Mendocino LAFCo

200 S School Street | Ukiah, CA 95482
Phone: (707) 463-4470

Encouraging Well-Planned Community Growth

Email: eo@mendolafco.org
Web: mendolafco.org

COMMISSIONERS

Maureen Mulheren
Chair
County Member

Gerald Ward
Vice-Chair/Treasurer
Public Member

Madeline Cline
County Member

Gerardo Gonzalez
City Member

Candace Horsley
Special District Member

Susan Mahoney
Special District Member

Mari Rodin
City Member

Bruce Alfano
Alternate Public Member

Barbara Burkey
Alternate City Member

Adam Gaska
Alternate Special District Member

John Haschak
Alternate County Member

STAFF

Executive Officer
Uma Hinman

Senior Analyst
Larkyn Feiler

Analyst
Jennifer Crump

Counsel
Marsha Burch

REGULAR MEETINGS

First Monday of each month
at 9:30 AM in the

Mendocino County Board of
Supervisors Chambers

501 Low Gap Road, Ukiah

AGENDA

Regular Commission Meeting

Monday, October 5, 2026 at 9:30 a.m.

Location
Mendocino County Board of Supervisors Chambers
501 Low Gap Road, Ukiah, CA 95482

Meeting Format and Public Participation

The Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission will conduct this meeting in a hybrid
format, allowing both in-person and remote (video or telephone) participation by the
public and staff, pursuant to Government Code section 54953. Unless otherwise
authorized under AB 2449, Commissioners will attend the meeting in person at the
location identified above.

Remote Participation Instructions

Join Meeting Live:

Please click the following Zoom link below to join the meeting or utilize the telephone
option for audio only.

1. Zoom meeting link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81513279445

2. Telephone option (audio only):

Dial: (669) 900-6833 (Please note that this is not a toll-free number)
Meeting ID: 815 1327 9445

Public Comment Options:

Public participation is encouraged. Public comments may be submitted in the following
ways:

1. Live: during the meeting via Zoom or telephone

2. Email: eo@mendolafco.org (by 9:00 a.m. on the day of the meeting)

3. Mail: Mendocino LAFCo, 200 S. School Street, Ukiah, CA 95482

All comments received will be provided to the Commission for consideration during the
meeting.

Providing Live Public Comment

Zoom participants: Use the Raise Hand feature under “Reactions.” When joining the
meeting, please enter your name so you can be identified when called upon.
Telephone participants (audio only): Press *9 to raise your hand and *6 to unmute.
When it is your turn to speak, you will be identified by the last four digits of your
phone number (if available) and asked to state your name for the record.

All regular meetings are live-streamed and recorded and are available on the
Mendocino County YouTube Channel.
Links to meeting documents and approved minutes are available on the LAFCo website.
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Mendocino LAFCo

Regular Commission Meeting October 5, 2026
1. CALLTO ORDER and ROLL CALL
2. PUBLIC EXPRESSION
The Commission welcomes participation in the LAFCo meeting. Any person may address the Commission on any
subject within the jurisdiction of LAFCo which is not on the agenda. There is a three-minute limit and no action will be
taken at this meeting. See public participation information above.
3. OTHER BUSINESS
3a) AB 2449 Notifications and Considerations
4. CONSENT CALENDAR
The following items are considered routine and non-controversial and will be acted upon by the Commission in a single
action, without discussion, unless a Commissioner or a member of the public requests that an item be removed for
discussion or separate action.
4a) September 14, 2026 Regular Meeting Summary |
4b) September Claims & Financial Report—|
5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
5a) Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District Annexation of
the Redwood Valley County Water District Service Area (LAFCo File No. A-2025-05) and Findings Pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act
The Commission will conduct a public hearing to consider the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and
Water Conservation Improvement District’s (RRFC) proposal to annex the Redwood Valley County Water District
(RVCWD) service area. RECOMMENDATIONS: 1) Acting as a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), find as a Responsible Agency, it has independently reviewed and considered the
Negative Declaration (SCH No. 2025061147) adopted by RRFC, and that the Negative Declaration is adequate for the
Commission's action; and 2) Adopt LAFCo Resolution 2026-27-04, conditionally approving the RRFC Annexation of
RVCWD Service Area (LAFCo File No. A-2025-05).
6. WORKSHOP ITEMS
None
7. MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
[7a) Commissioner Term:s |
The Executive Officer will present an informational report on the Commissioner terms and upcoming vacancies.
[ 7b) CALAFCO Board Elections and Annual Business Meeting|
The Commission will receive a report on the CALAFCO Board Election candidates and considerations, and consider
providing recommendations to the Mendocino LAFCo voting delegate for the CALAFCO Board Elections and Business
Meeting to be held on October 22, 2026.
8. INFORMATION AND REPORT ITEMS

The following informational items are reports on current LAFCo activities, communications, studies, legislation, and
special projects. General direction to staff for future action may be provided by the Commission. No immediate action
will be taken on any of the following items.
[ 8a) Work Plan, Current and Future Proposals|(Written)
8b) Correspondence (Copies provided upon request)
8c) CALAFCO Business and Legislative Report
8d) Executive Officer’s Report (Verbal)
8e) Committee Reports (Executive Committee, Policies & Procedures) (Verbal)
8f) Commissioner Reports, Comments or Questions (Verbal)
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Mendocino LAFCo
Regular Commission Meeting October 5, 2026

ADJOURNMENT

The next Regular Commission Meeting is scheduled for Monday, November 2, 2026 at 9:30 AM in the
County Board of Supervisors Chambers at 501 Low Gap Road, Ukiah.

The full agenda packet for October 5, 2026 may be accessed with the following QR code:

T

Notice: This agenda has been posted at least 72 hours prior to the meeting and in accordance with the Brown Act Guidelines and GOV
54953, including rules for teleconferencing.

Participation on LAFCo Matters: All persons are invited to testify and submit written comments to the Commission on public hearing
items. Any challenge to a LAFCo action in Court may be limited to issues raised at a public hearing or submitted as written comments
prior to the close of the public hearing.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Compliance: Commission meetings are held via a hybrid model — the in-person option held in a
wheelchair accessible facility and also by teleconference. Individuals requiring special accommodations to participate in this meeting
are requested to contact the LAFCo office at (707) 463-4470 or by e-mail to eo@mendolafco.org. Notification 48 hours prior to the
meeting will enable the Commission to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. If attending by
teleconference, if you are hearing impaired or otherwise would have difficulty participating, please contact the LAFCo office as soon
as possible so that special arrangements can be made for participation, if reasonably feasible.

Fair Political Practice Commission (FPPC) Notice - Campaign Contribution Disclosure: If you are an applicant or agent of an applicant
on a matter to be heard by the Commission and if you have made campaign contributions totaling $500 or more to any Commissioner
in the past 12 months, Government Code Section 84308 requires that you disclose the fact, either orally or in writing, for the official
record of the proceedings.
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. 200 S School Street | Ukiah, CA 95482
Mendocino LAFCo phone: (107) 463 4470

Email: eo@mendolafco.org
Encouraging Well-Planned Community Growth Web: mendolafco.org

COMMISSIONERS

Maureen Mulheren

AGENDA ITEM NO. 4a

Chair DRAFT MEETING MINUTES
County Member L. .
Regular Commission Meeting
Gerald Ward
Vice Chair/T
PLIJCbiC M:r%erreasurer Regular Meeting of Monday, September 14, 2026

) ) County Board of Supervisors Chambers 501 Low Gap Road, Ukiah, California
Madeline Cline

County Member 1. CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL (Video Time 02:33)

Gerardo Gonzalez Chair Mulheren called the meeting to order at 9:31 a.m.

City Member Regular Commissioners Present: Gerald Ward, Madeline Cline, Gerardo Gonzalez,
Candace Horsley Candace Horsley, Susan Mahoney, Maureen Mulheren

Special District Member Regular Commissioners Absent: Mari Rodin

Susan Mahoney Alternate Commissioners Present: Barbara Burkey (remote)

Special District Member Alternate Commissioners Absent: Bruce Alfano, Adam Gaska, John Haschak

Mari Rodin Staff Present: Uma Hinman, Executive Officer; Jen Crump, Analyst; Marsha Burch,
City Member Legal Counsel

Barbara Burkey

Alternate City Member 2. PUBLIC EXPRESSION (Video Time 03:12)

Adam Gaska None

Alternate Special District Member
3. OTHER BUSINESS

John Haschak 3a) AB 2449 Notifications and Considerations (Video Time 03:39)
Alternate County Member None

Bruce Alfano

Alternate Public Member 4. CONSENT CALENDAR (Video Time 03:47)

4a) July 6, 2026 Regular Meeting Summary
STAFF e Correction under Item 1; Chair Mulheren should be recorded as absent.

Executive Officer 4b) Ratify July Claims & Financial Report

Uma Hinman In response to Commissioner Ward’s inquiry, EO Hinman clarified that Counsel Burch’s

Senior Analyst charges related to the City of Ukiah’s Corporation Yard Annexation were absorbed by

Larkyn Feiler LAFCo because it was related to a processing a correction necessitated by staff error.

Analyst July 2026 Claims totaling: $26,023.42

Jen Crump Hinman & Associates Consulting $15,126.13

Counsel Marsha Burch Law Office $2,722.50

Marsha Burch Streamline $115.00
CALAFCO $2,744

REGULAR MEETINGS SDRMA $3,831.29

First Monday of each month City of Ukiah (UVCC) (Office Space, Postage & Copies) $607.75

at 9:30 am. in the Commissioner Stipends $92.56

Mendocino County Board Mendocino County IS (Televised Meetings) $455.06

of Supervisors Chambers Newspapers (Publications and Legal Notices) $329.13
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Mendocino LAFCo
Regular Commission Meeting September 14, 2026

4c) August Claims & Financial Report
In response to Commissioner Ward’s inquiries, EO Hinman noted the monthly rate increase for the Quickbooks
service from $115 to $140, and confirmed that the Phone.com invoice is an annual fee.

August 2026 Claims totaling: $29,120.06
Hinman & Associates Consulting $22,908.92
Marsha Burch Law Office $1,417.50
Streamline/CivicPlus $115.00
CALAFCO $4,050.00
City of Ukiah (UVCC) (Office Space, Postage & Copies) $628.64

4d) Ratify Letter Opposing SB 1312 (Richardson, 2026) Cemeteries
The following discussion points and questions were raised by the Commission:

Commissioner Horsley

e Requested clarification on whether the letter means religious organizations shouldn’t be able to operate a
cemetery district (pg. 31 of the agenda packet). EO Hinman explained that the bill as proposed would require
abandoned private cemeteries to be formed as a cemetery district or annexed into an existing cemetery
district. EO Hinman clarified that CALAFCO’s proposed changes to the bill are to maintain consistency with
current state law and ensure the process outlined in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government
Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH) is not circumvented.

Chair Mulheren noted that special districts operate differently than religious organizations in that they must be
open to the public, and have different accountability and transparency requirements.

4e) Ratify Letter Supporting Governor’s Signature on SB 1439 Local Government Omnibus Bill

There were no public comments.

Motion: Approve the Consent Calendar (ltems 4a — 4e).
Motion Maker: Cline ‘ Motion Second: Mahoney ‘ Outcome: Passed unanimously

Roll Call Vote: Horsley, Gonzalez, Ward, Cline, Mahoney, Mulheren (6)

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS (Video Time 14:50)
None

6. WORKSHOP ITEMS (Video Time 14:51)
None

7. MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
7a) Proposed Amendments to Conflict of Interest and Financial Disclosure Policies (Video Time 14:52)
EO Hinman presented the proposed amendments to Policy 6 Conflict-of-Interest and Financial Disclosures to
conform with recent changes in the Political Reform Act and Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC) regulations.
Government Code section (§) 87306.5 requires local agencies to review their Conflict-of-Interest codes biennially
in even-numbered years to determine whether amendments are necessary.

The following discussion points and questions were raised by the Commission:
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Mendocino LAFCo
Regular Commission Meeting September 14, 2026

Commissioner Horsley

o Asked whether filers are notified where to send Form 700 filings and whether the filings are kept with the
Mendocino County Clerk. EO Hinman responded that staff maintain the Form 700 filings in office by direction
of the FPPC. Additionally, agencies may now submit electronic filing in addition to the hardcopy filing.

Commissioner Cline
e Commented appreciation for inclusion of the item for public knowledge and transparency.

There were no public comments.

Motion: (1) Adopt Resolution No. 2026-27-03 approving the amendments to Policy 6 Conflict of Interest and
Financial Disclosures; (2) Direct staff to update the Mendocino LAFCo Policies & Procedures Manual and post
the amended version on the Mendocino LAFCo website; and (3) Authorize staff to complete and submit the
2026 Local Agency Biennial Notice to the appropriate code reviewing body.

Motion Maker: Gonzalez ‘ Motion Second: Horsley ‘ Outcome: Passed unanimously

Roll Call Vote: Horsley, Gonzalez, Ward, Cline, Mahoney, Mulheren (6)

7b) Work Plan Implementation (Video Time 18:31)
The Commission received EO Hinman’s informational report on status and implementation of the annual Work
Plan.

The following discussion points and questions were raised by the Commission:

Commissioner Ward

e Recommended reviewing the work plan to identify agencies that may be eligible for the streamlined review
process while staff waits for responses to information requests from agencies for which comprehensive
studies are being conducted.

e  EO Hinman noted that staff has a heavy workload with the scheduled 18 fire and emergency medical service
(EMS) Municipal Service Review (MSR) and Sphere of Influence (SOI) studies.

e Upon inquiry, EO Hinman reported that staff sent a letter to the Mendocino Coast Health Care District
(MCHCD) Board of Directors to initiate the MSR process and request consideration of developing a funding
MOU to prepare the study. In 2025, at the Executive Committee’s direction, staff developed a draft funding
MOU for preparation of a Grand Jury-recommended MSR. Preparation of the MSR is estimated at $25,000-
$30,000 and is expected to be outsourced. The draft funding MOU has been shared with MCHCD staff for
input. Once district staff responds, the EO intends to present the draft funding MOU to the Executive
Committee for review and recommendation to the Commission. The MCHCD Administrator indicated the
district board will discuss the letter at their October meeting.

Commissioner Horsley

e Requested clarification on the purpose of the fire and EMS regional overview. EO Hinman responded that the
intent is to develop a standalone document that will describe fire and EMS service provision throughout the
County, including identification and discussion of common challenges and identification of service gaps. The
document will inform the individual analyses for each of the fire and EMS agency MSR/SOI updates.

Commissioner Cline

e Requested a timeline for conducting the Fire and EMS MSR/SOI studies. EO Hinman reported that the multi-
year project was initiated in late 2025 and is anticipated to roll out over an approximately 15-month timeline.
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Mendocino LAFCo
Regular Commission Meeting September 14, 2026

Chair Mulheren

e Shared that the County fire and EMS supervisors will be attending the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors
meeting scheduled for September 15. Chair Mulheren will share this information with the supervisors and
recommends that staff follow up with the supervisors next week.

There were no public comments.

7c¢) Annual Report Fiscal Year 2025-26 (Video Time 31:31)
The Commission received the Mendocino LAFCo FY 2025-26 Annual Report. The following discussion points and
guestions were raised by the Commission:

Chair Mulheren
e Noted that the annual report is a point of reference when constituents ask about the work LAFCo is
performing.

Commissioner Ward

e Requested clarification on which agencies would qualify for a streamlined review (pg. 53 of the agenda
packet). EO Hinman responded that an initial screening assessment is needed to identify which agencies would
be eligible for the streamlined review process, which could be conducted as part of the annual budget
development process.

e Inquired upon the MSR/SOI tracking chart (pg. 53 of the agenda packet). EO Hinman noted that the graphic
shows the general five-year target for all agencies, noting that local policy prioritizes specific municipal
services since it is not feasible to conduct service reviews for all 54 agencies every five years.

e Uponinquiry, EO Hinman reported that the Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement
District (RRFC) annexation application has been publicly noticed for the October meeting.

Commissioner Cline
e Uponinquiry, EO Hinman noted that the City of Ukiah could keep its Pre-Application request open to continue
coordination for a modified proposal.

Commissioner Horsley

e Requested clarification on why the approved City of Ukiah and Ukiah Valley Sanitation District Outside Agency
Service Agreement (OASA) continues to be tracked (pg. 54 of the agenda packet). EO Hinman responded that
the OASA was approved with conditions, which require tracking and follow up.

There were no public comments.

8. INFORMATION AND REPORT ITEMS
8a) Work Plan, Current and Future Proposals (Video Time 44:51)
EO Hinman reported that the public hearing notice was published for the RRFC’s proposed annexation of the
Redwood Valley County Water District’s (RVCWD) Complete Service Area for October 5, 2026.

8b) Correspondence (Video Time 45:17)
Correspondence was provided to the Commission by email; the MCHCD letter.

8c) CALAFCO Business and Legislation Report (Video Time 45:30)

EO Hinman reported that Commissioners Gonzalez, Mahoney, Cline, and Burkey are registered for the 2026
California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions (CALAFCO) Annual Conference scheduled in
October. CALAFCO Board candidate information is expected to be available before the Commission’s regular
meeting in October.
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Mendocino LAFCo
Regular Commission Meeting September 14, 2026

8d) Executive Officer’s Report (Video Time 46:03)
EO Hinman reported updates from around Mendocino County as they relate to LAFCo.

The following discussion points and questions were raised by the Commission:

Commissioner Cline

e Upon inquiry, EO Hinman responded that it’s currently unknown whether the $150,000 grant for Covelo Fire
Protection District (CFPD) will cover the entirety of the hydrant feasibility study including engineering. The
grant funding will be managed by the County on behalf of the community; it remains unknown which district
will ultimately take on the hydrant project and service.

Chair Mulheren
e Commented appreciation for the report, noting that it’s an opportunity for the Commissioners and members
of the public to hear what’s happening around the County.

8e) Committee Reports (Executive Committee, Policies & Procedures) (Video Time 51:41)
None

8f) Commissioners Reports, Comments or Questions (Video Time 51:48)
Commissioner Ward reported that the Commission has nominated EO Hinman for a CALAFCO Achievement
Award.

Chair Mulheren reported that the Great River Trail Agency (formerly the North Coast Association) has hired an
executive director and will be hiring additional staff, which will support public outreach for the 216-mile plan. The
Agency is also addressing challenges in the Ukiah area regarding currently unmaintained portions of the trail
sections, with one team handling brush maintenance and another in both Mendocino County and Humboldt
County monitoring for unauthorized persons on properties. Anyone with questions is encouraged to review the
Great Railroad Master Plan, ask questions, and provide feedback.

There were no public comments.
ADJOURNMENT (Video Time 54:59)

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 10:23 a.m.

The next regular meeting of the Commission is scheduled for Monday, October 5, 2026, at 9:30 a.m. The meeting will
be conducted in a hybrid format to accommodate both in-person and remote participation. The in-person meeting
will be held in the County Board of Supervisors Chambers at 501 Low Gap Road, Ukiah.

Live web streaming and recordings of Commission meetings are available via the County of Mendocino’s YouTube Channel
September 14, 2026 YouTube meeting recording. Links to recordings and approved minutes are also available on the LAFCo
website.
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STAFF REPORT

Agenda Item No. 4b

MEETING DATE October 5, 2026

MEETING BODY Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission

FROM Uma Hinman, Executive Officer

SUBJECT Claims and Financial Report

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Approve the September 2026 claims and financial report.

Name Account Description Amount Total

5300 Basics Services S 11,825.00
5601 Office Supplies (QB) S 140.00

Hinman.& Associates 5700 Internet ((':omcast) S 102.38 $ 17637.38
Consulting, Inc. 6200 Bookkeeping S 500.00
7001 Countywide Fire/EMS Studies $ 1,380.00
8037 A-2025-05 RRFC Annex RVCWD S 3,690.00

Commissioner Stipends 6740 In-County Travel & Stipends $ 92 56
Susan Manhoney (September) S 92.56

Marsha Burch 6300 Legal Counsel (General) S 697.50 $ 287 50
8037 A-2025-05 RRFC Annex RVCWD S 90.00

Streamline/CivicPlus 5700 Website Hosting S 115.00 | $ 115.00
. ) 5500 Office Space S 607.75

City of Ukiah (UVCC) 5600 Postagepand copies S 32.04 > 639.79

Total Claims S 19,272.23

Deposits: None
Transfers: None

ATTACHMENTS
(1) Statement of Revenue & Expenses — Budget vs Actual
(2) FY 2026-27 Budget Tracking
(3) Invoices: Hinman & Associates Consulting, Marsha Burch Law Office

Please note that copies of all invoices, bank statements, reconciliation reports, and petty cash register were forwarded to the
Treasurer.
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Statement of Revenue and Expenses Budget vs. Actual

Fiscal Year: 2027

October 1, 2026

Through Period: 3

Budget
Account Description Adopted Adjustments Revised Actuals Remaining Budget % of Budget
REVENUE
Use of Cash Balance 53,000.00 53,000.00 53,000.00
Intergovernmental Revenues

4000 County of Mendocino 91,666.66 91,666.66 - - 0.0%

4000 Cities of Mendocino County 91,666.67 91,666.67 - - 0.0%

4000 Independent Special Districts 91,666.67 91,666.67 - - 0.0%
Total Intergovernmental Revenues 275,000.00 275,000.00 - - 0.0%
Charges for Services (Fees and Reimbursements)

4100 Charges for Services 8,000.00 8,000.00 1,807.50 6,192.50 22.6%
Total Charges for Services 8,000.00 8,000.00 1,807.50 6,192.50 22.6%
Miscellaneous Revenue

4800 Miscellaneous Revenue - - -

4910 Interest 2,000.00 2,000.00 160.39 1,839.61 8.0%
Total Miscellaneous Revenue 2,000.00 2,000.00 160.39 1,839.61 8.0%

|TOTAL REVENUE 338,000.00 338,000.00 8,032.11 0.0%
EXPENDITURES
Basic Services (Staffing)

5300 Basic Services 155,000.00 155,000.00 36,416.25 118,583.75 23.5%
Total Basic Services 155,000.00 155,000.00 36,416.25 118,583.75 23.5%
Services and Supplies

5500 Rent 8,500.00 8,500.00 1,823.25 6,676.75 21.5%

5500 Rent (Board Chambers) - -

5600 Office Expenses 3,500.00 3,500.00 685.72 2,814.28 19.6%

5700 Internet & Website 4,500.00 4,500.00 652.14 3,847.86 14.5%

5900 Publication and Legal Notices 2,000.00 2,000.00 329.13 1,670.87 16.5%

6000 Televising Meetings 2,000.00 2,000.00 455.06 1,544.94 22.8%

6100 Audit Services 8,000.00 8,000.00 - 8,000.00 0.0%

6200 Bookkeeping 5,500.00 5,500.00 1,500.00 4,000.00 27.3%

6300 Legal Counsel 20,000.00 20,000.00 4,207.50 15,792.50 21.0%

6400 A-87 Costs County Services 6,000.00 6,000.00 - 6,000.00 0.0%

6500 Insurance - General Liability 3,800.00 3,800.00 3,831.29 (31.29) 100.8%

6600 Memberships (CALAFCO/CSDA) 4,200.00 4,200.00 2,744.00 1,456.00 65.3%

6670 GIS Contract (County) 2,500.00 2,500.00 - 2,500.00 0.0%

6740 In-County Travel & Stipends 1,500.00 1,500.00 185.12 1,314.88 12.3%

6750 Travel & Lodging Expense 6,000.00 6,000.00 - 6,000.00 0.0%

6800 Conferences (Registrations) 5,000.00 5,000.00 4,050.00 950.00 81.0%

7000 Work Plan (MSR/SOI) 100,000.00 100,000.00 8,105.00 91,895.00 8.1%

9000 Misc Expenses (bank fees) - - 15.00 (15.00) 0.0%
Total Services and Supplies 183,000.00 183,000.00 28,583.21 154,416.79 15.6%

|TOTAL EXPENDITURES 338,000.00 338,000.00 64,999.46 273,000.54 19.2%
Beginning Fund Balance 247,393.00
Total Revenues 338,000.00 338,000.00 - 0.0%
Total Expenditures 338,000.00 338,000.00 64,999.46 19.2%
Net Surplus/(Deficit) - - (64,999.46)
Current Available Fund Balance 182,393.54
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MENDOCINO LAFCO FY 2026-27 BUDGET TRACKING

2026-27 Budget m September Totals To Date % Expended

pupeH SUMMs?g;xng Balance (Checking + Treasury) 168,708.90 168,708.90 203,108.02 168,621.71 ¥’
Total Revenue 285,000.00 1,213.36 105,470.78 4,715.00 R _ 9
Total Expenses - 26,028.42 29,125.06 19,277.23 6
Projected End Balance (Checking + Treasury) 453,708.90 143,893.84 179,453.74 154,059.48 -

Beginning
FUND BALANCES Balance
Treasury (apportionments held in Treasury, transferred to Checking for claims) 83,375.59 83,375.59 83,375.59 83,375.59 /////////////////////////////////
Checking Account (Bank statement) 85,333.31 85,333.31 119,732.43 ey -2
Reserves (Bank Statement) 125,102.18 125,102.18 135,256.04 13532000 .,
4000 LAFCo Apportionments Fees (Transfer from Treasury to Checking for claims) 275,000.00 100,000.00 100,000.00 //////////////////////
4100 Fees and Reimbursements //////////////////////
4800 Miscellaneous ///////////////
4910 Interest 2,000.00 78.36 82.03 160.39 2////////////////////?//
8000 Applications o
4150 Service Fee Revenue 8,000.00 225.00 647.50 935.00 180750,
80XX Contract Staff 910.00 4,741.25 3,780.00 943125
TOTAL $ 285,000.00 S 121336 $105,470.78 $ 4,715.00 $ 111,399.14
OPERATIONS
5300 Basic Services 155,000.00 12,703.75 11,887.50 11,825.00 36,416.25 23%
5500 Rent 8,500.00 607.75 607.75 607.75 1,823.25 21%
5500 Rent (Board Chambers) -
5600 Office Expenses 3,500.00 115.00 398.68 172.04 685.72 20%
5700 Internet & Website 4,500.00 217.38 217.38 217.38 652.14 14%
5900 Publication and Legal Nofices 2,000.00 329.13 329.13 16%
6000 Televising Meetings 2,000.00 455.06 455.06 23%
6100 Audit Services 8,000.00 - 0%
6200 Bookkeeping 5,500.00 500.00 500.00 500.00 1,500.00 27%
6300 Legal Counsel 20,000.00 2,497.50 1,012.50 697.50 4,207.50 21%
6400 A-87 Costs County Services 6,000.00 = 0%
6500 Insurance - General Liability 3,800.00 3,831.29 3,831.29 101%
6600 Memberships (CALAFCO/CSDA) 4,200.00 2,744.00 2,744.00 65%
6670 GIS Contract (County) 2,500.00 - 0%
6740 In-County Travel & Stipends 1,500.00 92.56 92.56 185.12 12%
6750 Travel & Lodging Expense 6,000.00 - 0%
6800 Conferences (Registrations) 5,000.00 4,050.00 4,050.00 81%
7000 Work Plan (MSR/SQI) 100,000.00 1,020.00 5,705.00 1,380.00 8,105.00 8%
9000 Misc Expenses (bank fees) = 5.00 5.00 5.00 15.00
TOTAL 338,000.00 25,118.42 24,383.81 15,497.23 64,999.46 19%
8000  APPLICATIONS & SPECIAL PROJECTS Deposits TD R el
emaining
8028 Elk CSD Activation of Latent Powers (L-2022-01) 5,000.00 4,926.75 73.25
8031 AVCSD Annexation of SOI (A-2023-01) 6,000.00 5,728.50 271.50
8032 Fort Bragg Pre-Application Request (P-2023-02) 2,500.00 1,615.00 885.00
8033 City of Ukiah Reorganization Pre-Application (P-2025-01) 20,000.00 410.00 4,103.75 14,633.75
8037 RRFC Annex RVCWD (A-2025-05) 9,455.60 725.00 1,285.00 4,715.00 10,036.90 (581.30)
1,135.00 5,388.75 4,715.00 40 )
Applications Less Service Fees Subfotal 910.00 4,741.25 3,780.00 943125
Service Fees Subtotal 225.00 647.50 935.00 180750
TOTAL 1,135.00 5,388.75 4,715.00 11,238.75
OTA 6 4 9 ) 0
O A OTA (0] ding se e rees and pa ee 6,0 4 9 0.06

Page 11 of 171


Uma Hinman
Typewritten text
Page 11 of 171


Hinman & Associates Consulting

HINMAN & ASSOCIATES PO Box 1251 | Cedar Ridge, CA 95924
(916) 813-0818 | uhinman@comcast.net

Date September 28, 2026 Invoice No. 982
To Mendocino LAFCo Invoice Total | S 17,637.38
Project Executive Officer Services

Work Period September 1-27, 2026

Staff/Hours
Executive Officer | Sr Analyst Analyst Other
Account Description $125 $100 $90 (At Cost) Totals
5300 Ba5|c. Services 73.50 2.75 26.25 $ 11,825.00
Public Records Act Requests
5601 Office Supplies
Quickbooks Online fees S 140.00 | $ 140.00
5700 Internet & Website Costs (Comcast) S 10238 (S 102.38
6200 Bookkeeping 4.00 $ 500.00
7001 Countywide Fire/EMS MSR/SOI Updates 1.50 13.25 S 1,380.00
8033 City of Ukiah Pre-Application P-2025-01 S -
8037 RRFC Annexation of RVCWD A-2025-05 36.00 1.00 $ 3,690.00
Totals| $ 9,875.00 | $ 3,875.00 | $ 3,645.00 | $ 24238 |$ 17,637.38

5300 Basic Services

Administrative tasks, file research and maintenance of official records and files. Respond to PRA requests, public inquiries and research
requests. Prepare and process September claims. Prepare agenda packet for September 14, 2026 regular meeting. Website updates. Prepare
meeting minutes. Staff meetings. Preapare and send application accounting letters.

6200 Bookkeeping
Entered claims into Quickbooks and prepared checks. Reconciled Quickbooks.

7001 Work Plan - Fire/EMS Agencies (Sphere of Influence Updates, Municipal Service Reviews)

Coordination meetings with Fire District Association County Coordinator. Developing administrative draft MSRs for Piercy Fire Protection
District and South Coast Fire Protection District.

8037 RRFC Annex RVCWD Application (A-2025-05)

Application processing; prepare staff report for public hearing.
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COMCAST
BUSINESS

Mendocino Lafco

Account number
8155 30 052 0354952

For service at:
200 S SCHOOL ST STEK
UKIAH CA 95482-4828

Thanks for choosing Comcast Business

Need help?
Visit business.comcast.com/help or
call 1-800-391-3000

Ready to pay?
Visit business.comcast.com/myaccount

Taxes and fees

Amount due

Bill date Sep 09, 2026 Page 1 of 6

Services from Sep 14, 2026 to Oct 13, 2026

Your monthly account summary

Previous balance
Credit Card Payment Sep 04, 2026

New charges
Comcast Business services

Manage your services online

Your Comcast Business account online is the one-stop destination

to pay your bill and manage your services. Visit
business.comcast.com/myaccount.

Service updates
See the "additional information" section for upcoming service
updates.

102.38
-102.38 cr

99.90
2.48

$102.38

Payment due Oct 04, 2026

COMCAST
BUSINESS

PO BOX 4118 ENGLEWOOD CO 80155
8633 0500 DY RP 09 09102026 NNNNNNNN 01 999440

MENDOCINO LAFCO
ATTN UMA HINMAN

200 S SCHOOL ST STEK
UKIAH, CA 95482-4828

415530052035495200102384

Account number

Oct 04, 2026

Please pay $1 02.38

Credit Card Payment To Be Applied 10/04/26

Automatic payment due

COMCAST
PO BOX 60533
CITY OF INDUSTRY CA 91716-0533
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INTUIT

Intuit Inc.
2800 E. Commerce Center Place
Tucson, AZ 85706

Bill to

Executive Officer
Mendocino LAFCo
200 S School St
Ukiah, CA 95482-4828
us

Address may be standardized for tax purposes
Company ID: 123145824398352

Payment details
Iltem

QuickBooks Online Plus
Sales tax - Exempt:

Total invoice:

Tax reporting information
Period for monthly fees:
Total without tax:

Total tax:

Invoice

Invoice number: 10001530122591

Total: $140.00

Date: Sep 19, 2026

Payment method: VISA ending
Payment authorization code: 684228

Qty  Unit price Amount
1 $140.00 $140.00
$0.00

$140.00

Sep 19, 2026 - Oct 19, 2026
$140.00
$0.00

(1) For subscriptions, we will charge or bill you in accordance with your selected payment method at the then-current list price until you
cancel. If you have a discount it will apply to the then-current list price until it expires or is canceled. To cancel your subscription at any
time, go to the Subscriptions and billing page and cancel the subscription. If your subscription is managed by an account manager,
contact your account manager for changes to your subscription. (2) For one-time services, your payment method on file will reflect the
charge in the amount referenced in this invoice. Terms, conditions, pricing, features, service, and support options are subject to change

without notice.

Amounts are shown in USD. All dates and times are Pacific Standard Time (PST).

1/1 | Number: 10001530122591 Packet Pg 14 of 171



Marsha Burch

420 Providence Mine Road, Suite 101
Nevada City, CA 95959

Mendocino LAFCo

00201-Mendocino LAFCo

General Counsel

Type

Service

Service

Service
Service
Service

Service

Date

09/09/2026

09/10/2026

09/11/2026

09/16/2026

09/21/2026

09/25/2026

Detailed Statement of Account

Current Invoice

Invoice Number

299

Please make all amounts payable to: Marsha Burch

Notes Quantity
Review request for additional information RRFC 0.40
annexation; msg. to EO
Review and revise letter regarding process 0.80
regarding Tax Sharing; research; msg. to EO; Tel.
conf. with EO re PRA
Staff meeting 0.60
Respond to questions re PRA request 0.40
Staff meeting 0.80
Review response to PRA; msg. to EO 0.50
Due On Amount Due Payments Received
10/28/2026 $787.50 $0.00

INVOICE

Invoice # 299

Date: 09/28/2026
Due On: 10/28/2026

Rate

$225.00

$225.00

$225.00
$225.00
$225.00

$225.00

Total

Outstanding Balance

Total Amount Outstanding

General:

Please pay within 30 days.

