your 7 August 2009 meeting. At that 
meeting your Board unanimously approved the recommendation and directed staff to place it on the 
agenda for discussion with all members at the Annual Meeting on 29 October. Attachment 3.3c 
includes the approved recommendation and the materials sent to the membership. In addition staff 
prepared a form for members to indicate their preferences for which region they would like to be 
included. 
 
At the Annual Meeting on 29 October 2009 the Board spoke about the proposal and received 
significant feedback from the membership, both orally and in writing. The Board left the comment 
window for members open through the second week of January, 2010. 
 
Your Board briefly discussed the issue at your 13 November 2009 meeting, but deferred discussion 
until the 15 January 2010 meeting.   
 
2. Comments Received from Members 

As of the first week of January, comments were received from 23 member LAFCos and one LAFCo 
commissioner (Siskiyou LAFCo). All comments received are included in attachment 3.3d. A majority 
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of the respondents simply indicated their preferences for their regional affiliates and did not indicate 
support or opposition to the proposal. In addition to the five southern California LAFCos, five other 
LAFCos indicated some level of support for the Board’s recommendation. Five LAFCos voiced 
opposition to the proposal. Among the reasons given were (representative quotes from members): 

 Goals can be accomplished through an informal network of meetings. (Alameda) 
 Having regional and CALAFCO meetings would tend to soften participation at CALAFCO annual 

conference due to budget constraints. (Lake) 
 Do not recognize any problem with the current organization of CALAFCO. (Merced) 
 Important to avoid making any change that would result in weakening the voice of rural and 

suburban LAFCos. (Merced) 
 Would balkanize and reorient CALAFCO to focus more on local issues rather than matters of 

statewide importance. (Napa) 
 May eventually lead to an effort to combine commissions within their CALAFCO defined region 

given recent legislative trends to regionalize growth management in California. (Napa) 
 Do not want the establishment of regional structures within CALAFCO to dilute local authority. 

(San Joaquin) 
 Not interested in additional meetings. (Mendocino) 

 
Letters from Orange LAFCo and San Bernardino LAFCo expressed concern regarding the response to 
the proposal and some of the comments made at the Annual Meeting. Both LAFCos have voted to 
opt out of the Association in 2010-11 and to refrain from participating in CALAFCO activities. In 
addition San Bernardino LAFCo rescinded its offer to host the 2012 CALAFCO conference.  CALAFCO 
staff is aware that Imperial LAFCo has taken a similar action, and that Los Angeles LAFCo and 
Riverside LAFCo are expected to follow suit. At the last Legislative Committee meeting 
representatives from San Bernardino LAFCo and Los Angeles LAFCo resigned. An effort is underway 
to create a regional association of the southern California LAFCos. 
 
Feedback on the Board’s regional proposal is also contained in the just-complied results from the 
interactive survey session at the annual conference (attachment 3.3e). During that session some 
126 individuals used remote devices to signal their responses to a number of questions regarding 
LAFCo issues, CALAFCO services and the regional proposal. As you can see from the attached 
results, the group was representative of the state and included approximately 68 commissioners and 
53 staff. Pages 35-43 address questions specifically on the regional proposal. Page 35 shows a 
marked difference of opinion between commissioners and staff. Page 37 shows a very strong 
preference for regions in southern California and a more indifferent response in the rest of the state. 
This is consistent with the written comments received. It also appears that members do not believe 
that regions would reduce travel costs or increase participation.   
 
3. Impacts to the Association from Member Actions 

The actions of the southern California members will have a significant impact on the Association’s 
finances and ability to provide services. Staff conducted a fiscal analysis based on the assumption 
that five members choose not to renew their memberships. Using the 2008-09 final fiscal results, 
staff calculated the loss of dues and registration revenues based on actual participation in CALAFCO 
activities by those LAFCos. Based on that analysis, staff is estimating the following impacts to the 
CALAFCO budget: 

Member Dues - $30,200 (19%) 
Associate Member Dues  - $3,200 (24%) 
Conference Registration - $17,685 (14%) 
Workshop Registration - $3,441 (11%) 
CALAFCO U Registration - $4,001 (28%) 
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Based on this analysis, the overall Association budget would be reduced by over $58,500 in 
revenues, or about 17% of total revenues. While there may be some reductions in expenses, such as 
the conference, these will likely still leave a revenue shortfall of at least 15% and make it very 
difficult for the Association to maintain the current level of member services. 
 
Equal to the financial impact would be the impact to the influence of the Association. Your credibility 
with the legislature and state agencies rests on the Association’s representation of 57 of the 58 
LAFCos and our ability to seek input and comment from virtually all LAFCos. With the withdrawal of 
the five LAFCos, the ability of CALAFCO to represent statewide interests is severely limited. In 
addition, the Association loses the expertise and participation of staff and commissioners with 
extensive LAFCo experience and history on committees and as speakers at conferences and 
workshops. Already the Legislative Committee is feeling the loss of members who have a long history 
of contributions to its work. The five LAFCos have also contributed extensively to the Association with 
volunteer hours and financial support. 
 
