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SUBJECT: Rosewood Lane No. 1 Reorganization 
 The Commission will consider a proposal from a landowner to annex 

approximately 1.05 acres of unincorporated territory to the Napa Sanitation 
District.  The affected territory includes a single-family residence located at 
1430 Rosewood Lane and an adjacent right-of-way segment.  Staff 
recommends approval of the proposal with two amendments to require 
concurrent (a) annexation to the City of Napa and (b) detachment from 
County Service Area No. 4.  Staff also recommends the adoption of a 
negative declaration consistent with an initial study prepared in accordance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

 

 

Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs) are responsible under the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 to regulate the formation 
and development of local governmental agencies and their municipal services.  This 
includes approving or disapproving proposed changes of organization, such as boundary 
changes, consistent with adopted policies and procedures pursuant to California 
Government Code (G.C.) Section 56375.  Two or more of these actions in a single 
proposal are referred to as a reorganization.  LAFCOs are authorized with broad 
discretion in amending and conditioning change of organizations or reorganizations as 
long as the latter does not directly regulate land uses or subdivision requirements. 
 
A.  Discussion   
 
Applicant Proposal  
 
LAFCO of Napa County (“Commission”) has received a proposal from landowner Ralph 
Melligio requesting the annexation of approximately 1.05 acres of unincorporated 
territory to the Napa Sanitation District (NSD).  The affected territory comprises a single-
family residence located at 1430 Rosewood Lane and an adjacent right-of-way segment.  
The County of Napa’s Assessor’s Office identifies the residential parcel as 038-160-030.  
The affected territory is located within NSD’s sphere of influence. 
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The underlying and immediate purpose of the 
proposal is to provide permanent public sewer 
service to the affected territory.  As detailed 
in the following sections, the single-family 
residence occupying the affected territory 
currently receives public sewer service from 
NSD through a temporary outside service 
extension that was approved on an emergency 
basis by the Chair on November 14, 2011 in 
response to a failing septic system.  (The 
Commission formally ratified the Chair’s 
approval at the December meeting.)  
Markedly, consistent with practice, the 
Chair’s approval was conditioned on the 
landowner first submitting an application to 
annex the entire residential parcel to NSD; a 
condition satisfied on November 16, 2011.   
The temporary outside service extension 
expires on September 1, 2012.  
 
Possible Amendments to Proposal 
 
In reviewing the application materials, and in consideration of adopted policies, staff has 
identified and evaluated the merits of three possible amendments to the proposal for 
Commission consideration.  Two of these three possible amendments – concurrent 
annexation to the City of Napa (“Napa”) and concurrent detachment from County Service 
Area (CSA) No. 4 – are recommended.  The third possible amendment – expanding the 
proposal boundary to include a neighboring parcel to the east – is not recommended.  
Expanded justifications for the preceding amendment recommendations follow.  
 

Recommended: Concurrent Annexation to the City of Napa  
 
 

It is the policy of the Commission to require all annexations to NSD be reorganized to 
include concurrent annexation to Napa if the affected territory lies within the City’s 
adopted sphere of influence unless waived based on local circumstances.1

 

  Staff has 
evaluated this policy in consultation with the landowner and affected agencies and 
believes its application to the proposal is appropriate.  Specifically, the affected 
territory is located within a developing area of Napa and already surrounded on two 
sides by the City’s incorporated boundary.  Access to the affected territory, further, is 
entirely dependent on Napa roads.   

 
 
 
 

                                                        
1 Commission General Policy Determination VII/D/1/(a).  
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Recommended: Concurrent Detachment from County Service Area No. 4 
 

In step with the preceding recommended amendment, it is the policy of the 
Commission to require all annexations to cities be reorganized to include concurrent 
detachment from CSA No. 4 unless waived based on specific circumstances.2 3

 

  The 
prescribed waiver involves a determination the affected territory has been, or is 
expected to be, developed to include planted vineyards totaling one acre or more in 
size.  Staff has evaluated this policy in consultation with the landowner and concludes 
the waiver does not apply give there is no indication the land has or will be used in 
the future for vineyard use; all of which substantiates there is no existing or expected 
connection between the affected territory and CSA No. 4’s role in providing public 
farmworker housing services in Napa County.  

Not Recommended: Expand Proposal Boundary to Include Additional Territory  
 
 

The annexation of the affected territory alone would leave one remaining residential 
parcel located on Rosewood Lane outside both NSD and Napa.  Expanding the 
proposal boundary, accordingly, to include this remaining residential parcel sited at 
1438 Rosewood Lane would provide a more logical boundary for both NSD and 
Napa as well as facilitate the orderly extension of municipal services to a developing 
area.  With this premise in mind, staff contacted 1438 Rosewood Lane’s landowners 
(Bourbin) to discuss the submitted proposal and assess their interest in joining all or 
parts of the recommended reorganization.  The Bourbins responded to staff by noting 
their opposition to joining the recommended reorganization given they do not 
perceive any benefits based on their current and planned uses of the property.  The 
Bourbins’ opposition is significant for both political and procedural reasons given the 
Commission’s reluctance to “force” annexations upon non-consenting landowners or 
residents as well as interest in avoiding the triggering of successful protest 
proceedings.  Markedly, to the latter point, the protest vote that would be triggered by 
adding 1438 Rosewood Lane against the Bourbins’ consent would be based on 
current assessed value of the two affected properties.  The assessed value of 1438 
Rosewood Lane is greater than the assessed value of 1430 Rosewood Lane.  
Accordingly, adding 1438 Rosewood Lane to the recommended reorganization would 
effectively terminate the proceedings and is therefore not recommended. 
 