Page 1 of 2

RRFC A-2025-05:

$90.00
$697.50

Total
$90.00 A-2025-05

$180.00

$135.00
$90.00
$180.00

$112.50

$787.50

Balance Due
$787.50
$787.50
$787.50
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RRFC A-2025-05: 	$90.00
General: 		$697.50


M d . I_A FC 200 S School Street | Ukiah, CA 95482
e n OC I n O O Phone: (707) 463-4470
Email: eo@mendolafco.org
Encouraging Well-Planned Community Growth Web: mendolafco.org

STAFF REPORT

Agenda Item No. 5a

MEETING DATE October 5, 2026

MEETING BODY Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission

FROM Uma Hinman, Executive Officer

Public Hearing for Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation Improvement District Annexation of Redwood Valley County Water District

SUBJECT Service Area (File No. A-2025-05) and Findings Pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act
RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Commission:

1) Acting as a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), find as a
Responsible Agency, it has independently reviewed and considered the Negative Declaration (SCH No.
2025061147) adopted by RRFC, and that the Negative Declaration is adequate for the Commission's action;
and

2) Adopt LAFCo Resolution 2026-27-04, conditionally approving the RRFC Annexation of RVCWD Service Area
(LAFCo File No. A-2025-05).

BACKGROUND

This item is consideration of a proposed Change of Organization for the Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation Improvement District (RRFC) Annexation of Redwood Valley County Water
District (RVCWD) (File No. A-2025-05).

RRFC proposes under Resolution No. 25-07 to annex the portion of the RVCWD service area not already within
the RRFC boundary, approximately 9,610 acres (Attachment 2), in cooperation with RVCWD under its Resolution
No. 25-02 (Attachment 3). While enabling RVCWD to use RRFC contract water throughout its entire service area,
the proposal would not consolidate or dissolve RVCWD.

The application submittal was accepted for filing and deemed ready for Commission consideration according to
the Certificate of Filing issued on September 14, 2026.

Application Materials
The following application submittal materials are available online for further information:

e Application Form

e RRFC Resolution of Application

e RVCWD Resolution of Support

e Plan for Services

e CEQA Negative Declaration

e Annexation Map and Legal Description
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e List of Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs)
e RRFC Sphere of Influence (SOI) map

Purpose of the Proposal

The purpose of the proposed annexation is to allow the RVCWD to put contracted and surplus water available
under its existing Uniform Water Sale & Purchase Agreement (purchase agreement) with RRFC to beneficial use
anywhere within the RVCWD service area, not just that portion currently within the RRFC boundary.

As shown in Attachment 1, a small area of approximately 200 acres in the southern portion of RVCWD is currently
within the RRFC boundary and is referred to as the overlap area.

Below are some summary highlights of the proposed annexation outcomes:

e Enable RVCWD to use its contractual allocation of RRFC water throughout its entire service area.

e Allow RVCWD to become an in-district RRFC customer.

e Enable RVCWD to access surplus water as an in-district RRFC customer, providing access sooner than is
currently available.

e Enable RVCWD to request water that becomes available for contract with other in-district RRFC customers.

e Create operational flexibility for RVCWD to distribute water, especially during water supply shortages.

e Enhance overall service delivery through improved operational efficiency and lower operating costs.

e Align RRFC’s jurisdictional boundary with RVCWD'’s existing service area and RRFC’s licensed place of use.

o Allow RRFC to more reliably put its licensed water to beneficial use.

History
The concept of consolidating or annexing RVCWD with RRFC has been discussed off and on since at least 1999 to

establish secure water supplies between May and November each year when RVCWD has no guaranteed water
rights. Over this time, many challenges and concerns surfaced, such as whether RRFC has sufficient water for
RVCWD needs, ability to serve water outside the place of use, and RVCWD’s high outstanding debt obligations to
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation that restrict RVCWND's ability to secure loans for infrastructure upgrades and has
contributed to long-standing moratoriums on new domestic and irrigation connections.

In 2011, RRFC and RVCWD signed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) in pursuit of consolidation. In 2014,
progress was made toward an annexation and dissolution of RVCWD before the districts jointly concluded it was
not a viable option. In 2019, RRFC once again began to explore how to elevate the customer status of RVCWD
from surplus only. An Agreement to Terms of Service was developed by a joint Ad Hoc Committee and approved
by both Districts. The agreement lays out the terms under which RRFC provides surplus water to RVCWD.

The Mendocino County Grand Jury Final Report of June 29, 2022 on “Redwood Valley County Water District 48
Years of Water Insecurity” included a recommendation that the RVCWD immediately pursue all avenues towards
consolidation with local water districts to obtain secure access to sufficient water rights to meet the health and
safety needs of the RVCWD domestic, commercial, and agricultural customers. It is noteworthy that consolidation
often involves more significant challenges to address than annexation; reaching and maintaining consensus
amongst multiple agencies requires a solid dedication of staff time and resources over a long time period.

In early 2024, RVCWD and RRFC resumed the collaboration toward annexation. On April 1, 2024, RRFC adopted
Resolution No. 24-01, a Commitment to Collaborate with Redwood Valley County Water District in Developing a
Local Agency Formation Commission Annexation Application and on April 18, 2024, the RVCWD adopted
Resolution No. 24-01 of the same title. On August 1, 2024, RRFC and RVCWD entered a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) regarding the development of an annexation application to LAFCo, including a cost sharing
agreement. This latest attempt has resulted in this annexation application.

RRFC
Russian River Flood Control (RRFC) provides wholesale water from the East Fork Russian River and Lake Mendocino
under the terms of its State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) issued water right license 13898. RRFC is
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authorized to divert 7,940 acre-feet (AF) a year for beneficial use within the RRFC licensed Place of Use, which
includes the entire RVCWD jurisdictional boundary.

RRFC offers water sales contracts to water users within its boundaries through a Uniform Water Sale and Purchase
Agreement. The water is diverted and sold as raw (untreated) water to customers for municipal water service
uses, private agricultural entities for irrigation and frost protection purposes, and to others for industrial and
domestic use.

The quantity of water contracted to RRFC customers remains relatively steady. On an annual basis, RRFC
customers may voluntarily offer to make some or all of their unused contract quantity available as surplus to other
RRFC customers first. At that point, any remaining RRFC license water that is not put to beneficial use (surplus
water) may be made available to RVCWD per the conditions of a 1980 Stipulated Judgement between RRFC and
RVCWD.

Currently, there is a 200-acre area of overlap between the RRFC and RVCWD jurisdictional boundaries, and RVCWD
has a Uniform Water Sale and Purchase Agreement with RRFC for 328.85 AF annually to serve this area. The
proposed annexation would provide an opportunity for RVCWD to expand the territory within which this purchase
agreement water may be used to the entire RVCWD jurisdictional boundary, in addition to receiving other in-
district customer benefits.

RVCWD

Redwood Valley County Water District (RVCWD) was established on January 16, 1964 under Water Code (WAT)
§§ 30322 and 30323. RVCWD has a dual distribution system; the irrigation water service began in April 1979 and
the domestic water service began in November 1979.

According to the 2016 Redwood Valley CWD Sphere of Influence Update, RVCWD delivers approximately 750 acre-
feet per year (AFY) for residential and commercial uses, and 1,450 AFY for agricultural purposes, for a combined
annual demand of 2,200 AFY.

According to the Plan for Services, RVCWD serves a total of 1,105 equivalent dwelling units with domestic water
and 197 agricultural customers with irrigation or raw water.

RVCWD has three sources of water supply, with yields that can be highly variable in dry years and droughts.

1. Untreated water is purchased from RRFC, primarily through surplus water supply, and pumped by RVCWD
from its Lake Mendocino pump station into agricultural supply lines and to a 68 AF reservoir or holding pond.
The intake has physical limitations to pumping when lake elevation is low, around 700 feet, equivalent to
approximately 20,000 AF of lake storage. From the reservoir, raw water is gravity-fed to either the RVCWD
water treatment plant with a maximum capacity of 1.7 million gallons per day (mgd) and then pumped to six
covered steel tanks with a total volume of 1.85 million gallons for municipal supply, or routed to the irrigation
distribution system. Raw water can also bypass the reservoir and enter the irrigation distribution system
directly. In severe water shortages, the reservoir is reserved for fire suppression needs.

2. Treated municipal water is purchased from Millview County Water District (Millview CWD) surplus
groundwater supply via an emergency intertie that bypasses the reservoir and connects directly to the
domestic distribution system.

3. RVCWD also holds a largely un-exercisable right to divert up to 4,900 AFA directly from Lake Mendocino
between November 1 and April 30 of each year. Water diversions under this right can only occur in instances
when stream flows in the Russian River main stem (as measured at the confluence of the East and West forks)
exceed 150 cubic feet per second and Lake Mendocino storage is within the flood pool. This represents a
relatively narrow window of opportunity and RVCWD has not exercised this right in the last five years.
Additionally, in order for this winter-diverted water to be useful to RVCWD, it must be stored and RVCWD’s
only pond is grossly insufficient in size.
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Currently, RVCWD purchases water from both Millview CWD and RRFC that has been determined to be surplus to
the ongoing needs of the two respective agencies. RRFC is restricted from providing a reliable water supply source
to the entirety of the RVCWD service area under a purchase agreement for two reasons: portions of RVCWD are
located outside the RRFC jurisdictional boundary, and RRFC does not currently have sufficient uncontracted water
available under its license to meet RVCWD demands. Further, RVCWD sits on a highly limited water aquifer,
thereby making groundwater in Redwood Valley an unreliable water supply source.

Millview CWD provides RVCWD with groundwater, which is not regulated by the SWRCB and has no assigned place
or purpose of use. The amount of water that can be delivered by Millview CWD to RVCWD is limited by the capacity
(overall water volume and flow rates) of the emergency water connection (intertie) which is physically constrained
by the pipeline diameter (six-inch sizing in sections), amounting to approximately 55 gallons per person per day
(360 AFA, including10 percent for water loss) to RVCWD municipal customers.

Currently, RVCWD is using under 10 AF of the 328.85 AF contract amount under the RRFC purchase agreement in
the 200-acre overlap area, and the remainder is relinquished back to RRFC and eventually becomes available for
RVCWD to purchase as surplus water. According to the Plan for Services, RVCWD has purchased an annual average
of 850 AF of surplus water from RRFC since 2016, which includes times of supply restriction. During this period,
the amount of surplus water RVCWD purchased ranged widely from a low of 278.34 AF in 2022, and a high of
1,583.02 AF in 2020 (Attachment 5). This water is used to serve RVCWD’s agricultural customers and as a
supplement to the surplus water from Millview CWD for municipal supply. If the SWRCB approves a proposal from
the Ukiah Valley Water Authority (UVWA)y for infrastructure improvements, the RRFC water available to RVCWD
could provide an important redundant source in place for emergencies.

RVCWD agricultural customers depend on the RRFC surplus supply, only augmented by those rare times RVCWD
can exercise its own winter water right. The Redwood Valley agricultural community also relies on private surface
water storage ponds and groundwater, where available. During a drought, both ponds and wells are at high risk
of going dry and farmers then rely solely on water stored in Lake Mendocino under RRFC’s water right. Due to
water supply availability impacts from intensifying drought conditions and impending changes to the Potter Valley
Project, there will be less and less surplus water available to RVCWD from RRFC in future years.

The Potter Valley Project, a trans-basin water diversion system, has diverted water from the Eel River to the
Russian River for over a century and is now undergoing a lengthy decommissioning process. A potential new water
diversion facility is being considered that would result in substantially less water diverted into the Russian River
basin, particularly in the wintertime. The diversion yield would not be stable or guaranteed, especially considering
the current lack of storage capacity in the Russian River watershed.

Because of the uncertain water supply, RVCWD is currently under a 1989 court-ordered moratorium for domestic
connections and a 2001 district board-initiated moratorium on irrigation connections.

UVWA

In 2024, RVCWD joined the UVWA, a joint powers authority formed in 2024. Members of UVWA include the City
of Ukiah, Calpella County Water District, Millview County Water District, Redwood Valley County Water District,
and Willow County Water District, creating coordination which aims to modernize water infrastructure and
governance while maximizing water access and resilience.

The day-to-day operations of UVWA are managed by City of Ukiah employees, and as of January 1, 2025, all
RVCWD operational services were transferred to the City of Ukiah. UVWA is actively working with the SWRCB to
obtain funding under the Safe and Affordable Funding for Equity and Resilience (SAFER) program to enhance and
secure municipal water supplies which will include improving the municipal water supply services to RVCWD.

It is anticipated that the UVWA will use State funding from the SAFER program to enhance and secure municipal
water supplies through consolidation of the JPA member water rights and expanding groundwater pumping and
delivery. Infrastructure improvements will include the delivery lines for the RVCWD municipal water supply.
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UVWA operates as a functional consolidation of its member water agencies, but was formed as a joint powers
authority, not through a LAFCo reorganization. UVWA intends to move forward with formal LAFCo applications
for reorganization/consolidation over the next few years.

Water Supply Shortages
RVCWD, RRFC, and the SWRCB have guidelines to address water supply shortages.

RVCWD adopted a Water Conservation Program under Ordinance No. 1 on July 19, 2007 to manage severe
drought conditions and limited surface water supplies from Lake Mendocino and the Russian River system. The
ordinance includes six tiers, of which the most severe water use restrictions apply to Tier 6.

RRFC governs water sales, allocations, and conservation through Ordinance #25-01 adopted on May 5, 2025 and
effective on June 4, 2025, which updated the prior RRFC Ordinance #00-01 Establishing Regulations & Rules for
Water Sales. RRFC enacts its Water Conservation Program (Article 9 of Ordinance #25-01) when conditions limit
the water supply available to its customers. Further, Section 11.2 of RRFC purchase agreements requires pro-rata
reductions in contract use in times of shortage as declared by RRFC. RRFC intends to continue its past practice of
allocating shortages equally to all customers regardless of water use (i.e. municipal, industrial, agricultural).

Water Code § 106, enacted in 1943, declares it state policy that domestic use is the highest use of water and
irrigation the next highest. It is a general policy statement, not an operational rule. The California Supreme Court
has held that the policy is not conclusive and that no use of water, including domestic use, has an absolute priority.
(Metropolitan Water Dist. v. Marquardt (1963) 59 Cal.2d 159, 184-185; National Audubon Society v. Superior
Court (1983) 33 Cal.3d 419, 447, fn. 30.) Section 106 does not authorize RRFC or RVCWD to curtail agricultural
deliveries, and neither agency has relied on it to do so. The statute that governs local drought allocations is Water
Code sections 350-358. It applies to RRFC and RVCWD today, whether or not the annexation is approved. Under
those sections, a water supplier that declares a water shortage emergency after notice and a hearing must first
reserve water for domestic use, sanitation, and fire protection. It may then set priorities for other uses, but
without discriminating among customers who use water for the same purpose. (Wat. Code, § 354.) Annexation
would therefore not change agricultural customers' position during a shortage. RRFC has historically managed
shortages under its contracts, not through state-imposed prioritization of water rights.

Under WAT § 1058.5, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) can adopt emergency regulations to
mandate curtailments, or stop water diversions, when water is unavailable under a holder's priority of right.
Emergency regulations under Title 23, California Code of Regulations (CCR) allow for certain diversions to continue
even though a curtailment order is in effect. Generally, CCR § 878.1 of the regulations authorize exceptions related
to diversions for minimum human health and safety needs of not greater than 55 gallons per person per day
without further approval and subject to conditions. Therefore, in unusual or extreme water shortage conditions,
the SWRCB has historically allowed diversions for minimum human health and safety needs to continue during
curtailment.

Drought
The Redwood Valley and Ukiah Valley regions have experienced several significant droughts in the last 20 years,

with the most notable droughts in 2007-2009, 2013-2015, and 2020-2022.

During the 2007-2009 drought, RVCWD Tier 4 was implemented in 2009 when Lake Mendocino water levels
receded to record lows. At that time, mandatory rationing was imposed by the SWRCB, which resulted in a 50
percent reduction in water use.

During the 2013-2015 drought, RVCWD Tier 4 was again implemented, resulting in limits of 50 gallons per person
per day and no agricultural water deliveries, and RRFC implemented mandatory reductions on District customers
of 50 percent and then 25 percent and coordinated an emergency water supply for RVCWD.

During the drought in 2020-2022, Lake Mendocino reached its lowest level since filling and many community
members were under strict water rations. The region was under a drought declaration by the Governor of
California and the SWRCB ordered emergency regulations resulting in curtailment of Russian River water rights.
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During the 2020-2022 drought, RVCWD had limited water supply available for agricultural customers due to a lack
of RRFC surplus water available. No water deliveries were made to RVCWD agricultural customers in all of 2021
and most of 2022. The physical limitations of the Millview CWD intertie required RVCWD to ration municipal
supply to 55 gallons per person per day.

During the 2020-2022 drought, RRFC declared a Water Supply Emergency when the District determined a major
failure of supply and storage, including no surplus water supply to provide to RVCWD. RRFC customers were asked
to voluntarily reduce water use and through cooperation were able to continue accessing RRFC stored water in
Lake Mendocino, though the SWRCB was close to curtailing that use.

In 2021, RVCWD was eligible to continue diverting water from Lake Mendocino for minimum human health and
safety purposes of 55 gallons per person per day. The SWRCB curtailment order identified RVCWD as an Upper
Russian River community water system with a population of approximately 5,200; therefore, the curtailment
exception was tied to the population of the RVCWD’s public water system, not to whether each connection was
located inside RRFC’s jurisdictional boundary.

Therefore, the proposed annexation would not expand or increase the RVCWD population eligible for a SWRCB
minimum human health and safety exception for any future curtailment orders.

Plan for Services

RVCWD currently holds a purchase agreement with RRFC for 328.85 AF for use within RVCWD’s approximately
200 acres located within RRFC's jurisdictional boundaries. Annexation of the remaining portion of the RVCWD
service area into the RRFC boundary will allow RVCWD to use the contract water supply available under the
purchase agreement anywhere in the RVCWD service area.

All infrastructure is already in place and there will be no interruption in the existing services provided to RVCWD.
The annexation is not expected to increase RVCWD'’s historical use of RRFC’s license water or induce growth due
to regional water supply challenges related to intensifying drought conditions and a significant deficit of water
diversion to the Russian River watershed due to impending changes to the Potter Valley Project. RVCWD will
continue to use RRFC water as it has for agricultural customers and as an emergency backup for domestic supply
until such time as the UVWA expands the groundwater supply and infrastructure.

RVCWD currently pays for water under its RRFC purchase agreement. In addition, it pays for surplus water used
from RRFC as per the terms of the 1980 Stipulated Judgement between the two entities. The purchase price of
surplus water is determined by dividing RRFC’s operational expenses by 7,940, the amount under RRFC’s License.
RRFC does not budget revenue from the sale of surplus water since it is unknown in any given year. Once annexed,
the only financial change is that the cost per AF to RVCWD will be the same as for all RRFC customers under a
RRFC purchase agreement, determined by the Board of Trustees through the adoption of fiscal year budgets.

Normally, the Plan for Services (GOV § 56653) for a proposed annexation would demonstrate the ability to provide
all necessary municipal services to the annexation area. However, in this case, the annexation would result in an
intentional overlap of a water wholesaler district and a water retailer district. This would not be a duplication of
services, but would instead result in complementary services, since RVCWD (retailer) relies on the water supply
rights of RRFC (wholesaler) to provide municipal services. The proposed annexation would not resolve the RVCWD
water supply deficit; it would provide RVCWD customers some relief from water insecurity, but would not be
sufficient to provide a reliable water supply, especially in dry years and drought conditions.

Supply and Demand
According to the 2016 Redwood Valley CWD Sphere of Influence Update, RVCWD delivers approximately 750 AF
per year for residential and commercial uses, and 1,450 AF for agricultural purposes, for a combined annual
demand of 2,200 AF.

According to RRFC’s 2016-2025 Reported Water Use data shown in this table (Attachment 5), RVCWD has
purchased an annual average of 870 AF of surplus water from RRFC since 2016, which includes times of supply
restriction.
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Please note the following limitations of this data: (1) water use data is not

categorized by customer type, (2) years 2021 and 2022 were under water supply Surplus
shortages, and (3) the 2025 data is not the final number for that year. Year Water (AF)
2016 815.92
The 2016-2025 RVCWD water use data likely represent a mixture of actual water 2017 1,155.14
demand and demand tailored by surplus water availability. It is unknown what
. . . ) 2018 1,163.83
the reoccurring total demand would be under reliable supply conditions (in
2016, the total annual demand was estimated to be 2,200 AF). By removing years 2019 815.92
2021 and 2022 (water shortage years) and 2025 (incomplete data) from the 2020 1,583.02
calculation of average demand per year, the 870 AF annual demand for surplus 2021 >13.64
water increases to 1,015 AF. 2022 278.34
This adjusted 1,015 AF annual RRFC surplus water demand should be considered 2023 626.20
in addition to a possible maximum of 10 AF of RRFC contract water used in the 2024 949.36
200-acre overlap area and 360 AF of surplus water from Millview CWD, for an 2025 796.26

estimated average annual use from these sources in non-shortage years of 1,385
AF per year since 2016.

Upon annexation, RVCWD would have a fully useable contract of untreated water supply in the amount of 328.85
AF, which could be reduced during water shortages by a pro-rata amount according to the RRFC purchase
agreement. RVCWD would also continue to have access to approximately 360 AF of treated surplus water from
Millview CWD, which would not be reduced during water supply shortages.

In addition, RVCWD would also have access to a highly variable amount of surplus water from RRFC, which can
cease entirely during water shortages, especially for agricultural customers. Finally, RVCWD would also have the
ability as an in-district customer to request a pro-rata portion of water that becomes available for contract under
RRFC’s licensed water rights under RRFC Policy 5100 Allocation of Uncontracted Water. Uncontracted water does
not become available often since many contract holders relinquish unused water in a given year which becomes
available as surplus water to other in-district customers for purchase. Currently 46 AF is available to be requested.

Based on the above post-annexation conditions, relatively stable water supplies of 328.85 AF from RRFC contract
water and 360 AF from Millview CWD surplus water, totaling 688.85 AF would not come close to providing a
reliable water supply to meet a total estimated demand of 1,385 AF per year since 2016, or the 2,200 AF total
demand estimated in 2016.

Even when the analysis is limited to domestic (treated) water, the relatively stable water supply of 688.85 AF
would fall short of the 750 AF needed in 2016. It therefore would not be sufficient to support additional domestic
connections or increased treated water demands.

Growth Potential

The annexation area, which includes nearly the entire Redwood Valley area, is an unincorporated, mixed use rural
and agricultural region, with property regulated under the Mendocino County Zoning Code - Division I, which
applies to inland areas, and includes the following zoning categories:

Agricultural (primarily AG-40): For farming, vineyards, and lower-density rural residential uses.
Rangeland / Forest Land: For larger acreage, conservation, and resource management.

e Residential: Primarily single-family rural residential ranging in size from 1-acre to 10-acres.

e Commercial: Localized commercial/industrial along major roads and Highway 101.

The existing land uses in RVCWD are primarily single-family homes, including three mobile home parks and two
Indian reservations; extensive farmland including viticulture (premium wine grapes), orchards, general crop
farming, and animal husbandry; and limited support commercial and institutional uses.

Normally, an annexation proposal involving the provision of urban services (i.e., water and sewer service) to
residential, commercial, and/or industrial uses would likely result in growth potential. However, in this case, the
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annexation would result in an intentional overlap of a water wholesaler district (RRFC) and a water retailer district
(RVCWD) that are both already providing services to the annexation area which is already developed and under
two moratoriums.

When the court ordered a moratorium on new domestic connections in RVCWD in 1989, it did not establish a
defined set of quantitative prerequisites to modify or dissolve the writ of mandate and lift the moratorium.
Instead, RVCWD would have to file a motion with the court supported by evidence demonstrating a reliable and
adequate supply of potable water under normal and maximum demand conditions that meets the strict standards
imposed by California law (Health and Safety Code, Safe Drinking Water Act, and the Human Right to Water law).

According to the Initial Study and Negative Declaration prepared for the project, the purpose of the annexation is
to allow RVCWD to utilize its existing water supply under its RRFC purchase agreement in its entire service area,
and to have access to surplus water on par with existing RRFC customers. While these changes may offer RVCWD
some drought relief, they do not provide increased water supplies, and do not rise to the extent of increased
reliability or more dependable water supply for RVCWD. Therefore, the proposed annexation does not provide
grounds for RVCWD to apply to the court to lift the court-imposed moratorium on domestic connections, or to
justify lifting its self-imposed moratorium on agricultural connections.

The proposed annexation would not create or guarantee an additional water supply; it would make the existing
RRFC contract water of 328.85 AF more useful and accessible in water supply shortages and would eliminate the
revolving door process of RVCWD relinquishing contract water in order to use it more flexibly as 1980 Stipulated
Judgement surplus water as a third-tier outside-district RRFC customer. Therefore, the proposed annexation
would not be sufficient to support or allow for growth in Redwood Valley.

Agriculture
The proposed annexation area includes land under a Williamson Act Contract. The State Farmland Mapping and

Monitoring Program designations for the annexation area are Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance,
Unique Farmland, Grazing Land, and Urban and Built-Up Land. RRFC is a raw-water wholesaler. Water RRFC
delivers to contracted parcels is used for agricultural purposes and for residential and incidental uses allowed
under the contracts. The annexation therefore complies with GOV § 56856.5

Unless mandated by the State, RVCWD does not prioritize domestic customers over agricultural customers. At
minimum, it would be fiscally irresponsible to jeopardize 20-25 percent of annual revenue from agricultural
customer accounts, but more importantly, the agriculture water system supports 2,200 acres of farmland and
ranches and also supports many fire hydrants in the community of Redwood Valley.

RVCWD considers and plans for the needs of all its customers and aims to balance its available water supply
between the demands of domestic customers and agricultural customers. Through the proposed annexation,
RVCWD plans to use its RRFC contract amount to ensure a small measure of water security for agricultural
customers and provide a backstop during water supply shortages, while relying on groundwater to ensure
domestic supplies in the event of a drought or lack of surplus water being available through RRFC.

According to the Initial Study and Negative Declaration prepared for the project, there will be no significant impact
to RRFC agricultural users because the proposed annexation: (1) will not increase the amount of water available
to RVCWD, (2) will not provide RVCWD with a more reliable water supply that would allow it to lift either of the
currently imposed moratoria, (3) will not result in any reduction in supply to RRFC current customers, and (4) will
not result in shortages being imposed upon RRFC’s agricultural customers for the benefit of domestic users.

The proposed annexation is not anticipated to convert farmland to non-agricultural uses because the proposal
involves an already developed area without the potential for new construction, land use changes, or growth, and
is intended to help stabilize existing agricultural customers in water supply shortages.

No impacts to existing agricultural viability, Williamson Act contracts, conservation easements, or open space
resources are anticipated post-annexation.
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Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities
A Disadvantaged Unincorporated Community (DUC) is an unincorporated geographic area with 12 or more
registered voters and with a median household income (MHI) that is less than 80% of the State MHI.

Senate Bill 244, which became effective in January 2012, requires LAFCo to evaluate any DUCs, including the
location and characteristics of any such communities, when preparing a Municipal Service Review (MSR) that
addresses agencies that provide water, wastewater, or structural fire protection services. This State legislation is
intended to ensure that the needs of these communities are met when considering service extensions and/or
annexations in unincorporated areas.

RRFC’s recent 2025 MSR/SOI Update did not identify any DUCs contiguous to the proposed annexation area.

Further, special consideration for potential inclusion of a DUC affected by a city annexation proposal pursuant to
GOV § 56375(a)(8)(A) is not relevant to the review of a special district annexation proposal.

SOI Consistency
A Sphere of Influence (SOl or sphere) boundary indicates the probable physical boundary or service area for local

government agencies under LAFCo purview. The proposed annexation area is located within and consistent with
RRFC'’s current SOl boundary adopted by the Commission on May 5, 2025 per LAFCo Resolution No. 2024-25-15.

Property Tax Exchange Agreement

Per Revenue and Taxation Code (RTC) § 99(b), upon the filing of a LAFCo application, but prior to the issuance of
a certificate of filing (GOV § 56658), the Executive Officer shall give notice of the filing to the Assessor and Auditor
to commence the property tax exchange process. Such notice was provided by LAFCo on October 21, 2025.

On July 7, 2026, the County Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 26-120 approving a zero dollar tax
sharing agreement and confirming that the existing shares of property tax will not change post-annexation for the
proposed annexation (Attachment 8), which is substantially similar to Resolution No. 26-04 adopted by the
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District Board of Trustees
on July 6, 2026 approving a zero tax sharing agreement for the annexation area (Attachment 9). According to the
agreement, in the event the annexation becomes effective, there would be no change in the current
apportionment of property tax, neither base tax nor future tax increment, in the annexation area.

CEQA Compliance

On October 6, 2025, the RRFC Board of Trustees, as Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), approved the Revised Initial Study and adopted the Negative Declaration for the Mendocino County
Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District Redwood Valley Annexation project
(Attachment 6) under SCH No. 2025061147, and a Notice of Determination was filed on October 10, 2025 under
Mendocino County Clerk-Recorder No. 2025-E0089 (Attachment 7).

The Initial Study examined all required environmental categories and determined that the annexation would
have "No Impact" in every area analyzed. Key findings of the environmental review are as follows:

¢ No Physical Changes: The annexation involves no construction, land alterations, infrastructure development,
or changes in land use.

¢ No Growth Inducement: The project will not induce population growth due to an existing court-ordered
service connection moratorium that remains in effect and the fact that the annexation will not result in any
additional reliable water supply to RVCWD.

e No Resource Impacts: No effects on air quality, water resources, biological habitat, cultural resources,
agricultural lands, or other environmental resources.

¢ No New Operations: No changes to RRFC's water diversion facilities, quantities, or timing of diversions.

¢ Administrative Only: The project is purely a boundary adjustment to allow RVCWD to put water available
under its Uniform Water Sale and Purchase Agreement to beneficial use throughout its entire service area.

Mendocino LAFCo, as a Responsible Agency, independently reviews and considers the Lead Agency’s Initial Study
and Negative Declaration in connection with consideration of the annexation proposal. LAFCo staff have found
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that the environmental determination and associated documents were prepared in accordance with the
requirements of CEQA and are adequate for the proposed action before the Commission. The Commission will
consider making CEQA findings as detailed in the attached LAFCo Resolution No. 2026-27-04.

Expiration Date

The time limit for completion of this annexation (filing a Certificate of Completion) is one year from adoption of
the Commission’s approving resolution, unless an extension of time is approved by the Commission prior to the
expiration date (October 4, 2027). All proceedings for this change of organization shall be deemed terminated on
the one-year expiration date, or expiration of any extension of time, per GOV § 57001.

Public Notice

A 21-day Notice for Public Hearing was published in the newspaper, posted, and distributed by September 14, 2026.
A mailing to landowners and registered voters in the RVCWD and within 300-feet of RVCWD was not required in this
case because it would have exceeded 1,000 notices.

Public Comments
No public comments have been received to date.

Policy Consistency
The annexation proposal is substantially in conformance with Commission’s local policies and procedures related
to changes of organization or reorganizations.

Factors for Consideration

There are seventeen factors to be considered by the Commission in review of a change of organization or
reorganization pursuant to GOV § 56668, which are addressed in the following table. No single factor is
determinative; each factor is to be evaluated within the context of the overall proposal.

Factors for Consideration

Factor

Evaluation

(a) Population and population density; land area
and land use; assessed valuation; topography,
natural boundaries, and drainage basins; proximity
to other populated areas; the likelihood of
significant growth in the area, and in adjacent
incorporated and unincorporated areas, during the
next 10 years.

-Redwood Valley features a gently sloping valley
floor enclosed by steep coastal mountain ridges and
carved by the headwaters of the West Fork of the
Russian River, at a central elevation of 722 feet, and
is located north of Ukiah and Calpella, southeast of
Willits, west of Potter Valley.

-Existing land uses in RVCWD are primarily single-
family homes, including three mobile home parks
and two Indian reservations, extensive farmland
including viticulture, orchards, crop farming, and
animal husbandry, and limited support commercial
and institutional uses.

-Redwood Valley sits largely outside of the Ukiah
Valley alluvial groundwater basin in a fractured rock
and upland setting that is not subject to SGMA.
-The estimated population served by RVCWD is
5,200 people.

-There is no current growth potential for the area.
-Annexation would result in an intentional overlap
of a water wholesaler (RRFC) and a water retailer
(RVCWD) that are both already providing services to
the area which is already developed and under
domestic and agricultural connection moratoriums.
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Factors for Consideration

Factor

Evaluation

-The total estimated property tax revenue for the
annexation area is $1,533,060.56 based on the FY
2025-26 assessment rolls.

(b) Need for organized community services; the
present cost and adequacy of governmental
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.

"Services," as used in this subdivision, refers to
governmental services whether or not the services
are services that would be provided by local
agencies subject to this division, and includes the
public facilities necessary to provide those services.

-Although annexation would not increase RRFC’s
licensed water supply or RVCWD’s guaranteed
contract quantity, it would allow RVCWD to use its
contractual allocation throughout its service area,
and to participate as an in-district customer when
surplus water becomes temporarily available.
-RVCWD does and will continue to need the public
services it is currently receiving from RRFC.

-There is no significant difference in the present and
proposed cost of governmental services.

-The adequacy of governmental controls will be
improved by annexing the entire RVCWD service
area into RRFC for logical jurisdictional authority
(aligning contracts, controls, and services).

(c) 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 proposal aligns RRFC’s jurisdictional boundary
with its SOI boundary and licensed place of use,
creating a more coherent governmental structure.-
-The proposal improves the geographic utility and
administrative efficiency of the existing RRFC-
RVCWD service arrangement without requiring new
infrastructure, increasing RRFC licensed diversions,
reducing existing customers’ contract quantities or
changing the ordinary pro-rata shortage allocation,
or transferring RVCWD’s operations, governance, or
debt obligations to RRFC.

-Annexation would support regional coordination,
planning, and advocacy to address intensifying
drought conditions, reduced Eel River diversions,
and long-term Lake Mendocino supply reliability.
-The SWRCB curtailment order exception for
minimum human health and safety already applies
to the entire RVCWD population of 5,200 and would
continue to apply with or without annexation.