4. Options for Action 

Your Board currently has a recommendation it has presented to the membership for consideration 
(attachment 3.3c). Feedback from the membership raised a number of concerns and produced little 
strong support. It has also resulted in several members voting not to renew their membership in the 
Association. At least three options present themselves for Board consideration. There may be others 
that Board members wish to present at the meeting. The options include: 

1. Proceed with Current Proposal.  Proceed with implementation of the current proposal as 
described and laid out to the membership. As part of that implementation responses and 
modifications could be developed to address concerns raised by members in their feedback. 

2. Reconsider the Original Ad Hoc Committee Recommendation.  Reconsider the original 
recommendation proposed by the committee. This is more in alignment with the issues 
described in the White Paper by the southern California LAFCos presented to the Board in 
2008. It would create four regions and Board seats would be distributed among those 
regions. 

3. Hybrid Concept.  Chair Roger Anderson has suggested a hybrid idea that he believes would 
meet the interests of most parties. His concept is based on four principles: 1) There is clear 
interest in creating a southern California region; 2) There is limited or little interest in 
creating regions elsewhere in the state; 3) Southern California’s interests should be 
represented on the Board yet they comprise only six of the 58 counties; and 4) everyone 
wins by keeping the Association together. 

 The concept consists of four elements: 

a. Create a southern California region for the purpose of Board representation 
b. Three Board seats (city, county, special district) be designated for commissioners 

elected from the southern California region 
c. All members, including southern California candidates, may run for any of the other 

12 Board seats 
d. Implement at the 2010 annual meeting in Palm Springs 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

A. White Paper Submitted by Southern California LAFCos (October, 2008) 
B. Summary of Ad Hoc Committee’s Original Recommendation (May, 2009) 
C. Board Recommendation to the Membership (August, 2009) 
D.  Member Comments Received 
E. Interactive Survey Results from the 2009 Conference 





WHITE PAPER 
 
 

PROPOSED RESTRUCTURING OF CALAFCO 
 

October 2008 
 
 
 

With another successful conference behind us and having new Board members on the CALAFCO Board, 
it is an opportune time to address some lingering concerns regarding CALAFCO.  It is requested that 
CALAFCO consider the merits of and respond to each of the concerns identified below with the hope 
that we can, in a collaborative fashion, effect and produce a more responsive statewide LAFCO 
organization representing all regions of California.   
 
Each of the following concerns merits a full presentation and discussion at the CALAFCO Board level with 
participation by all interested LAFCOs.  Because CALAFCO is a largely volunteer organization with limited 
funds, it is suggested that an ad-hoc committee, representing a diverse cross-section of members, 
address Item #1 below and establish a schedule to address the remaining items.  We suggest that the 
ad-hoc committee be comprised of members not represented on the current Board and that the 
committee complete its discussion of Item #1 within 30-60 days followed by subsequent and timely 
review of the concerns.  It is also requested that the Committee prepare a report on Item #1 for 
consideration by the CALAFCO Board at their February CALAFCO Board retreat. 
 
The issues are outlined as follows: 
 

1. Structural 
CALAFCO represents all the LAFCOs in California.  Those LAFCOs reflect a wide diversity of counties with 
an equally wide diversity of needs and issues.   As with each LAFCO Commissioner, CALAFCO Board 
members are assumed to “park” their professional and personal opinions when making their decisions 
and try to balance the needs of all members.  There have been concerns expressed about the ability of 
the CALAFCO Board, if primarily from one region in California, to understand the issues and concerns of 
other regions.  While the concern may originate in perception, it is suggested that the CALAFCO address 
this concern proactively through the Committee structure identified above. 
 
Suggested Discussion Topics: 
 

• Geographic balance in representation 
•  rotation of meeting locations 
•  by-law changes 
•  commitment of Board members to meet in different locations 
• rotation of members 
• process to recruit Board members 
• responsibility of LAFCOs in the recruitment process 

 
 



2. Legislative Review Process 
The Legislative Committee and Legislative Advisory Committee play an important role in evaluating and 
recommending positions to the CALAFCO Board regarding legislation that affects LAFCOs statewide.  The 
Board itself makes the majority of decisions regarding positions on legislation.  The point of this issue is 
NOT to debate individual bills but to discuss the process of CALAFCO taking positions on legislation.  
Both appointments to the Legislative Committee and Legislative Advisory Committee should reflect the 
breadth of all LAFCOs.  This is particularly essential in the case of the Legislative Advisory Committee 
which can act on behalf of the Board in certain circumstances. 
 
Suggested Discussion Topics:   

• threshold or policy for taking a position on bills (i.e. simple majority, super majority, etc) 
• rotation of committee members 
• appointments to the Legislative Advisory Committee 
• process for soliciting input from members not on committee 
• rotation of meeting locations 

 
3. Fees 

The FY 2005-2009 CALAFCO dues structure increased dues on urban LAFCOs over 200% from 2005-06 
levels; however dues for rural and suburban LAFCOs increased between 6% and 42%. 
 
Suggested Discussion Topics: 

• develop an alternative dues formula which more evenly distributes CALAFCO costs among 
member agencies. 

 
 

4. Administrative Processes 
To insure transparency of its operations, CALAFCO’s administrative procedures should be enhanced to 
reflect the same high ethical standards required of all public agencies.   
 
