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1 .    E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A RY  
This report identifies alternatives for Yuba Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) to 

consider as it updates the spheres of influence (SOIs) of local agencies under its jurisdiction.   

An SOI is a LAFCO-approved plan that designates an agency’s probable future boundary and 
service area.  The SOI essentially defines where and what types of government reorganizations, such 
as annexation, detachment, dissolution or consolidation, may be initiated.  For example, territory 
may not be annexed to a city or district unless it is within that agency's sphere.  The governing 
bodies of local agencies, landowners, and voters may initiate reorganizations so long as they are 
consistent with the SOIs of affected agencies.  An SOI change neither initiates nor approves a 
government reorganization. If and when a government reorganization is initiated, there are 
procedural steps required by law, including an application, a service plan, a noticed public hearing, 
and processes (protest hearing and/or election) by which property owners or voters may choose to 
approve or disapprove a reorganization.  Placement of territory within an SOI is not a guarantee that 
LAFCO would eventually approve the associated annexation or governance change. 

The report relies on information published in the countywide municipal service review (MSR) 
report.  LAFCO adopted MSR determinations in July 2008.   

Yuba LAFCO is required to update SOIs for cities and special districts by the Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code §56000, et seq.), 
which took effect on January 1, 2001.  LAFCO is required to update the SOIs every five years.   

This report offers preliminary recommendations for the SOI updates of each of the local 
agencies under Yuba LAFCO jurisdiction, as shown in the table below.   Development of actual SOI 
updates will involve additional steps, including development of recommendations by LAFCO staff, 
opportunity for public input at a LAFCO public hearing, and consideration and changes made by 
Commissioners.   

 

Local Agency Existing SOI SOI Options Recommendation
North Yuba Valley

City of Marysville Primary SOI, ultimate 
growth area, & ultimate 
sphere planning area

1) SOI Reduction - primary SOI
2) SOI Reduction - coterminous

Reduce to existing primary SOI.

Marysville Levee District None 1)  SOI Adoption - existing boundaries 
and levee spur
2)  Zero SOI

Adopt SOI to include boundary 
area and levee spur served by 
District.

District 10-Hallwood CSD Coterminous 1) SOI Reduction - Marysville overlap
2) Coterminous

Reduce to exclude overlap with 
Marysville SOI.

Reclamation District #10 Coterminous 1) Coterminous Retain coterminous SOI.
Cordua Irrigation District Boundaries & three 

annexable areas
1)  Existing SOI and service area
2)  Retain existing SOI

SOI update to include areas 
served by CID and exclude 
areas served by BVID.

Loma Rica-Browns Valley CSD Coterminous 1)  Coterminous Retain coterminous SOI.
Ramirez Water District Coterminous 1)  SOI Reduction - boundaries less two 

parcels
2)  Retain coterminous SOI

Reduce SOI to exclude two 
parcels.
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Local Agency Existing SOI SOI Options Recommendation
South Yuba Valley

City of Wheatland Annexable SOI 1)  SOI Expansion - Bear River
2)  SOI Expansion - Ostrom Road
3)  Retain existing SOI
4)  SOI Expansion - Best Slough
5)  Area of Concern - Ostrom Road

Expand SOI to include area 
between the County line and 
Bear River.  Adopt Area of 
Concern extending northwest 
to Ostrom and 40 Mile Road.

Camp Far West Irrigation District None 1)  Coterminous SOI
2)  SOI adoption - future agricultural areas

Adopt coterminous SOI.

Plumas-Brophy FPD Detachable SOI 
includes only Camp Far 
West and the Heritage 
Oaks development

1)  SOI expansion - Best Slough
2)  SOI expansion - existing service area
3)  Coterminous SOI

SOI is expanded to include the 
portion of the service area that 
is south and east of Best 
Slough.  SOI becomes 
provisional.

Reclamation District #817 Coterminous 1)  SOI expansion - Oakley Lane
2)  SOI reduction - less areas outside 
benefit area
3)  SOI reduction - less areas north of Dry 
Creek
4)  Zero SOI

Expand SOI to include Dry 
Creek levee just west of Oakley 
Lane.  Gauge public opinion in 
the area north of Dry Creek on 
district formation vs. project 
levee deauthorization.

Reclamation District #2103 Coterminous 1)  Retain coterminous SOI
2)  SOI reduction - less areas outside 
benefit area
3)  Consolidated SOI
4)  Zero SOI

Retain existing coterminous 
SOI.  Adopt policies that 
District should develop 
assessment area philosophy 
prior to 2014 SOI update cycle.

South Yuba Water District Detachable SOI 
includes only the 
southeastern portion of 
boundary area and the 
northeast area. 

1)  SOI expansion - Forty Mile Road
2)  SOI expansion - agency proposal
3)  SOI expansion - service area

Expand the SOI to include the 
District’s boundary area, service 
area and expected future service 
area.

Wheatland Water District None - the SOI was 
not identifiable from 
the LAFCO record.

1)  SOI adoption - water service area
2)  SOI adoption - boundary area less 
islands
3)  Zero SOI

Adopt SOI to encompass the 
planned water service area.

Brophy Water District Coterminous 1) Retain coterminous SOI
2) SOI reduction - less LCWD overlap 
areas

Retain coterminous SOI.

Linda FPD Annexable SOI 
includes some adjacent 
unserved pockets but 
excludes existing 
boundary area.

1) SOI Expansion - service area and 
Woodbury
2) SOI Expansion - growth areas and 
OPUD service area 
3) Zero SOI

Expand SOI to include the 
boundary area, adjacent areas 
not in a district, PBFPD area 
west of SR-70, and 2 Woodbury 
parcels in PBFPD.  SOI 
becomes provisional.

Linda County WD Annexable SOI 1) SOI Expansion - OPUD exchange
2) SOI Expansion - agency proposal
3) Retain Existing SOI
4) SOI Planning Area - Brophy 

Expand actual SOI to include 
SOI areas exchanged with 
OPUD, except floodplain.  
Adopt SOI planning area 
extending east to Brophy.

Olivehurst PUD (Fire Service) Annexable SOI 1) SOI Change - service area
2) SOI Reduction - service area less 
Summerfield Estates
3) Zero SOI

SOI is updated to match 
current fire service area, and 
reduced to exclude overlap with 
adjacent fire districts.  SOI 
becomes provisional.

Olivehurst PUD (Limited 
Services)

Annexable SOI 1) SOI Reduction - floodplain and LCWD 
exchange
2) SOI Expansion - agency proposal
3) Retain Existing SOI
4) SOI Planning Area - Chippewa

Update actual SOI to reflect 
SOI areas exchanged with 
LCWD, and exclude floodplain.  
Adopt SOI planning area for all 
services except fire.

Reclamation District #784 None 1)  SOI adoption - area of benefit
2)  SOI adoption - area of benefit within 
primary hydrology

Adopt SOI to include existing 
benefit area.  Gauge public 
opinion in the area east of the 
WPIC and south of Best Slough 
on district formation vs. project 
levee deauthorization.
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Local Agency Existing SOI SOI Options Recommendation
Foothills

Browns Valley Irrigation District Coterminous less area 
annexed in 2000

1)  SOI expansion - boundaries and 
present and future service areas
2)  SOI expansion - District proposal

Expand SOI to include 
boundaries and present and 
future service areas.

Camptonville CSD Coterminous 1)  Coterminous Retain coterminous SOI.
Dobbins-Oregon House FPD Annexable SOI outside 

of District bounds
1)  SOI Expansion - two undesignated 
areas, less overlap area with LRBVCSD
2)  Coterminous

SOI expansion to include 
adjacent undesignated areas, 
less overlap area with 
LRBVCSD.

Foothill FPD Two annexable 
areas—one within 
District bounds and 
one outside District 

1)  SOI Expansion - boundaries, existing 
SOI and Clipper Mills area
2)  Coterminous

Expand SOI to include bounds, 
existing SOI and Clipper Mills.

North Yuba Water District None 1)  SOI adoption - boundaries less BVID 
overlap areas and BVID future service 
areas

Adopt SOI to include boundary 
area except BVID overlap areas 
and future BVID  service areas.

River Highlands CSD District bounds and 
extensive annexable 
area of 21,800 acres

1)  Zero SOI
2)  SOI reduction - exclude landowners by 
request
3)  SOI reduction - Gold Village

Reduce to zero SOI.

Smartville FPD Coterminous 1)  Zero SOI
2)  Retain coterminous SOI
3)  SOI expansion - existing SOI and 
adjacent undesignated areas

Reduce to zero SOI.  
Recommend consolidation of 
SFPD and others into a new 
district (CSD or PUD) serving 
Smartsville and vicinity.

Cemetery Districts
Browns Valley Cemetery District Coterminous 1)  SOI Expansion - Smartville Cemetery 

District
2)  SOI Expansion - west to Tanabe Road
3)  Retain existing SOI

SOI expansion to SCD area 
contingent upon property tax 
change in Smartville area.

Brownsville Cemetery District Coterminous 1)  SOI Expansion - Forbestown
2)  SOI Reduction - Rackerby
3)  Retain existing SOI

Expand SOI to include 
Forbestown.

Camptonville Cemetery District Coterminous 1)  Zero SOI Zero SOI
Keystone Cemetery District Coterminous 1)  SOI expansion - unserved in 

southwest
2)  SOI expansion - to Englebright Lake

Expand SOI to unserved areas  
southwest and south to 
Englebright Lake.

Marysville Cemetery District None 1)  Zero SOI Zero SOI
Peoria Cemetery District Annexable to the 

northeast and 
southwest

1)  SOI Expansion - south of Collins Lake
2)  SOI Expansion - south to Yuba River
3)  SOI Reduction - UCD overlap

SOI expansion south of Collins 
Lake and south to Yuba River, 
SOI reduction in overlap area 
with Upham Cemetery District.

Smartville Cemetery District SOI includes River 
Highlands Community 
Plan area and the 
Mooney Flats area in 
Nevada County.

1)  Zero SOI
2)  SOI reduction - Nevada County area
3)  Retain existing SOI

Zero SOI

Strawberry Valley Cemetery 
District

Coterminous 1)  SOI expansion - Clipper Mills
2)  Retain coterminous SOI

SOI expansion to include 
community of Clipper Mills in 
Butte County.

Upham Cemetery District1 Annexable in the 
community of 
Rackerby (overlapping 
with BCD)

1)  SOI Reduction - Rackerby
2)  Retain existing SOI
3)  SOI Reduction - PCD Overlap

SOI reduction in community of 
Rackerby

Wheatland Cemetery District Coterminous 1)  SOI expansion - county line
2)  Retain existing SOI

Expand SOI to county line 
southeast of Wheatland

Note:  (1) Multi-county local agency for which the principal LAFCO is other than Yuba.
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Local Agency Existing SOI SOI Options Recommendation
Other Districts

Yuba County Resource 
Conservation District

County less city 
boundaries in 1986

1)  SOI expansion - countywide SOI
2)  SOI expansion - agency proposal to 
include Marysville
3)  SOI reduction - remove current city 
bounds

Expand SOI to be countywide

Yuba County Water Agency None 1)  Adopt SOI to include entire County 
and YCWA member units' boundary areas 
outside County bounds, and adjust 
automatically to member unit changes.

Adopt SOI to include entire 
County and YCWA member 
units' boundary areas outside 
County bounds, and adjust 
automatically to member unit 
changes.

Note:  (1) Multi-county local agency for which the principal LAFCO is other than Yuba.
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2 .    S P H E R E S  
The Commission is charged with adopting and updating a Sphere of Influence (SOI) for each 

city and special district under its jurisdiction within the county.1  In addition to developing an SOI 
for each agency, state law requires LAFCO to enact policies designed to promote the logical and 
orderly development of areas within the sphere.2   

S P H E R E S  O F  I N F L U E N C E  

An SOI is a LAFCO-approved plan that designates an agency’s probable future boundary and 
service area.  Spheres are planning tools used to provide guidance for individual boundary change 
proposals and are intended to encourage efficient provision of organized community services, 
discourage urban sprawl and premature conversion of agricultural and open space lands, and prevent 
overlapping jurisdictions and duplication of services.   

Every determination made by a commission must be consistent with the SOIs of local agencies 
affected by that determination;3 for example, territory may not be annexed to a city or district unless 
it is within that agency's sphere.  In other words, the SOI essentially defines where and what types of 
government reorganizations (e.g., annexation, detachment, dissolution and consolidation) may be 
initiated.  If and when a government reorganization is initiated, there are a number of procedural 
steps that must be conducted for a reorganization to be approved.  Such steps include more in-
depth analysis, LAFCO consideration at a noticed public hearing, and processes by which affected 
agencies, property owners and/or residents may voice their approval or disapproval.4   

On a regional level, LAFCO promotes logical and orderly development of a community through 
reconciling differences between agency plans so that the most efficient urban service arrangements 
are created for the benefit of area residents and property owners.  Yuba LAFCO policies envision 
the SOI as a master plan for the future organization of local governments within the County by 
providing long-range guidelines for the efficient provision of services to the public.  Further, its 
policies are that SOIs should discourage duplication of services by local governmental agencies, 
guide the Commission’s consideration of individual proposals for changes of organization, and 
identify the need for specific reorganization studies, and provide the basis for recommendations to 
particular agencies for government reorganizations.5 

                                                 
1 The initial statutory mandate, in 1971, imposed no deadline for completing sphere designations. When most LAFCOs failed to act, 
1984 legislation required all LAFCOs to establish spheres of influence by 1985. 

2 Government Code §56425(a). 

3 Government Code §56375.5. 

4 For more details on the types of government reorganizations and required procedures, please refer to the Cortese-Knox Hertzberg 
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act). 

5 Yuba LAFCO, Policies, Standards and Procedures, December 2007, Section 4.1. 
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The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg (CKH) Act requires LAFCO to develop and determine the SOI 
of each local governmental agency within the county and to review and update the SOI every five 
years.  LAFCOs are empowered to adopt, update and amend the SOI.  They may do so with or 
without an application and any interested person may submit an application proposing an SOI 
amendment. 

The fundamental policy of LAFCO in considering the development status of land, located in or 
adjacent to an established city sphere of influence and contiguous to a city boundary shall be that 
such development is preferred in cities.6 If a city submits an application to amend its SOI, it must 
first negotiate the boundaries, development standards, and zoning requirements within the 
annexable sphere area with the county.  LAFCO reserves the right to require cities to negotiate such 
agreements with the county prior to approving the sphere update. 

S O I  P O L I C Y  A P P R O A C H E S  

LAFCO may recommend government reorganizations to particular agencies in the county, using 
the SOIs as the basis for those recommendations.  Based on review of the guidelines and practices 
of Yuba LAFCO as well as other LAFCOs in the State, various conceptual approaches have been 
identified from which to choose in designating an SOI: 

1) Coterminous Sphere:  The sphere for a city or special district that is the same as its existing 
boundaries. 

2) Annexable Sphere:  A sphere larger than the agency’s boundaries identifies areas the agency 
is expected to annex. The annexable area is outside its boundaries and inside the sphere. 

3) Detachable Sphere:  A sphere that is smaller than the agency’s boundaries identifies areas the 
agency is expected to detach.  The detachable area is the area within the agency bounds but 
not within its sphere. 

4) Zero Sphere:  A zero sphere indicates the affected agency’s public service functions should 
be reassigned to another agency and the agency should be dissolved or combined with one 
or more other agencies. 

5) Consolidated Sphere:  A consolidated sphere includes two or more local agencies and 
indicates the agencies should be consolidated into one agency. 

6) Limited Service Sphere:  A limited service sphere is the territory included within the SOI of a 
multi-service provider agency that is also within the boundary of a limited purpose district 
which provides the same service (e.g., fire protection), but not all needed services. Territory 
designated as a limited service SOI may be considered for annexation to the limited purpose 
agency without detachment from the multi-service provider. This type of SOI is generally 
adopted when a) the limited service provider is providing adequate, cost effective and 
efficient services, b) the multi-service agency is the most logical provider of the other 
services, c) there is no feasible or logical SOI alternative, and d) inclusion of the territory is 

                                                 
6 Yuba LAFCO, Policies, Standards and Procedures, December 2007, Section 7.3(a). 
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in the best interests of local government organization and structure in the area.  Government 
Code §56001 specifically recognizes that in rural areas it may be appropriate to establish 
limited purpose agencies to serve an area rather than a single service provider, if multiple 
limited purpose agencies are better able to provide efficient services to an area rather than 
one service district. Moreover, Government Code Section §56425(i), governing sphere 
determinations, also authorizes a sphere for less than all of the services provided by a district 
by requiring a district affected by a sphere action to “establish the nature, location, and 
extent of any functions of classes of services provided by existing districts” recognizing that 
more than one district may serve an area and that a given district may provide less than its 
full range of services in an area.   

7) Sphere Planning Area:  LAFCO may choose to designate a sphere planning area to signal 
that it anticipates expanding an agency’s SOI in the future to include territory not yet within 
its official SOI.   

8) Provisional Sphere:  LAFCO may designate a provisional sphere that automatically sunsets if 
certain conditions occur.  This report contains provisional spheres for several fire districts 
that are intended to elicit progress toward consolidation or enhanced collaboration to 
achieve efficiencies and improve service levels. 

9) Area of Concern:  LAFCO may designate an Area of Concern (AOC) for a city extending 
beyond its official SOI.  Such an area is where planning decisions and other governmental 
actions of the County may have an impact on the city, or where urbanization may occur in 
the long-term.  An AOC is not within the official SOI of a city.  Annexation may not be 
initiated for territory within a city’s AOC unless and until it is included in a local agency’s 
SOI. 

S O I  U P D A T E  P R O C E S S  

LAFCO is required to establish SOIs for all local agencies and enact policies to promote the 
logical and orderly development of areas within the SOIs.  Furthermore, LAFCO must update those 
SOIs every five years.   

In updating the SOI, LAFCO is required to conduct a municipal service review (MSR) and 
adopt related determinations. Accordingly, Yuba LAFCO adopted countywide MSR determinations 
on July 24, 2008.  In addition, in adopting or amending an SOI, LAFCO must make the following 
determinations: 

• Present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands; 

• Present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area; 

• Present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public service that the agency provides 
or is authorized to provide; and 

• Existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the Commission 
determines these are relevant to the agency. 
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This report identifies preliminary SOI policy alternatives and recommends SOI options for each 
agency.  Development of actual SOI updates will involve additional steps, including development of 
recommendations by LAFCO staff, opportunity for public input at a LAFCO public hearing, and 
consideration and changes made by Commissioners. 

The CKH Act stipulates several procedural requirements in updating SOIs.  It requires that 
special districts file written statements on the class of services provided and that LAFCO clearly 
establish the location, nature and extent of services provided by special districts.  Accordingly, each 
local agency’s class of services provided was documented in the 2008 Countywide Municipal Service 
Review.  The MSR described the nature, location, and extent of functions or classes of services 
provided by existing districts, which is a procedural requirement for LAFCO to complete when 
updating SOIs. 

LAFCO must notify affected agencies 21 days before holding a public hearing to consider the 
SOI and may not update the SOI until after that hearing.  The LAFCO Executive Officer must issue 
a report including recommendations on the SOI amendments and updates under consideration at 
least five days before the public hearing. 

C E QA  

LAFCO has the discretion to limit SOI updates to those that it may process without 
unnecessarily delaying the SOI update process or without requiring its funding agencies—Yuba 
County and the cities of Marysville and Wheatland—to bear the costs of environmental studies 
associated with SOI expansions.   

Any local agency or individual may file a written request for an SOI amendment.  The request 
must state the nature of and reasons for the proposed amendment, and provide a map depicting the 
proposal.  LAFCO may require the requester to pay a fee to cover LAFCO costs, including the costs 
of appropriate environmental review under CEQA.  LAFCO may elect to serve as lead agency for 
such a review, may designate the proposing agency as lead agency, or both the local agency and 
LAFCO may serve as co-lead agencies for purposes of an SOI amendment.  Local agencies are 
encouraged to consult with LAFCO staff early in the process regarding the most appropriate 
approach for the particular SOI amendment under consideration. 

Certain types of SOI amendments are likely exempt from CEQA review.  Examples are SOI 
expansions that include territory already within the bounds or service area of an agency, SOI 
reductions, and zero SOIs.  SOI expansions for limited purpose agencies that provide services (e.g., 
fire protection, levee protection, cemetery, and resource conservation) needed by both rural and 
urban areas are typically not considered growth-inducing and are likely exempt from CEQA.  
Similarly, SOI expansions for districts serving rural areas (e.g., irrigation water) are typically not 
considered growth-inducing. 

Other types of SOI amendments likely require some level of CEQA review.  An example is an 
SOI expansion of a local agency that would extend domestic water or wastewater services to 
planned urban development projects.   

Given the complexity of CEQA, local agencies are encouraged to confer with LAFCO staff 
regarding the nature and level of environmental review anticipated for a contemplated SOI 
amendment. 
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P L A N N I N G  A N D  F U T U R E  S O I  U P D A T E S  

LAFCO updates the SOIs based on information available at the time of update.  Ongoing land 
use planning and floodplain evaluation efforts are expected to accommodate refinement of SOI 
updates in future update cycles.   

The land use authorities—the County and the cities—prepare and update General Plans to 
establish land use designations and policies governing growth.  General Plan updates are typically 
performed every 10-20 years by agencies due to the cost and time required.  SOIs must be updated 
more frequently.  Yuba County is in the process of updating its General Plan, with the update 
expected to be adopted by the Summer of 2009.  At the time this report was prepared, the County 
had identified five conceptual land use alternatives but had not yet selected a preferred alternative.   

Similarly, FEMA’s designation of flood hazard areas in Yuba County was in flux at the time this 
report was prepared.  For the most part, the official Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) covering 
Yuba County were developed by FEMA in 1982.  FEMA has approved dozens of Letters of Map 
Revision (LOMRs) as levee and drainage improvements have been made and evaluated, effectively 
changing the FIRMs.  FEMA prepared the 1982 FIRM under the assumption that levees provide 
100-year flood protection, but now requires that levees be certified.  FEMA is modernizing FIRMs 
covering Yuba County, with updated FIRMs scheduled to become effective in the Fall of 2009.  To 
the extent that improvements to Feather and Bear River levees are not certified by that time, the 
County may request FEMA update the maps through the LOMR process.   

DWR is in the midst of a new and more in-depth levee integrity evaluation process.  DWR levee 
evaluations are presently focused on urban areas.  The Corps is conducting an evaluation of the 
Yuba River Basin, with a geotechnical evaluation of the ring levees protecting the City of Marysville 
due for release by 2009.  No targeted investigations in rural areas, which include the Wheatland area 
and the area north of Marysville, are scheduled. Borings will be conducted in rural areas in the 
future.  That information will help engineers develop more detailed alternatives.  Levee integrity 
information will be more comprehensive in future SOI update cycles as a result of these efforts. 

 



SPHERE OF INFLUENCE OPTIONS:  YUBA COUNTY  

PREPARED FOR YUBA LAFCO 10 

3 .    N O R T H  Y U BA  VA L L E Y  
This chapter focuses on the local agencies within the northern valley portion of the County.  

Most local agencies have been grouped by area to offer proximity of related content to the reader.  
The agencies addressed in this chapter are shown in Table 3-1. 

Table 3-1: North Yuba Valley Agencies  
Local Agency Existing SOI SOI Options Recommendation
North Yuba Valley

City of Marysville Primary SOI, ultimate 
growth area, & ultimate 
sphere planning area

1) SOI Reduction - primary SOI
2) SOI Reduction - coterminous

Reduce to existing primary SOI.

Marysville Levee District None 1)  SOI Adoption - existing boundaries 
and levee spur
2)  Zero SOI

Adopt SOI to include boundary 
area and levee spur served by 
District.

District 10-Hallwood CSD Coterminous 1) SOI Reduction - Marysville overlap
2) Coterminous

Reduce to exclude overlap with 
Marysville SOI.

Reclamation District #10 Coterminous 1) Coterminous Retain coterminous SOI.
Cordua Irrigation District Boundaries & three 

annexable areas
1)  Existing SOI and service area
2)  Retain existing SOI

SOI update to include areas 
served by CID and exclude 
areas served by BVID.

Loma Rica-Browns Valley CSD Coterminous 1)  Coterminous Retain coterminous SOI.
Ramirez Water District Coterminous 1)  SOI Reduction - boundaries less two 

parcels
2)  Retain coterminous SOI

Reduce SOI to exclude two 
parcels.
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C I T Y  O F  M A R Y S V I L L E  

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The City of Marysville boundary area extends west to the Feather River, south to the Yuba 
River, east along the northern levee of the Yuba River, and north to Nadene Drive.  To the 
northeast, the City boundary extends to the landfill area.  The City has a boundary area of 3.7 square 
miles, of which 3.5 square miles is land and the remainder is water.7 

Figure 3-1: City of Marysville Existing SOI 

The City’s SOI was adopted by 
LAFCO in 1986. 8   In adopting the 
City’s SOI, LAFCO designated three 
areas: a primary SOI, an ultimate 
growth area and an ultimate sphere 
planning area.  These areas are 
described below: 

• The primary SOI area 
includes the City’s boundary 
area as well as territory north 
of the city limits.  The 
primary SOI is located north 
of the Yuba River, and 
extends north to Woodruff 
Lane in the northeast and 
Ramirez Road in the 
northwest, east to Kibbe 
Road, and west to the Yuba-
Sutter County line.   LAFCO 
intended the primary SOI to 
represent lands where 
annexation is encouraged 
“which can reasonably be 
expected to develop within 
the next 20 years” and 
recommended that the City 

                                                 
7 The area source is the 2000 Census. 

8 LAFCO resolution 1986-50. 
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initiate pre-zoning of this area.9  

• The “ultimate growth area” is located north of the City’s primary SOI.  This area is bounded 
by Ramirez Road in the south and east, the Yuba-Sutter County line in the west, and the 
Yuba-Butte County line in the north.  LAFCO’s vision was that this area “may not develop 
within the next 20 years, but ultimately will be developed.”  LAFCO envisioned in 1986 that 
this area would ultimately be annexed by the City after 10 years, and encouraged the City to 
plan for development in this area “in a timely and logical fashion, including seeking methods 
of financing the healthy expansion of City boundaries.”10   

• The “ultimate sphere planning area” is located south of the City limits.  This area extends 
south to the middle of the Plumas Lake Specific Plan area.  The southern boundary of the 
ultimate sphere planning area is Algodon Road in the southwest and Plumas Arboga Road in 
the southeast; the area extends east to Virginia Road and Brophy Road, and to the Yuba-
Sutter County line in the west.  LAFCO envisioned this as an area where future growth 
would impact the City, and indicated the City “should be included in the review of proposed 
development projects for this area.”  LAFCO did not envision annexation of this area, and 
specifically indicated that annexations in this area (other than City-owned land) would not be 
approved.  LAFCO recommended that the City not conduct prezoning studies in this area 
until LAFCO decided to place the area within the City’s primary SOI.11  LAFCO policies 
require the County to refer all proposed development within this area to the City for review 
and comment, and require the City to refer all proposed development bordering 
unincorporated land to the County for review and comment.12 

Service Area 

The City provides sewer, drainage, fire, emergency medical, law enforcement, street 
maintenance, park, cemetery, and planning services within its boundary area.  The City provides 
these services throughout its entire boundary area; there are presently no unserved areas.  The City 
does not provide services outside its bounds, with the exception of fire and EMS services, which are 
provided to District 10-Hallwood CSD by contract and through automatic and mutual aid 
agreements with other providers. 

Planning Area 

The 1985 General Plan planning area consists of the area within city limits and extends north to 
Ellis Road; it excludes the northern portion of the primary SOI area and the entire “ultimate growth 
area” and ultimate SOI planning area portions of the SOI designated by LAFCO in 1986.  The City 
identified approximately 2,000 acres in the north and east of interest to develop.  Due to costs of 

                                                 
9 Yuba LAFCO.  City of Marysville Sphere of Influence Study.  August 1, 1986, pp. 4, 6.  Attachment A to the LAFCO resolution adopting 
the City of Marysville SOI. 

10 Ibid., pp. 4-7.   

11 Ibid., pp. 5, 7.   

12 Ibid., p. 7. 
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extending wastewater (west of Jack Slough) and drainage infrastructure to these areas, viable 
development would require critical mass, most likely a large proposed development.  A draft specific 
plan proposed in 1991 (North Marysville Specific Plan) contemplated growth north of the City 
limits; however, the plan was never adopted.   

Through the County General Plan update, the County has included the City in consideration of 
a joint planning area in the unincorporated area outside the City's SOI.  The County and City are 
considering an MOU or other type of agreement regarding joint planning activities.13  The General 
Plan update process was not yet complete at the time this report was written.  Two draft land use 
alternatives depict a joint planning area with Marysville as encompassing the community of Linda as 
far east as Bryden Road, and the proposed Woodbury and Chippewa development projects.14  

Overlapping Providers 

There are several agencies with boundaries overlapping the City’s boundary or existing SOI: 

• The Marysville Levee District (MLD) boundary lies entirely within the City limits and 
includes the area inside the ring of levees that protect the City.  MLD provides levee 
maintenance to all levees surrounding the City and a levee spur outside of the City.  There is 
no duplication of services within the overlap areas, as the City does not provide levee 
maintenance services. 

• Marysville Cemetery District boundaries overlap with the City bounds within the cemetery.  
While the City does provide cemetery maintenance services, these services are not duplicated 
by the inactive cemetery district. 

• The Yuba County Water Agency boundary overlaps the entire City boundary and SOI, 
although there is no duplication of services as the City does not provide irrigation water for 
agricultural purposes. 

• The Yuba County Resource Conservation District’s bounds overlap the City’s entire SOI 
and the City boundaries in two locations—44 acres to the west of SR 70 and the 180-acre 
landfill.  There is no duplication of services within the overlap areas, as the City does not 
provide resource conservation services. 

• The Sutter-Yuba Mosquito and Vector Control District overlaps the entirety of the City’s 
boundary and SOI.  There is no duplication of services within the overlap areas, as the City 
does not provide mosquito and vector abatement services. 

• The Reclamation District 10 boundaries overlap the City’s primary SOI and ultimate growth 
area to the north of the city limits.  Presently, there is no duplication of services as the City 
does not provide reclamation services and does not provide services outside of its 
boundaries. 

                                                 
13 Correspondence from Yuba County Community Development Director Kevin Mallen to LAFCO Consultant Alexander Brown, 
Feb. 24, 2009. 

14 Yuba County General Plan Alternative A, Nov. 17, 2008, and Alternative B, Jan. 9, 2009,  
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• District 10-Hallwood CSD bounds overlap with the City’s primary SOI and ultimate growth 
area from just north of the City limits to the Yuba-Butte county line.  Presently, there is no 
duplication of services within the SOI as the City provides contract fire and EMS services to 
the District. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

The City proposes maintaining the City’s existing primary SOI as its SOI and eliminating the 
ultimate growth and ultimate sphere planning areas. 

Retention of the existing SOI is not considered growth inducing and could be processed as a 
sphere update that would not be subject to CEQA. 

When an application for an SOI amendment involves a City, the City and County are required to 
meet prior to submitting the application to LAFCO, to attempt to reach a mutual agreement 
regarding the boundaries, development standards and zoning requirements for the proposed sphere. 
These agreements are required to carry great weight in any LAFCO decision.15  

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two potential options have been identified with respect to the Marysville SOI.   

Option #1:  Retain Existing Primary SOI 

The Marysville City Council has recommended retaining the existing primary SOI as its SOI and 
eliminating the ultimate growth and ultimate sphere planning areas as LAFCO planning tools.  
Adoption of the primary SOI as the City’s SOI would signify by LAFCO that it is expected that the 
City will sufficiently plan for the area north of the City to Ramirez Road and annex it to the City in 
the foreseeable future. 

While such an SOI may promote growth to the north of the City, the SOI was previously 
adopted in 1986 and would not be subject to CEQA should it be retained. 

Option #2:  SOI Reduction - Coterminous SOI 

A coterminous SOI would signify by LAFCO that it does not anticipate the City annexing 
additional territory in the near future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

In updating the City’s SOI, key issues for consideration include the location and probability of 
proposed and planned development and infrastructure constraints which limit future development 
within the proposed SOI area. 

                                                 
15 Government Code §56425. 
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The primary growth constraint within the existing City limits is a lack of vacant land.  There is 
minimal developable land remaining.  The only adjacent growth area that could accommodate 
greenfield development is annexable territory north of the city lying between SRs 70 and 2016 and 
towards the community of Hallwood located within the City’s existing primary SOI.17  The City 
identified approximately 2,000 acres in the north and east of interest to develop.  The City 
anticipates that at build-out of the two areas there would be a total of approximately 8,000 new 
dwelling units.  There were no planned or proposed developments in these areas, as of the drafting 
of this report. 

Due to costs of extending wastewater (west of Jack Slough) and drainage infrastructure to these 
areas, viable development would require critical mass, most likely a large proposed development.  
The City anticipates that significant investment in drainage and sewage infrastructure would be 
necessary, including 100-200 year flood protection.  New growth is greatly constrained by the lack of 
sufficient flood protection and the need for expansion or upgrade of the levee system in the north 
and east.  The City anticipates that all necessary wastewater and drainage infrastructure would be 
funded by development impact fees, which have not yet been adopted by the City.   

Development of this area is dependent upon the strength of the housing market and the City’s 
tactics and planning efforts to draw developers to the area.  In the past, the City has failed to plan 
for the primary SOI in its entirety.   

Both options would be considered sphere reductions and would therefore not be considered 
growth inducting.  Consequently, neither option appears to be subject to CEQA review, and could, 
therefore, be processed as sphere updates.   

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI for the City of Marysville is retention of the City’s existing primary SOI, 
and eliminating the ultimate growth and ultimate sphere planning areas as LAFCO planning tools  
(option #1).  Although there is a lack of existing proposed development in the primary SOI to 
necessitate an SOI of this size, retention of the primary SOI would allow the City to properly plan 
for future growth and development.  Lack of developable space within the City’s limits will require 
the eventual expansion of the City outside of the existing levees to promote and accommodate 
healthy growth of the City.  The City should endeavor to adopt comprehensive plans for the 
proposed SOI to ensure proper planning for any future development. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The City limits encompass a wide range of land use areas including residential, commercial, 
industrial, civic, and open space.  Local business activities include construction, retail, hospitality, 
medicine, banking and restaurants.   

                                                 
16 City of Marysville, General Plan, August 1985, p. 20. 

17 Interview with David Lamon, City of Marysville, July 25, 2007. 
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Growth opportunities within the existing city limits are primarily infill and redevelopment 
projects.  Recent commercial growth has been concentrated at the south end of Ellis Lake and along 
the SR 70 corridor.  The City has completed three commercial centers adjacent to Ellis Lake.  Major 
projects currently under construction within the City limits include the replacement of the Caltrans 
District 3 Headquarters, two office buildings on Third and B, and a charter school expansion.  
Projects under planning review or pending planning application submittal include two new offices 
on Ramirez and Twelfth streets, expansion of a car dealership, an industrial complex on Ninth 
Street, and an expansion of Rideout Memorial Hospital. 

Land within the primary and recommended SOI outside of the City limits is primarily 
undeveloped and used for agricultural purposes.  Lots are a minimum of 40 acres.  Business 
activities are primarily farming of prunes, kiwis and rice.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There were 12,719 residents in the City in January 2008, according to DOF.  The City’s 
population has grown historically; although, there was a slight decline in population in 2005 and 
2006, recent population growth has been fairly stable.  The City’s population grew by six residents in 
2007 (0.05 percent).   

The need for future public facilities is dependent upon the strength of the housing market.  With 
the exception of infill development within City limits, there are presently no significant residential 
planned or proposed projects within the City or its primary SOI.  The probable need for public 
facilities in the near future is limited; however, as developments are proposed and approved to the 
north of the City, significant investment in wastewater and drainage infrastructure is anticipated. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The City of Marysville provides sewer, drainage, law enforcement, fire protection, emergency 
medical, street maintenance, park, cemetery, and planning services.  The MSR found the City has 
managed to provide adequate services within financial resource constraints with some exceptions. 
The City requires additional capital financing to meet wastewater regulatory standards.  The City has 
not implemented best practices by annually adjusting wastewater rates to reflect current costs; its 
most recent wastewater rate increase was in 1999.  Additional capital financing is needed for street 
improvements to alleviate freeway traffic and associated congestion within city limits.  At present, 
the only available financing source to address capital needs at the inactive, historic cemetery is the 
general fund; additional financing is needed. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the City limits, the community of interest is the residents of the City of Marysville.  
Within the existing primary and recommended SOI area outside of the City limits, communities of 
interest include the communities of Hallwood and Prairie, as well as rural residences and farming 
operations. 
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M A R Y S V I L L E  L E V E E  D I S T R I C T  

Marysville Levee District (MLD) provides levee construction and maintenance services to the 
City of Marysville. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

MLD’s boundary encompasses a majority of the City of Marysville.  The formation act specifies 
the boundary as being “all portions of the City of Marysville within the exterior lines of the City of 
Marysville levee as now or at any time hereafter constructed, reconstructed or extended and 
existing.18  No boundary changes have been approved by LAFCO since district formation. 

No SOI has been adopted for the District. 

Service Area 

The District maintains a ring of levees, which surround a majority of the City of Marysville and 
are within the District’s bounds.  In addition, MLD maintains a levee spur which extends 
approximately 3.9 miles outside of the District to the northeast of the City and north of the Yuba 
River.  The properties protected by the levee spur are not levied a benefit assessment or property 
taxes for maintenance, as the primary purpose of the levee is to provide protection for an evacuation 
route along SR 20.19 

Planning Area 

MLD has not adopted any planning documents to date and has not defined a planning area. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the MLD bounds or existing SOI, 
in particular, the City of Marysville, however, none provide levee maintenance.  No reclamation 
providers share boundaries with MLD. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

MLD did not submit an SOI proposal for LAFCO consideration. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two potential options have been identified with respect to the MLD SOI.   

                                                 
18 Statutes of the State of California, 1875-6, pp. 131-132. 

19 Interview with Frank Miller, General Manager, Marysville Levee Commission, December 17, 2007. 
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Option #1:  SOI Adoption – Existing Boundaries and Levee Spur 

The adoption of an SOI consistent with MLD’s current service area would indicate that LAFCO 
anticipates MLD will eventually annex the levee spur which is currently outside of the District’s 
boundary, but is receiving levee maintenance services.  

Option #2:  Zero SOI 

The adoption of a zero SOI would signify that LAFCO expects the eventual dissolution of 
MLD and the transfer of reclamation services to another entity; in this case, the City of Marysville. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

A major obstacle to the City of Marysville taking over reclamation services is the related liability 
associated with levee maintenance responsibilities.  The City of Marysville is professionally staffed, 
which may result in a higher level of levee maintenance services; however, the City may be hesitant 
to accept such liabilities and is, therefore, unlikely to accept responsibility by becoming the successor 
agency.  The City indicated that it has not considered taking on reclamation services, and in addition, 
reported a concern of potential incompatibility between the City and MLD, as the levee district 
boundaries do not align with the City limits. 

As option #1 includes only those areas where the District is presently providing service and 
option #2 would adopt a zero SOI, both options are not considered growth-inducing and appear to 
be exempt from CEQA. 

Recommendation 

The consultant recommends that LAFCO adopt an SOI consistent with MLD’s current service 
area, including the District’s boundaries and the levee spur (SOI option #1). 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The District’s bounds encompass a majority of the developed area of the City of Marysville, 
which is primarily residential and commercial land uses.  Business activity in the District comprises 
that of the City of Marysville, and includes retail, hospitality, medicine, banking, and food service.   

Land uses within the District’s boundaries and proposed SOI are not anticipated to change in 
the near future.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There were 12,197 residents in MLD, according to 2000 Census data and GIS analysis.  Growth 
opportunities within the District are primarily infill and redevelopment projects.  Recent commercial 
growth has been concentrated in the vicinity of Ellis Lake.  Projects currently under construction or 
under planning review include several new office buildings, conversion of a hotel to apartments and 
an expansion of Rideout Memorial Hospital. 
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Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

MLD provides minimally adequate maintenance, although funding per levee mile is below the 
urban standard.  The District has not updated its assessments in 20 years, and is overdue for a rate 
study and increase.  The results of 2008 levee borings will impact future capital financing needs, and 
may require the District to increase assessments and/or develop new funding sources. 

Marysville levees may afford 100-year flood protection.  MLD identified the need for 
improvements to a three-mile section of the Yuba-River levee from Simpson Lane to North Levee 
Road, which currently consists of a sand cap and some sand pockets.  The levee needs to be 
widened with clay or a slurry wall installed.  Further evaluation of underseepage is needed to 
determine levee capacity and additional infrastructure needs.  The goal of the federal Yuba River 
Basin project is 300-year flood protection for levees protecting Marysville. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

The City of Marysville is a community of interest, which is located within MLD’s bounds and 
proposed SOI.  The City extends outside of the District in all directions, including along the levee 
spur.   
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D I S T R I C T  1 0 - H A L L W O O D  C O M M U N I T Y  S E R V I C E S  D I S T R I C T  

The District 10-Hallwood Community Services District (D10-HCSD) provides fire prevention, 
fire suppression and emergency medical services through its contract with the City of Marysville. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

Figure 3-4: District 10-Hallwood CSD Existing SOI 

The boundaries of D10-HCSD 
extend north from the Yuba River 
to the Yuba-Butte county line, 
excluding the City of Marysville, 
and from Sutter County in the 
west to Ramirez Road, Mathews 
Lane and Kibbe Road in the east.  
The District has a boundary area 
of approximately 60 square miles.20   

The SOI for D10-HCSD was 
adopted in 1986 to be coterminous 
with the boundaries of the 
District. 21   There have been no 
amendments to the SOI since its 
adoption. 

Service Area 

The District provides for fire 
services within its boundaries 
through its contract with 
Marysville Fire Department.  
Service is provided outside of the 
District’s bounds to Loma Rica-
Browns Valley CSD (LRBVCSD), 
Linda FPD and Yuba City FD 
through mutual aid agreements, 
and mutual aid response is 
reciprocated by these agencies 
within the District’s bounds.  Butte 
County Fire Department also provides back-up support in the northern portion of the District, 
along the Yuba-Butte county line. 

                                                 
20 LAFCO resolution 1985-5. 

21 LAFCO resolution 1986-41. 
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The boundary between D10-HCSD and LRBVCSD runs down the centerline of Mathews and 
Woodruff lanes.  Which district will respond to incidents on either side of those streets is dependent 
on staffing levels and time of day.  Neither district considered this to be an issue that causes 
significant response delays. 

Planning Area 

The District’s planning area includes the entirety of its bounds and SOI as defined in an 
engineer’s report adopted in 2006.  The planning area does not extend beyond the District’s bounds 
and coterminous SOI. 

Overlapping Providers 

Multiple agencies’ boundaries overlap the D10-HCSD boundaries or existing SOI; however, 
none provide fire or emergency medical services, which duplicate those provided by D10-HCSD.  
Through an automatic aid agreement Linda FPD provides service support throughout the District.  
LRBVCSD abuts the District to the east, while Marysville and LFPD abut the District to the south.  
The City of Marysville provides fire and emergency medical services, and its existing and 
recommended SOI overlap the D10-HCSD boundary area. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

D10-HCSD did not propose an SOI for consideration by LAFCO. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two options have been identified with respect to the D10-HCSD SOI.   

Option #1:  Reduce SOI to Exclude City of  Marysville SOI Area 

Reducing the SOI would signify that LAFCO anticipates detachments from D10-HCSD as 
territory is annexed to the City of Marysville. 

Option #2:  Retain Existing Coterminous SOI 

Retaining the existing SOI would signify that LAFCO does not anticipate any annexations or 
detachments to D10-HCSD in the foreseeable future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

As D10-HCSD contracts with Marysville for service, neither SOI option would alter the service 
provider.  Therefore, this option appears to be exempt from CEQA review and could be processed 
as an SOI update. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the D10-HCSD SOI be reduced to exclude the area overlapping the 
recommended City of Marysville SOI (SOI option #1).   
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D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The land within the District is largely agricultural with a minimum of 40-acre lots.  Business 
activities are primarily farming of prunes, kiwis and rice.  Major employers within the District are 
farms and fruit packing companies, such as Gordon Valley Fruit Packing, Chase National Kiwi 
Farms, and Shintaffer Farms.  

The District has experienced limited growth in recent years, resulting in a slight increase in 
service demand.  It is anticipated that the District will continue to experience the same growth in the 
near future as there were no planned or proposed developments within the District, as of the 
drafting of this report. 

Future land uses will depend upon the SOI adopted for the City of Marysville.  The City plans to 
extend its boundaries to the north into D10-HCSD’s existing boundaries.  Given a lack of plans for 
expansion, growth to the north of the City is not anticipated to occur in the near future. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There were 1,906 residents in the District, according to 2000 Census data and GIS analysis.    
Given the limited demand within the District, MFD reported that there is no need for an additional 
fire station.  However, the District intends to reduce fire insurance costs for residents and has begun 
the process of constructing and equipping an additional fire station to improve the District ISO 
rating.   

As long as growth remains minimal, similar to growth experienced in recent years, the need for 
new public facilities is expected to remain stable.  The District reported that plans to adequately 
serve any new growth are addressed when the District renews its contract with the City every five 
years.  If the City of Marysville SOI area should be developed, new development would be required 
to finance a fire station to serve the area. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The MSR found the District has managed to provide adequate service levels within these 
resource constraints. The District identified its financing level as adequate to provide services to 
projected growth at least until 2013.  While the station within D10-HCSD boundaries is not staffed, 
the District is able to provide professionally staffed fire service in a rural setting through a contract 
with Marysville.  The District needs an additional fire station to improve the District’s ISO rating 
and would benefit from new vehicles.  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Economic communities of interest within D10-HCSD include the farmers that own the largely 
agricultural area.  Social communities of interest are the communities of Hallwood, Prairie and 
Honcut.   
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R E C L A M A T I O N  D I S T R I C T  1 0  

The Reclamation District (RD) 10 provides maintenance services to state-owned levees, as well 
as internal drainage facilities. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

Figure 3-6: Reclamation District 10 Existing SOI 

The boundaries of RD 10 generally consist 
of the area within the levees extending north 
from the City of Marysville to just south of the 
Yuba-Butte county line, and west of the 
Western Pacific Railroad.  The District has a 
boundary area of approximately 17.6 square 
miles.  There have been no annexations to the 
District since formation. 

The SOI for RD 10 was adopted in 1988 
to be coterminous with the boundaries of the 
District.22  There have been no amendments to 
the SOI since its adoption. 

Service Area 

The District provides levee maintenance 
services only within District bounds.  

Planning Area 

RD 10 has not adopted any formal 
planning documents and has no defined 
planning area. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with 
boundaries that overlap the RD 10 bounds or 
existing SOI, however, none provide levee 
maintenance.  No reclamation providers share 
boundaries with RD 10. 

                                                 
22 LAFCO resolution 1988-1. 
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A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

RD 10 did not provide a proposal for LAFCO’s consideration. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

A single option for RD 10’s SOI was identified.   

Option #1:  Retain Coterminous SOI 

By retaining the existing SOI, LAFCO would signify that RD 10 is not anticipated to annex or 
detach territory in the foreseeable future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

RD 10 has provided minimally adequate services given financial constraints.  Recent 
maintenance ratings by DWR indicate unacceptable maintenance; however, with the adoption of a 
special benefit assessment in June 2008, it is anticipated that the District will be able to improve 
levee maintenance efforts.  Given the lack of other levee maintenance providers in the area, there 
are no alternative service providers for the area. 

As the option would not change the existing SOI and would not promote growth, the SOI could 
be processed as an SOI update and appears to not be subject to CEQA review. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the District’s coterminous SOI be retained (option #1).   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

Within the District’s bounds and existing and proposed SOI there are approximately 454 
residences, 144 parcels dedicated to agricultural purposes and 17 commercial or industrial parcels.  
The entire area within the District is zoned primarily for agricultural uses with 40-acre lots.   

Future land uses are not anticipated to change in the immediate future.  The District bounds 
overlap with the City of Marysville’s existing and proposed SOIs.  The City is planning to direct 
growth to the north of the City within the existing levees; however, there are no plans or proposals 
for new developments currently.  Future plans for land use designations within RD 10’s bounds and 
SOI, for areas that overlap with the City of Marysville’s proposed SOI, will be determined jointly by 
the City and County. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There were 1,260 residents in the District, according to 2000 Census data and GIS analysis.   

The District reported that there has been limited growth within its boundaries.  There are no 
planned or proposed developments within the District.  The area is zoned primarily for agricultural 
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uses; consequently, the District indicated that while there is occasional interest by developers, 
significant growth is not anticipated in the near future.   

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

RD 10 operates in an extremely resource-constrained fashion with minimal management 
practices.  RD 10 has an unacceptable levee maintenance record.  The District subsists on property 
tax revenues, and recently imposed a special benefit assessment in June.  With the additional revenue 
afforded by the new assessment, service levels are anticipated to be improved.  

The District identified the following levee needs and deficiencies:  mitigation of occasional 
under seepage during high-water events, additional gravel on levee crowns to maintain safe levee 
patrols during high water, and grading of the levee sides.  A majority of RD 10 lies outside a 100-
year flood plain based on official FEMA maps; however, the flood protection afforded by the levees 
will be updated in 2009 when DWR conducts a geotechnical analysis of RD 10 levees.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Communities of interest identified in the District’s bounds and existing and proposed SOI 
includes the community of Honcut, as well as a portion of the Hallwood community.   
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C O R D UA  I R R I G A T I O N  D I S T R I C T  

The Cordua Irrigation District (CID) provides retail water delivery for agricultural irrigation. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundaries of CID extend from Woodruff Lane and SR 20 in the south to Ramirez Road in 
the north, and west from the vicinity of Lincoln Road to just west of the Western Pacific Railroad.  
The District has a boundary area of approximately 18 square miles. 

An annexable SOI for CID was adopted in 1988.  The SOI is generally consistent with the 
District boundary, but also includes three parcels outside of the boundary in the east of the District.  
There have been no amendments to the SOI since its adoption. 