-No negative effects of the proposed annexation
are anticipated for adjacent areas or mutual social
and economic interests.

(d) The conformity of both 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 Section 56377.
(Note: Section 56377 encourages preservation of
agricultural and open-space lands.)

-Annexation would not create or guarantee an
additional water supply, and would not lift the
domestic and agricultural connection moratoriums.
-The annexation proposal is not anticipated to
facilitate growth, urban development, or sprawl.
-The proposal is consistent with the Commission’s
policies and procedures for boundary changes.
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Factors for Consideration

Factor

Evaluation

(e) The effect of the proposal on maintaining the
physical and economic integrity of agricultural
lands, as defined by Section 56016.

-The annexation area includes land under a
Williamson Act Contract.

-State Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
designates the annexation area as Urban and Built-
Up Land, Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, Unique Farmland, and Grazing Land.
-Annexation is not anticipated to convert farmland
to non-agricultural uses because the proposal
involves an already developed area without the
potential for new construction, land use changes, or
growth, and is intended to help stabilize existing
agricultural customers in water supply shortages.

(f) 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 proposal boundaries are definite, certain, and
fully described, follow lines of assessment, and will
not result in illogical shapes or the creation of
islands of unincorporated territory.

(g) Aregional transportation plan adopted pursuant
to Section 65080.

Mendocino Council of Governments is the Regional
Transportation Planning Agency for Mendocino
County. The Regional Transportation & Active
Transportation Plan was updated on June 1, 2026.

(h) The proposal’s consistency with city or county
general plans.

The proposal is consistent with the County of
Mendocino General Plan and contains the following
zoning designations: Agricultural, Rangeland/Forest
Land, Residential, and Commercial/Industrial.

(i) The sphere of influence of any local agency that
may be applicable to the proposal being reviewed.

The proposed annexation area is within the sphere
of influence boundary adopted by the Commission
for the RRFC in 2025.

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

The proposed annexation was routed for agency
comments on October 22, 2025 and no comments
were received.

(k) 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.

-There will be no substantial change in the existing
services currently provided to the annexation area.
-RRFC is fully able to continue to provide raw water
supply services to RVCWD at the cost for all RRFCin-
district customers per the RRFC annual budget.

(1) Timely availability of water supplies adequate for
projected needs as specified in Section 65352.5.

The proposal does not increase projected water
demand. No new connections are authorized, and
the domestic and agricultural moratoria remain in
effect. Available supplies and historical demand are
analyzed wunder Supply and Demand. The
annexation makes RVCWD's existing 328.85 AF
contract usable throughout its service area but does
not create a new or more reliable supply.
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Factors for Consideration

Factor

Evaluation

(m) 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
(commencing with Section 65580) of Chapter 3 of
Division 1 of Title 7.

-The annexation area is within and will continue to
be within the unincorporated area of the County.
-The County’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation
will remain the same for the annexation proposal.

(n) Any information or comments from the
landowner or landowners, voters, or residents of
the affected territory.

No public comments have been received from
landowners, voters, or residents to date.

(o) Any information relating to existing land use
designations.

The proposal contains the following County zoning
designations: Agricultural, Rangeland/Forest Land,
Residential, and Commercial/Industrial.

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

The annexation extends access to RRFC water on
equal terms throughout RVCWD's service area,
including to lower-income households and tribal
lands. It does not site public facilities or allocate
services based on race, culture, or income.

(g) Information contained in a local hazard
mitigation plan, information contained in a safety
element of a general plan, and any maps that
identify land as a very high fire hazard zone
pursuant to Section 21178 or maps that identify
land determined to be in a state responsibility area
pursuant to Section 4102 of the Public Resources
Code, if it is determined that such information is
relevant to the area that is the subject of the
proposal.

-The State Fire Marshal has identified the greater
Redwood Valley area as primarily within High and
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones and being in
State Responsibility Area, per Pub. Resources Code
§ 4202.

-Redwood Valley is located within the Maacama
Earthquake Fault System and Fracture Zone.

-Most of Redwood Valley is outside the high-risk
100-year floodplain (FEMA Zone X).

-The West Fork of the Russian River that flows
directly through Redwood Valley is designated as
regulatory floodway and adjacent areas are within
the 100-year floodplain (FEMA Zone AE).

Final Steps

Following the public hearing, the Commission may approve, conditionally approve or deny the proposal. Should
the Commission determine to approve the proposal, conditionally or unconditionally, LAFCo law provides for the
following two processes prior to the completion of the annexation:

Reconsideration: When the Commission adopts a resolution making determinations, within 30 days, any person
or affected agency may file a request for an amendment or reconsideration of the resolution. The request must
state the specific modification being requested and must state the new or different facts that could not have been
presented previously which warrant the Commission’s reconsideration.

Protest Hearing: California Government Code § 57002 requires that within 35 days following the adoption of the

Commission’s resolution approving the annexation, the LAFCo Executive Officer shall set the proposal for a protest
hearing and give notice of that hearing. The protest hearing cannot be held prior to the expiration of the 30-day
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reconsideration period. If written protests are submitted by at least 25 percent of the registered voters within the
annexation area, or by 25 percent of the landowners who control 25 percent of the entire assessed value of
property within the annexation area, the annexation would be subject to an election.

ATTACHMENTS

(1) Location GIS Map |
(2) Resolution of Application (including attachments: Plan for Services, maps, and legal description)|

1(3) Resolution of Support
(4) Letter of Support_|

[(5) Russian River Flood Control 2016-2025 Reported Water Use |
[(6) Initial Study and Negative Declaration |

[(7) Notice of Determination |

[(8) County Tax Sharing Agreement |

[(9) RRFC Tax Sharing Agreement |

[(10) LAFCo Resolution No. 2026-27-04 |
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ATTACHMENT 2

Resolution #25-07

of the
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control
& Water Conservation Improvement District

Approval of Application to the
Mendocino County Local Agency Formation Commission
to Initiate Proceedings for the Annexation
of the Complete Redwood Valley County Water District Service Area

WHEREAS, Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control & Water Conservation Improvement
District (RRFC) desires to initiate proceedings pursuant to Part 3 of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg
Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (GOV {56000 et seq.) to annex the remaining
jurisdictional boundaries of the Redwood Valley County Water District (RVCWD) not already located
within the RRFC jurisdictional boundary (Annexation), as shown and more particularly described in

Exhibit A: Area to be Annexed, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

WHEREAS, GOV §{56654(a) authorizes local agencies to initiate and request an annexation of lands

by the adoption of a Resolution of Application; and

WHEREAS, both RRFC and RVCWD wish to partner in an annexation application as evidenced by
the following actions:

1. On April 1, 2024, RRFC adopted Resolution No. 24-01, a Commitment to Collaborate with Redwood
Valley County Water District in Developing a Local Agency Formation Commission Annexation
Application; and

2. Subsequently, on April 18, 2024, RVCWD adopted a similar resolution (Resolution No. 24-
01); and

3. RRFC and RVCWD entered a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to identify roles and
responsibilities for development of an annexation application to the LAFCo, effective August

1, 2024,

A copy of this resolution and any attachments thereto shall be on file in the office of Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control
& Water Conservation Improvement District, 304 N. State Street, Ukiah, CA 95482.
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WHEREAS, cligibility for the proposed annexation includes:
1. The proposed annexation area is within the RRFC current LAFCo approved Sphere of
Influence; and
2. The proposed annexation area is within RRFC’s State Water Resources Control Board water

right license 13898 place of use.

WHEREAS, the reasons for the proposed Annexation are as follows:

1. RRFC can currently only provide to the portion of RVCWD outside the RRFC district
boundary water surplus to RRFC customer demand when available as outlined in the 1980
Superior Court of the State of California No 42059 Stipulated Judgement and pursuant to
California State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Order WR 79-15; and

2. Annexation of the entirety of RVCWD service area into the RRFC boundary would allow
RVCWD to use RRFC water supplied though RVCWD’s Uniform Water Supply &
Purchase Agreement anywhere within the RVCWD service area.

WHEREAS, the proposed Annexation would be subject to the following terms and conditions:
1. It would not consist of a consolidation of services nor a consolidation of RRFC and RVCWD.

2. It would not negate, supersede, or otherwise impact the Stipulated Judgment No 42059.

WHEREAS, the Board hereby adopts the Plan for Services required pursuant to GOV {56653 set

forth in Exhibit B: Plan for Services, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, RRFC prepared an initial study to analyze the potential effects of the proposed
Annexation on the environment pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
determined the proposed annexation will have no significant effect on the environment, and

subsequently adopted a Negative Declaration for the proposed annexation on October 6, 2025.

WHEREAS, a Notice of Intention to adopt this Resolution of Application has been given to each
agency required pursuant to GOV §56654; and

A copy of this resolution and any attachments thereto shall be on file in the office of Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control
& Water Conservation Improvement District, 304 N. State Street, Ukiah, CA 95482.
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WHEREAS, the subject territory of RVCWD to be annexed into RRFC is inhabited; and

WHEREAS, the RVCWD Board of Directors adopted Resolution #25-02, a Resolution of Support

to the Mendocino County Local Agency Formation Commission in support of Mendocino County

Russian River Flood Control & Water Conservation Improvement District’s Application to Initiate

Proceedings for the Annexation of the Redwood Valley County Water District Boundary dated April
17, 2025; and

WHEREAS, the RRFC Board has considered the oral and/or written testimony made by any affected

local agencies or interested persons provided prior to or appearing at the properly noticed public

hearing for adoption of this Resolution of Application.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the RRFC Board of Trustees as follows:

1.

The above recitals are true and correct.

2. 'This Resolution is hereby approved and adopted by the RRFC Board, and the Mendocino

County Local Agency Formation Commission is hereby requested to take proceedings for
the proposed Annexation in the manner provided by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg ILocal

Government Reorganization Act of 2000; and

The lands proposed to be annexed into RRFC are depicted in Exhibit A: Area to be

Annexed attached to this Resolution and incorporated herein; and

An application with supporting documentation as required by the Commission shall be
submitted for the proposed Annexation to the Mendocino County Local Agency Formation

Commission.

The proposed Annexation will have no significant effect on the environment and RRFC
staff is hereby directed to file the approved Negative Declaration attached as Exhibit C:
Signed Negative Declaration ” with the Mendocino County Clerk and online with the

appropriate state clearinghouse.

A copy of this resolution and any attachments thereto shall be on file in the office of Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control
& Water Conservation Improvement District, 304 N. State Street, Ukiah, CA 95482.
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ADOPTED 6" day of October, 2025, by the Board of Trustees of the Mendocino County Russian
River Flood Control & Water Conservation Improvement District, by the following vote:

Christopher Watt, President es )/ No / Abstain / Absent
Tyler Rodrigue, Vice President Yes)/ No / Abstain / Absent
John Bailey, Treasurer es// No / Abstain / Absent
John Reardan, Trustee @)/ No / Abstain / Absent
Dave Koball, Trustee es / No / Abstain / Absent

Signed: WO /7 / ¢ /2_ s

Christopher @att, Board of Trustees President " Date

Attest:

; / wows /52/ é’/z )

fzabeth Salomone, General Manager

A copy of this resolution and any attachments thereto shall be on file in the office of Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control

& Water Conservation Improvement District, 304 N. State Street, Ukiah, CA 95482.
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Exhibit A

to Resolution #25-07

Approval of LAFCo Application

for Redwood Valley Annexation Project
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Continued Exhibit A

to Resolution #25-07

Approval of LAFCo Application
Exhibit “Al" f5r Redwood Valley Annexation

Beginning at the southwest corner of the T17N, R12\P,fh g 1& M. being the
southwest corner of Section 31 of said Township; thence East along the south line of
said section, 1/4 mile; thence North 1/2 mile; Thence East 1/4 mile to the center of said
Section; thence North 1/2 mile to the south line of Section 30; Thence East 1/4 mile;
Thence North 1/2 mile more or less to the southwesterly corner of the lands described
as the Gabrielli Winery Property Annexation to the Redwood Valley County Water
District LAFCO No. 90-5 in the document recorded in Book 1882 of Official Records, at
Page 294, Mendocino County Records;

Thence along the easterly boundary of said lands North 01°37°45” East 85.095 feet;
Thence South 87°07°47” West 10.761 feet; Thence North 00°18’°32” East 1322.596 feet
to the northwest corner of said lands; Thence along the northerly boundary line of said
lands North 86°02’03” East 1337.632 feet to the easterly line of Section 30;

Thence North along the easterly line of Section 30 to the southeast corner of Section
19; Thence West 1/4 mile along the south line of Section 19; Thence North 1/2 mile;
Thence West 1/4 mile; Thence North 1/4 mile; Thence West 1/2 mile to the West line of
Section 19; Thence North 1/4 mile to the southwest corner of Section 18; Thence East
3/4 mile along the south line of Section 18; Thence North 1/2 mile; Thence West 1/4
mile to the center of Section 18; Thence North 1/2 mile to the south 1/4 corner of
Section 7; Thence North 1/2 mile to the center of Section 7; Thence East 1/2 mile to the
west 1/4 section corner of Section 8; Thence South along the west line of Section 8, 208
feet, more or less, to the northwest corner of the lands of Donald J. Wright, as described
in the deed recorded in Book 458, Page 571, Official Records Mendocino County,
California; Thence along the north and east line of said lands of Wright, East 208 feet,
South 208 feet more or less, and East 208 feet more or less, to the northeast corner
thereof, being also the northwest corner of the lands of Marvin Cannon, as described in
the deed recorded in Book 585, Page 134, Official Records Mendocino County; thence
along the north line of said lands and the lands of R.W. Dorsey 2000 feet more or less,
to the northeast corner of said lands as described in the deed recorded in Book 609,
Page 247, Official Records Mendocino County, being the east line of the Southwest 1/4
of Section 8; Thence South along the east line of said Southwest 1/4, Section 8, 900
feet more or less, to the northeast corner of the Southeast 1/4 of the Southwest 1/4 of
said Section 8; thence along the north line of said Southeast 1/4 of Southwest 1/4,
Section 8, West 1/4 mile to the northwest corner thereof; Thence 1/4 mile South along
the west line of said Southeast 1/4, Southwest 1/4 to the northeast corner of the
northwest 1/4 of northwest 1/4, Section 17; Thence East 250 feet; Thence 1 mile South,
more or less, along the east line of the west 1/2 of the west 1/2 of Section 17 to the
northeast corner of the northwest 1/4 of northwest 1/4, Section 20; Thence East along
the north line of Section 20, 3/4 mile to the northeast corner thereof; Thence 1/4 miles
South along the east line of the northwest 1/4 of northwest 1/4, Section 21;

Continued
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Thence East 1600 feet more or less along the south line of said section; thence South
3/4 mile to a point on the north line of Section 28; Thence East along said line 3/4 mile
to the northwest corner of Section 27; thence 2/3 mile South along the west line of
Section 28, more or less, to the southeast corner of the lands of Ford and Rawles as
described in the deed recorded in Book 440, Page 512, Official Records, Mendocino
County, thence West along the south line of said lands, 970 feet, more or less to a point
on the east line of the lands of Geroge C, Halletux as described in the deed recorded in
Book 582, Page 561, Official Records Mendocino County; Thence 1/2 mile south along
the west line of said lands and the east line of the lands of M. Laforet; Thence East
2272 feet, more or less along the south line of said lands to the northeast corner of the
lands of E.G. Lynch, as described in the deed recorded in Book 182, Page 43, Official
Records, Mendocino County, said point being also the northwest corner of the lands
described as the Redwood Valley Rancheria Property Annexation to the Redwood
Valley County Water District recorded in Book 2171 of Official Records, Page 635,
Mendocino County Records and northwest corner of the lands that are shown on that
Record of Survey recorded in Map Case 2, Drawer 46, Page 56;

Thence around the boundary of said lands of Redwood Valley Rancheria Property
Annexation North 87°57°52” East, 1434.66 feet to the northeast corner of Lot 19 of the
Finnish Colony Subdivision thereof recorded in Case 1, Drawer 4, Page 89, Mendocino
County Records; thence along an existing fence as shown on said Record of Survey the
following courses: North 85°28°24” East, 368.20 feet; thence north 71°05’°33” East,
121.36 feet; thence North 72°02’50” East, 99.31 feet; thence North 89°03’35” East,
64.30 feet; thence north 75°25’°31” East 125.45 feet; thence North 71°34°19” East,
127.42 feet; thence South 75°51°’55” East, 219.47 feet; thence North 74°53’05” East,
375.29 feet; thence South 44°18°56” East, 20.95 feet; thence South 52°00°’55” East,
90.24 feet; thence South 53°28’34” East, 117.93 feet; thence North 68°51°'22” East,
132.74 feet; thence South 77°52’39” East, 339.04 feet; thence North 88°29’31” East,
537 .44 feet; thence South 25°52’03” East, 220.82 feet; thence South 38°00'11” East,
146.95 feet; thence South 65°57°46” East, 201.77 feet; thence South 20°46’37” East,
272.91 feet; thence South 48°08’19” East, 446.29 feet; thence leaving said fence as
shown on said map South 81°28'32” West, 3884.84 feet; thence South 44°20°25” West,
1029.15 feet; thence South 82°11°42” West, 265 feet to the southwest corner of Lot 20
of said Finnish Colony Subdivision;

Thence South 8 degrees East 2924 .8 feet, more or less, to the northwest corner of Lot
15 of said Finnish Colony Subdivision; thence south 64 degrees East 3265 feet; thence
North 67 degrees East, 900 feet to the east line of the Yokayo Rancho; thence South 1
mile, more or less to the southeast corner of the lands of John Barrella as described in
the deed recorded in Book 168, Page 295, Official Records, Mendocino County; thence
South 55 degrees West 316 feet, more or less; thence South 37 degrees West 532 feet;
thence South 55 degrees West 2657 feet more or less;

Continued
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Thence South 530 feet to the northwest corner of the lands of Lee Sorelles as described
in the deed recorded in Book 445, Page 6, Official Records Mendocino County; thence
East along the north line of said lands 1089 feet to the northeast corner; thence 1390
feet South 13 degrees West along the east line to the southeast corner thereof; thence
220 feet West along the south line of the lands of Jay Long as described in the deed
recorded in Book 4321, Page 320, Official Records, Mendocino County, to the
southwest corner of said lands of Long; thence South 320 feet, more or less, along the
east line of Calpella Fruit Land Tract, as shown on the map thereof recorded in Case 1,
Drawer 3, Page 18, Mendocino County Records, to the southeast corner of Lot 5
thereof;

Thence West along the south line of Lot 5 to the southwest corner of Lot 5; thence
North along the west line of Lot 5 to the northwest corner of Lot 5; thence West along
the south line of Lot 12 to the southwest corner of Lot 12; thence North along the west
lines of Lots 11 and 12 to the southeast corner of Lot 18; thence West along the south
line of Lot 18 to the southwest corner of Lot 18; thence North along the west line of Lot
18 to the northwest corner of Lot 18; thence West along the southerly line of Lot 33 and
the westerly projection thereof to the intersection of the west line of the County Road
with the westerly projection of the southerly line of Lot 33; thence southerly along the
west line of the County Road to the southeast corner of Lot 32; thence West along the
south line of Lot 32 to the intersection thereof with the center of the channel of the
Russian River, thence along the center of the channel of the Russian River to the
northerly line of Lot 108, Yokayo Rancho; Thence along the northerly line of Lot 108,
West, South, and West to the southwest corner of the lands of Fred Finne as described
in the deed recorded in Book 405, Page 130, Official Records, Mendocino County;

Thence North 2200 feet along the west line of said lands; thence West 2900 feet;
thence North 1900 feet to the southeast corner of the Del Arbbres Subdivision, as
shown on the map recorded in Case 1, Drawer 10, Page 15, Mendocino County
Records; thence North 85 degrees West 600 feet; thence South 17 degrees West 330
feet; thence West 400 feet; thence South 3 degrees West 490 feet; thence West 2570
feet on the south line of said subdivision to the southwest corner thereof; thence North
along the west line of said subdivision to the southeast corner of Lot 3 of Section 7,
Township 16 North, Rage 12 West, M.D.B. & M;

Thence West along the southerly boundary of said Lot 3 to the southeast corner of the
north 1/2 of the southeast 1/4 of Section 12, Township 16 North, Rane 12 West, M.D.B.
& M.; thence West along the southerly boundary of said north 1/2 of the southeast 1/4 of
said Section 12 to the northeast corner of the southwest 1/4 of the southeast 1/4 of said
Section 12; thence South along the easterly boundary of the southwest 1/4 of the
southeast 1/4 of said Section 12 to the southerly boundary of Section 12; thence West
along the southerly boundary of Section 12 to the southwesterly corner of the southwest
1/4 of the southeast 1/4 of Section 12;

Continued
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Thence North along the westerly boundary of the east 1/2 of Section 12 to Seward
Creek; thence southeasterly along Seward Creek to the westerly boundary of the
southeast 1/4 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12; thence North along the westerly
boundary of the southeast 1/4 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12 to the southerly
boundary of the north 1/2 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12; thence West along the
southerly boundary of the north 1/2 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12 to the
southwesterly corner thereof; thence North along the westerly boundary of the north 1/2
of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12 to the northerly boundary line of said Section 12;
thence East along the northerly boundary line of Section 12 to the northeast corner of
said Section 12 and the southwest corner of Section 6, Township 16 North, Rage 12
West, M.D.B. & M;

Thence North 1 mile, more or less, along the west line of Section 6 to the Point of
Beginning.

This description was prepared by me or under my direct supervision in June 2025.

R =
S 6/18/2025

Steven J. Klein, PLS 8155 Date

End of Description
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Exhibit B to Resolution #25-07
LAFCo Application for Annexation

Mendocino County

Russian River Flood Control &»Water Conservation Improvement District
P.O. Box 2104 Ukiah, CA 95482 707.462.5278 Website: RRFC.net DistrictManager@rrfc.net

Plan for Services
For RRFC Annexation of the Complete
Redwood Valley County Water District Service Area

Summary of proposal

The proposal before LAFCo is the annexation of the remaining portion of the Redwood Valley County
Water District (RVCWD) boundary and service area into the Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation District (RRFC) boundary with no dissolution of RVCWD or
consolidation of services.

RRFC wholesales water from the East Fork Russian River and LLake Mendocino under the terms of its State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) issued water right license 13898. RVCWD would join other
water retailers within the RRFC boundary who currently purchase water from RRFC under a Uniform
Water Sale & Purchase Agreement (Agreement.) These retailers include Millview County Water District,
Willow County Water District, Hopland Public Utility District, Calpella County Water District, Rogina
Mutual Water Company, and River Estates Mutal Water Company.

RVCWD services provided within the proposed annexation area consist of domestic water service to 1,105
equivalent dwelling units and 197 agricultural customers. Currently, RVCWD has an Agreement with RRFC
that covers the small portion of its service area that falls within the RRFC boundary. RVCWD can receive
RRFC surplus water, when available, for the remainder and majority of its service area pursuant to a 1980
Stipulated Judgement between the two entities (Stipulated Judgment). Annexation would provide an
opportunity for RVCWD to expand the place of use in the Agreement to the entire RVCWD service area.

Lake Mendfino, September 2022 by Russian River Conﬂme o

President Vice President Treasurer Trustee Trustee
Christopher Watt Tyler Rodrigue John Bailey John Reardan Dave Koball
Packet Pg 40 of 171


mailto:DistrictManager@rrfc.net
Owner
Typewritten Text

Owner
Typewritten Text

Owner
Typewritten Text

Owner
Typewritten Text
Exhibit B to Resolution #25-07
LAFCo Application for Annexation

Owner
Rectangle


District profiles

The Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement
District (RRFC) was formed in 1956 to serve, along with the Sonoma County Water Agency, as the local
sponsor for the development of Coyote Dam and Lake Mendocino. RRFC encompasses approximately
51,000 acres from the south end of RVCWD to just north of the Sonoma County line (Figure A.)

RRFC provides wholesale water under a State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) issued water right
license 13898 (License.) RRFC is authorized to divert 7,940 acre feet a year from the East Fork Russian
River and Lake Mendocino for domestic, municipal, and irrigation purposes within this RRFC licensed place
of use.

The District offers water sales contracts
to water users within its boundaties
through the Agreement for delivery of
water available under the License. The
water is diverted and sold as raw water to
customers for municipal water service
uses, private agricultural entities for
irrigation and frost protection purposes,
and to others for industrial and domestic
use. The Agreement specifies the amount
of water that can be diverted annually,
from what locations (or points of
diversion), the purpose of use, and where
the contracted water may be used. The
Agreement defines terms for purchasing
surplus water, measuring and reporting
use, allocations during shortage, and
responsibilities of each party to comply 3 IR i N
with all relevant laws and regulations by Lake Mendocino at Coyote Valley Dans, 2024 by C] Watt
third parties. The term of the Agreements

is twenty (20) years with an option to renew.

The quantity of water contracted to RRFC Customers remains relatively steady. Annually, any remaining
uncontracted water supply is made available as surplus, first to RRFC customers as per the Agreement, and
then to RVCWD, as per the conditions of the Stipulated Judgement. On an annual basis, RRFC customers
may offer to make some or all of their contract quantity available to other District customers and RVCWD
as surplus through a transfer agreement.

RRFC has a five-member Board of Trustees elected at large to serve staggered four-year terms and District
operations are performed year-round by the full-time General Manager, the District’s only employee. The
District obtains additional operational and planning support by engaging consultants and legal services. The
District does not own or operate any facilities or infrastructure other than meters; its contractors are
responsible for their own treatment, infrastructure, and delivery systems.

RRFC is recently underwent a Municipal Service Review (MSR) and Sphere of Influence (SOI) update in
coordination with this annexation application. The extent of the proposed annexation area is the RVCWD
boundary which is within the RRFC SOL. There are no changes being requested in the SOI.

Page 2 of 9
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The Redwood Valley County Water District (RVCWD) was established on January 16, 1964 under
Sections 30322 and 30323 of the Water Code. RVCWD has a dual distribution system; irrigation water
service began in April 1979; domestic water service began in November 1979. RVCWD’s service area is
roughly 15 square miles and is located north of the Ukiah Valley area (Figure B), with only a small area of
approximately 200 acres in the southern portion within the RRFC boundary. RVCWD serves a total of 1105
equivalent dwelling units and 197 agricultural customers.

RVCWD has three sources of water supply. Treated
municipal supply is purchased from Millview County Water
District surplus groundwater supply via an intertie.
Untreated water is purchased from RRFC, pumped by
RVCWD from its Lake Mendocino pump station into the
agricultural supply lines and to a holding reservoir. Water
can be routed through the water treatment plant then stored
in tanks for municipal supply. Untreated water can be
routed from the reservoir to the irrigation distribution
system. RVCWD also holds a largely un-exercisable right to
divert up to 4,900 acre feet a year directly from Lake
Mendocino between November 1 and April 30 of each year.
Water diversions under this right can only occur in instances
when stream flows in the Russian River main stem (as
measured at the confluence of the East and West forks)
exceed 150 cubic feet per second and Lake Mendocino
| storage is within the flood pool. This represents a relatively
narrow window of opportunity and RVCWD has not
exercised this right in the last 5 years. Additionally, in order
for this winter-diverted water to be useful to RVCWD, it
must be stored and the District’s only pond is grossly
insufficient in size.

RVCWD pump & intake at Lake Mendocino, by E Salomone

RVCWD is currently under a court-ordered moratorium for domestic connections and a district board
initiated moratorium on irrigation connections. The proposed annexation will not meet the requirements to
lift this moratorium.

RVCWD has a five-member Board of Directors elected at large to four-year staggered terms. In 2024,
RVCWD joined the Ukiah Valley Water Authority (UVWA), a newly consolidated water management joint
powers agency. Members of UVWA include the City of Ukiah, Calpella County Water District, Millview
County Water District, Redwood Valley County Water District, and Willow County Water District, creating
coordination which aims to modernize water infrastructure and governance while maximizing water access
and resilience. The day-to-day operations of UVWA are managed by City of Ukiah employees and as of
January 1, 2025, all RVCWD operational services were transferred to the City of Ukiah. UVWA is actively
working with the SWRCB to obtain funding under the Safe and Affordable Funding for Equity and
Resilience (SAFER) program to enhance and secure municipal water supplies which will include improving
the municipal water supply services to RVCWD. UVWA is a functional consolidation of water agencies and
while not an actual reorganization/consolidation under LAFCo, UVWA intends to move forward with
formal LAFCo applications for reorganization/consolidation over the next few yeats.

Page 3 of 9
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History

The concept of consolidating water services has been discussed off and on in the greater Ukiah Valley for
well over 30 years and has been the subject of numerous reports and studies.

In 2011, RRFC and RVCWD signed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) in pursuit of consolidation. In
2014, progress was made toward an annexation and dissolution of RVCWD before the Districts jointly
concluded it was not a viable option.

In 2019, RRFC once again began to explore how to elevate the customer status of RVCWD from surplus
only. An Agreement to Terms of Service was developed by a joint Ad Hoc Committee and approved by
both Districts. The agreement lays out the terms under which RRFC provides surplus water to RVCWD.

In early 2024, RVCWD and RRFC resumed the collaboration toward annexation. On April 1, 2024, RRFC
adopted Resolution No. 24-01, a Commitment to Collaborate with Redwood 1V alley County Water District in
Developing a 1ocal Agency Formation Commission Annexation Application and on April 18, 2024, the RVCWD
adopted Resolution No. 24-01 of the same title. On August 1, 2024, RRFC and RVCWD entered a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding the development of an annexation application to LAFCo
including a cost sharing agreement. This latest attempt has successfully resulted in this annexation
application to LAFCo.

Lake Mendocino 2019, by Bobby Cochran Photography
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Description of current services

RRFC is restricted from providing a stable water supply source to the entirety of the RVCWD service area
under an Agreement because RVCWD is not fully within the current RRFC jurisdictional boundary and
RRFC does not currently have enough water available under its License not under contract to meet
RVCWD demands.

RRFC’s License authorizes it to divert 7,940 acre feet a year from the East Fork Russian River and Lake
Mendocino for domestic, municipal, and irrigation uses within the RRFC licensed place of use. The License
acknowledges that a prior State Order WR 79-15:

approved delivery of up to 4,000 acre-feet per annum of water under this right to the Redwood Valley
County Water District and added the Redwood Valley County Water District as an authorized place of
use, upon the following condition: Water to be utilized in this additional place of use shall be available
only until the same is necessary to supply water for any existing or future use of water within the
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District. Neither
the Redwood Valley County Water District nor any user within that district will acquire a vested right to
water available under this right as a result of this change in place of beneficial use.

RRFC currently provides water service to RVCWD pursuant to the Stipulated Judgment, which provides
that RRFC must provide surplus water to Redwood, defined as “that portion, if any, of said 8,000 acre feet
which is not put to beneficial use within the land situated in the Mendocino district.”” RRFC surplus water
supply is determined by the amount of uncontracted water under this License. Additionally, RRFC
customers can offer to make some or all of their contract quantity available to other customers and/or
RVCWD as surplus through a transfer agreement on an annual basis.

Currently, RVCWD purchases water from both Millview CWD and RRFC that has been determined to be
surplus to the ongoing needs of the two respective organizations. Millview CWD provides RVCWD with
groundwater, which is not regulated by the SWRCB and has no assigned place or purpose of use. The
amount of water that can be delivered by Millview CWD to RVCWD is limited by the size of the
infrastructure, amounting to approximately 55 gallons per person per day to RVCWD municipal customers.
With the recent formation of the Ukiah Valley Water Authority (UVWA) JPA, the expectation is that the
UVWA will use State funding from the Safe and Affordable Funding for Equity and Resilience (SAFER)
program to enhance and secure municipal water supplies through consolidation of the JPA member water
rights and expanding groundwater pumping and delivery. Infrastructure improvements will include the
delivery lines for the RVCWD municipal water supply.

RVCWD has purchased an annual average of 850 acre feet of surplus water from RRFC since 2016, which
includes times of supply restriction. This water is used to serve RVCWD’s agricultural customers and as a
supplement to the surplus water from Millview CWD for municipal supply. This supplementation will
remain important to RVCWD until the improvements in infrastructure from UVWA are complete.
Afterwords, the RRFC water will provide a redundant source in place for emergencies. RVCWD agricultural
customers depend on the RRFC surplus supply, only augmented by those few and far between times
RVCWD can exercise its own water right. The Redwood Valley agricultural community also relies on
surface water storage ponds and groundwater, where available. During a drought, both ponds and wells are
at high risk of going dry and farmers then rely solely on water stored in Lake Mendocino under RRFC’s
water right.

While under the RRFC License, RVCWD is allowed up to 4,000 acre feet of surplus annually, that amount
has historically not been available, nor has RVCWD needed that quantity from RRFC. Due to water supply
availability impacts from climate change = and the restrictions of the Potter Valley Project there will be less
and less surplus water available to RVCWD from RRFC in future years.
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Service Challenges

The primary challenge in providing water in the Russian River watershed is reliable water supply due to both
intensifying drought conditions and the impending changes to the Potter Valley Project.

The Potter Valley Project (PVP) has
been rerouting water from the Eel River
to the Russian River for over a century,
growing and sustaining the economy in
communities through agriculture,
drinking water, and even recreation with
additional water supplied as a byproduct
of power generation. Pacific Gas &
Electric (PG&E) as the current owner
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Potter Valley Project map by PG&E

The Russian River Watershed has been active for years in an effort to continue this trans basin diversion.
Prior to 2019, a group of organizations representing both Eel and Russian River water user interests
attempted to purchase the PVP with intent to relicense the entire project through FERC. Being
unsuccessful, Russian River representatives reorganized and formed the Eel Russian Project Authority
(ERPA) to develop solutions under the scenario of the PG&E decommissioning. ERPA met with Eel River
Watershed interests, forming the Two-Basin Partnership and entered into talks to develop a proposal to
submit to PG&E for a new diversion facility on the Eel River.

Lake Pillsbury by CJ Watt
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In February 2025, the Two-Basin Partnership members
established a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to
advance a water diversion agreement associated with PG&E’s
decommissioning of the Potter Valley Project. The MOU details
how Russian River water users can continue to divert water,
without harming the recovery of salmon species on the Eel
River. It commits the parties to support the removal of the two
dams on the Eel River, restoration in the Eel River watershed,
developing water supply reliability and self-reliance in the
Russian River, and sets terms for the proposed continued
diversion. Under the current plan, a new water diversion facility
will be designed to mimic a free-flowing Eel River and diversion
to the Russian River will occur mostly in the wintertime and
under strict rules designed to protect Eel River biological
resources and ecological processes. These diversions are
dependent on hydrological conditions in the Eel River and not
guaranteed. It is expected that intensifying drought conditions
will impact the ability to divert water in some years and the
current lack of storage capacity in the Russian River watershed is
another obstacle to addressing the significant deficit of diverted
water.

