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M NUTES
MAY 27, 2004

Pr esent Terry Henderson
Conmmi ssi oners: Bob Bust er
Kevin Jeffries
Robert E. Hird
Robi n Lowe
Ron Starrs
Ji m Venabl e

Absent : John Tavagl i one

Present Staff: GCeorge J. Spiliotis, Executive Oficer
Wayne Fowl er, Local CGovernnent Analyst |11
Adriana Ronp, Local Covernnent Analyst |
Crystal Craig, Local Government Analyst |

El ena Medi na, LAFCO Assi st ant
Joe Rank, Legal Counsel

1. CALL TO ORDER AND SALUTE TO THE FLAG
The neeting was called to order at 9:03 a.m
2. APPROVAL OF M NUTES OF April 29, 2004.
M nutes were approved as presented.
3. HEARI NGS:
Consent :
a. LAFCO 2004- 03- 3- Annexation 79 to County Service Area 143.
Moved (Lowe) seconded (Buster) to approve LAFCO 2004-03-3-
,;\?gexati on 79 to County Service Area 143.

New:

b. LAFCO 2003-46-5-Cabazon County Water District Activation of Latent
Powers for Wastewater Function.

M. Spiliotis presented a brief report on this item

Chair Henderson opened the public hearing.
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Harvey W Il lianson, Board President, Cabazon County Water D strict. M .
Wl lianson spoke in favor of this request.

Chair Henderson cl osed the public hearing.

Moved (Lowe) seconded (Venable) to approve LAFCO 2003-46-5-
Cabazon County Water District Activation of Latent Powers for
Wast ewat er Functi on.

710

C. Fi nal Budget for Fiscal Year 2004-2005.

M. Spiliotis gave a brief presentation on this item and stated that the
Fi nal Budget contained mnor changes from |l ast nonth’'s proposed budget. He
nmentioned that the nost significant change was the shifting of $25, 000 from
this year’s budget to next year’s budget reserved for the mnunicipal service
revi ews. He said that there were other small changes, but were not
significant. He also commented that staff had not received any comments
fromany of the affected agencies.

Chair Henderson opened the public hearing and there being no opponents or
proponents w shing to speak the public hearing was cl osed.

Moved (Hrd) seconded (Lowe) to approve the Final Budget for
Fi scal Year 2004-2005 as presented by staff.

7/ 0
4. RECEI VE AND FI LE
a. | NFORVATI ON | TEMS:  Proposal s Recei ved (CGovernnment Section 56857,
56751)

The Comm ssion acknow edged recei pt of five proposals.
b. MONTHLY EXPENDI TURE REVI EW

The Comm ssion received and filed the Mnthly Expenditure Review
Report.

5. DISCUSSION OF WATER SERVICE ISSUES IN CTY OF R VERSI DE/ WESTERN
MUNI CI PAL WATER SERVI CE AREA.

M. Fowl er gave a brief report on this item

Moved (Buster) seconded (Venable) to continue the D scussion of Water
Service Issues in City of R verside/Wstern Minicipal Wter Service
Area to July 22, 2004, as requested by Staff.

7/ 0

6. SPHERE OF | NFLUENCE STUDY SESSI ON
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M. Spiliotis stated that this was a brain-stormng session. He stated that
recently, the @nm ssion acknow edged the role the spheres can potentially
play in trying to settle annexation issues before hand. He said that there
was a lot of work to do since there had not been a strong sphere of
influence program He said that there were sone mnimal policies in place
right now that provided direction to staff and the Conmi ssion. He said that
the Comm ssion mght want to look at establishing additional policies and
guidelines to help them nmake determ nations regardi ng new devel opnents and
t he runi ci pal service reviews of spheres of influence.

M. Spiliotis provided some ideas for discussion outlined in the staff
report which he discussed in detail

Conmi ssi oner Buster stated that it would be very helpful to find out what
the current capacity, backbone infrastructure will be for water and sewer
services and how it inter-related with the city’'s plan and their sphere
ar eas.

Chair Henderson commented that she believed that sone of the significant
amount of information that will come out of the Minicipal Service Reviews
was going to cross over in the |ogical establishnent of spheres of influence
when it cane to various services.

M. Spiliotis stated that it was not necessary to wait for the outcone of
the MBRs in order to discuss general spheres of influence policies.
However, he said that it was required to have the MSRs for an area before a
determ nati on was nmade on a specific sphere of influence.

Commi ssioner Lowe asked if a city was forned what was Valley-Wde Park and
Recreation District or any other district’s obligation to that city. She
al so asked if a city can formtheir own park and recreation departnments and
detach from any particular park district. She said that these were sone of
t he concerns she had.

M. Spiliotis stated that her comments went along with the second idea in
his report having the spheres be nore of a policy docunment than just a line
on a nmap.

Chair Henderson stated that it was her understanding that M. Spiliotis was
| ooking for a direction on the three policy ideas presented today.

M. Spiliotis went through the list as follows: Regarding establishing a
pl anning horizon, utilizing acity's general plan, planning horizon as the
pl anning period for a sphere of influence. The Conm ssion responded in the
affirmati ve.