Suggested Discussion Topics: 

• require an annual audit 
• require CALAFCO Board, staff and consultants retained by CALAFCO to comply with the same 

conflict of interest and financial disclosure forms as required of all elected officials and LAFCO 
management staff 

• Establish policies related to the use of consultants and subcontractors; disallow the hiring of 
individuals who are related to Board members or staff to avoid conflict of interest or 
misperception in work allegiance 

 
 



July 24, 2009 
TO: Jerry Gladbach, Cheryl Brothers, Simon Salinas 
CC: Bill Chiat, Clark Alsop 
FROM: Susan Wilson 
RE: REVISED Subcommittee Re: CALAFCO Organizational Structure 
 
In summarizing our recent meeting, the Subcommittee followed the direction of the Board of 
Directors to consider the comments from the recent Board meeting and obtain further input from 
individual LAFCos.   Many issues were raised both at the Board meeting and through further 
input from various LAFCo commissioners and staff.   In our deliberation, the Subcommittee 
determined that the ultimate goal of our recommendation would be to strengthen and unify 
CALAFCO,  thus increasing our productivity and presence with our individual LAFCos and 
within the legislative process.  It was not necessary to attribute any motivation to any particular 
position in reaching our recommendation, but rather determine if there were benefits to 
formalizing a regional approach in CALAFCO, and, if such approach benefits CALAFCO, 
determining how to implement same.  We also discussed the fact that CALAFCO Board has 
continually verbalized and promoted structuring regions within which individual LAFCos could 
meet and share common interests, issues, and resources.  Creating such regions only implements 
such direction. 
 
 Creating regions will allow LAFCos throughout the state to have a structure within which 
localized issues can be discussed, addressed, and resolved with neighboring LAFCos. LAFCos 
within regions would have increased involvement in LAFCo and more immediate accountability 
 
 Regions would be a vehicle to provide input on policy and legislative issues to the Board 
and the Legislative Committee, which would enhance communications with legislative 
representatives on CALAFCO issues.   Regions would also allow better communication with 
Member LAFCos on legislative issues.  
 
 Regions will provide a mechanism for succession within CALAFCO generating growth 
both of board representation but also staffing for CALAFCO.  The subcommittee envisioned that 
each region would provide a staff person for CALAFCO; thus balancing and distributing the 
workload more evening throughout the state.  CALAFCO relies heavily on volunteer staff to 
assist the organization; in the past, we have over-utilized some staff without any real succession 
strategy to replenish and share the workload.  We would create a 3rd Deputy Officer position.  It 
should be noted that there are several staff members that have greatly assisted CALAFCO and 
many of same will be retiring within the next few years.  
 
 Creating regions within CALAFCO would also promote more efficient and effective 
communication.  Ease of travel at a regional level would promote more participation.  Local and 
neighboring LAFCos could specifically target their common interests. 
 
 Within each region would be the increased opportunity to share resources and provide 
more economical approaches to various mattters.  For example, a group of individual LAFCos 
recently consolidated a RFP for audit services; they were able to reduce the costs of same by 
banding together. 



 A CALAFCO regional approach would also assist in growth and regional transportation 
plans which will be acted upon regionally.   
 
 Creating regions would formalize a structure and forum at a Commissioner level for local 
LAFCos to address differing policies which may influence other local LAFCos.  This structure 
would provide various viewpoints and different perspectives which may assist in making better 
decisions.  CALAFCO has always promoted individual LAFCos to adopt CKH to their local 
policies,  circumstances, and conditions; a regional approach would strengthen LAFCos 
especially in area where there is no COGs.     
  
Implementing a Regional Approach: 
  
 1.  Need a strong strategic policy to establish regions.  This is all about our members and 
our current policies which, following CKH, calls for geographic diversity.   
 
 2.  Create a policy statement for creating regions which can be presented to the 
membership at the conference. 
 
 3.  Provide a pre-conference package to individual LAFCos setting forth the concept of 
regions for CALAFCO. 
 
 4.  Receive input and feedback from the Conference regarding the concept of regions.  
Once input/feedback is received on the concept of regions, then proceed with the following:   
 
 5.  Define “geographic diversity” in Section 3b- Nominations of our policies including 
responsibility of regions to identify candidates for the Board. 
 
 6.  Create a 4th staff position on CALAFCO, thus balancing the volunteer staff workload 
and creating a mechanism for development and succession for future staff. 
 
 7.  Board will solicit input from each Member LAFCo to determine and identify the 
regions and the LAFCos within each region.  Provide an appeal process for individual LAFCos 
regarding its regional assignment.   
  
  



ATTACHMENT 3.5a

 
CALAFCO Annual Business Meeting 

29 October 2009 
 

Agenda Item No. 4.1 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To: CALAFCO Members 
From: William Chiat, Executive Director 
Date: 29 October 2009 
RE: Discussion of Establishment of Regional Structure for CALAFCO 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. Discuss the policy and strategy adopted by the CALAFCO Board of Directors and 

provide input to the Board on strategic implementation of the regional structure. 
 

DISCUSSION  
 
Background 
The CALAFCO Board of Directors has long believed that one of the most valuable services 
provided by the association is the facilitation of communications and sharing of information 
among its members. At each of the last four biannual strategic retreats the Board has 
identified communications and facilitation of regional meetings as an important goal of the 
association. 
 