Scott Dam at Lake Pillsbury by C] Watt

Russian River water users will have to wait for several years as the decommissioning approval process
moves through FERC. In the meantime, significant funding will need to be obtained to move forward with
the plans. Mendocino County Inland Water & Power Commission (IWPC) is the local joint powers agency
leading the effort in both the continued trans basin diversion and the feasibility of modernizing Coyote
Valley Dam to, among other things, provide additional storage space in Lake Mendocino. Both RRFC and
RVCWD are members of IWPC and contribute financially to the ongoing efforts.

¥ 4
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Cape Horn Dam at the diversion site by Cal Trout
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Intensifying climate conditions are a major concern for water suppliers through California. The region
has experienced several significant droughts in the last 20 years, with the most recent one in 2020-2022
burdening the region with a drought declaration by the Governor of California and State Water Resources
Control Board emergency regulations resulting in curtailment of water rights. Lake Mendocino reached its
lowest point since filling and many community members were under strict water rations.

Both RRFC and RVCWD have guidelines to address water supply shortages.

RVCWD adopted a conservation ordinance in 2007 to deal with droughts such as those that occurred in
2007-2009. The ordinance includes six tiers, of which the most severe restrictions apply to Tier 6. Tier 4
was implemented in 2009 when Lake Mendocino water levels receded to record lows. At that time
mandatory rationing was imposed by
the SWRCB, which resulted in a 50
percent reduction in water use.
During the 2013-2015 drought, Tier
4 was again implemented, resulting in
limits of 50 gallons per person per
day and no agricultural water
deliveries. During the 2020-2022
drought, RVCWD had limited supply
for agricultural customers, with no
deliveries being made in all of 2021
and most of 2021. The physical
limitations of the Millview CWD
intertie required RVCWD to ration
municipal supply to 55 gallons per
person per day.

~ ol

Lake Mendocino north boat ramp, Jannary 2021 by E Salomone

RRFC has a Water Conservation Program outlined in District Ordinance #25-01 to enact when conditions
limit the water supply available to its customers. In the 2013-2015 drought, RRFC implemented mandatory
reductions on District customers and coordinated an emergency water supply for RVCWD. During the
2020-2022 drought, RRFC declared a Water Supply Emergency, when the District determined a major
failure of supply and storage, including no surplus water supply to provide to RVCWD. RRFC customers
were asked to voluntarily reduce water use and through resounding cooperation were able to continue
accessing RRFC stored water in Lake Mendocino, though the SWRCB was close to curtailing that use.

In 2022, the District and Sonoma County Water Agency entered a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
concerning Lake Mendocino Storage Planning and Russian River Management. The MOU was developed in
response to SWRCB terms during the drought and establishes planning and management activities related to
the shared water supplies in Lake Mendocino. This MOU established the amount of stored water available
to the various parties and will be a critical tool in years with reduced water supply.

RRFC, Sonoma Water, and other regional water interests worked with the SWRCB beginning in 2020 to
develop the Upper Russian River Voluntary Water Sharing Program. The Program allows collaboration to
share limited water resources within the water rights priority system regulated by the SWRCB. Work
continues to enhance this Program.
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Services Under Annexation

As mentioned, RVCWD currently holds an Agreement with RRFC for 328.85 acre feet for use within
RVCWD’s approximately 200 acres located within RRFC’s jurisdictional boundaries. Annexation of the
remaining portion of the RVCWD service area into the RRFC boundary will allow RVCWD to use the
water supply available under the Agreement anywhere in its service area. In addition, annexation would
allow RVCWD to put surplus water available under its Agreement to beneficial use anywhere within the
entire Redwood service area, not just that portion currently within RRFC.

All infrastructure is already in place; there will be no interruption in the services provided to RVCWD. The
annexation is not expected to increase RVCWD’s historical use of RRFC’s License or induce growth due to
regional water supply challenges described above. RVCWD will continue to use RRFC water as it has, for
agricultural customers and as an emergency backup for domestic supply until such time as the UVWA
expands the groundwater supply and infrastructure.

:‘: '53.':’:; _1‘; . =
RVCWD pump house and intake at Lake Mendocino, by C] Wart

Financial or Fiscal Impact

RVCWD currently pays for water under its Agreement. In addition, it pays for surplus water used from
RRFC as per terms of the 1980 Stipulated Judgement between the two entities. The purchase price of
surplus water is determined by dividing RRFC’s operational expenses by 7,940, the licensed amount under
RRFC’s License. RRFC does not budget revenue from the sale of surplus water since it is an unknown in
any given year. Once annexed, the only change is that the cost per acre foot to RVCWD will be the same as
for all RRFC customers if it includes its entire service area under its Agreement, determined by the Board of
Trustees through the adoption of fiscal year budgets.
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Exhibit C
to Resolution #25-07

MENDOCINO COUNTY RUSSIAN RIVER FLOOD CONTROL
AND WATER CONSERVATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
NEGATIVE DECLARATION REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Project described below has been reviewed
pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Public
Resources Code Section 21100, et seq.) and a determination has been made that it will have
no significant effect upon the environment.

PROJECT NAME: Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation Improvement District Redwood Valley Annexation Project (“Project”).

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT: Filing of an application with the Mendocino County
Local Agency Formation Commission to annex the Redwood Valley County Water District
(“RVCWD”) into the RRFC. The Project Description is more fully set forth in the Initial
Study for the Project. The purpose of the annexation is to allow RVCWD to contract with
the RRFC to receive surface water supplies available under the RRFC’s licensed water
right.

LOCATION OF PROJECT: The Project is located within Mendocino County as shown on
the areas identified on the map attached as EXHIBIT “A”.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF PROJECT PROPONENT: Mendocino County Russian River
Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District, PO Box 2104, Ukiah, CA
95482, (707) 462-5278.

MITIGATION MEASURES: None.

A copy of the Initial Study regarding the environmental effect of this Project is on file at
the RRFC office at 304 North State Street, Ukiah, California, 95482. This study was:

X Adopted as presented.
] Adopted with changes. Specific modifications supporting reasons are attached.

The RRFC considered and adopted this Negative Declaration at a public meeting of its
Board of Directors on October 6, 2025.

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency).
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on
the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
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I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on
the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
revisions to the Project have been made by or agreed to by the Project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.

I find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant
impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the
environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards; and (2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as
described on the attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on
the environment, because all potentially significant effects (1) have been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to the applicable standards, and (c) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
Project, nothing further is required.

- o J F . { y )
\Li:;' :".'f-fr-.'f-":"?{/\_ _I‘ff Ei'.}" e

October 6, 2025

Elizabeth Salomone

Date
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EXHIBIT “A”
TO NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MAP OF RVCWD AREA TO BE ANNEXED INTO RRFC
October 6, 2025
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ATTACHMENT 3

Resolution #25-02

of the
Redwood Valley County Water District

Resolution of Support for the
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control
& Water Consetvation Improvement District
Request to the
Mendocino County Local Agency Formation Commission
to Initiate Proceedings for the Annexation
of the Redwood Valley County Water District Boundary

WHEREAS, Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control & Water Conservation Improvement
District (RRFC) desires to initiate proceedings pursuant to Part 3 of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg
Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (GOV §56000 et seq.) for a Change of Organization
consisting of an annexation to incorporate the remaining jurisdictional boundaries of the Redwood
Valley County Water District (RVCWD) not already located within the RRFC jurisdictional boundary,

as set forth in the attached Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated hetein by reference.

WHEREAS, the RVCWD Board is dedicated to creating a lasting solution for the Redwood Valley

community that will support increased water supply reliability for our agricultural community.

WHEREAS, the RVCWD Board wishes to convey to the Mendocino Local Agency Formation
Commission its support in being annexed into RRFC in order to enable the RVCWD to enter into a
Uniform Water Supply & Purchase Agreement with RRFC; thereby creating a more reliable water
supply for RVCWD.

WHEREAS, both RRFC and RVCWD wish to pattner in an annexation application as evidenced by
the following actions:

1. On Apul1, 2024, RRFC adopted Resolution No. 24-01, a Commitment to Collaborate with Redwood
Valley County Water District in Developing a Local Agency Formation Commission Annexation
Application; and

2. Subsequently, on April 18, 2024, RVCWD adopted a similar resolution (Resolution No. 24-
01); and
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3. RRFC and RVCWD entered a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to identify roles and
responsibilities for development of an annexation application to the LAFCo, effective August
1, 2024.

WHEREAS, eligibility for the proposed annexation includes:
1. The proposed annexation area is within the RRFC cutrent LAFCo approved Sphere of
Influence; and
2. The proposed annexation area is within RRFC’s State Water Resources Control Board water

nrght license 13898 place of use.

WHEREAS, the reasons for the proposed annexation ate as follows:

1. RRFC can currently only provide RVCWD water surplus to RRFC customer demand when
available as outlined in the 1980 Supetior Court of the State of California No 42059 Stipulated
Judgement and pursuant to California State Water Resources Control Board Water Right
Otder WR 79-15; and

2. Annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC boundary would allow for regular contracting of
water under a Uniform Water Supply & Purchase Agreement, creating a more stable water

supply for the RVCWD.

WHEREAS, the proposed annexation would be subject to the following terms and conditions:
1. Itwould not consist of a consolidation of setvices nor a consolidaion of RRFC and RVCWD.

2. It would not negate, supersede, or otherwise impact the Stipulated Judgment No 42059.

WHEREAS, the Boatd has considered the oral and/or wtitten testimony for adoption of this

Resolution of Support.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the RVCWD Board of Directors as follows:
This Resolution is hereby approved and adopted by the RVCWD Board in support of the RRFC
request for Mendocino County Local Agency Formation Commission to initiate proceedings for the
proposed annexation desctibed herein in the manner provided by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg

Local Govermnment Reorganization Act of 2000; and
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ADOPTED 17 day of April 2025, by the Board of Directors of the Redwood Valley County Water
District, by the following vote:

ADAM GASKA / Abstain / Absent

KEN TODD / Abstain / Absent
TOM SCHOENEMAN / Abstain / Absent
BREE KLOTTER / Abstain / Absent
DEREK DAHLEN KV No / Abstain / Absent
Signed: ()//{);M E ’\D‘\/ (/// /q- / ZOZ

Adam Gaska, Board P1e51dent ate

Attest: VJ\ W\cw = I 171 IJO’ZLQ

KS Q) Date

Packet Pg 56 of 171



ATTACHMENT 4

WATER AUTHORITY
April 2, 2026

Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)
200 S School Street, Ste. 2
Ukiah, CA 95482

SUBJECT: Russian River Flood Control and Conservation Improvement District (RRFC)
Application

Dear LAFCo Commissioners:

The Ukiah Valley Water Authority (UVWA) wishes to voice its support of the application of Russian
River Flood Control and Conservation Improvement District (RRFC) to Mendocino Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) to annex the entirety of Redwood Valley County Water District
(RVCWD) into its boundaries. If the annexation application is approved, RVCWD would be able
to directly use the 328.85 Acre Feet of water contracted through a Uniform Water Supply &
Purchase Agreement with RRFC. The proposed annexation would afford RVCWD a measured
level of water security to supply its customers, domestic and agricultural.

UVWA was founded under the principle that collaborating to combine and coordinate the
operations of our respective water systems into a Combined Water System is in the best interest
of all water districts within the Greater Ukiah Valley. It is recognized that all member agencies of
the UVWA benefit through the coordinated use of their respective water resources and water
systems.

Redwood Valley County Water District has been jurisdictionally restricted to fully benefit from the
328.85 acre feet of water it has contracted through a Uniform Water Supply & Purchase
Agreement with RRFC due to large portions of its district boundaries lying outside of the district
boundaries of RRFC. RVCWD and RRFC seek to remedy that restriction by seeking approval by
LAFCo to allow RRFC to fully annex RVCWD, to make their district boundaries coterminous.

In the spirit of collaboration and cooperation, the UVWA supports the application to Mendocino
LAFCo for RRFC to fully annex RVCWD and urges Mendocino LAFCo to approve the application
for annexation.

= T e

Tim Prince, Vice Chair

Ukiah Valley Water Authority
Water Executive Committee WY
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Russian River Flood Control
2016-2025 Reported Water Use

ATTACHMENT 5

Under State WAter Resources Control Board Issued
Water Right License 13898

Jan Feb March  April May June July August Sept Oct Nov Dec Total

2016:

Contracted 16.06 26.94 20.76 3419 | 10497 ] 511.07 678.52 826.11 | 484.59 | 189.71 24.86 18.45 2,936.22
Surplus to Redwood Valley - 4.86 6.63 16.91 35.29 95.81 231.32 204.08 | 114.59 54.50 34.25 17.68 815.92
Totals 16.06 31.80 27.39 51.10 | 140.26 | 606.88 909.84 | 1,030.19 | 599.18 | 244.21 59.11 36.13 3,752.14
2017

Contracted 15.69 12.82 15.16 16.40 50.33 | 229.72 854.07 874.26 | 620.25 | 473.56 78.99 37.06 3,278.30
Surplus to Redwood Valley - - 9.51 10.13 50.33 | 162.65 251.96 337.58 | 217.28 | 115.70 - - 1,155.14
Totals 15.69 12.82 24.67 26.53 | 100.66 | 392.37 | 1,106.03 | 1,211.84 | 837.53 | 589.26 78.99 37.06 4,433.44
2018

Contracted 13.48 18.98 | 104.16 68.17 | 141.35] 412.00 72297 | 1,082.40 | 773.95| 413.14 | 203.85 21.98 3,976.43
Surplus to Redwood Valley - 48.75 46.45 39.10 24.66 | 153.86 290.52 295.54 | 164.64 47.20 49.41 3.70 1,163.83
Totals 13.48 67.73 | 150.61 | 107.27 | 166.01 | 565.86 | 1,013.49 | 1,377.94 | 938.59 | 460.34 | 253.26 25.68 5,140.26
2019

Contracted 46.91 36.25 | 12041 68.78 | 139.28 | 280.62 026.45 892.89 | 826.25| 463.04 | 21447 90.88 3,806.23
Surplus to Redwood Valley - 4.86 6.63 16.91 35.29 95.81 231.32 204.08 | 114.59 54.50 34.25 17.68 815.92
Totals 46.91 4111 | 127.04 85.69 | 174.57 | 376.43 857.77 | 1,096.97 | 940.84 | 517.54 | 248.72 | 108.56 4,622.15
2020

Contracted 62.22 71.88 | 243.86 | 14022 | 162.06 | 340.94 766.44 728.62 | 603.13 | 618.07 [ 164.50 85.51 3,987.44
Surplus to Redwood Valley - - 171.63 | 111.42 86.60 | 208.20 299.59 287.92 | 19455 | 145.83 32.04 45.24 1,583.02
Totals 62.22 71.88 | 415.49 | 251.64 | 248.66 | 549.14 | 1,066.03 | 1,016.54 | 797.68 | 763.90 | 196.54 | 130.75 5,570.46
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Russian River Flood Control
2016-2025 Reported Water Use
Under State WAter Resources Control Board Issued
Water Right License 13898

Jan Feb March  April May June July August Sept Oct Nov Dec Total

2021

Contracted 14.44 34.89 | 17235 | 24327 | 24423 | 302.64 492.51 656.52 | 518.09 | 289.75 58.23 33.54 3,060.45
Surplus to Redwood Valley 51.19 15.47 62.51 | 24123 | 113.07 - 14.36 - 15.81 - - - 513.64
Totals 65.63 50.36 | 234.86 | 484.50 | 357.30 | 302.64 506.87 656.52 | 533.90 | 289.75 58.23 33.54 3,574.09
2022

Contracted 62.32 85.85 [ 309.10 | 240.30 | 286.03 | 360.61 674.11 817.52 | 56522 | 358.85| 177.47 [ 101.62 4,038.98
Surplus to Redwood Valley - - 16.02 - 13.99 - - 29.45 75.49 50.80 38.85 53.74 278.34
Totals 62.32 85.85 | 325.12 | 240.30 | 300.02 | 360.61 674.11 846.97 | 640.71 | 409.65 | 216.32 | 155.36 4,317.32
2023

Contracted 107.97 96.77 | 12041 | 140.80 [ 204.86 | 318.34 542.82 746.86 | 530.73 | 289.31 [ 179.82 | 135.91 3,414.59
Surplus to Redwood Valley - - - 31.60 42.72 94.48 173.04 174.10 81.91 13.89 - 14.46 626.20
Totals 107.97 96.77 | 120.41 | 172.40 | 247.58 | 412.82 715.86 920.96 | 612.64 | 303.20 | 179.82 | 150.37 4,040.79
2024

Contracted 153.68 | 12526 | 14279 [ 193.18 | 533.49 | 806.17 | 1,121.69 966.95 | 727.10 | 257.70 39.50 10.28 5,077.77
Surplus to Redwood Valley 59.75 46.47 | 11691 | 265.15| 179.06 | 117.76 82.13 - - 82.13 - - 949.36
Totals 213.43 | 171.73 | 259.70 | 458.33 | 712.55 | 923.93 | 1,203.82 966.95 | 727.10 | 339.83 39.50 10.28 6,027.13
2025

Contracted 48.23 10.29 12.61 47.07 | 137.00 | 206.02 520.86 042.80 | 468.51 | TBD TBD TBD 2,020.72
Surplus to Redwood Valley 13.39 14.86 14.69 6.98 68.76 | 168.42 172.40 159.25 | 104.84 34.01 20.08 18.58 796.26
Totals 61.62 25.15 27.30 54.05 | 205.76 | 374.44 693.26 802.05 | 573.35 | TBD TBD TBD 2,816.98

NOTE: State Water Resources Control Board annual reporting period changed from calendar year to water year in 2022.
Thetefore, reported annual totals in the State's tracking system (CalWATRS) will not match for every year as shown.
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ATTACHMENT 6

REVISED

INITIAL STUDY
AND
PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

FOR

MENDOCINO COUNTY RUSSIAN RIVER FLOOD
CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT REDWOOD VALLEY
ANNEXATION

Prepared for:

Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control
and Water Conservation Improvement District
PO Box 2104
Ukiah, CA 95482

Original Date June 29, 2025
Revised Date September 4, 2025
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MENDOCINO COUNTY RUSSIAN RIVER FLOOD CONTROL
AND WATER CONSERVATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement
District (“RRFC”) prepares, makes, declares and publishes this proposed Negative Declaration
for the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement
District Redwood Valley Annexation (“Project”).

Project Description: Filing of an application with the Mendocino County Local Agency
Formation Commission to annex the Redwood Valley County Water District (“RVCWD”) into
the boundaries of the RRFC. The Project Description is more fully set forth in the Initial Study for
the Project. The main purpose of the annexation is to allow RVCWD to put water available under
its contract with the RRFC to beneficial use anywhere within the RVCWD boundaries.

Project Location: The Project is located within Mendocino County as shown on the map attached
as EXHIBIT “A”.

Determination: The RRFC has reviewed the proposed Project and has determined that the Project,
as identified in the attached Initial Study, will not have a significant effect on the environment. An
Environmental Impact Report is not required pursuant to the Environmental Quality Act of 1970
(Division 13 of the California Public Resources Code).

Public Review: The Initial Study/Negative Declaration has been prepared in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act and contains an environmental review of the potential
impacts of the proposed Project. This Initial Study/Negative Declaration is being circulated for 30-
day period from June 29, 2025, through July 29, 2025. Comments on the Initial Study/Negative
Declaration may be sent by 12:00 noon on July 29, 2025, to the RRFC, Attention: Ms. Elizabeth
Salomone, PO Box 2104, Ukiah, CA 95482, DistrictManager@rrfc.net. Comments will be
reviewed by the RRFC, and the Initial Study/Negative Declaration will be revised, as appropriate,
prior to the adoption of the proposed Negative Declaration by the RRFC, which is scheduled for
October  , 2025.

This environmental review process and Negative Declaration filing is made pursuant to Title 14,
Division 6, Chapter 3, Article 6 of the California Administrative Code Section 15070.

A copy of the Initial Study and Proposed Negative Declaration may be reviewed at the RRFC
office at 304 North State Street, Ukiah, California, 95482.

!._.____-"’. . £ g - { . o
Cteabocli_ _Mzlerions

Elizabeth Salomone, General Manager
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EXHIBIT “A” TO NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT
PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MAP OF EVCWD AREA TO BE ANNEXED INTO RREC
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[PROPOSED]

MENDOCINO COUNTY RUSSIAN RIVER FLOOD CONTROL

AND WATER CONSERVATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
NEGATIVE DECLARATION REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Project described below has been reviewed
pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Public
Resources Code Section 21100, et seq.) and a determination has been made that it will have
no significant effect upon the environment.

PROJECT NAME: Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation Improvement District Redwood Valley Annexation Project (“Project”).

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT: Filing of an application with the Mendocino County
Local Agency Formation Commission to annex the Redwood Valley County Water District
(“RVCWD?”) into the RRFC. The Project Description is more fully set forth in the Initial
Study for the Project. The main purpose of the annexation is to allow RVCWD to put water
available under its contract with the RRFC to beneficial use anywhere within the RVCWD
boundaries.

LOCATION OF PROJECT: The Project is located within Mendocino County as shown on
the areas identified on the map attached as EXHIBIT “A”.

NAME AND ADDRESS OF PROJECT PROPONENT: Mendocino County Russian River
Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District, PO Box 2104, Ukiah, CA
95482, (707) 462-5278.

MITIGATION MEASURES: None.

A copy of the Initial Study regarding the environmental effect of this Project is on file at
the RRFC office at 304 North State Street, Ukiah, California, 95482. This study was:

O Adopted as presented.
] Adopted with changes. Specific modifications supporting reasons are attached.

The RRFC considered this Negative Declaration at a public meeting of its Board of
Directors on October , 2025.

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency).
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on
the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
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O I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on
the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
revisions to the Project have been made by or agreed to by the Project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.

O I find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

O I find that the proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant
impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated”” impact on the
environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards; and (2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as
described on the attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

O I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on
the environment, because all potentially significant effects (1) have been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to the applicable standards, and (c¢) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
Project, nothing further is required.

Elizabeth Salomone Date
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EXHIBIT “A” TO NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MAP OF EVCWD AREA TO BE ANNEXED INTO RRFC
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1.SUMMARY

Project Title:

Project Location:

Lead Agency:

Agency Carrying Out Project:

Contact Person:

Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation
Improvement District Redwood Valley
Annexation Project

Mendocino County

Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation
Improvement District

Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation
Improvement District

Elizabeth Salomone

General Manager

Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation
Improvement District

PO Box 2104, Ukiah, CA 95482
Telephone: (707) 462-5278

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

O

Aesthetics

Biological Resources

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Land Use/Planning
Population/Housing

Transportation/Traffic

O

Agriculture and Forestry Air Quality

Resources

Cultural Resources Geology/Soils

Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology/

Materials Water Quality

Mineral Resources Noise

Public Services Recreation

Utilities/Service Systems Mandatory
Findings of
Significance
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Organization of the Initial Study

This Initial Study contains the following sections:

Chapter 1 — Summary. Provides information about the proposed Project location, lead agency,
and identification of environmental issues determined to be “Potentially Significant Impacts™ as
indicated by the Environmental Checklist contained in Section 4.

Chapter 2 — Project Description. Describes the Project location, surrounding land uses, Project
objectives, and characteristics of the proposed project.

Chapter 3 — Environmental Checklist. Contains the Environmental Checklist presented in
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The checklist is used to describe the impacts of the
proposed project. A discussion follows each environmental issue identified in the Checklist.

Chapter 4 — Consultation with Responsible Agencies Summarizes informal consultation with
the State Water Resources Control Board.

Chapter 5 - Determination. States the determination by the Lead Agency. In this case, The
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District
is proposing that a Negative Declaration be adopted for the proposed Project.

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Objectives

The project is the filing of an application to the Mendocino County Local Agency Formation
Commission (“LAFCo”) to annex the remaining portion of the Redwood Valley County Water
District (“RVCWD”) into the boundaries of the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control
and Water Conservation Improvement RRFC (“RRFC”). The size of RVCWD’s service area is
roughly 15 square miles in a valley 5 miles long by 3 miles wide. Approximately 200 acres of
RVCWD'’s service area is already within RRFC, and RVCWD holds a Uniform Water Sale and
Purchase Agreement (“Agreement”) with RRFC for 328.85 acre feet annually. RRFC seeks to
annex the remaining portion of RVCWD to allow RVCWD to utilize water available under the
Agreement anywhere within RVCWD.

RRFC’s water right license issued by the State Water Resources Control Board (“License”)
authorizes domestic, municipal, industrial, irrigation, and recreational uses within the RRFC’s
service area and further authorizes the RRFC to supply surplus water supplies to RVCWD. As a
result, RVCWD has expressed its desire to have its entire service area annexed into the RRFC to
become an in-District customer which would allow it to (1) utilize its current contracted supply
anywhere within its boundaries, and (2) have its entire service area have access to surplus water
on par with other RRFC customers.
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Project Area

The proposed Project would occur within Mendocino County and would alter the boundaries of
the RRFC to include the complete boundaries of RVCWD. The area to be annexed is specifically
depicted in Exhibit A.

Existing Conditions

RRFC is located entirely in Mendocino County. The service area boundaries of RRFC include
51,000 acres of a larger 312,675-acre sphere of influence. RRFC provides raw water for irrigation
and to municipal water purveyors within its boundaries. When treatment is required, the municipal
service provider treats and distributes the water to its customers. RRFC’s License currently serves
as its only surface water supply.

RVCWD provides domestic and agricultural water services to the community of RVCWD,
including a total of 1,005 equivalent dwelling units and 197 agricultural customers across a roughly
15 square mile service area (MSR 2016). RVCWD’s water supply consists of (1) a permit (Permit
17593) to divert water from Lake Mendocino under very limited conditions, (2) its Agreement
with RRFC for 328.85 acre feet of water annually that can be used in that portion of approximately
200 acres of RVCWD located within the boundaries of RRFC, and (3) surplus water available
from RRFC exceeding RRFC’s customers’ needs pursuant to Stipulated Judgment No. 42059
dated May 21, 1980. The current general plan land use designations for RVCWD are included
below as Figure a.

RVCWD is currently under a court-ordered moratorium for domestic water connections
(Appendix 1) and a self-imposed moratorium for irrigation connections.. In 2013, Mendocino
county LAFCO concluded regarding RVCWD:

The annual demand is approximately 750 AF domestic and 1,450 AF for irrigation, a total
0f 2,200 AF. The RVCWD maintains a 68-acre-foot storage tank of untreated water from
which water is transmitted to the water treatment plant to produce domestic water. The
plant has a capacity of 1.7 million gallons per day. The RVCWD’s supply consists of a
right to divert up to 4,900 AF from Lake Mendocino if flow at the confluence of the forks
of the Russian River exceeds 72,000 AF. It is estimated that water will be available for 70
days in wet years and one or two days in dry years. As a result of the uncertain supply, the
RVCWD is under a moratorium for new domestic and irrigation connections. Ukiah Valley
Special Districts Final Municipal Service Review, May 6, 201 3.

Currently, the health and safety needs of RVCWD’s domestic customers are being met with
purchased water from the Millview County Water District. During the irrigation seasons of 2021-
2022, there was no surplus water available from RVCWD for existing agricultural customers who
were operating solely on storage ponds and groundwater.

In 2024, RVCWD became a member of the Ukiah Valley Water Authority, a joint powers authority

pursuing consolidation of Ukiah Valley’s municipal water suppliers. The UVWA would offer
coordinated use of each member’s respective water supplies and systems to maximize availability.

10
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a. General Plan Land Use Designation for broader RVCWD Community Planning Area

_ Excluded Area (See Text Box Below)

Ukiah Valley
Area Plan

Ceugratons Unah e not shoen tecauie T Courty of
Mendoono 0oes 1ot have Land Use Oty M T oo porated Otes Land vie
Ceagratons n e Liiah Valey Ared Plan are addreased @ Tat dooument
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Project Characteristics

The Project will consist of submission of an annexation application to LAFCo requesting
annexation of the complete service area of RVCWD, as depicted on Exhibit B, into the RRFC.
All areas proposed to be annexed lie within the RRFC’s existing Sphere of Influence (Exhibit C).

LAFCo will provide public notification to advise interested persons of the annexation application.
Prior to acting upon any Petition for annexation, LAFCo must comply with the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). For purposes of CEQA, the RRFC is the
lead agency, and LAFCo is a responsible agency.

Changes Resulting from Project

If all of RVCWD is annexed into RRFC the one immediate change would be that RVCWD can
use the 328.85 acre feet under its Agreement with RRFC anywhere within its boundaries as
RVCWD is already within RRFC’s licensed place of use. As mentioned, there is currently no more
water available to contract from RRFC — so the amount of water available under RVCWD’s
Agreement cannot currently be expanded, and will remain at 328.85 even after annexation. It is
possible in the future that if customers under existing Agreements decide to reduce the amount
under their contractc, additional water could be available for other customers to add to the amount
of their Agreements. Such an occurrence is speculative at this point in time.

If RVCWD is annexed into RRFC, the only other immediate change would be that RVCWD can
use available RRFC “surplus” water anywhere within its boundaries as it would now be within
RRFC’s boundaries and is already within RRFC’s licensed place of use. RRFC’s “surplus” water,
as set forth in the Agreement, is water temporarily available under RRFC’s licensed water right in
excess of the amount necessary for RRFC to meet the demands of its Agreement customers.
Because all RRFC water is currently contracted for under Uniform Agreements, this means that
customer(s) would have to inform RRFC that they would not need all their contracted water in the
upcoming season. This process is set forth in Section 3.2 of the Agreements. Currently, RVCWD
is able to participate in this surplus water process on an equal basis with other existing customers
for that portion of the district within RRFC. As set forth in the Agreement, if existing RRFC
customers turn back some of their contract entitlement, that water is made available to all
customers on a pro-rata basis. Without annexation, RVCWD can put such surplus water to use
only in that portion of RVCWD already within RRFC; with annexation, RVCWD could put surplus
water available under its Uniform Agreement to beneficial use anywhere within its boundaries.

Because the terms and conditions of RVCWD’s Agreement would remain in place, the proposed
annexation of RVCWD could have no adverse impact on RRFC’s existing customers, agricultural
or municipal, as shortage provisions are built into the Uniform Agreements and apply uniformly
to all RRFC customers. The only way that RVCWD could increase its Uniform Agreement is if in
the future exisiting RRFC customers reduce the quantity of water they have under contract or
terminate their contract; under those circumstances, RVCWD would be eligible for a pro-rata share

12
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of that additional amount along with all other RRFC customers, the same as it would be today
without annexation.

RRFC currently treats all of its customers equally. Shortage provisions in the Uniform Agreement
currently provide:

11.2 Allocation of Shortage. In the event that a shortage condition from any cause is
declared by the District with respect to its water rights or supply in Lake Mendocino and
the east fork of the Russian River, and evidence of such shortage condition is of sufficient
magnitude, in the District's sole opinion or findings, to require a reduction in diversions by
District pursuant to its Permit, then District shall be entitled to reduce the amount of District
Water it is required to deliver to Customer pursuant to the terms of this Agreement in the
manner set forth below without any form or manner of liability. Customers will share pro
rata in the reduction in District's allowed diversions from the Russian River and/or Lake
Mendocino, as the case may be.

11.3 Declaration and Notice. In the event of a shortage pursuant to Section 11.2 above,
District shall deliver a written "Notice of Impending Shortage" to Customer, informing
Customer of the amount of reduction in District Water for the period in question, which
shall be binding on Customer. Within thirty (30) days of delivery of such a Notice of
Impending Shortage, District shall notice and conduct a public meeting to meet and confer
with its customers in an effort to determine the terms and provisions under which District
will deliver District Water to Customers for the period during which the shortage condition
prevails.

11.4 Water Shortage Emergencies. Notwithstanding Section 11.2 above, the District may
allocate District Water to its Customers as set forth in Article 9 of Ordinance #25-01 if a
water shortage emergency has been declared pursuant to Water Code section 350. In the
event of such an emergency water shortage, District shall comply with the notice, hearing,
and other requirements set forth in Division 1 Chapter 3 of the California Water Code.

Article 9 of Ordinance #25-01 provides in pertinent part: “During any period of threatened or
actual water shortage, the District has the right to apportion its available District Water supply
among Customers in a manner that appears most equitable with due regard to public health and
safety”. Historically, RRFC has imposed shortages on its customers on a pro-rata basis; it has never
treated agricultural and municipal customers differently.

It should be noted that RRFC already has existing Agreements with numerous municipal water
suppliers, including Millview County Water District, Redwood Valley County Water District,
Calpella County Water District, Russian River Estates, Rogina Mutual Water, Hopland Public
Utility District, and Willow County Water District. RRFC acknowledges that in water short years
it is possible that domestic users will be entitled to health and safety water even when other use
types have been curtailed. In prior droughts, it is our understanding that the State Water Resources
Control Board Division of Water Rights (Division) staff authorized RVCWD to divert water for
health & safety needs regardless of its rights or contract priorities. Therefore, the State has already
imposed a priority for RVCWD even without RVCWD being in RRFC. Because this priority was

13
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granted before the proposed Project, it is part of the CEQA base case; in addition, the action was
taken by the Division and was not taken by RRFC. Annexing RVCWD would not change RRFC’s
method of allocation water under the Uniform Agreement, or its method of imposing shortages.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

The following checklist is the form presented in appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The
checklist form is used to describe the impacts of the proposed project. A discussion follows each
environmental issue identified in the checklist. All answers must take account of the whole action
involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well
as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. Once the lead agency has determined
that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate whether the
impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.

For this checklist, the following designations are used:

Potentially Significant Impact: "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: "Negative Declaration: Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures
has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact."

Less-Than-Significant Impact: Any impact that would not be considered significant under
CEQA relative to existing standards. If no significant impacts are identified, a Negative

Declaration would be prepared.

No Impact: The project would not have an impact.

Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 0 0 O X
scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic O O O X
resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic

14
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Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation
buildings within a state scenic highway?
c¢) Substantially degrade the existing 0 0 0 X
visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial 0 0 0 X

light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

Discussion

a - d) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction, land
alterations, or changes in land uses are planned or involved. Therefore, the Project would have
no impact on aesthetics.

Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
RESOURCES: In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by
the California Dept. of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land,
including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest
carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by

15
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Issues

the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources Code section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forestland or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment that, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Discussion

Potentially
Significant
Impact

16

Less Than Less Than No
Significant Impact

Significant
with
Mitigation

Impact

a-¢) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No change in land use will occur
as aresult of that action. The Project would allow RVCWD to utilize its existing Agreement supply
within its entire service arca. RVCWD includes 9,610 acres in its service area, the available 328.85
acre feet is insignificant as it would provide less than 0.004 acre feet of water per acre. Conversely,
the proposed project would have no adverse impact on agricultural use within either RVCWD or
RRFC. Farming practices on the annexed parcels are not anticipated to change following
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annexation. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on agriculture or forestry resources
within RVCWD.

Similarly, the Project should have no impact on agricultural uses within RRFC. The concern that
annexing RVCWD could harm RRFC’s existing agricultural customers is a critical consideration.
The District understands the concern that Water Code Section 106, which establishes a "priority
of right" for domestic use over agricultural use, could subordinate agricultural water supply to
domestic needs. However, this is not a new issue created by the Project. The potential for
population growth and increased domestic water use exists whether or not RVCWD is annexed
into RRFC, as RRFC currently includes numerous municipal suppliers as customers. The
conclusion of no significant impact to RRFC agricultural users is based upon the facts in the record
that annexation (1) will not increase the amount of water available to RVCWD, (2) will not provide
RVCWD with a more reliable water supply that would allow it to lift either of the currently
imposed moratoria, (3) will not result in any reduction in supply to RRFC current customers, and
(4) will not result in shortages being imposed upon RRFC’s agricultural customers for the benefit
of domestic users.

Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

III. AIR QUALITY — Where available,
the significance criteria established by
the applicable air quality management or
air pollution control district may be
relied upon to make the following
determination.

Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to

17
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Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation
substantial pollutant concentrations?
(] (] [l X

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

Discussion

a-¢) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction, land alterations,
or changes in land uses are planned or involved. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on
air quality.

Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES --
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, and regulations
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

18
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Issues

d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

) Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Discussion

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Impact
with Impact
Mitigation
O O X
O O X
O O X

a-f) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction or land
alterations are planned or involved. RVCWD is currently under a court-ordered moratorium for
domestic water connections and a self-imposed moratorium for irrigation connections due to water
supply instability, so no change in land use is anticipated. No change is contemplated to the
RRFC’s diversion facilities, either in quantity or time of diversion. Therefore, the Project would

have no impact on biological resources.

Issues

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would
the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource
as defined in §15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique

Potentially
Significant
Impact

19

Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Impact
with Impact
Mitigation
O O X
0 O X
O O X
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Issues

paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Discussion

Potentially Less Than  Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
N O 0 X

a-d) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction, land
alterations, or changes in land uses are planned or involved. Therefore, the Project would have

no impact on cultural resources.

Issues

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS —
Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of
a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication
42

i1) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure,

including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

Potentially Less Less Than No
Significant Than Significant Impact
Impact Significan  Impact
t with
Mitigation
O O O X
O O O X
O O O X
O O O X
O O O X
20
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Issues

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil?

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

Discussion

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Less Than No
Than Significant Impact
Significan  Impact
t with
Mitigation
O O X
O O X
0 0 X
0 0 X

a-¢) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction, land alterations,
or changes in land uses are planned or involved. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on

geology or soils.

Issues

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

-- Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan,

Potentially
Significant
Impact

21

Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Impact
with Impact
Mitigation
0 O X
O O X
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Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Discussion
a-b) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction, land alterations

or changes in land uses are planned or involved that could increase greenhouse gas emissions.
Therefore, the Project would have no impact on greenhouse gas emissions.

Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS -- Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the
environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?
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Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Discussion

a-h) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction, land alterations
or changes in land uses are planned or involved. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on
hazardous materials.

Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY -- Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or . - - X
waste discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater . . . X
23
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Issues Potentially Less Than

Significant Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level that would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

c¢) Substantially alter the existing

drainage pattern of the site or area, 0 0
including through the alteration of the

course of a stream or river, in a manner

that would result in substantial erosion or

silation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner that would
result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned storm water drainage
systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance
Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard
area structures that would impede or
redirect flood flows?

1) Expose people or structures to a

24
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Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as
a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or . . - X
mudflow?
Discussion

a-j) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction or land
alterations are involved, and no change in land use is contemplated by the Project that would affect
hydrology or water quality in any way. RVCWD is currently under a court-ordered moratorium
for domestic water connections and a self-imposed moratorium for irrigation connections so no
change in land use is anticipated. The purpose of the annexation is to allow RVCWD to utilize its
existing water supply under is Agreement in the entire service area, and to have access to surplus
water on par with existing RRFC customers. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on
hydrology or water quality.

Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING -
Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established
community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

c¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?
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Discussion

a-c) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction or land
alterations are planned or involved, and no change in land use is contemplated by the Project. The
Project is likely to allow any existing agricultural acreage to continue in agricultural use. Farming
practices on the annexed parcels are not anticipated to change following annexation. RVCWD is
currently under a court-ordered moratorium for domestic water connections and a self-imposed
moratorium for irrigation connections due to water supply instability so no change in land use is
anticipated. The purpose of the annexation is to allow RVCWD to utilize its existing water supply
under is Agreement in the entire service area, and to have access to surplus water on par with
existing RRFC customers; these changes do not provide increased water supplies, and do not rise
to the extent of increased reliability for RVCWD. For the same reason, because RVCWD’s water
supply will not be increased and will not become more dependable as a result of the proposed
Project, the annexation itself cannot provide grounds for the RVCWD to apply to the court to lift
the court-imposed moratorium on domestic connections, or to lift its self-imposed moratorium on
agricultural connections. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on land use and planning.

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would  Potentially Less Than Less Than No

the project: Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
0 O O X

a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of
the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

Discussion
a-b) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction or land
alterations are planned or involved, and no change in land use is contemplated by the Project;

therefore, the Project would have no impact on mineral resources.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Issues Significant  Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
26
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Issues Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
XII. NOISE —
Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation
of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation
of excessive ground borne vibration or
ground borne noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would people in the area
be exposed to excessive noise levels?

Discussion
a-f) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction or land

alterations are planned or involved, and no change in land use is contemplated by the Project;
therefore, the Project would have no impact on noise.
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Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING --
Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth
in an area, either directly (for example,
by proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of
existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c¢) Displace substantial numbers of
people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion

a-c) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction or land
alterations are planned or involved, and no change in land use is contemplated by the Project. The
purpose of the annexation is to allow RVCWD to utilize its existing water supply under is
Agreement in the entire service area, and to have access to surplus water on par with existing
RRFC customers; while these changes may offer RVCWD some minor relief, they do not provide
increased water supplies, and do not rise to the extent of increased reliability for RVCWD. For the
same reason, because RVCWD’s water supply will not be increased and will not become more
dependable as a result of the proposed Project, the annexation itself cannot provide grounds for
the RVCWD to apply to the court to lift the court-imposed moratorium on domestic connections,
or to lift its self-imposed moratorium on agricultural connections.

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways in which a proposed
project could be growth-inducing. This section defines a growth-inducing impact:

[T]he ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or
the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population

growth. . .

A project can have direct and/or indirect growth inducement potential. Direct growth inducement
potential would result if a project involved construction of new housing. A project can have
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indirect growth-inducement potential if it would remove an obstacle to additional growth and
development, such as removing a constraint on a required public service. An example of this
indirect effect would be the expansion of a wastewater treatment plant, which might allow for
more development in service areas. This type of growth-inducing effect is typically referred to as
a “growth-accommodating impact.”

In accordance with the CEQA definition, the Project could be growth inducing, insofar as it could
be used in the future to remove water supply as one obstacle to further urban development and
population growth in RVCWD. The growth-inducing potential of a project would generally be
considered to have a significant impact if the project either induces unplanned growth or created
the capacity for growth to occur above and beyond the levels permitted by public planning policies.

Therefore, it is important to note that the 2009 Mendocino County General Plan, and specifically
the RVCWD Community Planning Area, guides future development and land uses within
RVCWD’s Sphere of Influence. The additional water supplies that would be available to RVCWD
upon annexation would accommodate only a portion of the planned growth identified by the
General Plan to occur within the RVCWD Sphere of Influence; it would be insufficient to support
a level of growth and development beyond that anticipated in the General Plan. Implementation of
the Project would not induce unplanned growth within RVCWD, nor would the Project contribute
to previously identified impacts association with planned growth. For the reasons discussed above
RVCWD’s water supply will not be increased and will not become more dependable as a result of
the proposed Project; therefore, the annexation cannot provide grounds for the RVCWD to apply
to the court to lift the court-imposed moratorium on domestic connections, or to lift its self-
imposed moratorium on agricultural connections. Even assuming that the ability to use the existing
328.85 acre feet available under the Agreement anywhere in the RVCWD boundaries could
somehow accommodate planned growth within RVCWD, implementation of planned growth
would result in only those secondary environmental effects that have been identified and addressed
in the Environmental Impact Report completed on the general plan. The County’s General Plan
EIR considered the impacts of growth within the RVCWD Community Planning Area.

It should also be noted that RVCWD is pursuing other options to obtain additional water supplies
to accommodate planned growth. RVCWD transfer of water services to the Ukiah Valley Water
Authority (UVWA) was completed on January 2, 2025, with the City of Ukiah assuming oversight.
The formation of this joint powers authority is intended to unify formerly independent water
agencies, including RVCWD, creating coordination to optimize water resources. Even with the
Project RVCWD is pursuing alternate supply sources to support planned growth. Thus, while
water supply is a necessary ingredient for future growth in the project area, implementation of
planned urban growth within RVCWD’s Sphere of Influence cannot hinge on implementation of
the Project. Further, provision of water supply is not the only obstacle that must be removed in
order for additional planned growth to occur within RVCWD Sphere of Influence, provision of
other utilities and infrastructure are needed as well as addressing the current court-ordered
moratorium for domestic water connections and a self-imposed moratorium for irrigation
connections.

Therefore, the Project would have no impact on population or housing and would not be growth-
inducing.
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Issues Potentially Less Than

Significant Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

O oo o o g
O o o o o

Other public facilities?

Discussion

I

Ssues Significant Significant

Impact with
Mitigation
XV. RECREATION --
a) Would the project increase the use of . .
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
30

Less Than No
Significant Impact

Impact

O o o o o

XXX ) X

The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. RVCWD is currently under a court-
ordered moratorium for domestic water connections and a self-imposed moratorium for irrigation
connections due to water supply instability resulting in no need for additional public services
which would not be altered by the proposed Project. No construction or land alterations are planned
or involved, and no change in land use is contemplated by the Project; therefore, the Project would
have no impact on public services.

Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Impact

Impact
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Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Issues Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
J J J X

b) Does the project include or require the
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Discussion

a-b) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction or land
alterations are planned or involved, and no change in land use is contemplated by the Project. The
Project provides no recreational opportunities, and the Project will have no effect on recreational
opportunities. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on recreation.

Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC --
Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation systems,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths and mass
transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
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Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact

Impact with Impact
Mitigation

designated roads or highway?
¢) Result in a change in air traffic . . . X
patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a . . . X
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency . . . X
access?

(] (] J X

) Conflict with adopted policies, plans,
or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

Discussion

a-f) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No construction or land
alterations are planned or involved, and no change in land use is contemplated by the Project;
therefore, the Project would have no impact on transportation or traffic.

Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS -- Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could
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Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation
cause significant environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of . . . X

new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or
are new/expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider that
serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Discussion

a-g) The Project involves annexation of RVCWD into the RRFC. No change is contemplated to
the RRFC’s diversion facilities, either in quantity or time of diversion. No additional surface water
supplies will be obtained as a result of this Project nor will it require construction of any new
infrastructure or facilities. No construction or land alterations are proposed for this Project and no
change in land use is contemplated by the Project that would negatively affect utilities or service
systems in any way. RVCWD is currently under a court-ordered moratorium for domestic water
connections and a self-imposed moratorium for irrigation connections due to water supply
instability resulting in no need for additional utilities or service systems. The proposed Project
does not result in a more reliable water supply to RVCWD; therefore, the Project would have no
impact on utilities or service systems.
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Issues Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant Significant Impact
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE --

a) Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

c¢) Does the project have environmental
effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly
or indirectly?

Discussion

The Project involves annexation of RVCWD County Water RRFC into the RRFC. The Project
will not change the current land use of any land to be annexed, and no changes in RRFC operations
are contemplated. No construction or land alterations are involved. Therefore, there are no
mandatory findings of significance.

4. CONSULTATION WITH RESPONSIBLE
AGENCY
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The Mendocino County Local Agency Formation Commission is a responsible agency under
Public Resources Code § 21080.3 and Title 14 California Code of Regulations § 15381. CEQA
requires that as soon as the lead agency has decided than initial study is required, it must consult
with all responsible agencies to obtain their recommendations on whether an EIR or a Negative
Declaration should be prepared. Public Resources Code § 21080.3; Title 14 Cal. Code Regs. §
15063(g). The RRFC has been communicating with Mendocino County LAFCO regarding the
annexation and the CEQA process.

S. DETERMINATION

Comments were received on the Initial Study after the close of the comment period; nevertheless,
they were considered by the lead agency. Response to comments have been prepared, and this
Initial Study has been revised. Response to comments are included in this Initial Study as
Appendix 2. Based upon the information contained in the Initial Study, it is determined that the
Negative Declaration should be adopted.
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EXHIBIT “A” TO INITIAL STUDY
MAP OF EVCWD AREA TO BE ANNEXED INTO RREC
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EXHIBIT B TO INITIAL STUDY

MAP OF REDWOOD VALLEY COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

() EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT C TO INITIAL STUDY
MAP OF RRFC’S SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
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APPENDIX 1 TO INITIAL STUDY

RVCWD MORATORIUM
: - !
I it IP:"»"\I
ey
L
1|| DAVID RIEMENSCHNEIDER /
HELSON E RIEMENSCHNEIDER
2|| P.o. Box w . IID
- UEIAH, CA 95482 Fﬂ & E
J|| (707) 482-1351
. AN
4|| Attorney for Petiticners ) JAN 25 1989
MARSHA A, YOUMNG
5 SUENODCING COUNTY CLERK
S R Deputy
G .
| 7
i 8 SUPERICR COURT OF CALLFORNIA, COUNTY OF MEHDOCING
9|| RESIDENTS FOR ADEQUATE WATER, CASE MWO. 55595
OLIVER L. SAUSE, and MICHAEL o ’
10|| E. SWEENWEY
| 11 Petitloners, PEREMPTORY WRIT
| OF MAMDATE
! - 12| vs.
: 13|| STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT
; o OF HEALTH SERVICES and REDWOOD
| 14)| VALLEY COUNTY WATER DISTRICT,
i .15 Respondents.
: /!
: 16
: 17)| TO: REDWOCD VALLEY COUNTY WATER DISTRICT and STATE OF -
18 CALIFORNIA DEFARTMENT OF HEALTH SEEVICES, RESPOMDENTS:
19 WHEREAS Petitioners served and filed herein their duly
: 20|| verified Petition for Writ of Mandate, and a hearing was held cn
' 21| May 6, 1988, May o, 1388, June 13, 1988, June 14, 1988 and June
~22|| 1s, 1983, L
23 WHEREAS it appears to this Court that Petitioners have no
24|| cther plain, speedy and adequate remedy in the ordinary course
250 of law;
26 WHEREAS it appears to this Court that Respondent REDWOOD
27{| VALLEY COUNTY WATER DISTRICY has failed tg perform its legal
28|| duty by continuing to make new demestic service connections
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despite the fact that it is not in coempliance with the
California Water Works Standards Reguirement for source
capacity; _

WHEEEAS L1t appears to this Court that Respondent STATE OF
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES has failed to perfurm _
its legal duty by failing to prohibit Respondent REDWEGD VhLLEY
COUNTY WATER DISTRICT from making new domestic service
connections to said Water Distriet despite the failure of said
Water District to be in compliance with the califqrnia Hater
Works Standards Regquirement for source capacityj

THEREFORE, you, FEDWDGD VALLEY COUNTY WATER DISTRICT, are
hereby commanded immediately after receipt bf this writ to cease
making any net increase in physical demestic service connections
to said REDWOOD VALLEY COUNTY WATER DISTRICT, and you, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES, are hereby commanded
immediately after receipt of this writ to prohibit REDWOOD
VALLEY COUNTY WATER DISTRICT from making any net increase in
physical domestic service connections to said REDWOOD VALLEY
COUNTY WATER DISTRICT.

WITNESS the Honorable James W. Luther, Judge of the

Supe:iﬁr Court.

JUDGE @F THE SUPERICH COURT

. ronl . ’
Attest my hand and the seal of the Court this EQLE*EL dawy

of _Sotowaoivy . 1389, EE
- | CLERK OF THE COURT
Shiana, Moo,
Depliy d’ (J
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APPENDIX 2 TO INITIAL STUDY
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This document contains comments received on the Initial Study and Proposed Negative
Declaration (IS/ND) prepared by the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation Improvement District (RRFC), the lead agency for the Redwood Valley
Annexation Project (Project) and responses to those comments. While responding to comments
on an Initial Study/ Negative Declaration is not specifically required by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), CEQA Guideline Section 15074(b) requires that a lead
agency consider any comments received on the IS/ND prior to approving the project. As such,
this document provides evidence that RRFC considered all comments received on the IS/ND for
the Project.

In accordance with CEQA Guideline Section 15073, the IS/ND for the Project was circulated for
a 30-day public review and comment period from June 29, 2025, through July 29, 2025. Three
comment letters were received on the IS/ND as presented in Section 1.3, the first prior to the
comment period deadline, the second after the comment period deadline, and the final after the
comment period deadline titled an “amendment” to the first letter. The concerns raised in the
comment letters revealed that the Project Description included in the IS/ND was not clear,
consequently, revisions to the IS/ND were made. In light of the whole record, including the
documents included and referenced in this response to comments, RRFC finds that there is no
substantial evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the environment as
supported by the IS/ND.

In response to comments, RRFC has also amended the IS/ND to more thoroughly explain the
proposed Project and its potential impacts. Consistent with CEQA law, because the changes to
the IS/ND are minor and technical, they have been done by red lining the original IS/ND. Such
an addendum does not require public review or recirculation. It is simply added to the project
record. Consistent with Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14 §15073.5(b) a new or supplemental review is
required only if the IS/ND is “substantially revised after public notice,” which is defined as:

(1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and mitigation measures or project
revisions must be added in order to reduce the effect to insignificance, or

(2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or project
revisions will not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measures or

revisions must be required.

§15073.5(c) also clarifies that recirculation of the IS/ND is not required under the following
circumstances:

(1) Mitigation measures are replaced with equal or more effective measures pursuant to
Section 15074.1.
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(2) New project revisions are added in response to written or verbal comments on the
project's effects identified in the proposed negative declaration which are not new
avoidable significant effects.

(3) Measures or conditions of project approval are added after circulation of the negative
declaration which are not required by CEQA, which do not create new significant
environmental effects and are not necessary to mitigate an avoidable significant effect.

(4) New information is added to the negative declaration which merely clarifies,
amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the negative declaration.

The revisions to the IS/ND fall under the circumstances described in Section 15073.5(c)(2) and
(4), and do not require recirculation.

1.2. CEQA REQUIREMENTS

CEQA Guideline Section 15074 identifies the responsibilities of a lead agency when considering
the adoption of a proposed Negative Declaration, specifically:

(a) Any advisory body of a public agency making a recommendation to the decisionmaking
body shall consider the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration
before making its recommendation.

(b) Prior to approving a project, the decisionmaking body of the lead agency shall consider
the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration together with any
comments received during the public review process. The decisionmaking body shall
adopt the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration only if it finds
on the basis of the whole record before it (including the initial study and any comments
received), that there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant
effect on the environment and that the negative declaration or mitigated negative
declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, RRFC has carefully reviewed and considered all
comments received on the IS/ND for the Project and has amended the Initial Study. CEQA does
not require a lead agency to prepare a response to public comments received on a proposed
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration. Nevertheless, RRFC has prepared this
document to fully disclose public and agency comments received on the IS/ND for the Project
and to provide responses to those comments.

1.3 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The following comment letters were received during the comment period and are addressed in
this section.
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Letter Commenter Affiliation
Number
1 Lee Howard, et al. Unspecified
2 Uma Hinman, Executive Mendocino LAFCo
Officer
3 Lee Howard, et al. Unspecified

The letters are attached. Responses to those comments follow. To assist in referencing comments
and responses, each commenter and issue that has been raised has been assigned a number.
Responses are coded to correspond to each issue. Comments that present opinions about the
Project or that raise issues not related to environmental issues under CEQA are noted without
response.

1.4 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER 1
Comment 1.1:

1. The negative declaration is legally defective and fails to evaluate and mitigate the significant
adverse impacts of the proposed annexation upon agricultural water users, agricultural production,
and the potential loss of agricultural lands (due to potential water reductions in shortage periods)
within the Russian River WCID. This is particularly troubling given the history of the failure of the
County to adequately address these issues. SEE: Masonite Corporation v. County of

Mendocino (July 25, 2013) 215 Cal. App.4th 230. This case ordered the County to have to “re-do”
an EIR because it failed to address the adverse impacts of a project on agricultural lands and
production in the Ukiah Valley.

Response to Comment 1.1:

Comment noted. The negative declaration evaluated potential impacts on agriculture and
concluded there would be no significant adverse impacts to agricultural lands within the Project
area, stating: The Project involves annexation of Redwood Valley County Water District
(RVCWD) into the RRFC which would allow it to (1) utilize its current contracted supply
anywhere within its boundaries, and (2) have access to surplus water on par with other RRFC
customers. As discussed in the IS/ND, because the terms and conditions of RVCWD’s
Agreement would remain in place, the proposed annexation of RVCWD could have no adverse
impact on RRFC’s existing customers, agricultural or municipal, as shortage provisions are built
into the Uniform Agreements and apply uniformly to all RRFC customers. The only way that
RVCWD could increase its Agreement is if in the future exisiting RRFC customers reduce the
quantity of water they have under contract or terminate their contract; under those circumstances,
RVCWD would be eligible for a pro-rata share of that additional amount along with all other
RRFC customers, the same as it would be today without annexation. Therefore, no change in
land use will occur. The Project is likely to allow any existing agricultural acreage to continue in
agricultural use. The Project would allow RVCWD to utilize its existing Agreement supply
within its entire service area. RVCWD includes 9,610 acres in its service area, the available
328.85 acre feet is insignificant as it would provide less than 0.004 acre feet of water per acre.
Conversely, the proposed project would have no adverse impact on agricultural use within either
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RVCWD or RRFC. Farming practices on the annexed parcels are not anticipated to change
following annexation. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on agriculture or forestry
resources within RVCWD.

Similarly, the Project should have no impact on agricultural uses within RRFC. The concern that
annexing RVCWD could harm RRFC’s existing agricultural customers is a critical
consideration. The District understands the concern that Water Code Section 106, which
establishes a "priority of right" for domestic use over agricultural use, could subordinate
agricultural water supply to domestic needs. However, this is not a new issue created by the
Project. The potential for population growth and increased domestic water use exists whether or
not RVCWD is annexed into RRFC as RVCWD currently includes numerous municipal
suppliers as customers. The conclusion of no significant impact to RRFC agricultural users is
based upon the facts in the record that annexation (1) will not increase the amount of water
available to RVCWD, (2) will not providle RVCWD with a more reliable water supply that
would allow it to lift either of the currently imposed moratoria, (3) will not result in any
reduction in supply to RRFC current customers, and (4) will not result in shortages being
imposed upon RRFC’s agricultural customers for the benefit of domestic users.

Comment 1.2:

2. Contrary to the defective notice of the negative declaration, no portion of Redwood Valley has

ever been annexed into the MCRRFCWCID. This deceptive and clearly erroneous representation
in the notice invalidates the notice for CEQA purposes inasmuch as it mis-characterizes the
“project” to be considered by your board.

Response to Comment 1.2:

This comment correctly notes that no annexation of any portion of RVCWD into RRFC has
previously occurred. The statement in the IS/ND that “a portion of RVCWD’s service area has
already been annexed into RRFC” was a scrivener’s error. More accurately, a small portion of
the southernmost lands of RVCWD has been within RRFC’s boundaries since RRFC’s
formation; this portion was never annexed but has historically been included in RRFC’s service
area. The Project seeks to formally annex that portion of RVCWD’s service area not already
within RRFC’s boundaries. This clarification does not affect the adequacy of the environmental
review in the IS/ND, as the mistake regarding prior annexation does not change the scope of the
Project or alter the conclusions of the IS/ND. The IS/ND evaluated the potential for significant
environmental impacts associated with annexing the entirety of RVCWD’s service area into
RRFC, regardless of whether any portion was previously within RRFC’s boundaries. The
environmental effects (or lack thereof) would be the same whether or not a portion of RVCWD
had previously been annexed into RRFC. Therefore, the misstatement has no bearing on the
adequacy or validity of the environmental conclusions in the IS/ND.
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Comment 1.3:

3. MCRRFCWCID requested the authority to distribute “surplus water” to Redwood Valley and the
State Water Resources Control Board only granted MCRRFCWCID the authority to distribute
“surplus water” per the SWRCB authorization. The negative declaration fails to identify which
current MCRRFCWCID agricultural contract will be reduced in order to “permanently serve’
residential uses within the proposed Redwood Valley annexation area.

Response to comment 1.3:

The first sentence is noted. The second sentence states that the IS/ND does not identify “which
current MCRRFC & WCID agricultural contract[s]” would be reduced in order to “permanently
serve” residential uses within RVCWD once annexed. The IS/ND does not make such an
identification because the Project would not result in any agricultural contracts being reduced in
order to serve residential uses within RVCWD. Such a statement mischaracterizes the Project
and the way in which RRFC allocates water.

There appears to be a fundamental misunderstanding of both the impact of the Project on
agricultural water supplies and the methdology for allocating shortages within RRFC. RRFC’s
licensed water right is allocated to customers through Uniform Water Supply & Purchase
Agreements (Uniform Agreement). All water available to RRFC under its licensed water right
is currently allocated under 60 Uniform Agreements, and no additional RRFC supplies are
currently available for contract. The authorized place of use for RRFC’s licensed water right is
anywhere within the RRFC service area, i.e., RRFC’s boundaries as set by Mendocino LAFCo,
which currently includes a portion of RVCWD as mentioned above.

One of RRFC’s Uniform Agreements is with RVCWD for 328.85 acre feet annually for use in
that small portion of RVCWD already within RRFC. If all of RVCWD is annexed into RRFC,
the one immediate change would be that RVCWD can put its Uniform Agreement to beneficial
use anywhere within its boundaries as RVCWD is already within RRFC’s licensed place of use.
As mentioned, there is currently no more water available to contract from RRFC — so the amount
of water available under RVCWD’s Uniform Agreement cannot currently be expanded, and will
remain at 328.85 even after annexation. It is possible in the future that if customers under
existing Uniform Agreements decide to reduce the amount under their contractc, additional water
could be available for other customers to add to the amount of their Uniform Agreements. Such
an occurrence is speculative at this point in time. It is important to note, however, that the
situation described above is part of the base case for CEQA purposes: because RVCWD
currently has a Uniform Agreement, it could take advantage of such a future scenario and
increase the quantity under its existing Uniform Agreement without annexation. It would be
speculative to determine what whether or not any or what quantities of water could become
available in the future, and what would be done with any increase in water under RVCWD’s
Uniform Agreement if certain circumstances could occur some time in the future, and CEQA
does not require such speculation.

If RVCWD is annexed into RRFC, the only other immediate change would be that RVCWD can
use available RRFC “surplus” water anywhere within its boundaries as it would now be within
RRFC’s boundaries and is already within RRFC’s licensed place of use. RRFC’s “surplus”
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water, as set forth in the Uniform Agreement, is water temporarily available under RRFC’s
licensed water right in excess of the amount necessary for RRFC to meet the demands of the
Uniform Agreements. Because all RRFC water is currently contracted for under Uniform
Agreements, this means that customer(s) would have to inform RRFC that they would not need
all their contracted water in the upcoming season. This process is set forth in Section 3.2 of the
Uniform Agreements. Currently, RVCWD is able to participate in this surplus water process on
an equal basis with other existing customers for that. As set forth in the Uniform Agreement, if
existing RRFC customers turn back some of their contract entitlement, that water is made
available to all Uniform Agreement customers on a pro-rata basis. Without annexation, RVCWD
can put such surplus water to use only in that portion of RVCWD already within RRFC. With
annexation, RVCWD could put surplus water available under its Uniform Agreement to
beneficial use anywhere within its boundaries.

Because the terms and conditions of RVCWD’s Uniform Agreement would remain in place, the
proposed annexation of RVCWD could have no adverse impact on RRFC’s existing customers,
agricultural or municipal, as shortage provisions are built into the Uniform Agreements and
apply uniformly to all RRFC customers. The only way that RVCWD could increase its Uniform
Agreement is if in the future exisiting RRFC customers reduce the quantity of water they have
under contract or terminate their contract; under those circumstances, RVCWD would be eligible
for a pro-rata share of that additional amount along with all other RRFC customers, the same as
it would be today without annexation.

As the IS/ND explains, RRFC currently sells surplus water to RVCWD in accordance with the
Stipulated Judgment No. 42059 of May 219, 1980 [See Attachment 1]. As set forth in the
Stipulated Judgement, surplus water is that portion, if any, of RRFC’s water supply, up to 8,000-
acre feet, which is not put to beneficial use within the lands situated within RRFC. The amount
of RRFC’s license water available for contract has been reduced in recent years as more and
more customers contracted for that water; as mentioned above, there is currently no additional
water available under RRFC’s licensed water right for contract.

RRFC currently treats all of its customers equally. Shortage provisions in the Uniform
Agreement currently provide:

11.2 Allocation of Shortage. In the event that a shortage condition from any cause is
declared by the District with respect to its water rights or supply in Lake Mendocino and
the east fork of the Russian River, and evidence of such shortage condition is of sufficient
magnitude, in the District's sole opinion or findings, to require a reduction in diversions
by District pursuant to its Permit, then District shall be entitled to reduce the amount of
District Water it is required to deliver to Customer pursuant to the terms of this
Agreement in the manner set forth below without any form or manner of liability.
Customers will share pro rata in the reduction in District's allowed diversions from the
Russian River and/or Lake Mendocino, as the case may be.

11.3 Declaration and Notice. In the event of a shortage pursuant to Section 11.2 above,

District shall deliver a written "Notice of Impending Shortage" to Customer, informing
Customer of the amount of reduction in District Water for the period in question, which
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shall be binding on Customer. Within thirty (30) days of delivery of such a Notice of
Impending Shortage, District shall notice and conduct a public meeting to meet and
confer with its customers in an effort to determine the terms and provisions under which
District will deliver District Water to Customers for the period during which the shortage
condition prevails.

11.4 Water Shortage Emergencies. Notwithstanding Section 11.2 above, the District may
allocate District Water to its Customers as set forth in Article 9 of Ordinance #25-01 if a
water shortage emergency has been declared pursuant to Water Code section 350. In the
event of such an emergency water shortage, District shall comply with the notice,
hearing, and other requirements set forth in Division 1 Chapter 3 of the California Water
Code.

Article 9 of Ordinance #25-01 provides in pertinent part: “During any period of threatened or
actual water shortage, the District has the right to apportion its available District Water supply
among Customers in a manner that appears most equitable with due regard to public health and
safety”. Historically, RRFC has imposed shortages on its customers on a pro-rata basis; it has
never treated agricultural and municipal customers differently. RRFC has no plans to deviate
from its past practice in allocating shortages on a pro-rata basis to all customers regardless of
water use.

As mentioned above, the District understands the concern that Water Code Section 106, which
establishes a "priority of right" for domestic use over agricultural use, could subordinate
agricultural water supply to domestic needs. California Water Code Section 106 has been in
effect since its enactment in 1943. However, because it is a broad policy statement rather than a
specific operational rule, it has not been imposed by any court as a requirement on water
allocations in California. This issue of domestic priority, however, is not a new issue created by
the Project. The potential for population growth and increased domestic water use exists whether
or not RVCWD is annexed into RRFC as RVCWD currently includes numerous municipal
suppliers as customers. The conclusion of no significant impact to RRFC agricultural users is
based upon the facts in the record that annexation (1) will not increase the amount of water
available to RVCWD, (2) will not providle RVCWD with a more reliable water supply that
would allow it to lift either of the currently imposed moratoria, (3) will not result in any
reduction in supply to RRFC current customers, and (4) will not result in shortages being
imposed upon RRFC’s agricultural customers for the benefit of domestic users.

It should be noted that RRFC already has existing Uniform Agreements with numerous
municipal water suppliers, including Millview County Water District, Redwood Valley County
Water District, Calpella County Water District, Russian River Estates, Rogina Mutual Water,
Hopland Public Utility District, and Willow County Water District. Therefore, potential issues
posed by domestic use priority over agricultural use pre-date this Project. As mentioned above,
RRFC has no plans to deviate from its past practice in allocating shortages on a pro-rata basis to
all customers regardless of water use. RRFC acknowledges that in water short years it is possible
that domestic users will be entitled to health and safety water even when other use types have
been curtailed. In prior droughts, emergency regulations adopted by the State Water Resources
Control Board have allowed diversions necessary for minimum human health and safety needs
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under any valid basis of right of not greater than 55 gallons per person per day to continue
notwithstanding curtailment. This exception to curtailment applied to the entire RVCWD district,
not simply that portion of the district within RRFC, and therefore would not be changed or
expanded by annexation. Because this curtailment exception was granted to the entire RVCWD
district before the proposed Project, it is part of the CEQA base case; in addition, the action was
taken by the Division and was not taken by RRFC. Annexing RVCWD would not change
RRFC’s method of allocation water under the Uniform Agreement, or its method of imposing
shortages.