Additionally, in the course of processing the proposal, staff was contacted by the 
adjacent landowner immediately to the north of the affected territory at 2275 Big 
Ranch Road (Mueller).  This adjacent property is approximately 10 acres in size and 
includes a commercial vineyard along with a single-family residence.  Mueller is 
interested in annexing his property into Napa for purposes of estate planning and 
inquired with staff regarding the possibility of joining the application before the 
Commission.  Staff responded to Mueller by noting his property alone could not be 

                                                        
2 CSA No. 4 was formed in 2002 and includes all unincorporated territory along with certain incorporated territory located within the 

Cities of Calistoga, Napa, St. Helena, and Yountville.  The intent and function of CSA No. 4 is to sponsor a voter-approved 
assessment on all assessor parcels within its jurisdiction containing one acre or more of planted vineyards for the purpose of funding 
farmworker housing services.   

3 Commission General Policy Determination VII/D/3(a). 
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easily added to the proposal given it would create two separate and entirely 
surrounded islands whose landowners are not interested in annexation.  Staff also 
noted the commercial vineyard on the property would necessitate an expanded review 
to assess potential impacts.  Mueller responded to these inputs by submitting a letter 
to the Commission formalizing his interest in working with staff on addressing these 
and other related issues with the goal of annexing his property in the near future. 

 
B.  Analysis 
 
G.C. Section 56375 delegates LAFCOs the responsibility to approve or disapprove, with 
or without amendment, proposals for change of organization or reorganization consistent 
with its adopted written policies, procedures, and guidelines.  LAFCOs are also 
authorized to establish conditions in approving proposals as long as they do not directly 
regulate land uses or subdivision requirements.  Underlying LAFCOs’ determination in 
approving or disapproving proposals for change of organization or reorganization is to 
consider the logical and timely development of the affected agencies in context with 
statutory objectives and local circumstances. 
 

Required Factors for Review  
 

G.C. Sections 56668 and 56668.3 require LAFCOs to consider 16 specific factors 
anytime it reviews proposals for change of organization or reorganization involving 
cities and special districts.  No single factor is determinative.  The purpose in 
considering these factors is to inform the Commission in its decision-making.   
 
An evaluation of the factors mandated for review as it relates to the proposal follows.  
This includes incorporating into the evaluation the two recommended amendments 
outlined in the preceding section that would result in three total and separate actions 
involving the affected territory: (a) annexation to NSD, (b) annexation to Napa, and 
(c) detachment from CSA No. 4. 

 
1) Population and population density; land area and land use; per capita 

assessed valuation; topography, natural boundaries, and drainage basins; 
proximity to other populated areas; the likelihood of significant growth in 
the area, and in adjacent areas, during the next 10 years. 

 
Less than one-fourth of the affected territory is 
currently developed.  Anchoring the developed portion 
is an approximate 2,170 square foot single-family 
residence.  This residence includes four bedrooms and 
was originally built in 1916 and later moved to its 
current location in 1969.  Other existing structures 
include a 600 square foot detached two-car garage and 
a 420 square foot detached storage shed.  The 
remaining portion of the affected territory is divided 
between natural vegetation and a public right-of-way segment. 
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The affected territory is legally uninhabited given the applicant landowner is the 
only resident at this time.  The subject residential parcel has been in the 
landowner’s family for several decades and the current assessed value – structures 
and land – totals $69,672.  Topography within the affected territory is relatively 
flat with a peak terrain point at 55 feet above sea-level.  Salvador Creek is the 
closest waterway and is located approximately 1,700 feet to the southwest.  
 
Development potential within the affected territory is effectively prohibited under 
the County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance; only minor modifications to the 
existing structures may be allowed.  The recommended amendment to the 
proposal to include the concurrent annexation to Napa would allow – subject to a 
separate approval process – the affected territory to be further divided into a total 
of four residential lots with an estimated population of 10 at buildout.4

 
 

Development potential adjacent to the affected territory is limited to the 
unincorporated lands that lie immediately to the east and north with the former 
consisting of a single-family residence and the latter consisting mostly of a 
commercial vineyard.  Similar unincorporated uses are located further north of the 
affected territory along Big Ranch Road, which is also located within NSD and 
Napa’s sphere of influence.  It is reasonable to assume, and irrespective of the 
proposal and recommended amendments, these adjacent unincorporated lands will 
eventually be annexed and developed into NSD and Napa given growth trends in 
the Big Ranch Road area.  The remaining adjacent lands to the west and south of 
the affected territory are already incorporated and substantially developed with 
moderate residential uses and highlighted by the recent construction of the 
“Willowbrook” subdivision to the immediate south. 
 

2) The need for municipal services; the present cost and adequacy of municipal  
services and controls in the area; probable future needs for those services 
and controls; probable effect of the proposed incorporation, formation, 
annexation, or exclusion and of alternative courses of action on the cost and 
adequacy of services and controls in the area and adjacent areas. 

 
The present need for elevated municipal services within the affected territory is 
limited to public sewer for the existing single-family residence located at 1430 
Rosewood Lane.  This residence is currently receiving public sewer from NSD 
through a temporary outside service agreement, which was initially approved by 
the Chair in November 2011 in response to the home’s septic system failing.  The 
outside service agreement expires September 1, 2012.   Annexation to NSD would 
provide permanent public sewer to the affected territory going forward.   
 
 

                                                        
4  Buildout population of the affected territory is based on the 2011 California Department of Finance population per household 

estimate (2.62) assigned to Napa County. 
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Other elevated municipal services may also be needed in the near future as a 
result of the recommended amendment to concurrently annex the affected 
territory into Napa; an action that would presumably facilitate the eventual 
development of four total lots. Most notably, and in addition to sewer, this 
includes elevated water, fire protection/emergency medical, and law enforcement.  
An analysis of the availability and adequacy of these core municipal services 
needed to accommodate and support current and probable future needs if the 
recommended amendment to concurrently annex into Napa is approved follows.  