On 12 February 2009 the Board held its most recent Strategic Planning Workshop in Irvine 
California. Based on input from a number of member LAFCos, a key issue the Board 
discussed was how to best structure the association to both facilitate communication 
among members, and also assure that the many perspectives on LAFCo policies and issues 
are heard and considered by the Board of Directors and its key policy and legislative 
committees.  
 
At its 13 February 2009 meeting the Board established a Structural Options Committee to 
consider various ways the association could be structured to encourage more 
communication among members, strengthen the association, and provide a vehicle for 
sharing different perspectives on LAFCo issues. The committee included Board Members 
Susan Vicklund Wilson (Santa Clara), Simón Salinas (Monterey), Cheryl Brothers (Orange), 
and Jerry Gladbach (Los Angeles). Executive Director Bill Chiat and Legal Counsel Clark 
Alsop provided staff support.  The Committee met several times and presented an initial 
recommendation to the Board on 15 May 2009 in Sacramento. The Board provided 
significant feedback on the ideas presented by the Committee. The Committee met again 
and formulated a revised proposal. That proposal was presented to the Board on 7 August 
2009. At that meeting the Board of Directors unanimously adopted the Committee 
recommendation and directed staff to share the strategy and policy with all Member LAFCos 
in anticipation of a discussion on the issue at the Annual Business Meeting in October. 



 
Adopted Recommendation and Implementation 
The recommendation adopted by the Board is captured in the attached policy statement and 
strategic plan. The plan calls for a 14-month implementation of the regional structure. 
Following input from members in October, the Board may prepare revisions to the plan and 
begin work on establishing regional boundaries. Preliminary regions will be sent to members 
for review and input next spring. The membership will vote on the ultimate structure and By-
law change at the 2010 Annual Business Meeting in Palm Springs. Regional meetings will 
begin at the 2010 conference. 
 
The attached policy statement discussed the purposes and benefits the Board has identified 
for regions. Ultimately the Board envisions that the regions could meet three times a year to 
share information and resources, and provide input to CALAFCO: 1) commissioners and staff 
at the annual CALAFCO Conference; 2) staff at the CALAFCO Staff Workshop; and 3) a third 
meeting in the region of commissioners and staff. Regions may hold additional meetings as 
desired by the members. 
  
Member LAFCo Input Sought 
The Board has asked that all member LAFCos consider this approach and provide input to 
the Board at the Annual Business meeting. The Board will use the input to further refine the 
regional structure policy and implementation. Among the questions the Board would like 
input: 

 Does having a regional forum make sense for your LAFCo? 

 What are some of the common interests you believe you share with your 
neighboring LAFCos? 

 Which LAFCos do you work – or would like to work – more closely with? 

 As the Board works to establish regions, which LAFCos would you want to see 
included in your region.  

 
 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Policy Statement 

2. Strategic Approach for Implementation 

3. Proposed language for By Law Change 

 



Policy Statement on Creating Regions within CALAFCO 
CALAFCO Board of Directors – 7 August 2009 
 
The Board has concluded after several months of review that creating a regional approach with 
our member LAFCos would strengthen and unify CALAFCO, thus increasing our productivity and 
presence with our individual members and within the legislative process.  Our Board has 
continually verbalized and promoted structuring regions within CALAFCO in which individual 
LAFCos could meet and share common interests, issues, and resources. We have determined 
that there are significant benefits to formalizing regions.    
 
Benefits of a regional approach include but are not limited to: 

 Communication: 
 Promotes more efficient and effective communication. 
 Provides a vehicle to give input on policy and legislative issues to the Board and the 

Legislative Committee, which would enhance communications with legislative 
representatives. 

 Formalizes a structure and forum at the Commissioner level for local LAFCos to address 
policies which may influence other LAFCos. 

 Provides various viewpoints and different perspectives to assist in making better decisions. 

 Economical:    
 Ease of travel within a region may invite more participation in regional approaches to 

common interests. 
 Increased opportunity for LAFCos in each region to share resources and provide more 

economical approaches to various matters. e.g., a group of neighboring LAFCos recently 
consolidated a RFP for audit services thereby reducing their costs.  

 Commonality Geographically: 
 Local and neighboring LAFCos could specifically target their common interests.   
 Localized issues can be discussed, addressed, and resolved with neighboring LAFCos. 
 Recognition of geographic issues and differences impacting LAFCos 
 Consistency with creation of regional transportation plans which will be acted upon 

regionally. 
 Strengthens LAFCos in areas without COGs . 

Education of Legislature:   
 Legislators will recognize that CALAFCO represents all areas, regions of the state 

Succession and Leadership:  
 Increased involvement in LAFCo by our members and more immediate accountability of 

Board members to the membership. 
 Provides a mechanism for succession within CALAFCO generating growth and interest of 

board representation. 
 With each region providing a staff person for CALAFCO, the volunteer workload would be 

balanced and more evenly distributed throughout the state and provide a mechanism for 
development and succession for future staff. The Board noted that several LAFCo staff 
members have greatly assisted CALAFCO, but many of same will be retiring within the next 
few years. 