Lastly, as explained in the IS/ND, RVCWD is pursuing other options to obtain a more reliable
domestic water supply. RVCWD’s transfer of water services to the Ukiah Valley Water
Authority (UVWA) was completed on January 2, 2025, with the City of Ukiah assuming
oversight. The formation of this joint powers authority is intended to unify formerly independent
water agencies, including RVCWD, creating coordination to optimize water resources. The
UVWA offers coordinated use of each member’s respective water supplies and systems to
maximize availability. As now explained in the IS/ND, annexation into the RRFC would not
result in any reliable domestic water supply for RVCWD, it would simply allow for full use of
RVCWD’s existing Uniform Agreement, and any surplus water available thereunder, anywhere
within its boundaries.

Comment 1.4:

4. MCRRFCWCID does not hold any reliable surplus water supplies that are available for
permanent allocation to permanent residential uses within Redwood Valley. The defective negative
declaration has failed to identify both a redundant source of water or the massive growth inducing
impacts (and the adverse impacts and mitigation requirements) that will result from the transfer of
agricultural water from within the current boundaries of the MCRRFC to future developments within
Redwood Valley that will be facilitated by the conversion of ag water to permanent residential
consumptive uses.

Response to Comment 1.4:

As described above, it is true that RRFC does not currently hold any reliable surplus water
supplies that are available for permanent allocation to permanent residential uses within
RVCWD. For this reason, the Project does not propose allocating any new supplies to RVCWD.

The IS/ND did not analyze the “growth inducing impacts that will result from the transfer of
agricultural water from within the current boundaries of the RRFC to future developments within
RVCWD that will be facilitated by the conversion of ag water to permanent residential
consumptive uses”’, because that is not a part of the proposed Project and cannot occur as a result
of the proposed Project.

The IS/ND did evaluate the potential growth inducing impacts of the actual scope of the Project.
Section XIII of the IS/ND directly addresses population growth, noting that RVCWD is currently
under a court-ordered moratorium for domestic connections and a self-imposed irrigation
moratorium.
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The court imposed domestic moratorium was upheld by the court in Residents for Adequate
Water v. Redwood Valley County Water Dist. (1995) 34 Cal.App.4th 1801. The court stated:

Safe Drinking Water Act provides that the operator of a public water system is charged
with a mandatory duty to provide a reliable and adequate supply of pure, wholesome and
potable water. (§ 4017, subd. (¢).) No operator of a public water system shall modify its
authorized distribution system unless the operator first submits an application to the
Department of Health Services and receives an amended permit as provided in the Safe
Drinking Water Act authorizing the modification. (§ 4016, subd. (a).) The California
Waterworks Standards-the administrative regulations promulgated pursuant to the Safe
Drinking Water Act-specifically provide that sufficient water shall be available from
water sources and distribution reservoirs to supply adequately, dependably and safely the
total requirements of all users under maximum demand conditions before agreement is
made to permit additional service connections to a system. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, §
64562, subd. (a); see Cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, ch. 16.) A new service connection may be
added to a distribution system only if the water system will comply with section 64562
after the new service connection is added. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, § 64568.) These
statutes and regulations clearly impose an obligation on the district to determine whether
an adequate water supply exists to serve existing needs before new service connections
may be added and prohibit new service connections if these state requirements are not
met.

As discussed in the IS/ND, the proposed Project will not provide a new adequate, dependable
supply of water for the entire RVCWD, and is not a grounds to support compliance with Section
64562. RVCWD currently provides domestic and agricultural water services to the community
of Redwood Valley, including a total of 1105 equivalent dwelling units and 197 agricultural
customers. In 2016, RVCWD delivered approximately 750 AFY for residential and commercial
uses, and 1,450 AFY for agricultural purposes-a combined annual demand of 2,200 AFY'. As
identified in the IS/ND, RVCWD maintains a 68-acre-foot storage tank of untreated water from
which water is transmitted to the water treatment plant to produce domestic water. The plant has
a capacity of 1.7 million gallons per day. RVCWD’s supply consists of a right to divert up to
4,900 AF from Lake Mendocino if flow at the confluence of the forks of the Russian River
exceeds 72,000 AF. It is estimated that water will be available for 70 days in wet years and one
or two days in dry years. Spreading the currently available 328.85 from RRFC over the entire
9,610 acres in RVCWD would not provide sufficient supplies to lift the moratoria, nor would the
availability of surplus water in wet years provide sufficient reliable supply for RVCWD.

Further, RRFC does not have jurisdiction over the ability of RVCWD to issue Will Serve letters
to domestic customers, which is entirely under the purview of the Division. There are no
guarantees, implied or explicit, of additional water supplies being furnished to RVCWD as a
result of the Project. Therefore, because the proposed Project does not increase the water
available to RVCWD, the availability of water through annexation is insufficient to support
removal of the moratorium or support population growth.

' Redwood Valley County Water District Sphere of Influence Update, Mendocino Local Agency Formation
Commission, February 1, 2016.
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As mentioned, the concern that annexing RVCWD could harm RRFC’s existing agricultural
customers is a critical consideration. The District understands the concern that Water Code
Section 106, which establishes a "priority of right" for domestic use over agricultural use, could
subordinate agricultural water supply to domestic needs. However, this is not a new issue created
by the Project. The potential for population growth and increased domestic water use exists
whether or not RVCWD is annexed into RRFC because RVCWD could get water from other
sources. Furthermore, the proposed Project will only (1) allow the current contract amount of
328.85 acre feet to be spread to the entire district, and (2) allow RVCWD to obtain surplus water
supplies when available on an equal playing field with other RRFC customers. Surplus water
cannot be relied upon to lift the previously discussed domestic service moratorium. Allowing the
328.85 acre feet to be used within RVCWD’s entire service area would not provide sufficient
water

1.5 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2

Comment 2.1:

LAFCo is required to consider service concerns to existing customers of the agency in its analysis of
applications for change of organization. Government Code Section 56857(d)(2) defines “service concerns”
as when a district will not have the ability to provide the services that are the subject of the application to
the territory proposed to be annexed without imposing level of service reductions on existing and planned
future uses in the district’s current service area.

Response to Comment 2.1:

The RRFC does not intend to impose any service reductions on existing customers in its current
service area in order to provide services to RVCWD. Please see the response to Comment 1.3
above.

Comment 2.2:

To support the required LAFCo findings, additional information is needed regarding the assumptions
contained in the ND. The ND and associated Annexation Plan for Service assumes that the quantities of water
contracted to existing RRFC customers will remain steady, and also assumes that while the quantity of water
available to RVCWD under the RFFC license is 4,000 acre-feet (AF) per year, the average annual purchase has
been 850 AF, and this is not expected to change. The ND does not discuss the factual bases for these
assumptions, and these assumptions are the reason for a very abbreviated environmental analysis and
discussion.

Response to Comment 2.2:

The comment is correct that the IS/ND assumes that the quantities of water contracted to existing
RRFC customers under the Uniform Agreements will remain steady. The commenter also
requests a factual basis for the statement in the Annexation Plan for Services that while the
quantity of water available to RVCWD under the RRFC license is 4,000 acre-feet (AF) per year,
the average annual purchase has been 850 AF, and this is not expected to change.” As discussed
in the IS/ND and above, the amount of water reliably available to RVCWD from RRFC under
the Agreement is 328.85 acre feet annually. The average annual purchase of surplus water has
been 850 acre feet. This is not expected to change because the amount of water available to
RRFC under the License has been fully contracted for, and RRFC expects that the amount of
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surplus water available annually will be lower each year, and illustrated by the fact that there was
no surplus water available to RVCWD in recent drought years.

The original reference to 4,000 acre feet stems from language in State Water Resources Control
Board Order 79-15 [See Attachment 2], in which the SWRCB granted RRFC’s request to
include RVCWD in its permitted place of use. Decision 79-15 states that RRFC:

“proposes to supply water to the Redwood Valley District by contract. Under the
terms of the contract, the Redwood Valley District would be supplied up to 4,000
afa of permit water, to the extent such water is surplus to the needs of the
Mendocino District. In other words, the Mendocino District proposes to divert the
unused portion of its 8,000 afa depletion allowance to the Redwood Valley
District, whose lands are drained by the West Fork Russian River, until such time
as it is needed within the original Mendocino District place of use. Average use
by the Mendocino District during a normal year has been about 4,000 afa, leaving
a like quantity available for Redwood.” (Attachment 2, p. 4-5).

The current controlling document is the Stipulated Judgment RRFC and RVCWD agreed to in
1980 [See Attachment 1], which provides that RRFC will sell to RVCWD “so much of such
surplus water as Redwood desires to purchase, up to and including the entire amount of such
surplus water...” (Attachment 1, p. 2). The Stipulated Judgment defines “surplus water” as “that
portion, if any, of said 8,000 acre feet which is not put to beneficial use within the land situated
in the Mendocino District” (/d.). RRFC has complied with the Stipulated Judgement over the
years; however, as demand has grown and more Uniform Agreements have been executed, the
amount of RRFC’s surplus water as defined in the Stipulated Judgment has been reduced. In the
past nine years, RVCWD has received an average of 848-acre feet of surplus water annually. In
addition, though RVCWD currently has access to “surplus” water as defined in the Uniform
Agreement on an equal basis as all other RRFC customers, it can only put such surplus to use in
that area of RVCWD already within RRFC’s boundaries. RVCWD then has to wait until all
customers within RRFC have determined whether or not they wish to purchase available surplus
water under their Uniform Agreements before RVCWD is notified of surplus water available
pursuant to the Stipulated Judgement for use in that portion of RVCWD outside of RRFC.

The current allocation of water to RRFC customers, including RVCWD, will not change as a
result of the Project. RRFC contracts for use of its licensed water right in the Uniform
Agreements, the terms of which will not be affected by the Project. As also mentioned, RVCWD
already has a Uniform Agreement for 328.85-acre feet annually. The only change that would
result from the Project is that RVCWD would be able to put any water available under its
Uniform Agreement to beneficial use anywhere within RVCWD, in contrast to existing
conditions limiting RVCWD’s use to only that portion currently within RRFC. The water
available to RVCWD following annexation will not be any more dependable than the 328.85-
acre feet, and any surplus water, available under its existing Uniform Agreement.
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Comment 2.3:

Because the ND includes these assumptions that demand and use will not change at all upon annexation, it
does not include any discussion of how the annexation might impact service to existing customers in the
RRFC service area. The ND also relies heavily on the assumption that the two moratoria in place at RVCWD
will remain in place (discussed further below). Presently, the conclusions of no significant impact are based
upon assumptions that are not supported by facts in the record.

Response to Comment 2.3:

It is true that because the IS/ND includes the assumption that demand and use of water under
RRFC’s licensed water right will not change as a result of the Project, the IS does not discuss
how the Project might impact service to existing RRFC customers; this assumption is warranted.
While the IS/ND does not rely heavily on it, it does assume that the two moratoria in place in
RVCWD will remain in place; while the commenter is correct that the moratoria may not remain
in place in the future, the important statement for purposes of the ND is that if the two moratoria
are lifted in the future, it will not be as a result of the proposed Project.

In 1989, the Mendocino Superior Court issued a Peremptory Writ of Mandate to order the
California Department of Health Services to prohibit any further connections for domestic use to
the RVCWD system on the basis that the water supply was not dependable. This moratorium on
domestic service connections remains in effect today and presumably will remain in effect until
RVCWD has sufficient evidence of a reliable water supply to present to the California
Department of Health Services and/or the court to warrant its removal. The ability and likelihood
of RRFC’s proposed annexation resulting in RVCWD securing enough water to petition the
court to remove the moratorium, and what effects lifting of the moratorium might have on
population and housing, is directly addressed in the IS. Practically, RVCWD has an existing
Uniform Agreement with RRFC for 328.85-acre feet annually which will not be increased as a
result of the Project as there is no additional water available under RRFC’s licensed water right.
It is possible in the future that if additional RRFC water becomes available the RVCWD
Uniform Agreement quantity may be increased. The goal of the annexation is to allow RVCWD
to use RRFC contracted water anywhere within the RVCWD service area, not to contract for
more water. Therefore, the proposed annexation itself will not result in any increase of water
supply to RVCWD sufficient to warrant removal of the court-imposed moratorium, as concluded
in the IS/ND.

We disagree with the statement that “the conclusions of no significant impact are based upon
assumption that are not supported by facts in the record.” To the contrary, the conclusions of no
significant impact are based upon the facts in the record that annexation (1) will not increase the
amount of water available to RVCWD, (2) will not provide RVCWD with a more reliable water
supply that would allow it to lift either of the currently imposed moratoria, (3) will not result in
any reduction in supply to RRFC current customers, and (4) will not result in shortages being
imposed upon RRFC’s agricultural customers for the benefit of domestic users. As such, the
conclusion of no significant impact is supported by facts in the record.
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As a follow-up comment, LAFCO has asked:

Is there a possibility that RRFC contract supplies could be distributed by RVWCD to
domestic users within the annexed area? If that is possible, it would be helpful to explain
how a State mandated priority for domestic use in a dry year will not be impacted by the
annexation. For example, additional domestic users within RVCWD would not be
prioritized over irrigation users within RRFC.

It is certainly possible that RVCWD could use the 328.85 acre feet under its existing Uniform
Agreement for domestic users within the annexed area; however, this would have no change
from the base case for the following reasons:

First, under the Uniform Agreement RRFC imposes shortages on all customers on a pro-rata
basis, without consideration for type of use, it has never treated agricultural and municipal
customers differently. RRFC has no plans to deviate from its past practice in allocating shortages
on a pro-rata basis to all customers regardless of water use.

Second, as discussed above in response to Comment 1.3, because Water Code Section 106 is a
broad policy statement rather than a specific operational rule, it has not been imposed by any
court as a requirement on water allocations in California. This issue of domestic priority,
however, is not a new issue created by the Project. The potential for population growth and
increased domestic water use exists whether or not RVCWD is annexed into RRFC as RVCWD
currently includes numerous municipal suppliers as customers. RRFC acknowledges that in
water short years it is possible that domestic users will be entitled to health and safety water even
when other use types have been curtailed. Again, however, this is part of the base case, and not
an impact caused by the proposed Project. In prior droughts, emergency regulations adopted by
the State Water Resources Control Board have allowed diversions necessary for minimum
human health and safety needs under any valid basis of right of not greater than 55 gallons per
person per day to continue notwithstanding curtailment. This exception to curtailment applied to
domestic uses within the entire RVCWD district, not simply that portion of the district within
RRFC, and therefore would not be changed or expanded by annexation. Because this curtailment
exception was granted to the entire RVCWD district before the proposed Project, it is part of the
CEQA base case; in addition, the action was taken by the Division and was not taken by RRFC.
Annexing RVCWD would not change RRFC’s method of allocation water under the Uniform
Agreement, or its method of imposing shortages.

Comment 2.4:

To the extent that impacts to service capacity for existing customers may occur, the ND should analyze the
potential for impacts to agricultural lands that would result from future curtailments in dry years that might
be exacerbated by serving the annexed area, or as a result of domestic service priority in times of water
shortage.

Response to Comment 2.4:

No impacts to RRFC’s existing customers will occur as a result of the Project. As discussed
above in the response to Comment 1.3, RRFC has historically imposed shortages upon its
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customers in accordance with the Uniform Agreement on a pro-rata basis; it has never treated
agricultural and municipal customers differently and has never imposed a domestic service
priority in times of water shortage. The proposed Project will not change the terms of the
Uniform Agreements, or RRFC’s method of imposing shortages. Further, the proposed Project
will not change the State Water Resources Control Board’s method of dealing with domestic
exceptions to curtailment, as that predates the proposed Project. The recent actions of the State
Water Resources Control Board illustrate the fact that it is not the proposed Project that could
change water allocations in RRFC, but outside forces. As stated above, the State has already
imposed a priority for domestic uses within RVCWD even without them being in RRFC, and this
is not expected to change. Because this priority was granted before the proposed Project, it is part
of the CEQA base case; in addition, the action was taken by the Division and was not taken by
RRFC.

Comment 2.5:

In the past, RVCWD has relied upon its own limited supplies and "surplus" water from RRFC. Due to the
insufficiency of these water supplies, the RVCWD has two moratoriums in place: the court-ordered
moratorium on new domestic connections and a "self-imposed"” moratorium on new irrigation connections.

The draft ND relies on the moratoriums to avoid analyzing the potential impacts from increased connections
in the future. However, there is nothing to prevent either of these moratoria from being lifted.

A self-imposed limitation may he lifted at any time, and, if the annexation allows for increased water supplies
and reliability, the RVCWD board may cancel the “self-imposed” moratorium to allow new irrigation
connections.

The court ordered moratorium was issued in 1988, and it relied upon a set of waterworks standards that
were comprehensively revised by the State in 2009. The basis for the court order was the fact that at the
time (under the old law) the source capacity did not meet the California standards. If the supply is increased
and becomes more reliable, application to the court could be made to lift the moratorium.

Response to Comment 2.5:

As briefly discussed above in the response to Comment 2.3, the IS/ND does not rely on the
moratoria remaining in place to avoid analyzing potential impacts from increased connections in
RVCWD in the future. It is true that there is nothing to prevent the self-imposed moratorium on
new irrigation connections from being lifted at any time. However, the comment states:

. if the annexation allows for increased water supplies and reliability, the
RVCWD board may cancel the “self-imposed” moratorium to allow new
irrigation connections.

As discussed above, the annexation will not and cannot result in increased water supplies or
reliability for RVCWD over the base case. For the same reason, because RVCWD’s water
supply will not be increased and will not become more dependable as a result of the proposed
Project, there would be no grounds for the RVCWD to apply to the court to lift the court-
imposed moratorium on domestic connections.

14
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Comment 2.6:

The Annexation Plan for services states that the annexation “...will not meet the requirements to lift this
moratorium [sic].” The “requirements” referenced in the Annexation Plan for Services that would need to
be met to lift the respective moratoria should be identified in the analysis. The source capacity requirements
of the State should be identified and information regarding why the annexation will not allow RVCWD to
meet the source capacity requirements should be provided. With respect to the self-imposed moratorium,
the factual basis for an assumption that it will not be lifted should be provided. Additional information
supporting the conclusion that the moratoria will not be lifted or altered as a result of the annexation is
needed in order for decision makers, including the LAFCo Commissioners, to determine that the annexation
will not induce growth and result in a potential reduction is service capacity for existing customers and/or
conversion of farmland.

While the ND asserts that the additional supplies would not allow for development beyond what was
analyzed in the GP EIR, the analysis should consider the effect on RRFC’s water supplies resulting from
potential RVCWD buildout and potential impacts to existing RRFC customers should the moratoriums be
lifted as a result of the proposed annexation.

Response to Comment 2.6:

Imposing the responsibility on RRFC to analyze the requirements for RVCWD’s court-ordered
moratorium to be lifted is putting the cart before the horse. For either of the moratoria to be lifted
there would need to be some additional or more reliable water supply to RVCWD; the proposed
Project can provide neither. As mentioned above, the current allocation of water to RRFC
customers, including RVCWD, under the Uniform Agreements will not change as a result of the
Project. As also mentioned, RVCWD has a Uniform Agreement for 328.85-acre feet annually.
The only change that would result from the Project is that RVCWD would be able to put any
water available under its Uniform Agreement to beneficial use anywhere within RVCWD, in
contrast to existing conditions limiting RVCWD’s use to only that portion currently within
RRFC. The water available to RVCWD following annexation will not be any more dependable
than the 328.85-acre feet, and any surplus water, available under its existing Uniform
Agreement.

As also mentioned above, the court-imposed moratorium will remain in effect until RVCWD has
sufficient evidence of a reliable water supply to present to the California Department of Health
Services and/or the court to warrant its removal — which is not provided by the proposed Project.
The ability and likelihood of RRFC’s proposed annexation resulting in RVCWD securing
enough water to petition the court to remove the moratorium, and what effects lifting of the
moratorium might have on population and housing, is directly addressed in the IS. Practically,
RVCWD has an existing Uniform Agreement with RRFC for 328.85-acre feet annually which
will not be increased as a result of the Project as all other RRFC water is contracted for. It is
possible in the future that if additional RRFC water becomes available RVCWD’s Uniform
Agreement quantity may be increased. The goal of the annexation is to allow RVCWD to use
RRFC contracted water anywhere within the RVCWD service area, not to contract for more
water. Therefore, the proposed annexation itself will not result in any increase of water supply to
RVCWD sufficient to warrant removal of the moratorium, as concluded in the IS/ND and
discussing the criteria for removal of one or both of the moratoria will not change this fact.
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1.6 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3
Most of the comments in this letter duplicate the comments in Comment Letter 1.
Comment 3.1:

By this letter, we hereby object to the Notice you published as to limitation of time within which
comments may be made to the Negative Declaration. Said notice provides in part that the
“formal 30 day comment period ends July 29th at noon™ and that said faulty notice is not cured
by posting on the internet that “the District continues to welcome comments on the Negative
Declaration and the proposed annexation™ (hitips: waww Nl Proposs ol [0
annexation-ol-redwood-vallev-countyv-water-districi-2025.) The legal right expires at 5:00P.M.
on June 30, 2025. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is strictly construed
against the objector. So too should it be similarly be strictly construed against the Redwood
Valley County Water District (RVCWD). As the old saying goes, “What is good for the goose is

good for the gander.”

Response to Comment 3.1:

The notice period for the ND follows California law and the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act.

Comment 3.2:
By this [etter, without waiving our prior objection, I further object to the proposed negative
declaration that has been promulgated by your agency for the purposes of “fast-tracking” the
annexation of the Redwood Valley County Water District (RVCWDY) into the Mendocino Russian
River Flood Control and Water Conservation District. This is a major project as defined by
CEQA and necessitated a full Environmental Impact Report before the disirict is allowed to
proceed with the consideration of this proposal.

Response to Comment 3.2:

The IS/ND did not identify any adverse environmental impacts resulting from the proposed
Project. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Report is not required.

16
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Comment 3.3:

1. The negative declaration is legally defective and fails to evaluate and mitigate the
significant adverse impacts of the proposed annexation upon agricultural water users,
agricultural production, and the potential loss of agricultural lands (due to potential water
reductions in shortage periods) within the Russian River WCID. This is particularly
troubling given the history of the failure of the County to adequately address these issues.
SEE: Musonite Corporaiion v. County of Mendocine (July 25, 2013) 215 Cal.App.4th
230. This case ordered the County to have to “re-do™ an EIR because it failed to address
the adverse impacts of a project on agricultural lands and production in the Ukiah Valley.

Response to comment 3.3:
See response to Comment 1.1.

Comment 3.4:
2. The negative declaration is legally defective and fails to evaluate and mitigate the
significant adverse impacts of the proposed annexation upon:

a. Agricultural water users;

b. Agricultural production;

c. The potential loss of agricultural lands due to potential agricultural and residential
water use by non-riparian water users:

d. The legal right to sell water from the Russian River or its aquafers to non-riparian
persons;

e. The legal rights of riparian owners pursuant to the “7Treaty of Peace, Friendship,
Limits, and Settlement With the Republic of Mexico™ (hereinatter, “Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo ") dated February 2, 1848.

f. The impact on the riparian owners from the headwaters of the Russian River to its
mouth at the Pacific Ocean, whose property originates with Mexican Land grants,
that occurred prior to the State of California becoming the 31* state on September 9,
1850, and were confirmed by the California Board of Land Commissioners.

g. The right of water appropriators to pre-empt the rights of riparian owners.

Response to comment 3.4:

The impacts listed in comments 2.a, b and c, see response to Comment 1.1. The remaining
impacts listed as comments 2.c through g are not CEQA issues.
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Comment 3.5:

3. Contrary to the defective notice ol the negative declaration, no portion of Redwood

Valley has ever been annexed into the MCRRFCWCID. This deceptive and clearly
erroneous representation in the notice invalidates the notice for CEQA purposes
inasmuch as it mis-characterizes the “proiect” to be considered by your board,

Response to Comment 3.5:

See response to Comment 1.2.

Comment 3.6:

4,

MCRRFCWCID requested the authority to distribute “surplus water”™ to Redwood Valley
and the State Water Resources Control Board only granted MCRRFCWCID the authority
to distribute “surplus water” per the SWRCB authorization. The regative declaration fails
to identify which current MCRRFCWCID agricultural contract will be reduced in order
to “permanently serve” residential uses within the proposed Redwood Valley annexation

arca.

Response to Comment 3.6:

See response to Comment 1.3.

Comment 3.7:

3.

MCRRFCWCID does not hold any reliable surplus water supplies that are available for
permanent allocation to permanent residential uses within Redwood Valley. The defective
negative declaration has failed to identify both a redundant source of water or the massive
growth inducing impacts (and the adverse impacts and mitigation requirements) that will
result from the transfer of agricultural water from within the current boundaries of the
MCRRFC to future developments within Redwood Valley that will be facilitated by the
conversion of ag water to permanent residential consumptive uses.

Response to Comment 3.7:

See response to Comment 1.4.
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| Print Form

Notice of Determination Appendix D

To: From: Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control

[®] Ofiice of Planning and Research Public Agency: and Water Conservation improvement District
U.S. Mail: Street Address: Address: PO Box 2104

Ukiah, CA 95482
Contact; Elizabeth Salomone
Phone: 707-462-5278

P.O. Box 3044 1400 Tenth St., Rm 113
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 Sacramento, CA 95814

C Clerk
= Cx:gf of:e Mendocino Lead Agency (if different from above):
Address: 501 Low Gap Road - Room 1020
Ukiah, CA 95482 Address:
Contact:
Phone:

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public
Resources Code.

State Clearinghouse Number (if submitted to State Clearinghouse):
- MENDOCINO COUNTY RUSSIAN RIVER FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION
roject Title: MPROVEMENT DISTRICT REDWOQD VALLEY ANNEXATION

Project Applicant: Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District

Project Location (include county): Mendocino County - Within the boundaries of Redwood Valley _
County Water District

Project Description:

Filing of an application with the Mendocino County Local Agency Formation Commission to annex the

Redwood Valley County Water District into the boundaries of the RRFC. The Project Description is more

fully set forth in the Initial Study for the Project. The purpose of the annexation is to allow RVCWD to

contract with the RRFC to receive surface water supplies available under the RRFC's licensed water

right. Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control [+ ]

This is to advise that the __and Water Conservation Improvement District has approved the above
(=] Lead Agency or [_] Responsible Agency)

described project on 10/06/2025 and has made the following determinations regarding the above
(date)

described project.

1. The project [[] will [ will not] have a significant effect on the environment.

2. [} An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

3. Mitigation measures [[_] were were not] made a condition of the approval of the project.

4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan [[_] was was not] adopted for this project.

5. A statement of Overriding Considerations [[_] was was not] adopted for this project.

6. Findings [ were [] were not] made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

This is to certity that the final EIR with comments and responses and record of project approval, or the
negative Declaration, is available to the General Public at:
304 North State Street, Ukiah, California, 95482.
Y

Signature (Public Agency): (£, Title: General Manager

Date: October 6, 2025 Date Received for filing at OPR: Ocoter 6. 2025

-

Authority cited: Sections 21083, Public Resources Code.
Reference Section 21000-21174, Public Resources Code. Revised 2011
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MENDOCINO COUNTY RUSSIAN RIVER FLOOD CONTROL
AND WATER CONSERVATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
NEGATIVE DECLARATION REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

NOTICE 1S HEREBY GIVEN that the Project described below has been reviewed
pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Public
Resources Code Section 21100, et seq.) and a determination has been made that it will have
no significant effect upon the environment.

PROJECT NAME: Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation Improvement District Redwood Valley Annexation Project (“Project”).

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT: Filing of an application with the Mendocino County
Local Agency Formation Commission to annex the Redwood Valley County Water District
(“RVCWD”) into the RRFC. The Project Description is more fully set forth in the Initial
Study for the Project. The purpose of the annexation is to allow RVCWD to contract with
the RRFC to receive surface water supplies available under the RRFC’s licensed water
right.

LOCATION OF PROIJECT: The Project is located within Mendocino County as shown on
the areas identified on the map attached as EXHIBIT “A”,

NAME AND ADDRESS OF PROJECT PROPONENT: Mendocino County Russian River
Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District, PO Box 2104, Ukiah, CA
95482, (707) 462-5278.

MITIGATION MEASURES: None.

A copy of the Initial Study regarding the environmental effect of this Project is on file at
the RRFC office at 304 North State Street, Ukiah, California, 95482. This study was:

X Adopted as presented.
] Adopted with changes. Specific modifications supporting reasons are attached.

The RRFC considered and adopted this Negative Declaration at a public meeting of its
Board of Directors on October 6, 2025,

DETERMINATION: (7o be completed by the Lead Agency).

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on
the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
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O 1 find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on
the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
revisions to the Project have been made by or agreed to by the Project

proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.

O I find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

O I find that the proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant
impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the
environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as
described on the attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

O I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on
the environment, because all potentially significant effects (1) have been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to the applicable standards, and (c) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
Project, nothing further is required.

W October 6, 2025

Elizabeth Salomone Date
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Russian River Flood Control District
Mendocino County Clerk-Recorder
Date Type Reference

10/9/2025 Bill

SBMC Checking

1824
10/9/2025
Original Amt. Balance Due Discount Payment
3,018.75 3,018.75 3,018.75
Check Amount 3,018.75
filing fees for notice of declaration, RVCWD ann 3,018.75
Katrina Bartolomie, Clerk-Recorder
Mendocino County, CA
501 Low Gap Rd., Room 1920
Ukiah, Ca 85482
Receipt: 25-12654
Product Marme Extended

NTRDETER  Notice Of Determination

$3018.75

#Fags i

[
9

i TG

$3,018.75

Tender (Check) $3.018.75

Creck # 1824

Thank You!

Fri Oct 10 14:39:55 PDT 2025 PST chnjstal
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ATTACHMENT 8
RESOLUTION NO. 26-120

RESOLUTION OF THE MENDOCINO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVING
ZERO DOLLAR TAX SHARING AGREEMENT FOR THE RUSSIAN RIVER FLOOD CONTROL
AND WATER CONSERVATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT (RRFC) (LAFCO FILE NO. A-
2025-05)

WHEREAS, the Mendocino County Local Agency Formation Commission ("LAFCo") has
received an application for a Change of Organization consisting of an annexation to incorporate
the remaining jurisdictional boundaries of the Redwood Valley County Water District (RVCWD)
not already located within the RRFC jurisdictional boundary as described in Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the aforementioned annexation is identified as LAFCo Application File No. A-
2025-05, also known as the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation Improvement District Annexation; and

WHEREAS, prior to acting on the application, Revenue and Tax Code section 99(b)(6)
requires LAFCo to receive resolution(s) from those bodies negotiating an agreement on a
potentially revised distribution of property tax in the event the annexation becomes effective; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Revenue and Taxation Code section 99(b)(5), the Mendocino
County Board of Supervisors is the entity responsible for negotiating a tax sharing agreement
under Revenue Taxation Code Section 99; and

WHEREAS, under Revenue and Taxation Code section 99, upon filing the Application,
the Executive Office of LAFCo is required to give notice of the filing to the Mendocino County
Assessor and Auditor-Controller specifying each local agency whose service area of responsibility
will be altered by the jurisdictional change; and

WHEREAS, on October 21, 2025, the Executive Office of LAFCo gave notice of filing to
the assessor and auditor-controller under Revenue and Taxation Code section 99(b); and

WHEREAS, in April 2, 2026, the Mendocino County Assessor provided the Mendocino
County Auditor-Controller with a preliminary report which identifies the assessed valuations of the
territory of RVCWD and the tax rate areas in which the territory exists; and

WHEREAS, on May 5, 2026 the Mendocino County Auditor-Controller estimated the
amount of property tax revenue generated within the territory that is the subject of the jurisdictional
change during the fiscal year 2025-26 and estimated what portion of said property tax revenue
attributable to each local agency that receives a portion of said property tax revenue, which
estimate is set forth in the attached Exhibit B; and

WHEREAS, the RRFC is bringing forward a resolution to their Board on July 6, 2026, a
copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit C, agreeing that there should be no change in the
current apportionment of property tax, neither base tax nor future tax increment, in the Annexation
Area.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that in the event the annexation becomes
effective, the existing shares of property tax will not change.
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IT IS FURTHER RESOVLED AND ORDERED that the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
shall notify Mendocino County Auditor-Controller and the Mendocino Local Agency Formation
Commission of sch negotiated zero exchange of property tax revenues by forwarding a certified
copy of this resolution to the Auditor-Controller, the Russian River Flood Control & Water
Conservation Improvement District, the Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission, and,
upon completion of the annexation, to the State Board of Equalization.

The foregoing Resolution introduced by Supervisor Haschak, seconded by Supervisor
Norvell, and carried this 71" day of July, 2026, by the following vote:

AYES: Supervisors Mulheren, Haschak, Norvell, and Williams
NOES: None
ABSENT: Supervisor Cline

WHEREUPON, the Chair declared said Resolution adopted and SO ORDERED.