 

The affected territory currently receives sewer service from NSD through a 
temporary outside service agreement.  It is estimated the current daily sewer 
flow generated from the affected territory is 210 gallons on average and 
increases by two and one-half to 525 gallons during peak periods.  These 
current flow estimates represent less than one one-hundredth of a percent of 
NSD’s current system demand.  Furthermore, if developed to its maximum 
allowance under Napa’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, the estimated 
daily sewer flows would only increase to 840 gallons on average and 2,100 
gallons during peak periods.  These buildout estimates would have negligible 
impacts on NSD’s sewer system as depicted in the following table. 

Sewer Service 

 
Sewer Comparables  Average Day Peak Day 
Systemwide Flows: 
Baseline @ Affected Territory  

 

6,700,200 
 

33,700,500 

Systemwide Flows: 
Buildout @ Affected Territory 

 

6,701,040 
 

33,702,600 

Systemwide Capacity  15,400,000 126,200,000 
 

*  Assumes the buildout of the affected territory will result in four total single-family residences 
with combined average and peak day demands at 840 and 2,100 gallons, respectively.  

*  

 
Capacity during peak-day incorporates 340 acre-feet of adjacent pond storage. 

The affected territory is currently dependent on groundwater accessed through 
a private onsite well.  It is estimated the daily groundwater demand for the 
affected territory currently averages 250 gallons; an amount that appears 
adequately accommodated by the private well based on landowner input.  If 
developed to its maximum allowance under Napa’s General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance, the estimated daily average water demand at buildout – and 
assuming current usage patterns – would increase to 1,000 gallons.

Water Service 

5

 

  These 
buildout estimates would have negligible impacts to Napa’s existing water 
system infrastructure as measured by supply, storage, and treatment capacities 
as depicted in the following subsections. 

 
                                                        
5 This projected daily water demand would be the equivalent of 1.1 acre-feet per year. 
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Water Supply and Demand 
Napa’s water supplies are derived from three distinct sources: Lake 
Hennessey, Milliken Reservoir, and the State Water Project.  These three 
sources collectively provide Napa with 31,340 acre-feet of raw water for 
treatment during normal year conditions based on historical patterns.  
These historical patterns also indicate Napa’s annual water supply 
decreases during multiple and single dry year conditions to 19,896 and 
13,533 acre-feet, respectively.  Conversely, Napa’s most recently recorded 
annual water demand totals 13,877 acre-feet; an amount representing an 
average daily use of 38 acre-feet.  These current demands result in an 
available supply surplus during normal and multiple dry year conditions.  
Further, the existing shortfall projected during single dry years is 
relatively minimal and would be likely offset by voluntary and mandatory 
water conservation measures that could be adopted by the City Council 
consistent with their Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). 
 

Baseline Conditions Without
 (Amounts in Acre-Feet) 

 Annexation of the Affected Territory 

 

Category Normal Multiple Dry Year Single Dry Year 
Annual Supply 31,340 19,896 13,533 
Annual Demand 13,877 13,877 13,877 
Difference 17,463 6,019 (344) 

 
Adjusted Conditions With
 (Amounts in Acre-Feet) 

 Annexation/Buildout of the Affected Territory 

 

Category Normal Single Dry Year Multiple Dry Year 
Annual Supply 31,340 19,896 13,533 
Annual Demand 13,878 13,878 13,878 
Difference 17,462 6,018 (345) 

 
Water Treatment and Storage 
Napa operates treatment facilities for each of its three water sources.  
These three facilities provide a combined daily treatment capacity of 135 
acre-feet.6  This combined treatment amount is more than three times 
greater than the current average day water demand (38 acre-feet) and 
nearly two times greater than the current estimated peak day water 
demand (76 acre-feet).7

 

  Furthermore, Napa’s combined treated water 
storage capacity overlaying its five pressure zones – including clearwell 
tanks – is 86 acre-feet.  This combined storage amount accommodates 
current estimated peak day water demands in Napa. 

                                                        
6  The combined daily treatment capacity for Napa is divided between the Milliken facility at 4.0, Jamieson facility at 20.0, and 

Hennessey facility at 20.0 million gallons, respectively. 
7   Based on recent usage records, the estimated peak day demand factor for Napa is 2.0. 
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The County is currently the legal entity responsible for providing fire 
protection and emergency medical services to the affected territory.  
However, given the affected territory is located within a residential area 
surrounded on two sides by the incorporated boundary, Napa is already the 
probable first-responder for fire protection and emergency medical service 
calls based on an established mutual aid agreement with the County.  
Annexation to Napa would eliminate any duplication and related 
inefficiencies associated with the City providing fire protection and 
emergency medical services to the affected territory.  Furthermore, the 
Commission’s municipal service review on countywide fire protection 
services noted Napa has generally developed sufficient capacities and 
controls to serve existing and anticipated demands.  The municipal service 
review also noted no service deficiencies within the area surrounding the 
affected territory. 

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Service 

 

The County is currently the legal entity responsible for providing law 
enforcement services to the affected territory.  The affected territory’s 
proximity to Napa, however and similar to fire protection, suggests the City 
is already the probable first-responder for emergency law enforcement 
service calls based on an established mutual aid agreement with the County.  
Annexation to Napa would eliminate any duplication and related 
inefficiencies associated with the City already providing law enforcement 
services to the affected territory.  The Commission’s current municipal 
service review on countywide law enforcement services also notes Napa has 
developed sufficient capacities and controls to serve existing and anticipated 
demands.  The municipal service review also notes no service deficiencies 
within the area surrounding the affected territory. 

Law Enforcement Service  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Baseline Conditions Without
(Amounts in Acre-Feet) 

 Annexation of the Affected Territory 

Treatment 
Capacity 

Average Day 
Demand 

Peak Day 
Demand 

Storage  
Capacity 

135.0 38.0 76.0 86.2 
 

Adjusted Conditions With
(Amounts in Acre-Feet) 

 Annexation/Buildout of the Affected Territory  

Treatment 
Capacity 

Average Day 
Demand 

Peak Day 
Demand 

Storage  
Capacity 

135.0 38.0 76.0 86.2 
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3)  The effect of the proposed action and of alternative actions, on adjacent 
areas, on mutual social and economic interests, and on the local 
governmental structure of the county. 