 

Strategic Plan for Regional Implementation 
Adopted by the CALAFCO Board of Directors on 7 August 2009 

GOAL Structure member LAFCos into geographic regions to encourage communication among 
LAFCo commissioners and staff, increase involvement in Association activities and 
policies, collaborate on inter-LAFCo policies and issues, share resources, and provide 
regional input to the Board on legislative issues and regional policy issues. 

ACTION 1  Adopt a policy statement on the value of regions to the members and the Association, 
and signal the intent of the Board to formally establish CALAFCO regions. 

 Timeframe:  Draft statement to be presented to Board for adoption on 7 August 2009*. 
 
ACTION 2 Amend the 2009-2011 CALAFCO Strategic Plan to reflect the revised strategic goal and 

the five actions described in this letter. 

 Timeframe:  Draft strategy to be presented to Board for adoption on 7 August 2009*. 
 
ACTION 3 Amend the CALAFCO Policy Manual to accomplish two things: 

 Action 3a: Define and increase the number of staff officers, and require that one staff 
officer be selected from each region. 

 This would add additional Deputy Executive Officers to the CALAFCO staff. Having a staff 
officer from each region would provide a resource to organize regional meetings; help 
identify Board candidates for the Recruitment Committee; be a voice on regional issues 
to Association staff; and provide professional growth opportunities for staff from around 
the state.  The new officer(s) could be added as soon as 2010 once the Board has 
adopted the preliminary boundaries. This would add a $2,000/year stipend to the 
CALAFCO budget for each additional staff officer. 

 Action 3b:  Clarify “geographic diversity” in the nominations procedure. 

 This would specify that Nominations Committee assure that candidates are 
representative of all the regions. This could be done for the 2010 elections using the 
adopted preliminary regional boundaries. 

 Timeframe:  Draft policy changes presented to Board for adoption on 7 August 2009*. 
Additional staff would be added in 2010 once the Board adopts preliminary boundaries. 
Nominations representative of regions could apply to the 2010 elections. 

 
ACTION 4 Discussion of proposal to create regions and the benefits and intent of regions to be 

discussed at CALAFCO Annual Business Meeting on 29 October 2009. 

 Information packets will be sent to each member in advance of the meeting. Packet will 
include cover letter, policy, strategy and actions, initial by-law language and process for 
input and creation of regions. Discussion will be held at annual meeting. 

 Timeframe:  Packet to be distributed to members by 29 August 2009. Discussion and 
any action item on 29 October 2009. 

 
ACTION 5 Establish regions and change the Association By-Laws 

 Based on input from members at the 2009 Annual Meeting, the Board will establish 
preliminary regions for member review and comment. Board will finalize recommended 



changes to By-laws to establish the regions and adopt the necessary policies to identify 
the members and operations of each region. 

 Timeframe:  Preliminary regions sent to member for comment by February, 2010. 
Proposed policies adopted by August, 2010. By-law change to implement regions 
considered at Annual Meeting on 7 October 2010 in Palm Springs. 

 
* Adopted by Board on 7 August 2009 

 

 

 

 

Draft Amendments to Association By-Laws 
For discussion purposes only; consideration of by-law changes anticipated at 2010 Annual Meeting in Palm Springs 
 

2.1 Classification and Qualifications of Members.  The Corporation shall have three (3)  classes of 
members as follows:  Member LAFCOs; Officers of Member LAFCOs; and Associate Members.  Member LAFCOs 
shall be any local agency formation commission (“LAFCO”), which have paid the required annual membership dues 
and assessments and have indicated by appropriate action their desire to join the Corporation. Officers of Member 
LAFCOs shall be any regular or alternate Commissioner, executive officer, deputy executive officer, legal counsel, 
or deputy legal counsel of any LAFCO in good standing as a Member LAFCO.  Associate Members of the 
Corporation shall be any member of the public, a government agency, a business, or an educational institution, either 
who or which has paid the required annual membership dues and assessments and has indicated by appropriate 
action its desire to join the Corporation.  Notwithstanding any other provision in these Bylaws to the contrary, the 
terms generally meaning “approval of members or the membership” or “ratification by the members or membership” 
or “adopted by the members or membership” shall mean such approval or ratification or adoption by members 
eligible to vote. 

 2.1.1  Member LAFCOs shall be organized into XXXX geographic regions to facilitate 
interaction and communication among member LAFCOs, share resources, and provide increased opportunity for 
Member LAFCO input to the Board of Directors on regional and statewide issues and Corporation activities. 

 2.1.2 The boundaries of the regions shall be determined by action of the Board of Directors. 

 2.1.3 The regions shall not have authority to act independently of the Corporation. 
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1215 K Street, Suite 1650 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Voice 916-442-6536 
Fax 916-442-6535 

www.calafco.org 

 

 
 
Dear LAFCo Commission Chair: 
 
For some time the CALAFCO Board of Directors has been considering how to engage 
member LAFCos on a regional level to discuss issues of mutual concern and to 
provide input to the Board on LAFCo policy and legislative issues. At our strategic 
retreat last February the Board discussed a proposal to create regions within 
CALAFCO. Over the intervening six months a Board committee studied the various 
options and brought a recommendation to the Board. 
 