Service Area 

The District provides service within its bounds and to approximately three parcels 
(approximately 420 acres) outside of bounds.  Of those three parcels, all are within the District’s 
adopted SOI.  The District is not providing service to 266 acres of orchards in the northwest 
portion of the District, where groundwater is used for micro-irrigation.   

Planning Area 

CID does not conduct formal planning efforts and has not defined its planning area. 

Overlapping Providers 

While the District overlaps boundaries with several other service providers, only Browns Valley 
Irrigation District (BVID) offers duplicate irrigation services within CID’s boundaries.  The two 
district’s boundaries overlap in four parcels east of Rue Dominique, in the vicinity of the 
intersection of Loma Rica Road and Roosters Roost, consisting of approximately 310 acres (shown 
in Figure 3-7 by areas E and F).  Presently, only CID is providing services there.  Adjacent to this 
area, the existing SOI for CID overlaps the boundaries of BVID in a 100-acre area that CID is 
presently serving (area B). 

In addition, CID reported that it provides irrigation services outside of its bounds but within its 
existing SOI to approximately 66 acres in the Hallwood Irrigation Company (HIC) service area 
located immediately north of the intersection of Spring Valley Road and SR 20 (area C). 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

CID did not submit an SOI proposal for LAFCO’s consideration; however, the District 
identified an approximately 153-acre area to the south within CID’s bounds (area D) that is receiving 
recycled irrigation water from drainage ditches and could possibly be better served by HIC.  HIC 
indicated that it is not presently interested in serving this area. 
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S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two SOI options were identified for CID.   

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – Existing SOI and Out of  District Service Areas 

This SOI option would include the District’s bounds and any areas currently being served 
outside of the District’s bounds, as shown by areas A, B, and C.  The SOI would also include the 
153 acres inside CID’s bounds that are being served recycled drainage water but may be able to 
receive fresh surface water from HIC (area D).  The SOI option excludes a portion of the District’s 
bounds which are presently served by BVID (area E).  Such an SOI update would signify that 
LAFCO anticipates the eventual detachment of area E from CID, and the eventual detachment of 
area F from BVID, and the eventual annexation of areas A, B and C to CID.   

Option #2:  Retain Existing SOI  

Retaining the existing SOI would signify that LAFCO does not anticipate any annexations or 
detachments from CID in the foreseeable future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

Area A is within CID’s existing SOI and outside of an irrigation provider’s boundaries.  CID’s 
distribution canal flows just south of the parcel, and the District appears to be the optimal provider 
to the parcel.  Areas B and F are within the District’s existing SOI, but also inside BVID’s 
boundaries.  CID’s canal also flows adjacent to the parcels in question, and BVID recognized that 
CID would be better positioned to serve the area.  CID and BVID bounds overlap in area E, which 
is presently served by BVID.  BVID was identified as the optimal service provider to this area, 
because a ditch running along the southern border of the parcel prevents CID from serving it. 

Area C is presently served by CID, but lies within HIC’s service area.  HIC indicated that CID 
should continue service to the area.  CID identified area D as possibly better served by HIC, 
however, HIC indicated that it is not presently interested in serving this area.23 

As the District provides only irrigation services, and is presently providing services to the areas 
in question, both options are not considered growth- inducing.  Both options appear to be exempt 
from CEQA, and could be processed as SOI updates.   

Recommendation 

It is recommended that LAFCO adopt an SOI for CID which includes the three areas (areas A, 
B and C) outside of District bounds that the District is currently serving, and excludes area E which 
is presently served by BVID (SOI option #1).   

                                                 
23 HIC is not under the jurisdiction of LAFCO.  HIC may be compelled to provide service to areas that it is not currently serving 
through contract terms with YCWA; however, HIC indicated that it is not interested in serving area D at this time, which is within 
CID’s boundaries. 
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D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The land within the District is largely agricultural with lots of 80 acres.  Business activities are 
farming primarily of rice and secondarily prunes.   

Future land uses are not anticipated to change with the County’s General Plan update.  There are 
presently no planned or proposed developments within the District’s boundaries. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

The District estimated that there were approximately 80 landowners in the District as of 2008.  
There were 257 residents in the District, according to 2000 Census data and GIS analysis.   

There has been no growth or change in service demand within the District in recent years.  The 
area is largely zoned for 80-acre parcels, which limits development.  There are no planned or 
proposed developments within the District’s boundaries. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

CID presently has the capacity to serve the entirety of its bounds; although, the District 
identified an approximately 153-acre area to the south that is receiving irrigation water from drainage 
ditches and could possibly be better served by HIC.24  No infrastructure needs or deficiencies were 
identified. 

Services provided by the District appear to be adequate.  The District has sufficient revenues to 
provide for maintenance of the ditches, canal and fish screen.  The District is only one of two 
irrigation districts in the County that performs constituent outreach efforts.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Communities of interest within the District’s bounds include the community of Prairie.   

                                                 
24 HIC did not express a desire to serve the 153-acre area, so the recommendation is for the SOI to include the affected area.  
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L O M A  R I C A - B R O W N S  VA L L E Y  C O M M U N I T Y  S E R V I C E S  D I S T R I C T  

The Loma Rica-Browns Valley Community Services District (LRBVCSD) provides fire 
protection and emergency medical services to the communities of Loma Rica and Browns Valley. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

Figure 3-8: Loma Rica-Browns Valley CSD Existing SOI 

The boundaries of LRBVCSD extend 
north from the Yuba River in the Browns 
Valley area to the Yuba-Butte county line 
in the community of Loma Rica, and from 
Ramirez Road in the west to southwest of 
Collins Lake in the east.  The District has a 
boundary area of approximately 98 square 
miles.25  There have been no annexations to 
the District since formation. 

The SOI for LRBVCSD was adopted 
in 1986 to be coterminous with the 
boundaries of the District. 26   There have 
been no amendments to the SOI since its 
adoption. 

Service Area 

LRBVCSD provides services to all 
areas within district boundaries.  According 
to the District’s five-year plan, the District 
protects approximately 2,172 residences 
and businesses, as well as 5,250 residents.  
Services are also provided in the Bangor 
Community of Butte County as part of an 
automatic aid agreement with the Butte 
County Fire Department.  In addition, the 
District responds within the Sicard Flat area of Smartville FPD and the northern portion of District 
10-Hallwood CSD through automatic aid agreements. 

The boundary between D10-HCSD and LRBVCSD runs down the centerline of Mathews and 
Woodruff lanes.  Which district will respond to incidents on either side of those streets is dependent 
on staffing levels and time of day.  Neither district considered this issue to cause response delays. 

                                                 
25 LAFCO resolution 1985-3. 

26 LAFCO resolution 1986-44 
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Planning Area 

The District’s planning area in its 5-year plan includes the entire area within its boundaries and 
existing SOI.  The planning area does not extend beyond the District’s bounds. 

Overlapping Providers 

Multiple agencies’ boundaries overlap the LRBVCSD boundaries or existing SOI; of these 
agencies, only CALFIRE provides fire and emergency medical services similar to LRBVCSD’s 
services.  A majority of the District’s boundaries overlap with the CALFIRE State Responsibility 
Area.  In State Responsibility Areas, CALFIRE has jurisdiction for all wildland fires.  Generally, 
when there are local fire service providers, the local agency arrives on scene and provides initial 
response until CALFIRE arrives.  However, in the case of LRBVCSD, CALFIRE provides all fire 
and emergency medical services through contract with the District, and provides initial response to 
all wildland fires as well.  Additionally, Dobbins-Oregon House FPD provides automatic aid to the 
eastern portion of the LRBVCSD bounds near Collins Lake. 

LRBVCSD is abutted by District 10-Hallwood CSD to the west, Smartville FPD to the south 
and east, and Dobbins-Oregon House FPD to the east.   

The LRBVCSD boundary overlaps the DOHFPD boundary in a 160-acre area on the eastern 
side of the District.  Roadway access to the overlap area is via Dolan Harding Road from the 
LRBVCSD side.  There is no SOI overlap in this area, as the DOHFPD existing SOI only includes 
an area south of its boundary area. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

LRBVCSD proposed retaining its existing SOI.  The District indicated that it has no interest in 
expanding or reducing the size of the District, and is satisfied with the existing coterminous SOI. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

One option has been identified with respect to the LRBVCSD SOI.   

Option #1:  Retain Existing Coterminous SOI 

Retaining the existing coterminous SOI would signify that LAFCO does not anticipate any 
annexations or detachments to LRBVCSD in the foreseeable future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

Retention of an existing SOI is not considered to promote growth or development, and 
therefore, is not considered growth-inducing.  The single identified option appears to be exempt 
from CEQA review and could be processed as an SOI update.   

Recommendation 

It is recommended that LRBVCSD retain its current SOI that is coterminous with the District’s 
existing boundaries (option #1), as the District has no interest in expanding or decreasing its SOI at 
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this time and does not consider the boundaries to be the cause of any response problems along 
Matthews and Woodruff Lanes.   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The area within the District’s bounds and SOI is largely rural residential, with lots of five to 20 
acres, and agricultural, with minimum lot sizes of 80 acres.  Business activity in the District includes 
medical and veterinary practices, a land surveying company, a supply store, and a boat dealership.   

Planned land uses within the District are dependent on the pending Yuba County General Plan 
update.  There are five conceptual scenarios being considered as of the writing of this document, 
some of which anticipate expansion of rural residential opportunities in the Loma Rica/Browns 
Valley area, and some of which anticipate limiting future residential development opportunities in 
this area.  There is a current residential development application with Yuba County known as Quail 
Valley Ranch that would also, in part, be determined by the outcome of Yuba County’s General Plan 
update.  Because the Spring Valley Specific Plan is the subject of a development agreement, this plan 
is assumed in all the conceptual land use scenarios.  The County anticipates creating two land use 
and circulation alternatives to study in more detail using ideas from the five conceptual alternatives 
currently being reviewed. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

The District has experienced recent growth of approximately 70 homes per year, which has 
impacted service demand, as reported in the District’s five-year plan.   

Future growth is anticipated, if development occurs under the Spring Valley Specific Plan.  The 
Spring Valley Specific Plan could accommodate approximately 3,500 dwelling units and 27.5 acres of 
commercial land.  It is possible that, depending on the direction of the County’s General Plan 
update, additional development could occur within the District.  The District’s five-year plan is 
intended to guide district efforts in providing an adequate level of service to continued growth. 

To serve existing demand and projected growth, LRBVCSD is planning to begin construction 
on a third additional station in the northeastern portion of the District in 2010.  In order to 
accommodate increased demand related to the proposed Spring Valley Specific Plan, the District 
anticipates that a fourth station will be necessary.   

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The MSR found the District has managed to provide adequate service levels within financial 
resource constraints.  Given the current level of service demand, the District’s existing facilities 
enable LRBVCSD to provide adequate service—defined as response times, ISO ratings, staffing 
coverage adequacy, accountability, and management practices.  LRBVCSD is in the process of 
transitioning to an urban service level with stations staffed full-time by paid staff and augmented 
service by call firefighters.   

The District recently completed construction of a new headquarters and Station 61 in 
conjunction with CALFIRE.  The facility is in excellent condition and supplies sufficient capacity 
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given the currently level of service demand.  Station 62 requires septic and well improvements.  The 
District also identified a need for a new water tender and Type-1 engine. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the existing boundaries and SOI area, social communities of interest include the 
communities of Loma Rica and Browns Valley.  Economic communities of interest within 
LRBVCSD include the farmers that own the agricultural area in the western portion of the district 
and land proposed for development under the Spring Valley Specific Plan. 
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R A M I R E Z  W A T E R  D I S T R I C T  

The Ramirez Water District (RWD) provides retail water delivery for agricultural irrigation. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundaries of RWD extend east from the Western Pacific Railroad to Ramirez Road in the 
east and south, and the northern boundary extends into Butte County in the community of Honcut.  
The District is multi-county with Yuba being the principal county.  The District has a total boundary 
area of approximately 9.2 square miles. 

The SOI for RWD, which was adopted in 1987, is coterminous with the boundaries of the 
District.27  There have been no amendments to the SOI since its adoption. 

Service Area 

The District provides services within bounds, and does not provide services outside of bounds.  
The District does not provide service to a single 5-acre lot with a home within District bounds.  
Approximately 4,600 acres in the 5,874-acre boundary area rely on surface water. 

Planning Area 

With the exception of a groundwater management plan, the District does not conduct formal 
planning efforts, and has no adopted master plan.  The District did not provide a copy of the 
groundwater management plan.  The District has participated in regional plans, including the Yuba 
Accord and the IRWMP. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the RWD boundary or existing 
SOI, however, none provide retail water delivery for agricultural irrigation. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

RWD did not propose a change to its SOI.  The existing SOI is coterminous with RWD 
boundaries. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two options were identified with respect to RWD’s SOI.   

                                                 
27 LAFCO resolution 1987-6. 
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Option #1:  SOI Reduction – Existing Boundaries Less Two Parcels 

Reducing the District’s SOI to exclude two parcels to the east of Ramirez Road, as shown by 
area A, would indicate that LAFCO anticipates the eventual detachment of the area from RWD.  
This option would be adopted in conjunction with an SOI expansion for BVID to indicate the 
eventual annexation of the two parcels in question to the BVID bounds.  This option is not 
considered growth inducing and could be processed as an SOI update not subject to CEQA. 

Option #2:  Retain Coterminous SOI 

By retaining RWD’s existing coterminous SOI, LAFCO is signifying that it does not anticipate 
any changes to the District’s boundaries in the foreseeable future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

RWD serves all areas within its boundaries with the exception of a single 5-acre lot.  
Surrounding districts providing water for agricultural irrigation include Browns Valley Irrigation 
District (BVID) to the east and Cordua Irrigation District (CID) to the south.  BVID indicated the 
possibility of it providing service to two parcels located along the eastern side of Ramirez Road.  
These two parcels are adjacent to the BVID Pumpline Canal, which may provide enhanced irrigation 
service to the two parcels.  There is no water provider to the west of RWD, but RWD does not have 
the infrastructure to serve this area, and did not indicate any interest in doing so. 

Retention of the existing SOI and reduction of the existing SOI are not considered growth-
inducing.  Consequently, both SOI options appear to be exempt from CEQA and could be 
processed as SOI updates. 

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI update for RWD is to reduce the existing SOI to exclude the two 
parcels east of Ramirez Road (SOI option #1). 
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D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The land within the District is largely rural residential and agricultural.  The principal business 
activity is rice farming.  The District reported that there were 10 landowners in the District as of 
2008.   

The area is largely zoned for 80-acre parcels, which limits any major development.  There are no 
planned or proposed developments within the District’s boundaries. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There has been no growth or development within the District in recent years; although, the 
District has experienced an increased demand for service.  In 2007, the District began service to an 
additional 100 acres of farmland within bounds.   

RWD serves all areas within its boundaries with the exception of a single 5-acre lot.  Probable 
need for additional irrigation facilities and services within the District in the future is low. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

Capacity of RWD facilities is sufficient and services levels are adequate.  RWD relies on 
conveyance through Hallwood Irrigation Company and Cordua Irrigation District canals for 
distribution.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Social and economic communities of interest are limited to the 10 landowners within the RWD 
boundary. 
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4 .    S O U T H  Y U BA  VA L L E Y  
This chapter focuses on the local agencies within the southern valley portion of the County.  

Most local agencies have been grouped by area to offer proximity of related content to the reader.  
The agencies addressed in this chapter are shown in Table 4-1. 

Table 4-1: South Yuba Valley Agencies  

 

Local Agency Existing SOI SOI Options Recommendation
South Yuba Valley

City of Wheatland Annexable SOI 1)  SOI Expansion - Bear River
2)  SOI Expansion - Ostrom Road
3)  Retain existing SOI
4)  SOI Expansion - Best Slough
5)  Area of Concern - Ostrom Road

Expand SOI to include area 
between the County line and 
Bear River.  Adopt Area of 
Concern extending northwest 
to Ostrom and 40 Mile Road.

Camp Far West Irrigation District None 1)  Coterminous SOI
2)  SOI adoption - future agricultural areas

Adopt coterminous SOI.

Plumas-Brophy FPD Detachable SOI 
includes only Camp Far 
West and the Heritage 
Oaks development

1)  SOI expansion - Best Slough
2)  SOI expansion - existing service area
3)  Coterminous SOI

SOI is expanded to include the 
portion of the service area that 
is south and east of Best 
Slough.  SOI becomes 
provisional.

Reclamation District #817 Coterminous 1)  SOI expansion - Oakley Lane
2)  SOI reduction - less areas outside 
benefit area
3)  SOI reduction - less areas north of Dry 
Creek
4)  Zero SOI

Expand SOI to include Dry 
Creek levee just west of Oakley 
Lane.  Gauge public opinion in 
the area north of Dry Creek on 
district formation vs. project 
levee deauthorization.

Reclamation District #2103 Coterminous 1)  Retain coterminous SOI
2)  SOI reduction - less areas outside 
benefit area
3)  Consolidated SOI
4)  Zero SOI

Retain existing coterminous 
SOI.  Adopt policies that 
District should develop 
assessment area philosophy 
prior to 2014 SOI update cycle.

South Yuba Water District Detachable SOI 
includes only the 
southeastern portion of 
boundary area and the 
northeast area. 

1)  SOI expansion - Forty Mile Road
2)  SOI expansion - agency proposal
3)  SOI expansion - service area

Expand the SOI to include the 
District’s boundary area, service 
area and expected future service 
area.

Wheatland Water District None - the SOI was 
not identifiable from 
the LAFCO record.

1)  SOI adoption - water service area
2)  SOI adoption - boundary area less 
islands
3)  Zero SOI

Adopt SOI to encompass the 
planned water service area.

Brophy Water District Coterminous 1) Retain coterminous SOI
2) SOI reduction - less LCWD overlap 
areas

Retain coterminous SOI.

Linda FPD Annexable SOI 
includes some adjacent 
unserved pockets but 
excludes existing 
boundary area.

1) SOI Expansion - service area and 
Woodbury
2) SOI Expansion - growth areas and 
OPUD service area 
3) Zero SOI

Expand SOI to include the 
boundary area, adjacent areas 
not in a district, PBFPD area 
west of SR-70, and 2 Woodbury 
parcels in PBFPD.  SOI 
becomes provisional.

Linda County WD Annexable SOI 1) SOI Expansion - OPUD exchange
2) SOI Expansion - agency proposal
3) Retain Existing SOI
4) SOI Planning Area - Brophy 

Expand actual SOI to include 
SOI areas exchanged with 
OPUD, except floodplain.  
Adopt SOI planning area 
extending east to Brophy.
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C I T Y  O F  W H E A T L A N D  

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I   

The City of Wheatland boundary area extends north along SR-65 to south of the Dry Creek 
Levee Road, west along Wheatland Road to Baxter Road, south along Malone Avenue to the Yuba-
Sutter and Yuba-Placer county lines, and east along Spenceville Road to Hudson Way, as shown on 
Figure 4-2.      

The City’s SOI was adopted in 1992, and amended in 2006.  The City’s existing SOI extends 
beyond the boundary north to Dairy Rd (west of SR 65) and Dry Creek Levee (east of SR 65), west 
of Oakley Lane (0.75 miles in the southwestern portion and one mile in the northwestern portion), 
south to the Yuba-Sutter and Yuba-Placer county lines, and east to the western Camp Far West area.  
LAFCO has processed one minor amendment to the City’s SOI, which occurred in 2006 in 
conjunction with the Heritage Oaks Estates annexation.28    

Service Area 

The City provides water, sewer, drainage, fire, emergency medical, law enforcement, street 
maintenance, park, and planning services within its boundary area.  The City provides these services 
throughout its entire boundary area; there are no presently unserved areas.  The City does not 
provide services outside its bounds.  

                                                 
28 Further details on the City’s boundary and SOI history are located in the 2008 Yuba County Municipal Service Review, Appendix 
A, chapter A-2. 

Local Agency Existing SOI SOI Options Recommendation
South Yuba Valley (continued)

Olivehurst PUD (Fire Service) Annexable SOI 1) SOI Change - service area
2) SOI Reduction - service area less 
Summerfield Estates
3) Zero SOI

SOI is updated to match 
current fire service area, and 
reduced to exclude overlap with 
adjacent fire districts.  SOI 
becomes provisional.

Olivehurst PUD (Limited 
Services)

Annexable SOI 1) SOI Reduction - floodplain and LCWD 
exchange
2) SOI Expansion - agency proposal
3) Retain Existing SOI
4) SOI Planning Area - Chippewa

Update actual SOI to reflect 
SOI areas exchanged with 
LCWD, and exclude floodplain. 
Adopt SOI planning area for all 
services except fire.

Reclamation District #784 None 1)  SOI adoption - area of benefit
2)  SOI adoption - area of benefit within 
primary hydrology

Adopt SOI to include existing 
benefit area.  Gauge public 
opinion in the area east of the 
WPIC and south of Best 
Slough on district formation vs. 
project levee deauthorization.
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Planning Area 

The planning area for the City covers the entire bounds and existing SOI except the proposed 
Johnson Rancho development, and extends beyond the existing SOI south of the Yuba-Placer 
county line to the Bear River and south of the Yuba-Sutter county line in two areas to the north 
levee of the Bear River.  The planning area consists of approximately 10,226 acres, and encompasses 
a wide range of land uses.  Within the city limits, land uses include low, medium and high-density 
residential, commercial, park, and public facilities.  Additionally, located just outside of the city 
boundaries are employment land uses consisting of office, professional, research and development, 
and light industrial uses.   

Through the County General Plan update, the County has included the City in consideration of 
a joint planning area in the unincorporated area outside the City's SOI.  The County and City are 
considering an MOU or other type of agreement regarding joint planning activities.29  The General 
Plan update process was not yet complete at the time this report was written.  Two draft land use 
alternatives depict a joint planning area with Wheatland as encompassing most of the area south of 
Ostrom Road and east of Forty Mile Road with the exception of the Sports and Entertainment 
Zone, the proposed Feather Creek development and the area west of the City’s existing SOI.30   

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the City’s boundary or existing 
SOI:   

• The Plumas-Brophy Fire Protection District (PBFPD) boundary overlaps the City boundary 
in the southeast along Wheatland Road and in the southwest along Malone Avenue, and the 
majority of the City’s SOI.  Historically, areas annexed to the City had been detached from 
PBFPD; however, annexations to the City processed in 2006 were not accompanied by 
detachments.  PBFPD is an overlapping service provider, as the City and PBFPD both 
provide fire services.  Services to both the City and PBFPD are provided by Wheatland Fire 
Authority, which is a JPA formed by the two agencies. 

• RD 2103 provides levee maintenance services within the majority of the City’s boundary and 
SOI area, including along the Dry Creek levee north of the City and the Bear River levee 
south of the City.  RD 817 provides levee maintenance to the portion of the existing City 
limits and SOI southeast of Oakley Lane.  There is no duplication of services within RD 
2103, as the City does not provide levee maintenance services.  However, both the City and 
RD 817 are responsible for internal drainage; hence, there is a small overlap area with 
duplicate service providers. 

• The Yuba County Water Agency boundary overlaps the entire City boundary and SOI, 
although there is no duplication of services as the City does not provide irrigation water, and 

                                                 
29 Correspondence from Yuba County Community Development Director Kevin Mallen to LAFCO Consultant Alexander Brown, 
Feb. 24, 2009. 

30 Yuba County General Plan Alternative A, Nov. 17, 2008, and Alternative B, Jan. 9, 2009,  
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YCWA is not providing municipal water.  The City and YCWA have discussed the 
possibility of YCWA providing surface water or conjunctive use in the future. 

• The Wheatland Water District and Camp Far West Irrigation District boundaries overlap the 
existing SOI of the City, although there is no duplication of services as the City does not 
provide irrigation water, and the districts are not providing municipal water. 

• The Wheatland Cemetery District boundary overlaps the majority of the City boundary and 
SOI, with the exception of a portion in the southeast of the City annexed to Wheatland in 
2006.  There is no duplication of services within the overlap areas, as the City does not 
provide cemetery services. 

• The Yuba County Resource Conservation District boundaries overlap the majority of the 
City’s SOI, and portions of the City boundary that were annexed after 1973.  There is no 
duplication of services within the overlap areas, as the City does not provide resource 
conservation services. 

• The Sutter-Yuba Mosquito and Vector Control District overlaps the entirety of the City’s 
boundary and SOI.  There is no duplication of services within the overlap areas, as the City 
does not provide mosquito and vector abatement services. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

The City Council proposes expansion of the City’s SOI north from Dairy Road to Ostrom 
Road, west to Forty Mile Road, east to include the Camp Far West community, and south to the 
Bear River, as shown on Figure 4-1.  The Council also proposed an Area of Concern—where the 
City would be notified of County development plans—that would extend north to Erle Road and 
the residential area of Beale AFB and west to SR 70.  

The rationale for the expansion proposed by the City is that most of the City’s existing SOI is 
occupied by planned or proposed development, there are proposed development projects within the 
City’s proposed SOI expansion area, and future urban development should occur in cities rather 
than the unincorporated areas.  The City wants to include the various development projects located 
south of Ostrom Road within its SOI.  The City Council, Planning Commission and residents 
prepared a Community Vision in 2008 that anticipates location of regional commercial activities, 
such as big box retail, along the proposed Wheatland Expressway, which is expected to extend in an 
arc east of the City from the Bear River to South Beale Road.  The City aims to attract a hospital to a 
central location within its proposed SOI, as well as a multi-modal transit station and a university.31   

The City argues that dispersed development results in greater infrastructure costs, lack of job 
development, and weakened agriculture, and that development should occur in cities rather than 
unincorporated areas as a result.32  The City has expressed concern about the nature of development 
within its proposed SOI that might occur if the area is not placed within its SOI.  Proposed 

                                                 
31 City of Wheatland, Community Vision, 2008. 

32 City of Wheatland, The Wheatland Sphere of Influence:  The Responsible Growth Solution for Southern Yuba County, Sept. 10, 2008. 
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developments located within the proposed SOI expansion area include Magnolia Ranch Specific 
Plan and Feather Creek Specific Plan.  Current Yuba County planning and zoning designations 
would additionally allow a variety of development south of Ostrom Road within the Sports and 
Entertainment Zone, and the Rancho Road Industrial and Commercial Park.33   

The City argued that its proposed SOI expansion is appropriate rather than expanding the 
OPUD SOI into the area north of Best Slough for several reasons.34  First, the City reports that it is 
continuing to receive development proposals in spite of the sluggish economy, that supports its 
growth goals and highlights its need for additional territory.  Second, the City is a full-service 
provider and that area south of Ostrom Road belongs within a unified municipal planning boundary, 
and OPUD lacks evidence that commercial property along SR-65 would render cityhood financially 
feasible.  Third, the City’s wastewater facility discharges to the Bear River and its expansion site also 
discharges to the Bear River via Dry Creek; by contrast the OPUD wastewater facility discharges to 
the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal (WPIC) exacerbating existing problems in that flood control 
channel.  Fourth, the City has adequate development impact fees in place to finance growth-related 
infrastructure needs, and has a demonstrated capacity to work with development partners and 
establish funding mechanisms. 

Due to the various developments that would be located within the City’s proposed SOI, it would 
likely require an EIR to process.  LAFCO may require the City to process the SOI expansion 
proposal as an SOI amendment rather than SOI update to ensure that SOI updates are processed 
timely and that CEQA costs are borne by the benefiting agency.  When an application for an SOI 
amendment involves a City, the City and County are required to meet prior to submitting the 
application to LAFCO, to attempt to reach a mutual agreement regarding the boundaries, 
development standards and zoning requirements for the proposed sphere. These agreements are 
required to carry great weight in any LAFCO decision.35  

The proposed SOI expansion area contains 26,229 acres, in addition to the acreage in the city 
limits and existing SOI. 

                                                 
33 Burr Consulting, Municipal Service Review Appendix A:  Report to the Yuba Local Agency Formation Commission, 2008. 

34 Correspondence from City of Wheatland City Manager to Yuba LAFCO Consultant, March 17, 2009. 

35 Government Code §56425. 
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S O I  O P T I O N S  

Five potential options have been identified with respect to the City’s SOI.   

Option #1:  SOI expansion – Bear River 

An SOI option is to expand the SOI south of the existing County line to the center of the Bear 
River, as shown on Figure 4-2.  Such an SOI expansion would signify that LAFCO anticipates that 
such areas will be annexed to the City.   

The southern Yuba County boundary was originally surveyed to the riverbed.  Mine tailings 
smothered the original riverbed causing the river to cut a new course through farmland. The levees 
and channel today flow more than a mile south of the county line. The County boundary has not 
been updated to reflect the current location of the river, except in the southeast corner of the city 
limits where a county boundary change occurred in 2002.  For public safety purposes, the river 
would offer a more convenient and visible dividing line for service areas. 

Generally, there are two distinct areas:  area A lies to the southeast of the City (Placer County) 
and area B to the southwest (Sutter County).  Although within the floodplain, these areas could 
potentially be developed as parks, trails and recreation areas.   

Area A in Placer County is occupied by agricultural and mining uses.  Patterson Sand and 
Gravel, a mining site with an asphalt plant, occupies the eastern part of area A.36  Existing uses on 
the mine site north of the Bear River are walnut and rice farming.  A 365-acre mine site expansion 
was approved by Placer County in 2007.  The expansion area north of the Bear River is planned for 
mining in phases projected to end between 2028 and 2040; the reclamation plan calls for the areas 
north of the Bear River to be oak preservation areas, a lake and walnut orchards.  Access to the mine 
is located south of the Bear River on Camp Far West Road.   

Area B in Sutter County is primarily used for agricultural purposes.  Existing uses include walnut 
and pear orchards.  Eagle Meadows Park is located in area B.   There are no known mining 
operations, or proposed or planned developments in the area.37  

Wheatland may not annex the affected area unless and until the Yuba-Placer and/or Yuba-Sutter 
County line is adjusted by the respective boards of supervisors. 38   LAFCO may recommend 
adjustment of the County line by including that territory within the City’s SOI, but does not have 
the authority to change the County boundary.   

 

                                                 
36 EDAW, Patterson Sand and Gravel Mine Expansion Project FEIR, 2007. 

37 Interview with Sutter County Planner Sydney Vergis, March 17, 2009. 

38 Government Code §56741.   
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Option #2:  SOI expansion – Ostrom Road 

Expanding the SOI as proposed by the City Council would signify that LAFCO anticipates that 
areas south of Ostrom Road will be annexed to the City.  This SOI option would be subject to 
CEQA review, and would be processed as an SOI amendment rather than an SOI update.  The City 
had not yet applied for an SOI amendment at the time this report was prepared. 

 Option#3:  Retain existing SOI 

Retaining the existing SOI would signify that LAFCO does not anticipate annexations to the 
City of territory north of Dry Creek or Dairy Road in the foreseeable future. 

Option#4:  Sphere planning area – Best Slough 

Another option is to establish a SOI planning area for the City extending north from Dairy Road 
to the vicinity of Best Slough, and to the southern boundary of Beale AFB in the northeast.  The 
western SOI boundary would extend to Forty Mile Road, the eastern boundary would include the 
Camp Far West community, and the southern boundary would follow the Bear River.  This option 
was deemed impractical, as the City opposed the concept of an SOI planning area.39  

Option #5:  Area of  Concern – Ostrom Road 

Another option is to establish an Area of Concern (AOC)—where the City would have input on 
County development proposals—for the City encompassing the City’s proposed SOI expansion 
area, extending northwest to Ostrom Road, west to Forty Mile Road, to the southern boundary of 
Beale AFB in the northeast, and east to include the Camp Far West community, as shown on Figure 
4-2.  The AOC would exclude the existing City boundary and SOI. 

The MSR identified several proposed or planned developments within the Option #5 area.  
These proposed projects include the Feather Creek Specific Plan and Magnolia Ranch Specific Plan, 
both of which have development applications through Yuba County.  Also in the vicinity of this 
SOI alternative is Yuba County’s Sports and Entertainment Zone, which has existing entertained 
uses and could accommodate future development.  The Sports/Entertainment Zone is a 1,000-acre 
planning area located adjacent to SR-65 in the northeast and Forty Mile Road in the west.  The Sleep 
Train Amphitheatre occupies 90 acres in the southernmost portion of the zone.  The County aims 
to attract sports, entertainment and commercial uses to the remaining 343 available acres.  The 
Estom Yumeka Maidu Tribe has proposed an as-yet-unapproved 170-room casino within the 
Sports/Entertainment Zone.   

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

In updating the City’s SOI, key issues for consideration include the location of proposed and 
planned development, plausible absorption rates, current and probable future floodplain to the west 
and north of the City bounds, fiscal viability, and the need to establish logical fire protection and 
wastewater service areas affecting not only the City but also adjacent service providers. 

                                                 
39 Correspondence from City of Wheatland City Manager to LAFCO Executive Officer, March 17, 2009. 
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There are 1,216 housing units in the city limits.  The MSR identified planned and proposed 
development in the City’s existing SOI of 16,673 housing units.  A key consideration is how quickly 
those units could be produced and absorbed.  In this decade, the highest annual absorption rate in 
Wheatland was 16 percent in 2003.  Demographic data for the cities in Placer, Sutter, Sacramento 
and Yuba counties indicates several high-growth cities (Wheatland, Yuba City, Folsom and Rocklin) 
experienced annual absorption rates of 5-6 percent.  The highest absorption rates occurred in 
Lincoln, where the average rate was 20 percent; the number of housing units in Lincoln grew from 
4,146 to 17,514 between 2000 and 2008.  If the City of Wheatland were to sustain absorption at the 
level observed in Lincoln (20 percent annually), it would absorb currently planned and proposed 
development by 2024.  If Wheatland were to sustain absorption at a rate of 5.5 percent annually, it 
would not absorb currently planned and proposed development until 2060.  In other words, it does 
not appear that the City would run out of developable land within the next 5-10 years.   

Existing, proposed and planned development constitute 64 percent of the land area in the City’s 
existing SOI.40  The undeveloped remainder of the existing SOI is composed of two principal areas: 

1) Most of the area west of the City is not yet planned for development.  Most of this area, 
specifically the portion north of Wheatland Road, will likely be within the 100-year 
floodplain after completion of 2008 Bear River levee improvements.41  Another development 
constraint in this area is that a majority of the area is prime agriculture.42 

2) Most of the area east of the City and west of Jasper Lane is not yet planned for 
development.  Although not within the projected floodplain, the area is the planned location 
for the SR-65 bypass and is largely designated for commercial uses.  The proposed bypass is 
not expected to be completed until 2025. 

There are fewer development constraints in the proposed SOI expansion area north of Dry 
Creek.  The area is mostly outside the projected floodplain.  There is farmland, but little in the way 
of prime agricultural land in the area lying between Dry Creek and Ostrom Road, according to 
California Department of Conservation definitions of prime agricultural land.   

From a fiscal perspective, territory adjacent to SR-65 offers commercial development 
opportunities.  Commercial development tends to generate sales tax revenue that contributes to the 
fiscal viability of cities and counties and their ability to effectively deliver services.   Hence, there are 
compelling reasons to consider the extent of SR-65 frontage that would be needed by the City of 
Wheatland, Yuba County, or a potential third city.  Allocation of territory along SR-65 should thus 
be mindful of the fiscal viability of such entities.  In addition, commercial uses tend to generate 
traffic and require associated street improvements and financing mechanisms.  Fiscal factors may 
contribute substantially to LAFCO’s appraisal of the equitable allocation of territory along SR-65.  
Neither OPUD nor the City of Wheatland has documented what portion of that corridor would be 
required to ensure fiscal viability for the City of Wheatland or a potential future proposed city. 

                                                 
40 The existing SOI area is 8,725 acres in size.  The City limits area is 974 acres, and is developed and/or planned for development.  
There were 4,591 acres of proposed and planned development in the SOI area outside City bounds, as reported in MSR Table A-2-2. 

41 The area north of Wheatland Road is projected by MBK Engineers to remain within the floodplain.  See MSR Map B-89. 

42 California Department of Conservation, Yuba County Important Farmland, 2006. 
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LAFCO’s adopted SOI policies encourage proposals that result in urban development to include 
annexation to a city whenever reasonably possible, and discourage proposals for urban development 
adjacent to a city without annexation to that city.  The MSR did not identify proposed or planned 
development projects between Dry Creek and Best Slough, but did identify such plans between Best 
Slough and Ostrom Road.  The CKH Act requires that city annexations be contiguous to existing 
city limits.  Hence, the City appears to face obstacles in delivering services to territory north of Best 
Slough in the foreseeable future. 

There is prime agricultural land within the existing SOI outside City bounds, except in the 
Johnson Rancho (potential development) area east of the City where there is grazing land.43  In the 
proposed SOI expansion area west of the city limits, much of the territory is prime agricultural land 
where walnuts, almonds, pears and rice are grown.  Similarly, there are prime agricultural lands along 
segments of Best Slough.   

The City’s policy is to require flood control improvements before development occurs in areas 
without adequate flood protection.  California law requires 200-year flood protection in urban areas.  
By 2015, development will not be allowed without 200-year flood protection in areas with more than 
10,000 people.  By 2025, existing communities will be required to have 200-year flood protection.  
The area immediately north of the City’s existing SOI and the area west of the SOI are projected to 
lie within the 100-year floodplain once 2008 levee improvements are completed and FEMA maps 
updated.44  Improvements to the Dry Creek levee have not been funded or fully evaluated; the State 
evaluation is expected in 2009.  Hence, it is unknown whether development of the area between the 
City’s existing western SOI and Forty Mile Road is feasible.  Most of the area north of the Dry 
Creek floodway is projected to be outside the 100-year floodplain and likely developable.  Areas west 
of Forty Mile Road and northwest of Ostrom Road along SR-65 are located within floodplains. 

The MSR identified governance alternatives for neighboring fire protection service areas, 
including PBFPD, Olivehurst Public Utilities District (OPUD) and Linda Fire Protection District 
(LFPD).  Due to the existing JPA between PBFPD and the City, the MSR identified a governance 
option of aligning the PBFPD SOI with the City’s probable future boundary to promote logical 
boundaries.  The MSR also identified detachment of PBFPD territory north of Ostrom Road as an 
option to extend appropriate service levels to proposed and planned developments.  In considering 
the City’s SOI, consideration should also be given to appropriate fire protection providers’ SOIs. 

The City has committed its remaining wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) capacity to proposed 
development within its existing SOI, and needs additional capacity.  The City is considering use of a 
site on Dairy Road north of the existing SOI for a new WWTP.   

By contrast, OPUD presently has excess capacity at its WWTP which discharges treated effluent 
via the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal (WPIC).  The WPIC was constructed by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers to convey flood water to the Bear River.  Flows originate primarily in Reeds and 
Hutchinson Creeks and Best Slough, and also include agricultural runoff.  The 2008 MSR found that 
the adequacy of the WPIC channel to convey flood flows was not completely known, and 

                                                 
43 The source for the location of agricultural lands is the California Department of Conservation’s map entitled Yuba County Important 
Farmland, 2006. 

44 Yuba County MSR, Map B-88. 
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recommended it be reviewed in the 2013 MSR cycle.  In the interim, the City of Wheatland is an 
alternate service provider that plans to develop new treatment capacity with a point of discharge on 
the Bear River which does not discharge to the flood control channel.  Over time, wastewater 
collection systems degenerate due to tree roots, age and other events, and peak flows increase during 
rain events conveying a portion of flood waters through the wastewater collection system.   

The City’s ability to expand northward appears to be more feasible than OPUD or a potential 
third city to effectively extend urban services to the area between Ostrom Road and Best Slough.  
Reeds Creek, Hutchinson Creek, Kimball Slough and floodplain areas are located between the 
existing OPUD bounds and proposed development sites south of Ostrom Road.  OPUD is not 
presently authorized to provide drainage services other than ditch maintenance and is not presently 
in a position to provide all services that would be needed to develop the area; the County and/or 
RD 784 would be responsible for flood control and drainage improvements that would be needed to 
allow development in areas presently in the floodplain.  The feasibility and costs of OPUD 
essentially hopping over the floodplain areas to extend urban services to proposed development 
south of Ostrom Road is unknown at this time.  Although a third city could emerge in the future, 
the only existing analysis found that Olivehurst is not financially viable as a city at this time due to 
insufficient tax revenues and sales tax generating uses.  Hence, the notion of a third city serving the 
area between Ostrom Road and Best Slough does not appear probable at this time. 

OPUD opposes the City’s SOI extending northwest of Best Slough and has proposed that area 
be included in the OPUD SOI.45  It is arguable as to whether the City, OPUD or potentially a third 
city would ultimately serve the area north of Best Slough and south of Ostrom Road.   

An Area of Concern would allow the City to be notified and to comment upon proposed 
County development projects in the area south of Ostrom Road.   

                                                 
45 Correspondence from Olivehurst Public Utility District General Manager Timothy Shaw to Yuba LAFCO, Feb. 4, 2009. 
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Recommendation 

The City’s proposed SOI expansion cannot be processed without an SOI amendment.  The 
process would involve City-County SOI negotiations and would likely require an EIR as proposed 
developments are within the City-proposed SOI expansion area.   

The recommended SOI update for the City is the Bear River alternative (SOI option #3).  
Specifically, area A in Placer County and area B in Sutter County should be added to Wheatland’s 
SOI to signal that the County line is in the wrong location.  There is no proposed or planned 
development within the recommended SOI expansion area, indicating that it could potentially be 
processed with CEQA exemption or a negative declaration. 

The report recommends that LAFCO designate an Area of Concern—where the City would be 
notified of County development plans—in addition to the SOI update.  This report recommends 
that LAFCO adopt an AOC that extends north to Ostrom Road and west to 40 Mile Road.  Most of 
the recommended AOC is projected to be outside the floodplain and likely developable.   

The likelihood of the AOC (or portions of it) being upgraded in the future to an actual 
annexable SOI depends not only on the pace of growth in Wheatland but also on whether the City 
and County can agree on revenue-sharing and fiscal issues in the AOC.   LAFCO may wish to 
encourage the County and the City to discuss revenue-sharing and fiscal issues in the AOC to shed 
light on the feasibility of the area becoming part of the City’s actual SOI in the future.  LAFCO 
should include in the AOC designation policies requiring that Yuba County offer the City of 
Wheatland opportunities to collaborate and comment on development proposals within the AOC.   

The AOC would not be an SOI; in other words, the City would still have to apply for an SOI 
amendment to shift territory from the AOC into the City’s SOI prior to annexing additional 
territory.  As an AOC is not an actual SOI expansion, it does not actually change the SOI and 
appears to be exempt from CEQA review.  There would be additional steps involved besides 
designation of an AOC; such steps would include SOI adoption and annexation to which CEQA 
review would be tied. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The City bounds and SOI encompass a wide range of land use areas including residential, 
commercial, schools, open space, and limited agriculture.  Proposed developments within the City’s 
existing bounds include Almond Estates, Heritage Oaks East and West, and Jones Ranch.  These 
developments span 470 acres, and would add nearly 1,500 housing units to the City. 

Planned land uses within the existing SOI include the development areas of Johnson Rancho, 
Nichols Grove and Eagle Meadows.  The developments would add nearly 14,700 housing units on 
4,600 acres, including over 300 acres of non-residential development.  Currently these areas are 
zoned exclusive agricultural, with minimum 10-acre (AE-10) and 40-acre (AE-40) lots.   

Land within the recommended SOI outside of the existing SOI is primarily undeveloped.  
Present land uses include open pasture, rice farming, row and orchard crops, and rural housing.  The 
present County zoning designation of the area is exclusive agricultural with minimum 80-acre lots. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

The City of Wheatland population has grown from 2,224 as reported in the 2000 Census to 
3,510 in 2008.  Urban services are not provided outside City boundaries.  There is a probable need 
for urban services in the existing SOI where development projects are planned and proposed.   

There are no planned or proposed development projects within the recommended SOI 
expansion area, so the probable need for public facilities in the near future is limited.  Within the 
recommended Area of Concern, there are planned and proposed development projects, where there 
would be a need for public facilities if those projects are approved.   

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The City of Wheatland provides water, sewer, drainage, fire, emergency medical, law 
enforcement, street maintenance, park, and planning services.   

The City has managed to provide adequate service levels despite financial constraints, with some 
exceptions.  The City provides a fire service level of two paid staff manning three stations—the 
City’s fire station and two PBFPD stations—during daytime hours on week days when call 
firefighters are less abundant.  Property crime clearance rates could be improved.  Recreation 
services are not presently offered.  The City requires additional capital financing to meet wastewater 
regulatory standards, and had raised approximately 10 percent of funding for a new sewer treatment 
plant as of FY 07-08; funding progress since 2005 has been affected by the housing downturn.   

The City has substantial infrastructure needs to accommodate future growth.  Levees need to be 
improved to 200-year flood protection standards by 2015.  The wastewater plant lacks capacity to 
serve expansion.  The City requires additional capital financing to meet wastewater regulatory 
standards, and to fund a new sewer treatment plant.  Additional capital financing is needed for street 
improvements and to fund a highway bypass for the area.  The City has conducted extensive capital 
planning and imposed development fees and requirements to finance planned facility needs. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the boundary area, the community of interest is the residents of the City of Wheatland.  
This will eventually include the planned developments of Almond Estates, Heritage Oaks East and 
West, and Jones Ranch.  Within the existing SOI area outside of the City limits, communities of 
interest include the various planned and proposed development projects, including the Johnson 
Rancho, Nichols Grove and Eagle Meadows developments.  Within the recommended SOI 
expansion area, communities of interest include rural residences and farming operations. 
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C A M P  FA R  W E S T  I R R I G A T I O N  D I S T R I C T  

The Camp Far West Irrigation District (CFWID) distributes irrigation water to landowners west 
of the Camp Far West Reservoir in Yuba and Placer counties. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The District’s boundary lies within Yuba and Placer counties.  The District was formed in Placer 
County, and Placer County has historically been considered the principal county.  The majority of 
assessed value within CFWID is now within Yuba County, and Placer LAFCO is expected to 
transfer jurisdiction to Yuba LAFCO.  The eastern portion of the City of Wheatland SOI, including 
the Johnson Rancho area, and agricultural areas along the Bear River between SR 65 and the eastern 
boundary of the proposed Johnson Rancho development are within the District’s bounds.  The 
boundary area extends north to Spenceville Road, west to SR 65, east to the Camp Far West 
Reservoir, and south to Camp Far West Road in Placer County and beyond.   

There is no adopted SOI for the District. 

Service Area 

CFWID provides services within District bounds, and does not provide services outside its 
bounds.  The District serves approximately 3,500 acres of land in the District, and does not serve 
about 1,200 acres.  The unserved area was not identified geographically.  LAFCO may wish to gather 
additional information from the District regarding the unserved areas. 

Planning Area 

The District does not conduct formal planning efforts, and has no adopted master plan or 
capital improvement plan. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several water providers with boundaries that overlap the CFWID boundary.  Although 
CFWID overlaps YCWA, the District has its own water rights and is not a member unit of YCWA.  
Most of the Yuba County portion of the District lies within the City of Wheatland SOI.   

In Placer County, CFWID overlaps Placer County Water Agency (PCWA).  PCWA is a 
countywide agency that provides wholesale and retail water service, and electric power generation.  
However, the CFWID area is not within the PCWA water service area.   
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A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

CFWID did not propose an SOI for consideration by LAFCO.  The District reported 
uncertainty as to whether or not it would want a future SOI expansion or wish to serve non-
agricultural users in the future.46  The District indicated that it did not want to limit its options. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two potential options have been identified with respect to the CFWID SOI. 

Option #1:  Coterminous SOI 

Adoption of a coterminous SOI would signify that CFWID would probably not detach urban 
areas in the City of Wheatland SOI.  If CFWID surface water is needed in east Wheatland, this 
option would be logical.   

Option #2:  Future Agricultural Areas 

Adoption of an SOI that includes only the CFWID territory that will persist as agricultural areas 
signifies that the City of Wheatland SOI expansion area is expected to be detached from the District 
as it urbanizes, as shown on Figure 4-4. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

Sphere of influence options for special districts that are providing services to rural areas in the 
Wheatland vicinity may be affected by the SOI option that LAFCO chooses for the City of 
Wheatland.   

The City may wish in the future to purchase water from CFWID.  If so, the City may want to 
maximize its overlap with CFWID.  A coterminous SOI would allow for urban uses to benefit from 
CFWID water, and would not be growth-inducing and subject to CEQA review.   

It would be inconsistent for special districts providing rural services, or services that Wheatland 
is expected to provide, to have an overlapping SOI with the City.  In other words, if LAFCO 
expects Wheatland to serve the SOI expansion area, then it also expects that existing special districts 
would not serve that area.   

If LAFCO adopts the recommended City of Wheatland SOI alternative, it generally signifies that 
LAFCO expects the SOI expansion area to become urbanized and for Wheatland to deliver urban 
water services to the area.  The City presently provides water service through groundwater supplies.  
To the extent that groundwater supplies are adequate, a reduced SOI for CFWID would signal that 
CFWID territory will be detached as the City of Wheatland grows and annexes territory.  

  

                                                 
46 Interview with CFWID Director William Waggershauser, Nov. 29, 2007 
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As discussed above, CFWID overlaps the SOI of the City of Wheatland, and the City is already a 
provider of domestic water.  The typical practice with urbanization is for the existing domestic water 
supplier to provide domestic water for urban uses and the irrigation water provider to provide 
irrigation water for agricultural uses.  However, the City relies entirely on groundwater and CFWID 
relies on surface water.  As territory urbanizes, it is possible that there may not be adequate 
groundwater to support expanding urban uses and that surface water may continue to be needed in 
future urbanization areas.  It is possible that the irrigation water provider might supply surface water 
to the domestic water provider or directly.  Although irrigation districts may potentially be 
authorized to provide domestic water services, they would have to apply to LAFCO to have such 
latent powers authorized and would also have to apply for water rights permit changes for 
authorization.   

There is limited information on the adequacy of the groundwater basin to serve future urban 
growth in the Wheatland area.  The MSR recommended that such information be developed in the 
future.  Given that surface water may be needed, the most prudent action at this time is for LAFCO 
to allow continued overlap of the irrigation district with the urban area in the City of Wheatland’s 
SOI.   