M. Spiliotis comented regarding the second idea establishing SOs as
sonething nore than a line on a map. He said that this idea suggested
having policy text for spheres of influence rather than only having a line
on a map. Chair Henderson stated that she would |ike to have nore di scussion
in the future regarding the text on the policy.
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Conmi ssioner Jeffries asked for M. Spiliotis’ interpretation regarding the
policy text. M. Spiliotis responded that the policies could be regarding
the relationship between a city and the future service responsibility of a
district that is within the city’s sphere. Chair Henderson stated that they
would Iike to see the policy address these issues as well. Policies could be
appl i cati on of general Comm ssion policies to individual agencies.

The third concept was to establish separate spheres of influence for
different services provided by an agency. M. Spiliotis recomended to the
Conmi ssion to not pursue this at this tine. The Comm ssion agreed with M.
Spiliotis’ reconmendati on.

To clarify, M. Spiliotis stated that it was his understanding that he was

deleting idea no. three and that he will be pursuing the first two which he
will bring back at a future neeting.
7. SELECTI ON OF CONSULTANT - MINI C PAL SERVI CE REVI EWs FOR NORTHWEST AND

SQUTHERN COACHELLA VALLEY.

Chair Henderson stated that this was a request from staff to nove forward
with the MSRs.

Moved (H rd) seconded (Venable) to allow the Executive Oficer to
bring before the Chair the final reconmendation for final selection
and authorize the Chair to execute the professional servi ces
agr eenent .

8. PCSI TI ON ON ASSEMBLY BI LL 2306.

M. Spiliotis presented the report. M. Spiliotis stated that Assenbly
menber Richman had introduced legislation that would prohibit LAFCO from
applying conditions to annex areas outside of the original proposals. He
said that this was a tool that the Conmmssion had used to inprove
boundaries. M. Spiliotis recomended the Comm ssion to oppose this bill.

Moved (Hird) seconded (Venable) to authorize the Chair to sign the
letter stating the Conm ssion’s opposition to AB 2306.

9. SUMVER MEETI NG SCHEDULE.

The Conm ssioned agreed to maintain its regular fourth Thursday schedule
t hrough t he summer.

10. M SCELLANEQUS STAFF REPORTS.

M. Spiliotis stated that the WIdomar Incorporation Commttee had started
to circulate a petition. He rem nded the Commission that it had adopted a
policy in 2003 requiring the conpletion of a prelimnary fiscal analysis
prior to filing a notice of intent to circulate a petition for
i ncorporation. Although the study being sponsored by the City of Mirrieta,
the County, and LAFCO would neet the requirenent, it wll not be conpleted
until July or August. Therefore, they do not have a valid filing of a
Notice of Intent. He said that the WN Conmttee did not believe that LAFCO
had the authority to establish a pre-requisite for filing a Notice of Intent
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to Crculate a Petition; therefore, they were now circulating their
petition. He said that at this point all parties involved agreed to
di sagree. He said that with the policy in place his hands were tied. He
said he would determine that the petitions are invalid because they did not
have a valid Notice of Intent to Crculate a Petition. He said that he just
wanted to bring this matter to the Comm ssion’s attention and that this was
not an action item

Commi ssi oner Buster stated that he had not been contacted in advance by
residents regarding this natter. He said he did not think it was a good
idea to waive the policy. He asked M. Spiliotis if nost of the information
needed for the fiscal analysis will be provided by the upcom ng report. M.
Spiliotis responded that by the tinme they would be ready to do a fiscal
analysis, the current report woul d require sonme updati ng.

Comm ssioner Jeffries asked M. Spiliotis if a <city in any other
circunstance propose an annexation wthout a fiscal analysis? M.
Spiliotis responded that the current study would satisfy the requirenent for
bot h the annexation and incorporation efforts.

Commi ssi oner Lowe comrented that all this did was confuse the residents.

M. Joe Rank, LAFCO Counsel, comrented that one of the issues he discussed
with their consultant was that this LAFCO had a history of incorporations
proposals comng forth without any nerit. He said that to request to have a
prelimnary fiscal analysis was a legitimte request on the part of LAFCO

11. PUBLI C COMMENTS.

Gary Grant, 27065 Jarvis St., Meadowbrook, CA. M. Gant discussed concerns
regarding the anmount of residential |and uses approved conmpared wth
conmer ci al uses and ot her issues.

12. EXECUTI VE SESSI O\

Wth respect to every item of business to be discussed in closed session
pursuant to Government Code Section 54956. 9:

CONFERENCE W TH LEGAL COUNSEL- EXI STI NG LI Tl GATI ON.

Subdi vision (a) of Section 54956. 9:

a. Regency Qutdoor Advertising, Inc. et al. vs. LAFCO et al.
(Case No. RIC 393 995)

Wth respect to every item of business to be discussed in closed
session held pursuant to Section 54957:
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There was no executi ve session

13. ADJ QURNED.
The Conmi ssion adjourned at 10.21 a. m

Respectful |y,

Ceorge J. Spiliotis
Executive Oficer