 
The applicant’s proposal to annex the affected territory to NSD would recognize 
and strengthen existing social and economic ties with the District.  These ties 
were established in 1975 when the Commission included the affected territory in 
NSD’s sphere of influence; an action marking a clear expectation the site would 
eventually develop for urban type uses and require public sewer from the region’s 
sole service provider.  These ties were further formalized in late 2011 with the 
Commission authorizing NSD to provide public sewer to the affected territory 
through an outside service agreement in explicit expectation of a future 
annexation. 
 
The recommendation to amend the proposal to include concurrent annexation to 
Napa would similarly recognize and strengthen existing social and economic ties 
between the affected territory and the City.  Specifically, the affected territory was 
included in Napa’s original urban limit line established in 1975 by the City 
Council and later added to the City’s sphere of influence by the Commission in 
1979.  The Commission has also continued to include additional lands north of the 
affected territory into Napa’s sphere of influence in step with recognizing and 
supporting the planned urban development of the Big Ranch Road area. 
 
Additionally, the recommendation to amend the proposal to concurrently detach 
the affected territory from CSA No. 4 does not conflict with any existing social 
and economic ties involving the District.  The detachment, in particular, would 
support CSA No. 4’s logical development by removing incorporated land 
designated for urban use that does not have an economic or social tie to the 
District’s role in funding public farmworker housing services by taxing vineyards.  
 

4)  The conformity of the proposal and its anticipated effects with both the 
adopted commission policies on providing planned, orderly, efficient patterns 
of urban development, and the policies and priorities set forth in G.C. 
Section 56377.   
 
The applicant’s proposal to annex the affected territory to NSD is generally 
consistent with Commission policies.  This includes the affected territory lying 
entirely within NSD’s sphere of influence; a demarcation outlining the probable 
future service area and jurisdictional boundary of the District as deemed 
appropriate by the Commission.  The recommendation to amend the proposal to 
include the concurrent annexation of the affected territory to Napa is also 
generally consistent with Commission policy and supports the streamlining of 
governmental services to areas deemed appropriate for urban development.  
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One notable exception to the preceding comments relates to an inconsistency with 
the Commission’s policy regarding the timing of urban development and the 
recommended amendment to include concurrent annexation to Napa.  In 
particular, if the referenced amendment is approved, the Commission would be 
annexing underdeveloped land to Napa without a known project or development 
agreement, which is inconsistent with agency policies aimed at aligning 
city/district annexations of underutilized land with known development activities. 
Staff believes it would be appropriate, nonetheless, to waive this policy and 
approve the recommended amendment in deference to streamlining the extension 
of governmental services to an urbanizing area that is already partially surrounded 
by Napa and entirely dependent on City roads.  
 
The affected territory does not qualify as “open-space” under LAFCO law and 
therefore does not conflict with G.C. Section 56377.  Specifically, the affected 
territory is not substantially unimproved and devoted to an open-space use under 
the County or City General Plan. 

 
5) The effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic integrity 

of agricultural lands, as defined by G.C. Section 56016. 
 

The affected territory does not qualify as “agricultural land” under LAFCO law.  
Specifically, the affected territory is not used for any of the following purposes: 
producing an agricultural commodity for commercial purposes; left fallow under a 
crop rotational program; or enrolled in an agricultural subsidy program.  
 

6)  The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the 
nonconformance of proposed boundaries with lines of assessment or 
ownership, the creation of islands or corridors of unincorporated territory, 
and other similar matters affecting the proposed boundaries. 

 
The applicant’s proposal to annex the affected territory to NSD is accompanied by 
a draft map and geographic description of the site.  These draft documents have 
been prepared by a licensed surveyor and accurately depict the affected territory 
to include one entire legal parcel identified by the County Assessor’s Office as 
038-160-030 and the adjacent right-of-way segment of Rosewood Lane.  The 
affected territory does not split any lines of assessment. 
 
The recommendation to amend the proposal to include the concurrent annexation 
of the affected territory to Napa would create a substantially surrounded island 
immediately to the east comprising 1438 Rosewood Lane.8

                                                        
8 The Commission defines “substantially surrounded” to mean the subject territory lies within the affected city’s sphere of influence 

and is surrounded by no less than 66.6% by the city. 

  As discussed in the 
preceding section, the landowners for this property oppose joining the 
recommended reorganization.  Importantly, given the calculation of protest 
proceedings, adding 1438 Rosewood Lane against the landowners’ consent would 
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effectively terminate the proceedings as a whole.  Accordingly, staff believes it is 
appropriate to proceed with the recommended amendment irrespective of the 
creation of a substantially surrounded island. 
 
Commission approval would include a standard term requiring the applicant 
submit a final map and geographic description of the approved action in 
conformance with the requirements of the State Board of Equalization.  This 
would include – if approved – incorporating changes tied to the recommend 
amendments and subject to Executive Officer review and approval. 
 

7) Consistency with the city or county general plans, specific plans, and adopted 
regional transportation plan.  

 
The affected territory is consistently planned for urban residential uses under both 
the County and Napa General Plans.  The County designates the affected territory 
as Cities with an overlay zoning standard of Urban Reserve.  This overlay zoning 
standard specifies any new development shall be contingent on first annexing to 
the respective city.  Napa designates the affected territory as Single-Family 
Residential – 33E with a prezoning standard of Residential Single – 10.  More 
specific residential design and development standards for the affected territory are 
further outlined in Napa’s Big Ranch Specific Plan. 
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s regional transportation plan 
(RTP) was updated in April 2009 and outlines specific goals and objectives to 
direct public transportation infrastructure in the Bay Area through 2035.  No 
specific projects are included in the RTP involving the affected territory.  
Accordingly, the proposal impact is neutral with respect to the RTP. 

 
8) The sphere of influence of any local agency affected by the proposal.  
 