Recommendation 

A coterminous SOI is recommended (SOI option #1).   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

Existing land uses within the District primarily includes farming and ranching operations.  
Farmers within the District mainly produce orchard crops and rice.  The unincorporated Yuba 
portion of the District is zoned as “exclusive agricultural zone,” with 40-acre and 10-acre minimum 
lots.  The unincorporated Placer portion of the District is zoned as agricultural with 20-acre 
minimum lots.  

Proposed land uses in the District include the 3,300-acre Johnson Rancho development, of 
which 1,241 acres are located in CFWID bounds.  About 9,200 residential units are anticipated.  The 
City has not yet designated specific land uses for the development site. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There is a present need for irrigation services, which are provided by the District.   

There is a probable need for water supplies throughout the District, including areas expected to 
urbanize in the future.  The largest water user in the District presently is the property where the 
Johnson Rancho development would be located; portions of the property are presently used for 
walnut farming.  As the development site plan has not been finalized, it is possible that certain 
irrigable areas would continue to be farmed and require surface water supplies.   

The District has not decided whether or not it wishes to detach urbanizing areas.  It is possible 
that the District might wish to retain urbanized areas, such as Johnson Rancho, and provide surface 
water to support such development. 
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Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

There are adequate water supplies within the area presently served by the District.  The District’s 
senior water rights exceed existing demand within its service area by 1-3,000 af annually.  However, 
the District does not serve its entire boundary area.   

CFWID appears to provide adequate irrigation services.  The District conveys water through 
earthen and concrete canals, and does not provide urban water service.   

Changes to the District’s water rights—purpose and possibly place of use—would be needed for 
the District to provide water for domestic purposes.  Additional infrastructure would be needed to 
convey the water to urban uses.  A water treatment facility would be needed by the City of 
Wheatland to accommodate surface water for domestic uses.  Improvements to the existing canals 
will likely be needed as well.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

The community of interest is agricultural producers in the area, including territory within the 
City of Wheatland’s SOI.    
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P L U M A S - B R O P H Y  F I R E  P R O T E C T I O N  D I S T R I C T  

The Plumas Brophy Fire Protection District (PBFPD) provides fire protection and emergency 
medical services. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The PBFPD boundary area extends north to Erle Road in the northwest and the southern 
boundary of Beale AFB in the northeast, west to the Western Pacific Railroad and SR 70 in the 
northwest, south to the Yuba-Sutter and Yuba-Placer county lines, and east to the Yuba-Nevada 
county line.  Most of the City of Wheatland is excluded from the District, although recent 
annexations remain within District bounds.    

The District’s SOI includes only a small portion of the boundary area—the eastern Camp Far 
West area and a parcel in the south of the City of Wheatland.  Most of the area within District 
bounds is not within the existing SOI, apparently due to an oversight when the SOI was originally 
adopted in 1986. 

Service Area 

Wheatland Fire Authority (WFA) provides first-in service to all areas within PBFPD and City of 
Wheatland bounds with three exceptions:  1) Linda FPD serves a triangular area just west of SR-70 
that is within PBFPD bounds through an automatic aid agreement, 2) OPUD serves the 
Summerfield subdivision within PBFPD bounds, and 3) Beale Air Force Base (AFB) serves the 
portion of PBFPD bounds that overlaps the AFB in the vicinity of the AFB “Wheatland Gate” on 
Spenceville Road .   

WFA provides mutual aid services outside its bounds.  Due to proximity, mutual aid is often 
provided outside of district bounds to OPUD and California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (CALFIRE) in Sheridan (Placer County). 

Planning Area 

The District does not conduct formal planning efforts.  The District has not adopted a mission 
statement, a strategic plan or a capital improvement plan.  The WFA conducts regular comparisons 
of itself with other districts of similar geographic size and population based on response times, 
training, age of equipment, staffing levels and finances.   

Overlapping Providers 

The City of Wheatland boundary overlaps the PBFPD boundary in the southeast of the City 
along Wheatland Road and in the southwest of the City along Malone Avenue.  The majority of the 
City of Wheatland existing SOI overlaps PBFPD bounds.  Historically, areas annexed to the City 
had been detached from PBFPD; however, 2006 City annexations were not detached from PBFPD.  
The City of Wheatland is an overlapping service provider, as the City and PBFPD both provide fire 
services; however, services are integrated and provided by Wheatland Fire Authority, which is a JPA 
formed by the two agencies.  Both agencies benefit financially from the arrangement. 
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PBFPD overlaps the OPUD fire service area to the northwest in the Summerfield subdivision.  
A recently urbanized subdivision, Summerfield was not detached from PBFPD in spite of being 
annexed in 2003 to OPUD, receiving fire protection service from OPUD, and paying fire 
assessments to OPUD.  Property taxes in this area continue to be allocated to PBFPD.  OPUD 
reported that it can respond more quickly to this area than PBFPD.   

OPUD did not explicitly propose a SOI for fire protection, as the District expressed opposition 
to the existing limited service SOI for fire services that was adopted by LAFCO in 1985.  OPUD’s 
proposed SOI is shown on Figure 4-14, and includes territory in the bounds of adjacent Linda FPD 
and PBFPD.  OPUD is precluded by its principal act from extending fire services into the bounds 
of a fire district without the other district’s consent.47   

Linda FPD serves a triangular area just west of SR-70 that is within PBFPD bounds through an 
automatic aid agreement.  Linda FPD staff proposed that this area be included within its SOI upon 
SOI update, as shown on Figure 4-12.   

The PBFPD boundary overlaps a small portion of Beale AFB, including a portion of Spenceville 
Road on the base.  The AFB provides its own fire and EMS services on the base. PBFPD does not 
serve territory located on the base, and does not receive property tax or assessment revenue from 
this overlap area. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

The District has proposed that its SOI be expanded to be coterminous with its boundary.  The 
District is opposed to an SOI that would signal territory would likely be detached from the District 
in the future.  However, PBFPD may be willing to consider consolidation of fire providers in South 
Yuba County through a LAFCO reorganization or a joint powers agency approach as a long-term 
option to enhance service levels and flexibility.48     

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the PBFPD SOI. 

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – Best Slough 

This SOI option includes within the PBFPD SOI all territory within the existing District bounds 
that lies within the recommended Wheatland SOI and a portion of the territory recommended for 
the City’s Area of Concern.  Specifically, this option would establish a SOI for the District extending 
north to the vicinity of Best Slough, and to the southern boundary of Beale AFB in the northeast.  
The eastern SOI boundary would include the Camp Far West community, and the southern 
boundary would follow the Bear River.  It includes territory between the existing County line and 
Bear River for consistency with the City of Wheatland recommended SOI; this area is outside the 
existing PBFPD bounds.  This option includes more territory (4,600 acres west of 40 Mile Road) 

                                                 
47 Public Utilities Code, §16463.5(b). 

48 Correspondence from PBFPD counsel Harriet Steiner to LAFCO consultant, Dec. 4, 2008. 
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than has been recommended for the City of Wheatland Area of Concern.  Due to the accessibility of 
its road network to existing PBFPD stations, the western portion of the District south of Plumas 
Arboga Road is included in this option; the area is located in a floodplain and is not likely to be 
developed in the foreseeable future.   

This alternative would signal that LAFCO anticipates that territory south of Best Slough would 
remain within District bounds.  Compared with the status quo, it would reduce the amount of 
territory where property owners or residents could potentially initiate detachment.  Only property 
owners or residents located north of Best Slough would be allowed to initiate detachment under this 
SOI option.   

Under this SOI option PBFPD could be reorganized into a subsidiary district of the City of 
Wheatland in the long-term once the City has annexed territory lying between Dry Creek and Best 
Slough.  Territory within City bounds and the recommended City of Wheatland SOI and a portion 
of the Area of Concern is contained within this SOI option.  This would be consistent with the 
requirement that no more than 30 percent of the land area in a subsidiary district may lie outside city 
bounds.   

Option #2:  SOI Expansion – WFA Service Area 

The second option is to adopt an SOI that aligns with the current WFA service area.  The 
service area includes certain areas outside District bounds, specifically most of the area within the 
City of Wheatland bounds.  It excludes certain areas within the PBFPD bounds where neighboring 
fire departments provide first-in service:   

1) Linda FPD provides first-in service to a triangular area just west of SR-70 through an 
automatic aid agreement. 

2) OPUD provides fire service and collects assessments in a small area in the Summerfield 
subdivision which had been annexed to OPUD in 2003, although the area remains in the 
PBFPD bounds and PBFPD receives property taxes there. 

3) Beale AFB provides fire and EMS service to the small portion of Beale AFB that lies within 
PBFPD bounds. 

This alternative would signal that LAFCO anticipates detaching PBFPD areas that are outside 
the WFA service area, and that LAFCO anticipates annexation of territory in the City of Wheatland 
to the fire district might occur in the future. 

Option #3:  SOI Expansion – Coterminous SOI 

Adopting an SOI that is coterminous with the existing boundary would signify that LAFCO 
does not anticipate that any territory will be annexed to or detached from the District.  As proposed 
by the District, this SOI alternative would exclude from the PBFPD SOI areas within the City of 
Wheatland that are not within District bounds.  It would include territory on Beale AFB that lies 
outside the PBFPD service area. 
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S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

These SOI options appear to be exempt from environmental review.  Fire protection services 
are needed in both rural and urban areas, and none of the options appears to be growth-inducing.  
Only the Option #1 involves expanding the SOI beyond the existing District bounds, in this case to 
include territory between the county line and the present course of the Bear River.  Hence, it 
appears that any of these options could be processed by LAFCO as an SOI update.   

PBFPD serves rural areas in the Wheatland vicinity through a JPA with the City of Wheatland 
(i.e., WFA) that serves both the City of Wheatland and PBFPD.  As a result, PBFPD SOI options 
are affected significantly by the SOI option that LAFCO chooses for the City of Wheatland.  The 
City has proposed an SOI that would encompass much, but not all, of the PBFPD boundary area.  
As the City of Wheatland annexes additional territory in PBFPD, it faces two approaches for doing 
so without negative fiscal implications:  1)  the City and County negotiate fiscal terms whereby 
PBFPD property taxes and Prop. 172 funds are transferred to the City upon annexation of PBFPD 
territory, thus enabling the territory to be detached from PBFPD, or 2) allow PBFPD to remain a 
financial conduit and allow the City and PBFPD bounds to overlap.  Under the second approach, 
LAFCO could reorganize PBFPD into a subsidiary district of the City once the City of Wheatland 
has annexed at least 70 percent of the PBFPD boundary area, and transfer associated revenues to 
the subsidiary district.  In the long-term, once the City’s bounds compose the entire PBFPD 
territory, such a subsidiary district could be dissolved and merged into the City of Wheatland, 
provided that associated revenues are transferred to the City.   In other words, it appears desirable 
for LAFCO to allow the City and PBFPD to overlap unless and until the City and County negotiate 
fire-related financial terms for future annexations.   

The eventual reorganization of Plumas Brophy FPD into a subsidiary district of the City of 
Wheatland would help ensure that PBFPD is not left with a small, inefficient boundary area after 
future urbanization of the area.   

The northwestern portion of Plumas-Brophy FPD contains several proposed residential 
developments and economic development sites.  The affected developers and particularly future 
residents in this area are expected to prefer the response times and staffing resources offered by an 
established urban fire provider with stations manned 24 hours a day.  These areas are located closer 
to Linda FPD and OPUD stations than to WFA stations.  There is limited proposed development 
between Wheatland’s current SOI and Best Slough, indicating that extension of urban fire service 
levels to the area between Best Slough and Erle Road is more likely to be achieved from Linda FPD 
or OPUD.  In addition, the PBFPD boundary extends north to Erle Road, bisecting proposed urban 
developments.  Although PBFPD has proposed to serve this area from a future joint use facility 
shared with Linda FPD, such an arrangement would not appear to promote operational efficiencies 
or accountability for community service needs.  The MSR had identified detachment of such areas as 
a government structure option. 

This report recommends that the City of Wheatland SOI be expanded to include territory 
between the county line and the centerline of the Bear River.  For consistency, that area was 
included in SOI Option 1.  In addition, this report recommends that an Area of Concern (AOC) for 
the City be established extending north to Ostrom Road and west to 40 Mile Road.  The AOC 
represents an area where County development plans would affect the City.  It is not recommended 
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to be officially placed in the City’s SOI at this time; however, the City has indicated that it plans to 
apply for an SOI amendment with LAFCO.   

The AOC includes territory between Dry Creek and Best Slough that is presently used mostly 
for agricultural purposes; there were no proposed or planned developments identified by the MSR in 
this area, with the exception of the southernmost portion of the proposed Feather Creek project 
(see Map B-91 in the MSR).  There was no opposition voiced by affected agencies to the City’s SOI 
extending to Best Slough.  OPUD opposes the City’s SOI extending northwest of Best Slough and 
has proposed that area be included in the OPUD SOI.49  At this time, it appears probable that the 
area may be added to the City’s SOI in the future, and that the area may eventually be annexed to 
the City.  Hence, it is reasonable to expand the PBFPD SOI to include the area at this time, given 
that PBFPD and the City operate a fire department jointly. 

In the area northwest of Best Slough and south of Ostrom Road, there are proposed and 
planned development projects, including the Sports and Entertainment Zone, Magnolia Ranch and 
Feather Creek.  This area was included in the City of Wheatland recommended AOC.  The City of 
Wheatland would be unable to annex territory north of Best Slough until it has annexed territory 
south of Best Slough due to contiguity requirements.  As LAFCO generally discourages urban 
sprawl and leapfrog development, it is improbable that the City would annex territory north of Best 
Slough prior to development occurring in the territory between Best Slough and Dry Creek.  As 
development has been planned or proposed north of Best Slough but not yet in the territory 
between Best Slough and Dry Creek, it does not appear to be likely that the City would annex 
territory north of Best Slough in the foreseeable future but it is possible.  Given that PBFPD and 
the City operate a fire department jointly, the authors conclude that the PBFPD SOI should exclude 
developable areas unless it appears probable that the City of Wheatland will eventually become the 
urban service provider to such areas.  For this reason, the authors recommend that the PBFPD SOI 
not be expanded to include territory northwest of Best Slough at this time. 

Consolidation/Collaboration 

Another governance option identified in the MSR is consolidation of south Yuba fire providers.  
Consolidation of fire providers could potentially offer greater efficiency, professionalism and 
enhanced public safety through increased service levels.  The present organization of Linda FPD, 
OPUD and Plumas-Brophy FPD is not well-oriented toward serving the area as it urbanizes in the 
future.  The Linda FPD service area has evolved over the years to become an inverted L-shaped 
area, which is not an efficient design for fire service provision.  The OPUD fire service area is 
compact and urban, which makes it easy to serve, but the location of the OPUD service area 
contributes to the inefficiency of the Linda FPD service area.  The Plumas-Brophy FPD service area 
may be logical for serving existing rural development; however, the mostly on-call district is not a 
logical service provider to new growth areas situated adjacent to Linda FPD and OPUD.  Plumas-
Brophy FPD extends so far to the north (on its west side) that it also contributes to the inefficiency 
of the Linda FPD service area.   

                                                 
49 Correspondence from Olivehurst Public Utility District General Manager Timothy Shaw to Yuba LAFCO, Feb. 4, 2009. 
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Since the MSR was adopted, local policymakers have discussed the idea further.  Scoping out 
compatibility among providers for consolidation or perhaps enhanced collaboration appears to be of 
interest to at least some local leaders.    

Compatibility among providers for consolidation or enhanced collaboration relates strongly to 
financial compatibility, but also to other factors, such as density, service levels, and compensation.  
The districts formed prior to Prop. 13 passage in 1978 have more in common financially.  Linda 
FPD, OPUD, and PBFPD each receive a substantial share of property taxes and Prop. 172 funds.  
Linda FPD and OPUD both receive relatively high shares of property tax revenues.  Linda relies 
more heavily on CSA assessment pass-through revenue, whereas OPUD relies more on direct 
assessments. The cities of Marysville and Wheatland rely primarily on their general funds, although 
Wheatland also receives assessment revenue.  Property tax revenue shares are lower in PBFPD, 
District 10-Hallwood CSD and Loma Rica-Browns Valley, although these districts levy assessments 
that help offset the lower property tax shares, as indicated by taxes and assessments per capita 
shown in Table 4-2.    

Table 4-2: Yuba Fire District Estimated Property Taxes and Assessments, FY 08-09 

Linda FPD, OPUD and Marysville have the highest densities among the fire providers, which 
helps these providers finance higher service levels.   

One approach to collaboration is to consolidate dispatch among providers with urban service 
levels and acquire technology to facilitate cross-border dispatching of the closest available resource.  
Such an approach has worked to differing degree in other counties, such as Contra Costa and 
Orange, to boost service levels and reduce response times.  However, incompatibilities among 
districts can lead to instability in such collaborative approaches when a fire department contributes 

Fire District Parcels
Per $1,000 

in AV
Per sq. 

mi. Per capita

Linda FPD 9,919         $1,716,541,896 $1,403,703 8.3% $43,615 $391,535 $1.07 $42,176 $82
Olivehurst PUD7 NA $493,956,425 $578,002 11.9% $157,995 $25,590 $1.54 $185,753 $77
Plumas Brophy FPD8 1,412         $478,478,184 $126,064 2.7% $57,536 $0 $0.38 $2,292 $73
Smartville FPD 887           $162,910,774 $24,345 1.5% $30,150 $0 $0.33 $763 $26
Camptonville CSD9 716           $61,041,479 $1,557 0.3% $40,114 $0 $0.68 $739 $64
District 10 Hallwood CSD 1,186         $337,786,446 $8,564 0.3% $136,581 $0 $0.43 $2,419 $76
Dobbins Oregon House FPD 1,844         $268,122,065 $11,853 0.4% $80,433 $0 $0.34 $1,318 $41
Foothill Fire 319           $16,840,966 $6,342 3.8% $104,416 $0 $6.58 $1,045 $56
Loma Rica BV CSD 3,109         $608,919,193 $4,381 0.1% $284,972 $0 $0.48 $2,953 $70

Notes:

(3)  Property tax share is the portion of the one percent property tax received by the agency within its bounds.

(4)  Direct assessments exclude pass-throughs, such as Yuba-Sutter Disposal, and assessments financing capital facilities.

(6)  Taxes and assessment ratios include property taxes, direct assessments, and estimated CSA assessment pass-through revenues.

(8)  Wheatland Fire Authority assessment revenue was allocated to Plumas-Brophy FPD and City of Wheatland based on the authors' estimates.  

Taxes and assessments

(1)  Assessed value as of Jan. 1, 2008 excludes downward assessments processed since that date.  The source report is AUD70-2360-100

(2)  Property tax reflects the calculations based on Jan. 1, 2008 values as well as ERAF and redevelopment deductions, but does not reflect deductions for property tax administrative costs, 
VLF and sales tax.

(5)  CSA Assessment pass-through revenue reflects estimated revenues passed through to local agency from CSAs 52, 66, 69 and 70.  Estimates are based on the agency's FY 07-08 share and 
FY 08-09 total revenues.

Source:  Burr Consulting calculations from Yuba County Auditor-Controller data on assessed value, property taxes and assessments, Yuba County Community Development data on CSA pass-
through shares, and from 2007 Countywide MSR data on population and land area.

Assessed Value 

Total1

Direct 
Assess-

ments4

CSA Assess-
ment Pass-

thru5

(7)  OPUD provides fire protection services financed from property taxes and assessments, park services financed from assessments, in addition to water and sewer services financed from 
utility rates.  OPUD's fire service area consists of 4 of the 9 square miles in district bounds.  This table includes the portion of assessed value within the OPUD fire service area, and the 
portion of CSA assessment pass-throughs (5% of funds) for fire protection.

Property 
Tax

Property 
Tax 

Share3

(9)  Camptonville CSD provides fire protection and cemetery services financed from property taxes; assessments fund fire protection; utility rates (not shown here) fund water services.
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more than it receives, or vice versa.  Hence, the importance of relatively comparable financing and 
densities.  Linda FPD, OPUD and PBFPD each rely on the Sheriff for dispatch notification and 
have interoperable communication systems, some of the ingredients that would allow them to 
collaborate in responding to incidents across boundaries.  However, there would be additional 
financing needs for technology improvements to accommodate cross-boundary response.  
Marysville relies on its own dispatch system, which operates on a different frequency.  As a result, 
there are technological and financing challenges associated with collaborative response.   

In terms of joint training among the fire providers, there are opportunities for improvements in 
joint training to standardize skills and develop the ability of the various fire providers to collaborate. 
There were regional opportunities for joint training among LFPD, OPUD and PBFPD once every 
1-2 months in 2008, although differing staff schedules presented a challenge to joint training.   

While this report offers some information relating to compatibilities among the districts and the 
MSR also contained various comparative financial and service indicators, there are many details and 
nuances that could be explored in greater depth by the fire chiefs, the County Office of Emergency 
Services, and the County Sheriff to determine how and when collaboration or consolidation could 
improve efficiency and service levels.  LAFCO could promote enhanced collaboration and 
consolidation discussions among compatible fire providers through the SOI update process.   

PBFPD stated that it would participate in discussions with other fire providers, but opposes 
consolidation due to concerns about retaining local control over service levels, the costs of planning 
and implementing consolidation, alleges there would be no cost savings, alleges that consolidation 
would reduce WFA revenues, and reports that it lacks the financial ability to expand its 
infrastructure at this time, 50  but has not provided specifics or substantiation to date.  OPUD 
reported that it would consider a proposal for consolidation to enhance public safety should OPUD 
be able to retain its independent nature and accountability to constituents by overseeing the 
consolidation, and if it could ensure continued low ISO ratings and retention of firefighting 
resources for the Olivehurst area.  The District has voiced its willingness to conduct inter-district 
discussions focused on the optimal service configuration and evaluation of consolidation.  The 
District staff is concerned that consolidation would reduce service levels in Olivehurst, as well as 
fiscal and practical obstacles inhibiting consolidation, 51  but has not provided specifics or 
substantiation to date. The LFPD board has not formally considered consolidation, but staff 
emphasized the need to ensure adequate funding for a consolidated fire provider, due to differences 
in property tax allocation among the jurisdictions.   

Recommendation 

This report recommends that LAFCO adopt provisional SOIs for the more compatible fire 
districts—PBFPD, OPUD and LFPD at this time—in order to promote incentives for the fire 
departments to timely and earnestly improve collaboration and further explore consolidation 
opportunities.  The provisional SOIs would exclude territory in future growth areas that is not 
presently in any of the three fire districts’ SOIs.   The recommendation is for LAFCO to establish 
concrete objectives associated with the provisional SOIs in order to ensure that the districts devote 
                                                 
50 Correspondence from PBFPD Counsel Harriet Steiner to Yuba LAFCO consultant, March 9, 2009. 

51 Correspondence from OPUD General Manager Timothy Shaw to Yuba LAFCO, dated Feb. 4, 2009 and received March 2009. 
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substantive and timely effort to improved collaboration and consolidation discussions.  LAFCO 
would ask the districts to report on their progress after a six-month period (from the date of actual 
SOI update), and submit a report along with their collective or individual proposals after a nine-
month period.  LAFCO would then have a three-month period to update the SOIs; that time period 
could be extended for practical reasons.  At the end of the 12-month period, LAFCO would pre-
arrange for the provisional SOIs to revert to zero SOIs.  Once the SOIs revert to Zero SOIs, 
detachments, dissolution or consolidation of the various districts could be initiated, although 
LAFCO could choose to update those SOIs as it wishes before or when they should revert to zero 
SOIs.  If and when detachment, consolidation or dissolution of PBFPD is initiated, there are a 
number of procedural steps that must be followed as discussed in Chapter 2 and detailed in the 
CKH Act.   

The County is a key player in such discussions due to the Sheriff’s role in dispatch, the County’s 
role in coordinating emergency services, the County’s ability to adjust CSA assessment pass-
throughs or other funding sources, and the County’s interest in optimizing service levels for planned 
development.  The County would also share incentives with the three fire districts to forge 
collaboration and consider consolidation in order to promote its own planning objectives for the 
area (generally between Erle and Ostrom Roads) which would not be assigned to any of the three 
districts’ provisional SOIs.   

The recommended provisional SOI for PBFPD is to expand the SOI to include the portion of 
the PBFPD boundary area south of Best Slough (SOI Option #1) and to include the areas lying 
between the county line and the center line of the Bear River (areas A and B on Figure 4-5).  Such 
an SOI is consistent with a long-term vision of the district as a subsidiary district of the City of 
Wheatland (SOI option #1) or possibly merged with the City of Wheatland.  The PBFPD fire 
station location, staffing configuration, service level, and density/financing are not consistent with 
serving planned urban development along SR 65 and in the vicinity of Ostrom and Erle Roads (e.g., 
Sports and Entertainment Zone, Rancho Road Industrial Park, Research and Development Park, 
Chippewa, Woodbury, etc.).   

If LAFCO wishes not to adopt provisional SOIs, the consultant would recommend that 
LAFCO expand the LFPD SOI to include the northwest PBFPD boundary area and the OPUD fire 
service area.  Such an SOI alternative would allow detachments to be initiated immediately after SOI 
update. 
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If LAFCO should decide to retain the provisional SOI for PBFPD in the long-term, that would 
signal that consolidation appears to be infeasible and the next-best policy option is the subsidiary 
district model along with detachment of growth areas north of Best Slough.  Once the City of 
Wheatland annexes at least 70 percent of the land area within PBFPD, formation of a subsidiary 
district may be initiated and processed.  The City would be obligated to serve areas outside its 
bounds that lie within the subsidiary district.  LAFCO could choose to dissolve the subsidiary 
district and merge it with the City of Wheatland at build-out in order to streamline the governmental 
structure.   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The boundary area includes a wide range of land use areas including residential, commercial, 
schools, open space, and agriculture.  The majority of the District is zoned by Yuba County as 
exclusive agricultural, with minimum 80-acre (AE-80), 40-acre (AE-40) and 10-acre (AE-10) lots.  
Urban uses are located in the City of Wheatland.   

Planned land uses within the recommended SOI include the development areas of Johnson 
Rancho, Nichols Grove and Eagle Meadows.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There is a present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.  The area 
already receives fire and EMS services. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The District presently has the capacity to serve the recommended SOI, and is already serving the 
area.  The District presently lacks facilities to serve planned urban developments in the vicinity of 
Ostrom Road outside the recommended SOI.  And the District reported financial strains preclude 
significant changes to the fire infrastructure at this time.  At this time, it appears that an urban 
provider would be a more compatible provider for serving developments in that area.  However, 
that will be re-evaluated upon expiration of the provisional SOI. 

PBFPD is an appropriate service provider for rural areas. Response times are adequate for a 
suburban area based on state guidelines.  The District offers partially staffed service during weekdays 
and on-call service in the evenings and on weekends.  Allowing PBFPD to overlap the City of 
Wheatland’s future growth areas would help promote adequate financing of service levels to these 
areas. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Communities of interest within the boundary area include the City of Wheatland and the Camp 
Far West community.  Also partially located within the boundary area is the Spenceville Wildlife 
Recreation Area, operated by the California Department of Fish and Game.  Other communities of 
interest include the numerous planned and proposed development projects in the area. 



SPHERE OF INFLUENCE OPTIONS:  YUBA COUNTY  

PREPARED FOR YUBA LAFCO 72 

R E C L A M A T I O N  D I S T R I C T  8 1 7  

Reclamation District 817 provides levee maintenance and internal drainage services to an 
agricultural area southwest of Wheatland. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

RD 817 was formed in 1910 to maintain the northern Bear River levee between the Dry Creek 
confluence and the RD 2103 boundary.  RD 817 provides levee maintenance and internal drainage 
services.   

The boundary area extends north to the Dry Creek southern levee, west to the Bear River and 
Dry Creek confluence, south to the Bear River northern levee, and east to the Oakley Lane vicinity.   

The eastern boundary along the Bear River Levee is about 0.7 miles west of Oakley Lane, and 
along the Dry Creek Levee is about .65 miles west of Oakley Lane.  Some territory north of Dry 
Creek is included within the bounds, although only portions of that territory are protected by the 
levee and lie within the 100-year floodplain. 

The District’s SOI is coterminous with its boundary.  The existing SOI signifies that no territory 
is expected to be annexed to or detached from the District, and that the District is expected to 
continue to exist.   

Service Area 

RD 817 provides services within its boundary area, and to a portion of the Dry Creek levee just 
northeast of the District boundary. 

Planning Area 

The District does not conduct formal planning, and has no master plan describing District 
facilities.  The City of Wheatland has conducted some analysis of flood improvement needs in the 
area through its most recent General Plan update. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the RD 817 or existing SOI, 
however, none provide levee maintenance.  There are two adjacent levee districts responsible for 
maintaining levee segments adjacent to those maintained by RD 817; however, these districts do not 
overlap RD 817. 

1) The RD 2103 boundary and SOI abut RD 817 to the east.  RD 2103 is responsible for 
maintaining segments of the north Bear River and south Dry Creek levees that are located 
adjacent to RD 817.  RD 817 and 2103 serve within the same hydrological area.  The benefit 
areas of RD 817 and 2103 overlap due to ponding effects. 

2) RD 784 is located immediately to the west.  RD 784 is responsible for maintaining segments 
of the north Dry Creek levee that is located immediately west of the levees maintained by 
RD 817. 
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RD 817 overlaps a small western portion of the City of Wheatland.  The City of Wheatland is 
responsible for internal drainage, which is also a District responsibility. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

The District proposed an SOI change to add a portion of land south of the Dry Creek levee in 
the northeast of the District (just west of Oakley Lane), which is currently not in bounds.  The 
District is responsible for maintaining the levee in this area, and the affected property owner 
presently pays assessments to the District. 

In addition, a District board member believes the District would prefer not to serve the area 
north of Dry Creek.  A portion of the area north of Dry Creek that lies within District bounds is 
outside the floodplain.  Furthermore, the District reports that the revenues generated north of Dry 
Creek do not compensate for the costs of maintenance of the north Dry Creek levee at state and 
federal standards. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Four potential options have been identified with respect to the RD 817 SOI.  The options are 
shown on Figure 4-7. 

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – Oakley Lane 

This SOI option would signal that LAFCO anticipates that RD 817 would annex the portion of 
the southern Dry Creek levee (adjacent to Oakley Lane) where the District is providing service, and 
would continue to provide levee maintenance service to the remainder of the boundary area.   

Option #2  SOI Reduction — Areas Outside Benefit Area 

Reduce SOI to exclude areas outside the benefit area for the levees maintained by the District.  
The urban remainder of the District south of Dry Creek lies within the 200-year floodplain and 
receives protection from the levee, and remains within the SOI and benefit area.  This SOI option 
would remove some territory north of Dry Creek that lies outside the 100-year flood plain (the 
relevant standard outside an urban area).  This SOI option would signify that LAFCO anticipates 
detachment of such areas.   

Option #3  SOI Reduction — Area North of  Dry Creek 

Reduce SOI to exclude areas north of Dry Creek that are not hydrologically connected to the 
District’s primary area of responsibility.  This SOI option would signify that LAFCO anticipates 
detachment of areas north of Dry Creek.   
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Option #4:  Zero SOI 

A zero SOI would signify that LAFCO anticipates that the district would be dissolved and its 
functions provided by another service provider, such as RD 2103. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

LAFCO could process any of the SOI options as an SOI update, as none of the proposals 
appear to be growth-inducing.  Levee maintenance and internal drainage services are needed in both 
rural and urban areas, and none of the SOI options extend beyond the District’s existing bounds and 
service area. 

The District is presently serving the southern Dry Creek levee segment east of the District’s 
eastern boundary (marked area A on Figure 4-7), and is required by the Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board (CVFPB) to maintain that levee segment.  This area is outside bounds by virtue of 
an error; an original title check from the 1930s had presumed it was in bounds but LAFCO found 
no evidence that annexation of the area had ever been processed.   

The area north of Dry Creek is hydrologically distinct from RD 817’s primary area of 
responsibility.  Similarly, RD 784 project levees east of the WPIC are hydrologically distinct from its 
primary area of responsibility.52  Both districts report that existing revenues generated in these areas 
do not cover the costs of maintaining the levees to state and federal standards.  More logical policy 
options for both the RD 817 area north of Dry Creek and the RD 784 area east of the WPIC and 
south of Best Slough are:  1) to form a new reclamation district covering these areas if property 
owners value the benefits of these levees, or 2) for the project levees in this area to be 
deauthorized.53  Clearly, these areas should not be included in RD 817 or 784.  It appears unlikely 
that the economic benefit of levee protection at project standards warrants the costs.  It is unknown 
whether affected property owners would prefer that a new reclamation district be formed or the 
levees deauthorized.   Given that public opinion is not known, it appears to be premature for 
LAFCO to remove these areas from the SOIs of the respective districts.  However, it is 
unreasonable for the districts to subsidize levee maintenance in these areas.  Therefore, the 
consultant recommends that LAFCO encourage RD 817 and RD 784 to confer on the pros and 
cons of deauthorization.  LAFCO may also wish to consider this issue at the SOI update hearing to 
offer an opportunity to gauge public opinion among the property owners in the affected area. 

The District bounds were developed many years ago as an approximation of the benefit area.  At 
that time, the philosophy was that only properties thought to be in the floodplain benefited from 
levee protection.  The existing bounds are not consistent with modern definitions of the benefit 
area, as discussed above.  Moreover, the philosophy underlying the District’s bounds may also be 
out of date.   Some consider lands outside the floodplain to benefit from flood protection due to the 
value to the landowner of access to neighboring amenities and evacuation routes that are within the 

                                                 
52 “Project levees” are Sacramento River Flood Control Project levees. 

53 Deauthorization of project levees would require an act of Congress.  The next opportunity would be through amendments to the 
Water Resources Development Act, which are anticipated to occur next in 2009.  The process would require a study that 
demonstrates that these levees should not be project levees and that the affected property owners concur. 
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floodplain; also lands outside the floodplain contribute drainage that impacts the properties in the 
floodplain.  For example, the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) formed an 
assessment district in 2007 that includes lands outside the floodplain; its philosophy was that those 
lands should be assessed because they produce runoff and also benefit from flood protection 
offered to adjacent lands.   

Although the existing SOI is a poor approximation of the benefit area, it would be premature for 
LAFCO to reduce the RD 817 SOI to match the benefit area.  A cohesive philosophy for future 
levee assessments in the Wheatland area should be developed by RD 817, RD 2103 and the City of 
Wheatland.  LAFCO should not restrict the Districts’ ability to modernize their assessment 
approaches at this time.  In updating the SOIs of RD 817 and RD 2103, LAFCO may wish to 
establish policies encouraging the districts to give serious consideration to assessment philosophies 
for these areas prior to the 2014 SOI update cycle.  In addition, geo-technical evaluation of these 
rural levees is planned by the State in 2009 or 2010, and update of the floodplain maps in this area is 
planned by FEMA by 2009.  Hence, there will be better information available in the 2014 SOI 
update cycle to finetune the SOI to reflect the actual benefit area if LAFCO should conclude that is 
the appropriate philosophical approach to reclamation district SOIs in the Wheatland area.   

RD 817, which is operated by farmers, maintains levees and provides internal drainage within 
the recommended City of Wheatland SOI planning area.  Once annexed to the City, this area would 
require 200-year urban flood protection and related financing would be arranged by the City.  As 
part of the City of Wheatland, it would need to provide urban service levels with dedicated staff with 
related assessment increases.  

Reclamation district consolidation is a government structure option identified in the MSR.  
However, consolidation is unlikely to occur in the foreseeable future due to differing service level 
and financing needs between RD 817 and adjacent districts.  RD 2103 and RD 784 maintain 
adjacent segments of levees along the Bear River and Dry Creek.  The districts generally provide 
adequate service, although RD 817 maintenance was rated unacceptable in 2007.  RD 817 and, to a 
lesser degree RD 2103, are run in a low-cost fashion by rural interests without staff.  Wheatland is 
rapidly urbanizing with proposed and planned developments covering its existing sphere of 
influence, which overlaps RD 817.  The City is expected to annex substantial territory in the next 20 
years as adjacent areas urbanize.  As urban development expands, the need for a greater level of 
flood protection and professionally managed service providers increases.  The City of Wheatland is 
an unlikely service provider; due to the liability associated with levee maintenance responsibilities, 
cities and counties are unlikely to accept responsibility by becoming successor agencies.  

An obstacle to consolidation is the rural, agricultural preference for lower assessments and 
service levels and the urban need for professionally staffed entities and higher service levels.  RD 
2103 encompasses the City of Wheatland; farmers in the District have been selling options to 
developers and the area will potentially urbanize.  RD 817 remains agricultural, and takes a lower-
cost approach to levee maintenance.  The districts do not share the same goals in terms of flood 
protection levels.  Although the districts do collaborate, it does not appear that RD 817 would 
welcome consolidation, particularly if it means assessment increases.  A successful consolidation 
approach would likely need to develop assessment financing that would allow agricultural uses to 
pay based on need and benefit.   
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Recommendation 

The recommended SOI update for RD 817 is to expand the SOI in the northeast to include the 
southern Dry Creek levee adjacent to Oakley Lane (SOI option #1).   

It is recommended that LAFCO acknowledge that the RD 817 boundary and SOI area north of 
Dry Creek is hydrologically distinct from the preponderance of the district, and encourage RD 817 
and 784 to confer on the costs and benefits of deauthorization of project levees serving the 
floodplain area east of the WPIC, south of Best Slough and north of Dry Creek.  LAFCO may wish 
to consider this issue as part of the SOI update in order to provide an opportunity to gauge public 
opinion in the affected area as to whether project levee deauthorization or formation of a new 
reclamation district would be preferred. 

Further, it is recommended that LAFCO adopt policies that encourage RD 817, RD 2103 and 
the City of Wheatland to develop a cohesive philosophy regarding future assessments prior to the 
2014 SOI update cycle so that LAFCO may adjust the RD 817 and 2103 SOIs to be consistent with 
the long-term approach to financing levee maintenance in this area. 

LAFCO may also wish to require that the City of Wheatland accept exclusive responsibility for 
internal drainage within its bounds, and clarify that RD 817 is only responsible for internal drainage 
in the portion of its boundary area outside the City of Wheatland.  Such a policy would eliminate the 
overlapping provision of internal drainage services. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

RD 817 is a primarily agricultural area with walnut, almond, pear and rice farming operations, 
and residents.  The District is zoned in unincorporated areas as exclusive agricultural, with minimum 
80-acre and 40-acre lots.  Business activity in the District includes farming operations and a 
hardware store.  There were approximately 96 residents in the District in 2000.   

The western portion of the planned Jones Ranch development in the City of Wheatland is 
located within the bounds of the District.  Jones Ranch, by Lakemont Communities, is a 194-acre 
development area annexed to the southwest of the City of Wheatland, south of Wheatland Road.  
The plan for development includes over 550 residential units and two acres of neighborhood 
commercial area.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

Most of the RD 817 boundary area lies within a 100-year floodplain, although some of the 
territory north of Dry Creek is in a 500-year floodplain.    

The District has not experienced significant growth, although adjacent areas east of the District 
have experienced recent growth and urban development.   

Within the District, future urban growth is constrained by flood conditions and infrastructure as 
well as the distance from existing infrastructure; however, there is long-term potential for 
development and growth within the District’s bounds. 



SPHERE OF INFLUENCE OPTIONS:  YUBA COUNTY  

PREPARED FOR YUBA LAFCO 78 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The District maintains 9.2 miles of Sacramento River Flood Control Project levees, 3.9 miles of 
which are along the north (right) bank of the Bear River, 3.8 miles along the south (left) bank of Dry 
Creek, and 1.5 miles along the north (right) bank of Dry Creek.   

A ¾ mile segment of the Bear River levee needs to be replaced and possibly relocated because it 
is built on sand and swirling almost caused a break.  The Bear River levee has geotechnical 
deficiencies, erosion damage and vegetation issues.  The Dry Creek levee has freeboard and 
geotechnical deficiencies, and needs to be raised by approximately three feet.  The District 
participates in the Wheatland area levee rehabilitation project, although formal joint financing 
arrangements have not yet been made.  The third phase of this project is expected to address 
deficiencies on RD 817 levees, although that phase is not presently funded.   DWR levee borings 
will be conducted in rural areas in 2008 or 2009.  That information will help engineers develop more 
detailed alternatives for RD 817. 

The reclamation districts reported that flooding in the RD 817 area would affect upstream areas 
in the existing City of Wheatland SOI.  Although anticipated, RD 817 has no formalized joint 
funding arrangement with the City of Wheatland.  A formalized arrangement would likely involve 
the City collecting development impact fees to fund the project and potentially Community Facilities 
District revenues to fund future maintenance operations.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Communities of interest include rural residents west of the City along Wheatland Road and 
Forty Mile Road, and the planned Jones Ranch development in the westernmost portion of the City 
of Wheatland.    
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R E C L A M A T I O N  D I S T R I C T  2 1 0 3  

Reclamation District 2103 maintains the northern Bear River and southern Dry Creek levees in 
the Wheatland area. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

Reclamation District (RD) 2103 was formed in 1964 to maintain five miles of the northern Bear 
River levee and 4.75 miles of the southern Dry Creek levee in the Wheatland area.  The RD 2103 
boundary area extends north to the Dry Creek southern levee, west to Oakley Lane (with the 
southwest corner extending about 0.7 miles west of Oakley Lane), south to the Bear River northern 
levee, and east to the vicinity of the historic Johnson Rancho.  The City of Wheatland and much of 
the City’s SOI area are within the bounds of RD 2103.   

The District’s SOI is coterminous with its boundary.  The existing SOI signifies that no territory 
is expected to be annexed to or detached from the District, and that the District is expected to 
continue to exist.   

Service Area 

RD 2103 provides services within its boundary area, and does not provide services outside 
bounds.  The District’s benefit area—the area within the 200-year floodplain receiving protection 
from the levee—is depicted on Figure 4-8 (SOI option #2) 

Planning Area 

The District’s planning efforts are generally informal.  The District does not have a master plan 
or capital improvement plan.  Its engineers have evaluated Bear River levee infrastructure needs and 
levee rehabilitation design.  The District retains engineering firms as needed for identification, design 
and feasibility assessment of contemplated improvements within District bounds.  The City of 
Wheatland has conducted some analysis of flood improvement needs in the area through its most 
recent General Plan update. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the RD 2103 or existing SOI, 
however, none provide levee maintenance.  The RD 817 boundary and SOI abut RD 2103 to the 
west.   

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

RD 2103 did not propose a change to its SOI.  The existing SOI is coterminous with RD 2103 
boundaries. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Four potential options have been identified with respect to the RD 2103 SOI.   
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Option #1:  Retain Existing Coterminous SOI 

Retaining the existing coterminous SOI signifies that LAFCO does not anticipate any territory to 
be annexed to or detached from the District, and that the District is expected to continue to exist.  

Option #2:  Reduce SOI to Match Benefit Area 

The benefit area for the District is smaller than the existing boundary and SOI.  Reducing the 
SOI to exclude elevated areas outside the 200-year floodplain signifies that LAFCO anticipates 
detaching such territory from the District.   By implication, detachment would mean that areas 
located on the ridge would not contribute assessments toward levee maintenance. 

Option #3:  Consolidated SOI 

Expansion of the RD 2103 SOI to include the RD 817 boundary area would signify that 
LAFCO anticipates that RD 817 would be consolidated with RD 2103, and that RD 2103 would 
operate levee maintenance activities in the Wheatland area.  The SOI would include area south of 
Dry Creek (northeast of existing RD 817 bounds) that are the maintenance responsibility of RD 817. 

Option #4:  Zero SOI 

A zero SOI would signify that LAFCO anticipates that the district would be dissolved and its 
functions provided by another service provider, such as the City of Wheatland. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

It appears that LAFCO could pursue any of the identified SOI options through the SOI update 
process.  It does not appear that these SOI options would be growth-inducing as RD 2103 provides 
levee maintenance services that benefit both urban and rural areas.   

The District bounds were developed over 40 years ago as an approximation of the benefit area.  
At that time, the philosophy was that only properties thought to be in the floodplain benefited from 
levee protection.  The existing bounds are not consistent with modern definitions of the benefit 
area, as discussed above.  Moreover, the philosophy underlying the District’s bounds may also be 
out of date.   Some consider lands outside the floodplain to benefit from flood protection due to the 
value to the landowner of access to neighboring amenities and evacuation routes that are within the 
floodplain; also lands outside the floodplain contribute drainage that impacts the properties in the 
floodplain.  For example, the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) formed an 
assessment district in 2007 that includes lands outside the floodplain; its philosophy was that those 
lands should be assessed because they produce runoff and also benefit from flood protection 
offered to adjacent lands.  
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Although the existing SOI is a poor approximation of the benefit area, it would be premature for 
LAFCO to reduce the RD 2103 SOI to match the benefit area.  A cohesive philosophy for future 
levee assessments in the Wheatland area should be developed by RD 2103, RD 817 and the City of 
Wheatland.  LAFCO should not restrict the Districts’ ability to modernize their assessment 
approaches at this time.  In updating the SOIs of RD 2103 and RD 817, LAFCO may wish to 
establish policies encouraging the districts to give serious consideration to assessment philosophies 
for these areas prior to the 2014 SOI update cycle.  In addition, geo-technical evaluation of these 
rural levees is planned by the State in 2009 or 2010, and update of the floodplain maps in this area is 
planned by FEMA by 2009.  Hence, there will be better information available in the 2014 SOI 
update cycle to finetune the SOI to reflect the actual benefit area if LAFCO should conclude that is 
the appropriate philosophical approach to reclamation district SOIs in the Wheatland area.   

Reclamation district consolidation is a government structure option identified in the MSR.  
However, consolidation is unlikely to occur in the foreseeable future due to differing service level 
and financing needs between RD 817 and RD 2103.  In the long-term, consolidation of these 
districts is probable.  Please refer to the RD 817 section above for discussion of this topic.   

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI update for RD 2103 is retaining the existing coterminous SOI (option 
#1). 

Further, it is recommended that LAFCO adopt policies that encourage RD 2103, RD 817 and 
the City of Wheatland to develop a cohesive philosophy regarding future assessments prior to the 
2014 SOI update cycle so that LAFCO may adjust the RD 2103 and 817 SOIs to be consistent with 
the long-term approach to financing levee maintenance in this area.   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

RD 2103 encompasses the City of Wheatland as well as an agricultural area.  Existing land uses 
are residential, commercial and agricultural.  The unincorporated portion of the district is zoned as 
exclusive agricultural, with minimum 40-acre (AE-40) and 10-acre (AE-10) lots. 

Planned developments within the District include Almond Estates, Heritage Oaks East and 
West, Jones Ranch, and Nichols Grove.  These planned developments cover nearly 1,000 acres, and 
would eventually add over 3,100 housing units. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There is a present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.  The area lies 
within the existing City of Wheatland SOI.  The City must achieve 200-year flood protection to 
accommodate development after 2015. 
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Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The District is operated by board members.  Although it relies on a professional engineer 
through a consulting arrangement, maintenance activities are not staffed by District employees.   

RD 2103 is actively rehabilitating Bear River levees to achieve 200-year flood protection by 
2008.  Freeboard and geotechnical deficiencies on the Dry Creek and San Joaquin Drainage canal 
levees also need to be addressed to achieve 200-year flood protection, although this second project 
phase needs to be evaluated and funded. 

RD 2103 provides adequate services as indicated by acceptable levee maintenance ratings for the 
District by the State.  However, the MSR indicated that RD 2103 will need to enhance financing to 
rely on paid staff in the future to ensure that maintenance continues to meet State standards as the 
area continues to urbanize.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

The community of interest is the City of Wheatland and vicinity. 
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S O U T H  Y U B A  W A T E R  D I S T R I C T  

The South Yuba Water District (SYWD) provides retail water services for agricultural irrigation. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

SYWD’s boundary is primarily located between SRs 70 and 65, south of Olivehurst.  There is a 
noncontiguous portion of the district adjacent to Rancho Road east of SR 65, a contiguous portion 
of the district in the northwest that crosses SR 70, and a small hole in the middle of the district, 
south of the intersection of Plumas Arboga and Forty Mile Roads.  SYWD is a multi-county agency 
due to the fact that a portion of its southeastern boundary follows Wheatland Road, which crosses 
into Sutter County for a short distance.  Yuba is the principal county and Yuba LAFCO has 
jurisdiction over the District.  The District has a boundary area of 16 square miles. 

The SYWD SOI contains only a northeastern and a southeastern portion of the district.  The 
northeastern portion of the SOI is the noncontiguous area adjacent to Rancho Road.  The 
southeastern portion of the SOI is located in the most southeastern quadrant of the district, north of 
the intersection of Wheatland and Forty Mile Roads.  Such an SOI signifies that LAFCO expected 
the boundary areas outside the SOI to be detached; however, it does not appear that was LAFCO’s 
intention. 

Service Area 

SYWD provides services primarily within District bounds, although it does serve an 
approximately 60-acre property outside its bounds located between Rancho Road and SR 65.   
Approximately 8,500 acres within the 10,240-acre boundary area purchase surface water. 

Planning Area 

The District reports that its planning area consists of the entire boundary area.  The District’s 
planning efforts include a Water Conservation Plan (1983), a Watershed Management Plan and a 
Groundwater Management Plan (1998).  The District reported that long-range goals and objectives 
are outlined in the District’s Master Facilities Plan; however, the District did not provide a copy of 
that plan. 

Overlapping Providers 

Local agencies with boundaries or SOI that overlap the SYWD boundary or existing SOI 
include: 

• The Olivehurst Public Utility District (OPUD) boundary overlaps the SYWD boundary in 
the southwest portion of SYWD, adjacent to SR 70, at the location of the North Point and 
River Oaks North subdivisions (area E on the SOI options map).  The existing OPUD 
limited SOI overlaps the SYWD boundary in a small northern portion of SYWD, west of 
the intersection of SR 65 and Forty Mile Road, and in a portion west of SR 70, in the vicinity 
of Plumas Arboga Road.  The existing OPUD limited SOI overlaps the SYWD service area 
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between SR 65 and Rancho Road, at the 60-acre property that SYWD is currently serving 
outside bounds. 