On August 7th the Board unanimously (and we might add enthusiastically) endorsed 
the committee’s recommendation and asked that it be sent to the members for 
consideration and discussion at the upcoming CALAFCO conference. 
 
By now your executive officer has received the details on the proposal to establish a 
regional structure for CALAFCO. We believe this is an important benefit to members 
by providing a structure to facilitate communication among commissioners within a 
region and assure that the many perspectives on LAFCo policies and issues are 
shared and considered by the Board. We hope that it will also encourage more 
regional sharing of information and resources amongst commissioners and staff. 
The staff report sent to your executive officer provides more depth on the purpose, 
benefits and implementation of a regional structure. 
 
The Board is very interested in your input! We encourage you to discuss the 
proposal at an upcoming commission meeting and bring your thoughts and 
suggestions to the CALAFCO conference and business meeting for discussion. Two 
things we want to point out: 1) no specific number or boundaries of regions have 
been identified – we would first like your input on which LAFCos you share interests; 
and 2) the vote to make the implementing change to the Association By Laws will 
occur in 2010 after the Board has established the regions and members have 
provided input. 
 
Clearly the governance world that LAFCos operate within is changing. We believe the 
proposal before you will strengthen the capacity of each member LAFCo and of the 
Association. The whole Board looks forward to talking with you about this at Tenaya 
Lodge on October 28-30.  Thank you for taking time to discuss this with your 
commission and sharing your thoughts. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Roger Anderson Susan Vicklund Wilson William Chiat 
Chair Vice Chair Executive Director 
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Amador LAFCo 
Received via e-mail on 12 January 2010 
 
Amador LAFCO discussed the CALAFCO letter of 18 November 2009 regarding the 
regional proposal.  There was commission consensus as follows: 
 
A regional forum makes good sense and is a good idea insofar at it might foster 
cooperation and communication to save money for the participant LAFCOs.  However, if 
the effort incurs expense for individual LAFCOs, Amador wouldn't support it. 
 
Common interest between Amador and neighbors include water supplies, watershed 
issues, and possibly transportation. 
 
Some commissioners indicated they would be willing and interested in regional 
meetings. 
 
Neighbors that might be appropriate to include in our region are Alpine, Calaveras, El 
Dorado, Nevada, Placer, and San Joaquin.  Generally the Central Sierra group.  
 
There is no support to change the board representation or voting arrangements as now 
specified in the bylaws. 
 
Some skepticism was expressed about the long term viability of regional networks. 
--  
Roseanne Chamberlain 
Amador LAFCO Executive Officer 





Monday, 11 January 2010.  Via e-mail from Imperial LAFCo 
 
Good Morning Bill and a very happy and prosperous New Year to you. 
 
On behalf of the Imperial LAFCO I must apologize for not formally notifying you of the Commission’s 
decision to opt out of the CALAFCO Association as currently structured. A hectic end of the year simply 
left this task off my plate. 
  
However in reading your board package (which I must complement you on for being thorough and 
informative)  I did read your statement about Imperial which leaves me to write this memo to  you.  
 
Yes the Imperial LAFCO did during its December meeting vote unanimously to not renew its 
membership with the CALAFCO Association and to partner with the southern California LAFCO’s in the 
formation of a new association or entity, yet to be determined. 
  
This was not an easy decision nor one taken lightly as we have enjoyed and benefited, as have most if not 
all LAFCO’s from the Association. The Commission expressed disappointment at the “attitude” and 
certainly on some of the comments made by some of the CALAFCO Board with regard to the request to 
have considered a CALAFCO Board membership based on “regions”.   The “region” or district concept is 
used to elect most if not all of our other elected officials such as senators, assembly persons, even Board’s 
of Supervisors etc., and the Commission cannot understand why the current CALAFCO Board would 
have such an “attitude” over such a simple solution that would continue to provide a statewide effective 
and harmonious association.   
  
We all understand that California is a large diverse state, and unfortunately geographically a elongated 
state that tends to bring the “north v south” attitude into play which is absurd. Yes we have issues, i.e. 
different climate, different water problems, different growth problems, different social issues, but we are 
all constituents of California. The authors of the US Constitution recognized proper representation was 
crucial and therefore created the two houses, so why is it so difficult to get seemingly intelligent people to 
recognize that CALAFCO may be even more effective by having a balanced Board of Directors that 
appropriately represent the various areas of the State? 
  
While not specifically stated in our resolution to withdraw from CALAFCO, the Imperial LAFCO would 
be willing to reconsider its position if and only if the CALAFCO Board is constituted as outlined in your 
Board package under item 4: Options for Action, specifically item # 2, which would create regions and 
Board seats by region. 
  
We cannot support option # 3, and while it may have “conceptual merits”, it would only lead to further 
the argument of “north v south” and perhaps create animosity between areas with only one region having 
guaranteed seats. 
  
We do concur with Mr. Andersons last statement that “everyone would win if the Association did stay 
together”., so we would urge your Board to give serious consideration to Option # 2.  
  