See analysis on page nine. 
 

9) The comments of any affected local agency or other public agency. 
 

Staff electronically circulated a summary of the applicant’s proposal to annex the 
affected territory to NSD along with accompanying materials for review to all 
subject local agencies on December 2, 2011.  The summary also noted the 
likelihood staff would recommend amending the proposal to include the 
concurrent annexation of the affected territory to Napa and concurrent detachment 
from CSA No. 4.  All written comments received are summarized below. 
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• Napa Sanitation District 
NSD has adopted a resolution consenting to the annexation and waiver of 
protest proceedings subject to the inclusion of certain conditions.  These 
conditions primarily address payments needed to finalize the annexation 
and are incorporated into the draft resolution of approval as Exhibit “B.”  
 

• City of Napa 
Napa’s Community Development Department has provided support for 
amending the proposal to include the concurrent annexation of the affected 
territory to the City.  No special approval conditions were requested. 

 
10) The ability of the newly formed or receiving entity to provide the services 

which are the subject of the application to the area, including the sufficiency 
of revenues for those services following the proposed boundary change. 

 
NSD and Napa – the two affected agencies that would be responsible for serving 
the affected territory if the recommended amendment to the proposal is approved 
– appear to have established adequate financial controls and capacities relative to 
accommodating new demands tied to the reorganization.  This statement is drawn 
from information collected from recent municipal service reviews prepared on 
each agency along with additional documentation collected and analyzed 
subsequent to the filing of the applicant’s proposal.  Summaries on both agencies’ 
current financial standing follow.   
 

• Napa Sanitation District 
NSD’s current operating budget is $19.5 million.  NSD anticipates 
collecting $19.1 million in general revenues resulting in an operating 
shortfall of $0.4 million.  NSD’s unrestricted fund balance as of the 
beginning of the fiscal year totaled $9.0 million.  This balance is sufficient 
to cover over five months of operating expenses.  Furthermore, and in 
contrast to Napa, NSD operates entirely as an enterprise agency and is 
expected to fully recover its maintenance and operating costs through two 
user charges: (a) connection and (b) usage.  The connection fee is 
currently $5,660 and serves as NSD’s buy-in charge for new customers to 
contribute their fair share for existing and future facilities necessary to 
receive sewer service.  The user fee for a single-family unit is currently 
$435 annually and is intended to proportionally recover NSD’s ongoing 
maintenance and operation expenses.  Importantly, the landowner for the 
affected territory has already paid a connection fee as a result of the earlier 
outsider service extension along with a prorated usage charge for 2011.9

 
 

 
 

                                                        
9 NSD collects its usage charge annually through property tax bills.  
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• City of Napa  
Napa’s current operating budget is $62.4 million.   Napa anticipates 
collecting $58.1 million in general revenues resulting in an operating 
shortfall of $4.3 million.  Napa’s unrestricted fund balance as of the 
beginning of the fiscal year totaled $11.0 million.  This balance is 
sufficient to cover two months of operating expenses. 

 
The recommendation to amend the proposal to also include concurrent 
detachment from CSA No. 4 will not have any financial impact given the affected 
territory is not part of the District’s special assessment on vineyard properties. 

 
11)  Timely availability of water supplies adequate for projected needs as 

specified in G.C. Section 65352.5. 
 
The affected territory currently receives groundwater from an onsite private well.  
It is estimated the affected territory’s current groundwater demand is 
approximately 250 gallons per day and is equivalent to 0.3 acre-feet annually.  
Importantly, the applicant’s proposal to annex the affected territory to NSD would 
not measurably impact existing groundwater demands. However, the 
recommendation to amend the proposal to include the concurrent annexation to 
Napa would presumably and eventually lead to a water demand increase given it 
would facilitate the future opportunity to further divide and develop the site into a 
total of four residential lots as allowed under Napa’s General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance.  This potential buildout would increase the annual water demand 
within the affected territory to an estimated 1.1 acre-feet.  It is also reasonable to 
assume any new development would require connection to Napa’s potable water 
system in order to satisfy recently updated fire-flow standards. 
 
Napa’s available water supplies are draw from three separate sources: 1) Lake 
Hennessey; 2) Milliken Reservoir; and 3) the State Water Project.  Napa’s most 
recent UWMP was adopted in 2011 and estimates the City’s total annual water 
supply generated from these three sources during normal conditions and based on 
historical patterns is 31,340 acre-feet.  These historical patterns also indicate the 
total annual water supply decreases to 19,896 and 13,533 acre-feet during 
multiple and single dry year conditions, respectively.  Accordingly, Napa’s 
available water supplies are more than sufficient in accommodating both current 
annual demands – 13,877 acre-feet – and the projected buildout demands within 
the affected territory – 1.1 acre-feet – during normal and multiple dry year 
conditions.  Napa’s available water supplies, however, are deficient under current 
estimated single dry years; a deficit that would be insignificantly increased with 
the amendment approval to concurrently annex the affected territory to the City 
and its contemplated buildout.  Napa, accordingly, has established conservation 
efforts within its UWMP to address the projected deficiency during single dry 
years.  These efforts provide reasonable assurances of Napa’s ability to 
accommodate water demands with the minimal increases tied to the affected 
territory in accordance with G.C. Section 65352.5. 
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12)  The extent to which the proposal will affect a city or cities and the county in 
achieving their respective fair shares of the regional housing needs as 
determined by the appropriate council of governments consistent with 
Article 10.6 of Chapter 3 of Division 1 of Title 7. 

 
Neither the applicant’s proposal to annex the affected territory to NSD or the 
recommendation to amend the action to include concurrent annexation to Napa 
would impact local agencies in accommodating their regional housing needs.  The 
affected territory is already located within Napa’s sphere of influence, and as a 
result, all potential units tied to the land are assigned to the City by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments. 

 
13) Any information or comments from the landowner or owners, voters, or 

residents of the affected territory. 
 