• The Dry Creek Mutual Water Company (DCMWC) boundary overlaps the SYWD boundary 
in the portion of SYWD south of Dry Creek; however, DCMWC does not provide service 
to this area. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

The District proposes to bring the entire boundary area within the SOI, and has additionally 
proposed to add four distinct parcels to the SOI, as shown on Figure 4-9.  The first two parcels are 
located in the northeast of the district, in the vicinity of the YCWA main canal:  a small parcel 
owned by Beukelman located east of the South Yuba Canal and a dairy property located south and 
east of the South Yuba Canal (areas A and B).  The third parcel, located to the north of the district 
between Rancho Road and SR 65 (area C), is owned by the Staas family and is presently served by 
wells and/or unaccounted-for SYWD surface water (it also within the limited SOI for OPUD).  The 
fourth parcel is located in the south of the district, east of Forty Mile Road (area D).  The portion of 
this parcel south of Dry Creek is served by DCMWC, although the portion north of Dry Creek, 
adjacent to the current bounds of SYWD, is currently served by wells. 

The District also indicated that it aims to detach areas that become urbanized in the future, 
although it is concerned about the cost implications when fewer growers are sharing canal 
maintenance costs. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the SYWD SOI. 

Option #1:  SOI Reduction – Future Agricultural Areas 

Adopting an SOI that includes only the SYWD territory that is expected to continue to be used 
for agricultural purposes signifies that the City of Wheatland SOI expansion area and sites of future 
development (e.g., Feather Creek and the Sports and Entertainment Zone) are expected to be 
detached from the District as they urbanize.  Under this option, the SOI area would exclude SYWD 
territory that overlaps the OPUD service area in the southwest of SYWD (east of SR 70). 

Option #2:  SOI Expansion – Agency Proposal 

Adopting an SOI consistent with the SYWD SOI expansion proposal would signify that 
LAFCO anticipates that proposed and planned urban development projects (e.g., Feather Creek and 
the Sports and Entertainment Zone) would remain in the irrigation district bounds and that the four 
additional areas identified by the District should be annexed (areas A-D).  The SOI area would not 
include SYWD territory that overlaps the OPUD service area in the southwest of SYWD (east of SR 
70, shown as area E on Figure 4-9).   

Option #3:  SOI Expansion – Service Area 

Expansion of the SYWD SOI to match the service area of the District would signify that 
LAFCO anticipates few annexations or detachments from the District.  In order to match the 
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service area, the SOI would include the 60-acre parcel outside of bounds that the District currently 
serves (area C), but would not include territory that overlaps the OPUD service area in the 
southwest of SYWD (east of SR 70, shown as area E) or the SYWD proposed expansion areas A, B 
and D. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

It appears that the SOI proposal could be processed by LAFCO as an SOI update.  The 
proposed SOI expansion areas outside the District’s existing bounds are presently served by well 
water and unaccounted-for SYWD surface water.  Areas A and D are already cultivated as pasture, 
and area C is cultivated with corn.  Area B is a dairy.  It appears that the proposed SOI change 
would be exempt from environmental review.  

The agency’s proposed SOI does not match its intent to detach growth areas as they urbanize, 
including area E (OPUD overlap area) where urbanization has already occurred.   

The SYWD boundary area includes proposed and planned development projects, which would 
require treated domestic water if developed.  SYWD is situated adjacent to two domestic water 
providers, the City of Wheatland and OPUD.  The typical practice with urbanization is for the 
domestic water supplier to provide domestic water for urban uses and the irrigation water provider 
to provide irrigation water for agricultural uses.  However, the City and OPUD rely entirely on 
groundwater and SYWD relies on surface water.  As territory urbanizes, it is possible that there may 
not be adequate groundwater to support expanding urban uses and that surface water may continue 
to be needed in future urbanization areas.  It is possible that the irrigation water provider might 
supply surface water to the domestic water provider or directly.  Although irrigation districts may 
potentially be authorized to provide domestic water services, they would have to apply to LAFCO to 
have such latent powers authorized and would also have to apply for water rights permit changes for 
authorization.   

There are two rather different approaches that could be taken with respect to the SOIs of 
irrigation districts that overlap future urban growth areas.  The first is to exclude such future urban 
areas from the irrigation districts’ SOIs to signal that detachment of those areas would occur and 
that urban growth would be served by municipal water providers.  The first approach would allow 
the irrigation districts to detach urbanizing territory and to continue to be governed by agricultural 
interests.  The other approach is to allow municipal and irrigation water providers to overlap in the 
event that the irrigation districts’ access to surface water is needed to accommodate the water needs 
of future urbanization.  The MSR identified a lack of information on the safe annual yield of the 
South Yuba groundwater basin, and related uncertainty as to whether groundwater resources would 
be adequate for urban growth.  If detachment of urbanizing areas is explored in the future, analysis 
would be needed of water needs of remaining agricultural properties as well as the impact of 
detachments on the District’s assessment revenues.54 

                                                 
54 Hofman Ranch identified a constraint to detachment of Sports and Entertainment Zone property is its need for surface water 
formerly used on properties east of 40 Mile Road (in the Sports and Entertainment Zone) to be conveyed to its properties west of 40 
Mile Road.  See U.S. Bankruptcy Court Case No. 96-25812-A-11. 
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In order to ensure maximum flexibility with respect to future water resources for urbanization, 
this report recommends that SOIs for SYWD and other irrigation providers contain the existing 
bounds and service area.   LAFCO should reevaluate this in the 2014 SOI update cycle assuming 
that the 2013 MSR identifies adequate water resources for existing and anticipated future uses in the 
SYWD area. 

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI update is Option 2, expanding the SOI to include the District’s 
boundary area, service area and expected future service area (this includes areas A-D, but not area 
E).  This option is recommended in order to provide flexibility on water sources (i.e., groundwater 
and surface water) to future urbanization. 
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D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

Existing land uses in the SYWD boundary area are primarily agricultural, and include rural-
residential, entertainment and school uses.  The majority of the District’s boundary area is zoned as 
exclusive agricultural, with minimum 80-acre (AE-80) lots. 

Planned land uses in the District include future development on 1,700 acres.  The proposed 
Feather Creek Specific Plan envisions as many as 3,000 residential units and a two-acre 
neighborhood commercial area.  The Sports and Entertainment Zone is a 1,000-acre planning area, 
located between SR-65 and Forty Mile Road, where sports and entertainment uses exist and are 
planned.  The Sleep Train Amphitheatre occupies 90 acres of this zone.  Located adjacent to the 
district between SR 65 and Rancho Road is the planned 500-acre Rancho Road Industrial and 
Commercial Park. 

A small portion of the District west of the Western Pacific railroad overlaps with OPUD.  There 
are two planned housing developments being built in this area, the River Oaks North and North 
Point developments.  The River Oaks North development is planned to contain 107 single-family 
residential units on 36 acres, and the North Point development is planned to contain 184 single-
family residential units on 52 acres. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

Urban development within the District is expected as the Feather Creek Specific Plan is 
approved and construction begins.  As areas within the District become urbanized, the District 
anticipates detaching the subdivisions.  However, the MSR identified potential for that practice to 
result in inadequate water supplies for future urban uses.  Future urban areas within the SYWD 
bounds and service area could potentially depend on the District’s access to surface water as a water 
supply. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

SYWD appears to provide adequate irrigation services to agricultural users in its service area.  
Surface water distribution infrastructure is located throughout the service area, with distribution 
canals adjacent to the District’s proposed SOI expansion areas.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the boundary area, communities of interest include the proposed Feather Creek Specific 
Plan and the Sports and Entertainment Zone.  Located in the area, but not included within the 
District, is the Plumas Lake Charter School and the planned Rancho Road Industrial and 
Commercial Park. 

An additional community of interest is OPUD.  There is an overlap between SYWD and OPUD 
boundaries west of the Western Pacific railroad, the site of two planned developments.  Also, the 
SOI for OPUD runs between Rancho Road and SR 65, bisecting part of the SYWD boundary area 
in the northeast from the majority of the boundary area in the south and west. 



SPHERE OF INFLUENCE OPTIONS:  YUBA COUNTY  

PREPARED FOR YUBA LAFCO 90 

W H E A T L A N D  W A T E R  D I S T R I C T  

The Wheatland Water District (WWD) is not presently a service provider, but is expected to 
start providing water distribution services to agricultural areas north of Dry Creek by 2010.  Yuba 
County Water Agency (YCWA) is presently developing the infrastructure to deliver water to WWD.  
Once completed, the infrastructure will deliver Yuba River surface water through canals and 
pumping stations to turnouts and laterals in WWD.  The District must complete its local irrigation 
delivery system and deliver water to customers by December 1, 2010 in order to retain the water 
supply commitments provided in its contracts with YCWA.   

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

WWD was formed in 1954 to provide irrigation water to the areas surrounding the City of 
Wheatland.  Over the years, there had been several unsuccessful attempts made by WWD and 
YCWA to deliver water to the area.     

The boundary area is located north of the City of Wheatland, northeast of SR 65, west of 
Bradshaw Road, northwest of Spenceville Road, and south of Beale AFB.  The boundary includes 
two small, noncontiguous areas to the west and southwest of the City of Wheatland, south of Dairy 
Road and west of Oakley Lane. 

The WWD SOI is not identifiable from the LAFCO record.   

Service Area 

WWD does not presently deliver water.  By 2010 the District will begin to deliver water to the 
portion of its boundary area north of Dry Creek.  Neither the District nor YCWA is developing 
infrastructure to deliver water to the boundary area south of Dry Creek. 

Planning Area 

The WWD planning area is expected to match the service area.  WWD has not conducted 
planning efforts to date, and has not prepared a master plan or capital improvement plan.  WWD 
has negotiated contracts with YCWA, which include plans for the backbone portion of the water 
delivery system which YCWA plans to develop on WWD’s behalf.  Although YCWA is taking 
responsibility for developing these canals and related backbone infrastructure, WWD is responsible 
for design, construction and expansion of the local irrigation distribution system and must complete 
this work by 2010 to retain water supply contractual commitments made by YCWA.  WWD has not 
planned the local system, but reported that most of the larger landowners north of Dry Creek will 
receive service. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the WWD boundary, however, 
none provide water distribution services.  The WWD boundary area overlaps the portion of the 
existing City of Wheatland SOI that is north of Spenceville Road. 
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A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

WWD did not submit an SOI proposal for consideration by LAFCO. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the WWD SOI.   

Option #1:  SOI Adoption – Water Service Area 

When WWD begins to provide water (by 2010), it will be to a service area north of Dry Creek.  
An SOI alternative for the District is to set the SOI to match this area.  Adoption of an SOI that 
encompasses the WWD boundary area north of Dry Creek where WWD and YCWA plan to 
provide irrigation water service would signify that unserved areas are expected to be detached from 
the District. 

Option #2:  SOI Adoption – Boundary Area Less Islands 

As WWD does not have an existing SOI identifiable in the LAFCO record, LAFCO may choose 
to adopt an SOI that is largely consistent with the existing WWD boundary.  Adoption of such an 
SOI would indicate that LAFCO does not anticipate that unserved areas of the district and overlap 
areas with the City of Wheatland’s proposed SOI would be detached from WWD.  This SOI 
alternative would exclude the two non-contiguous islands that are part of WWD, as they are within 
the Dry Creek MWC service area. 

Option #3:  Zero SOI 

Adopting a zero SOI for WWD would signify that LAFCO anticipates the District will 
eventually be dissolved.  The District has indicated that it does not wish to serve urban areas, and 
intends to detach those areas as they urbanize.  As the majority of the existing WWD boundary is 
located within the recommended City of Wheatland SOI planning area, the City of Wheatland may 
eventually be the most logical service provider for this area. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

It appears that any of the SOI options could be processed by LAFCO as an SOI update.  As the 
District will soon provide irrigation water services, it appears that changes to its SOI would be 
exempt from environmental review.   

The WWD boundary area includes proposed and planned development projects, which would 
require treated domestic water if developed.  The City of Wheatland is a domestic water providers, 
and the City’s SOI overlaps part of WWD.  The typical practice with urbanization is for the 
domestic water supplier to provide domestic water for urban uses and the irrigation water provider 
to provide irrigation water for agricultural uses.  However, the City relies entirely on groundwater 
and WWD will rely on surface water.  As territory urbanizes, it is possible that there may not be 
adequate groundwater to support expanding urban uses and that surface water may continue to be 
needed in future urbanization areas.  It is possible that the irrigation water provider might supply 
surface water to the domestic water provider.  To do so would require WWD to gain the approval of 
YCWA.   
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There are two rather different approaches that could be taken with respect to the SOIs of 
irrigation districts that overlap future urban growth areas.  The first is to exclude such future urban 
areas from the irrigation districts’ SOIs to signal that detachment of those areas would occur and 
that urban growth would be served by municipal water providers.  The first approach would allow 
the irrigation districts to detach urbanizing territory and to continue to be governed by agricultural 
interests.  The other approach is to allow municipal and irrigation water providers to overlap in the 
event that the irrigation districts’ access to surface water is needed to accommodate the water needs 
of future urbanization.  The MSR identified a lack of information on the safe annual yield of the 
South Yuba groundwater basin, and related uncertainty as to whether groundwater resources would 
be adequate for urban growth.   

To ensure maximum flexibility with respect to future water resources for urbanization, this 
report recommends that SOIs for WWD and other irrigation providers retain existing service areas.  
LAFCO should reevaluate this in the 2014 SOI update cycle assuming that the accompanying MSR 
identifies adequate water resources for existing and anticipated future uses in the WWD area.  Given 
that WWD does not plan to serve the boundary area south of Dry Creek, this report recommends 
that area be excluded from the District’s SOI.  That would have the effect of excluding about one-
fifth of the planned Johnson Rancho development that is located within WWD bounds.   

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI update is option #1, limiting the SOI to the future water service area.  
LAFCO is encouraged to consult with the City of Wheatland and the proposed development to 
ensure that exclusion of the area south of Dry Creek is optimal policy.55   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

There are rice, orchard and pasture agricultural operations in the District bounds.  The District is 
zoned by Yuba County as exclusive agricultural, with minimum 80-acre (AE-80) and 10-acre (AE-
10) lots. 

Planned land uses in the District include various development areas.  Magnolia Ranch Specific 
Plan is a proposal for 1,028-acre development area, located northeast of SR 65 along South Beale 
Road, with 5,000 planned residential units, 40 acres of neighborhood commercial area and over 165 
acres of business park and light industrial center.  Nichols Grove, located north of the City of 
Wheatland, is planned to contain 1,600 residential units on 486 acres, including 11 acres of 
commercial/residential mixed-use land.  Partially located within the district is the proposed Johnson 
Rancho development.  The total development consists of over 3,300 acres, and will contain as many 
as 9,000 residential units and 300 acres of commercial area, but only a portion of this would be 
within the current WWD boundary. 

                                                 
55 Dry Creek is the southern boundary of SOI option #1.  The area to be excluded south of Dry Creek is, generally, between  Dry 
Creek and Spenceville Road. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

WWD includes about 11,315 acres, of which 9,750 acres are irrigable.  There is a present need 
for surface water in the area.   

WWD property owners presently rely on groundwater pumping to irrigate their lands.  Portions 
of the District are not irrigated.  Saline water quality has forced farmers to abandon some wells.  
Historical irrigation pumping of groundwater resulted in a large pumping depression across the 
subbasin, especially near the Wheatland area.  

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

There are presently no public facilities; however, by 2010, WWD will deliver water to the 
portion of its boundary area north of Dry Creek.  Neither WWD nor YCWA is developing 
infrastructure to deliver water to the boundary area south of Dry Creek.  WWD reported that the 
constraints to serving the area south of Dry Creek include:  1) YCWA concerns over the lack of a 
permit to use Dry Creek and the time needed to obtain a permit, and 2) lack of canal capacity to 
serve all the land in the District bounds south of Dry Creek.  WWD is obligated by its contract with 
YCWA to develop a local distribution system by 2010.  The District reports that it has not yet begun 
planning that system. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the boundary area, communities of interest include the planned and proposed 
development projects of Magnolia Ranch Specific Plan, Nichols Grove and Johnson Rancho.  The 
City of Wheatland is located adjacent to the southern WWD boundary. 
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B R O P H Y  W A T E R  D I S T R I C T  

The Brophy Water District (BWD) provides retail water delivery for agricultural irrigation and 
rice decomposition. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The BWD boundary area extends northeast of the community of Linda to the Goldfields, and 
east of SR 70 and Rancho Road to Beale Air Force Base, north of Ostrom Road. 

The existing BWD SOI is coterminous with the District bounds. 

Service Area 

BWD provides services within District bounds, and does not provide services outside its 
bounds.  Approximately 10,000 acres of the 17,000 acres within District bounds purchased surface 
water, as of early 2008.   Parcels not receiving surface water are scattered throughout the boundary 
area. 

Planning Area 

The planning area consists of the District boundaries.  BWD adopted a Groundwater 
Management Plan in 2004.  The District has not prepared a master plan or other documents which 
outline the long-range goals of the District. 

Overlapping Providers 

Approximately 389 acres of the Linda County Water District (LCWD) boundary overlaps the 
BWD boundary and SOI in the East Linda area, in the vicinity of Hammonton Smartville Road and 
North Beale Road.  In the boundary overlap areas, LCWD provides domestic water and BWD 
provide agricultural water.  The existing LCWD SOI also overlaps an additional 375 acres of the 
BWD boundary and SOI in this area.  If and when such areas are planned for development, LCWD 
would likely become the water retailer instead of BWD, but it is possible that BWD would play a 
role in providing surface water supplies to LCWD. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

BWD proposed to retain its existing coterminous SOI. 

The District is concerned about the planned developments within its boundaries, as the 
conversion of agricultural land uses to urban land uses would decrease revenues to the District, as 
well as increase the demand for groundwater in the area.  The District’s contract with YCWA 
provides that it may sell water only for agricultural and wildlife habitat purposes and only to 
customers within District bounds.  It allows for the District to convert a portion of its contractual 
water supply to municipal use if irrigable acres decline by 20 percent or more over the 1990-2016 
contract term.  If BWD does not meet these contractual terms, or does not wish to provide water to 
urban uses, the demand for irrigation water in the future will decrease as development occurs. 
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S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three possible SOI alternatives were identified for BWD.   

Option #1: Retain Existing Coterminous SOI 

Retaining the existing SOI would signify that LAFCO does not anticipate any annexations or 
detachments to BWD in the foreseeable future, even in areas where parcels overlap with LCWD. 

Option #2:  SOI Reduction – LCWD Overlap Areas 

An alternative for BWD is to reduce the SOI to exclude the roughly 764 acres of overlap with 
the LCWD bounds and SOI.  Overlapping parcels are located along Hammonton Smartville Road, 
Erle Road and North Beale Road, in the western portion of BWD.  Such an SOI reduction would 
signify that LAFCO anticipates detaching parcels from BWD as they are annexed to LCWD, and 
detaching from BWD the parcels that are currently within LCWD.  This might occur if LCWD has 
adequate groundwater supplies, and does not need access to BWD surface water supplies to provide 
adequate water to future development. 

Option #3:  SOI reduction – Future Agricultural Areas 

Adopting an SOI that includes only the BWD territory that will persist as agricultural areas 
signifies that potential sites of future development (e.g., the Woodbury Specific Plan, Chippewa, 
Rancho Road Industrial and Commercial Park, etc.) are expected to be detached from the District as 
they urbanize.  This might occur if LCWD and OPUD have adequate groundwater supplies, and do 
not need access to BWD surface water supplies to provide adequate water to future development.  
This would be an appropriate option if BWD does not meet requirements to provide water to urban 
uses or if the District does not desire to do so.   

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

It appears that any of the SOI options could be processed by LAFCO as an SOI update.  As the 
District provides irrigation water services, it appear that changes to its SOI area would be exempt 
from environmental review.   

BWD overlaps LCWD’s boundary, existing SOI and recommended SOI planning area, as well as 
the recommended OPUD SOI planning area. LCWD and OPUD are providers of domestic water.  
The typical practice with urbanization is for the existing domestic water supplier to provide 
domestic water for urban uses and the irrigation water provider to provide irrigation water for 
agricultural uses.  However, LCWD and OPUD rely entirely on groundwater and BWD relies on 
surface water.  As territory urbanizes, it is possible that there may not be adequate groundwater to 
support expanding urban uses and that surface water may continue to be needed in future 
urbanization areas.  It is possible that the irrigation water provider might supply surface water to the 
domestic water provider or directly.  Although irrigation districts may potentially be authorized to 
provide domestic water services, they would have to apply to LAFCO to have such latent powers 
authorized in addition to gaining YCWA authorization.   
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There are two rather different approaches that could be taken with respect to the SOIs of 
irrigation districts that overlap future urban growth areas.  The first is to exclude such future urban 
areas from the irrigation districts’ SOIs to signal that detachment of those areas would occur and 
that urban growth would be served by municipal water providers.  The first approach would allow 
the irrigation districts to detach urbanizing territory and to continue to be governed by agricultural 
interests.  The other approach is to allow municipal and irrigation water providers to overlap in the 
event that the irrigation districts’ access to surface water is needed to accommodate the water needs 
of future urbanization.  The MSR identified a lack of information on the safe annual yield of the 
South Yuba groundwater basin, and related uncertainty as to whether groundwater resources would 
be adequate for urban growth.   

The YCWA contract with BWD stipulates that the District may convert existing contractual 
commitments for surface water to urban providers if there is a 20 percent decrease in irrigable acres 
between the contract date and expiration date.  Proposed and planned development in BWD 
bounds would decrease agricultural acreage in the BWD boundary area by 14 percent.  The BWD 
contract expires in 2016 and contains renewal terms to allow BWD to negotiate new terms to 
accommodate municipal demand. 

In order to ensure maximum flexibility with respect to future water resources for urbanization, 
this report recommends that SOIs for BWD and other irrigation providers that would contain the 
existing boundary area.   LAFCO should reevaluate this in the 2014 SOI update cycle assuming that 
the 2013 MSR identifies adequate water resources for existing and anticipated future uses in the 
BWD area. 

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI for BWD is to retain the existing coterminous SOI (option #1). 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The area within the District’s bounds is largely agricultural.  Business activity in the District 
includes farming of rice, prunes, peaches, walnuts and corn.  The majority of the boundary area is 
zoned by Yuba County as Valley Agricultural land, although large areas have been approved for 
future development, including the Woodbury Specific Plan and Chippewa development projects. 

The Woodbury Specific Plan, as originally proposed, was a 1,633-acre development area, with 
plans for 6,300 residential units, over 60 acres of neighborhood commercial, and a 56-acre business 
park.  Chippewa is a 368-acre project that will contain nearly 1,100 single-family and 280 multi-
family residential units.  Also planned to be located within District bounds is the 2,492-acre Yuba 
County Research and Development Park.  The County aims to attract corporate campuses, office 
complexes, and other commercial or light industrial ventures to this location in the future.   

The Woodbury Specific Plan, Chippewa project, and Research and Development Park are all 
subject to the County’s ongoing General Plan update.  As of the drafting of this report it is not 
known whether any of these projects will be pursued further by the County. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There is an existing need for irrigation water in the District’s boundary area. 

In the future, portions of the BWD boundary area are expected to urbanize.   As areas within 
the District become urbanized, the District anticipates detaching the subdivisions.  However, the 
MSR identified potential for that practice to result in inadequate water supplies for future urban 
uses.  Future urban areas within the SYWD bounds and service area could potentially depend on the 
District’s access to surface water as a water supply. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

BWD appears to provide adequate irrigation services to agricultural users in its service area.  
Surface water distribution infrastructure is located throughout most of the service area.  Key 
infrastructure within the District consists of 17 miles of earthen canals and ditches.  The District did 
not identify any needs or deficiencies in the ditch and canal system. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Economic communities of interest within BWD include the farmers that own the approximately 
10,000 acres of irrigated land within the District.  Other economic communities of interest include 
the proposed development sites of the Woodbury Specific Plan and Chippewa, as well as planned 
areas that could include future development, including the Research and Development Park. 
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L I N D A  F I R E  P R O T E C T I O N  D I S T R I C T  

The Linda Fire Protection District (LFPD) provides fire protection and emergency medical 
services. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundaries of LFPD extend east from the Feather River to Beale AFB along North Beale 
Road in east Linda, south of the Yuba River to Erle Road in the southeast, and as far south as the 
Yuba-Sutter County line in the southwest, ranging from the Western Pacific Railroad in the east to 
the County line in the west, south of the Yuba County Airport.  The District has a boundary area of 
approximately 43.6 square miles. 

The SOI for LFPD was adopted by LAFCO in 1986 to include four discrete areas adjacent to 
the district bounds, in the west, south, east, and northeast of the District.  With the exception of 
minimal territory along Beale Road in the eastern portion of the SOI, the SOI does not include 
territory within District bounds.  The SOI areas extend from south of the Yuba River to the District 
boundaries in the northeast, east of the District boundaries to Beale AFB along Erle Road, south of 
the District boundaries along the Southern Pacific Railroad south of the community of Linda, and 
west of the District boundaries to the Feather River.  The SOI area along the railroad south of Linda 
overlaps with the SOI for OPUD in that area, and the SOI area west of the district boundaries to 
the east side of the Feather River is located entirely in Sutter County.   

Service Area 

LFPD provides service for the entire boundary area, including the unincorporated communities 
of Linda, Arboga and Plumas Lake.  Due to proximity, the District is called upon to provide 
automatic aid outside its boundaries to:  

• Marysville Fire Department for the area around SR 70 and Simpson Lane,  

• Olivehurst Public Utility District Fire Department for the Yuba County Airport and 
industrial tract,  

• CALFIRE for the area generally between the northern boundary of Beale AFB and the Yuba 
River and from County Road 1034 in the west to North Earle Road in the east,  

• Smartville Fire Protection District for portions of the Yuba Goldfields and Hammonton-
Smartville Road, and  

• Wheatland Fire Authority for the portion of SR 70 between McGowan Parkway and the 
Plumas-Arboga Overpass and a portion of Plumas-Arboga Road adjacent to District 
bounds.  

The area northwest of Beale AFB, south of the Yuba River and to the west of Dantoni Road lies 
between LFPD and Smartville Fire Protection District (SFPD) and is not within bounds of a fire 
district; consequently, the two fire agencies provide service there when needed—occasionally 
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arriving unplanned at the same incidents.  LFPD provides coverage to another “no man’s land” 
which lies beyond the District’s eastern boundary on North Beale Road.  LFPD is the primary 
responder there, as the Beale Air Force Base Fire Department rarely responds off base, according to 
the District. 

Planning Area 

LFPD has adopted a mission statement and prepared a development impact fee (DIF) study in 
2006.  The DIF study identifies infrastructure and financing needs to guide long-term capital 
improvements through 2015.  LFPD does not currently prepare a long-term capital improvement 
plan (CIP); however, similar to a CIP, the DIF study outlines future capital improvements.   

Overlapping Providers 

The LFPD and OPUD boundaries and SOI overlap in several areas shown below. 

• The LFPD boundary and OPUD fire SOI overlap in an approximately 30-acre area (area A 
on the map) where LFPD is providing first-in fire service to a property owned by Caltrans, 
north of Furneaux Road and just west of Arboga Road.  LFPD reports that it is being 
dispatched to service calls at the property.  OPUD reported it is not the first-in service 
provider to this property.  The property was placed in the OPUD fire SOI in 1985; however, 
that appears to have been an inadvertent error, as the OPUD fire SOI was intended to 
exclude territory within the bounds of fire districts and the property was within LFPD 
bounds at that time (and presently).   

• The LFPD boundaries overlap with OPUD’s fire service SOI at an animal control facility 
north of Yuba County Airport (area B).  LFPD serves this area.  OPUD reported it is not 
the first-in service provider to this property, which is outside OPUD’s bounds. 

• LFPD’s SOI and the OPUD service area overlap on two parcels east of Lindhurst Ave 
between Second and Sixth avenues (area C).  The site is vacant agricultural land, but had 
been a potential school facility in the past. OPUD is presently providing fire service to this 
area.  LPFD reports that its fire station has readier access to the property than OPUD.  
OPUD reports that it can respond more quickly to this area than LFPD, as LFPD would 
have to drive several miles around to access the area.  The area is within both districts’ fire 
SOIs, but is outside the bounds of both districts. 

• LFPD’s SOI and OPUD’s fire-related SOI overlap on three parcels east of the intersection 
of SRs 70 and 65 (area D) that is not within the bounds of any fire provider.  Both agencies 
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reported providing service to the vacant, agricultural land.  Both LPFD and OPUD reported 
that they could respond more quickly than the other provider to this area. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

LFPD staff proposed an SOI expansion to encompass its service area.  Included in the District’s 
proposal are the three areas adjacent to the District in the east that lack a designated fire service 
provider, as well as the area along SR 70 between Plumas Arboga Road and McGowan Parkway 
where the District regularly provides automatic aid to Plumas Brophy FPD, and the area in Sutter 
County on the eastern side of the Feather River.   

OPUD did not explicitly propose an SOI for fire protection.  The District is opposed to the 
existing limited service SOI for fire services that was adopted by LAFCO in 1985.  OPUD’s existing 
SOI is shown on Figure 4-14, and includes territory in the adjacent LFPD and PBFPD.  OPUD is 
precluded by its principal act from extending fire services into the bounds of a fire district without 
the other district’s consent.56   

Plumas-Brophy FPD proposed that its SOI be expanded to be coterminous with its boundary, 
as shown on Figure 4-5.  The District is opposed to an SOI that would signal territory would likely 
be detached from the District.      

Smartville FPD recommended its SOI be expanded to include a portion of the undesignated 
area in the west to Brophy Road, overlapping the LFPD SOI proposal, as shown on Figure 5-7. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the LFPD SOI, as shown in Figure 
4-12. 

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – Service Area and Woodbury 

One option is to expand the District’s SOI to encompass its service area, including areas served 
outside District bounds, and to include the two southernmost parcels in the proposed Woodbury 
Specific Plan (286 acres) that are presently in PBFPD bounds. By adopting this SOI option, LAFCO 
would signify that it anticipates the eventual annexation of the three undesignated areas, the territory 
in Sutter County, and the remainder of the proposed Woodbury Specific Plan to LFPD, as well as 
the detachment of the area that LFPD serves within PBFPD bounds and subsequent annexation of 
that area to LFPD.  

                                                 
56 Public Utilities Code, §16463.5(b). 
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Option #2:  SOI Expansion – Growth Areas and OPUD Service Area 

An option is to expand the LFPD SOI to include the existing fire service area and potential 
growth areas to the southeast of Olivehurst.  This option also includes those expansion areas 
proposed by LFPD, including the three undesignated areas and the area in Sutter County.  This 
option would be logically accompanied by a zero SOI for fire services for OPUD and an SOI for 
Plumas Brophy FPD that excluded these LFPD expansion areas. 

Such an SOI would signify that LAFCO anticipates the eventual ceasing of fire services by 
OPUD, the detachment of future growth areas from PBFPD, and the subsequent annexation of 
these areas by LFPD.   

Option #3:  Zero SOI 

This option would signify LAFCO anticipates the eventual dissolution of LFPD and the transfer 
of services to a new successor agency, in this case a new fire protection district that would include 
the LFPD and OPUD territory in its entirety and a portion of the PBFPD territory.  This option 
would be adopted in conjunction with a zero fire SOI for OPUD and an SOI that excludes those 
PBFPD areas to be included in the consolidated fire district. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

Exclusion of the Linda FPD boundary area from its SOI appears to have been an oversight.  As 
the boundary area is already served by LFPD, inclusion of this area within the LFPD SOI is logical. 

The MSR identified annexation of undesignated areas as a government structure option.  In 
these areas, fire districts are providing services but property taxes are not presently allocated toward 
the costs of fire protection and assessments are not levied.  Clearly, fire districts should be 
compensated for their services.  Failure to place such areas within the bounds of fire districts 
contributes to confusion, uncertainty and waste in the dispatch and service delivery process, which is 
not in the public interest.  For the undesignated area between LFPD and Smartville FPD, LFPD 
typically arriver earlier and would be the optimal service provider.  LFPD is already the service 
provider to the undesignated area adjacent to Beale AFB and north of Ostrom Road, and this area is 
already within the LFPD SOI.  Similarly, the undesignated area just east of SR-65 is already within 
the LFPD SOI and portions of this area are within the OPUD fire SOI but outside OPUD bounds; 
both LFPD and OPUD reported serving this area and both represented themselves as providing 
faster response.  For the sake of clarity and safety, this area should be assigned exclusively to only 
one fire provider.  As LFPD already serves adjacent areas to the east, it would best promote 
efficiency of response and public safety to assign this undesignated area to LFPD. 

The northwestern portion of Plumas-Brophy FPD contains several proposed residential 
developments and economic development sites.  The affected developers and particularly future 
residents in this area are expected to prefer the response times and staffing resources offered by an 
established urban fire provider with stations manned 24 hours a day.  These areas are located closer 
to Linda FPD and OPUD stations than to WFA stations.  There is limited proposed development 
between Wheatland’s current SOI and Erle Road, indicating that extension of urban fire service 
levels to this area is more likely to be achieved from Linda FPD or OPUD.  In addition, the PBFPD 
boundary extends north to Erle Road, bisecting proposed urban developments.  Although PBFPD 
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has proposed to serve this area from a future joint use facility shared with Linda FPD, such an 
arrangement would not appear to promote operational efficiencies or accountability for community 
service needs.  The MSR had identified detachment of such areas from PBFPD and annexation to 
LFPD or OPUD as a government structure option.   

The proposed Woodbury Specific Plan development is primarily within LFPD bounds, but 286 
acres in the southernmost portion of the plan are within PBFPD bounds.  The landowners 
proposed that the PBFPD parcels be added to the LFPD SOI so that the landowner may initiate 
detachment from PBFPD and annexation to LFPD.  The landowners wish to have a single fire 
provider to provide the area with the most logical service provider, to eliminate bisection of the area 
by two separate service providers, to promote operational efficiencies for future residents, to 
provide consistency in this area with the recommended OPUD-LCWD SOI planning area lines.57 

LFPD already serves by automatic aid a triangular area within PBFPD bounds containing a 
portion of SR 70 between McGowan Parkway and the Plumas-Arboga Overpass.  LFPD is the 
logical service provider to the area.  This report recommends that the area be added to the LFPD 
SOI and excluded from the PBFPD SOI. 

Another governance option identified in the MSR is consolidation of south Yuba fire providers.  
Consolidation of fire providers could potentially offer greater efficiency, professionalism and 
enhanced public safety through increased service levels.  The present organization of Linda FPD, 
OPUD and Plumas-Brophy FPD is not well-oriented toward serving the area as it urbanizes in the 
future.  The Linda FPD service area has evolved over the years to become an inverted L-shaped 
area, which is not an efficient design for fire service provision.  The OPUD fire service area is 
compact and urban, which makes it easy to serve, but the location of the OPUD service area 
contributes to the inefficiency of the Linda FPD service area.  The Plumas-Brophy FPD service area 
may be logical for serving existing rural development; however, the mostly on-call district is not a 
logical service provider to new growth areas situated adjacent to Linda FPD and OPUD.  Plumas-
Brophy FPD extends so far to the north (on its west side) that it also contributes to the inefficiency 
of the Linda FPD service area.  For further analysis of consolidation, please refer to the PBFPD 
section of this chapter. 

OPUD reported that it would consider a proposal for consolidation to enhance public safety 
should OPUD be able to retain its independent nature and accountability to constituents by 
overseeing the consolidation, and if it could ensure continued low ISO ratings and retention of 
firefighting resources for the Olivehurst area.  The LFPD board has not formally considered 
consolidation, but reported many of the same concerns as OPUD.  In addition, the District 
emphasized the need to ensure adequate funding for a consolidated fire provider, due to the 
differences in property tax allocation among the jurisdictions.   

As fire services are already provided by LFPD or another district within the possible sphere 
expansion areas, the three proposed SOI options are most likely not considered growth-inducing.  
All of the options appear to be exempt from CEQA review and could likely be processed as sphere 
updates.  However, SOI expansion for LFPD could arguably require a negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration. 
                                                 
57 Correspondence from Collins Land Use Associates Principal Randy Collins to Yuba LAFCO Executive Officer John Benoit, Feb. 
18, 2009. 
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Recommendation 

This report recommends that LAFCO adopt provisional SOIs for the more compatible fire 
districts—PBFPD, OPUD and LFPD at this time—in order to promote incentives for the fire 
departments to timely and earnestly improve collaboration and further explore consolidation 
opportunities.  The provisional SOIs would exclude territory in future growth areas between Erle 
and Ostrom Roads that is not presently in any of the three fire districts’ SOIs, with the exception of 
the two Woodbury parcels.   The recommendation is for LAFCO to establish concrete objectives 
associated with the provisional SOIs in order to ensure that the districts devote substantive and 
timely effort to improved collaboration and consolidation discussions.  LAFCO would ask the 
districts to report on their progress after a six-month period (from the date of actual SOI update), 
and submit a report along with their collective or individual proposals after a nine-month period.  
LAFCO would then have a three-month period to update the SOIs; that time period could be 
extended for practical reasons.  At the end of the 12-month period, LAFCO would pre-arrange for 
the provisional SOIs to revert to zero SOIs.  Zero SOIs would be consistent with dissolution or 
consolidation of the various districts, although LAFCO could choose to update those SOIs as it 
wishes before or when they should revert to zero SOIs. 

The County is a key player in such discussions due to the Sheriff’s role in dispatch, the County’s 
role in coordinating emergency services, the County’s ability to adjust CSA assessment pass-
throughs or other funding sources, and the County’s interest in optimizing service levels for planned 
development.  The County would also share incentives with the three fire districts to forge 
collaboration and consider consolidation in order to promote its own planning objectives for the 
area (generally between Erle and Ostrom Roads) which would not be assigned to any of the three 
districts’ provisional SOIs.   

The recommended provisional SOI for LFPD is an SOI expansion which includes the entire 
boundary area, the existing service area and the two Woodbury parcels.  The recommended SOI 
contains three undesignated areas to the east, and the LFPD service area in PBFPD bounds that 
contains a portion of SR 70 between McGowan Parkway and the Plumas-Arboga Overpass.   This 
option is shown in combination with the OPUD and PBFPD SOI recommendations in Figure 4-6.  
If adopted, the District could initiate annexation of areas within its provisional SOI unless and until 
that SOI sunsets at the end of the 12-month period. 

If LAFCO wishes not to adopt provisional SOIs, the consultant would recommend expanding 
the LFPD SOI to include the northwest PBFPD boundary area and the OPUD fire service area at 
this time.  Such an SOI alternative would allow annexation of territory in PBFPD and OPUD to be 
initiated immediately after SOI update.   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The District bounds encompass residential and commercial areas, as well as some farmlands.  
Local business activities include construction, auto sales, storage, restaurants, retail, food processing, 
the Peach Tree Golf and Country Club, the Plumas Lake Golf and Country Club, and Yuba 
Community College. 
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Further growth is anticipated within the District in the next few years as planned developments 
begin and continue construction within the East Linda Specific Plan (ELSP), Plumas Lake Specific 
Plan (PLSP) and North Arboga Study Areas.  Excluding the proposed Woodbury Specific Plan, the 
development area within the District bounds and SOI is in excess of 6,300 acres (including 91 acres 
of non-residential), with over 20,500 planned dwelling units. 

Major developments currently under construction within the District are the 535-acre Plumas 
Lake Cobblestone development, the 475-acre Rio Del Oro development, the 795-acre Wheeler 
Ranch development, and the 390-acre Edgewater development.  A majority of the Edgewater 
development has been completed with all major infrastructure completed and 963 dwellings 
constructed of the proposed 1,358.  Major planned development areas include the 577-acre Country 
Club Estates development and the 550-acre Bear River development.  The Plumas Lake 
Cobblestone, Rio Del Oro, Wheeler Ranch, and Country Club Estates developments are located 
within the PLSP area.  The proposed Bear River development is located southwest of the PLSP area.  
The Edgewater development is located within the ELSP area.  The northwestern portion of the 
1,633-acre Woodbury Specific Plan proposal is partially located within the bounds and SOI of the 
District, east of SR 70 and south of Erle Road.  The remainder of the development lies within the 
PBFPD, although outside its recommended provisional SOI. 

The District anticipates further growth in the near future in the Arboga area and in the eastern 
portion of the District, near Erle Road and Griffith Avenue and towards Beale AFB.  To 
accommodate new development, the development impact fee study recommends replacing the 
North Arboga station and building two new stations in East Linda and Plumas Lake (in addition to 
the recently completed Plumas Lake station).  Land has been purchased for a new Fire Station 2 in 
Arboga—the site was chosen after a study determined the most advantageous location.  The timing 
of new stations will be determined by the pace of construction and the threshold number of 
structures to finance the construction and operations of the facilities.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

The District considers its customer base to be the structures within the District service area and 
individuals living or traveling in the District.  LFPD protected approximately 2,700 structures prior 
to 2003, according to the District.  Since then, the area has experienced significant development 
resulting in building and population growth.  Between 2003 and April 2007, the District estimates an 
additional 2,600 structures have been constructed—totaling approximately 5,300 structures 
protected by the District.  DOF population estimates provided by LFPD show a 36 percent growth 
in population from 16,477 in 2003 to 22,455 in 2006.  The District’s population density is 
approximately 510 per square mile, compared with the countywide density of 114. 

To accommodate growth, the District projects service needs for facility planning and financing 
purposes.  The District’s 2003 development impact fee study outlines facility, equipment, and 
staffing required to minimize response times by maintaining a designated ratio of fire engines to 
structures as growth occurs.  When planning for a new fire station, the District prepares revenue and 
cost projections and monitors development activity, through assessor parcel data and county 
recorder planned development data, to optimize timing of new facility construction. 
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Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

Key infrastructure owned by the District includes three fire stations and 16 trucks.  Due to 
recent growth and development the District has made plans for additional stations to service the 
increased population.  Station 3 was recently erected in the Plumas Lake area and began operations 
in January 2007.  The District anticipates replacing Station 2 within the next two to five years; the 
District has purchased property on Plumas Arboga Road.  The construction timeline will depend on 
the rate of development.  An additional station is planned to be built in Plumas Lake around 2013, if 
growth occurs as anticipated in the DIF study.  The District did not report any other vehicle needs 
or deficiencies; however, as the District constructs new stations, additional equipment will be 
needed. 

The District’s financial ability to provide services is constrained by available revenues and legal 
limitations on revenue increases; however, LFPD has managed to provide adequate service levels 
within these resource constraints. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the existing boundary and SOI area, communities of interest include Plumas Lake, Linda 
and Brophy.  Economic communities of interest include the proposed residential development 
projects of the Woodbury Specific Plan, as well as the developing PLSP area.   
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L I N D A  C O U N T Y  W A T E R  D I S T R I C T  

The Linda County Water District (LCWD) provides domestic water and wastewater services. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundaries of LCWD encompass the community of Linda, extending north to Simpson 
Dantoni Road, west of the Yuba County Airport, south to Erle Road and south along Feather River 
Boulevard, and one mile east of Griffith Avenue.  The District has a boundary area of six square 
miles. 

The District’s SOI is an annexable sphere, extending north of Simpson Dantoni Road and Levee 
Road, west beyond Riverside Drive and Feather River Boulevard, south to Erle Road and areas 
surrounding the Yuba County Airport to the north and west, and east one mile beyond Griffith 
Avenue. 

Service Area 

The District provides domestic water and wastewater services to all areas within the District 
bounds.  LCWD provides retail water services to approximately 3,360 customers in the form of 
groundwater pumping, treatment, water quality testing, conveyance, storage, and delivery.  
Connections are primarily residential with limited light commercial uses.  There are no significant 
industrial customers for water service.  LCWD services are not provided outside of the District 
bounds. 

Planning Area 

LCWD has adopted a mission statement, an Urban Water Management Plan (2005) and Water 
(1988) and Wastewater (1986) System Master Plans.  A supplement to the Master Plans was adopted 
in 1991.  Additional planning documents include a Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade and 
Expansion Plan and the project EIR.  The planning area is consistent with the boundaries of the 
District. 

Overlapping Providers 

LCWD’s boundaries overlap with multiple other service provider boundaries and service areas; 
however, only Brophy Water District (BWD) and Olivehurst Public Utility District (OPUD) are 
germane as both provide water service.   

• Approximately 389 acres of the LCWD boundary overlaps the BWD boundary and existing 
SOI in the East Linda area, in the vicinity of Hammonton Smartville Road and North Beale 
Road.  The LCWD existing SOI also overlaps an additional 375 acres of the BWD boundary 
and SOI in this area.  As BWD provides irrigation water and LCWD provides domestic 
water, there is not a duplication of services. 
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• The existing SOI for LCWD overlaps the existing SOI for OPUD in an area at the north of 
the Yuba County Airport, east of the intersection of Feather River Boulevard with Grand 
Avenue in the community Olivehurst, and a small portion of the LCWD bounds. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

The SOI proposed by LCWD is shown on Figure 4-13.  The proposed SOI extends south of the 
existing SOI in the southwest and southeast, and extends east of the existing SOI to Beale AFB.  
OPUD and LCWD agreed on their respective SOI proposals, which are consistent with each other.   

The majority of the proposed LCWD SOI expansion area is presently included within the 
boundaries of BWD, and also includes the proposed development projects of Terra Linda and part 
of the Woodbury Specific Plan.   

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the LCWD SOI. 

Option #1: SOI Expansion – East to Brophy Road 

The first SOI option for LCWD is to extend the SOI east to Brophy Road and southeast to Erle 
Road.  This option includes territory presently within the SOI of OPUD, extending southwest to 
Ella Drive and the Feather River.  This option includes the proposed Terra Linda development and 
part of the Woodbury Specific Plan.  Territory within the existing LCWD or OPUD SOIs would be 
processed as an SOI update, and territory not within either provider’s existing SOI would be 
included in an SOI planning area. 

Option #2: SOI Expansion – Agency Proposal 

Expanding the SOI as proposed by LCWD would signify that LAFCO anticipates that areas 
south and east of the existing District boundaries will be annexed to LCWD.   

Option #3: Retain Existing SOI 

Retaining the existing SOI would signify that LAFCO does not anticipate that any territory 
outside of the existing annexable SOI for LCWD will be annexed to the District in the foreseeable 
future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

Due to the planned and proposed developments located within the SOI expansion area, SOI 
Options #1 and #2 appear to be subject to CEQA review, and would be processed as an SOI 
amendment rather than an SOI update.   However, LAFCO may adopt an SOI planning area to 
encompass these options.  The mutually agreeable exchange of SOI areas between OPUD and 
LCWD could be processed by LAFCO as an SOI update, as it appears to be exempt from CEQA. 
Retaining the existing SOI would also be exempt from CEQA.   
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OPUD and LCWD agreed on their respective SOI proposals, which are consistent with each 
other.  As OPUD and LCWD have agreed upon exchange of certain territory within their respective 
SOIs and such exchange would not be growth-inducing, the agreed-upon changes could be 
processed as an SOI update.  SOI Options #1 and 2 are consistent with the OPUD-LCWD 
agreement, except that Option #1 excludes territory located between Brophy Road and the western 
perimeter of Beale AFB.   

SOI Option #1 would provide LCWD with an SOI planning area more expansive than its 
existing SOI without encroaching upon Beale AFB.  The SOI planning area does not include any 
parcels on the eastern side that are primarily in the floodplain (i.e., the projected post-improvement 
floodplain, as shown on Figure 4-13. 

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI for LCWD is consistent with SOI option #1.  Specifically, the LCWD 
SOI should be updated to reflect the SOI exchange areas that OPUD and LCWD have mutually 
agreed upon.  The LCWD SOI planning area should encompass the SOI expansion areas agreed 
upon by OPUD and LCWD that lie outside the floodplain (except in the west where LCWD 
facilities are located in the floodplain) and that are located east of Brophy Road and thereby avoid 
encroachment on Beale AFB.   

The likelihood of the SOI planning area being upgraded in the future to an actual annexable SOI 
depends on County planning decisions and the pace of growth in East Linda.   The SOI planning 
area would not be an SOI; in other words, LCWD would still have to apply to shift territory from 
the SOI planning area into the District’s SOI prior to annexing additional territory.  As an SOI 
planning area is not an actual SOI expansion, it does not actually change the SOI and appears to be 
exempt from CEQA review.  There would be additional steps involved besides designation of an 
SOI planning area; such steps would include SOI adoption and annexation to which CEQA review 
would be tied. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

Existing land uses in the LCWD boundary area are primarily urban residential and commercial.  
Residential zoning is located throughout the boundary area, and varies from low density single 
family residential (R-1) to high density multi-family residential (R-3).  Within the ELSP area, zoning 
ranges from minimum lot sizes of 10 to 20 acres (R-10 to R-20), to minimum half-acre lots (R-0.5).  
Also located within LCWD bounds are neighborhood commercial (RC) facilities, public facilities 
(PF) including Yuba College, and agricultural in the overlap areas with BWD, zoned as agricultural 
exclusive with minimum 80-acre lots (AE-80). 

Land within the District’s SOI planning area includes low density residential (R-1) and 
agricultural exclusive with minimum 40-acre lots (AE-40) in the southwestern portion, agricultural 
exclusive with minimum 80-acre lots (AE-80) in the eastern portion, and agricultural exclusive with 
minimum 40-acre lots (AE-40), agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05) 
and extractive industrial (M-2) uses in the northeast of the SOI planning area. 
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Planned land uses in the area include various residential development projects.  Major 
developments located within LCWD are the 390-acre Edgewater development and the 108-acre 
Montrose at Edgewater development, as well as the 130-acre Orchard development.  Infrastructure 
has been laid and residences are under construction in both Edgewater and Montrose.  The total 
acreage of development area within the District bounds and existing SOI is in excess of 860 
(including over 17 acres of non-residential), with over 3,100 planned dwelling units.  Proposed 
development projects located within the SOI planning area include the Woodbury Specific Plan and 
Terra Linda developments.  The Woodbury Specific Plan, as originally proposed, was a 1,633-acre 
development area, with plans for 6,300 residential units, over 60 acres of neighborhood commercial, 
and a 56-acre business park.  This proposal, like many in Yuba County, is subject to the outcome of 
the ongoing Yuba County General Plan update and the timing on housing market dynamics.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

As of 2000, the District boundaries included approximately 12,439 residents, according to 
Census data and GIS analysis.  Significant growth is anticipated within the District in the next few 
years as planned developments begin and continue construction primarily in the East Linda Specific 
Plan (ELSP) area.  The ELSP area is approximately 70 percent within LCWD bounds and 
encompassed by the District’s existing SOI.  According to UWMP projections, population will 
increase to 55,162 in 2030—causing annual demand for domestic water to increase by 340 percent, 
from 3,267 acre-feet per year in 2005 to 14,402 by 2030.   