Sincerely 
  
jurg heuberger, AICP 
Executive Officer to LAFCO 
1122 State St., Suite  D 
El Centro, Ca. 92243 



LAFCO
Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission

105 East Anapamu Street. Santa Barbara CA 93101
805/568-3391 • FAX 805/647-7647

www.sblafco.org • lafco@sblafco.org

January 8, 2010

Roger Anderson, Chair and
Board of Directors
California Association of LAFCOs
1215 K Street, Suite 1650
Sacramento, CA 95814

Establishment of Regional Structure for CALAFCO

Dear Members of the Board:

This letter is written on behalf of the Santa Barbara LAFCO which considered at its meeting on
January 7 the possible establishment of a regional structure of CALAFCO. The Commission had
before it all of the materials that had been submitted by CALAFCO to its members.

After careful consideration, upon motion by Commissioner Janet Wolf, second by Commissioner
Joe Centeno, the Santa Barbara LAFCO unanimously supports the existing CALAFCO structure.

The staff was directed to communicate this view to the CALAFCO Board of Directors. Your
consideration is appreciated. Please contact our office if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

BOB BRAITMAN
Executive Officer

cc: Each member of the Commission

Commissioners: Bob Orach, Chair • Lupe Alvarez • Joe Centeno. John Fox • Cathy Schlottmann • Bob Short
Larry Wilson • Joe Armendariz • Doreen Farr • Janet Wolf • Executive Officer: Bob Braitman



 

Date: December 28, 2009 for January 6, 2010 Agenda 
To:  Commissioners 
From: Executive Officer 
Subject:  CALAFCO Restructuring 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Summary: The Commission should respond to CALAFCO’s request for feedback 
on the proposal to restructure the association to include regions. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that the Commission discuss and authorize 
comments on CALAFCO’s restructuring into regions. 
_____________________________________________________________ 

Santa Cruz LAFCO is a member of a trade association titled the California 
Association of LAFCOs (CALAFCO).  The association is governed by a board of 
fifteen LAFCO Commissioners from around the state elected by a majority vote of 
the membership, with each of the 57 member LAFCOs getting one vote.  In 2008, 
several Southern California LAFCOs felt that their region was underrepresented on 
the CALAFCO Board and asked the CALAFCO Board to present a by-laws amend-
ment to the membership that would reconfigure the Board to have a fixed number 
of Board members elected from designated regions in the State.  In that manner, 
each region, including Southern California, would be guaranteed a fixed number of 
seats on the CALAFCO Board. 
 
The CALAFCO Board set up a committee to study the Southern California 
proposal as well as other alternative governance structures.  After considering the 
committee’s report, the CALAFCO Board decided not to implement any restructur-
ing in 2009 and began a discussion among the LAFCOs concerning the possibility 
of setting up regions.   
 
The CALAFCO Board is asking for input from the individual LAFCOs concerning 
the establishment of regions within the organizational structure of CALAFCO.  
The rationale in support of regions is for CALAFCO to adopt and support a long-
term goal of regionalization.  LAFCO commissioners and staff would meet 
periodically within the regions.  The feature of using regions to select CALAFCO 
Board members is not currently being considered, but the CALAFCO membership 
could be asked to consider this feature in the future. 
 
CALAFCO is asking four questions concerning the possibility of regional restruc-
turing.  Before addressing these questions, I offer some observations regarding 
the current state of the association: 
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• CALAFCO is doing a good job on a small budget to conduct its core 
mission--training commissioners and staff.  

• CALAFCO benefits from the breadth and number of LAFCOs that 
are members and participate in CALAFCO activities. At this point, 
only one or two LAFCOs are not members.  This breadth also helps 
the association in having high credibility with the Legislature. 

• The association should make adjustments in an effort to keep the 
maximum number of LAFCOs in the association. 

• Any restructuring should not cost much or detract from the training 
activities of the association--the website, the annual meeting, the 
staff workshop, the listserve forums, and CALAFCO University. 

 
 
 FOUR QUESTIONS FROM CALAFCO 
 
a) Does having a regional forum make sense for your LAFCO? 
 
Answer: Not really. Most LAFCO issues do not correlate with geographic regions. 
When regional issues come up now, the staffs can quickly organize a de facto 
discussion group or set up a regional meeting, if needed. 
 
However, establishing regions would be acceptable if CALAFCO decides that this 
change would be helpful to address the Southern California concerns, and would 
not detract from its core training mission.  Regionalization should not pull any 
resources away from the training program. 
 
b) What are some of the common interests you believe you share with your 
neighboring LAFCOs? 
 
Answer: We share multi-county districts with each of the four adjacent counties: 
San Mateo, Santa Clara, San Benito, and Monterey. 
 
c) Would you participate in occasional regional meetings? 
 
Answer: The commissioners and staff members would evaluate the program to 
determine whether attending regional meetings would be worthwhile, particularly 
whether attending the regional meetings would be more worthwhile than attending 
the staff workshop, the annual conference, or an occasional CALAFCO University 
course. 
 
d) Which LAFCOs would you want to see included in your region.  
 
Answer: Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz counties are the AMBAG region 
and should be kept together.  
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MORE QUESTIONS THAT SHOULD BE DEBATED DURING CALAFCO 
RESTRUCTURING 
 
During 2009, CALAFCO has been reacting to the Southern California initiative.  As 
CALAFCO continues to pursue restructuring in 2010, the association board and 
members may benefit from broadening the discussion beyond regionalization.  Ad-
ditional questions that could broaden the debate are: 
  

• What work of CALAFCO is most appreciated by individual LAFCOs?  
How can this be maintained even if some of our members leave the 
organization? 