The landowner of the affected territory is the petitioner seeking the annexation to 
NSD.  The landowner has been made aware of the recommendation to amend the 
proposal to also include concurrent annexation to Napa and concurrent 
detachment from CSA No. 4.  The landowner has stated his preference for the 
affected territory to remain unincorporated, but is agreeable to annexing to Napa 
given the Commission’s adopted policies.  There are no other residents occupying 
with affected territory.  

 
14) Any information relating to existing land use designations. 
 

See analysis on page 11 of this report. 
 

15) The extent to which the proposal will promote environmental justice.  As 
used in this subdivision, “environmental justice” means the fair treatment of 
people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the local of public 
facilities and the provision of public services.  

 
There is no documentation or evidence suggesting the proposed annexation of the 
affected territory to NSD will have a measurable effect with respect to promoting 
environmental justice.  There is also no documentation or evidence suggesting the 
recommended amendments to also include the concurrent annexation to Napa and 
detachment from CSA No. 4 will measurably effect environmental justice. 
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16) For annexations involving special districts, whether the proposed action will 
be for the interest of the landowners or present or future inhabitants within 
the district and within the territory proposed to be annexed to the district. 

 
The applicant’s proposal to annex the affected territory to NSD would benefit 
current and future landowners as well as residents by providing permanent access 
to public sewer service.  Most notably, establishing permanent public sewer 
eliminates the need for a septic system in an urbanizing area in which any failings 
would create a public health and safety threat for immediate and adjacent 
residents.  Establishing permanent public sewer service also eliminates set-aside 
land requirements previously dedicated to the septic system, which will assist in 
intensifying future residential development opportunities within the site.   

 
      Property Tax Agreement  

 

Revenue and Taxation Code Section 99(b)(6) requires adoption of a property tax 
exchange agreement by affected local agencies before the Commission can consider a 
proposed boundary change.10

 

  With this in mind, and upon receipt of the applicant’s 
proposal, staff provided notice to NSD and the County of the proposed jurisdictional 
change affecting both agencies and the need to apply a property tax exchange to the 
proceedings.  Both agencies confirmed a master property tax agreement adopted in 
1980 shall apply to the proposal if approved by the Commission.  This master 
property tax agreement specifies that no exchange or redistribution of property tax 
revenues will occur as a result of annexations to NSD. 

The recommendation to amend the proposal to include the concurrent annexation of 
the affected territory to Napa would – if approved – necessitate the application of a 
negotiated property tax exchange between the City and County.11

 

  Revenue and 
Taxation Code 99(b)(7) outlines procedures for affected agencies to negotiate a 
property tax exchange agreement in the event the Commission modifies a proposal.  
These post-approval procedures must be completed within 30 days of notice by the 
Executive Officer.  Staff has advised Napa and the County of its recommendation to 
amend the proposal and intent to apply a master property tax exchange agreement 
adopted by both governing boards in 1980 unless otherwise informed during the 30 
day noticing period; an agreement specifying Napa shall receive 55% of the County’s 
existing portion of property tax revenues generated from the affected territory.  
Neither agency has responded with any concerns to the approach outlined by staff. 

 
 
 
 
 
                                                        
10 Revenue and Taxation Code (b)(5) states property tax exchanges for jurisdictional changes affecting the service areas or service 

responsibilities of districts shall be negotiated by the affected county on behalf of the districts.  
11 CSA No. 4 was formed after Proposition 13 and therefore not eligible for property tax revenues. 
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Environmental Review  
 

The Commission serves as lead agency for the proposal under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) given it is solely responsible for approving the 
underlying activity: boundary change(s).  Staff has determined the applicant’s 
proposal to annex the affected territory to NSD is a project under CEQA and – unless 
amended – would qualify for as a categorical exemption.  Specifically, annexing the 
affected territory to NSD alone would be exempt from further review given it would 
involve the annexation to a district involving land that could not be further divided 
under the policies of the affected land use authority.12

 

  The recommendation to amend 
the proposal to include the concurrent annexation of the affected territory to Napa, 
however, would no longer allow the Commission to use this categorical exemption 
given the land could be further divided under the City’s adopted land use policies.   

With the preceding analyses in mind, staff prepared an initial study assessing the 
environmental impacts associated with the reorganized proposal as recommended to 
include concurrent annexation to NSD and Napa pursuant to CEQA.  The initial study 
concludes the “project” will not generate any direct or indirect significant impacts and 
recommends the adoption of a negative declaration.  A copy of the initial study and 
notice of intent to adopt a negative declaration were circulated for review to local 
agencies as well as all adjacent neighbors to the affected territory.13

 

  No comments 
were received.   A copy of the initial study is attached for Commission review along 
with a draft resolution adopting a negative declaration. 

Conducting Authority Proceedings 
 

The affected territory is uninhabited under LAFCO law and the sole landowner has 
consented to the proposal and the recommended amendments.  NSD has also 
consented to the annexation with the inclusion of its terms and conditions, which staff 
has incorporated into the attached draft resolution of approval.  Napa and CSA No. 4 
have also been made aware of the staff recommendation to amend the proposal to 
include the concurrent annexation to the City and concurrent detachment from the 
District.  Neither agency has submitted written opposition to waiving conducting 
authority proceedings.  Conducting authority proceedings, accordingly, may be waived 
under G.C. Section 56663. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                        
12  California Code of Regulations Section 15319 (Class 19 Categorical Exemption).  
13  A copy of the initial study was also sent to the California Department of Fish and Game as part of a request for the agency to waive 

their filing fee in anticipation of recording the adopted negative declaration.  DFG has not provided a fee waiver as of the date of 
this report. 
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D.  Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends approving the proposal to annex the affected territory to NSD with two 
distinct amendments to also require concurrent annexation to Napa and concurrent 
detachment from CSA No. 4.  This recommended reorganization is generally consistent with 
Commission policies and helps to streamline the extension of governmental services to an 
urbanizing area of Napa.  Staff recognizes the recommendation to include concurrent 
annexation to Napa does counter the Commission’s policy on timing urban development 
given the territory could be further divided and there is no known project at this time.  The 
service efficiencies and cost-savings tied to the recommendation, however, warrants waiving 
the referenced policy in deference to the Commission’s opportunity to exercise its regulatory 
authority in amending a proposal to facilitate smart growth relative to local conditions.  
 