The projected rate of wastewater demand growth in the LCWD area is comparable to projected 
population growth but higher than water demand growth.  Wastewater flows are expected to 
increase by 450 percent, from 1.2 mgd ADWF in 2005 to 6.6 in 2030.  LCWD projections are based 
on SACOG projections and Yuba County actual growth rates and growth estimates, in conjunction 
with planned and proposed developments in the East Linda and Woodbury Specific Plan areas, 
including Woodbury, Edgewater, Orchards & Montrose, Sierra Vista, and 200 units in other 
developments.  Projected population for each development was estimated based on the assumption 
of three individuals per housing unit.  

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The current LCWD water system has the pumping capacity to serve anticipated growth until 
2010, according to UWMP projections.  However, if growth occurs as predicted, an additional three 
mgd capacity will be needed by 2015 and an additional 20 mgd by 2030 to accommodate maximum 
daily demand.  The additional five mgd of pumping capacity from Well 17 is expected to meet the 
needs of the District beyond 2015.  According to the District, developers will provide necessary 
infrastructure to meet additional capacity needs. 

The LCWD wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) plant was built in 1960 with significant 
upgrades in 1996 and 2002.  The existing plant is expected to reach its design flow capacity of 1.8 
mgd by the end of 2008.  Due to growth and development in the District, the UWMP predicts a 
need for a plant with design flow capacities of 2.5 mgd by 2010 and 6.6 mgd by 2030.  Plans for 
plant expansion are underway to accommodate rapid growth.  The plant discharges to the Feather 
River. 
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The District has managed to provide adequate water service levels despite being constrained by 
available revenues.  The District implements water and wastewater rates biennially to reflect current 
costs. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the existing boundary and SOI area, the primary communities of interest are the 
community of Linda and the ELSP area.  Within the SOI planning area, communities of interest 
include the community of East Linda and the BWD area, including the proposed residential 
developments of Woodbury Specific Plan and Terra Linda.  Other economic communities of 
interest include the various businesses located off SR 70, and throughout the community of Linda. 
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O L I V E H U R S T  P U B L I C  U T I L I T Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Olivehurst Public Utility District (OPUD) provides water, wastewater, park maintenance, 
drainage, and street lighting services to the Olivehurst and Plumas Lake areas, and provides fire 
protection and emergency medical services to the Olivehurst area. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The OPUD boundary is made up of two noncontiguous areas.  The northernmost 
noncontiguous area encompasses the Yuba County Airport in the northwest, the community of 
Olivehurst in the center and east, and areas along Plumas Arboga Road and south of Broadway 
Road in the southwest.  The second noncontiguous boundary area is located south of Broadway 
Road in Arboga and into the Plumas Lake area, just north of the Yuba-Sutter county line.  The 
District has a boundary area of nine square miles.  

The existing SOI for OPUD contains two distinct sphere areas for the District:  a limited-service 
SOI and an all-services (including fire) SOI.  LAFCO limits OPUD’s services to “recreation, 
lighting, domestic water and sewer services only” generally in areas of overlap between OPUD and 
Linda Fire Protection District (LFPD) or Plumas Brophy Fire Protection District (PBFPD).58  The 
limited service SOI is located in select areas north of the District, in a rectangular-shaped area east 
of the District, south of McGowan Parkway in the Olivehurst area, along and adjacent to the 
Rancho Road-SR 65 corridor, in the Arboga area to the Yuba-Sutter county line in the west, and 
south of Plumas Arboga Road into the community of Plumas Lake, as shown in Figure 4-14.  The 
bounds extend beyond the existing SOI north of Furneaux Road on two parcels. 

The OPUD all-services SOI is effectively an SOI constraining where OPUD is authorized to 
provide fire and EMS services, hereafter called its fire SOI.   The existing fire SOI area includes the 
community of Olivehurst, the Yuba County Airport and Industrial Park, and certain areas northeast 
of the junction of SR 70 and 65, as shown in Figure 4-15.  The fire SOI extends into neighboring 
fire district bounds in three small areas, which are discussed below under “Overlapping Providers.” 
The fire SOI extends beyond District bounds to the northeast of the junction of SR 70 and 65, 
although this area is also within the LFPD SOI (but not its bounds). 

Service Area 

OPUD provides water and wastewater services to all areas within District bounds.  Water and 
wastewater services are not provided outside of the District bounds.  Drainage services are only 
provided to Johnson Ditch, which lies entirely within the District’s boundaries.  The District 
provides park services at 15 sites within its boundary, and is planning for 38 additional parks. 

OPUD provides fire protection services in its original 1949 response and protection area (4.1 
square miles), including Olivehurst, the Yuba County Airport, and a portion of the North Arboga 
Study Area.  LFPD provides fire services to the remainder of the area within OPUD’s boundaries, 

                                                 
58 LAFCO resolution 1988-15, Section 6. 
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with the exception of small pockets within PFBPD bounds.  OPUD’s fire service area extends 
beyond the District’s fire SOI between Catalpa Street and Aspen Way on the east side of SR 70 to 
an area not within the bounds of another fire district.     

The District reported that it is frequently called upon to provide fire and EMS service within the 
PBFPD boundaries, due to proximity to the area south of McGowan Parkway, east of Rancho Road 
and south along SR 65 to Forty Mile Road.  In addition, the District also responds within the LFPD 
boundaries to the area along Arboga Road from Furneaux Road south to Plumas-Arboga Road. 

Planning Area 

The District has performed studies and adopted plans focused on the Plumas Lake Specific Plan 
(PLSP) area, which the District anticipates serving in its entirety.  For services and plans outside of 
the PLSP area, the District has adopted capital improvement plans for water, wastewater and fire 
services.  The planning area for water and wastewater service is the district bounds, whereas the 
planning area for fire service is the OPUD fire service area. 

Overlapping Providers 

OPUD’s existing SOI (for all services except fire) overlaps the Linda CWD SOI and a small 
portion of the Linda CWD boundary area at the north end of the Airport where an animal control 
facility is located.  Both districts provide water and wastewater services. 

OPUD’s existing fire SOI and fire service area overlap the boundaries and existing SOI of two 
fire districts—Linda FPD and Plumas Brophy FPD—in five locations. 

The LFPD boundary and OPUD fire 
SOI overlap in an approximately 30-acre 
area (area A on the map) where LFPD is 
providing fire service to a property owned 
by Caltrans, north of Furneaux Road and 
just west of Arboga Road.  LFPD reports 
that it is being dispatched to service calls at 
the property.  OPUD reported that it is 
not the first-in service provider to this 
property.  The property was placed in the 
OPUD fire SOI in 1985; however, that 
appears to have been an inadvertent error, as the OPUD fire SOI was intended to exclude territory 
within the bounds of fire districts and the property was within LFPD bounds at that time.  

The LFPD boundaries overlap with OPUD’s fire service sphere at the animal control facility 
north of the Yuba County Airport (area B).  LFPD is providing service to this area.  OPUD 
reported that it is not the first-in service provider to this property.     

LFPD’s SOI and the OPUD SOI area overlap on two parcels east of Lindhurst Ave between 
Second and Sixth avenues (area C).  The site is vacant agricultural land, but had been a potential 
school facility in the past. OPUD reports that it is presently providing fire service to this area.  
LPFD reports that its fire station has readier access to the property than OPUD.  OPUD reports 
that it can respond more quickly to this area than LFPD, as LFPD would have to drive several miles 
around to access the area.   
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LFPD’s SOI and OPUD’s fire SOI overlap on three parcels east of the intersection of SRs 70 
and 65 (area D).  Both agencies reported providing service to the vacant, agricultural land, but there 
is presently no designated fire provider.  Both LPFD and OPUD reported that they could respond 
more quickly than the other provider to this area. 

OPUD overlaps PBFPD in the 
36-acre area of the Summerfield 
subdivision (shown in fuchsia on 
the drawing to the right), south of 
McGowan Parkway.  Summerfield, 
a recently urbanized subdivision, 
was not detached from PBFPD in 
spite of being annexed in 2003 to 
OPUD, receiving fire protection 
service from OPUD, and paying fire assessments to OPUD.  Property taxes in this area continue to 
be allocated to PBFPD.  OPUD reported that it can respond more quickly to this area than PBFPD. 

The OPUD boundary overlaps the SYWD boundary east of SR-70 in the Dusty Maiden Road 
area.  SYWD provides irrigation water and OPUD provides domestic water. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

Limited Service SOI for Water, Sewer and Park Services 

The SOI proposed by OPUD is shown on Figure 4-14 as SOI Option 2. The proposed OPUD 
SOI extends east and west of the existing SOI, ranging from the Yuba-Sutter county line in the west 
to Beale AFB in the east.  OPUD and LCWD agreed on their respective SOI proposals, which are 
consistent with each other.  The OPUD and City of Wheatland SOI proposals overlap each other, 
as shown on Figure 4-1. 

The majority of the proposed SOI expansion area is presently included within the boundaries of 
Brophy Water District (BWD) and South Yuba Water District (SYWD), and also includes the 
proposed development projects of Chippewa, Feather Creek Specific Plan, Magnolia Ranch Specific 
Plan, and part of the Woodbury Specific Plan, as well as Yuba County’s Research and Development 
Park, the Sports and Entertainment Zone, and the Rancho Road Industrial and Commercial Park.  
The agency-proposed SOI could be processed by LAFCO as an SOI amendment, as it appears to be 
subject to CEQA review, or as an SOI planning area, but not as an SOI update. 

SOI for All Services, Including Fire 

OPUD did not explicitly propose a fire SOI.  OPUD objects to LAFCO’s imposition of two 
separate SOIs that limit where it may provide fire and EMS services.  OPUD suggests that 
LAFCO’s adoption of two separate SOIs for OPUD is “beyond LAFCO’s jurisdiction and not 
supported by law nor by sound planning discretion.”59  OPUD requested the legal authority for 
LAFCO establishing a limited service SOI for the District.   

                                                 
59 Correspondence from OPUD General Manager Timothy R. Shaw to LAFCO Executive Officer John Benoit, dated Nov. 26, 2008. 
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OPUD’s principal act prohibits it from providing fire and EMS service in the bounds of 
neighboring fire districts unless specifically requested by the adjacent district.  However, the 
principal act does not preclude OPUD from serving areas not within the bounds of any fire district, 
such as undesignated areas east of Lindhurst Avenue.   

In 1988, Yuba LAFCO adopted a limited service SOI, limiting OPUD’s services to water, sewer, 
lighting and recreation in areas where fire protection was being provided by LFPD or PBFPD.60  
Government Code §56001 specifically recognizes that in rural areas it may be appropriate to 
establish limited purpose agencies to serve an area rather than a single service provider, if multiple 
limited purpose agencies are better able to provide efficient services to an area rather than one 
service district. Moreover, Government Code Section §56425(i), governing sphere determinations, 
also authorizes a sphere for less than all of the services provided by a district by requiring a district 
affected by an SOI action to “establish the nature, location, and extent of any functions of classes of 
services provided by existing districts” recognizing that more than one district may serve an area and 
that a given district may provide less than its full range of services in an area.   

Yuba County LAFCO previously determined that the most efficient way to provide services to 
the area presently within the SOIs of Olivehurst Public Utility District (OPUD) and the Linda Fire 
Protection District (Linda FPD) is to have these two districts both serve the area—with Linda FPD 
providing fire service and OPUD providing water and sewer service.  The Commission may 
continue to conclude that maintaining these overlapping spheres is consistent with the purposes of 
the Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Government Reorganization Act of 2000. LAFCO Counsel concurs 
that the Commission may maintain these overlapping spheres if to do so will advance the purposes 
of the CKH Act and the policy objectives of the Commission. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Limited Service SOI 

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the OPUD limited service SOI, as 
shown on Figure 4-14. 

SOI Option #1: SOI Reduction – Floodplain and OPUD-LCWD SOI Exchange Areas 
Reducing the SOI for OPUD would remove floodplain areas and areas that OPUD agreed to 

exchange with LCWD.  Specifically, this option excludes parcels to the east of the District bounds 
that are presently within the SOI but that are located within the floodplain (i.e., 50 percent or more 
of the parcel is in the projected post-improvement floodplain), and excludes territory to the west of 
District bounds that is located outside the Feather River setback levee. Reducing the SOI would 
signify that LAFCO anticipates that these areas will be detached from OPUD in the foreseeable 
future.  This option involves an SOI expansion in the vicinity of Furneaux and Melody Roads, as 
agreed by OPUD and LCWD.   

                                                 
60 Yuba LAFCO resolution 1988-15. 
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SOI Option #2: SOI Expansion – Agency Proposal 
Expanding the SOI as proposed by OPUD would include the same territory as in SOI Option 

#1; however, it would also extend the SOI east to Beale AFB as far north as Erle Road in the 
community of Linda and south to the vicinity of Best Slough.  This option would include the 
proposed development projects of Chippewa, Woodbury Specific Plan (part), the Magnolia Ranch 
Specific Plan, and Feather Creek Specific Plan, as well as Yuba County’s Sports and Entertainment 
Zone, the Rancho Road Industrial and Commercial Park, and the Research and Development Park.  
The Estom Yumeka Maidu Tribe has proposed an as-yet-unapproved 170-room casino within the 
Sports and Entertainment Zone. 

SOI Option #3: Retain Existing SOI 
This option would involve retaining all portions of the existing SOI except the OPUD-LCWD 

SOI overlap area discussed earlier in this section. 

SOI Option #4: SOI Planning Area – Chippewa 
This option would create an SOI planning area encompassing areas outside the floodplain to the 

west of the District’s SOI (between the Feather River setback levee and the District’s western 
boundary), to the northeast of the District (the proposed Chippewa development), and to the east of 
the District (a small area on Old Marysville Road).  Approving an SOI planning area would signify 
that LAFCO anticipates that these areas may be added to the OPUD SOI in the future.  The 
District would be encouraged to pursue planning of this area.  If the District wishes to add this area 
to its official SOI, it would need to apply to LAFCO for an SOI amendment. 

Fire SOI 

With respect to the OPUD SOI for all services that designates OPUD’s LAFCO-approved fire 
service area, three options were identified, as shown on Figure 4-15. 

Fire SOI Option #1:  Service Area 
This option would signify that OPUD is authorized to provide fire service throughout its 

existing service area.  This option includes some territory outside the existing fire SOI, such as the 
Summerfield subdivision, and excludes some territory inside the existing fire SOI that is located 
within the bounds and service area of adjacent fire districts.  In addition, this option excludes 
territory that had also been allocated to the LFPD SOI (east of SR 65). 

Fire SOI Option #2:  Service Area less Summerfield 
This option includes the existing OPUD fire service area except the Summerfield subdivision. 

Fire SOI Option #3:  Zero SOI for Fire Services 
This option would signify by LAFCO the termination of fire services by OPUD, and the 

transfer of services to a successor agency.  This option would be adopted in conjunction with a zero 
SOI for LFPD if the successor agency were to be a new agency altogether, or in conjunction with an 
SOI for LFPD that includes the OPUD service area if the successor agency is LFPD.  In either case, 
the successor fire protection district would include the LFPD and OPUD territory in its entirety, 
and some or all of the PBFPD territory. 
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S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

Due to the planned and proposed developments located within the SOI expansion area, limited 
service SOI Option #2 appears to be subject to CEQA review; OPUD could apply to LAFCO for 
an SOI amendment covering the area, as LAFCO cannot process the proposal as an SOI update.   
However, LAFCO may choose to adopt an SOI planning area to encompass the option.  The 
mutually agreeable exchange of SOI areas between OPUD and LCWD could be processed by 
LAFCO as an SOI update, as it appears to be exempt from CEQA. Retaining the existing SOI 
would also be exempt from CEQA.   

OPUD and LCWD agreed on their respective SOI proposals, which are consistent with each 
other.  The OPUD and City of Wheatland SOI proposals overlap each other, as shown on Figure 4-
1.  The overlap area extends west to Forty Mile Road, north to Ostrom Road, south to the vicinity 
of Best Slough (historic Johnson Rancho), and east to Jasper Lane.  Proposed development projects 
in the proposal overlap area include the Magnolia Ranch Specific Plan, Feather Creek Specific Plan, 
Yuba County’s Sports and Entertainment Zone (including proposed casino), and the Rancho Road 
Industrial and Commercial Park. 

LAFCO’s adopted SOI policies encourage proposals that result in urban development to include 
annexation to a city whenever reasonably possible, and discourage proposals for urban development 
adjacent to a city without annexation to that city.  Another city could be formed in the future if 
enough economic development were to occur.  A 2003 incorporation feasibility study determined 
that the study area—Olivehurst and portions of Plumas Lake—would not generate enough revenue 
to sustain a city even if 320,000 square feet of commercial space were to be developed in the 
incorporation study area.61  To enhance its feasibility as a city would require development of retail in 
the area to generate sales tax revenue and/or imposition of new or increased taxes.   

From a fiscal perspective, territory adjacent to SR-65 offers commercial development 
opportunities.  Commercial development tends to generate sales tax revenue that contributes to the 
fiscal viability of cities and counties and their ability to effectively deliver services.   Hence, there are 
compelling reasons to consider the extent of SR-65 frontage that would be needed by the City of 
Wheatland, Yuba County, or a potential third city.  Allocation of territory along SR-65 should thus 
be mindful of the fiscal viability of such entities.  In addition, commercial uses tend to generate 
traffic and require associated street improvements and financing mechanisms.  Fiscal factors may 
contribute substantially to LAFCO’s appraisal of the equitable allocation of territory along SR-65. 
Neither OPUD nor the City of Wheatland has documented what portion of that corridor would be 
required to ensure fiscal viability for the City of Wheatland or a potential future proposed city. 

Wastewater is another major consideration in determining how to allocate territory that both the 
City of Wheatland and OPUD propose to include in their SOI planning areas.  The MSR identified 
opportunities to develop regional wastewater facilities.  The City of Wheatland has committed its 
remaining wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) capacity to proposed development within its existing 
SOI, and needs additional capacity.  The City WWTP discharges directly to the Bear River.  The City 

                                                 
61 Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., Initial Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed Incorporation of Olivehurst, May 2003. 
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is expanding its WWTP, and considering a site on Dairy Road north of the existing SOI for a new 
WWTP.   

By contrast, OPUD presently has excess capacity at its WWTP which discharges treated effluent 
via the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal (WPIC).  The WPIC was constructed by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers to convey flood water to the Bear River.  Flows originate primarily in Reeds and 
Hutchinson Creeks and Best Slough, and also include agricultural runoff.  The 2008 MSR found that 
the adequacy of the WPIC channel to convey flood flows was not completely known, and 
recommended it be reviewed in the 2013 MSR cycle.  In the interim, the City of Wheatland is an 
alternate service provider that plans to develop new treatment capacity with a point of discharge on 
the Bear River which does not discharge to the flood control channel.  Over time, wastewater 
collection systems degenerate due to tree roots, age and other events, and peak flows increase during 
rain events conveying a portion of flood waters through the wastewater collection system.  For this 
reason, it appears to be advisable to defer eastward expansion of the OPUD service area into 
floodplain areas until more information is known about the adequacy of the WPIC channel to 
convey future flows.  LAFCO may wish to encourage OPUD, in cooperation with the County and 
the Central Valley Flood Protection Board, to develop further information on that topic prior to 
granting OPUD an eastward SOI expansion into floodplain areas.   

It does not appear probable at this time that OPUD or a potential third city would be able to 
effectively extend urban services to the area southeast of the District’s boundary on SR-65.  Reeds 
Creek, Hutchinson Creek, Kimball Slough and floodplain areas are located between the existing 
OPUD bounds and proposed development sites south of Ostrom Road.  OPUD is not presently 
authorized to provide drainage services other than ditch maintenance and is not presently in a 
position to provide all services that would be needed to develop the area; the County and/or RD 
784 would be responsible for flood control and drainage improvements that would be needed to 
allow development in areas presently in the floodplain.  The feasibility and costs of OPUD 
essentially hopping over the floodplain areas to extend urban services to proposed development 
south of Ostrom Road is unknown at this time.  Although a third city could emerge in the future, 
the only existing analysis found that Olivehurst is not financially viable as a city at this time due to 
insufficient tax revenues and sales tax generating uses.  Hence, the notion of a third city serving the 
area between Ostrom Road and Best Slough does not appear probable at this time. 

OPUD opposes the City’s SOI extending northwest of Best Slough and has proposed that area 
be included in the OPUD SOI.62  This report does not recommend that OPUD’s SOI be expanded 
in an easterly direction at this time.  This report does not recommend that the City of Wheatland’s 
SOI be expanded in a northwesterly direction at this time either.  However, the report does 
recommend that the City of Wheatland be consulted on development projects within the disputed 
area.   

Fire SOI 

In 1988, Yuba LAFCO adopted a limited service SOI for OPUD, limiting OPUD’s services to 
water, sewer, lighting and recreation in areas where fire protection was being provided by LFPD or 
PBFPD.  OPUD has expressed a desire to do away with its limited service sphere, and instead have 

                                                 
62 Correspondence from Olivehurst Public Utility District General Manager Timothy Shaw to Yuba LAFCO, Feb. 4, 2009. 
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only a single SOI that includes all services.  Eliminating the OPUD fire SOI would create 
uncertainty and could lead to competition among service providers, particularly in undesignated 
areas east of Lindhurst Avenue.  Competition among providers has already been revealed by LFPD 
and OPUD comments and discussion relating to territory east of Lindhurst Avenue that was 
historically assigned (apparently inadvertently) by LAFCO to both the LFPD and OPUD SOIs.  To 
promote public safety and efficiency, this report recommends retaining the OPUD fire SOI, and 
finetuning the OPUD fire SOI to ensure it does not overlap with adjacent fire district SOIs.  

Although OPUD is compliant with a requirement in its principal act precluding it from 
providing fire services in neighboring fire districts’ bounds without their consent, OPUD provides 
automatic and mutual aid services outside its existing fire SOI.   

OPUD reports frequently providing mutual aid services outside its bounds and fire SOI in 
PBFPD boundaries to the area south of McGowan Parkway, east of Rancho Road and south along 
SR 65 to Forty Mile Road.  Such aid may be needed when an adjacent fire district receives 
simultaneous 911 calls or receives inadequate response from its on-call firefighters or when disasters 
or wildfires elsewhere require an extraordinary level of assistance.  It is clearly in the public interest 
for LAFCO to authorize OPUD to provide occasional or extraordinary fire and EMS services 
outside its fire SOI area when requested to do so by the County Sheriff, the California Office of 
Emergency Services, or adjacent fire districts.   

Another OPUD service area outside its fire SOI is the Summerfield subdivision in PBFPD 
where OPUD is the first responder and where it receives assessment revenues.  With respect to aid 
provided on a regular basis, such as OPUD service to the Summerfield area in PBFPD, it is 
important that appropriate boundary, property tax and other important considerations receive the 
scrutiny and review that a regional policy-making body provides.  Hence, it would best promote the 
public interest to continue to require OPUD to seek LAFCO approval for ongoing aid or 
automatically dispatched services.  The Summerfield area should be added to the OPUD fire SOI. 

There are three small areas adjacent to OPUD and west of SR 65 and SR 70 that are not within 
the bounds or SOI of an adjacent fire district:  an area north of Furneaux Road and west of the 
Caltrans property, the area between SR 70 and Lindhurst Avenue that lies between Catalpa and 
Aspen Streets, and the area between Via Grande and Rancho Road near McGowan Parkway.  These 
areas would appear to be most efficiently served by OPUD, are located in OPUD bounds, and 
should be included in the OPUD fire SOI. 

Consolidation 

Another governance option identified in the MSR is consolidation of south Yuba fire providers.  
Consolidation of fire providers could potentially offer greater efficiency, professionalism and 
enhanced public safety through increased service levels.  The present organization of Linda FPD, 
OPUD and Plumas-Brophy FPD is not well-oriented toward serving the area as it urbanizes in the 
future.  The Linda FPD service area has evolved over the years to become an inverted L-shaped 
area, which is not an efficient design for fire service provision.  The OPUD fire service area is 
compact and urban, which makes it easy to serve, but the location of the OPUD service area 
contributes to the inefficiency of the Linda FPD service area.  The Plumas-Brophy FPD service area 
may be logical for serving existing rural development; however, the mostly on-call district is not a 
logical service provider to new growth areas situated adjacent to Linda FPD and OPUD.  Plumas-
Brophy FPD extends so far to the north (on its west side) that it also contributes to the inefficiency 
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of the Linda FPD service area.  For further analysis of consolidation, please refer to the PBFPD 
section of this chapter. 

OPUD reported that it would consider a proposal for consolidation to enhance public safety 
should OPUD be able to retain its independent nature and accountability to constituents by 
overseeing the consolidation, and if it could ensure continued low ISO ratings and retention of 
firefighting resources for the Olivehurst area.  The District has voiced its willingness to conduct 
inter-district discussions focused on the optimal service configuration and evaluation of 
consolidation.  The District staff is concerned that consolidation would reduce service levels in 
Olivehurst, as well as fiscal and practical obstacles inhibiting consolidation,63 but has not provided 
specifics or substantiation to date. The LFPD board has not formally considered consolidation, but 
staff emphasized the need to ensure adequate funding for a consolidated fire provider, due to the 
differences in property tax allocation among the jurisdictions.  PBFPD opposes consolidation due to 
concerns about retaining local control over service levels, the costs of planning and implementing 
consolidation, alleges there would be no cost savings, alleges that consolidation would reduce WFA 
revenues, and reports that it lacks the financial ability to expand its infrastructure at this time,64 but 
has not provided specifics or substantiation to date. 

OPUD wants to continue to provide fire services in the event that the community of Olivehurst 
becomes an incorporated city.  A 2003 incorporation feasibility study determined that the study 
area—Olivehurst and portions of Plumas Lake—would not generate enough revenue to sustain a 
city even if 320,000 square feet of commercial space were to be developed in the incorporation 
study area.65  To enhance its feasibility as a city would require development of retail in the area to 
generate sales tax revenue and/or imposition of new or increased taxes.  The incorporation 
feasibility study, which was prepared by a consultant for OPUD, assumed that OPUD would be 
dissolved, and that territory in Plumas Lake would be detached from Linda FPD and included in the 
proposed city.  The study did not evaluate fiscal impacts of incorporation on Linda FPD, nor did it 
explicitly evaluate the financial feasibility of the OPUD fire service area as an incorporated city.   

As fire services are already provided by OPUD or another district within the possible sphere 
expansion areas, the three proposed SOI options do not appear to be growth-inducing.  All of the 
options appear to be exempt from CEQA review and could likely be processed as sphere updates.   

Recommendation 

Limited Service SOI 
The recommended limited service SOI for OPUD is consistent with SOI option #1.  

Specifically, the OPUD limited service SOI should be updated to reflect the SOI exchange areas that 
OPUD and LCWD have mutually agreed upon.  The SOI planning area should encompass SOI 
option #4.  The SOI planning area should exclude territory within the floodplain and territory that 
both OPUD and the City of Wheatland propose to be added to their SOIs at this time, since both 
OPUD and the City provide water, wastewater and park services. 
                                                 
63 Correspondence from OPUD General Manager Timothy Shaw to Yuba LAFCO, dated Feb. 4, 2009 and received March 2009. 

64 Correspondence from PBFPD Counsel Harriet Steiner to Yuba LAFCO consultant, March 9, 2009. 

65 Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., Initial Fiscal Analysis of the Proposed Incorporation of Olivehurst, May 2003. 
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Fire SOI 
This report recommends that LAFCO adopt provisional SOIs for the more compatible fire 

districts—PBFPD, OPUD and LFPD at this time—in order to promote incentives for the fire 
departments to timely and earnestly improve collaboration and further explore consolidation 
opportunities.  The provisional SOIs would exclude territory in future growth areas that is not 
presently in any of the three fire districts’ SOIs.   The recommendation is for LAFCO to establish 
concrete objectives associated with the provisional SOIs in order to ensure that the districts devote 
substantive and timely effort to improved collaboration and consolidation discussions.  LAFCO 
would ask the districts to report on their progress after a six-month period (from the date of actual 
SOI update), and submit a report along with their collective or individual proposals after a nine-
month period.  LAFCO would then have a three-month period to update the SOIs; that time period 
could be extended for practical reasons.  At the end of the 12-month period, LAFCO would pre-
arrange for the provisional SOIs to revert to zero SOIs.  Zero SOIs would be consistent with 
dissolution or consolidation of the various districts, although LAFCO could choose to update those 
SOIs as it wishes before or when they should revert to zero SOIs.   

The County is a key player in such discussions due to the Sheriff’s role in dispatch, the County’s 
role in coordinating emergency services, the County’s ability to adjust CSA assessment pass-
throughs or other funding sources, and the County’s interest in optimizing service levels for planned 
development.  The County would also share incentives with the three fire districts to forge 
collaboration and consider consolidation in order to promote its own planning objectives for the 
area (generally between Erle and Ostrom Roads) which would not be assigned to any of the three 
districts’ provisional SOIs.   

The recommended provisional SOI for OPUD is SOI option #1.  It is recommended that 
LAFCO authorize OPUD to provide occasional or extraordinary fire and EMS services outside its 
fire SOI area when requested to do so by the County Sheriff, the Governor’s Office of Emergency 
Services, or adjacent fire districts.  It is recommended that LAFCO explicitly clarify that OPUD is 
required to obtain LAFCO approval to provide ongoing aid or automatically dispatched services 
outside the fire SOI.  Finally, it is recommended that LAFCO process the fire SOI as a priority item. 

If LAFCO wishes not to adopt provisional SOIs, the consultant would recommend that 
LAFCO expand the LFPD SOI to include the OPUD and northwest PBFPD boundary areas.  Such 
an SOI alternative would allow detachment of these areas to be initiated immediately after SOI 
update.  In this case, it is not recommended that the OPUD fire SOI be reduced until after 
annexation to LFPD is approved and implemented, as that would prohibit OPUD from continuing 
to provide fire services during the consideration and transition period. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

Existing land uses within OPUD bounds are primarily urban residential and commercial areas.  
Residential zoning is concentrated in the Olivehurst and Plumas Lake areas, and ranges from low 
density single family residential to high density multi-family residential.  Other land uses located 
within OPUD bounds are highway and community commercial areas, parks, and other public uses. 
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Existing land uses within the District’s recommended SOI planning area primarily include 
agricultural exclusive areas, with minimum lot sizes ranging from 40 acres (AE-40) to 80 acres (AE-
80). 

Land uses in the area could change depending on the direction of the Yuba County General 
Plan.  Residential development proposals in the recommended SOI planning area include Chippewa, 
Bear River, Country Club Estates, and part of the Woodbury Specific Plan. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There were 10,271 residents in the District in 2000, according to 2000 Census data and GIS 
analysis.  The District has experienced significant growth and urban development since the 2000 
Census; the District’s 2007 population was approximately 12,259.66 

Further growth is anticipated within the District in the coming years as planned developments 
begin and continue construction within the Plumas Lake Specific Plan (PLSP) and North Arboga 
Study Areas (NASA).  Future developments within the District bounds and SOI encompass over 
5,000 acres (including 73 acres of non-residential), with over 16,000 planned and proposed dwelling 
units.  Build-out of the residential development projects located within the recommended SOI 
planning area would add additional dwelling units and non-residential development. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

OPUD provides retail water services to customers in the form of groundwater pumping, 
treatment, water quality testing, conveyance, storage, and delivery.  These services are provided 
through two separate pumping and distribution systems in Plumas Lake and old Olivehurst.  The 
District served a total of 6,486 connections in 2007 (1,374 in Plumas Lake and 5,472 in Olivehurst).  
The total maximum well pumping capacity of both systems is 24,070 gpm, 16,370 gpm in Olivehurst 
and 7,700 gpm in Plumas Lake.  The Department of Public Health (DPH) reported that source 
capacity is not a concern in the Plumas Lake area, as maximum day demand in 2005 used only 60 
percent of the system’s capacity.  The Olivehurst system has enough source capacity to meet peak 
demand; however, providing sufficient treated water to the eastern side of the system has posed a 
challenge to the District. 

The District provides wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal services to 5,221 
connections.  The District owns and operates a wastewater treatment plant and inspects, cleans and 
repairs sewer collection infrastructure in the service area such as pipes, manholes and lift stations.  
The OPUD wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) currently has a permitted capacity of 3.0 mgd 
average dry weather flow (ADWF); however, the District has plans for future plant expansions.  The 
WWTP site can accommodate further expansion up to 8.0 mgd, without the acquisition of 
additional land.   Projected demand within the District’s SOI at build-out of the Plumas Lake 
Specific Plan,  North Arboga Study Area, in addition to Olivehurst existing demand, is 
approximately 7.1 to 8.85 mgd ADWF.   

The District’s financial ability to provide services is constrained by available revenues and legal 
limitations on revenue increases; however, OPUD has managed to provide adequate service levels 
                                                 
66 Burr Consulting, Municipal Service Review Appendix A:  Report to the Yuba Local Agency Formation Commission, 2008. 
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within these resource constraints.  The District reported that the current level of financing is 
adequate to deliver services “based on anticipated cash flows and scheduled rate increases for the 
next ten years.”67 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the existing boundary and SOI area, the primary communities of interest are the 
communities of Olivehurst and Plumas Lake.  Within the SOI expansion area, communities of 
interest include the SYWD and BWD boundary areas, including the proposed residential 
developments of Terra Linda, Woodbury Specific Plan, Chippewa, Feather Creek Specific Plan, and 
Magnolia Ranch Specific Plan.  Other economic communities of interest include the non-residential 
developments of the Research and Development Park, the Sports and Entertainment Zone and the 
Rancho Road Industrial and Commercial Park, along SR 65. 

 

                                                 
67 OPUD, Memorandum from Glen P. Phillips, Office Manager, 3/26/08. 
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R E C L A M A T I O N  D I S T R I C T  7 8 4  

Reclamation District (RD) 784 provides maintenance services to state-owned levees, and 
maintains drainage channels, detention basins, and pumping stations.  

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundary of RD 784 extends north to the Yuba River southern levee, west to the inside of 
the Feather River levee (i.e., the levee toe), south to the inside of the Bear River levee, and east to 
the community of Linda in the northeast, the old Western Pacific Railroad in the central portion, 
and beyond SR 70 in the southeast.  There are four holes in the District north of Plumas Arboga 
Road in the eastern area of the District.  The boundaries encompass approximately 33 square miles.  

According to the LAFCO record, no SOI has been established for the District. 

Service Area 

RD 784 provides levee maintenance and internal drainage services.  The District’s service area 
extends beyond its boundary area.  The District is responsible for maintaining approximately four 
miles of project levees outside of its bounds along the south banks of the Yuba River and Best 
Slough.   The levees along the south bank of the Yuba were previously in State Maintenance Area 8, 
which was subsequently dissolved.  The State transferred levee maintenance responsibility to the 
District without additional funding for the services.  The levee along the south bank of Best Slough 
extends outside the District’s boundaries to Hoffman Plumas Road.   

The District does not maintain non-project levees within its boundaries along the western bank 
of Algodon Canal, the north bank of Best Slough, and the east bank of the WPIC north of Best 
Slough.  These levees are the responsibility of the landowners, according to the District. 

Planning Area 

For drainage activities the District has a master drainage plan, which defines the planning area as 
the RD 784 watershed, which extends from the community of Linda to the north, the Feather River 
to the west, the Bear River to the south, and the WPIC to the east.68  For flood control and levee 
maintenance services, the District relies on the Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority 
(TRLIA) to define the planning area, which consists of an area of benefit that includes a majority of 
the area within RD 784’s bounds excluding areas inside the levees along the Feather and Bear rivers 
and areas east of the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal, as well as areas outside of the District’s 
bounds northwest of Ostrom Road and south of the Yuba River levee. 

                                                 
68 Ibid., Figure 1-2.  The planning area excludes the Olivehurst community, which is located outside District bounds. 
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Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the RD 784 boundaries or existing 
SOI, however, only TRLIA and the County provide similar drainage and flood control services to 
RD 784.   

• TRLIA has provided for significant capital improvements to the levees that are under the 
purview of RD 784; however, upon completion of these improvements and certification of 
the levees, the levees are transferred back to RD 784 for continued maintenance. 

• The County and RD 784 have overlapping responsibilities for internal drainage in the RD 
784 boundary area.  RD 784 maintains major drainage channels, most detention basins, and 
pumping stations.  Underground drainage facilities, gutters and road side swales within 
residential subdivisions are maintained by the County.  Just east of the RD 784 boundary in 
the East Linda area is an area where the County has primary responsibility for drainage 
facilities, although the District is responsible for levee maintenance and provides some 
drainage services to the County under a service contract.  

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

The District proposed an SOI consistent with its service area and area of benefit after 
completion of all levee improvements by TRLIA, as shown on Figure 4-16.  The District’s SOI 
proposal includes two areas beyond the District’s existing bounds. 

There is a large annexable area to the northeast of the existing District bounds (area A on the 
map) that represents the benefit area associated with a planned assessment for properties receiving 
protection from levees maintained by RD 784 along the south bank of the Yuba River.  The District 
collaborated with TRLIA in defining this area, and reported that the definition of the area was 
developed based on computer simulations of levee breaks along the south bank of the Yuba River.  
The District wishes to annex the area. 

The second area (area C on the map) lies to the southeast of the agency’s boundary in an area 
that presently receives benefit from project levees along the east bank of the WPIC (south of Best 
Slough), the south bank of Best Slough, and the north bank of the Bear River and Dry Creek.  The 
District defined this area based on analysis of elevation from flood insurance and contour maps.  
RD 784 would agree to exclude this area but would gauge public opinion in these areas to determine 
if levees should be abandoned or a new district formed.69   

Although the District wishes to relinquish responsibility of project levees east of the WPIC, its 
obligation to the State to maintain those levees cannot be unilaterally changed.  Until the District is 
relieved of this responsibility, it wishes to have the ability to defray maintenance costs by imposing 
assessments in the area of benefit.    

  

                                                 
69 Correspondence from RD 784 General Manager Steve Fordice to Yuba LAFCO Clerk-Analyst Paige Hensley, March 10, 2009. 



Erle

B

I

Hwy 65

Arboga

Be
al

e

E

Ostrom

F
or

ty
 M

ile

H

Dairy

G

H
w

y 
70

Rancho

V
irg

in
ia

Dan
to

ni

F
ea

th
er

 R
iv

er

Patrol

O
akley

G
rif

fit
h

5th

Hammonton-Smartville

Ella

Hwy 2
0

Wheatland

J

B
ro

ph
y

Leach

Algodon

8th
7th

D
oolittle

Plumas Arboga

9th

Lindhurst

C

Broadway

10th

17th

Alicia

C
hi

p p
e w

a

Lew
is

McGowan

B
ra

ds
ha

w

Simpson

19th

M
er

cu
ryO

l iv
e h

ur
st

14th

Chestnut

A

P
ow

er
l in

e

A
rnold

Country Club

P
ark

H
al

l

Y
uba

R
oa

d 
1 0

34

R
iv

er
 O

ak
s

Anderson

Ninth

G
ra

nd

D

Sixth
D

ye

M
ar

y

W
e s

te
rn

S
kyw

ay

Hoffman

11th

18th

Morrison

Val

Linda

Murphy

6th

Plumas

B
ry

de
n

Laurellen

A
rd

m
or

e
Hale

24th

Baxter

R
upert

S
w

ezy

R
iverside

George

Davis

F
ir

2227

Za
ne

s

O
live

Hile

B
la

ir

Sun

Rich

F

D
an

Ash

K
am

ad
a

Plantz

Lisa

B
ab

bi
ng

to
n

Third

S
ta

r

Garden
A

m
es

R
osser

Melody

A
lb

er
ta

Mage

P
riv

at
e

D
on

a l
d

Ja
ck

 S
lo

ug
h

Nadene

Avondale

Sim
pson-D

antoni

H
am

m
on

to
n

H
W

Y
 65

S
unset  D

aisy

Miranda

Furneaux

Martel

M
o

on
A

pe
x

B
id

w
el

l  B
ar

K
irk

hi
ll

Fi
rs

t

Stoney

O
ld

 M
ar

ys
vi

lle

McDevitt

R
os

e

S
em

in
ol

e

W
oo

d

Ti
bu

ro
n

P
ecos

Plumas School

Butterfly

Edgewater

Rick

Duggin

C
ita

tio
n

N

H
az

el

B
ur

di
ck

Shad

S
u t

te
r

Bamboo

A
the rton

G
ar

ci
a

Myrna

W
all en

B
lo

om

C
ounty R

oad 512
R

oc
ky

Tiptoe

C
halice C

reek

22nd

Fernwood

Dry Creek Levee

S
ereno

River Bank

Vin
e

Lofton

Atwater

C
of

fe
e 

C
re

ek

P
um

pkin

Vista

N
ot

tin
g 

H
ill

Sca
les

Fairway

Wakefield
La

rn
er

Wheeler Ranch

24th

Beale

I

Linda

F

H
w

y 
7

0

H
w

y 
70

Hwy 65

F
ea

th
er

 R
iv

er

E

C
A

Olive

H
w

y 70

H
W

Y
 65

0

15N 03E 10
15N 04E 9

13N 04E 4

14N 05E 8

13N 04E 5

14N 03E 1

15N 05E 8

13N 04E 9

14N 04E 1

13N 04E 8

15N 04E 8

15N 03E 15

14N 04E 4

13N 03E 1

14N 04E 8

14N 04E 3

14N 04E 5
14N 05E 5

14N 04E 2

14N 04E 6

13N 04E 3

14N 04E 7

15N 03E 22

15N 05E 20

15N 03E 25

15N 04E 22

15N 04E 16

15N 04E 36

13N 03E 12

14N 05E 17

14N 04E 23

14N 04E 28

14N 04E 11

14N 04E 14

15N 03E 12
15N 03E 11

13N 03E 13

15N 04E 24

15N 03E 24

15N 04E 34

15N 05E 29

15N 04E 12

14N 04E 20

14N 03E 36

14N 04E 13

15N 05E 32

14N 04E 10

14N 03E 12

15N 04E 11

14N 04E 24

13N 03E 25

14N 03E 26

15N 04E 19

14N 04E 27

13N 04E 15

14N 04E 21

15N 05E 17
15N 04E 13

15N 04E 27
15N 04E 25

14N 03E 23

15N 04E 33

15N 04E 10

14N 04E 12

14N 03E 14

14N 04E 32

14N 04E 15

13N 04E 17

15N 04E 23

14N 04E 22

15N 04E 20
15N 03E 23

15N 04E 18

15N 03E 26

14N 04E 29

14N 05E 7

14N 04E 17

15N 04E 28

13N 04E 16

14N 04E 26

15N 04E 32

15N 04E 35

15N 04E 14
15N 03E 14

14N 04E 16

14N 04E 33

15N 04E 17

13N 04E 20

14N 05E 6

13N 03E 24

15N 03E 36

15N 04E 26

13N 04E 30

14N 04E 34

15N 04E 31

15N 03E 35

13N 04E 10

14N 04E 19

15N 05E 7

14N 04E 18

14N 05E 19

15N 05E 31

14N 05E 18

14N 03E 25

15N 05E 19

15N 05E 30

15N 05E 18

14N 04E 30

13N 04E 7

13N 04E 6

14N 05E 20

15N 04E 15

13N 04E 3113N 03E 36

13N 04E 19

14N 03E 13

14N 03E 24

13N 04E 18

14N 04E 25

15N 03E 3

14N 04E 31

15N 05E 9

14N 05E 9

14N 05E 4

15N 03E 34

15N 03E 2

15N 03E 1 15N 04E 6

15N 04E 5
15N 04E 4

14N 04E 31

15N 04E 3 15N 04E 2 15N 04E 1 15N 05E 515N 05E 6 15N 05E 4

15N 04E 7

14N 04E 9

15N 03E 13

15N 04E 30

15N 04E 21

15N 04E 29

15N 03E 27

15N 05E 21

15N 05E 16

15N 05E 28

15N 05E 33

14N 05E 16

13N 04E 6

13N 04E 7

15N 04E 21

14N 03E 13

13N 04E 18

14N 03E 24

15N 04E 15

14N 05E 21

14N 05E 30

13N 04E 19

14N 04E 35

14N 03E 25

14N 04E 30

F
ea

th
er

 R
iv

er

Bear River

Yuba River

Reclamation District No. 784 
Sphere of Influence Options 

Yuba County Information Technology - GIS
Drawn By: J.Henry/K.A.E.A.
Date: 12/09/2008
File:rec784SOImerge.mxd

0 0.6 1.2 1.8 2.40.3
Miles

�

Reclamation District No. 784 Sphere of Influence Options

Legend

RD 784 - District Boundary

Sphere of Influence Option #1

Sphere of Influence Option #2

Railways

Roads

Highways

Rivers

Levee

Parcels

PLS

County Boundary

A

B

C

Fig. 4-16



SPHERE OF INFLUENCE OPTIONS:  YUBA COUNTY  

PREPARED FOR YUBA LAFCO 132 

Finally, the District proposes to exclude from its SOI the portion of its boundary area that lies 
east of the WPIC and north of Best Slough (area B on the map).  Although there is a levee located 
along the east bank of the WPIC in this area, it is not a project levee and RD 784 is not responsible 
for its maintenance.  The District does not levee assessments in this portion of its boundary area, as 
it is not within its benefit area.  RD 784 would agree to exclude this area but would gauge public 
opinion in these areas to determine if levees should be abandoned or a new district formed.70 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two SOI options were identified for RD 784. 

Option #1:  SOI Adoption – Area of  Benefit 

This SOI option is the area of benefit as defined by RD 784.  The area includes the District’s 
existing boundary with the exception of an area east of the WPIC that is not protected by District-
maintained levees.  It also includes territory outside the District’s existing boundary that receives 
flood protection benefits from District-maintained levees.   

Such an SOI would indicate that LAFCO anticipates the annexation and detachment of areas so 
that the District’s boundary area matches the area that receives benefits and would be paying 
assessments.   

Option #2:  SOI Adoption – Area of  Benefit within Primary Hydrology 

The second option is the area of benefit except the southeast area east of the WPIC.  The area 
east of the WPIC is in a separate hydrologic area than the preponderance of the District.   

Such an SOI would indicate that LAFCO anticipates the annexation and detachment of areas so 
that the District’s boundary area matches the area that receives benefits, and LAFCO anticipates that 
the area east of the WPIC would be served by a new reclamation district or state maintenance area, 
or that its project levees would be deauthorized. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

LAFCO could process any of the SOI options as an SOI update, as none of the proposals 
appear to be growth-inducing and are exempt from CEQA by statutory exemption.  Levee 
maintenance and internal drainage services are needed in both rural and urban areas, and none of the 
SOI options extend beyond the District’s existing service area. 

The District should annex its benefit area to promote clarity and transparency, and to ensure 
appropriate future funding.  These areas benefit from recent levee improvements, but are located 
outside District bounds and do not presently contribute to maintenance costs. An assessment in 
Area A is also needed to ensure that adequate maintenance funding is in place timely so that the 
improved Yuba River levees qualify for certification.  Both RD 784 and Yuba County governing 

                                                 
70 Correspondence from RD 784 General Manager Steve Fordice to Yuba LAFCO Clerk-Analyst Paige Hensley, March 10, 2009. 
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bodies authorized TRLIA to impose an assessment.71  TRLIA is conducting an assessment election 
in the affected area with results anticipated in June 2009.  TRLIA has agreed that RD 784 will be 
exclusively responsible for maintenance of the Yuba River levees protecting the proposed 
assessment area. TRLIA requires control over levee maintenance during the levee 
construction/rehabilitation process, but upon completion contracts with RD 784 for maintenance.72  
TRLIA has conducted cross-training of RD 784 staff.   

Once levee construction activities are completed, it is possible and perhaps probable that TRLIA 
will become dormant until its role is again needed for levee construction work.  RD 784’s role in 
levee maintenance is expected to be ongoing.  The County does not provide levee maintenance 
services.  Therefore, it is appropriate for RD 784 to annex its benefit area (area A) and an SOI 
expansion in the area is logical.  

The District does not provide levee services that affect area B east of the WPIC, and area B is 
outside the benefit area for Yuba River levees.  Levees in area B had been abandoned and reverted 
to private ownership.  Those levees are not project levees, and the Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board does not require they be maintained by the reclamation district.  Maintenance is a 
responsibility of private landowners in keeping with agreements between the property owners and 
the State regarding flowage easements whereby the State is authorized to flood the area as needed 
during peak flows.  For these reasons, it is logical for LAFCO to allow detachment of area B to be 
initiated by reducing the RD 784 SOI to exclude the area. 

The District is presently serving project levee segments in area C east of the WPIC—the eastern 
WPIC levee (south of Best Slough), the southern Best Slough levee, and the southern Bear River 
and Dry Creek levee segment east of the District’s eastern boundary—and is required by the Central 
Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) to maintain these levee segments.   In turn, the State is 
required by the federal government to ensure continued maintenance of these levee segments.   If 
detached, the State would bear responsibility for levee maintenance in this agricultural area.  The 
State could then form a maintenance area whereby local landowners would bear the cost of levee 
maintenance or could reconsider the SRFCP (“project”) status of such levees. 