< = ) /
T — _
ATTEST: DARCIE ANTLE BERNIE NORVELL, Chair
Clerk of the Board Mendocino County Board of Supervisors
#/" | hereby certify that according to the
; /"'47/2" provisions of Government Code Section
Deputy 25103, delivery of this document has
been made.
APPROVED AS TO FORM: BY: DARCIE ANTLE
KATHARINE L. ELLIOTT Clerk of the Board

Interim County Counsel

Deputy ¥
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ATTACHMENT 9

Resolution #26-04

of the
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control
& Water Conservation Improvement District

Approving a Zero Tax Sharing Agreement with the County of Mendocino
for the Annexation of the
Complete Redwood Valley County Water District Service Area
(LAFCo Application File No. A-2025-05)

WHEREAS, the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control & Water Conservation
Improvement District (RRFC) has submitted an application to Mendocino Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo) proposing to annex the complete jurisdictional boundaries of the Redwood
Valley County Water District (RVCWD) not already located within the RRFC jurisdictional boundary
(Proposed Annexation), as shown and more particularly described in Exhibit A: Area to be Annexed

(Proposed Annexation Area), attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, the Proposed Annexation is identified as LAFCo Application File No A-2025-05 also
known as the “RRFC Annexation of RVCWD’s Complete Service Area”; and

WHEREAS, California Revenue and Taxation Code (RTC) section 99 requires the County of
Mendocino (County) and RRFC to enter into an agreement providing for an exchange of tax revenues

in connection with the Proposed Annexation (Tax Sharing Agreement); and

WHEREAS, the RRFC proposes a Tax Sharing Agreement providing for a zero percent (0%)
exchange of property tax revenues for the Proposed Annexation Area, consistent with applicable law;

and
WHEREAS, the proposed Tax Sharing Agreement applies solely to the District and County shares

of property tax revenue generated within the Proposed Annexation Area, if any, and does not affect

the allocation of property tax revenues for any other taxing entity; and
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WHEREAS, prior to acting on the Proposed Annexation application, RTC §99(b)(6) requires LAFCo
to receive resolution(s) from those bodies negotiating a Tax Sharing Agreement on a potentially

revised distribution of property tax in the event that the Proposed Annexation becomes effective; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to RTC §99(b)(6), the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors is the entity
responsible for negotiating a Tax Sharing Agreement on behalf of special districts under RTC §99;

and

WHEREAS, on May 5, 2025, LAFCo adopted a Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence
Update for RRFC that identifies the Proposed Annexation Area as within the RRFC Sphere of

Influence; and

WHEREAS, under RTC {99, upon filing the Proposed Annexation application to LAFCo, the
Executive Officer of LAFCo is required to give notice of the Proposed Annexation application to the
Mendocino County Assessor and Auditor-Controller specifying each local agency whose service area
or service responsibility will be altered by the jurisdictional change proposed by the Proposed

Annexation; and

WHEREAS, on May 5, 2026, the Mendocino County Assessor and Auditor-Controller notified
governing bodies of each local agency whose service area or service responsibility will be altered by
the jurisdictional change proposed by the Proposed Annexation of the amount of estimated property

tax revenue that is subject to negotiated exchange; and

WHEREAS, the RRFC and the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors desire to approve a Tax
Sharing Agreement providing for a zero property tax exchange for the Proposed Annexation Area in

order to satisfy the requirements of RTC §99; and
WHEREAS, the RRFC Board has considered the oral and/or written testimony made by any affected

local agencies or interested persons provided prior to or appearing at the properly noticed Regular

Board of Trustees Meeting of July 6, 2026.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the RRFC Board of Trustees that in the event

the Proposed Annexation becomes effective, the existing shares of property tax will not change; and

IT IS FURTHER RESOLVED AND ORDERED that RRFC shall notify Mendocino County
Auditor-Controller and the Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission of such negotiated
zero exchange of property tax revenues by forwarding this fully executed resolution to the Auditor-
Controller, the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors, the Mendocino Local Agency Formation

Commission, and, upon completion of the annexation, to the State Board of Equalization.

ADOPTED 6" day of July, 2026, by the Board of Trustees of the Mendocino County Russian River
Flood Control & Water Conservation Improvement District, by the following vote:

Christopher Watt, President Q_’E;/ No / Abstain / Absent
John Reardan, Vice President Qei// No / Abstain / Absent
Tyler Rodrigue, Treasurer @ No / Abstain / Absent
John Bailey, Trustee (}”eg/ No / Abstain / Absent
Dave Koball, Trustee @ No / Abstain / Absent
Signed: M\ 7 /e* ‘A’iﬁ
Christopher Witt, Board of Trustees President * Date
Lot faloa; %4
Attt lya palpwny 7 /4K
Elizabeth Salomone, General Manager Date
3
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Exhibit A

Annexation Area Plat & Legal Description
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Beginning at the southwest corner of the T17N, R12W, M.D.B. & M. being the
southwest comer of Section 31 of said Township; thence East along the south line of
said section, 1/4 mile; thence North 1/2 mile, Thence East 1/4 mile to the center of said
Section, thence North 1/2 mile to the south line of Section 30, Thence East 1/4 mile,
Thence North 1/2 mile more or less to the southwesterly corner of the lands described
as the Gabrielli Winery Property Annexation to the Redwood Valley County Water
District LAFCO No. 90-5 in the document recorded in Book 1882 of Official Records, at
Page 294, Mendocino County Records;

Thence along the easterly boundary of said lands North 01°37°45" East 85.095 feet;
Thence South 87°07°47" West 10.761 feet; Thence North 00°18'32" East 1322 596 feet

to the northwest comer of said lands; Thence along the northerly boundary line of said
lands North 86°02'03" East 1337.632 feet to the easterly line of Section 30;

Thence North along the easterly line of Section 30 to the southeast corner of Section
19, Thence West 1/4 mile along the south line of Section 19; Thence North 1/2 mile,
Thence West 1/4 mile, Thence North 1/4 mile; Thence West 1/2 mile to the West line of
Section 19, Thence North 1/4 mile to the southwest cormer of Section 18, Thence East
3/4 mile along the south line of Section 18; Thence North 1/2 mile; Thence West 1/4
mile to the center of Section 18; Thence North 1/2 mile to the south 1/4 cormer of
Section 7; Thence North 1/2 mile to the center of Section 7, Thence East 1/2 mile to the
west 1/4 section comer of Section 8, Thence South along the west line of Section 8, 208
feet, more or less, to the northwest cormer of the lands of Donald J. Wright, as described
in the deed recorded in Book 458, Page 571, Official Records Mendocino County,
California; Thence along the north and east line of said lands of Wnight, East 208 feet,
South 208 feet more or less, and East 208 feet more or less, to the northeast comer
thereof, being also the northwest corner of the lands of Marvin Cannon, as described in
the deed recorded in Book 585, Page 134, Official Records Mendocino County; thence
along the north line of said lands and the lands of R W. Dorsey 2000 feet more or less,
to the northeast cormer of said lands as described in the deed recorded in Book 609,
Page 247, Official Records Mendocino County, being the east line of the Southwest 1/4
of Section 8, Thence South along the east line of said Southwest 1/4, Section 8, 900
feet more or less, to the northeast comer of the Southeast 1/4 of the Southwest 1/4 of
said Section 8, thence along the north line of said Southeast 1/4 of Southwest 1/4,
Section 8, West 1/4 mile to the northwest corner thereof, Thence 1/4 mile South along
the west line of said Southeast 1/4, Southwest 1/4 to the northeast comer of the
northwest 1/4 of northwest 1/4, Section 17; Thence East 250 feet; Thence 1 mile South,
more or less, along the east line of the west 1/2 of the west 1/2 of Section 17 to the
northeast corner of the northwest 1/4 of northwest 1/4, Section 20; Thence East along
the north line of Section 20, 3/4 mile to the northeast comer thereof, Thence 1/4 miles
South along the east line of the northwest 1/4 of northwest 1/4, Section 21;
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Thence East 1600 feet more or less along the south line of said section; thence South
3/4 mile to a point on the north line of Section 28; Thence East along said line 3/4 mile
to the northwest corner of Section 27; thence 2/3 mile South along the west line of
Section 28, more or less, to the southeast comer of the lands of Ford and Rawles as
described in the deed recorded in Book 440, Page 512, Official Records, Mendocino
County, thence West along the south line of said lands, 970 feet, more or less to a point
on the east line of the lands of Geroge C, Halletux as described in the deed recorded in
Book 582, Page 561, Official Records Mendocino County, Thence 1/2 mile south along
the west line of said lands and the east line of the lands of M. Laforet: Thence East
2272 feet, more or less along the south line of said lands to the northeast comer of the
lands of E.G. Lynch, as described in the deed recorded in Book 182, Page 43, Official
Records, Mendocino County, said point being also the northwest comer of the lands
described as the Redwood Valley Rancheria Property Annexation to the Redwood
Valley County Water District recorded in Book 2171 of Official Records, Page 635,
Mendocino County Records and northwest comer of the lands that are shown on that
Record of Survey recorded in Map Case 2, Drawer 46, Page 56;

Thence around the boundary of said lands of Redwood Valley Ranchena Property
Annexation North 87°57'62" East, 1434 66 feet to the northeast comer of Lot 19 of the
Finnish Colony Subdivision thereof recorded in Case 1, Drawer 4, Page 89, Mendocino
County Records; thence along an existing fence as shown on said Record of Survey the
following courses: Morth 85°28'24" East, 368 20 feet, thence north 71°05'33" East,
121.36 feet; thence North 72°02°50" East, 99.31 feet, thence North 89°03'35" East,

64 .30 feet, thence north 75°25°31" East 125 45 feet, thence North 71°34'19” East,

127 .42 feet, thence South 75°51°55" East, 219 .47 feet, thence North 74°53'05" East,
375.29 feet, thence South 44°18'56" East, 20.95 feet; thence South 52°00'55" East,
90.24 feet; thence South 53°28'34" East, 117 93 feet, thence North 68°51'22" East,
132.74 feet; thence South 77°52°39" East, 339.04 feet; thence North 88°29'31" East,
937 .44 feet; thence South 25°52'03" East, 220.82 feet; thence South 38°00'11" East,
146.95 feet; thence South 65°57'46" East, 201.77 feet; thence South 20°46'37" East,
272 91 feet; thence South 48°08'19" East, 446 29 feet thence leaving said fence as
shown on said map South 81°28'32" West, 3884 84 feet; thence South 44°20°25" West,
1029 15 feet; thence South 82°11'42" West, 265 feet to the southwest corner of Lot 20
of said Finnish Colony Subdivision;

Thence South 8 degrees East 2924 8 feet, more or less, to the northwest comer of Lot
15 of said Finnish Colony Subdivision; thence south 64 degrees East 3265 feet; thence
North 67 degrees East, 900 feet to the east line of the Yokayo Rancho; thence South 1
mile, more or less to the southeast comer of the lands of John Barrella as described in
the deed recorded in Book 168, Page 295, Official Records, Mendocino County, thence
South 55 degrees West 316 feet, more or less; thence South 37 degrees West 532 feat;
thence South 55 degrees West 2657 feet more or less,
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Thence South 530 feet to the northwest corner of the lands of Lee Sorelles as described
in the deed recorded in Book 445, Page 6, Official Records Mendocino County; thence
East along the north line of said lands 1089 feet to the northeast comer; thence 1390
feet South 13 degrees West along the east line to the southeast comer thereof; thence
220 feet West along the south line of the lands of Jay Long as described in the deed
recorded in Book 4321, Page 320, Official Records, Mendocino County, to the
southwest comer of said lands of Long; thence South 320 feet, more or less, along the
east line of Calpella Fruit Land Tract, as shown on the map thereof recorded in Case 1,
Drawer 3, Page 18, Mendocino County Records, to the southeast corner of Lot 5
thereof,

Thence West along the south line of Lot 5 to the southwest comer of Lot 5; thence
Morth along the west line of Lot 5 to the northwest comer of Lot 5; thence West along
the south line of Lot 12 to the southwest comer of Lot 12; thence North along the west
lines of Lots 11 and 12 to the southeast comer of Lot 18; thence West along the south
line of Lot 18 to the southwest corner of Lot 18; thence North along the west line of Lot
18 to the northwest comer of Lot 18; thence West along the southerly line of Lot 33 and
the westerly projection thereof to the intersection of the west line of the County Road
with the westerly projection of the southerly line of Lot 33; thence southerly along the
west line of the County Road to the southeast comer of Lot 32; thence West along the
south line of Lot 32 to the intersection thereof with the center of the channel of the
Russian River, thence along the center of the channel of the Russian River to the
northerly line of Lot 108, Yokayo Rancho; Thence along the northerly line of Lot 108,
West, South, and West to the southwest comer of the lands of Fred Finne as described
in the deed recorded in Book 405, Page 130, Official Records, Mendocino County,

Thence North 2200 feet along the west line of said lands, thence West 2900 feet;
thence MNorth 1900 feet to the southeast corner of the Del Arbbres Subdivision, as
shown on the map recorded in Case 1, Drawer 10, Page 15, Mendocino County
Records; thence North 85 degrees West 600 feet; thence South 17 degrees West 330
feet: thence West 400 feet; thence South 3 degrees West 490 feet; thence West 2570
feet on the south line of said subdivision to the southwest corner thereof; thence North
along the west line of said subdivision to the southeast corner of Lot 3 of Section 7,
Township 16 North, Rage 12 West, M.D.B. & M ;

Thence West along the southerly boundary of said Lot 3 to the southeast comer of the
north 1/2 of the southeast 1/4 of Section 12, Township 16 North, Rane 12 West, M.D B.
& M_; thence West along the southerly boundary of said north 1/2 of the southeast 1/4 of
said Section 12 to the northeast comer of the southwest 1/4 of the southeast 1/4 of said
Section 12; thence South along the easterly boundary of the southwest 1/4 of the
southeast 1/4 of said Section 12 to the southerly boundary of Section 12; thence West
along the southerly boundary of Section 12 to the southwesterly corner of the southwest
1/4 of the southeast 1/4 of Section 12;
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Thence North along the westerly boundary of the east 1/2 of Section 12 to Seward
Creek; thence southeasterly along Seward Creek to the westerly boundary of the
southeast 1/4 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12; thence North along the westerly
boundary of the southeast 1/4 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12 to the southerly
boundary of the north 1/2 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12; thence West along the
southerly boundary of the north 1/2 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12 to the
southwesterly corner thereof, thence North along the westerly boundary of the north 1/2
of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12 to the northerly boundary line of said Section 12;
thence East along the northerly boundary line of Section 12 to the northeast corner of
said Section 12 and the southwest corner of Section 6, Township 16 North, Rage 12
West, MDB. &M,

Thence North 1 mile, more or less, along the west line of Section 6 to the Point of
Beginning

This description was prepared by me or under my direct supervision in June 2025.

St,—»f{:é/\: 6/18/2025

Steven J. Klein, PLS 8155 Date

End of Description

A copy of this resolution and any attachments thereto shall be on file in the office of Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control
& Water Conservation Improvement District, 304 N. State Street, Ukiah, CA 95482.
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ATTACHMENT 10

MENDOCINO LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

RESOLUTION NO. 2026-27-04

CONDITIONALLY APPROVING THE MENDOCINO COUNTY RUSSIAN RIVER FLOOD
CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT ANNEXATION OF
REDWOOD VALLEY COUNTY WATER DISTRICT SERVICE AREA (FILE NO. A-2025-05) AND
FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

WHEREAS, the Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo), hereinafter referred to as
the “Commission”, administers California Government Code (GOV) Section (§) 56000 et. seq., known
as the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000; and

WHEREAS, on September 11, 2025, the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation Improvement District (RRFC) distributed a Notice of Intent to adopt a resolution of
application to each affected local agency as required by GOV § 56654; and

WHEREAS, on October 6, 2025, the RRFC Board of Trustees adopted Resolution No. 25-07 to initiate
a change of organization involving annexation of the portion of the Redwood Valley County Water
District (RVCWD) service area not already within the RRFC boundary, approximately 9,610 acres, in
cooperation with RVCWD under its supporting Resolution No. 25-02 adopted on April 17, 2025; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the proposal is to allow RVCWD to put contracted and surplus water
available under its existing Uniform Water Sale & Purchase Agreement with RRFC to beneficial use
anywhere within the RVCWD service area, not just the 200-acre portion (overlap area) currently
within the RRFC jurisdictional boundary; and

WHEREAS, the annexation area contains the following Mendocino County zoning designations:
Agricultural, Rangeland/Forest Land, Residential, and Commercial/Industrial; and

WHEREAS, the proposed annexation area is located within RRFC’s sphere of influence boundary
adopted by the Commission on May 5, 2025 per LAFCo Resolution No. 2024-25-15; and

WHEREAS, on July 7, 2026, the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 26-
120 approving a zero dollar tax sharing agreement for the proposed annexation, which is substantially
similar to Resolution No. 26-04 adopted by the RRFC Board of Trustees on July 6, 2026 approving a
zero tax sharing agreement for this annexation proposal; and

WHEREAS, a Certificate of Filing was issued on September 14, 2026 indicating receipt of a complete
application pursuant to GOV §56658; and

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer gave sufficient notice of a public hearing to be conducted by the
Commission in the form and manner prescribed by law; and

WHEREAS, Mendocino LAFCo, as a Responsible Agency, independently reviewed and considered the
Lead Agency’s (RRFC) Revised Initial Study and Proposed Negative Declaration for the Mendocino
County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District Redwood Valley
Annexation project adopted on October 6, 2025 under SCH No. 2025061147 and associated Notice of
Determination filed on October 10, 2025 under Mendocino County Clerk-Recorder No. 2025-E0089,
in connection with consideration of the annexation proposal, and determined that the environmental
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determination and associated documents were prepared in accordance with the requirements of
CEQA and are adequate for the proposed action before the Commission; and

WHEREAS, the proposal meets the statutory criteria outlined in LAFCo law and adopted local policy
requirements; and

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer’s report, which included factors for consideration required under
GOV § 56668 and recommendations on the proposal required under GOV § 56665, was presented to
the Commission in the manner provided by law and adopted local policy; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard and fully considered all the testimony and evidence presented at
a public hearing on the proposal on October 5, 2026; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed and considered this resolution and hereby finds that it
accurately sets forth the intentions of the Commission with respect to the proposal.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission
DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER as follows:

Section 1. Incorporation of Recitals
The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are hereby incorporated into the Resolution as
findings of the Commission.

Section 2. CEQA Findings

Acting as a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
Commission hereby independently finds and determines, based on the whole of the
administrative record, that the Negative Declaration (SCH No. 2025061147) adopted by the
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District, as
Lead Agency for the project, is adequate for the Commission’s action. (CEQA Guidelines § 15096.)

Section 3. Conditional Approval of Proposal

The Commission hereby approves the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation Improvement District Annexation of Redwood Valley County Water District service
area (File No. A-2025-05), subject to the following terms and conditions.

a) The boundaries of the approved annexation territory shall be defined by the written geographic
description in Exhibit “A” and map in Exhibit “B”, attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference.

b) The annexation proposal is assigned the following distinctive short-term designation:
“RRFC Annexation of RVCWD (A-2025-05)".

¢) The annexation territory shall be subject to all Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control
and Water Conservation Improvement District ordinances, resolutions, policies, fees, and
regulations in effect upon recordation of the Certificate of Completion.

d) This approval does not effect a consolidation of the RVCWD governance, services, operations,
or obligations with RRFC nor consolidation of the two local government agencies.

e) This approval does not negate, supersede, or otherwise impact Stipulated Judgment No. 42059.
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Section 4. Protest Proceedings

The affected territory is inhabited as defined in GOV § 56046, and not all landowners within the
territory have consented to the proposal. Protest proceedings therefore may not be waived under
GOV § 56662(d). The Commission shall conduct protest proceedings under Part 4 of the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Act, commencing with GOV § 57000. It delegates to the Executive Officer, under
GOV § 57000(c), the authority to conduct those proceedings.

Section 5. Certificate of Completion

a) The Certificate of Completion shall not be filed until all charges assessed and fees due to the
Commission have been paid by the applicant and all materials required for final processing of
the proposal have been sufficiently prepared and submitted to the Executive Officer.

b) The effective date of the annexation shall be the date of the filing of the Certificate of
Completion with the Mendocino County Recorder’s office.

c) If a Certificate of Completion has not been filed within one year of adoption of this resolution,
Commission proceedings for this change of organization shall be deemed terminated, unless an
extension of time is approved by the Commission prior to October 5, 2027, consistent with GOV
§57001.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission this 5th day of
October, 2026, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

MAUREEN MULHEREN, Commission Chair

ATTEST:

UMA HINMAN, Executive Officer
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Exhibit “A”

Beginning at the southwest corner of the T17N, R12W, M.D.B. & M. being the
southwest corner of Section 31 of said Township; thence East along the south line of
said section, 1/4 mile; thence North 1/2 mile; Thence East 1/4 mile to the center of said
Section; thence North 1/2 mile to the south line of Section 30; Thence East 1/4 mile;
Thence North 1/2 mile more or less to the southwesterly corner of the lands described
as the Gabrielli Winery Property Annexation to the Redwood Valley County Water
District LAFCO No. 90-5 in the document recorded in Book 1882 of Official Records, at
Page 294, Mendocino County Records;

Thence along the westerly boundary of said lands North 01°37°45” East 85.095 feet;
Thence South 87°07°47” West 10.761 feet; Thence North 00°18’°32” East 1322.596 feet
to the northwest corner of said lands; Thence along the northerly boundary line of said
lands North 86°02’03” East 1337.632 feet to the easterly line of Section 30;

Thence North along the easterly line of Section 30 to the southeast corner of Section
19; Thence West 1/4 mile along the south line of Section 19; Thence North 1/2 mile;
Thence West 1/4 mile; Thence North 1/4 mile; Thence West 1/2 mile to the West line of
Section 19; Thence North 1/4 mile to the southwest corner of Section 18; Thence East
3/4 mile along the south line of Section 18; Thence North 1/2 mile; Thence West 1/4
mile to the center of Section 18; Thence North 1/2 mile to the south 1/4 corner of
Section 7; Thence North 1/2 mile to the center of Section 7; Thence East 1/2 mile to the
west 1/4 section corner of Section 8; Thence South along the west line of Section 8, 208
feet, more or less, to the northwest corner of the lands of Donald J. Wright, as described
in the deed recorded in Book 458, Page 571, Official Records Mendocino County,
California; Thence along the north and east line of said lands of Wright, East 208 feet,
South 208 feet more or less, and East 208 feet more or less, to the northeast corner
thereof, being also the northwest corner of the lands of Marvin Cannon, as described in
the deed recorded in Book 585, Page 134, Official Records Mendocino County; thence
along the north line of said lands and the lands of R.W. Dorsey 2000 feet more or less,
to the northeast corner of said lands as described in the deed recorded in Book 609,
Page 247, Official Records Mendocino County, being the east line of the Southwest 1/4
of Section 8; Thence South along the east line of said Southwest 1/4, Section 8, 900
feet more or less, to the northeast corner of the Southeast 1/4 of the Southwest 1/4 of
said Section 8; thence along the north line of said Southeast 1/4 of Southwest 1/4,
Section 8, West 1/4 mile to the northwest corner thereof; Thence 1/4 mile South along
the west line of said Southeast 1/4, Southwest 1/4 to the northeast corner of the
northwest 1/4 of northwest 1/4, Section 17; Thence East 250 feet; Thence 1 mile South,
more or less, along the east line of the west 1/2 of the west 1/2 of Section 17 to the
northeast corner of the northwest 1/4 of northwest 1/4, Section 20; Thence East along
the north line of Section 20, 3/4 mile to the northeast corner thereof; Thence 1/4 miles
South along the west line of the northwest 1/4 of northwest 1/4, Section 21;
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Thence East 1600 feet more or less along the south line of the NW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of
said section; thence South 3/4 mile to a point on the north line of Section 28; Thence
East along said line 3/4 mile to the northwest corner of Section 27; thence 2/3 mile
South along the west line of Section 27, more or less, to the southeast corner of the
lands of Ford and Rawles as described in the deed recorded in Book 440, Page 512,
Official Records, Mendocino County, thence West along the south line of said lands,
970 feet, more or less to a point on the east line of the lands of Geroge C, Halletux as
described in the deed recorded in Book 582, Page 561, Official Records Mendocino
County; Thence 1/2 mile south along the west line of said lands and the east line of the
lands of M. Laforet; Thence East 2272 feet, more or less along the south line of said
lands to the northeast corner of the lands of E.G. Lynch, as described in the deed
recorded in Book 182, Page 43, Official Records, Mendocino County, said point being
also the northwest corner of the lands described as the Redwood Valley Rancheria
Property Annexation to the Redwood Valley County Water District recorded in Book
2171 of Official Records, Page 635, Mendocino County Records and northwest corner
of the lands that are shown on that Record of Survey recorded in Map Case 2, Drawer
46, Page 56;

Thence around the boundary of said lands of Redwood Valley Rancheria Property
Annexation North 87°57°52” East, 1434.66 feet to the northeast corner of Lot 19 of the
Finnish Colony Subdivision thereof recorded in Case 1, Drawer 4, Page 89, Mendocino
County Records; thence along an existing fence as shown on said Record of Survey the
following courses: North 85°28°24” East, 368.20 feet; thence north 71°05’°33” East,
121.36 feet; thence North 72°02'50” East, 99.31 feet; thence North 89°03’35” East,
64.30 feet; thence north 75°25’°31” East 125.45 feet; thence North 71°34°19” East,

127 .42 feet; thence South 75°51°55” East, 219.47 feet; thence North 74°53’05” East,
375.29 feet; thence South 44°18’56” East, 20.95 feet; thence South 52°00°'55” East,
90.24 feet; thence South 53°28’34” East, 117.93 feet; thence North 68°51°'22” East,
132.74 feet; thence South 77°52’39” East, 339.04 feet; thence North 88°29’31” East,
537 .44 feet; thence South 25°52’03” East, 220.82 feet; thence South 38°00'11” East,
146.95 feet; thence South 65°57°46” East, 201.77 feet; thence South 20°46’37” East,
272.91 feet; thence South 48°08°19” East, 446.29 feet; thence leaving said fence as
shown on said map South 81°28'32” West, 3884.84 feet; thence South 44°20°25” West,
1029.15 feet; thence South 82°11’42” West, 265 feet to the southeast corner of Lot 20
of said Finnish Colony Subdivision;

Thence South 8 degrees East 2924.8 feet, more or less, to the northwest corner of Lot
15 of said Finnish Colony Subdivision; thence south 64 degrees East 3265 feet; thence
North 67 degrees East, 900 feet to the east line of the Yokayo Rancho; thence South 1
mile, more or less to the southeast corner of the lands of John Barrella as described in
the deed recorded in Book 168, Page 295, Official Records, Mendocino County; thence
South 55 degrees West 316 feet, more or less; thence South 37 degrees West 532 feet;
thence South 55 degrees West 2657 feet more or less;
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Continued

Thence South 530 feet to the northwest corner of the lands of Lee Sorelles as described
in the deed recorded in Book 445, Page 6, Official Records Mendocino County; thence
East along the north line of said lands 1089 feet to the northeast corner; thence 1390
feet South 13 degrees West along the east line to the southeast corner thereof; thence
220 feet West along the south line of the lands of Jay Long as described in the deed
recorded in Book 445. Page 7, and Book 431, Page 320, Official Records, Mendocino
County, to the southwest corner of said lands of Long; thence South 320 feet, more or
less, along the east line of Calpella Fruit Land Tract, as shown on the map thereof
recorded in Case 1, Drawer 3, Page 18, Mendocino County Records, to the southeast
corner of Lot 5 thereof;

Thence West along the south line of Lot 5 to the southwest corner of Lot 5; thence
North along the west line of Lot 5 to the northwest corner of Lot 5; thence West along
the south line of Lot 12 to the southwest corner of Lot 12; thence North along the west
lines of Lots 11 and 12 to the southeast corner of Lot 18; thence West along the south
line of Lot 18 to the southwest corner of Lot 18; thence North along the west line of Lot
18 to the northwest corner of Lot 18; thence West along the southerly line of Lot 33 and
the westerly projection thereof to the intersection of the west line of the County Road
with the westerly projection of the southerly line of Lot 33; thence southerly along the
west line of the County Road to the southeast corner of Lot 32; thence West along the
south line of Lot 32 to the intersection thereof with the center of the channel of the
Russian River, thence along the center of the channel of the Russian River to the
northerly line of Lot 108, Yokayo Rancho; Thence along the northerly line of Lot 108,
West, South, and West to the southwest corner of the lands of Fred Finne as described
in the deed recorded in Book 405, Page 130, Official Records, Mendocino County;

Thence North 2200 feet along the west line of said lands; thence West 2900 feet;
thence North 1900 feet to the southeast corner of the Del Arbbres Subdivision, as
shown on the map recorded in Case 1, Drawer 10, Page 15, Mendocino County
Records; thence North 85 degrees West 600 feet; thence South 17 degrees West 330
feet; thence West 400 feet; thence South 3 degrees West 490 feet; thence West 2570
feet on the south line of said subdivision to the southwest corner thereof; thence North
along the west line of said subdivision to the southeast corner of Lot 3 of Section 7,
Township 16 North, Rage 12 West, M.D.B. & M;

Thence West along the southerly boundary of said Lot 3 to the southeast corner of the
north 1/2 of the southeast 1/4 of Section 12, Township 16 North, Range 13 West, M.D.B.
& M.; thence West along the southerly boundary of said north 1/2 of the southeast 1/4 of
said Section 12 to the northeast corner of the southwest 1/4 of the southeast 1/4 of said
Section 12; thence South along the easterly boundary of the southwest 1/4 of the
southeast 1/4 of said Section 12 to the southerly boundary of Section 12; thence West
along the southerly boundary of Section 12 to the southwesterly corner of the southwest
1/4 of the southeast 1/4 of Section 12;
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Continued

Thence North along the westerly boundary of the east 1/2 of Section 12 to Seward
Creek; thence southeasterly along Seward Creek to the westerly boundary of the
southeast 1/4 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12; thence North along the westerly
boundary of the southeast 1/4 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12 to the southerly
boundary of the north 1/2 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12; thence West along the
southerly boundary of the north 1/2 of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12 to the
southwesterly corner thereof; thence North along the westerly boundary of the north 1/2
of the northeast 1/4 of Section 12 to the northerly boundary line of said Section 12;
thence East along the northerly boundary line of Section 12 to the northeast corner of
said Section 12 and the southwest corner of Section 6, Township 16 North, Rage 12
West, M.D.B. & M,;

Thence North 1 mile, more or less, along the west line of Section 6 to the Point of
Beginning.

This description was prepared by me or under my direct supervision in November 2025.

’C,—}&:‘—/
S 11/5/2025

Steven J. Klein, PLS 8155 Date

End of Description
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Mendocino LAFCo

Encouraging Well-Planned Community Growth

STAFF REPORT

200 S School Street | Ukiah, CA 95482

Phone: (707) 463-4470
Email: eo@mendolafco.org
Web: mendolafco.org

Agenda Item No. 7a

MEETING DATE October 5, 2026

MEETING BODY Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission

FROM Uma Hinman, Executive Officer

SUBJECT Commissioner Terms, Recruitments and Appointments

RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Commission receive this informational report regarding the status of Commissioner terms, recruitments and

appointments.

BACKGROUND

Commissioners serve four-year terms and end on December 31 of the final year, with no limit on the number of
terms that may be served. However, several factors can affect the timing and continuity of Commissioner
appointments, including board and council seat rotations, the timing of selection committee meetings, delays in

special district elections, and the timing of public member appointments.

The following identifies the current Commissioners and the status of their respective terms. LAFCo terms ending
December 31 of this year are highlighted blue; home board or council terms ending in 2026 are highlighted in

orange.

.. Year Term
Commissioner . .
Started Expiration

County
Madeline Cline Regular (County District 1)
Maureen Mulheren Regular (County District 2)
John Haschak Alternate (County District 3)
City
Gerardo Gonzalez Regular (Willits)
Mari Rodin Regular (Ukiah)
Barbara Burkey Alternate (Point Arena)
Special District
Candace Horsley Regular (Ukiah Valley Sanitation District)
Susan Mahoney Regular (Brooktrails Township CSD)
Adam Gaska Alternate (Redwood Valley CWD)
Public
Gerald Ward Public
Bruce Alfano Alternate

*Also served previous terms with break(s) in service.

2025
2021
2020

2017
2021*
2026

2023
2025
2023

2000
2026

2028
2026
2027

2026
2029
2029

2026
2028
2026

2026
2027
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County Members

County members are annual appointments to the Commission by the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors
(BOS). Commissioner Haschak’s term on the BOS ends in 2026, and he is not seeking re-election. The BOS makes
appointments annually in January.

City Members

City members are appointed annually by the City Selection Committee, which typically meets in January or
February. The City Council terms of Commissioners Rodin and Burkey expire in 2026; both are seeking re-election.
Notice of upcoming term limits will be provided to the City Selection Committee for appointment in December.

Special District Members

Special District members are elected by Mendocino County’s 49 independent special districts. In accordance with
Government Code section 56332(f), the Executive Officer conducts the nomination and election process on behalf
of the Special District Selection Committee. The notice of upcoming term expirations and nomination process will
be initiated this month.

Public Members

The Public Members are appointed by the Commission and must be residents of Mendocino County. The Public
member may not be an officer or employee of the County or any city or special district within the County (GOV
56331). The notice and recruitment process for the upcoming Regular Public Member term will be initiated this
month.

ATTACHMENTS

None
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M d . I_A FC 200 S School Street | Ukiah, CA 95482
e n OC I n O O Phone: (707) 463-4470
Email: eo@mendolafco.org
Encouraging Well-Planned Community Growth Web: mendolafco.org

STAFF REPORT

Agenda Item No. 7b

MEETING DATE October 5, 2026

MEETING BODY Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission

FROM Uma Hinman, Executive Officer

SUBJECT CALAFCO Board Elections and Annual Business Meeting

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Commission discussion and possible recommendation to the Mendocino LAFCo voting delegate.

BACKGROUND

CALAFCO Board Elections

Pursuant to CALAFCO Bylaws Section 4.2 and Policies and Procedures Section 5.7.1, Northern Region Member
LAFCos will elect four directors during the regional caucus on Thursday, October 22, 2026. Two directors will serve
one-year terms and two will serve two-year terms, beginning December 1, 2026. See Attachment 1 for Northern
Region Election Committee Report.

CALAFCO Board of Directors Bylaws Amendment

The proposed amendment clarifies Associate Member eligibility and distinguishes Associate Membership from
Member LAFCo membership. It specifies that Associate Membership is intended to support and complement,
rather than substitute for, Member LAFCo membership. Accordingly, commissioners and employees of a LAFCo
that is eligible for, but has not obtained, Member LAFCo membership, are not eligible for Associate Membership.
See Attachment 2 Notice of 2026 CALAFCO Annual Business Meeting and Proposed Bylaw Amendment.

Mendocino LAFCo’s voting delegate is Alternate Commissioner Burkey, who will attend the October 22 Election
and Annual Business Meeting. The Commission is invited to discuss the Northern Region candidates and proposed
Bylaws amendment and provide direction to the voting delegate.

ATTACHMENTS

(1) 2026 CALAFCO Board of Directors Elections — Northern Region Election Committee Report
(2) Notice of 2026 CALAFCO Annual Business Meeting and Proposed Bylaw Amendment
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ATTACHMENT 1

California Association of
Local Agency Formation Commissions

LAFCO

SUPPORTING SUSTAINABLE
COMMUNITY GROWTH

September 29,2026

To: Northern Region Member LAFCOs and Voting Delegates
From: Neelima Palacherla, Election Committee Chair, and Election Committee members
Re: 2026 CALAFCO Board of Directors Election - Northern Region Election

Committee Report

Under CALAFCO Bylaws Section 4.2 and Policies and Procedures Section 5.7.1, Northern Region
Member LAFCOs will elect four directors at the regional caucus on Thursday, October 22, 2026, from
8:00 to 9:00 a.m. in the Beavis room at the Sheraton Grand Sacramento Hotel. Two seats will have
one-year terms, and two will have two-year terms. The terms begin on December 1, 2026.