E.  Alternatives for Commission Action  
 
The following alternative actions are available for Commission consideration with 
respect to (a) making an environmental determination and (b) considering the proposal.  
 

Environmental Determination 
 

Option 1A (Recommended): 
Adopt the draft resolution identified as Attachment One approving a negative 
declaration for the recommended reorganization.  This option would allow the 
Commission to proceed with approving the recommended reorganization.   
 
Option 1B:  
Take no action.  This option would only be applicable if it is the preference of the 
Commission to approve the proposal as submitted and only annex the affected 
territory to NSD. 
 
Option 1C: 
Continue consideration of the negative declaration to a future meeting.  This 
option would require the Commission to also continue consideration of the 
recommended reorganization.   

 
Proposal Determination 

 
Option 2A (Recommended):  
Adopt the draft resolution identified as Attachment Two approving the 
recommended reorganization with standard terms and conditions.   
 
Option 2B:  
Adopt the draft resolution identified as Attachment Two with changes to only 
annex the affected territory to NSD.  This would include striking amendment 
references involving annexation to Napa and detachment from CSA No. 4.  This 
would also involve making a Class 19 Categorical Exemption finding. 
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Option 2C:  
Continue consideration of the item to the next regular meeting and provide 
direction to staff for additional information as needed.   
 
Option 2D:  
Disapprove the proposal.  Disapproval would statutorily prohibit the initiation of a 
similar proposal for one year. 

 
F.  Procedures for Consideration  
 
This item has been agendized as part of a noticed public hearing.  The following 
procedures are recommended with respect to Commission’s consideration of this item: 
 

1)  Receive verbal report from staff; 
 
2)  Open the public hearing (mandatory); and  
 
3)  Discuss item and consider action on recommendations.   

 
Respectfully submitted,  
 

 
 
1) Draft Resolution Approving a Negative Declaration for the Recommended Reorganization 
Attachments: 

2) Draft Resolution Approving the Recommended Reorganization  
3) Initial Study Prepared for the Recommended Reorganization  
4) Application Materials 
5) Communication from NSD with Requested Approval Conditions  
6) Communication from Napa 
7) Communication from 2275 Big Ranch Road: Statement of Future Annexation Interest 
 
 

____________________   
Keene Simonds 
Executive Officer 

____________________   
Brendon Freeman  
Analyst  
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RESOLUTION NO. _____ 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF NAPA COUNTY 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND 
ADOPTING A NEGATIVE DECLARATION PURSUANT TO THE 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
 

ROSEWOOD LANE NO. 1 REORGANIZATION  
 
 

 WHEREAS, the Local Agency Formation Commission of Napa County, 
hereinafter referred to as the “Commission,” is responsible for regulating boundary 
changes affecting cities and special districts under the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act of 2000; and  
 

 WHEREAS, an application by Ralph Melligio, landowner, proposing the 
annexation of certain territory to the Napa Sanitation District has been filed with the 
Commission’s Executive Officer, hereinafter referred to as “Executive Officer,” in a 
manner provided by law; and 
 

WHEREAS, consistent with Commission policies, the Executive Officer is 
recommending the reorganization of the proposal to also include the concurrent 
annexation to the City of Napa; and    
 
 WHEREAS, the Executive Officer has assigned the recommended reorganization 
the short term designation of “Rosewood Lane No. 1 Reorganization”; and   
 
 WHEREAS, reorganizations are projects and subject to the provisions of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Commission has determined that, pursuant to CEQA, it is the 
lead agency for the recommended reorganization, hereinafter referred to as the “project”; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, in accordance with Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations 
Section 15074, the Commission has been presented with and duly considered an initial 
study assessing the impact of the project on the environment; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on April 2, 2012 
to consider the initial study and has determined the project could not have a significant 
effect on the environment. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE COMMISSION DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, 
DETERMINE AND ORDER as follows: 
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1. The Commission has read and considered the Executive Officer’s report and 
initial study prepared for the project in accordance with the provisions of CEQA.  

 
2. The Commission finds the initial study shows there is no substantial evidence in 

the record as a whole that the project shall have any significant environmental 
impact. Any future indirect impacts identified in the initial study are reduced to 
less than significant environmental impact given existing mitigation measures 
adopted by the City of Napa as the affected land use authority and as specified in 
the initial study.  The Commission therefore adopts each of the environmental 
findings set forth in the initial study and finds there is no significant impact on the 
environment that will result from the project.   

 
3. The Commission hereby adopts a negative declaration for the project and finds 

this is based on its independent judgment and analysis. 
 

4. The Executive Officer is the custodian of the records of these environmental 
proceedings on which this determination is based.  The records upon which these 
findings and determination are made are located at the office of the Commission 
at 1700 Second Street, Suite 268, Napa, California.  