The area east of the WPIC (area C) is hydrologically distinct from RD 784’s primary area of 
responsibility.  This area is agricultural and associated revenues do not presently cover the costs of 
maintaining levees in the area to state and federal standards.  Similarly, RD 817 project levees north 
of Dry Creek are hydrologically distinct from its primary area of responsibility.  Both districts report 
that existing revenues generated in these areas do not cover the costs of maintaining the levees to 
state and federal standards.  More logical policy options for both the RD 784 area east of the WPIC 
and south of Best Slough and the RD 817 area north of Dry Creek are:  1) to form a new 
reclamation district covering these areas if property owners value the benefits of these levees, or 2) 
for the project levees in this area to be deauthorized.73  Clearly, these areas should not be included in 
                                                 
71 Correspondence from RD 784 General Manager Steven Fordice, March 11, 2009. 

72 Interview with TRLIA General Manager Paul Brunner, March 3, 2009. 

73 Deauthorization of project levees would require an act of Congress.  The next opportunity would be through amendments to the 
Water Resources Development Act, which are anticipated to occur next in 2009.  The process would require a study that 
demonstrates that these levees should not be project levees, and reports on public opinion among property owners in the affected 
area. 
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RD 784 or 817.  It appears unlikely that the economic benefit of levee protection at project 
standards  warrants the costs.  It is unknown whether affected property owners would prefer that a 
new reclamation district be formed or the levees deauthorized.   Given that public opinion is not 
known, it appears to be premature for LAFCO to remove these areas from the SOIs of the 
respective districts.  However, it is unreasonable for the districts to subsidize levee maintenance in 
these areas.  Therefore, the consultant recommends that LAFCO adopt policies encouraging RD 
784 and RD 817 to confer on costs and benefits of deauthorization.  LAFCO may also wish to 
consider this issue at the SOI update hearing to offer an opportunity to gauge public opinion among 
the property owners in the affected area. 

Recommendation 

The consultant recommends adopting an SOI that includes RD 784’s area of benefit to ensure 
that the District’s service area is within its bounds and those receiving benefit from the improved 
levees are contributing to their maintenance (SOI option #1).   Similarly, those that are not receiving 
protection should be detached from the District.   

It is recommended that LAFCO acknowledge that the RD 784 boundary and SOI area east of 
WPIC is hydrologically distinct from the preponderance of the district, and encourage RD 817 and 
784 to confer on costs and benefits of deauthorization of project levees serving the floodplain area 
east of the WPIC, south of Best Slough and north of Dry Creek.  LAFCO may wish to consider this 
issue as part of the SOI update in order to provide an opportunity to gauge public opinion in the 
affected area as to whether project levee deauthorization or formation of a new reclamation district 
would be preferred. 

It is also recommended that LAFCO ensure that the County and RD 784 have clearly delineated 
their respective responsibilities for internal drainage in RD 784 SOI area A prior to annexation of 
the area to RD 784.   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The District bounds encompass single family and multi-family residential areas and commercial 
areas, as well as some agricultural areas with lots of 40 acres.  The District encompasses the Plumas 
Lake Specific Plan Area (PLSP), the North Arboga Study Area (NASA) and a portion of the East 
Linda Specific Plan (ELSP).  Local business activities include construction, auto sales, storage, 
restaurants, retail, food processing, and the Plumas Lake Golf and Country Club.   

The land within the recommended SOI is the community of Olivehurst consisting of single and 
multi-family residences and commercial uses, the eastern portion of the community of Linda and the 
ELSP, which is primarily single family residential with minimal multi-family residences, and two 
largely agricultural areas along Hammonton-Smartville Road and south of Erle Road. 

Planned land uses within the District’s boundaries and recommended SOI will vary greatly 
depending on the preferred land use alternative chosen for the County’s general plan update.  
Presently, there are 31 planned developments within the District’s boundaries.  These developments 
are concentrated in the PLSP and ELSP areas and in NASA. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

As of 2000, the District boundaries included approximately 250 businesses and 3,375 residences, 
according to Yuba County GIS.74  There were 10,522 residents in RD 784, according to 2000 Census 
data and GIS analysis.  Since 2000, the area has experienced significant growth and development. 

Continued growth is anticipated within the District in the coming years as planned 
developments begin and continue construction.  Excluding Edgewater, the total acreage of 
development area within the District bounds is over 5,400 (including 73 acres of non-residential), 
with over 17,300 planned dwelling units.  The levees in area A require continued maintenance by 
RD 784 at appropriate service levels.  The levees in area B are private and the State has not required 
RD 784 to play a role in maintaining those levees.  Although levees in area C may require continued 
maintenance, RD 784 does not appear to be the logical service provider as area C is not 
hydrologically connected to the primary RD 784 service area and the area does not generate 
adequate revenues to finance maintenance services at State standards. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

With respect to levee improvements funded through TRLIA, financing sources are adequate to 
complete levee improvements that are expected to allow the protected area to achieve protection 
from a 200-year flood event.  In isolated areas with rural or otherwise sparse development, financing 
sources are not adequate to improve levees to urban standards.  Financing sources are not presently 
adequate for maintenance of Yuba River levees; an assessment election being conducted by TRLIA 
may yield appropriate financing in 2009 for RD 784 to maintain those levee segments.  Current 
financing sources do not appear to be adequate to address needs for internal drainage facilities, 
particularly in low-lying portions of the Olivehurst area; the District and the County are both 
considering financing options to improve drainage in such areas.   

Levee maintenance services are acceptable on the District’s Feather River, Bear River, Dry 
Creek, western WPIC, and a segment of its Yuba River levees, according to State inspection records.  
RD 784 levee maintenance was rated minimally acceptable due to erosion, vegetation, crown, and 
encroachment issues on its eastern WPIC levee and the segment of the Yuba River levee north of 
Simpson Lane.   

RD 784 does not presently maintain to an urban levee standard due to a lack of adequate 
funding.  The District relies on a patchwork of funding sources, and should evaluate its funding 
approach comprehensively.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the District’s boundaries, communities of interest include the community of Plumas 
Lake and a portion of the community of Linda.  The District’s proposed SOI also includes the 
remainder of the community of Linda, as well as the community of Olivehurst.  In addition, the 
proposed SOI includes the predominantly agricultural community located between the WPIC and 
Forty Mile Road and south of Best Slough.  The SOI reduction area includes the predominantly 
agricultural community located just east of the WPIC and north of Best Slough.   

                                                 
74 Yuba County, Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan, 2007, p. 1-42. 
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5 .    F O O T H I L L S  
This chapter focuses on the local agencies within the foothill portion of the County.  Most local 

agencies have been grouped by area to offer proximity of related content to the reader.  The 
agencies addressed in this chapter are shown in Table 5-1. 

Table 5-1: Foothill Agencies  

 

B R O W N S  VA L L E Y  I R R I G A T I O N  D I S T R I C T  

The Browns Valley Irrigation District (BVID) provides wholesale water for irrigation and 
domestic purposes, retail water for irrigation purposes, hydroelectric power generation, and 
recreation services. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundaries of BVID extend from the Yuba River and Browns Valley area in the south to 
the Loma Rica area in the north, and from Ramirez Road in the west to Englebright Lake in the 
east, and to the northeast along the North Fork of the Yuba River.  The District has a boundary area 
of approximately 86.6 square miles.   

Local Agency Existing SOI SOI Options Recommendation
Foothills

Browns Valley Irrigation District Coterminous less area 
annexed in 2000

1)  SOI expansion - boundaries and 
present and future service areas
2)  SOI expansion - District proposal

Expand SOI to include 
boundaries and present and 
future service areas.

Camptonville CSD Coterminous 1)  Coterminous Retain coterminous SOI.
Dobbins-Oregon House FPD Annexable SOI outside 

of District bounds
1)  SOI Expansion - two undesignated 
areas, less overlap area with LRBVCSD
2)  Coterminous

SOI expansion to include 
adjacent undesignated areas, 
less overlap area with 
LRBVCSD.

Foothill FPD Two annexable 
areas—one within 
District bounds and 
one outside District 

1)  SOI Expansion - boundaries, existing 
SOI and Clipper Mills area
2)  Coterminous

Expand SOI to include bounds, 
existing SOI and Clipper Mills.

North Yuba Water District None 1)  SOI adoption - boundaries less BVID 
overlap areas and BVID future service 
areas

Adopt SOI to include boundary 
area except BVID overlap areas 
and future BVID  service areas.

River Highlands CSD District bounds and 
extensive annexable 
area of 21,800 acres

1)  Zero SOI
2)  SOI reduction - exclude landowners by 
request
3)  SOI reduction - Gold Village

Reduce to zero SOI.

Smartville FPD Coterminous 1)  Zero SOI
2)  Retain coterminous SOI
3)  SOI expansion - existing SOI and 
adjacent undesignated areas

Reduce to zero SOI.  
Recommend consolidation of 
SFPD and others into a new 
district (CSD or PUD) serving 
Smartsville and vicinity.
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The SOI for BVID is generally consistent with the boundary of the District.  There is one area 
north of the District, west of Collins Lake, where the bounds extend beyond the SOI due to an 
annexation that occurred without a corresponding SOI amendment.75  

Service Area 

The District serves water customers within its bounds and 12 connections located outside of its 
bounds to the northeast near Old Marysville Road. 76   The District provides water services to 
approximately 23,133 acres within its 55,437-acre boundary area.  BVID reported that it is not 
serving approximately 3,070 acres of irrigable land within bounds, including both connections that 
are currently not receiving service, and areas where service is not available, primarily in the southeast 
and western portions of the District.  Of the unserved areas, approximately 2,842 acres of rice are 
receiving water from 15 private wells, and not presently choosing to receive BVID water available to 
this area.  The District indicated that it hopes to extend service into the remainder of the unserved 
area as it completes its ongoing pipeline projects.   

All hydroelectric generation and recreation services by the District occur within its bounds. 

Planning Area 

While the District has extensive capital improvement plans, the District lacks a master plan and 
other planning documents such as a capital improvement plan; although, the District has prepared a 
water supply study for the Spring Valley Specific Plan project.  The District describes it planning 
area in the water supply study as areas presently within the District’s boundaries.   

Overlapping Providers 

BVID’s boundaries overlap with multiple other service provider boundaries and service areas; 
however, only North Yuba Water District (NYWD) and Cordua Irrigation District (CID) duplicate 
services provided by BVID.   

• The NYWD boundary overlaps multiple parcels with BVID along Las Verjeles and 
Marysville Roads west of Collins Lake; the overlap area is approximately 2,821 acres based 
on GIS analysis.  NYWD reported that it is not providing services within these areas of 
overlap.  BVID reported that it presently serves some of these parcels. 

• The BVID boundaries and SOI overlap CID in four parcels east of Rue Dominique, in the 
vicinity of the intersection of Loma Rica Road and Roosters Roost, consisting of 
approximately 310 acres (shown in Figure 5-1 by area A).  CID provides service to one of 
the four parcels, consisting of approximately 100 acres.  Neither district provides service to 
the remaining three parcels; however, BVID reported that CID would be better positioned 
to serve the area due to the proximity of CID’s distribution canal. 

                                                 
75 LAFCO resolution 2000-6. 

76 The District sold 88 af to connections outside bounds in 2007. 
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A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

BVID proposes to include in its SOI the areas presented as SOI Option #2 in Figure 5-1.  The 
proposal includes the existing boundaries, with the exception of four parcels better served by CID 
(area A), two parcels within Ramirez Water District that could be better served by BVID (area B), 
areas served by BVID outside of it boundaries, and areas the District anticipates serving in the near 
future. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two SOI alternatives were identified with respect to BVID.  All options would be adopted in 
conjunction with an SOI reduction for NYWD to exclude the overlap areas where NYWD reported 
that it is not providing services.  For consistency’s sake, both options would also require an SOI 
reduction for Ramirez to exclude two parcels that are abutted by BVID and adjacent to the BVID 
Pumpline Canal (area B). 

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – Existing Boundaries and Present and Planned Service Area 

This SOI option would include all areas in the existing District boundaries, with the exception of 
the area currently served by CID (area A in Figure 5-1), 12 parcels outside of District bounds that 
are currently receiving services, and areas along the eastern and western boundaries that the district 
anticipates serving in the future.  The possible future service area defined by the District includes 
several areas within NYWD’s bounds that are not presently being served by NYWD.  This proposal 
also includes territory around Collins Lake where the District may potentially be able to provide 
services if such a demand existed.  This option does not include the proposed Quail Valley Ranch 
subdivision that presently is located within NYWD’s bounds. 

This option would signify that LAFCO anticipates the eventual annexation of the District’s 
present service area and areas defined as a possible future service area by the District as well as the 
detachment of overlap areas from NYWD. 

Option #2:  SOI Expansion – BVID Proposal 

The SOI option proposed by BVID is largely consistent with SOI option #1; however, it does 
not include as much territory to the northeast of the District.  Parcels excluded from the option by 
BVID are part of a Department of Fish and Game wildlife management area, and likely will not 
require irrigation services in the near future.  The BVID proposal does include Collins Lake and 
surrounding parcels, and parcels northeast of the District owned by the University of California that 
require irrigation for cattle grazing. 

This option would signify that LAFCO anticipates the eventual annexation of the District’s 
present service area and areas defined as a possible future service area by the District as well as the 
detachment of overlap areas from NYWD. 
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S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

In updating BVID’s SOI, key issues for consideration include the location of proposed 
developments and the location of the BVID and NYWD infrastructure and existing boundaries in 
relation to those developments. 

The proposed Quail Valley Ranch subdivision is located in the southwest corner of NYWD’s 
boundaries and immediately adjacent to BVID’s boundaries and service area.  BVID’s boundaries 
and distribution infrastructure surround the proposed development to the south and east of the 
proposed subdivision.  A water supply study would be required to determine BVID’s source 
capacity to serve the area.  Developers reported that BVID indicated it was not interested in serving 
the area when approached in 2006; however, since that time, BVID has begun considering service to 
the Spring Valley Specific Plan and expanding to domestic water service.    

The proposed subdivision is planning to receive raw water from South Feather Water and Power 
Agency (SFWPA) via a contract with NYWD, as NYWD relies on SFWPA for transmission of 
water to its service area.77   The subdivision is separated from the NYWD existing service area, and 
at present there is no water distribution infrastructure to serve the area.  The developers plan to 
construct a four-mile transmission line from the SFWPA point of diversion to the development and 
provide treatment at the subdivision.  Additionally, the area is removed from the SFWPA 
boundaries and cannot be annexed by the Agency.   

There are no planned or proposed developments outside of the District’s boundaries within the 
future service area of both SOI options #1 and #2.  In addition, the District does not presently 
provide domestic water service.  Consequently, both SOI options appear to be exempt from CEQA, 
and either could be process as an SOI update.   

Recommendation 

SOI expansion to include the existing boundaries and service area of BVID and other potential 
service areas to the east and west of the District and surrounding Collins Lake is recommended, 
consistent with SOI option #1.  BVID appears to be better situated to serve these areas when the 
need arises, given existing infrastructure and water sources. 

Neither SOI option includes the proposed Quail Valley Ranch subdivision (located to the north 
of the District), given the developers plan to receive water from SFWPA through a contract with 
NYWD, and that BVID had previously indicated that it was not interested in serving the proposed 
subdivision. 

                                                 
77 Even if the Quail Valley Ranch subdivision does not go through, NYWD reports that it has the ability to serve the area for either 
domestic or irrigation water in the future if need be.  When an SFWPA agreement with PG&E expires in 2010, NYWD water rights 
will increase. 
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D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The area within the District’s bounds is largely rural residential and agricultural.  Major crops are 
irrigated pasture and rice.  Business activity in the District includes a grocery store, two gas stations 
and convenience stores, a bar, and a feed store.   

Planned land uses within the District’s bounds include the Spring Valley Specific Plan Area 
where developers are in the process of compiling an application to the County.  Within the District’s 
proposed SOI is the proposed Quail Valley Ranch subdivision.   

Planned land uses will be dependent upon the County General Plan Update.  There are five 
conceptual scenarios being considered as of the writing of this document, some of which anticipate 
expansion of rural residential opportunities in the Loma Rica/Browns Valley area, and some of 
which anticipate limiting future residential development opportunities in this area.  Because the 
Spring Valley Specific Plan is the subject of a development agreement, this plan is assumed in all the 
conceptual land use scenarios.  The County anticipates creating two land use and circulation 
alternatives to study in more detail using ideas from the five conceptual alternatives currently being 
reviewed. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

The District estimated that there were approximately 1,500 installed connections; however, only 
1,200 connections had requested and were receiving water service, as of February 2008.  There were 
3,569 residents in the District, according to 2000 Census data and GIS analysis.   

The District has experienced moderate growth in recent years as some large parcels have been 
subdivided; however, this growth has not led an increase in demand for irrigation water, as the land 
area has remained the same.  Water use in on the subdivided lots is primarily for non-agricultural 
purposes such as large landscape irrigation.  Further growth is anticipated in the future, if 
development in the Spring Valley Specific Plan area is approved.  The project could accommodate 
up to 3,500 dwelling units and 27.5 acres of commercial land spread over 2,450 acres at build-out.  
The BVID Board of Directors is considering expanding services to include domestic water service 
to accommodate the development. 

The District has identified two long-term strategies to provide adequate service to accommodate 
planned growth in the District, 1) make water available to all areas within the District and 2) replace 
all open distribution ditches with pipelines in order to maximize conservation of water currently lost 
to seepage and evaporation.   

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The MSR found the District has managed to provide adequate service levels within resource 
constraints, and that the District implements best practices by annually adjusting water rates to 
reflect current costs.  The District reported that the current financing level is adequate to deliver 
services; however as the costs of labor and energy increase the District anticipates that the water rate 
will need to be raised. 
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BVID needs pipeline infrastructure to extend raw water service to unserved portions of its 
boundary area.  The planned Spring Valley Specific Plan needs water treatment and conveyance 
infrastructure, which would be developer funded.  Some pipelines have reached maximum capacity 
and cannot maintain adequate pressure.  Open ditches have a high rate of distribution loss, and may 
be a safety hazard.  BVID is conducting a grant-funded project to capture tailwater and reuse it on 
rice fields.  BVID identified a need for three agricultural production wells to supply warmer water 
during the critical rice germination period, to reduce Yuba River diversions and to provide additional 
supplies during drought years.  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the existing boundaries and SOI area, social communities of interest include the 
communities of Loma Rica and Browns Valley.  Economic communities of interest within the 
District’s bounds include the farmers that own and operate agricultural areas in the western portion 
of the district and one planned residential development—the Spring Valley Specific Plan.  An 
additional proposed development, Quail Valley Ranch, is located within the District’s proposed SOI. 
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C A M P T O N V I L L E  C O M M U N I T Y  S E R V I C E S  D I S T R I C T  

The Camptonville Community Services District (CCSD) provides fire protection, emergency 
medical, retail water delivery, and cemetery services. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

Figure 5-2: Camptonville CSD Existing SOI 

The CCSD boundary area consists of two 
zones, one for fire service and another for 
water service.  The boundaries of CCSD Zone 
A (the fire service area) consist of an 
approximately 56-square mile area bounded by 
the North and Middle Forks of the Yuba River 
and the Yuba-Nevada county line, east of the 
New Bullards Bar Reservoir.  The boundaries 
of CCSD Zone B (the water service area) 
consist of a 0.25 square mile area east of SR 49, 
in the vicinity of Cleveland Avenue, Mill Street 
and Spring Street. 78   There have been no 
annexations to the District since formation. 

The SOI for CCSD was adopted in 1987 to 
be coterminous with the boundaries of the 
District at its formation.79  There have been no 
amendments to the SOI since adoption. 

Service Area 

CCSD provides water service within a 0.25-
square mile area east of SR 49, in the vicinity of 
Cleveland Avenue, Mill Street and Spring 
Street.  The District does not provide water 
service outside the District’s Zone B 
boundaries. 

CCSD provides fire service for the entire 
area within District’s Zone of Benefit A.  The District also occasionally provides fire service outside 
of bounds through mutual aid agreements with neighboring providers in Sierra County, including 
Downieville FPD, Pike FPD, and North San Juan FPD. 

                                                 
78 LAFCO resolution 1987-4. 

79 LAFCO resolution 1987-5. 
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While the District has not been approved by LAFCO to provide cemetery services, these 
services are currently offered by the District to residents within Zone of Benefit A and to certain 
non-residents.   

Planning Area 

The District has not defined a planning area with regard to District services.   

Overlapping Providers 

With regard to water and cemetery services, there are no other service providers that overlap 
boundaries or service areas with CCSD. 

The District’s Zone of Benefit A boundaries, where fire services are provided, overlap with the 
CALFIRE State Responsibility Area in some areas and Plumas National Forest in the remaining 
territory.  CALFIRE and the U.S Forest Service have jurisdiction for any wildland fires in the area.  
CCSD generally provides initial wildland fire response and then supports the agency with 
jurisdiction during fire season. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

CCSD did not provide an SOI proposal for LAFCO’s consideration. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

One SOI alternative was identified for CCSD.   

Option #1:  Retain Existing Coterminous SOI 

By retaining the existing coterminous SOI, LAFCO is signifying that it does not anticipate that 
the District will be annexing or detaching territory in the foreseeable future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

CCSD is abutted on all sides by other fire, water and cemetery providers.  The District did not 
indicate a need or intention to expand services into these already served areas.  The District is able 
to provide services throughout its two zone of benefit areas and does not rely on other service 
providers to ensure adequate service levels within its bounds. 

This SOI option does not appear to be growth-inducing, as it is retaining a previously adopted 
SOI, and may be processed as an SOI update not subject to CEQA review. 

Recommendation 

The consultant recommends that LAFCO retain the existing coterminous SOI (option #1).  
CCSD is the only structural fire, water and public cemetery service provider in the area.  Its 
boundary, although expansive, does not overlap other districts that provide the same services.  
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D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The CCSD boundary area is primarily zoned as agricultural/rural residential and timber preserve 
zone.  Within the community of Camptonville, zoning consists mainly of agricultural/rural 
residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).  Outside of these communities, residential areas 
are zoned as agricultural/rural residential with 20-acre minimum lots (A/RR20).  Timber preserve 
zones (TPZ) are located in the northern and eastern portion of the District. 

Business activity within the District is limited to small businesses following the decline of the 
timber and mining industries.  Small businesses located in Camptonville include two markets and 
two restaurants. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There were 656 residents in the District, according to 2000 Census data and GIS analysis.  
Population growth within the District has been minimal, and is anticipated to continue to be limited 
as there are no planned or proposed developments located within the District as of August 2008.   

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The District has managed to provide minimal fire and cemetery service levels and adequate 
water service levels within financial resource constraints.  The District lacks resources for paid 
staffing of its fire protection operation. Although the District recently increased water rates in 2007, 
its previous water rate increase was in 1991.  Best practices involve annually adjusting water rates to 
reflect current costs.   

Specific fire facility needs include improvements to the electrical system, installation of dry wall, 
improved plumbing, landscaping, and minor improvements in the bathroom at Station 1 and an 
engine at Station 2.  Water infrastructure deficiencies include a lack of sufficient water storage for 
fires, times of high summer demand, and dry years.  The District’s cemetery facilities require a new 
lawn mower, tree trimmer and weed eater and repair of broken and cracked headstones and other 
plot structural deficiencies. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the boundary area, the primary community of interest is the community of Camptonville.  
Other significant social communities of interest include the Community Health Action Team, which 
is leading the community’s efforts in outlining input on growth strategies for the County General 
Plan update. 
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D O B B I N S - O R E G O N  H O U S E  F I R E  P R O T E C T I O N  D I S T R I C T  

The Dobbins-Oregon House Fire Protection District (DOHFPD) provides fire prevention, fire 
suppression and emergency medical services. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundaries of DOHFPD generally extend from Collins Lake in the southwest to the New 
Bullards Bar Reservoir in the northeast.  The North Yuba River serves as the southeastern boundary 
of the District, with Foothill Fire Protection District sharing the northern border of DOHFPD.  
The District has a boundary area of approximately 70 square miles. 80   There have been no 
annexations to the District since formation. 

The SOI for DOHFPD was adopted in 1986, and consists of approximately 5.2 square miles 
located outside of the District’s bounds along its southern boundary, abutting the northern 
boundary of Smartville Fire Protection District.81  There have been no amendments to the SOI since 
its adoption. 

Service Area 

DOHFPD provides services to all areas within District boundaries.  Services are also provided 
outside of District bounds into the eastern portion of LRBVCSD through an automatic aid 
agreement and to two adjacent areas that lack designated fire providers (areas A and B in Figure 5-
3).  The first undesignated area is approximately 0.5 square miles located between DOHFPD and 
Loma Rica-Browns Valley CSD along Marysville Road, immediately west of Collins Lake.  The 
second area is approximately six square miles located adjacent to the District’s bounds along the 
south, between DOHFPD and Smartville FPD. 

Planning Area 

The District’s planning area includes the entirety of the area within its bounds.  The District has 
not made plans for the area within its SOI or other areas outside of its bounds.   

Overlapping Providers 

Multiple agencies’ boundaries overlap DOHFPD’s existing bounds and SOI; of these agencies, 
only CALFIRE and the U.S. Forest Service provide fire and emergency medical services similar to 
DOHFPD’s services.  The District’s boundaries overlap with the CALFIRE State Responsibility 
Area in some portions and Plumas National Forest in the remaining territory.  CALFIRE and the 
U.S Forest Service have jurisdiction for any wildland fires in the area.  DOHFPD generally provides 
initial wildland fire response and then supports the agency with jurisdiction during fire season. 

                                                 
80 LAFCO resolution 1986-40. 

81 LAFCO resolution 1986-51. 
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The DOHFPD boundary overlaps the LRBVCSD boundary in a 160-acre area on the western 
side of the District (shown as area C in Figure 5-3).  Roadway access to the overlap area is via Dolan 
Harding Road from the LRBVCSD side.  There is no SOI overlap in this area, as the DOHFPD 
existing SOI only includes an area south of its boundary area. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

DOHFPD indicated that it is interested in expanding its SOI to include the two undesignated 
areas that it is currently serving, consistent with SOI option #1.82   

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two potential options have been identified with respect to DOHFPD’s SOI.   

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – District Boundaries (Less LRBVCSD Overlap) and Adjacent 
Undesignated Areas 

LAFCO may choose to expand the District’s SOI to include its existing boundaries (less the 
overlapping area with LRBVCSD, shown as area C) as well as the two areas adjacent to the District 
that do not have designated fire service providers, shown by areas A and B.  By adopting an SOI 
that includes the two undesignated areas, LAFCO would be signifying that DOHFPD is best located 
and equipped to serve those areas and anticipates that DOHFPD will eventually annex the territory 
into its boundaries. 

Option #2:  SOI Expansion – Coterminous 

Expanding the District’s service area to be coterminous with its existing bounds would signify 
that LAFCO does not anticipate any annexations or detachments from DOHFPD in the foreseeable 
future and that another district is expected to provide service to the adjacent undesignated areas.   

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

The two undesignated areas in question (areas A and B) are currently receiving service free of 
charge from DOHFPD.  No fire district presently receives property tax revenue from these areas.  
DOHFPD provides services but is unable to levy special benefit assessments on the properties.   

Due to the proximity of the DOHFPD fire stations to the two areas, the District reported that it 
has better access and shorter response times than LRBVCSD and SFPD.  LRBVCSD indicated that 
it is not interested in expanding its service area in the immediate future to include the area between 
LRBVCSD and DOHFPD.  Smartville FPD corroborated that DOHFPD could respond faster and 
indicated that there is no road access from the SFPD service area into the undesignated area 
between the two districts.  In addition, the area is more compatible with Dobbins' financing 
approach.  Dobbins relies partly on assessments to fund services, and could assess this area upon 
annexation.  Smartville FPD does not charge assessments.  

                                                 
82 Correspondence with Mike Hatherly, DOHFPD, Board of Directors Chair, October 3, 2008. 
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The 160-acre area of overlap between DOHFPD and LRBVCSD (area C) has been in existence 
since the formation of DOHFPD in 1986.  Both districts rely primarily on assessments to fund fire 
services.   The overlap area is most likely being assessed by both districts presently.  Services are 
provided to this area by DOHFPD through an automatic aid agreement with LRBVCSD. 

As DOHFPD is currently providing services within its boundaries and to the two undesignated 
areas in question, neither of the proposed options appear to be growth-inducing and may be exempt 
from CEQA, and therefore, processed as SOI updates. 

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI for DOHFPD is an SOI expansion which includes the District’s 
existing bounds and the two adjacent undesignated fire service areas, but excludes the overlapping 
area with LRBVCSD (SOI option #1).  Given the District’s location of existing facilities and ease of 
access due to roads, DOHFPD appears to provide the quickest response to the undesignated areas, 
and is interested in eventually annexing both areas (A and B). 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The area within DOHFPD’s bounds is largely rural residential and agricultural with lots between 
five and 40 acres, there are also timber production zones, several recreational waterways and a 
national forest.  Business activity in the District includes logging and forestry, utilities, camping and 
recreational facilities, as well as a medical office, a studio, a law office, and an olive company.   

Planned future land uses will be dependent on the chosen land use alternative for the County 
General Plan update.  Three of the five alternatives outline the possibility of a rural community just 
south of Oregon House with large residential lots.  DOHFPD is anticipating moderate residential 
growth in the future as the District has been approached by two developers regarding three potential 
developments. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

The District has experienced increased demand for service in recent years related to an increase 
in recreation tourists at Collins Lake, the Yuba River, Bullards Bar Reservoir, Lake Mildred, and 
Lake Francis.   

The District reported moderate residential growth and development within the District.  Further 
growth is anticipated as lots are split and proposed developments are approved and begin 
construction.  Two developers have contacted the District regarding three potential developments.  
The three developments would total approximately 350 single family homes, if approved.   

In order to serve historical and anticipated recreational and residential growth, the District is in 
the process of building a new Station 1 to replace this facility as District headquarters.  The District 
tracks the number of building permits issued to inform future service and infrastructure needs in its 
capital improvement plan.   
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Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The MSR found the District has managed to provide minimal service levels within financial 
resource constraints, but lacks resources for paid staffing.  Given the setting and size of the District, 
it appears that the DOHFPD provides adequate services as indicated by response times, ISO ratings, 
staffing coverage, accountability and management practices.   

The District is constructing a new station to replace the current headquarters due to storage 
space constraints and a lack of training facilities.  Additional district needs include plumbing 
improvements at a station and a new rescue engine.  The District reported that, with the exception 
of the rescue engine, all vehicles were recently upgraded.  The District plans to replace the rescue 
engine by the end of 2009.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the District’s boundaries, social communities of interest include the communities of 
Dobbins and Oregon House, while economic communities of interest include the timberland 
owners and concessionaires at the recreation facilities at the lakes.  No communities of interest were 
identified in the District’s existing or potential SOI. 
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F O O T H I L L  F I R E  P R O T E C T I O N  D I S T R I C T  

The Foothill Fire Protection District (FFPD) provides fire prevention, fire suppression and 
emergency medical services to Rackerby, Brownsville, Challenge and Clippermills. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundaries of Foothill Fire Protection District (FFPD) extend from the Yuba-Butte county 
line in the west to the Yuba-Plumas and Yuba-Sierra county lines in the most northeastern portion 
of Yuba County.  The southeast boundary of the District is the North Fork of the Yuba River and 
the New Bullards Bar Reservoir.  The District’s southern boundary abuts Dobbins-Oregon House 
FPD, and its eastern boundary is adjacent to Camptonville CSD.  The District has a boundary area 
of approximately 106 square miles. 

The SOI for FFPD was adopted by LAFCO in 1986 and consists of two discrete areas, one 
adjacent to the north of the District encompassing the community of Forbestown in Butte County, 
and the other consisting of the Strawberry Valley area, within the northeast boundaries of the 
District.83  There have been no amendments to the SOI since adoption. 

Service Area 

FFPD provides services to all areas within district boundaries.  Services are also provided 
outside of District bounds in the Clipper Mills and Forbestown communities of Butte County as 
part of an automatic aid agreement with the Butte County Fire Department.  The Clipper Mills 
community was originally served by the Clipper Mills Volunteer Fire Department; however, the 
department disbanded in 2002 due to a lack of volunteers.  FFPD now leases the former Clipper 
Mills station (Station 2), and provides automatic aid to the community, which consists of 
approximately 200 to 250 parcels.84   

Planning Area 

The District has not adopted any planning documents and has subsequently not defined a 
planning area. 

Overlapping Providers 

FFPD’s boundaries overlap with the CALFIRE State Response Area in some portions and 
Plumas National Forest in the remaining territory in upper elevation areas.  CALFIRE and the U.S 
Forest Service have jurisdiction for any wildland fires in the area.  FFPD generally provides initial 
wildland fire response and then supports the agency with jurisdiction. 

                                                 
83 LAFCO resolution 1986-42 

84 The cost to lease Station 2 is $1. 
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A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

FFPD would like to be the primary dispatch to the Clipper Mills area in Butte County, and has 
proposed an SOI expansion which would include its existing boundaries and the area along La Porte 
Road in Clipper Mills, as shown in Figure 5-4. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – Existing Bounds, SOI and Clipper Mills 

Including the community of Clipper Mills in the FFPD SOI would indicate that LAFCO 
foresees FFPD eventually annexing the area, as FFPD can provide the highest level of services to 
the area. 

Option #2:  SOI Expansion – Coterminous 

By adopting a coterminous SOI, LAFCO would signify that it does not anticipate any 
annexations or detachments to FFPD in the foreseeable future.   

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

FFPD currently provides service to the Clipper Mills community from a station that is located 
on La Porte Road outside of district bounds, where the road temporarily exits the District’s 
boundaries and reenters in the community of Strawberry Valley.  Hence, the station is also used to 
provide service within District bounds.   

FFPD does not receive reimbursement for calls in Butte County.  The District reported that it 
regularly arrives at service calls in the area before Butte County Fire Department and would like to 
be the primary dispatch to the Clipper Mills area.85 

Butte County Fire Department has indicated that it does not intend to detach the Clipper Mills 
area from its bounds or discontinue assessing the properties.  Should FFPD annex the area and 
choose to levy a special benefit assessment, any residents and businesses in the area would be double 
assessed.  Adopting an SOI for the District that extends into Butte County would not be 
unprecedented, however, as the Forbestown area of Butte County was included within the FFPD 
when originally adopted in 1986. 

 As the District is presently providing fire services within its boundaries and in the community 
of Clipper Mills outside of its bounds without compensation, neither of the options are considered 
growth-inducing and appear to be exempt from CEQA.   

 

                                                 
85 Interview with Chief Rick Cunningham, October 11, 2007. 
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Recommendation 

It is recommended that an expanded SOI including FFPD’s existing bounds and the community 
of Clipper Mills be adopted (SOI option #1).  This option will increase dispatching efficiency to the 
area and allow the District to be compensated for services provided there. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The area within FFPD’s bounds is largely rural residential and agricultural with lots ranging from 
20 to 40 acres.  Within the communities of Brownsville and Challenge, there are also commercial 
and dense rural residential areas with lots varying between one and 10 acres.  The remaining 
portions of the District consist of a national forest and timberland production zones.  Business 
activity in the District includes logging and timber work, three summer camps, a bank, a few general 
stores, and two gas stations.  Major employers are Soper Wheeler, Yuba Feather School, the U.S. 
Forest Service, and the Yuba County Department of Public Works. 

The Yuba County General Plan update land use alternatives do not include any land use changes 
in the District’s bounds.  Future land use is expected to continue to remain primarily rural residential 
and agricultural with limited residential growth. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There were 1,989 residents in the District, according to 2000 Census data and GIS analysis.  
There has been little residential growth since 2000; however, growth in the valley portion of Yuba 
has led to an increase in recreational tourists at the national forest and New Bullards Bar Reservoir, 
resulting in an increase in service demand on the District.  Growth in recreation tourism is 
anticipated to continue. 

The District reported that there has been limited residential growth within District bounds.  
Future growth is anticipated to continue to be minimal, as there are no planned or proposed 
developments within the District and its proposed SOI.  

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The MSR found the District has managed to provide minimal service levels within financial 
resource constraints, but lacks resources for paid staffing.  The District reported that it currently 
maintains a comfortable level of cash reserves to provide for equipment needs and failures; however, 
the benefit assessment recently reached its maximum limit and the District foresees the need to 
increase the assessment to meet State and Federal safety standards and maintain an adequate level of 
service given an anticipated increase in demand due to recreational tourists. 

The District is experiencing storage capacity constraints at its current headquarters.  This issue is 
expected to be resolved by the end of the 2008 through an expansion of the facility.  Station 2 is in 
fair condition and has infrastructure needs and deficiencies; however, these needs do not presently 
affect the capacity of the facility or the ability of FFPD to provide services. 
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Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Communities of interest identified within the District’s boundaries include the communities of 
Brownsville, Challenge, Strawberry Valley, and Rackerby.  Within the District’s proposed SOI, 
Clipper Mills is a social community of interest.  In addition, the timberland owners and employees 
constitute a significant economic community of interest within the District’s bounds and proposed 
SOI. 
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N O R T H  Y U B A  W A T E R  D I S T R I C T  

The North Yuba Water District (NYWD) provides domestic and irrigation water services to 
residents of the communities of Oregon House, Dobbins, Brownsville, Challenge, and Rackerby in 
Yuba County, and the community of Forbestown in Butte County. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

North Yuba Water District (NYWD) is a multi-county agency, as a portion of its northern 
boundary extends into Butte County.  Yuba is the principal county, and Yuba LAFCO has 
jurisdiction.  The boundary extends northeast from Loma Rica, and is generally bounded by the 
North Fork of the Yuba River and the New Bullards Bar Reservoir in the east, the Yuba-Butte 
County line in the north, and the Yuba-Plumas and Yuba-Sierra County lines in the northeast.  The 
District has a boundary area of 128 square miles.   

The District does not have an SOI adopted by LAFCO.  The 1987 Sphere of Influence Study 
for the Yuba County water agencies conducted by LAFCO recommended an SOI “coterminous 
with its authorized water service area,” but there is no evidence in the LAFCO archives to confirm 
that such an SOI was ever officially adopted.   

Service Area 

The District provides water related services only within its bounds and not outside of its 
bounds.  Domestic water service is provided to four communities—Forbestown, Rackerby, 
Challenge, and Brownsville.  Irrigation customers are concentrated in the Dobbins and Oregon 
House areas.  The District provides irrigation service to parcels composing approximately 2,500 
acres, although the entire area is not irrigated due to limited water availability. 

Planning Area 

The District has not adopted any formal planning documents and has not defined its planning 
area. 

Overlapping Providers 

The District’s boundaries overlap with multiple other service provider boundaries; however, 
only Browns Valley Irrigation District (BVID) duplicates services provided by NYWD.  The 
NYWD boundary overlaps multiple parcels with BVID along Las Verjeles and Marysville Roads 
west of Collins Lake; the overlap area is approximately 2,821 acres based on GIS analysis.  NYWD 
reported that it is not providing services within these areas of overlap.  BVID reported that it is 
presently serving each of the overlap parcels. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

NYWD did not submit a formal SOI proposal for LAFCO’s consideration; although, the 
District did indicate that it is planning to serve the proposed Quail Valley Ranch subdivision located 
in the southwest corner of its bounds in conjunction with South Feather Water and Power Agency.  
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In addition, NYWD reported that it would be against any major detachments at this time as the 
District intends to expand services to wastewater treatment and parks in the near future.  The 
District plans to offer these services throughout the District’s existing bounds.  NYWD indicated 
that it would support the detachment of areas that overlap BVID bounds, where BVID is presently 
providing services. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two SOI options for NYWD were identified.   

Option #1:  SOI Adoption – Existing Boundaries Excluding BVID Overlap Areas 

Adopting an SOI that includes a majority of the District’s existing boundaries except the 2,821 
acres where NYWD boundaries overlap with BVID and other parcels immediately adjacent to the 
BVID bounds, would indicate the eventual detachment of those areas from NYWD.  This option 
should be adopted in conjunction with an SOI for BVID that includes those parcels. 

Option #2:  SOI Adoption – Existing and Proposed Service Area 

Adopting an SOI that includes the areas within NYWD’s existing service area and areas that are 
anticipated to be served in the near future, would signify that LAFCO anticipates that all other areas 
will eventually be detached from the District’s bounds. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

In updating NYWD’s SOI, key issues for consideration include the location of the NYWD and 
BVID infrastructure and existing boundaries in relation to proposed development, and the Districts’ 
revenue sources. 

The Quail Valley Ranch subdivision is located in the southwest corner of NYWD’s boundaries 
and immediately adjacent to BVID’s boundaries and service area.  The proposed subdivision is 
planning to receive raw water from SFWPA via a contract with NYWD, as NYWD relies on 
SFWPA for transmission of water to its service area. 86  The subdivision is separated from the 
NYWD existing service area, and at present there is no water distribution infrastructure to serve the 
area.  The developers plan to construct a four-mile transmission line from the SFWPA point of 
diversion to the development and provide treatment at the subdivision.  Additionally, the area is 
removed from the SFWPA boundaries and cannot be annexed by the Agency.   

BVID’s boundaries and distribution infrastructure surround the proposed development to the 
south and east of the proposed subdivision.  Developers reported that BVID indicated it was not 
interested in serving the area when approached in 2006; however, since that time, BVID has begun 
considering service to the Spring Valley Specific Plan and expanding to domestic water service.  A 
water supply study would be required to determine BVID’s source capacity to serve the area. 

                                                 
86 Even if the Quail Valley Ranch subdivision does not go through, NYWD reports that it has the ability to serve the area for either 
domestic or irrigation water in the future if need be.  When an SFWPA agreement with PG&E expires in 2010, NYWD water rights 
will increase. 
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NYWD receives revenue from property taxes on each parcel within the District.  Prior to 
Proposition 13, property owners protested inclusion in the District upon formation of the District.  
Approximately one-third of the District was excluded by landowner protests or petitions.  

Should the District’s boundaries be reduced to its present service area, detachment of a 
significant number of parcels would result in a decrease in NYWD’s already minimal income.  
However, these detachments are not anticipated to occur prior to 2010 when NYWD will begin 
receiving significant power generation revenue through an agreement with South Feather Water and 
Power Agency.   

Both options would include areas not presently within NYWD’s bounds or being served by 
NYWD, and would most likely be considered growth-inducing as the District provides domestic 
water services and intends to provide wastewater services in the future.  Both SOI options would 
appear to be subject to CEQA review.   

Recommendation 

It is recommended that LAFCO adopt an SOI for NYWD which excludes overlap areas with 
BVID and other areas adjacent to the BVID boundaries, which may be more easily served by BVID 
(SOI option #1).  This SOI should be adopted in conjunction with an SOI expansion for BVID 
which includes these areas. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The area within the District’s bounds is largely rural residential and agricultural with lots ranging 
in size from 20 to 40 acres outside of the community centers, lots of primarily 5 acres in the 
communities of Dobbins and Oregon House, and lots of one to five acres in the communities of 
Brownsville and Challenge.  There are limited commercial areas within each of these communities.  
The remaining land is used for timber production and a national forest.  Business activity in the 
District includes logging and timber work, three summer camps, a bank, a few general stores, and 
two gas stations.   

Planned land uses within the District are not anticipated to change significantly with the 
upcoming Yuba County General Plan update. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

As of February 2008, the District estimated that it had approximately 730 domestic customers 
and 100 agricultural irrigation customers.  Irrigation customers include a winery operation, cattle 
farmers, and vegetable producers.  There were 3,580 residents in the District, according to 2000 
Census data and GIS analysis.   

The District reported that there has been limited growth within District bounds.  In 2006, the 
District added eight additional connections to the system, which represents a growth rate of 
approximately 0.7 percent.  The District reported that existing peak demand in its system exceeds 
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the flow from transmission facilities.87  NYWD estimated its long-term (to 2040) water demand 
within its service area to be 27,100 afa;88 by comparison existing demand is 2,945 afa in the service 
area.   

Future growth is anticipated to be moderate, as proposed developments are approved and begin 
construction.  As of February 2008, there was a single development proposal of 300 single family 
homes within the District’s boundaries.  The District has a strategic planning committee that plans 
for the next 15 years to accommodate any anticipated growth. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

NYWD operates in a severely resource-constrained fashion and charges relatively high rates.  
The District has substantial infrastructure needs that are presently unfunded; however, the District 
will be receiving a very sizable increase in revenues in 2010.  The District may consider borrowing 
on the security of those future revenues to begin addressing infrastructure needs more timely. 

NYWD lacks distribution and conveyance capacity to deliver adequate water to its service area.  
A pipeline is needed to provide adequate capacity.  The distribution system suffers from a lack of 
preventative maintenance, is undersized and in poor condition, and needs to be replaced or 
rehabilitated.  Three storage tanks are undersized and in poor condition.  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Communities of interest within the District include Oregon House, Dobbins, Brownsville, 
Challenge, and Rackerby in Yuba County, and the community of Forbestown in Butte County.   

                                                 
87 State Water Resources Control Board, Water Rights Order 2004-0029, 2004, p. 25. 

88 State Water Resources Control Board, Water Rights Order 2004-0029, 2004, p. 25. 
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R I V E R  H I G H L A N D S  C O M M U N I T Y  S E R V I C E S  D I S T R I C T  

The River Highlands Community Services District provides water delivery, wastewater treatment 
and collection, and park services to the Gold Village community. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The District’s 492-acre boundary area consists of three noncontiguous areas along Hammonton-
Smartville Road.  The boundary area was originally intended to include a proposed River Highlands 
development which was not ultimately built.  In 1990, the District annexed the westernmost island 
where the Gold Village development is located.   

The District’s SOI was established by LAFCO in 1986, and includes the entire River Highlands 
Community Plan area of 21,800 acres.  The District had proposed this SOI to “allow it to observe 
development trends, providing guidelines for planning and addressing future service needs.  The 
CSD recognizes that it is highly unlikely that the entire area within the proposed sphere will either be 
fully developed or annexed into the District.”89 

Service Area 

Water, wastewater and park services are provided within the Gold Village subdivision within the 
District’s boundaries.  The eastern two portions of the District are currently unserved. 

Planning Area 

The District has not adopted any formal planning documents and has not defined its planning 
area. 

Overlapping Providers 

While multiple service provider boundaries overlap the RHCSD boundaries and SOI, these 
providers do not duplicate the services provided by RHCSD within its boundaries.  Nevada 
Irrigation District’s (NID) domestic water and irrigation service area, as defined in a railroad 
commission order, overlaps the RHCSD’s boundaries and northern portion of its SOI; however, 
NID only provides irrigation and domestic water services within RHCSD’s existing SOI and does 
not currently provide services within RHCSD’s bounds. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

The District has not proposed an SOI for LAFCO’s consideration. 

                                                 
89 LAFCO resolution 1986-34, Exhibit A, pp. 6-7. 
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S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three options have been identified with respect to RHCSD’s SOI.   

Option #1:  Zero SOI 

A zero SOI would signify that the RHCSD should be dissolved and its responsibilities 
transferred to another entity, such as a new multi-service CSD or CSA.  An option is to create a new 
special district in the Smartsville area to be responsible for a variety of services.  Most likely, the 
successor would be structured as a community services district or a public utility district that would 
provide water, wastewater, and fire services.  A limited service SOI could be established to limit 
water and wastewater services to urban areas, in this case Gold Village, and avoid growth-inducing 
effects outside planned development areas.  Zones would be established pursuant to Government 
Code §61140 so that certain costs would be paid by the beneficiaries of the particular services.   

Option #2:  SOI Reduction – Exclude Property Owners by Request 

Property owners with 3,741 acres of land located along the Yuba River have proposed that their 
properties be removed from the RHCSD SOI, as shown in Figure 5-6.90  

An SOI reduction to exclude the 3,741-acre area along the Yuba River would signify that those 
lands would not be annexed in the future and that the remaining 17,567 acres in the SOI would 
probably be annexed. 

Option #3:  SOI Reduction – Gold Village 

An SOI reduction to include only the territory presently served by the District in Gold Village 
would signify that LAFCO anticipates the eventual detachment of the other two areas presently 
within District bounds but unserved. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

Significant operational and accountability deficiencies were identified for RHCSD in the Yuba 
County MSR.  Operational deficiencies include several instances of water shortages due to facility 
failures, checkered compliance with drinking water standards, failure of the wastewater treatment 
plant in 2006, failure to comply with RWQCB regulatory requirements, and an inability to develop 
park facilities with grant funds.  With regard to accountability, the District has never held contested 
elections, only partially cooperated with LAFCO requests, and has reported a loss of some financial 
records. 

The Smartsville area would benefit from a professionally managed multi-purpose district 
providing water, wastewater, and fire services.  Including fire service within its scope would help 
ensure good governance and accountability.  Refer to the SOI Analysis for Smartville FPD for 
further discussion on the inclusion of fire service in a successor agency. 

                                                 
90 Philip Sutherling, Letter to Yuba LAFCO Executive Officer, June 7, 2007. 
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Each of the alternatives propose reductions to the District’s adopted SOI.  These options are 
not considered growth-inducing and appear to be exempt from CEQA review.  All of the options 
could most likely be processed as SOI updates. 

Recommendation 

The consultant recommends that LAFCO adopt a zero SOI for RHCSD (option #1) in 
conjunction with a zero SOI for the Smartville Fire Protection District, with the vision that the 
services provided by these two agencies will be transferred to a newly formed district.  A 
professionally managed, accountable local agency serving the Smartsville vicinity would be an 
improvement.   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

Existing land uses within the District bounds is primarily single family residential with some 
vacant and institutional (a park and water and sewer facilities) parcels.   

Land uses in the existing 21,800-acre SOI area include agriculture and rural residential, resource 
extraction along the Yuba River in the gold fields and open space and recreation in the Spenceville 
Wildlife Area and the area west of Englebright Lake.  In the eastern SOI area, existing uses are rural 
residential and open space; this area is zoned primarily for rural residential (minimum five-acre lots) 
with some area zoned for low-density residential.  The District’s SOI encompasses the Yuba 
Highlands Specific Plan area.  The planned land use in this area is low-density residential 
development with minimum half-acre lots.  The Yuba Highlands development project was defeated 
by a ballot measure in February 2008; however, the developer plans to make a revised proposal for 
the development.  Developer Gary Gallelli originally proposed to develop over 5,101 residential 
units, over 20 acres of core and neighborhood commercial areas, and 64 acres of business park.   