The Election Committee has prepared separate candidate lists for the two term categories. The
eligible nominees listed below appear in the order recorded in the candidate eligibility summary for
each term category. Nominations from the floor will be accepted separately for each term category
during the caucus.

Northern Region nominations

Term category Candidate Member LAFCO
One year Kevin Goss Plumas LAFCO
One year Laurie Pearce Price Modoc LAFCO
Two years Josh Susman Nevada LAFCO

The one-year category currently has two candidates for two seats, and the two-year category has one
candidate for two seats. The voting method will be determined after floor nominations close. Under
Section 5.7.1, a voice vote is used when the number of candidates equals the number of vacancies,
and written ballots are used when there are more candidates than vacancies.

A quorum for the Northern caucus requires ten of the region’s eighteen Member LAFCOs. Each
Member LAFCO votes through its authorized Voting Delegate or acting Alternate Voting Delegate
and may select up to two candidates per term category.

A Member LAFCO in good standing with no representative attending the Annual Business Meeting
may vote using an electronic ballot requested by the deadline. Timely returned electronic ballots
count toward the regional quorum and initial election, but may not include floor nominees or be
counted in a runoff.

Completed electronic ballots must reach the Executive Director by October 19, 2026. Late
ballots cannot be counted.

1451 River Park Drive, Suite 185 Sacramento, CA 95815 - Ph: 916-442-6536

www.CALAFCO.org
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If any seat remains unfilled after the caucus, the Election Committee Chair will notify the Board Chair,
and an at-large statewide election will be held at the Annual Business Meeting beginning at 9:00
a.m.

Candidate nomination and statement materials accompany this report and will also be available on
CALAFCO's member election page and near conference registration.
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2026 CALAFCO BOARD OF DIRECTORS CANDIDATE

Nomination Form

[To be completed by both the Member LAFCO making the nomination AND the Nominee]

This form is to be used by CALAFCO Member LAFCOs to nominate candidates for the 2026 CALAFCO Board of

Directors election.
Candidates should reserve Thursday, September 10, 2026, at 10:00 a.m. for the required virtual Candidate

Orientation.

NOMINATION DEADLINE:

Completed nomination materials must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, September 4, 2026.

1 _Q'Election Information

CALAFCO Region:
B Northern Region [ Central Region [ Coastal Region [I Southern Region

Term Category Sought:
B One-Year Term [ Two-Year Term
Candidates may seek election to only one term category.

2 - Candidate Information

Candidate Name: Kevin Goss

Title/Position: Plumas County Supervisor/Plumas LAFCo Commissioner, County Member

Member LAFCO: Plumas LAFCo
Mailing Address: 520 Main St., Quincy, CA 95971
Phone: (530) 816-1020

Email: kevin.gossddistrict2(@gmail.com

' 3 .'(;andidsatle E_I'igib_i_li_ty and Boa_rd""EXiiéctatlons

Candidate Eligibility

W | certify that | am eligible to serve on the CALAFCO Board of Directors consistent with the CALAFCO Bylaws
and Policies & Procedures.

B | certify that | am affiliated with a CALAFCO Member LAFCO.

B | certify that | am eligible to seek election within the region identified above.

Submit to: mmcintyre@calafco.org ® Deadline: Friday, September 4, 2026 by 5:00 p.m.
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CALAFCO = 2026 Board of Directors Candidate Nomination Form

Board Expectations . .
B | understand that Board members are expected to actively participate in Board meetings, committee

assignments, CALAFCO conferences, and other Board responsibilities.
B | understand that candidates are expected to participate in the virtual Candidate Orientation scheduled for

Thursday, September 10, 2026, at 10:00 a.m.
| understand that Board members have a responsibility to serve the interests of CALAFCO and the statewide

&)
LAFCO community.
B | understand that newly elected Directors begin their terms on December 1, 2026, consistent with the CALAFCO

Bylaws.

4 - Candidate Acceptance

M | accept this nomirratmrfgawhe CALAFCO Board of Directors.

Candidate Signature:
9/2/2026 31649F3A4EAB4AA. ..

Date:

5 - Member LAFCO Certification

Name: Matt Haesch

Title: Chair, Public Member
Member @medumas LAFCo

Signature: M?L}W%

|- 1EFB10D6BF80480...

Date: 9/3/2026

As Chair, | certify that this nomination has the support of our LAFCO. If elected, our LAFCO is committed to
supporting the nominee in fulfilling the responsibilities of serving on the CALAFCO Board.

6 - Submission Instructions

Both the Candidate Nomination Form (Attachment 1) and the Candidate Information & Statement Form (Attachment
2) must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, September 4, 2026. Pursuant to the CALAFCO Policies and
Procedures, nomination materials received after the deadline will be returned marked "Received too late for Election
Committee action."

Submit to: mmcintyre@calafco.org * Deadline: Friday, September 4, 2026 2
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L ' 2026 CALAFCO Board of Directors
o\ Candidate Information
s ~  and Statement Form

[To be submitted with Candidate Nomination Form]

This form is to be completed by candidates seeking election to the 2026 CALAFCO Board of Directors.
Information provided on this form, including the candidate statement and any submitted photograph, may
be included in the election materials distributed to Member LAFCOs and voting delegates.

Candidates should reserve Thursday, September 10, 2026, at 10:00 a.m. for the required virtual
Candidate Orientation.

CALAFCO Region:

B Northern Region [ Central Region [ Coastal Region [ Southern Region
Term Category Sought:
M One-Year Term O Two-Year Term

Candidates may seek election to only one term category.

Candidate Name: Kevin Goss

Title/Position: Plumas County Supervisor/Plumas LAFCo Commissioner, County Member

Member LAFCQ: Plumas LAFCo
Mailing Address: 520 Main St., Quincy, CA 95971

Phone: (530) 816-1020 Email: kevin.gossddistrict2@gmail.com

satil

Please provide a summary of your professional experience, current position, involvement with LAFCOs, and
participation in CALAFCO activities-maximum 250 words.

Over the past 16 years, | have served on Plumas LAFCO as both a Public Member and a County Member, including five terms as Commission Chair. Under my leadership, our

commission focused on modernizing local governance by successfully dissolving 12 under-resourced special districts and restructuring regional fire protection services to deliver
consistent staffing, faster response times, and stronger inter-agency coordination.

Beyond LAFCO, 1 have served as a Plumas County Supervisor since 2014, including four terms as Board Chair and a period as Interim County Administrative Officer. My broader
governance experience includes serving as Chair of Northern California Emergency Medical Services (Nor Cal EMS), representing rural interests on the Rural County Representatives
of California (RCRC) Board, and advocating at the state and federal levels for critical disaster recovery funding following the Dixie Fire. In addition, my 25-year career as a local
pharmacy owner gave me practical, real-world experience managing budgets, navigating regulatory environments, and serving community needs.

Through more than a decade of attending CALAFCO conferences and actively engaging in statewide policy discussions, | have developed a deep understanding of the operational,
legislative, and financial challenges facing commissions of all sizes across California.

45T River Park Drive.
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Please describe why you are seeking election to the CALAFCO Board of Directors and how your experience
would contribute to the work of the Board and the statewide LAFCO community—maximum 250 words.

I am seeking election to the CALAFCO Board of Directors to ensure our statewide association remains strong, proactive, and
responsive o the distinct needs of all 58 member LAFCOs. As CALAFCO implements its updated governance structure, | offer
a steady hand grounded in 16 years of hands-on commission experience, multi-county leadership, and a proven track record of
consensus-building.

Serving a rural county has given me a first-hand understanding of the budget constraints, staffing challenges, and geographical
hurdles that smaller LAFCOs and special districts face daily. My work directing complex district consolidations and regional
service delivery models has reinforced the importance of practical. collaborative problem solving, an approach I will bring to
CALAFCO’s strategic planning, policy development, and legislative advocacy efforts.

[felected, I am committed to active engagement, transparent decision-making, and maintaining open lines of communication
between the Board and local commissions. | will work tirelessly to ensure CALAFCO continues delivering high-value
educational programming, strong legislative defense, and technical resources to empower every LAFCO in fulfilling its
statutory mandate. | would be honored to serve on the Board and humbly ask for your vote and support.

R e

u "ﬁ%@é&%ﬁé&%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ e

B | understand that Board members are expected to actively participate in Board meetings, committee
assignments, CALAFCO conferences, and other Board responsibilities.

B | understand that Board members have a responsibility to serve the interests of CALAFCO and the
statewide LAFCO community.

B | understand that Directors elected in 2026 begin their terms on December 1, 2026, consistent with
the CALAFCO Bylaws.

i

B | have attached a photo for use in election materials.

Candidates are encouraged to submit a recent headshot for inclusion in the election materials, if available.

9/2/2026
Date:

31649F3A4EAB4AA. ..

M
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Both the Candidate Nomination Form (Attachment 1) and the Candidate Information & Statement Form
(Attachment 2) must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, September 4, 2026. Pursuant to the
CALAFCO Policies and Procedures, nomination materials received after the deadline will be returned marked
"Received too late for Election Committee action.”

it 3?&*@%5@5
e e
R e

.
d

Please submit completed nomination materials by email to mmcintyre@calafco.org or by mail to:
1451 River Park Drive, Suite 185, Sacramento, CA 95815

Questions regarding the nomination or election process are welcome and may be directed to the CALAFCO
Executive Director or members of the Election Committee.
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2026 CALAFCO BOARD OF DIRECTORS CANDIDATE

Nomination Form

[To be completed by both the Member LAFCO making the nomination AND the Néi’ninee]

This form is to be used by CALAFCO Member LAFCOs to nominate candidates for the 2026 CALAFCO Board of
Directors election.

Candidates should reserve Thursday, September 10, 2026, at 10:00 a.m. for the required virtual Candidate
Orientation.

NOMINATION DEADLINE:
Completed nomination materials must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, September 4, 2026.

1 - Election Ihformatioh

CALAFCO Region:
B Northern Region [ Central Region [ Coastal Region [ Southern Region

Term Category Sought:
B One-Year Term O Two-Year Term
Candidates may seek election to only one term category.

2 - Candidate Information

Candidate Name: Laurie Pearce Price

Title/Position: Chair, Public Member

Member LAFCO: Modoc LAFCo

Mailing Address: 5050 Laguna Blvd., Ste. 112-711 Elk Grove, CA 95758
Phone: 310-936-2639

Email: originalfootsteps@gmail.com

' 3-Candidate Eligibility and Board Eﬁ;é&atlons

Candidate Eligibility
M | certify that | am eligible to serve on the CALAFCO Board of Directors consistent with the CALAFCO Bylaws

and Policies & Procedures.
B | certify that | am affiliated with a CALAFCO Member LAFCO.
B | certify that | am eligible to seek election within the region identified above.

Submit to: mmcintyre@calafco.org ® Deadline: Friday, September 4, 2026 by 5:00 p.m.
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CALAFCO e 2026 Board of Directors Candidate Nomination Form

Board Expectations

B | understand that Board members are expected to actively participate in Board meetings, committee
assignments, CALAFCO conferences, and other Board responsibilities.

B | understand that candidates are expected to participate in the virtual Candidate Orientation scheduled for
Thursday, September 10, 2026, at 10:00 a.m.

B | understand that Board members have a responsibility to serve the interests of CALAFCO and the statewide
LAFCO community.

B | understand that newly elected Directors begin their terms on December 1, 2026, consistent with the CALAFCO
Bylaws.

4 - Candidate Acceptance

M | accept this nomirzﬂgg},g‘p&:’che CALAFCO Board of Directors.

Candidate Signature: /‘t&

CFBEB8372145439...
Date: 9/2/2026

5 - Member LAFCO Certification

Name: Jennifer Engel

Title: Vice Chair

Member ura:@,; Modoc LAFCo
Signature: @WO\

o <
Dat

9/4/2 05B7DB50A3F1485...
3

As Chair, | certify that this nomination has the support of our LAFCO. If elected, our LAFCO is committed to
supporting the nominee in fulfilling the responsibilities of serving on the CALAFCO Board.

6 - Submission Instructions

Both the Candidate Nomination Form (Attachment 1) and the Candidate Information & Statement Form (Attachment
2) must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, September 4, 2026. Pursuant to the CALAFCO Policies and
Procedures, nomination materials received after the deadline will be returned marked "Received too late for Election
Committee action."”

Submit to: mmcintyre@calafco.org ® Deadline: Friday, September 4, 2026 2
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[To be submitted with Candidate Nomination Form]

This form is to be completed by candidates seeking election to the 2026 CALAFCO Board of Directors.

Information provided on this form, including the candidate statement and any submitted photograph, may
be included in the election materials distributed to Member LAFCOs and voting delegates.

Candidates should reserve Thursday, September 10, 2026, at 10:00 a.m. for the required virtual
Candidate Orientation.

CALAFCO Region:

B Northern Region [ Central Region [ Coastal Region [ Southern Region
Term Category Sought:

B One-Year Term O Two-Year Term

Candidates may seek election to only one term category.

Candidate Name: Laurie Pearce Price

Title/Position: _Chair, Public Member

Member LAFCQO: Modoc LAFCo

Mailing Address: 5050 Laguna Blvd., Ste. | 12-711 Elk Grove, CA 95758

Phone: 310-936-2639 Email: originalfootsteps@gmail.com

Please provide a summary of your professional experience, current position, involvement with LAFCOs, and

participation in CALAFCO activities-maximum 250 words.

See Next Page
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Professional and LAFCO Background:

I have served as the Public Member of Modoc LAFCo since October 2023, when 1 came on board after
being nominated by an outgoing City Member. I was chosen as Chair of our LAFCo in 2025 and have
worked with our Executive Officer and my more experienced Commissioner peers to develop my leadership
and meeting facilitation skills over the past year. | have attended required and optional CALAFCO training
courses virtually and have sought out my own information about the role of the Chair. | meet with our
Executive Officer before each meeting to review the agenda and discuss any potential issues that might arise
during the meeting.

Professionally, I own my own business as a land and water rights surveyor, licensed in California and
Nevada, as well as co-own an LLC with another land surveyor. 1 have worked in this field for 12 years and
have been licensed for 3. My work schedule is flexible enough to allow me to spend the time | need to
prepare for Commission meetings and apprise myself of the issues we address. | also serve on the Board of a
non-profit organization, Surprise Valley Culture and Arts, and have been both the Executive Director and a
Board member for Modoc Harvest, our local food non-profit. This year, | served as a judge for the Upstate
Individual Artist Fellowship sponsored by the California Arts Council.
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Docusign Envelope ID: BF4A7B14-AECF-88D4-80C0-1F85495E09A6

Please describe why you are seeking election to the CALAFCO Board of Directors and how your experience
would contribute to the work of the Board and the statewide LAFCO community—maximum 250 words.

I am honored to be nominated for the CALAFCO Board of Directors as a representative for the Northern Region of the
State of California. Serving my community, county, and state in this role would be the culmination of years of service in
the non-profit, government, and private business sector. My well-rounded education in history, anthropology, special
education, and land surveying and my careers in social work, special education, and as a Professional Land Surveyor
have invited me to view diverse aspects of life in Modoc County and to understand the complexities facing our frontier
county’s agencies, boundaries, and population needs.

In my development as a LAFCo Member and Chair, [ have enjoyed learning about running an effective meeting in which
everyone who wishes to share has a voice, while sticking to the agenda. I have appreciated the ethics trainings, LAFCe
101, and 201 for the background on LAFCo and the chance to meet and learn from LAFCo commissioners from the rest
of the state — urban, small town, rural, and frontier communities. We all have different systems and needs, but all operate
with one mission and purpose to fulfill our legal obligations to manage the boundaries of our local governments and
support sensible growth, financial oversight, and services where we live and work.

I hope to have the opportunity to continue to grow as a leader and community representative for my county as a Board
Director for CALAFCO. Thank you for this opportunity!

B | understand that Board members are expected to actively participate in Board meetings, committee
assignments, CALAFCO conferences, and other Board responsibilities.

B | understand that Board members have a responsibility to serve the interests of CALAFCO and the
statewide LAFCO community.

B | understand that Directors elected in 2026 begin their terms on December 1, 2026, consistent with
the CALAFCO Bylaws.

b
e

B | have attached a photo for use in election materials.

Candidates are encouraged to submit a recent headshot for inclusion in the election materials, if available.

s ;;;L-awggga;,&
G
- ~.ali%§%§§§§!§§§ﬁ;§§§£ HELE

/\/‘\ 9/2/2026
Date:
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Both the Candidate Nomination Form (Attachment 1) and the Candidate Information & Statement Form
(Attachment 2) must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, September 4, 2026. Pursuant to the
CALAFCO Policies and Procedures, nomination materials received after the deadline will be returned marked
"Received too late for Election Committee action.”

Please submit completed nomination materials by email to mmgintyre@calafco.org or by mail to:
1451 River Park Drive, Suite 185, Sacramento, CA 95815

Questions regarding the nomination or election process are welcome and may be directed to the CALAFCO
Executive Director or members of the Election Committee.
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Received 8/24 @ 2:37 PM

2026 C ALAFCO BOARD OF DIRECTORS CANDIDATE

Nomination Form

[To be completed by both the Member LAFCO making the nomination AND the Nominee]

This form is to be used by CALAFCO Member LAFCOs to nominate candidates for the 2026 CALAFCO Board of

Directors election.
Candidates should reserve Thursday, September 10, 2026, at 10:00 a.m. for the required virtual Candidate

Orientation.

NOMINATION DEADLINE:

Completed nomination materials must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, September 4, 2026.

1 Election Information

CALAFCO Region:
[ Northern Region O Central Region [ Coastal Region [ Southern Region

Term Category Sought:
O One-Year Term {8l Two-Year Term
Candidates may seek election to only one term category.

* 2-Candidate Information

Candidate Name: JOSh Susman

Nevada LAFCo Chair, CALAFCO current Treasurer
NEVADA

Mailing Address: __F-O- BOX 3346, Truckee, CA 96160
530-559-1725

jsusman10@gmail.com

Title/Position:

Member LAFCO:

Phone:

Email:

Candidate Eligibility
=] | certify that | am eligible to serve on the CALAFCO Board of Directors consistent with the CALAFCO Bylaws and

Policies & Procedures.
[l | certify that | am affiliated with a CALAFCO Member LAFCO.

[ | certify that | am eligible to seek election within the region identified above.

Submit to: mmcintyre@calafco.org ¢ Deadline: Friday, September 4, 2026 by 5:00 p.m.
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CALAFCO ¢ 2026 Board of Directors Candidate Nomination Form

Board Expectations

[ | understand that Board members are expected to actively participate in Board meetings, committee assignments,
CALAFCO conferences, and other Board responsibilities.

[ | understand that candidates are expected to participate in the virtual Candidate Orientation scheduled for
Thursday, September 10, 2026, at 10:00 a.m.

[a] | understand that Board members have a responsibility to serve the interests of CALAFCO and the statewide
LAFCO community.

B | understand that newly elected Directors begin their terms on December 1, 2026, consistent with the CALAFCO

Bylaws.

. 4 - Candidate Acceptance

@ | accept this nomination for the CALAFCO Board of Directors.
Josh sugutan

Candidate Signature: TIosh Susman (0l 25, 207G 14 2016 FOT]

Date:

- Member LAFCO Certification

Josh Susman
Commission Chair

‘ Name:
Title:

' Member LAFCO: Nevada
Josh sugmtan

Slgnature: Josh susman (il 23 2046 14:40 15 PDT!

07/28/2026

Date:

As Chair, | certify that this nomination has the support of our LAFCO. If elected, our LAFCO is committed to
supporting the nominee in fulfilling the responsibilities of serving on the CALAFCO Board.

Both the Candidate Nomination Form (Attachment 1) and the Candidate Information & Statement Form (Attachment
2) must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, September 4, 2026. Pursuant to the CALAFCO Policies and
Procedures, nomination materials received after the deadline will be returned marked “Received too late for Election

Committee action.”

SUBMITTING NOMINATION MATERIALS:

Please submit completed nomination materials by email to mmcintyre@calafco.org or by mail to:
1451 River Park Drive, Suite 185, Sacramento, CA 95815

Questions regarding the nomination or election process are welcome and may be directed to the CALAFCO
Executive Director or members of the Election Committee.

Submit to: mmcintyre@calafco.org * Deadline: Friday, September 4, 2026
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CALAFCO BOD Nomination Form Fillable

Final Audit Report 2026-07-28
Created: 2026-07-28
By: Deborah Gilcrest (Deborah.Gilcrest@nevadacountyca.gov)
Status: Signed
Transaction ID: CBJCHBCAABAAVBCUUMX7kh4GZIYzdsY7OvRXSJINXUZT

"CALAFCO BOD Nomination Form Fillable" History

Y Document created by Deborah Gilcrest (Deborah.Gilcrest@nevadacountyca.gov)
2026-07-28 - 9:04:49 PM GMT

L3 Document emailed to jsusman10@gmail.com for signature
2026-07-28 - 9:05:15 PM GMT

Email viewed by jsusman10@gmail.com
2026-07-28 - 9:29:11 PM GMT

o8 Signer jsusman10@gmail.com entered name at signing as Josh susman
2026-07-28 - 9:40:13 PM GMT

7, Document e-signed by Josh susman (jsusman10@gmail.com)
Signature Date: 2026-07-28 - 9:40:15 PM GMT - Time Source: server - Signature Appearance Selected: TYPE

& Agreement completed.
2026-07-28 - 9:40:15 PM GMT

Adobe Acrobat Sign
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ot o o 2026 CALAFCO Board of Dlrectors

||Local Agency Formation Commitgions

| C'A Lﬁ FCO Candidate Information

T and Statement Form

1Ty fﬁD'-'JTH

[To be submitted with Candidate Nomination Form]

This form is to be completed by candidates seeking election to the 2026 CALAFCO Board of Directors.
Information provided on this form, including the candidate statement and any submitted photograph, may
be included in the election materials distributed to Member LAFCOs and voting delegates.

Candidates should reserve Thursday, September 10, 2026, at 10:00 a.m. for the required virtual
Candidate Orientation.

1. Election Information
CALAFCO Region:
[l Northern Region O Central Region [ Coastal Region [ Southern Region
Term Category Sought:
O One-Year Term [ Two-Year Term

Candidates may seek election to only one term category.

2. Candidate Information

Candidate Name: Josh Susman

Nevada LAFCOQO Chair & CALAFCO Treasurer
Member LAFCO: Nevada

Mailing Address: T-O- Box 3346, Truckee, CA 96160

530-559-1725 Emai. JSUSMan10@gmail.com

Title/Posttion:

Phone:

3. Professional and LAFCO Background

Please provide a summary ot your protessional experience, current position, involvement with LAFCOs, and
participation in CALAFCO activities-maximum 250 words.

appointed as a city member to Nevada LAFCO in 2005; in 2009 appointed as the voting public member

and [ have served as the Chair for the past five years. | have served as the CALAFCO Board Chair and | am currently the Treasurer,. | have participated as a

dedicated CALAFCO Board member for more than 20 years; and served on several committees,

including Legislative, Finance and the active transition team which was initiated 18 months ago.

1451 River Park Drive, Suite 185 Sacramento, CA 95815 « Ph: 916-442-6536
wWww.CALAFCO.org




4, Candidate Statement

Please describe why you are seeking election to the CALAFCO Board of Directors and how your experience
would contribute to the work of the Board and the statewide LAFCO community—maximum 250 words.

As a long-time CALAFCO Board member | extensive knowledge of the organization's

history, including our recent review of critical revisions to bylaws, policies and procedures.

With the goal of improving transparency and collaboration, I've worked closely with leadership. It has been my honor to

participate in several board retreats, conferences and strategic planning workshops.

The solid and trustworthy relationships developed with my fellow board members, CALAFCO leadership

and LAFCo colleagues is, | believe, invaluable as witnessed during an especially difficult transition.

CALAFCO has endured numerous reorganizations since | began my tenure,

and | believe our collective experience and memory was an important

contribution to the quick recovery demonstrated by the current transition team.

5. Board Expectations

[l | understand that Board members are expected to actively participate in Board meetings, committee
assignments, CALAFCO conferences, and other Board responsibilities.

= | understand that Board members have a responsibility to serve the interests of CALAFCO and the
statewide LAFCO community.

[l | understand that Directors elected in 2026 begin their terms on December 1, 2026, consistent with
the CALAFCO Bylaws.

6. Photo Submission {Optional)
O [ have attached a photo for use in election materials.

Candidates are encouraged to submit a recent headshot for inclusion in the election materials, if available.

7. Candidate Signature ‘
Signature: / i | \ Date: g}//l// Z(a

T
( IV Sl
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8. Submission Instructions

Both the Candidate Nomination Form (Attachment 1) and the Candidate Information & Statement Form
(Attachment 2) must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, September 4, 2026. Pursuant to the
CALAFCO Policies and Procedures, nomination materials received after the deadline will be returned marked
"Received too late for Election Committee action.”

Submitting Nomination Materials:

Please submit completed nomination materials by email to mmcintyre@calafco.org or by mail to:
1451 River Park Drive, Suite 185, Sacramento, CA 95815

Questions regarding the nomination or election process are welcome and may be directed to the CALAFCO
Executive Director or members of the Election Committee.,
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ATTACHMENT 2

California Association of
Local Agency Formation Commissions

LAFCO

SUPPORTING SUSTAINABLE
COMMUNITY GROWTH

NOTICE OF 2026 CALAFCO ANNUAL BUSINESS MEETING
AND PROPOSED BYLAW AMENDMENT

Date: October 22,2026
Time: 9:00 AM
Location: Grand Nave Ballroom, Sheraton Grand Sacramento, Sacramento, California

CALAFCO will hold its 2026 Annual Business Meeting on Thursday, October 22, 2026, during the
CALAFCO Annual Conference in Sacramento.

At its August 7 meeting, the CALAFCO Board of Directors unanimously approved forwarding a
proposed amendment to Article Il of the CALAFCO Bylaws to the Member LAFCOs for consideration
at the Annual Business Meeting.

The proposed amendment clarifies Associate Member eligibility and the distinction between
Member LAFCO membership and Associate Membership. It provides that Associate Membership is
intended to support and complement Member LAFCO membership and is not intended to serve as
a substitute for Member LAFCO membership. It also provides that commissioners or employees of a
LAFCO eligible for Member LAFCO membership but not a Member LAFCO are not eligible for
Associate Membership.

The proposed amendment is attached for review and will be presented to the Member LAFCOs for
consideration and action at the Annual Business Meeting.

Each Member LAFCO in good standing is entitled to one vote, cast by its designated Voting
Delegate. Associate Members are welcome to attend the Annual Business Meeting but are not
eligible to vote.

We will provide the Annual Business Meeting agenda and additional meeting materials closer to the
meeting.

Please contact me at mmcintyre@calafco.org with any questions.

Attachment:
Proposed Amendment to Article Il of the CALAFCO Bylaws - Associate Member Eligibility

1451 River Park Drive, Suite 185 Sacramento, CA 95815 - Ph: 916-442-6536

www.CALAFCO.org
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Uma Hinman
Typewritten text
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Article Il
Members

2.1 Classification and Qualifications of Members. The Corporation shall have three
(3) classes of members as follows: Member Local Agency Formation
Commissions (“Member LAFCOs”); Officers of Member LAFCOs; and Associate
Members.

2.1.1 _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.

2.1.2. Officers of Member LAFCOs shall be any regular or alternate
Commissioner, executive officer, deputy executive officer, legal counsel, or
deputy legal counsel of any Member LAFCO in good standing as a Member
LAFCO.

2.1.3 Associate Membership is_intended to support and complement Member
LAFCO membership and is not intended to serve as a substitute for Member
LAFCO membership. 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 their desire
to join the Corporation; provided, however, ——individuals who are
commissioners or_employees of a LAFCO that is eligible for Member
LAFCO membership but is not a Member LAFCO are not eligible for
Associate Membership.

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 Member LAFCOs eligible to vote.

26978.00001\45258150.1

Packet Pg 168 of 171



M d . I_A FC 200 S School Street | Ukiah, CA 95482
e n OC I n O O Phone: (707) 463-4470
Email: eo@mendolafco.org
Encouraging Well-Planned Community Growth Web: mendolafco.org

STAFF REPORT

Agenda Item No. 8a

MEETING DATE October 5, 2026

MEETING BODY Mendocino Local Agency Formation Commission

FROM Uma Hinman, Executive Officer

SUBJECT Report on Applications and Work Load

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Staff recommends the Commission receive and file this report.

BACKGROUND

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 delegates local agency formation
commissions (LAFCos) with regulatory and planning duties to coordinate the logical formation and development
of local government agencies. This includes approving or disapproving proposals for reorganizations (i.e.,
annexations, detachments, dissolutions, etc.), activation of latent powers, sphere of influence amendments, and
outside service agreements.

LAFCo proceedings for jurisdictional changes are generally initiated by outside applicants through petitions
(landowners or voters) and resolutions (local agencies). LAFCos may also initiate jurisdictional changes to form,
consolidate, or dissolve special districts if consistent with the recommendations of approved municipal service
reviews.

The item is for information and satisfies Mendocino LAFCo’s reporting requirement for current and future
applications.

Active and Future Proposals

Attachment 1 is a regular update to the Commission on active proposals on file as well as identification of future
proposals staff anticipates being filed with LAFCo in the near term based on discussions with local agencies and
proponents.

Work Plan

Local policy directs the Commission to annually adopt a Work Plan for purposes of providing a comprehensive
overview of municipal service reviews and sphere of influence updates over the course of the fiscal year.
Attachment 2 is an update on the status of activities scheduled in the Work Plan. This report also serves to inform
the Commission of any changes in circumstances or priorities.

Attachments

1. Summary Table — Application Activity and Potential Future Proposals
2. Summary Table — Work Plan Tracking and Status
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Attachment 1. Summary Table — Application Activity and Potential Future Proposals

Date LAFCo
LAFCo Application Certificate Hearing Certificate of | BOE Submittal
File No.! Applicant Project Name Received of Filing Date Completion Date
Active Proposals
A-2025-05 MCRRFC& Russian River Flood Control District 10/14/2025
WCID Annexation of RVCWD

The Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control & Water Conservation Improvement District (RRFC) proposal to annex the Redwood Valley County Water
District (RVCWD). The annexation will allow the RRFC to extend their service area to match its place of use and establish a standard water services agreement
with the RVCWD that will allow for use of contract water throughout the RVCWD service area. The application is tentatively scheduled for public hearing on
October 5, 2026.

Pre-Application Review for Annexation of 4/10/2023 N/A N/A N/A N/A
City-owned Properties
The City of Fort Bragg submitted a Pre-Application Review Request for annexation of Mendocino Coast Recreation and Park District properties consisting of 6
parcels totaling 582 acres. The intended use of the parcels is for water supply reservoirs, power generation, preservation and recreation. A pre-application
meeting was held with Fort Bragg staff on July 25, 2023. Staff met with City staff on June 27, 2024 to pre-review the application materials for annexation. The
City continues to plan for development an annexation of the subject parcels and has requested the Pre-Application remain open.

A-2023-01 AVCSD Annexation of Sphere | 3/6/2023 \ |

The Anderson Valley Community Services District (AVCSD) proposes to annex the District’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) for fire and ambulance services. The
application is incomplete pending a tax share agreement

L-2022-01 ECSD Elk Community Services District 4/8/2022
Activation of Latent Powers for
Wastewater Services

The Elk Community Services District (ECSD) proposes to activate latent powers for wastewater services. The district proposes to assume ownership and
operation of a community leach field within the community of Elk. The application is incomplete pending a tax share agreement and additional information.

P-2023-02 Fort Bragg

Future Proposals
AVCSD AVCSD Activation of Latent Powers for
Water and Wastewater Services

The AVCSD is developing a plan and design for providing water and wastewater services to the community of Boonville, which will require activation of latent
powers through LAFCo. The District anticipates submitting an application in 2026.

| willits | S0l Amendment \ \ \ | |
The City of Willits is developing an application for a Sphere Amendment and staff is coordinating an MSR update to coincide with the City’s application.
‘ Willits ‘ Outside Agency Service Agreement ‘ ‘ ‘ |

The City of Willits is in the planning process to extend a water line to the north of City boundaries to serve a mobile home park with failed wells. Extending
the pipeline will require authorization from LAFCo for an outside agency service agreement.

!Key: A - Annexation F — Formation O — Outside Agency Service P — Pre-application Review
C — Consolidation L — Activation of Latent Powers Agreement Request
D — Detachment R — Reorganization
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Attachment 2. Summary Table — Work Plan Tracking and Status

FY 2026-27 ESTIMATED WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE AND STATUS
Work Plan status as of September 30, 2026

Subject to Change: The estimated schedule and costs for the annual Work Plan are subject to change based on agency responsiveness, timely provision of
requested information, complexity of issues, level of public and affected agency controversy, and changing needs and priorities.

CEQA: Based on LAFCo practice, the work plan assumes minimal costs for CEQA compliance related to preparing a Notice of Exemption, unless an agency proposes
a non-coterminous SOI and pays for any necessary studies and preparation of a Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report.

Rolling Work Plan: It is difficult to completely contain staff activities in a single fiscal year; therefore, completion of a study may roll over to the next fiscal year.

This estimated work plan implementation schedule is intended to enhance communication and transparency.

Request for Admin Public Public .
Agency Information Draft Workshop Hearing ALELSTCAT S i
FY 2026-27 Work Plan
Initial interview conducted 3/20/2025; MSR/SOI
. . 8/9/2024 study initiated; partial response has been
Laytonville County Water District 5/7/2025 received, awaiting remaining information
requests.
Administrative Draft under internal review by City
City of Willits 4/30/2025 | 2/18/2026 staff; coordination meeting with staff in August
2026.
Mendocino Coast Health Care Staff sent letter initiating MSR to District board on
District July 29, 2026.
All but two agencies have submitted responses to
Fire/EMS Service Providers (18) 12/11/2025 the RFls. A regional paper is in progress. Staff are

developing administrative drafts of individual
districts.
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