 
The foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the Commission at a regular 
meeting held on April 2, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  Commissioners   
 
NOES:  Commissioners                                     
 
ABSTAIN: Commissioners                                  
                                    
ABSENT: Commissioners    
 
 
ATTEST: Keene Simonds 

Executive Officer 

 

Recorded by: ________________________ 
  Kathy Mabry 

Commission Secretary 
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RESOLUTION OF  

THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF NAPA COUNTY 
MAKING DETERMINATIONS 

 
ROSEWOOD LANE NO. 1 REORGANIZATION  

 

WHEREAS, the Local Agency Formation Commission of Napa County, hereinafter referred to as the 
“Commission,” is responsible for regulating boundary changes affecting cities and special districts under the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000; and  

 
 WHEREAS, an application from Ralph Melligio, landowner, proposing the annexation of certain 

unincorporated territory to the Napa Sanitation District has been filed with the Commission’s Executive 
Officer, hereinafter referred to as “Executive Officer,” in a manner provided by law; and  

 
WHEREAS, the affected territory subject to the said proposal includes one residential lot identified by 

the County of Napa Assessor’s Office as 038-160-030 along with an adjacent segment of public right-of-way; 
and  
 
 WHEREAS, said proposal and the Executive Officer’s report have been presented to the Commission 
in a manner provided by law; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Commission heard and fully considered all the evidence presented at a public 
meeting held on said proposal; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Commission considered all the factors required by law under Section 56668 of the 
California Government Code; and 
  
 WHEREAS, the Commission determined to its satisfaction that all owners of land included in said 
proposal consent to the subject annexation; and 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, THE COMMISSION DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE, AND 
ORDER as follows: 
 

1. The proposal is APPROVED with the following two amendments: 
 
 (a)  The affected territory is concurrently annexed to the City of Napa. 
 
 (b)  The affected territory is concurrently detached from County Service Area No. 4.  
 
 2.  The proposal is assigned the following distinctive short-term designation: 
 

ROSEWOOD LANE NO. 1 REORGANIZATION  
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3.  The affected territory is accurately depicted in Exhibit “A”.  
 

4.  There are no significant effects to the environment from the reorganization as attested by the 
Commission in adopting a negative declaration concerning the project at a hearing held on 
April 2, 2012 and consistent with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act.   

 
5.  The affected territory so described is uninhabited as defined in California Government Code 

Section 56046. 
 

6. Both the Napa Sanitation District and City of Napa utilize the regular assessment roll of the 
County of Napa. 

 
 7. Upon the effected date of the proposal, the affected territory will be subject to all previously 

authorized charges, fees, assessments, and taxes that were lawfully enacted by both the Napa 
Sanitation District and City of Napa.  

 
 8.        The Commission authorizes conducting authority proceedings to be waived in accordance with 

Government Code Section 56663(c).   
 
9. Approval is contingent upon receipt by the Executive Officer of the following terms and 

conditions: 
 

(a) Approval of a property tax exchange between the City of Napa and County of Napa 
pursuant to Revenue and Tax Code Section 99(b)(7). This condition must be satisfied 
within 30 days of the Commission’s approval.  

 
(b) A final map and geographic description of the affected territory determined by the County 

Surveyor to conform to the requirements of the State Board of Equalization.  This 
condition must be satisfied before the Certificate of Completion is recorded. 

 
(c) Payment of any and all outstanding fees owed to the Commission and/or other agencies 

involved in the processing of this proposal.  This condition must be satisfied before the 
Certificate of Completion is recorded.  

 
(d) Written confirmation by Napa Sanitation District that its terms and conditions outlined in 

Exhibit “B” have been satisfied before the Certificate of Completion is recorded. 
 
10. The effective date shall be the date of recordation of the Certificate of Completion.  The 

Certificate of Completion must be recorded within one calendar year unless an extension is 
requested and approved by the Commission prior to the referenced deadline.    
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The foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the Commission at a regular meeting held on the 
April 2, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners   
 
NOES:  Commissioners                                    
 
ABSTAIN: Commissioners                                 
                                    
ABSENT: Commissioners     
 
 
 
ATTEST: Keene Simonds 

Executive Officer 

 

Recorded by: ________________________ 
  Kathy Mabry 

Commission Secretary 
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EXHIBIT "B" 

 
TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

 
1430 ROSEWOOD LANE DISTRICT ANNEXATION – 2011-2                                                 

 
1. Upon and after the effective date of said annexation, the Territory, all inhabitants within 
such Territory, and all persons entitled to vote by reason of residing or owning land with the 
Territory, shall be subject to the jurisdiction of the Napa Sanitation District, hereinafter referred to 
as "the District"; shall have the same rights and duties as if the Territory had been a part of the 
District upon its original formation; shall be liable for the payment of principal, interest, and any 
other amounts which shall become due on account of any outstanding or then authorized by 
thereafter issued bonds, including revenue bonds, or other contracts or obligations of the District;  
shall be subject to the levying or fixing and collection of any and all taxes, assessments, service 
charges, rentals or rates as may be necessary to provide for such payment;  and shall be subject to 
all of the rates, rules, regulations and ordinances of the District, as now or hereafter amended. 
 
2. In the event that pursuant to rules, regulations or ordinances of the District, as now or 
hereafter amended, the District shall require any payment of a fixed or determinable amount of 
money, either as a lump sum or in installments, for the acquisition, transfer, use or right of use of 
all or any part of the existing property, real or personal, of the District, such payment will be made 
to the District in the manner and at the time as provided by the rules, regulations or ordinances of 
the District, as now or hereafter amended. 
  
3. The property owner shall file with LAFCO a check in the amount of $300.00 made 
payable to the State Board of Equalization.  
 
4. The property owner shall pay to the Napa County Assessor's Office a Mapping Services 
Fee of $125.00.  

 
5. The property owner shall eliminate the privately owned sewage disposal system located on 
the subject property property to the Napa County Division of Environmental Health requirements. 

 
6. The property owner shall comply with the conditions of the Outside Service Agreement 
(OSA) between the owner and the District dated November 16, 2011.  The District collected a 
capacity charge, inspection fee, and District annexation fee from the owner on November 18, 
2011.  The OSA will become void upon completion of the annexation of the parcel into the 
District boundary. 
 
7. The property owner shall agree to conditions 1, 2, 5 and 6 and fulfill conditions 3 and 4 
prior to the District’s issuance of a letter to LAFCO authorizing recordation of subject 
annexation, and in no case more than 1 year after LAFCO’s adoption of a resolution approving 
subject annexation, unless extended by LAFCO.  Any extensions granted shall in total not exceed 
1 year. 
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