In addition, the developer Klein Robinson has proposed a 70 lot development, within the 
District’s SOI just south of the Yuba River along the Yuba-Nevada county line.  Of the proposed 
lots in Excelsior, 39 would be estate lots ranging from five to 20 acres and 31 lots would be on .25 
to .33 acre lots.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There are approximately 240 residents in the Gold Village community within RHCSD bounds.  
Since the original development occurred in Gold Village, the District has not experienced 
development-related growth.  Outside Gold Village, those within the boundary area presently rely 
on private wells for  water and private septic systems.   

There is a potential need for services outside of the District boundaries but inside the SOI in the 
Yuba Highlands Specific Plan area should the developer submit a revised proposal that is approved 
by the County. The Yuba Highlands developer proposes to provide groundwater to the proposed 
development through an existing contract between YCWA and RHCSD.  That water contract could, 
however, be transferred to a successor agency. 
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Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

RHCSD provides water and wastewater services to a small 84-unit development.  The 
development includes an unimproved park.  The District received grant funds in 2002 to provide 
park facilities, but had not used those funds when this report was drafted. 

The District has limited capacity for water services.  The current facilities are only sufficient to 
provide service to the Gold Village residences.  The District has reported a shortage of water from 
its groundwater wells.  The District has a checkered record of compliance with drinking water 
standards.  The District also has limited capacity for wastewater services.  The District has not 
complied with regulatory requirements since 2002, its wastewater plant failed in 2006, and the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board found that the RHCSD plant was “poorly 
operated and maintained.”  

RHCSD has had financial difficulties.  Infrastructure failures in 2006 drained the District’s 
remaining financial reserves.  The State Superior Court appointed Yuba County as the receiver of 
the District.  

RHCSD demonstrated a lack of accountability.  Due primarily to its small size, the District has 
never held a contested election.  The District demonstrated partial accountability in its cooperation 
with the LAFCO review.  The District reported that it lost some of its financial records when a past 
District accountant unexpectedly left the area. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the boundary area, the only identified community of interest is the residential Gold 
Village subdivision.   

Within the District’s SOI area outside the bounds, residential communities of interest include 
the Smartsville and Timbuctoo communities.  Other communities of interest include: 

• The Spenceville Wildlife Recreation Area, which is operated by California Department of 
Fish and Game, attracts outdoor enthusiasts to its nature areas, hunting, and hiking and 
equestrian trails covering significant land area within the SOI.    

• Property owners in the northern part of the SOI demonstrated common interests by jointly 
requesting the 3,741-acre area be removed from the RHCSD SOI; major property owners in 
this area include Western Aggregates, Yuba River Properties and Blue Point Properties.  The 
landowner spokesperson for the area cited reasons for removal from the SOI including the 
mismanagement of the CSD, the geographic distance of the CSD from the landowners, and 
that CSD water/sewer service and infrastructure are not needed by these landowners. 

• Economic interests include the two proposed developments. 
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S M A R T V I L L E  F I R E  P R O T E C T I O N  D I S T R I C T  

The Smartville Fire Protection District (SFPD) provides fire protection and emergency medical 
services. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

Smartville Fire Protection District’s (SFPD) boundary area includes the River Highlands 
Community Plan area, the northern portion of Spenceville Wildlife Recreation Area, the eastern half 
of the Goldfields, and north into the foothills (to the Dobbins-Oregon House FPD’s southern 
SOI).91  The boundary area is 71.4 square miles.   

LAFCO adopted the SOI on November 13, 1985, and amended it on June 14, 1989.92  All 
territory within the 1989 SOI was annexed into the bounds in 1989, and there have been no 
subsequent boundary or SOI changes.  The SFPD SOI is coterminous with its bounds.    

Service Area 

SFPD provides service for its entire boundary area including the unincorporated communities of 
Smartsville, Browns Valley, and Gold Village.  Due to proximity, SFPD is frequently called upon to 
provide mutual aid outside of the District’s bounds to Penn Valley FPD in Nevada County and 
Loma Rica-Browns Valley CSD for sections of SR 20.   

There are two areas abutting the District which lack designated fire providers, as shown by areas 
A and B in Figure 5-7.  The area northwest of Beale AFB, south of the Yuba River and to the west 
of Dantoni lies between SFPD and Linda FPD (LFPD).  Both fire agencies provide service there 
when needed.  The other area lies north of SFPD, between SFPD and Dobbins-Oregon House 
FPD (DOHFPD).  DOHFPD most often provides service to this area. 

Planning Area 

The District has not adopted any planning documents and has not defined its planning area. 

Overlapping Providers 

SFPD overlaps service areas with CALFIRE, which is responsible for wildland fires in the State 
Responsibility Area that extends across the eastern half of Yuba County.  SFPD provides initial 
response to wildland fires and then provides assistance to CALFIRE after it arrives on scene. 

Loma Rica-Browns Valley CSD reported that it provides automatic aid service to a portion of 
the SFPD boundary area that includes Sicard Flat Road and Scott Forbes Road.  Dobbins-Oregon 
                                                 
91 The District’s legal name is “Smartville Fire Protection District.”  This report conforms to legal names of districts and official 
names of roads.  The community expressed popular support for the name “Smartsville.”  References to the community name in this 
report conform to local preference. 

92 LAFCO resolutions 1985-10 and 1989-6. 
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House FPD reported that it often serves a portion of the SFPD northern boundary area through a 
mutual aid agreement.   

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

SFPD recommended its SOI be expanded to include a portion of the undesignated area in the 
west to Brophy Road to ensure service to the area.   

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three options were identified for the SFPD SOI.   

Option #1:  Zero SOI 

A zero SOI would signify that LAFCO anticipates the eventual dissolution of SFPD and the 
transfer of its services to another entity, such as a new, multi-service CSD or a consolidated fire 
district. 

An option is to create a new special district in the Smartsville area to be responsible for a variety 
of services.  Most likely, the successor would be structured as a community services district or a 
public utility district that would provide water, wastewater, and fire services.  A limited service SOI 
could be established to limit water and wastewater services to urban areas, and avoid growth-
inducing effects outside planned development areas.  Zones could be established so that certain 
costs would be paid by the beneficiaries of the particular services.   

Option #2:  Retain Coterminous SOI 

By retaining the existing SOI, LAFCO would signify that the District is not expected to annex or 
detach territory in the foreseeable future.   

Option #3:  SOI Expansion – Existing SOI and Adjacent Undesignated Areas 

An expansion of SFPD’s existing SOI to include the two adjacent areas that lack a designated 
fire provider, would indicate that LAFCO anticipates SFPD will annex those areas within the 
foreseeable future. 

SFPD is often called on to serve the “no man’s land” in the west, and recommended its SOI be 
expanded to Brophy Road in the west to ensure service to the area, as shown by area A.  However, 
Linda FPD reported that it typically responds to this unserved area several minutes sooner than 
SFPD.  In the north, there is a gap in fire service (area B) between SFPD and DOHFPD.  That gap 
is within the SOI of DOHFPD, is within driving distance of the DOHFPD fire station, and  
DOHFPD reported that it is willing and able to serve this gap area.  In addition, the area is more 
compatible with the DOHFPD financing approach.  DOHFPD relies partly on assessments to fund 
services, and could assess this area upon annexation to the District, while SFPD does not charge 
assessments. 
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S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

The District demonstrated accountability in its responses to LAFCO inquiries, and extraordinary 
efforts to provide adequate services in spite of limited financial resources.  The District indicated to 
LAFCO that it is open to considering consolidation with RHCSD after the wastewater plant failure 
and related problems are resolved.  However, the consultant does not recommend consolidation 
with RHCSD not only due to RHCSD operational and accountability deficiencies but also to 
incompatibilities between the RHCSD and SFPD service areas.  The Smartsville area would benefit 
from a multi-purpose district providing water, wastewater, and fire services.  Including fire service 
within its scope would help ensure good governance and accountability. 

Smartville FPD is open to consolidation with other southern Yuba fire providers to achieve 
economies of scale.  However, the Smartsville area does not have adequate density to finance urban 
service levels, and is geographically separated from other southern Yuba fire providers by the 
Goldfields, Beale AFB and Spenceville Wildlife Recreation Area.  For these reasons, the consultant 
does not recommend consolidation of SFPD with other fire providers at this time.   

Options 1 and 2 would reduce or retain the District’s existing SOI and would therefore not be 
considered growth-inducing.  While Option 3 would expand the District’s SOI, SFPD is presently 
providing uncompensated fire services to the potential expansion areas, and this SOI option may 
not be considered growth-inducing.  Each of these options appears to be exempt from CEQA and 
able to be processed as SOI updates rather than SOI amendments. 

Recommendation 

The consultant recommends that LAFCO adopt a zero SOI for SFPD (option #1) in 
conjunction with a zero SOI for RHCSD, with the vision that the services provided by these two 
agencies will be transferred to a newly formed district.  A professionally managed, accountable local 
agency serving the Smartsville vicinity would be an improvement.   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

Land uses in the SFPD boundary area include agriculture and rural residential, resource 
extraction along the Yuba River in the goldfields and open space and recreation in the Spenceville 
Wildlife Area and the area west of Englebright Lake.   

Planned land uses will be dependent upon the upcoming County General Plan Update.  The 
District’s bounds encompass Yuba Highlands Specific Plan area.  The planned land use in this area 
is low-density residential development with minimum half-acre lots; however it is currently 
undeveloped.  The Yuba Highlands development project was defeated by a ballot measure in 
February 2008; however, the developer plans to make a revised proposal for the development.  
Developer Gary Gallelli originally proposed to develop over 5,101 residential units, over 20 acres of 
core and neighborhood commercial areas, and 64 acres of business park.  
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In addition, the developer Klein Robinson has proposed a 70 lot development just south of the 
Yuba River along the Yuba-Nevada county line.  Of the proposed lots in Excelsior, 39 would be 
estate lots ranging from five to 20 acres and 31 lots would be on .25 to .33 acre lots.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

The District is experiencing modest growth. Should the proposed Yuba Highlands and Excelsior 
development occur, the Smartsville community population is expected to grow significantly, 
increasing the need for all public services including fire protection. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The MSR found the District has managed to provide minimal service levels within financial 
resource constraints, but lacks resources for paid staffing on a 24-hour basis.   

The District identified a need for kitchen, shower, laundry, and sleeping facilities in order to 
provide 24-hour staffing at the station.  In order to maintain acceptable response times, the District 
acknowledged a need for an additional station in the western portion of the District on 
Hammonton-Smartville Road.  The District reports that plans for that station are in progress. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Residential communities of interest include the Gold Village, Smartsville and Timbuctoo 
communities.  The SFPD boundary extends into the Browns Valley community; the remainder of 
that community is served by Loma Rica-Browns Valley CSD.  Other communities of interest 
include: 

• The Spenceville Wildlife Recreation Area, which is operated by California Department of 
Fish and Game, attracts outdoor enthusiasts to its nature areas, hunting, and hiking and 
equestrian trails covering significant land area within the boundary and SOI.    

• Economic interests include the two proposed developments, the mineral extraction 
company and agricultural operations (primarily grazing) throughout the District. 
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6 .    C E M E T E RY  D I S T R I C T S  
This chapter focuses on the cemetery districts throughout the County.  The cemetery agencies 

have been grouped by service to provide an overview of the gaps and overlaps in public cemetery 
service throughout the northern portion of the County.  The agencies addressed in this chapter are 
shown in Table 6-1.   

Table 6-1: Cemetery Districts  

In order to eliminate overlapping boundary and sphere areas, as well as areas without a 
designated public cemetery service provider, several sphere adjustments are recommended in this 
chapter.   

It is also recommended that LAFCO educate the cemetery districts as to their boundaries and 
the boundaries of neighboring providers, and familiarize the districts with the requirements of the 
principal act. 

B R O W N S  VA L L E Y  C E M E T E R Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Browns Valley Cemetery District (BVCD) provides cemetery operations and maintenance 
services to the community of Browns Valley. 

Local Agency Existing SOI SOI Options Recommendation
Cemetery Districts

Browns Valley Cemetery District Coterminous 1)  SOI Expansion - Smartville Cemetery 
District
2)  SOI Expansion - west to Tanabe Road
3)  Retain existing SOI

SOI expansion to SCD area 
contingent upon property tax 
change in Smartville area.

Brownsville Cemetery District Coterminous 1)  SOI Expansion - Forbestown
2)  SOI Reduction - Rackerby
3)  Retain existing SOI

Expand SOI to include 
Forbestown.

Camptonville Cemetery District Coterminous 1)  Zero SOI Zero SOI
Keystone Cemetery District Coterminous 1)  SOI expansion - unserved in 

southwest
2)  SOI expansion - to Englebright Lake

Expand SOI to unserved areas  
southwest and south to 
Englebright Lake.

Marysville Cemetery District None 1)  Zero SOI Zero SOI
Peoria Cemetery District Annexable to the 

northeast and 
southwest

1)  SOI Expansion - south of Collins Lake
2)  SOI Expansion - south to Yuba River
3)  SOI Reduction - UCD overlap

SOI expansion south of Collins 
Lake and south to Yuba River, 
SOI reduction in overlap area 
with Upham Cemetery District.

Smartville Cemetery District SOI includes River 
Highlands Community 
Plan area and the 
Mooney Flats area in 
Nevada County.

1)  Zero SOI
2)  SOI reduction - Nevada County area
3)  Retain existing SOI

Zero SOI

Strawberry Valley Cemetery 
District

Coterminous 1)  SOI expansion - Clipper Mills
2)  Retain coterminous SOI

SOI expansion to include 
community of Clipper Mills in 
Butte County.

Upham Cemetery District1 Annexable in the 
community of 
Rackerby (overlapping 
with BCD)

1)  SOI Reduction - Rackerby
2)  Retain existing SOI
3)  SOI Reduction - PCD Overlap

SOI reduction in community of 
Rackerby

Wheatland Cemetery District Coterminous 1)  SOI expansion - county line
2)  Retain existing SOI

Expand SOI to county line 
southeast of Wheatland

Note:  (1) Multi-county local agency for which the principal LAFCO is other than Yuba.
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E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundaries of BVCD extend west from Englebright Lake to the intersection of Spring 
Valley Road with SR 20, and north of the Yuba River to include the community of Browns Valley. 

The existing SOI for BVCD is coterminous with the boundaries of the District. 

Service Area 

BVCD provides cemetery services to its entire boundary area.  BVCD typically does not provide 
services outside its bounds, although it is authorized to provide burial plots to certain non-residents, 
as described in the principal act.  Higher fees for service are charged to non-residents. 

Planning Area 

BVCD does not conduct formal planning efforts.  No planning area is defined. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the BVCD boundary or existing 
SOI, however, none provide public cemetery services. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

BVCD did not propose an SOI change for consideration by LAFCO. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the BVCD SOI.   

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – Smartville Cemetery District 

An expansion of BVCD’s SOI to include the area presently within Smartville Cemetery District 
(SCD) in conjunction with adoption of a zero SOI for SCD, would signify by LAFCO that SCD is 
anticipated to dissolve and that territory would eventually be annexed and served by BVCD. 

Option #2:  SOI Expansion – West to Tanabe Road 

There is approximately 9.5 square-miles of land in the Hallwood area that is not within the 
bounds or existing SOI of any public cemetery district.  The general area is in the vicinity of Loma 
Rica Road, SR 20 and Woodruff Lane, as far west as the intersection of Tanabe Road with Mathews 
Lane.  The area is surrounded by the Peoria Cemetery District (PCD) existing SOI to the west, 
north and partially to the south, however, it is also adjacent to BVCD.   
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Expanding the SOI for BVCD to include this area would signify that LAFCO anticipates this 
area will be annexed to BVCD in the foreseeable future. 

Option #3:  Retain Existing SOI 

Retaining the existing coterminous SOI signifies that LAFCO does not anticipate any territory 
will be annexed to or detached from the District in the foreseeable future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

BVCD reports that it is not in favor of an SOI expansion that includes the SCD area at this 
time.  The Yuba County MSR identified operational and accountability deficiencies for SCD, that 
SCD has inadequate funds to provide adequate maintenance services, and that BVCD currently 
provides a significantly higher service level than PCD. 93  Smartsville residents would benefit from a 
well managed agency, that provides adequate cemetery maintenance services and is accountable to 
the public; however, annexation of the Smartsville area to any existing district is infeasible without a 
change in property tax sharing for the Smartsville area. 

Table 6-2: Cemetery District Property Tax Revenue  

As shown in Table 6-2, SCD receives the least amount of property tax, and has the lowest level 
of taxes per capita than any cemetery district.  BVCD has the highest level of taxes per capita of all 
cemetery districts, and BVCD reports that it could not afford the upkeep of both the Browns Valley 

                                                 
93 The District’s legal name is “Smartville Cemetery District.”  This report conforms to legal names of districts and official names of 
roads.  The community expressed popular support for the name “Smartsville.”  References to the community name in this report 
conform to local preference. 

Assessed Value

Parcels Total1

Cemetery4 9,441  $1,701,375,557 $226,335 1.4% $13
Smartville Cemetery 283     $30,592,612 $823 0.3% $4
Browns Valley Cemetery 664     $117,799,245 $25,732 2.2% $48
Brownsville Cemetery 1,477  $126,687,087 $20,548 1.7% $12
Keystone Cemetery 1,750  $242,766,511 $34,083 1.4% $15
Peoria Cemetery 2,509  $504,101,112 $32,986 0.7% $9
Strawberry Valley Cemetery 276     $14,860,187 $1,347 0.9% $12
Wheatland Cemetery 2,482  $664,568,803 $110,816 1.7% $11

Notes:

(3)  Property tax share is the portion of the one percent property tax received by the agency within its bounds.
(4) Upham Cemetery District is excluded from these calculations due to its status as a multi-County agency.

Property Tax 

Share3
Taxes per 

capitaProperty Tax

Source:  Burr Consulting calculations from Yuba County Auditor-Controller data on assessed value, property taxes and assessments, 
and from 2007 Countywide MSR data on population and land area.

(2)  Property tax reflects the calculations based on Jan. 1, 2008 values as well as ERAF and redevelopment deductions, but does not 
reflect deductions for property tax administrative costs, VLF and sales tax.

(1)  Assessed value as of Jan. 1, 2008 excludes downward assessments processed since that date.  The source report is AUD70-2360-
100.
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Cemetery and the Smartville Cemetery with the minimal amount of additional revenue the 
Smartsville area would provide.  Other feasibility issues stem from SCD having taken responsibility 
for maintaining additional cemetery facilities.  SCD receives the lowest level of financing of any 
district but maintains more facilities than any other district.94 

The SOI options identified for BVCD are not considered growth inducing, as option #1 retains 
the District’s existing SOI, and options #2 and #3 propose the expansion of cemetery services 
which are not considered necessary or critical to development.  Both options appear to be exempt 
from CEQA and could be processed by LAFCO as SOI updates. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that LAFCO adopt SOI option #1, to expand the BVCD SOI to include its 
boundaries and those of SCD, to signal that BVCD should ultimately be the service provider in the 
Smartsville area.  Due to SCD operational and accountability deficiencies, the Smartsville area would 
benefit from a well managed and accountable cemetery district.  In order for annexation of the 
Smartsville area to BVCD to be feasible, the County would have to relinquish some of the property 
tax share to finance maintenance.  It is recommended that SCD talk with BVCD to assess the 
compatibility of the two districts prior to SOI adoption, and that LAFCO staff encourage the 
districts and County to discuss a property tax share exchange.  Ultimately it is in the County’s best 
interest to work towards an agreement with SCD, because if SCD goes bankrupt—or is otherwise 
unable to provide services—the County would be responsible for cemetery services there. 

SOI option #2 is not recommended for BVCD; instead, this area is recommended to be 
included within the SOI expansion area of PCD. 95 

It is also recommended that LAFCO educate the cemetery districts as to their boundaries and 
the boundaries of neighboring providers, and familiarize the districts with the requirements of the 
principal act. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The area within the District’s bounds is primarily agricultural/rural residential, with minimum 
five-acre lots (A/RR05).  Other zoning designations within District bounds include 
agricultural/rural residential with 10-acre and 40-acre minimum lot sizes (A/RR10 and A/RR40), 
rural commercial (RC) and recreation zone (RZ).  Major crops are irrigated pasture and rice.  
Business activity in the District includes a gas station and convenience store. 

                                                 
94 SCD maintains three cemetery facilities, Wheatland Cemetery District maintains two facilities, and all other cemetery districts 
maintain a single facility. 

95  The 1986 SOI Study for cemetery districts in Yuba County recommends an SOI for PCD to “include area of District 10-Hallwood 
to south and west.”  Such an SOI would exclude the 9.5 square-mile area in question; however, the map attached to the 1986 SOI 
Study shows this area as being within the PCD SOI.  It seems more likely that the understanding of the District 10-Hallwood CSD 
boundary was incorrect than it was the intention of LAFCO to exclude this area from the SOI of PCD.  For that reason, the 9.5 
square-mile area is recommended to be included within the SOI for PCD, and SOI option #2 is not recommended for BVCD. 
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Significant population growth is anticipated in the future if the Spring Valley Specific Plan is 
developed.  The Specific Plan calls for up to 3,500 dwelling units and 27.5 acres of commercial land 
spread over 2,450 acres at build-out.  Only a portion of the total acreage would be contained within 
BVCD, in the east of the District south of Spring Valley Road.  There are no planned or proposed 
developments in the possible SOI expansion area. 

Land uses within the possible sphere expansion area of SOI option #1 are primarily residential 
and open space, with zoning for agricultural/rural residential five-acre lots (A/RR05).  Other land 
uses include resource extraction along the Yuba River in the Goldfields.  Zoning within area A of 
SOI option #2 is exclusive agricultural, with minimum lot sizes ranging from 40 to 80 acres (AE-40 
and AE-80).   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

Demand for services has been relatively constant in recent years.  The present need for cemetery 
facilities is low, with an average of three to five burials per year.  In the future, should the Spring 
Valley Specific Plan develop, the need for public cemetery facilities and services would increase as 
population increased.  There is no projected timeline for beginning or completion of the 
development. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

BVCD reported providing 10-15 burials from 2004 to 2007.  The District did not provide 
remaining capacity at the facility, but did indicate that it has approximately five acres available for 
expansion. 

The LAFCO site visit confirmed that maintenance of the cemetery facility is adequate, and that 
there appears to be ample land for expansion.  Routine maintenance activities such as mowing and 
weed eating are performed on a year-round basis. 

The District reports that it has an endowment care fund through the County, but the fund 
balance and annual contributions were not provided.  The endowment care fund is used to fund 
perpetual care of the cemetery facility once it has reached capacity.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the boundary and SOI area, the community of interest is the community of Browns 
Valley.   
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B R O W N S V I L L E  C E M E T E R Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Brownsville Cemetery District (BCD) provides cemetery maintenance, operations and 
interment services to the communities of Brownsville and Challenge.  Interment services provided 
by the District include the opening and closing of graves, lowering of caskets and setting of 
headstones. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I   

The boundaries of BCD extend west of New Bullards Bar Reservoir and the North Fork of the 
Yuba River to the Yuba-Butte county line.  The existing SOI, adopted in 1986, is coterminous with 
the bounds of the district.  LAFCO has not amended the SOI for BCD since it was adopted in 
1986. 

Service Area 

BCD provides cemetery maintenance, operations and interment services to its entire boundary 
area, including the communities of Brownsville, Challenge and Rackerby.  BCD typically does not 
provide services outside its bounds, although it is authorized to provide burial plots to certain non-
residents, as described in the principal act.  Higher fees for service are charged to non-residents. 

Planning Area 

The BCD does not conduct formal planning efforts.  No planning area is defined.   

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the BCD boundary or existing SOI, 
however, only the Upham Cemetery District (UCD) SOI overlap is germane to the BCD boundary 
and SOI due to the possible duplication of cemetery services.   

The Upham Cemetery District (UCD) SOI overlaps a portion of the BCD boundary and SOI in 
the southwest of the District, in the vicinity of the community of Rackerby.  UCD is an overlapping 
service provider, as BCD and UCD both provide cemetery services.  UCD reports that it has 
historically served residents of the community of Rackerby, due to its close proximity to the Upham 
Cemetery facility.  UCD is legally allowed to serve residents of this area provided that certain 
eligibility requirements are met and a non-resident fee is paid; however, if burial services are 
provided by UCD to individuals that are ineligible, there is an unlawful duplication of services.  
Although Butte LAFCO has jurisdiction over the UCD SOI, Butte has historically consulted with 
Yuba LAFCO in considering this agency’s SOI area in Yuba County. 
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A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

BCD proposed an expansion of the District’s SOI in the north to include the community of 
Forbestown in Butte County, as shown on Figure 6-2(SOI Option 1).96  The rationale for the SOI 
expansion as outlined by the District is that the community of Forbestown is not located within an 
existing public cemetery district in Butte County, and many residents of the area must travel to 
Oroville for cemetery services.  The BCD facility is much closer to residents of the area than 
Oroville, and Forbestown residents must pay a non-resident fee for burial at the Oroville Cemetery. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the BCD SOI. 

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – Community of  Forbestown 

Expand the BCD SOI to include the community of Forbestown to the north of the District per 
the District’s proposal (area A).  The SOI expansion would allow for annexation of the Forbestown 
community and provide a more convenient cemetery alternative to the community.   

Option #2:  SOI Reduction – Community of  Rackerby 

Reducing the BCD SOI to exclude the community of Rackerby (area B) would signify that 
LAFCO anticipates the area will be detached from BCD and annexed to UCD.  UCD reports that 
the community of Rackerby has historically been provided cemetery services by the Upham 
Cemetery, which is located closer to the community than the Brownsville Cemetery.  Neither BCD 
nor UCD were able to provide data on recent burials of individuals from the Rackerby area in Yuba 
County. 

Option #3:  Retain existing SOI 

Retaining the existing SOI would signify that LAFCO does not anticipate that the community of 
Forbestown will be annexed to BCD, or that the community of Rackerby will be detached from 
BCD and annexed to UCD. 

                                                 
96 SOI proposed by BCD Secretary Norma Escheman at interview on February 18, 2008. 



New Bullards Bar Reservoir

La
 P

or
te

O
regon  H

i ll

Vi
er

ra

In
di

an
a 

R
an

ch

Baker

La
gu

e

W
i ll

ow
 G

le
n

P
onderosa

Frenchtow
n

Forbestow
n

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
H

ou
se

McClain

F
orsythe

Peterson-Ridge

B
ean C

lipper

New York Flat

O
ld K

nox

C
osta

Lo
op

Tam
bi

Moran

Fountain House

S
late

Plateau

C
hallenge C

utoff

H
ilory

Slope

W
ild

ca
tR
ee

d

Tusc
an

S
ilva

Martin

Allen

In
di

an

A
be

rn
at

hy

Ja
mie

N
ero

Brookside

Indiana-New York

Jo
y

D
ol

or
es

T
hi

st
le

Sills

Betty

Yerba Santa

B
al

bo
a

A
b ies

F
in

ch

Marie

G
ol

de
n 

A
rr

ow

Carolyn

Brown

R
ob

in
so

n 
M

ill

W
hi

te
he

ad

Yo
rk

M
elanese

D
ak

en

LantanaS
ta

ge
co

ac
h

McC
ra

nk

Helen

K
um

le

C
ottage

P
am

lo

C
yp

re
ss

Jig
gs

Ashbury

Leyval

E
de

n

W
inchester

O
rla

nd
o

Sheehan

Eagle

W
et

m
or

e

Del Vale

Idlewood

C
ed

ar

Aero

S
w

ee
t

Aero Pines

W
es

tc
ot

t

O
ld C

hallenge

Santos Dumont

Hamilton

S
es

am
e

Old La Porte

W
ild

 R
os

e

S
w

al
lo

w

W
hi

sp
er

in
g 

P
in

es

Acorn

Holcomb

Tom Mood

Wright

Mullins

C
ac

he

Holmes

G
ra

na
da

N
atchez C

r eek
B

ainbridge

Jenny

R
ai

nb
ow

S
et

to

Sleep
y H

ollo
w

Ravine

Plateau

Oregon Hill

Ja
m

ie

N
or

th
 Y

ub
a 

R
iv

er

So
ut

h 
H

on
cu

t C
re

ek

Brownsville Cemetery District 
Sphere of Influence Options

Yuba County Information Technology - GIS
Drawn By: J.Henry/K.A.E.A.
Date: 12/05/2008
File:BVILLecemSOImerge.mxd

0 0.5 1 1.5 20.25
Miles

�

Brownsville Cemetery District Sphere of Influence Options

Legend

Existing District Boundary

Sphere of Influence #1

Sphere of Influence #2

Existing Coterminous SOI Option #3

Roads

Highways

Rivers

Lakes

Parcels

Public Land Survey

Butte County Parcels

County Boundary

Fig. 6-2



SPHERE OF INFLUENCE OPTIONS:  YUBA COUNTY  

PREPARED FOR YUBA LAFCO 180 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

The overlap between BCD and the UCD SOI was created when SOI were originally adopted by 
LAFCO in 1986.  At the time, LAFCO incorrectly stated that the area was not serviced by an 
existing cemetery district, and the area was added to the SOI for UCD.  In fact, the area was within 
the bounds of BCD.   

While option #1 does propose an expansion of BCD’s SOI, due to the nature of the cemetery 
services provided, the option is not considered growth-inducing and does not appear to be subject 
to CEQA review.  Options #2 and #3 would retain or reduce the existing SOI.  These options are 
also not considered growth inducing and appear to be exempt from CEQA. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that LAFCO adopt SOI option #1 for BCD.  As the residents of 
Forbestown are not currently within a public cemetery district in Butte County, it is recommended 
that the SOI of BCD should be expanded to include that area.  However, approval of any SOI 
expansion for the District should be contingent on the District providing evidence that it maintains 
records of occupied and purchased plots, as required by law. 

SOI option #2 is not recommended for BCD, as the Rackerby area has been within BCD 
boundaries since formation and the area appears to be adequately served.  According to the LAFCO 
record, it appears that Rackerby should have never been included within the SOI for UCD in the 
first place.  It is recommended that the Rackerby overlap area with UCD remain within the BCD 
SOI, and that the UCD SOI be reduced accordingly. 

It is also recommended that LAFCO educate the cemetery districts as to their boundaries and 
the boundaries of neighboring providers, and familiarize the districts with the requirements of the 
principal act. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The area within the District’s bounds is primarily agricultural/rural residential, with lots ranging 
in size from 2.5 (A/RR02.5) to 40 acres (A/RR40).  Other land uses within the District include rural 
commercial (RC) areas and timberland production zones (TPZ).  Business activity in the District is 
minimal, and includes a market, a doctor’s office, a landscaping business, and a dog kennel service.   

There are no planned or proposed developments within the District’s bounds. 

Land uses in potential SOI expansion and reduction areas are similarly rural residential, with no 
planned or proposed development projects in these locations. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

As population growth within the District is anticipated to be low, the present and probable need 
for cemetery facilities and services within the District is anticipated to remain stable. 
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Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

BCD did not provide the number of recent burials, or the number of vacant plots at the 
cemetery, although the District did report that there are approximately 1.5 acres of vacant land at the 
cemetery site for expansion.  The District also reported that based on the number of recent burials, 
there is existing capacity to accommodate burials for 15 years. 

The LAFCO site visit confirmed that there is ample room for expansion, and confirmed that 
maintenance of the cemetery facility is adequate.  Cemetery maintenance is performed on a year-
round basis by a part-time groundskeeper.  The District did not report the balance of its endowment 
care fund, which will be used to fund perpetual care of the cemetery facility once it has reached 
capacity.  The District’s financial ability to provide services is constrained by available revenues and 
legal limitations on revenue increases.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the existing boundary and SOI area, communities of interest include the communities of 
Brownsville, Rackerby and Challenge.  An additional community of interest is Forbestown, located 
just outside of the boundary and SOI area, to the north of the District in Butte County. 
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C A M P T O N V I L L E  C E M E T E R Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Camptonville Cemetery District is an inactive district that was formed to provide cemetery 
services to the community of Camptonville.  Cemetery services have been taken over by the 
Camptonville Community Services District. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I   

Figure 6-3: Camptonville Cemetery District Existing SOI 

The boundaries of Camptonville Cemetery District 
(CCD) consist of an approximately 56-square mile area 
bounded by the North and Middle Forks of the Yuba 
River and the Yuba-Nevada county line, east of the 
New Bullards Bar Reservoir.  The boundaries of CCD 
are the same as the boundaries of the Camptonville 
Community Services District (CCSD).   

Service Area 

CCD is inactive and not providing service to the 
area.  Cemetery services have been taken over by 
CCSD. 

R E C O M M E N D E D  S O I  U P D A T E  

Option #1:  Zero SOI 

As CCD is not actively providing services, and 
cemetery services in the area have been taken over by 
CCSD, a zero SOI for CCD is the only logical 
alternative.  A zero SOI would signify that LAFCO 
anticipates the agency will be dissolved contingent 
upon LAFCO approval of cemetery services by CCSD.  As this option proposes dissolution of the 
District, it is not considered growth-inducing, and could be processed as an SOI update as it appears 
to be exempt from CEQA review. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The CCD boundary area is primarily zoned as agricultural/rural residential and timber preserve 
zone.  Within the community of Camptonville, zoning consists mainly of agricultural/rural 
residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).  Outside of these communities, residential areas 
are zoned as agricultural/rural residential with 20-acre minimum lots (A/RR20).  Timber preserve 
zones (TPZ) are located in the northern and eastern portion of the District. 
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Business activity within the District is limited to small businesses following the decline of the 
timber and mining industries.  Small businesses located in Camptonville include two markets and 
two restaurants. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There is a present need for cemetery facilities and services in the area.  There are no other 
nearby cemetery alternatives.  As there are no planned or proposed developments within the 
District, the future need for public cemetery services are anticipated to remain relatively stable. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

Capacity at the Camptonville Cemetery is sufficient.  A former cemetery maintenance worker for 
the District estimated that the cemetery had approximately 500 years of space at the current rate of 
two to three interments per year. 

Public cemetery services as provided by CCD are inadequate, as the District is inactive.  
Cemetery services provided by CCSD are presently minimally adequate, given the limited 
maintenance activities permitted by constrained finances.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the boundary area, the primary community of interest is the community of Camptonville. 
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K E Y S T O N E  C E M E T E R Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Keystone Cemetery District (KCD) provides cemetery maintenance services to the 
Keystone Cemetery located in the communities of Dobbins and Oregon House. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The KCD boundary extends west of New Bullards Bar Reservoir and the North Fork of the 
Yuba River to the Collins Lake area.  The southern boundary of the District reaches the confluence 
of the South Fork of the Yuba River and Englebright Lake, along the Yuba-Nevada County line.   

The existing SOI for KCD is coterminous with the boundaries of the District. 

Service Area 

KCD provides cemetery services to its entire boundary area, including the communities of 
Dobbins and Oregon House.  KCD typically does not provide services outside its bounds, although 
it is authorized to provide burial plots to certain non-residents, as described in the principal act.  
Higher fees for service are charged to non-residents. 

Planning Area 

KCD does not conduct formal planning efforts.  No planning area is defined. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the KCD boundary or existing 
SOI, however, none provide public cemetery services. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

KCD did not propose an SOI for consideration by LAFCO. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two potential options have been identified with respect to the KCD SOI.   

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – 1 sq. mi. Southwest 

There is an approximately 4.25-square mile area between Collins Lake, KCD, Peoria Cemetery 
District (PCD) and Browns Valley Cemetery District (BVCD) that is not presently within the 
boundary or SOI of a public cemetery district.  A one square-mile area (area A) located to the 
southwest of KCD is primarily uninhabited, however, there are some residential properties along 
Regent Way and Monte Verde Lane in Oregon House, which are just outside of the KCD boundary.  
Expanding the SOI to include this area would signify that LAFCO anticipates the area will be 
annexed into KCD in the foreseeable future. 
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Option #2:  SOI Expansion – South to Englebright Lake 

There is a roughly three-square mile area between KCD and Browns Valley Cemetery District 
(BVCD) that is not presently being served by a public cemetery district (area B).  The area is 
bounded by the Yuba River to the east, and BVCD bounds to the south and west.  This alternative 
would extend the KCD SOI south to meet the BVCD bounds at the northern end of Englebright 
Lake.  By adopting this option, LAFCO would signify that it anticipates the eventual annexation of 
the area to KCD. 

Option #3:  Retain Existing Coterminous SOI 

Retaining the existing coterminous SOI signifies that LAFCO does not anticipate any territory 
will be annexed to or detached from the District in the foreseeable future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

With regard to option #1, KCD would be the most logical service provider to area A due to 
proximity and accessibility of the roadways.   

The approximately three-square mile unserved area (area B) between KCD and BVCD was not 
included within either District at formation in the early 1930s.  The area in question is uninhabited, 
and is zoned by Yuba County as agricultural/rural residential with a 40-acre minimum lot size.  The 
Keystone Cemetery has adequate capacity to serve this area in the future; BVCD did not give an 
indication of remaining capacity. 

Given the nature of the cemetery services provided by the District, all three options are most 
likely not considered growth-inducing.  Consequently, each of the three options appear to be able to 
be processed as SOI updates exempt from CEQA review. 

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI update for KCD includes both options #1 and #2.  The KCD SOI 
should be expanded to the southwest, to include the unserved area along Regent Way and Monte 
Verde Lane in Oregon House (area A), and expanded south, to the BVCD boundary in the vicinity 
of Englebright Lake (area B). 

It is also recommended that LAFCO educate the cemetery districts as to their boundaries and 
the boundaries of neighboring providers, and familiarize the districts with the requirements of the 
principal act. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The KCD boundary area is primarily zoned as agricultural/rural residential and timber preserve 
zone.  Within the communities of Dobbins and Oregon House, zoning consists mainly of 
agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).  Outside of these communities, 
residential areas are zoned as agricultural/rural residential with 40-acre minimum lots (A/RR40).  
Timber preserve zones (TPZ) are located in the northeast of the District. 
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Business activity in the District includes logging and forestry, utilities, camping and recreational 
facilities, as well as various local small businesses.  The District has not experienced significant 
growth, and there are no planned or proposed developments within the District boundaries. 

Land uses in potential SOI expansion areas are similarly rural residential or uninhabited.  There 
are no planned or proposed development projects in these locations. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

As population growth within the District is anticipated to be low, the present and probable need 
for cemetery facilities and services within the District is anticipated to remain stable. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

KCD reported providing 28 burials from 2005 to 2007.  Of the burial sites at Keystone 
Cemetery, 59 percent are occupied, 13 percent are reserved and 28 percent are open for purchase.  
The District reported that it does not have an area accessible for expansion.  At the current burial 
rate, the District as space for approximately 48 more years of service. 

The LAFCO site visit confirmed that maintenance of the cemetery facility is adequate.  
Cemetery maintenance is performed on a year-round basis by a manager that works 25-30 hours per 
week.   

The District reported an endowment fund balance of $57,621 as of December 2007.  The 
endowment care fund is used to fund perpetual care of the cemetery facility once it has reached 
capacity.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the boundary and SOI area, communities of interest include the communities of 
Dobbins and Oregon House.  The SOI expansion area located north of Englebright Lake is 
uninhabited. 
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M A R Y S V I L L E  C E M E T E R Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Marysville Cemetery District (MCD) is an inactive district that was formed to fund 
maintenance of cemetery grounds within the Marysville Cemetery.  The cemetery is owned and 
operated by the City of Marysville.   

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I   

The boundary area of Marysville Cemetery District (MCD) is consistent with the boundaries of 
the Marysville Cemetery, located in the northwest of the City of Marysville between SR 70 and the 
Western Pacific Railroad.  The District has a boundary area of 14.2 acres, or 0.02 square miles.  
There have been no annexations to the District since formation. 

Figure 6-5: Marysville Cemetery District and Coterminous SOI 

In 1994, LAFCO adopted an SOI 
coterminous with the District’s bounds. 97  
There have been no amendments to the SOI 
since its adoption. 

Service Area 

The Marysville Cemetery District is 
currently inactive, having never become active 
following its formation by LAFCO in 1992.98  
All cemetery services are presently provided by 
the City of Marysville. 

R E C O M M E N D E D  S O I  U P D A T E  

Option #1:  Zero SOI 

As MCD is not actively providing services, 
and cemetery services in the area are provided 
by the City of Marysville, a zero SOI for MCD is the recommended SOI option.  A zero SOI would 
signify that LAFCO anticipates the agency will be dissolved and cemetery services would continue 
to be provided by the City.  This SOI option is not growth inducing, and appears to be exempt from 
CEQA review. 

                                                 
97 LAFCO resolution 1992-9. 

98 Interview with David Lamon, City Services Director, City of Marysville, July 27, 2007. 
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D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The only present and planned land use within MCD’s boundaries is the cemetery.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

The cemetery is not presently active for further interments; however, continual maintenance of 
the historical cemetery is necessary. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The cemetery is closed due to a lack of capacity for further burials.  The City does not intend to 
expand the cemetery in the future to allow for additional interments.   

The Cemetery has suffered from high water and vandalism and is in fair condition, according to 
the LAFCO site visit.  There are several plots with broken headstones and piles of collapsed brick 
work throughout the cemetery.  Additional funds are needed to improve the historic site and 
mitigate damage. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

There are no identified communities of interest within the District’s bounds or SOI. 
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P E O R I A  C E M E T E R Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Peoria Cemetery District (PCD) provides cemetery operations and maintenance services to 
the communities of Loma Rica and Browns Valley. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundaries of PCD extend from the vicinity of Lake Collins in the northeast to the District 
10-Hallwood area in the southeast, and south from the Yuba-Butte county line to just north of the 
community of Browns Valley. 

An annexable SOI for PCD was adopted in 1986, to include two areas adjacent to the District 
bounds.  One sphere area is at the southwest of the District, and consists of the District 10-
Hallwood Community Services District area, and the other is at the northeast of the District in the 
area between PCD and Keystone Cemetery District.  There have been no amendments to the SOI 
since adoption and no annexations since formation. 

Service Area 

PCD provides cemetery services to its entire boundary area.  PCD typically does not provide 
services outside its bounds, although it is authorized to provide burial plots to certain non-residents, 
as described in the principal act.  Higher fees for services are charged to non-residents. 

Planning Area 

PCD does not conduct formal planning efforts.  No planning area is defined. 

Overlapping Providers 

The PCD boundary overlaps the Upham Cemetery District (UCD) boundary in a 169-acre area 
in the northeast of the District.  The area is uninhabited, and in much closer proximity to the 
Upham Cemetery than the Peoria Cemetery. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

PCD did not propose an SOI for consideration by LAFCO. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the PCD SOI.   

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – South of  Collins Lake 

There is an approximately 4.25 square-mile area between Collins Lake, PCD, Keystone 
Cemetery District (KCD) and Browns Valley Cemetery District (BVCD) that is not presently within 
the boundary or SOI of a public cemetery district.  Approximately 3.25 square miles of this area 
(area A), located due south of Collins Lake, could potentially be served by PCD.  The area is 
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primarily uninhabited, however, there are some residential properties along the most eastern portion 
of Redhill Way and White Oak Lane, which are just outside of the PCD boundary.  Amending the 
SOI to include this area would signify that LAFCO anticipates the area will be annexed into PCD in 
the foreseeable future. 

Option #2:  SOI Expansion – South to Yuba River 

There is approximately 9.5 square miles of land in the Hallwood area that is not within the 
bounds or existing SOI of any public cemetery district (area B).  The general area is in the vicinity of 
Loma Rica Road, SR 20 and Woodruff Lane, as far south as the Yuba River.  The area is surrounded 
by the Browns Valley Cemetery District (BVCD) to the west, and by the existing SOI for PCD to 
the west, north and partially to the south.  The LAFCO record is unclear, but it appears that this 
area was intended to be within the SOI for PCD when the SOIs were originally adopted in 1986.99 

The area is zoned primarily as exclusive agricultural, with minimum 80-acre lots (AE-80); 
however, there is a residential population south of Las Quintas Way, adjacent to Loma Rica Road.  
Properties north of Las Quintas Way in this area are within the PCD.   

Amending the SOI for PCD to include this area would signify that LAFCO anticipates this area 
will be annexed to PCD in the foreseeable future. 

Option #3:  SOI Reduction – UCD Overlap 

Reducing the PCD SOI in the 169-acre overlap area with UCD (area C) would signify that 
LAFCO anticipates that this area will be detached from PCD in the future, and remain within UCD. 

                                                 
99 The 1986 SOI Study for cemetery districts in Yuba County recommends an SOI for PCD to “include area of District 10-Hallwood 
to south and west.”  Such an SOI would exclude the 9.5 square-mile area in question; however, the map attached to the 1986 SOI 
Study shows this area as being within the PCD SOI.  It seems more likely that the understanding of the District 10-Hallwood CSD 
boundary was incorrect than it was the intention of LAFCO to exclude this area from the SOI of PCD. 
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S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

PCD would be the most logical service provider to area A, due to proximity and accessibility of 
the roadways to the District.   

The overlapping area (area C) between PCD and UCD consists of two parcels, and is shown as 
in-bounds dating back to the formation of both districts.  Both PCD and UCD receive property tax 
from these two parcels, which are located within Tax Rate Area 064065. 100   Both parcels are 
unimproved, consisting entirely of native pasture.   

All three alternatives appear to be exempt from CEQA review, as cemetery services are not 
considered growth-inducing.  The three options could most likely be processed as SOI updates. 

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI update for PCD includes all three SOI options.  The SOI update would 
expand the SOI to the east of the District in the vicinity of Collins Lake (area A), expand the SOI 
south of the district to the Yuba River (area B), and reduce the SOI in the overlap area with UCD 
(area C). 

It is also recommended that LAFCO educate the cemetery districts as to their boundaries and 
the boundaries of neighboring providers, and familiarize the districts with the requirements of the 
principal act. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The PCD boundary is primarily zoned as agricultural/rural residential, ranging from minimum 
five-acre lots (A/RR05) in the community of Loma Rica to 40-acre lots (A/RR40) in the northeast 
of the District.  The western portion of the District is zoned as agricultural exclusive with minimum 
80-acre lots (AE-80). 

Business activity in the District includes farming, medical and veterinary practices, a land 
surveying company, a supply store, and a boat dealership. 

Significant population growth is anticipated in the future if the Spring Valley Specific Plan is 
develops.  The Specific Plan calls for up to 3,500 dwelling units and 27.5 acres of commercial land 
spread over 2,450 acres at build-out.  In addition, Foster Development Group has proposed the 
Quail Valley Ranch, an equestrian ranch project that would include 300 additional homes on two-
acre parcels across 1,500 acres in the northeast of the District.   

Zoning is agricultural/rural residential (A/RR40) in the UCD overlap area, agricultural/rural 
residential (A/RR20) in the Collins Lake SOI expansion area, and exclusive agricultural (AE-40 and 

                                                 
100 The parcels in question are APN 056260002000 and 056260001000. 
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AE-80) and extractive industrial (M-2) in the Yuba River SOI expansion area.  There are no planned 
or proposed development projects in any of these locations. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

Growth has been minimal in recent years.  Future growth could be significant should the two 
proposed developments be approved and begin construction.  Should the two proposed 
developments occur, the probable need for cemetery services will most likely grow as the District 
population increases.   

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

PCD reported providing 48 burials from 2004 to 2007.  The District reports that the cemetery is 
currently two-thirds full.  The District also reported that it has 1.5 acres of undeveloped land 
adjacent to the cemetery for expansion. 

The LAFCO site visit confirmed that maintenance of the cemetery facility is adequate.  
Cemetery maintenance is performed on a year-round basis by a part-time groundskeeper.   

The District reported an endowment fund balance of $16,969 as of FY 04-05.  The endowment 
care fund is used to fund perpetual care of the cemetery facility once it has reached capacity.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Within the boundary and SOI area, the primary community of interest is the community of 
Loma Rica. 
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S M A R T V I L L E  C E M E T E R Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Smartville Cemetery District operates and maintains cemetery grounds, and provides 
interment services. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I   

The Smartville Cemetery District (SCD) boundary extends north to the Yuba River, west to Erle 
Road, south to Hammonton-Smartville Road, and east to the Yuba-Nevada county line. 101 

The existing SOI for SCD includes the River Highlands Community Plan area and the Mooney 
Flats area in Nevada County.   

Service Area 

SCD provides cemetery services to residents of the District and certain non-residents, as 
described in the principal act.  Higher fees for service are charged to non-residents.  The 1986 SOI 
Study performed by Yuba LAFCO reports that the “Hammonton-Smartsville Road area and 
Mooney Flat area have been provided services but are not within the District…many Mooney Flat 
residents have been placed in the District’s cemetery.”102   

Planning Area 

SCD does not conduct formal planning efforts.  No planning area is defined. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the SCD boundary or existing SOI, 
however, none provide public cemetery services. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

SCD did not propose an SOI for consideration by LAFCO. 

                                                 
101 The District’s legal name is “Smartville Cemetery District.”  This report conforms to legal names of districts and official names of 
roads.  The community expressed popular support for the name “Smartsville.”  References to the community name in this report 
conform to local preference. 

102 Yuba LAFCO, Yuba County Cemetery Districts Sphere of Influence Study, 1986, p. 10-11. 
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S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the SOI for SCD.   

Option #1:  Zero SOI 

A zero SOI would signify that the SCD should be dissolved and its responsibilities transferred to 
another entity.  In this case, Browns Valley Cemetery abuts SCD to the north and may be able to 
annex the SCD territory once it is dissolved. 

Option #2:  SOI Reduction – Nevada County Area 

An SOI reduction to exclude the area in Nevada County would signify that LAFCO does not 
anticipate that SCD will annex any territory in the Mooney Flat area of Nevada County in the 
foreseeable future. 

Option #3:  Retain Existing Annexable SOI 

Retaining the existing SOI would signify that LAFCO does anticipate that the Mooney Flat area 
will be annexed into SCD, and that SCD will continue to exist as a special district. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

The District does not currently receive sufficient service charges, property taxes and other 
revenue to provide adequate service.  There is little interest in the board positions, which have 
historically been uncontested and appointed, and director seats are often vacant for long periods of 
time. 