• What is the best structure for CALAFCO to provide services (educa-
tion and problem solving) for its members?  

• What is the best structure for CALAFCO for individual LAFCO 
success?   

• Presently CALAFCO is limited to using no more than 15% of its 
budget for legislative work.  Is 15% already too much?  How should 
the association’s legislative positions be made to promote the best 
interests of the association and individual LAFCOs? 

 













From: Bill Chiat, CALAFCO Executive Director 
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2010 
Subject: Update on CALAFCO Board Action on Regional Proposal 
 

Dear Executive Officers: 

As you know, the CALAFCO Board of Directors met last Friday. The meeting largely dealt with 
the regional proposal that the Board presented to the membership at the annual meeting 
last October. That proposal was to create regions simply for the purpose of communication, 
and to retain the current statewide election process. Previously I sent you the Board Agenda 
Packet with the staff report and member comments on the proposal.   

All 15 members participated in the meeting. The Board held a thoughtful discussion of how 
to proceed, particularly with the likelihood that at least five members would leave if another 
path was not found. Paramount in their consideration was the best interest of CALAFCO and 
the critical importance of preserving the membership of all LAFCos. The Board recognized 
that without the current 57 members, CALAFCO would no longer carry the influence that it 
currently enjoys with state decision-makers and would face severe budget deficiencies. It 
would also lose the expertise and involvement of members who have made significant 
contributions to CALAFCO and member LAFCos over the past 38 years.  The Board carefully 
reviewed the comments and feedback from members, results from the ‘clicker session’ at 
the annual conference, and the staff reports and comments.  

The Board received critical new information in late December and early January that some 
members have or will be giving notice to end their participation in CALAFCO. These members 
felt that the interests of their region are not represented within the Association. To date, four 
LAFCos have given notice and another LAFCo is considering a similar action in the immediate 
future. Those letters were included in the Board Agenda Packet. 

As a direct result of this new information, the Board moved for a change in direction.  

The Board did not adopt the October 2009 proposal to establish regions for the purpose of 
meeting, sharing ideas or sharing resources. It recognized that those relationships were 
already happening where appropriate and it did not want to create the need for additional 
meetings or costs to the members.  More important, the October proposal did not address 
the fundamental concern about lack of balanced representation on the Board of Directors. 

Instead, the Board reconsidered and approved a variation of the original recommendation of 
the Ad Hoc Committee presented on 15 May 2009.  That recommendation is to elect Board 
Members by region rather than statewide.  The Board recognized that the real value will be to 
ensure that the Board of Directors is balanced and representative of the broad range of 
LAFCo interests: rural-urban-suburban; north-south; coastal-mountain-valley; city-county-
special district-public. It is truly in that balance that CALAFCO finds its foundation of 
credibility and objectiveness with state decision makers. 

This was a difficult decision for the Board members. The change in direction was taken 
because the Board believes it is critical to keep CALAFCO together as a statewide 
organization, and that this immediate action is the best approach to retain the Association 
and the benefits it brings to its members.  



Therefore the Board decided to create regions within the state only for the purpose of 
electing representatives to the CALAFCO Board. There were three separate votes taken on 
various aspects of the proposal. All were unanimous of those present. The components of 
the recommendation are briefly described below. We are still working out some of the final 
details and language. As more information is available I will forward it to you. In the 
meantime, here is the outline: 

1. Four regions would be established within CALAFCO (northern, coastal, central and 
southern). The existence of four regions would be established in the Bylaws; however 
the specific counties in each region would be by policy so they can be changed by the 
Board in the future if requested by members.  

2. Each region would have one city, one county, one special district and one public 
member; increasing the Board from 15 to 16 members.  

3. Each region would elect its own four members by region.  Elections would be done in 
caucus by each region at the CALAFCO annual conference.  

4. The regional elections would commence at the Palm Springs conference in October, 
2010. This will require a change in the Bylaws this spring. The Board directed staff to 
prepare a mailed ballot for members in late May so that the final results are known in 
early July for Board nominations and dues notices.  

5. The Board agreed to a “fresh start” election in October.  All 16 seats will be up for 
election; 8 for a one-year term and 8 for a two-year term.  

We are currently working on the specific proposed Bylaw language, policy manual language 
and the regional map. The Board will be reviewing and voting on that language in the next 
two weeks. Once that is approved we will prepare complete information packets for each 
LAFCo to review and share with your commission. CALAFCO Board members and staff will be 
available to meet with your commission if requested to explain the proposal and answer 
questions. 

It is clear from the discussion at the Board meeting and with members that this proposal will 
result in a stronger Board and stronger Association. Member support is critical. Without the 
support of the members it is also clear that the future of CALAFCO is in doubt. 

I look forward to talking with you more regarding the proposal as the details are completed. 
Thank you for your consideration.  Cheers!  BC 

  
Bill Chiat 
Executive Director 
  
California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions 
1215 K Street, Suite 1650 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
916/442-6536  
 
www.calafco.org  

http://www.calafco.org/
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