The District demonstrated a general lack of accountability during the MSR process and only 
partially cooperated with LAFCO requests.  The residents of the District would benefit from a well 
managed agency, that provides adequate cemetery maintenance services and is accountable to the 
public; however, annexation of the Smartsville area to any existing district is infeasible without a 
change in property tax sharing for the Smartsville area.  

As shown in Table 6-2, SCD receives the least amount of property tax, and has the lowest level 
of taxes per capita than any cemetery district.  BVCD has the highest level of taxes per capita of all 
cemetery districts, and BVCD reports that it could not afford the upkeep of both the Browns Valley 
Cemetery and the Smartville Cemetery with the minimal amount of additional revenue the 
Smartsville area would provide.  Other feasibility issues stem from SCD having taken responsibility 
for maintaining additional cemetery facilities.  SCD receives the lowest level of financing of any 
district but maintains more facilities than any other district.103 

                                                 
103 SCD maintains three cemetery facilities, Wheatland Cemetery District maintains two facilities, and all other cemetery districts 
maintain a single facility. 
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Each of the SOI alternatives could most likely be processed by LAFCO as SOI updates, as the 
proposals appear to not be growth-inducing due to the nature of the cemetery services provided, 
and therefore, exempt from CEQA review. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that LAFCO adopt a zero SOI for the Smartville Cemetery District at this 
time (option #1).  Due to SCD operational and accountability deficiencies, the Smartsville area 
would benefit from a well managed and accountable cemetery district.  It is recommended that the 
Browns Valley Cemetery District be considered as the replacement service provider in the area; 
however, in order to be feasible, the County would have to relinquish some of the property tax share 
to finance maintenance.  It is recommended that SCD talk with BVCD to assess the compatibility of 
the two districts prior to SOI adoption, and that LAFCO staff encourage the districts and County to 
discuss a property tax exchange.  Ultimately it is in the County’s best interest to work towards an 
agreement with SCD, because if SCD goes bankrupt—or is otherwise unable to provide services—it 
would be the County’s responsibility to maintain the cemeteries there. 

 D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

In the District bounds, present lands uses are primarily residential and open space, with zoning 
for agricultural/rural residential five-acre lots (A/RR05).  Other land uses include resource 
extraction along the Yuba River in the Goldfields.  

Land uses in the existing 21,800-acre SOI area include agriculture and rural residential, resource 
extraction along the Yuba River in the goldfields and open space and recreation in the Spenceville 
Wildlife Area and the area west of Englebright Lake.  A portion of the District’s SOI is zoned for 
planning reserve and residential uses in the Yuba Highlands Specific Plan area; however, it is 
currently undeveloped.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There were approximately 188 residents in the District according to 2000 Census data and GIS 
analysis.   

The District has not experienced significant growth within its bounds or existing SOI.  There are 
presently no planned or proposed developments within the District bounds; however, within the 
District’s SOI there are two proposed developments.  The developer Klein Robinson has proposed 
a 70 lot development just south of the Yuba River along the Yuba-Nevada county line.  Yuba 
Highlands is a proposed development of more than 2,900 acres located north of Beale Air Force 
Base in the River Highlands Community Plan area.  The Yuba Highlands development was defeated 
by a ballot measure in February 2008; however, the developer plans to make a revised proposal for 
the development.   

The present and probable need for cemetery facilities and services within the District is 
anticipated to remain stable in the near future. 
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Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

Presently cemetery capacity is adequate for the District to continue serving the existing 
boundary.  The District reported that it anticipates future bequests of two family cemeteries in the 
area, raising questions about whether the District has a financial management strategy. 

Maintenance of the District’s cemeteries is inadequate.  There are significant structural problems 
with many of the graves and gravestones that have not been addressed.  Due to financial constraints, 
the District is only able to provide superficial maintenance services two to three times a year.  In 
addition, the District is struggling with vandalism and gravestone robberies.  The District has not 
accumulated an adequate perpetual care fund balance to provide for continual care and maintenance 
of the facilities once they have reached capacity.  At the end of FY 2005-06, the District had $6,495 
in the endowment care fund. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Residential communities of interest include the Smartsville, Timbuctoo and Mooney Flat 
communities.  Other communities of interest include the Spenceville Wildlife Recreation Area, 
operated by California Department of Fish and Game, and the mineral extraction company and 
agricultural operations (primarily grazing) throughout the District. 
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S T R A W B E R R Y  VA L L E Y  C E M E T E R Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Strawberry Valley Cemetery District (SVCD) provides cemetery maintenance and interment 
services to the communities of Strawberry Valley and Clippermills. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The boundaries of SVCD extend north from the North Fork of the Yuba River and are 
bounded by the Counties of Butte, Plumas and Sierra. 

The existing SOI for SVCD is coterminous with the boundaries of the District. 

Service Area 

SVCD provides cemetery services to its entire boundary area, including the community of 
Strawberry Valley in Yuba County, and has historically provided service to the community of 
Clipper Mills in Butte County, which is outside SVCD bounds.  SVCD can legally provide burial 
services to a resident of Clipper Mills provided that the non-district resident eligibility requirements 
of Health and Safety Code §9061 are satisfied and a non-resident fee is paid. 

Planning Area 

SVCD does not conduct formal planning efforts.  No planning area is defined. 

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the SVCD boundary or existing 
SOI, however, none provide public cemetery services. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

SVCD did not propose an SOI for consideration by LAFCO, but did strongly emphasize the 
historical tie between the Strawberry Valley Cemetery and the resident of Clipper Mills in Butte 
County. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Two potential options have been identified with respect to the SVCD SOI.   

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – Community of  Clipper Mills 

The Strawberry Valley Cemetery has historically served the community of Clipper Mills, and 
SVCD expressed a desire to continue doing so.  Expanding the SOI to include the Clipper Mills area 
of Butte County (area A) would signify that LAFCO anticipates that this area will be annexed to 
SVCD in the foreseeable future.   
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Option #2:  Retain Existing Coterminous SOI 

Retaining the existing coterminous SOI signifies that LAFCO does not anticipate any territory 
will be annexed to or detached from the District in the foreseeable future. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

SVCD reports that it has historically provided cemetery services to residents of the community 
of Clipper Mills in Butte County, which is outside SVCD bounds.  Clipper Mills is not within a 
public cemetery district in Butte County, and SVCD is the closest cemetery district to the area. 

Currently, SVCD can only legally provide service to this area if certain non-resident 
requirements are met, and a non-resident fee is paid.  With annexation of the Clipper Mills area into 
SVCD, Clipper Mills residents would no longer be subject to non- resident restrictions and fees for 
burial at SVCD. 

Given the nature of the cemetery services provided, neither option is considered to be growth –
inducing, and both options appear to be exempt from CEQA. 

Recommendation 

Because of the historical tie between SVCD and the community of Clipper Mills, it is 
recommended that the SOI for SVCD be expanded to include this area (SOI option #1). 

It is also recommended that LAFCO educate the cemetery districts as to their boundaries and 
the boundaries of neighboring providers, and familiarize the districts with the requirements of the 
principal act. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The SVCD area is zoned primarily as agricultural/rural residential with minimum 20-acre lots 
(A/RR20) and as timber production zone (TPZ).  Population growth within the District is minimal 
due to the mountainous nature of the area and sparse population.  Business activity in the District 
includes a general store, a saw shop and a post office.  There are no planned or proposed 
developments located within the District boundary. 

The community of Clipper Mills in Butte County is zoned as timber-mountain (TM), with 
densities ranging from 40 to 160 acres per dwelling unit. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

As population growth within the District is anticipated to be low, the present and probable need 
for cemetery facilities and services within the District is anticipated to remain stable. 
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Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

SVCD reported providing five burials within the cemetery between 2004 and 2007, or on 
average one burial per year.  The District reported that there were approximately 160 occupied plots 
and 200 unoccupied plots at the Strawberry Valley Cemetery, as of March 2008.  At the current rate 
of burials, the District has space to accommodate interments for approximately 200 years. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Relevant communities of interest include the community of Strawberry Valley in Yuba County 
and the community of Clipper Mills in Butte County. 
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U P H A M  C E M E T E R Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Upham Cemetery District (UCD) provides cemetery maintenance services in Yuba County 
to the community of Rackerby and in Butte County to the community of Bangor. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The UCD boundary is located within both Butte and Yuba Counties, with Butte being the 
principal county.  On the Yuba side, UCD is located in the vicinity of the community of Rackerby, 
west of the community of Brownsville.  South Honcut Creek bisects the District in a north-south 
direction along the Yuba-Butte county line, and La Porte Road runs through the District on the 
Butte County side.  The District has a boundary area of approximately 18 square miles, with roughly 
9 square miles located in Yuba County. 

An annexable SOI for UCD on the Yuba County side was adopted by Yuba LAFCO in 1986, 
and included approximately 2.5 square miles north of the District boundary on the Yuba side in the 
vicinity of La Porte Road, in the community of Rackerby.104   

The SOI for UCD on the Butte County side was updated by Butte LAFCO in 2004 and is 
coterminous with the District boundary on the Butte side.105   

Service Area 

UCD provides cemetery services to its entire boundary area, and has historically provided 
service to the community of Rackerby in Yuba County, which is outside UCD bounds.  UCD can 
legally provide burial services to a resident of Rackerby provided that the non-district resident 
eligibility requirements of Health and Safety Code §9061 are satisfied and a non-resident fee is paid. 

Planning Area 

UCD does not conduct formal planning efforts.  No planning area is defined. 

Overlapping Providers 

The UCD SOI overlaps the Brownsville Cemetery District (BCD) bounds and existing SOI in 
the Rackerby area.  UCD bounds overlap the bounds of Peoria Cemetery District (PCD) in a 169-
acre area in the southwest of the District.  The area is uninhabited, and in much closer proximity to 
the Upham Cemetery than the Peoria Cemetery. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

UCD did not propose an SOI for consideration by Yuba LAFCO. 
                                                 
104 LAFCO resolution 1986-61. 

105 Butte LAFCO resolution No. 37 2003/04 
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S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options have been identified with respect to the UCD SOI.  

Option #1:  SOI Reduction – Community of  Rackerby (Yuba County) 

Reducing the UCD SOI to exclude the community of Rackerby in Yuba County (shown as area 
A) would signify that LAFCO anticipates that BCD will continue to serve the area.  The SOI in the 
overlap area with PCD (shown as area B) would remain unchanged, indicating that LAFCO 
anticipates that UCD will continue to serve this area and PCD will eventually detach the area from 
its boundaries. 

Option #2:  Retain Existing SOI 

Retaining the existing SOI would signify that LAFCO anticipates that UCD will annex the 
community of Rackerby in Yuba County.  This SOI alternative is only appropriate if the SOI for 
BCD is reduced in this area, as Rackerby is currently within the BCD bounds and SOI, and the SOI 
for PCD is reduced in the area of overlap in the south. 

Option #3:  SOI Reduction – Peoria Cemetery Overlap 

Reducing the UCD SOI to exclude the 169-acre overlap area with Peoria Cemetery District 
(PCD) would signify that LAFCO anticipates that the area will be detached from UCD, and 
continue to be served by PCD. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

An annexable SOI for UCD on the Yuba County side was adopted by Yuba LAFCO in 1986, 
and included approximately 2.5 square miles north of the District boundary in the community of 
Rackerby in Yuba County.  At the time, Yuba LAFCO incorrectly stated that the area is not serviced 
by any other cemetery district; however, the area is in fact within the BCD.  Because of this 
oversight, the current SOI for UCD overlaps a portion of the boundaries of the BCD. 

The overlapping area between UCD and PCD consists of two parcels, and is shown as in-
bounds dating back to the formation of both districts.  Both UCD and PCD receive property tax 
from these two parcels, which are located within Tax Rate Area 064065. 106   Both parcels are 
unimproved, consisting entirely of native pasture, and are in much closer proximity to the Upham 
Cemetery than the Peoria Cemetery.  The 169-acre area is currently uninhabited; however, it is in 
much closer proximity to the Upham Cemetery than the Peoria Cemetery. 

Given the nature of the cemetery services provided, none of the options are considered to be 
growth inducing, and all options appear to be exempt from CEQA. 

                                                 
106 The parcels in question are APN 056260002000 and 056260001000. 
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Recommendation 

Butte LAFCO is the principal LAFCO with regard to Upham Cemetery District.  Any SOI 
update for Upham Cemetery District should be processed by Butte LAFCO.  In the past, Butte 
LAFCO has only adopted SOIs for the Butte portion of the District.  This is a recommendation for 
consideration by Butte LAFCO for the Yuba portion of the District. 

It is recommended that the SOI for UCD be reduced to exclude the community of Rackerby in 
Yuba County, shown on the map as area A (SOI option #1).  When the SOI for UCD was adopted 
to include this area, it was incorrectly stated by LAFCO that this area was not within the boundaries 
of an existing cemetery district.  In fact, the area was within the bounds of BCD and an overlap was 
created.   

Additionally, it is recommended that the overlapping area between UCD and PCD (shown as 
area B on the map) remain with UCD, and that the SOI for PCD be reduced in this area.  It is also 
recommended that LAFCO educate the cemetery districts as to their boundaries and the boundaries 
of neighboring providers, and familiarize the districts with the requirements of the principal act. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

The UCD boundary is primarily zoned as agricultural/rural residential (A/RR) in Yuba County, 
with minimum lot sizes ranging from five acres to 40 acres, and some timber production zones 
(TPZ).  In Butte County the District area is zoned as agricultural residential (AR), with densities 
ranging from one to 40 acres per dwelling unit.   

Business activity in the District is limited to cattle grazing and agriculture.  There are no planned 
or proposed development projects within UCD. 

Zoning is agricultural/rural residential (A/RR40) in the PCD overlap area, and agricultural/rural 
residential (A/RR05 and A/RR20) in the BCD overlap area. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

As population growth within the District is anticipated to be low, the present and probable need 
for cemetery facilities and services within the District is anticipated to remain stable.   

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

UCD reported that there are approximately 2,000 plots available for purchase, and that 23 
burials took place at Upham Cemetery from 2004 to 2007.  The District also reported that it has one 
acre of undeveloped land adjacent to the cemetery for expansion. 

The LAFCO site visit confirmed that maintenance of the cemetery facility is adequate.  
Cemetery maintenance is performed by contract three times per year, between April and October.   
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Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Communities of interest include Bangor in Butte County, and the community of Rackerby 
located in Yuba County.  Rackerby is located outside of UCD boundaries, but has historically been 
provided service by UCD. 
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W H E A T L A N D  C E M E T E R Y  D I S T R I C T  

The Wheatland Cemetery District (WCD) operates and maintains cemetery grounds, and 
provides interment services. 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The WCD boundary includes the City of Wheatland, the Camp Far West community and the 
southern portion of Beale AFB.  The boundary area extends south from North Beale Road and 
Beale AFB, west to Forty Mile Road and SR 70, south to the Yuba-Sutter and Yuba-Placer county 
lines, and east to the Yuba-Nevada county line, consisting of 105 square-miles. 

LAFCO adopted an SOI that is coterminous with the District’s current boundaries.  The 
District owns and maintains the Wheatland and Lofton cemeteries.  The existing SOI signifies that 
no territory is expected to be annexed to or detached from the District, and that the District is 
expected to continue to exist and provide services. 

Service Area 

The WCD service area consists of the City of Wheatland, the Camp Far West community and 
the southern portion of Beale AFB.  WCD typically does not provide services outside its bounds, 
although it is authorized to provide burial plots to certain non-residents, as described in the principal 
act.  Higher fees for service are charged to non-residents. 

Planning Area 

WCD does not conduct formal planning efforts.  No planning area is defined.   

Overlapping Providers 

There are several local agencies with boundaries that overlap the WCD boundary or existing 
SOI, however, none provide public cemetery services. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

WCD did not propose an SOI for consideration by LAFCO. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Three potential options are identified with respect to the SOI for WCD. 

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – County Line 

An SOI expansion to include the area southeast of the City of Wheatland to the county line (area 
A) would signify that LAFCO anticipates that this area will be annexed to WCD.  This area is the 
location of the planned Heritage Oaks East development. 
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Option #2:  Retain Existing Coterminous SOI 

Retaining the existing coterminous SOI would signify that LAFCO anticipates that no territory 
will be annexed to or detached from the District, and that the District is expected to continue to 
exist. 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

WCD presently provides services to residents throughout its boundaries.  There are no public 
cemetery districts that abut the WCD boundaries.  Should the boundaries of the District be reduced, 
residents would be forced to use Sierra Vista Cemetery—the only private cemetery in Yuba 
County—or go longer distances to other counties for private cemetery services.   

Given the nature of the cemetery services provided, none of the proposals appear to be growth-
inducing nor subject to CEQA review.  Each of the options could most likely be processed as SOI 
updates. 

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI update for WCD is to expand the SOI to the county line southeast of 
the City of Wheatland (SOI option #1).  This area contains the Heritage Oaks East development, 
and is not currently within the bounds of a public cemetery district. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

Existing land uses in the boundary area include agriculture, residential, commercial, open space, 
and military uses.  Agriculture is the most extensive land use.  Croplands, primarily orchards and rice 
farms, pasture lands and grazing lands are common.  The area is primarily zoned by Yuba County as 
exclusive agricultural, with 80-acre (AE-80), 40-acre (AE-40) and 10-acre (AE-10) lots.  Beale AFB 
and the Spenceville Wildlife Recreation Area represent other significant land uses within the District. 

There are many planned and proposed developments within the District’s bounds, including 
Magnolia Ranch Specific Plan, Chippewa, Feather Creek Specific Plan, Johnson Rancho, Heritage 
Oaks East, Nichols Ranch and Jones Ranch.  Total acreage for these developments is 7,330.  At 
build-out of the proposals there will be a maximum of 21,130 dwelling units and 555 acres of 
commercial and industrial space.  Also proposed to be located within the boundary area are non-
residential areas that could accommodate future development, including the Rancho Road Industrial 
and Commercial Park, the Research and Development Park and the Sports and Entertainment 
Zone. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There is a present need for cemetery facilities and services in the area.  There are no other 
nearby public cemetery alternatives. 
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Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

Cemetery services appear to be adequate, and there is remaining capacity in the cemetery 
facilities. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Communities of interest include the City of Wheatland, the community of Camp Far West and 
Beale AFB.  Other communities of interest include the Spenceville Wildlife Recreation Area which is 
partially located within the District. 
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7 .    O T H E R  D I S T R I C T S  
Table 7-1: Other Districts  

Local Agency Existing SOI SOI Options Recommendation
Other Districts

Yuba County Resource 
Conservation District

County less city 
boundaries in 1986

1)  SOI expansion - countywide SOI
2)  SOI expansion - agency proposal to 
include Marysville
3)  SOI reduction - remove current city 
bounds

Expand SOI to be countywide

Yuba County Water Agency None 1)  Adopt SOI to include entire County 
and YCWA member units' boundary areas 
outside County bounds, and adjust 
automatically to member unit changes.

Adopt SOI to include entire 
County and YCWA member 
units' boundary areas outside 
County bounds, and adjust 
automatically to member unit 
changes.  

Y U B A  C O U N T Y  R E S O U R C E  C O N S E R V A T I O N  D I S T R I C T  

The Yuba County Resource Conservation District provides resource conservation services to 
the unincorporated areas and to certain areas that have been annexed to the cities in Yuba County.  
The District also facilitates federal conservation programs in partnership with the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture’s National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

Yuba County Resource Conservation District (YCRCD) was formed in 1957 to provide soil 
conservation services to unincorporated Yuba County.  The District’s boundary includes all areas 
within Yuba County with the exception of the 1973 city limits of Marysville and Wheatland.   

The District’s SOI was adopted to include the entire county with the exception of the 1986 city 
limits of Marysville and Wheatland.  It was intended that areas would be detached from the YCRCD 
bounds as they were annexed to the cities; however, this was not done for annexations post-1973 
and SOI changes post-1986. 

Service Area 

The District provides services within its boundaries in Yuba County.   

Planning Area 

YCRCD conducts planning at a countywide level.  To guide District efforts, the District adopts 
a five-year plan which identifies goals and a plan of action to realize those goals.  The most recently 
adopted long range plan was for 2002 through 2006.  The District reported that it is currently 
updating the plan.   
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Overlapping Providers 

As the YCRCD boundary includes all unincorporated areas of Yuba County, the bounds and 
SOI overlap those of various local agencies; however, none provide resource conservation services. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

YCRCD proposed that its SOI be expanded to include the City of Marysville.  Marysville owns 
and controls land along the Yuba and Feather Rivers.  The District is applying for grants to develop 
a river parkway in the area.  YCRCD does not receive property taxes, so expansion of its bounds 
would not affect property tax allocations or existing funding arrangements for other local agencies. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

Four potential options have been identified with respect to the SOI for YCRCD.  All four 
alternatives could be processed by LAFCO as an SOI update, as none of the proposals are growth-
inducing and subject to CEQA. 

Option #1:  SOI Expansion – Countywide SOI 

Expansion of the YCRCD SOI to include all territory within the County would signify that the 
YCRCD is expected to annex territory within the city limits of Marysville and Wheatland. 

Option #2:  SOI Expansion – Agency Proposal 

Expansion of the YCRCD SOI to include the City of Marysville would signify that LAFCO 
anticipates that territory within the existing city limits of Marysville will be annexed to YCRCD. 

Option #3:  SOI Reduction – Remove Current City Bounds 

A reduction of the YCRCD SOI to exclude areas annexed to the cities since 1986 would signify 
that urban areas should be detached from YCRCD. 



New Bullards Bar Reservoir

Camp Far West

Collins Lake

Englebright Lake

Lake Francis
Lake Mildred

M
ar

ys
vi

lle

B

La Porte

Hwy 20

6th

F
E

D

C A

H
w

y 49

Lo
m

a 
R

ic
a

14th

Ostrom

E
rle

Be
al

e

I

Fr
ui

tla
nd

Hwy 65

Ramirez

O
regon H

ill

A
rb

o g
a

Peoria

Hammonton-Smartville

Vierra

Spe
nc

ev
ille

S
m

artsville

H
am

m
on

to
n

W
ill

ow
 G

le
n

N

Forty M
ile

Frenchtow
n

Dairy

Jasper

Scales

Woodruff

H
w

y 
70

Rancho

Virginia

Dan
to

ni

In
di

an
a 

R
an

ch

Ridge

Spr
in

g 
Va

lle
y

O
ld

 T
ol

l

F
ea

th
er

 R
iv

er

Kim
ba

ll

Patrol

O
akley

M
at

he
w

s

H

Walnut

Bak
er

G
rif

fit
h

Ellis

Ella

H
ill

Tow
nship

G
D

oolittle

T
ho

rn
hi

ll

Ta
na

be

Wolf

P
en

do
la

McC
lain

W
aldo

Leach

Scott Forbes

Algodon

Rices Crossing

R
edhill

La
gu

e

Hallwood

R
eg

en
t

Lindhurst

17th

Forbestown

W
ee

ds
 P

oi
nt

W
al

sh

Diamond

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
H

ou
se

K
apaka

Alicia

Jamie

M

Lo
s 

V
er

je
le

s
Pen

ny

R
oa

d 
10

56

Roa
d 

10
34

H
okan

Silva

B
ean C

lipper

Pike City

Simpson

Loretta

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
F

la
t

O
ld

 K
no

x

Laurel

Mill

Loop

M
on

ar
ch

Arnold

Grand

S
tern

Plantz

B
ox

w
oo

d Daugherty

D
ye

W
ichita

Jade

M
ar

y

Val

W
inther

D
ouglas

G
rant

O
ct

av
ia

Plumas

Hilory

Laurellen

D
utch F

lat

Rockdale
Noble

Magnolia

W
ild

ca
t

Cortez

Man
na

Sparrow

Bevan

Zanes

Sun

R
eedy

12th

Boyer

Daphne

Villa

Shady W
ild Turkey

P
acific

B
yr

on

Brookside

C
lay

F

Ellis

B

H
w

y 
70

E
rle

B

Erle

A

Beale

H
w

y 70

Hwy 65

F
ea

th
er

 R
iv

er

N
o r

th
 Y

ub
a 

R
iv

er

So
ut

h 
H

on
cu

t C
re

ek

Yuba County Water Agency 
Sphere of Influence Option

Yuba County Information Technology - GIS
Drawn By: J.Henry/K.A.E.A.
Date: 12/30/2008
File:YCWASOI.mxd

0 2 4 6 81
Miles

Yuba County Resource Conservation District 
Sphere of Influence Option

S
u

tt
er

 C
o

u
n

ty

N
ev

ad
a 

C
o

u
n

ty

Butte County

Placer County

S
ie

rr
a 

C
o

u
n

ty

Pl
um

as
 C

ou
nt

y

Beale Air Force Base

Wheatland

Marysville

Sutter County

Nevada County

B

I

F
E

D

H
G

Beale
H

w
y 

20

5th J

6th

8th
7th

9th

C

10th

17th

A

Simpson

19th

14th

4th

P
ark

H
al

l

Y
uba

H
w

y 70

R
am

irez

16th
Glen

18th

Val

S
am

pson

15th

Laurellen

Linda

13th

24th

12th

Johnson

H
igh Davis

Hile

Alicia

Ash

G
rove

Lisa

B
ab

bi
ng

to
n

B
iz

z 
Jo

hn
so

n

Ja
ck

 S
lo

ug
h

R
iv

er
si

de

Garden

A
m

es

Kimball

Nadene

Lindhurst

Avondale

ArbogaJa
y

D
un

ni
ng

Shad

Low
e

22nd

Fe
rn

w
oo

d

Roberta

W
oo

dl
an

d

B
ubb

Gross

Beale

18th

Hwy 70

C

22nd

Yu
ba

 R
iv

erF
eather R

iver

O
akley

C

D

Lew
is B

Wheatland

E

Hwy 65

Baxter

G

M
alone

Jasper

Spenc
evil

le

A

Dairy

Olive
McDevitt

State

N
ichols

Evergreen

P
um

pkin

B
rock

Hwy 65

A

Hwy 65

Bear River

Legend

District Boundary

Existing Sphere of Influence

County Boundary SOI Option #1

Sphere of Influence Option #2

Sphere of Influence Option #3

Community Boundaries

Surrounding County Borders

Highways

Roads

Rivers

Lakes
�

City of Marysville

Butte County

City of Wheatland

Butte County

Fig. 7-1



SPHERE OF INFLUENCE OPTIONS:  YUBA COUNTY  

PREPARED FOR YUBA LAFCO 216 

S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

As YCRCD performs services that benefit all members of Yuba County, a countywide SOI is 
most appropriate for the District.   

Recommendation 

The recommended SOI for YCRCD is a countywide SOI (option #1), including the 
incorporated cities of Marysville and Wheatland.  As YCRCD does not receive property taxes, 
expansion of its bounds would not affect property tax allocations or existing funding arrangements.   

SOI expansion to signal consolidation with SCRCD (option #4) is not recommended at this 
time, as YCRCD reports that both districts recently explored the option and mutually decided 
against it. 

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

Existing land uses are diverse, and encompass virtually all land uses found in Yuba County.  
Planned land uses within YCRCD bounds include significant plans for urban development located 
in unincorporated Yuba County and within the City of Wheatland SOI.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

YCRCD provides technical, programmatic, and financial assistance to landowners and land 
managers of private lands in providing conservation of the County’s natural resources.  There is a 
present need for such services.  Although future urbanization and growth will likely reduce the 
extent of rural and agricultural areas, there is a probable future need for services in rural areas of the 
County, and in riverine and creek areas within cities. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

The most recent financial statement provided by YCRCD was for FY 2002-03.  In that year, the 
District received less than $1,000 in revenue.  However, the District reports that it is financed by 
grant revenues in typical years. Other than outdated financial records, no deficiencies were noted. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Communities of interest include all of the communities in Yuba County.  The YCRCD 
boundary includes the newer portions of the two cities, but exclude the urban core of each city. 
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Y U B A  C O U N T Y  W A T E R  A G E N C Y  

The Yuba County Water Agency provides water, flood control, electricity generation, and 
project recreation and fishery enhancement services.  YCWA water services include Yuba River 
control, water storage, groundwater monitoring, conveyance of surface water to water retailers, and 
managing fish flows on the Yuba River.  YCWA plays a major role in the management and 
allocation of surface water supplies in the MSR area and the region.   

E X I S T I N G  B O U N D S  A N D  S O I  

The YCWA boundary area includes all of Yuba County, and portions of its member units’ 
boundaries that extend into neighboring Butte and Sutter counties.  YCWA member units include 
South Yuba Water District, Dry Creek Mutual Water Company, Brophy Water District, Cordua 
Irrigation District, Hallwood Irrigation Company, Ramirez Water District, and Browns Valley 
Irrigation District.  Wheatland Water District (WWD) is also a member unit with water delivery 
scheduled to begin by 2010.  Member units with boundaries extending outside of Yuba County 
include Ramirez Water District (Butte County), South Yuba Water District (Sutter County) and Dry 
Creek Mutual Water Company (Sutter county).  

LAFCO has not adopted an SOI for the District. 

Service Area 

YCWA provides wholesale water service to its member units, which are located throughout the 
central and southern portions of the County. 

Planning Area 

The YCWA planning area is countywide.  YCWA served as lead agency for the Groundwater 
Management Plan (2005) and the Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) released in 
2008, and as a participant in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan (2007).  The IRWMP is a 
collaborative effort with various Yuba County water and reclamation service providers. 

Overlapping Providers 

As the YCWA boundary is countywide, all local agencies overlap the YCWA boundary; 
however, none provide wholesale water service. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

YCWA proposed that its SOI encompass the bounds of all member units regardless of whether 
they are subject to LAFCO jurisdiction.  Dry Creek MWC extends into Sutter County and is not 
subject to LAFCO jurisdiction.   
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S O I  A N A L Y S I S  

The principal act provides that the YCWA boundary automatically adjust to include territory 
outside Yuba County that is served by member units.  The only potential YCWA SOI option that 
has been identified to date is to establish an SOI that encompasses the SOIs of all of the YCWA 
member units.  Furthermore, given that the YCWA boundary automatically adjusts to include any 
changes to member units’ boundaries, it is appropriate for LAFCO to establish an SOI that also 
automatically adjusts.   

Recommendation 

The consultant recommends adopting an SOI that includes the entire county and encompasses 
the boundaries of its member units where they extend into neighboring counties.  The 
recommended SOI would adjust automatically to include any territory that should be annexed by the 
member units in neighboring counties.   

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

Present and Planned Land Uses 

Existing land uses are diverse, and include agricultural, residential, commercial and institutional 
uses.  Planned land uses within YCWA bounds include significant plans for urban development.  
There are 62,470 new housing units planned in the county as of the drafting of this report.  

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 

There is a present need for surface water among agricultural users as well as flood control and 
other YCWA functions.  As urbanization proceeds, there will be increased needs for groundwater 
management and potentially municipal surface water distribution. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 

YCWA reported that its facilities are in good condition.  YCWA is developing a new canal to 
deliver surface water to Wheatland Water District to address a groundwater pumping depression, 
increased groundwater salinity, and degraded water quality.   

YCWA presently distributes surface water only to agricultural users, and does not distribute to 
urban water providers.  Given projected growth in southern Yuba County, urban development will 
rely exclusively on groundwater unless YCWA initiates surface water delivery to urban users.  
Expanded YCWA programs, including conjunctive use, groundwater monitoring and analysis, and 
land subsidence monitoring, are also desirable.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 

Communities of interest include all of the communities in Yuba County. 
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8 .    C O U N T Y  S E RV I C E  A R E A S  

C S A  O V E R V I E W  

There are 44 County Service Areas (CSAs) in Yuba County, 38 of which actively provide 
services, and six that are inactive and have not yet been dissolved by LAFCO.     

A majority of the CSAs provide street service to privately maintained roads that do not meet 
County design standards, with the exception of CSAs 52, 66 and 69, which provide street services to 
publicly maintained roads that have been accepted into the County road system.  In addition to 
street services, CSAs 52, 66 and 69 provide extended services including fire protection, emergency 
medical service, flood control, landscaping, and parks and open space maintenance.  CSA 70 
provides extended law enforcement services. 

S E R V I C E  A R E A  

CSAs serve as a financing mechanism to provide for enhanced services in a specific area.  
Generally, CSAs provide services to their boundary area, and do not serve outside of their bounds; 
however, CSA 52 and CSA 66 have zones of benefit that are not within the LAFCO-approved 
boundary for the CSA.  No SOI change is recommended in either of these cases, however, because 
all zone of benefit areas are located within the existing SOI for the CSAs. 

P L A N N I N G  A R E A  

CSAs are staffed and managed by the County Public Works Department.  Road-related CSA 
services are managed directly by the Public Works Department for the specific CSA boundary area.  
Funds for fire suppression, emergency services, law enforcement, parks and open space 
maintenance, and landscaping are transferred to the appropriate special district for the provision of 
the specific service. 

O V E R L A P P I N G  P R O V I D E R S  

• The boundaries of Plumas Brophy Fire Protection District (PBFPD) and Olivehurst Public 
Utility District (OPUD) overlap the boundary and SOI for CSA 69 in the Olivehurst area.  
CSA 69 was formed to provide extended structural fire protection, among other services.  In 
2003 the area was annexed to OPUD without a corresponding detachment from PBFPD.  
The CSA pays fire assessments to OPUD, which provides fire protection services to the 
CSA; however, property taxes in this area also continue to be allocated to PBFPD. 

• The boundaries of a portion of CSA 5 overlap the boundaries and SOI of CSA 53, in the 
vicinity of Artemis Court in Oregon House.  The existing SOI for CSA 2 overlaps both the 
boundaries of CSA 5 and the boundaries and SOI of CSA 53 in this area. 
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• A portion of the boundaries and existing SOI for CSA 66 overlap the existing SOI for CSA 
22, east of Arboga Road and north of McGowan Parkway.  As both CSAs provide lighting, 
this amounts to a duplication of services. 

A G E N C Y  P R O P O S A L  

The only SOI proposal made was to reduce the SOI for CSA 22 east of Arboga Road, where it 
overlaps with the existing SOI and a portion of the bounds of CSA 66. 

S O I  O P T I O N S  

SOI options have been identified for the various CSAs in Yuba County.  Table 8-2 lists all CSAs, 
the community where they are located, the existing SOI, and the recommended SOI update. 

Table 8-1: CSA Locations and SOI Options  

CSA Location Existing SOI Type
Recommended 
  SOI Update

Major CSAs (Various Services)
52 East Linda Annexable SOI Expansion - 

Boundaries
66 Olivehurst and Plumas Lake Annexable Retain Existing SOI
69 Olivehurst Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
70 Unincorporated Yuba County Coterminous SOI Reduction - 

City of Wheatland
Minor CSAs (Street Services Only)

2 Oregon House Annexable SOI Reduction - 
CSA 5 and CSA 53

4 Brownsville Annexable Retain Existing SOI
5 13 areas north of the Yuba River Coterminous/No 

SOI/Detachable SOI
SOI Expansion - 
Boundaries

8 Oregon House Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
9 Brownsville Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
10 Challenge Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
11 Oregon House Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
12 Browns Valley Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
14 Camp Far West and Smartville Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
15 Loma Rica Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
16 Loma Rica Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
17 Camp Far West Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
22 Yuba County Airport Annexable SOI Reduction and 

Expansion
30 Smartville Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
34 Browns Valley Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
36 Browns Valley Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
37 Browns Valley Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
38 Browns Valley Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
39 Loma Rica Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
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R E TA I N  E X I S T I N G  S O I  

Retaining the existing SOI is recommended for most CSAs in Yuba County because the CSAs 
are adequately providing service, and there are no indications that any territory will be annexed to 
them in the future.  Retaining the existing SOI for all active CSAs listed in Table 8-2 appears to be 
exempt from CEQA as all CSAs are already providing service and there is no change to the existing 
SOI. 

Z E R O  S O I  

A zero SOI is recommended for the six CSAs that are inactive, and not providing any services.  
A zero SOI would signify that LAFCO anticipates these CSAs will be dissolved.  Adopting a zero 
SOI for all CSAs listed in Table 8-2 appears to be exempt from CEQA as none of the CSAs are 
actively providing services. 

S O I  R E D U C T I O N  

• CSA 2 contains an annexable SOI that extends beyond the boundaries of the CSA in the 
east, west and north.  Part of the CSA 2 SOI overlaps the boundaries of a portion of CSA 5, 
in the vicinity of Cambridge Lane in Oregon House, and the boundaries and SOI of CSA 53 
in the vicinity of Artemis Court in Oregon House.  An SOI reduction for CSA 2 is 

CSA Location Existing SOI Type
Recommended 
  SOI Update

40 Loma Rica Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
42 Browns Valley Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
43 Brownsville Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
44 Dobbins Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
45 Oregon House Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
46 Smartville Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
48 Olivehurst Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
53 Oregon House Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
54 Oregon House Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
55 Browns Valley Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
59 Oregon House Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
60 Browns Valley Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
61 Browns Valley Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
63 Browns Valley Coterminous Retain Existing SOI
67 Linda Coterminous Retain Existing SOI

Inactive
47 Oregon House Coterminous Zero SOI
49 Browns Valley Coterminous Zero SOI
51 Smartville Coterminous Zero SOI
56 Linda Coterminous Zero SOI
57 Challenge Coterminous Zero SOI
58 Browns Valley Coterminous Zero SOI
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recommended for the overlap area with CSA 5 and CSA 53.  An SOI reduction for CSA 2 in 
this area appears to be exempt from CEQA, as the areas are already receiving services 
provided by other CSAs. 

• An SOI reduction is necessary for CSA 22, as the portion east of Arboga Road overlaps the 
existing SOI and a portion of the bounds of CSA 66.  As both CSAs provide lighting, this 
amounts to a duplication of services.  The SOI for CSA 22 is more appropriate to reduce (as 
opposed to the SOI for CSA 66), as the area is within the North Arboga Study Area, and 
partially within the bounds of CSA 66 already.   

• The boundary of CSA 70 is countywide, excluding the incorporated cities of Marysville and 
Wheatland.  Annexations to cities since the 2004 formation of CSA 70 have not been 
detached from the CSA.  An SOI reduction is recommended for CSA 70 in the areas that 
were annexed to the City of Wheatland in 2006 (Islands Ranch, Jones Ranch and Heritage 
Oaks), signifying that LAFCO anticipates that these areas will be detached from CSA 70.  
An SOI reduction for CSA 70 in these areas appears to be exempt from CEQA, as the areas 
are already receiving services provided by the City of Wheatland. 

S O I  E X PA N S I O N  

• An SOI expansion is recommended for CSA 5 in the area around Cambridge Lane in 
Oregon House, as LAFCO had not previously adopted an SOI for the CSA 5 area in this 
location.  The SOI expansion does not include the area of overlap with CSA 53, in the 
vicinity of Artemis Court.  Such an SOI would signify that LAFCO anticipates the area 
around Artemis Court will be detached from CSA 5, as the area is already being served by 
CSA 53.  An SOI expansion for CSA 5 in this area appears to be exempt from CEQA, as the 
area is already receiving services provided by CSA 5. 

• An SOI expansion is also recommended for CSA 5 within the boundary area near Pochert 
Way, in Loma Rica.  The 2006 Casey annexation to the CSA took place without a 
corresponding SOI amendment; hence, there is an area in bounds that is not within the SOI.  
The recommended SOI would be consistent with the boundaries of the CSA in this area.  
An SOI expansion for CSA 5 in this area appears to be exempt from CEQA, as the area is 
already receiving services provided by CSA 5. 

• In order to clarify the existing SOI for CSA 22, LAFCO should update the SOI to include 
the boundary area of the CSA.  When the SOI was originally adopted in 1986, the map did 
not clearly show the boundary area as being within the SOI, although it seems that was 
LAFCO’s intention.  An SOI expansion for CSA 22 in this area appears to be exempt from 
CEQA, as the area is already receiving services provided by CSA 22. 

• An SOI expansion is recommended for CSA 52, as a nearly 10-acre portion of the boundary 
area extends beyond the existing SOI in the southwest of the CSA, between Park Avenue 
and Grove Avenue.  The boundary area extends beyond the SOI because no SOI 
amendment was passed along with the 2004 Hoggan annexation.  An SOI expansion for 
CSA 52 in this area appears to be exempt from CEQA, as the area is already receiving 
services provided by CSA 52. 
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• An SOI expansion is an option for CSA 66.  Two development projects—Bear River and 
Country Club Estates—are outside the existing SOI.  Including the two projects in the SOI 
is depicted on Figure 8-8 as SOI Option 2 for CSA 66.  Although both projects will need to 
be annexed to the CSA in order to ensure appropriate financing for municipal services, it is 
not recommended that LAFCO add these areas through the SOI update process.  To ensure 
that appropriate CEQA documentation is completed prior to SOI amendment, the 
consultant recommends that the SOI be updated to remain as is.  In other words, SOI 
option 1 is recommended at this time.  The development projects may apply to LAFCO for 
SOI amendments directly.  

D R A F T  S O I  D E T E R M I N A T I O N S  

M A J O R  C S A S  

CSA 52 

CSA 52 provides maintenance of park and recreation facilities and services, street and highway 
sweeping and lighting, drainage control, and road maintenance and improvement services.  CSA 
assessments also fund extended fire and EMS services; these services are provided by Linda FPD. 

Present and Planned Land Uses 
The District bounds encompass primarily urban residential and minimal commercial areas.  

Residential zoning primarily varies from minimum half-acre lots to five acre lots; however, some 
scattered residential lots have minimum sizes of 10 to 20 acres. 

The District has experienced recent growth and urban development.  Significant growth is 
anticipated within the District in the next few years as planned developments begin and continue 
construction within the East Linda Specific Plan (ELSP) area, which encompasses the District 
boundaries.  

Land use within the SOI expansion area is entirely residential and built-out, under single family 
residential (R-1) zoning. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Major developments located within the District are the 390-acre Edgewater development, the 

130-acre Orchard development, and the 108-acre Montrose at Edgewater development, all of which 
are under construction.  All three development areas are located along Erle Road, at the southern 
boundary of the District.  At build-out, these three development areas will collectively contain over 
2,850 dwelling units and over 17 acres of non-residential development. 

The need for roadway maintenance services will increase with build-out of the Edgewater, 
Orchard and Montrose at Edgewater developments, and other smaller subdivisions in the area. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway or park facilities capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway and park services 

within the CSA are adequate and no infrastructure needs were reported. 
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Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
Within the District’s boundaries, the primary community of interest is the community of East 

Linda.  Also of interest is the District’s zone of benefit B, a portion of which is located outside of 
the CSA’s LAFCO-approved boundary, but within the SOI.  The SOI extends beyond district 
bounds in the north (south of Simpson Dantoni Road) and east (along North Beale Road and Erle 
Road). 

CSA 66 

CSA 66 provides street and highway sweeping, street and highway lighting, road and drainage 
system maintenance, and landscape maintenance services.  CSA assessments also fund extended fire 
and EMS services (provided by Linda FPD and OPUD), flood control services (provided by RD 
784), and park maintenance services (provided by OPUD). 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
Existing land uses are diverse, and include residential, commercial, recreational, and institutional 

uses.  The CSA customer base includes property owners and residents.  

The District has experienced recent growth and urban development.  Significant growth is 
anticipated within the District in the next few years as planned developments begin and continue 
construction within the Plumas Lake Specific Plan (PLSP) area, which is completely within the 
CSA’s SOI, and the North Arboga Study Area (NASA), over half of which is located within the SOI 
of CSA 66. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Major developments located within the District are the 577-acre Country Club Estates 

development, the 535-acre Plumas Lake Cobblestone development, the 475-acre Rio Del Oro 
development, and the 795-acre Wheeler Ranch development, all located within the PLSP area.  The 
total acreage of development within the District bounds and SOI is over 4,500 (including 17 acres of 
non-residential), with over 13,950 planned dwelling units. 

Service demand in the CSA has increased in recent years, and is anticipated to increase with 
future growth. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway or street lighting capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway and lighting services 

within the CSA are adequate and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The District is located within the Plumas Lake Specific Plan area and the North Arboga Study 

Area. The CSA boundary also extends north McGowan Parkway, into the community of Olivehurst.  
CSA 69 and CSA 48 are also located within the community of Olivehurst. 

The CSA SOI extends beyond the boundaries of the district, ranging from 11th Avenue in 
Olivehurst, to the old Western Pacific Railroad and SR 70 in the east, to Feather River Boulevard in 
the west, and the Bear River in the south. 
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CSA 69 

CSA 66 provides street, streetlight, drainage, and landscape services.  CSA assessments also fund 
extended fire, EMS, and park maintenance services (provided by OPUD). 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
Existing land uses in the District are mainly single-family residential.  There is also a single parcel 

designated as a public common area.  

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
The CSA experienced recent growth as the Summerfield subdivision was built-out.  Service 

demand increased as houses were constructed and occupied.  Little growth is anticipated within the 
District in the next few years as the entire area is built-out; however, the need for street, streetlight, 
drainage, landscape, park maintenance, and fire protection services will persist.  

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway, drainage or street lighting capacity constraint were identified. Roadway, drainage 

and lighting services within the CSA are adequate and no infrastructure needs were reported.  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The District is located entirely within the community of Olivehurst.  Also located within the 

community of Olivehurst is CSA 48 and a portion of CSA 66.  The CSA SOI is coterminous with its 
bounds.  

CSA 70 

CSA 70 provides funding for extended law enforcement services in the unincorporated areas of 
Yuba County. 

Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area 
Existing land uses are diverse, and include agricultural, residential, commercial and all other land 

uses countywide.  There are significant plans for urban development within the CSA, including 
various residential projects in the Wheatland, Plumas Lake and East Linda areas. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area 
There is a present need for extended law enforcement services to be provided within the 

County, and a probable need for additional services as development continues. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
Yuba County law enforcement services appear to be adequate within the County, although 

additional law enforcement efforts will be needed as the population continues to grow.   

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
Communities of interest include all of the unincorporated communities in Yuba County.  The 

CSA boundary also includes portions the City of Wheatland that were annexed to the City in 2006 
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but not detached from the CSA.  The existing SOI for the CSA is coterminous with the boundaries 
of the CSA at its 2004 formation. 

M I N O R  C S A S  

Minor CSAs provide road construction and street maintenance services. 

CSA 2 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
Existing land uses in the District are mainly residential.  The CSA is zoned as agricultural/rural 

residential, with lot sizes ranging from five to 40 acres (A/RR05 to A/RR40).  There are a total of 
122 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 2 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as no major maintenance activities 

have occurred.  The Public Works Department projects that service demand is likely to stay the 
same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
County Public Works identified that the road capacity was poor and every road maintained by 

the District needed to be paved, according to the MSR. However, the County subsequently reported 
that it plans to grade gravel roads and repair potholes on paved roads.107 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The District is located in the community of Oregon House.  Other CSAs located within the 

community of Oregon House include CSAs 5, 8, 53, 54, 59 and the inactive CSA 47. 

CSA 2 has an annexable SOI that extends beyond the boundaries of the CSA in the north, east 
and west.108  The existing SOI area for CSA 2 includes the boundary area of CSA 53 and one of the 
CSA 5 boundary areas (both adjacent to Rices Crossing Road). 

CSA 4 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
Existing land uses in the District are mainly residential.  There are a total of 21 parcels that pay 

assessments to the CSA.  The CSA is zoned as agricultural/rural residential with minimum five to 
10-acre lots (A/RR05 to A/RR10).  
                                                 
107 Correspondence from Yuba County Community Development Director Kevin Mallen to LAFCO Consultant Alexander Brown, 
Feb. 24, 2009. 

108 LAFCO resolution 1986-2. 
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Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 4 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
The County reported that there were no infrastructure needs or roadway constraints. 109  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The District is located entirely within the community of Brownsville, at the intersection of New 

York House Road and Indiana-New York Road.  CSA 9 and CSA 43 are also located within the 
community of Brownsville.  

The existing SOI for CSA 4 is generally consistent with the boundaries of the CSA, although it 
includes a one-acre annexable area in the center of the CSA. 

CSA 5 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
CSA 5 is located in the northern portion of Yuba County and consists of 13 separate areas 

scattered in the valley and foothill regions.  Within CSA 5, land uses are primarily rural residential, 
with an agricultural/rural residential zoning ranging from minimum five to 40-acre lots. 

CSA 5 has not experienced significant growth in recent years.  There are no planned or 
proposed developments located within the various CSA 5 locations.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
The CSA customer base is 360 assessed parcels.  Service demand in the CSA has been high in 

recent years, due in large part to the size of the CSA.  Significant maintenance activities were 
performed in three portions of the CSA in FY 05-06.  Maintenance activities performed included the 
patching and slurry sealing of a paved road, and the grading and graveling of two roads.  The Public 
Works Department projects that service demand is likely to remain at a relatively high level in future 
years due to the large size of the CSA. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified. Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

                                                 
109 Correspondence from Yuba County Community Development Director Kevin Mallen to LAFCO Consultant Alexander Brown, 
Feb. 24, 2009. 
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Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
CSA 5 consists of 13 separate areas scattered in the valley and foothill regions. Six of the areas 

are located in the vicinity of Loma Rica, three are located near Collins Lake and Oregon House 
areas, two are located just north of Dobbins, one is located southwest of Brownsville, and one in the 
Browns Valley area.  

The area adjacent to Rices Crossing Road near Oregon House is located within the SOI of CSA 
2.  This area of CSA 5 does not have an adopted SOI.  In the Loma Rica area, south of Marysville 
Road, one of the boundary areas does not have a coterminous SOI because the 2006 Casey 
annexation was processed without a corresponding SOI amendment. 110   An SOI expansion is 
recommended in both of these boundary areas.  Other SOI areas are generally consistent with the 
boundaries of the CSA in those areas. 

CSA 8 

Present and Planned Land Uses 
Existing land uses in the district are mainly residential.  There are a total of 40 parcels that pay 

assessments to the CSA.  The entire boundary area is zoned as agricultural/rural residential, with 
minimum 20-acre lot sizes (A/RR20). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 8 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
As population growth within the District is anticipated to be low, the present and probable need 

for road maintenance services within the District is anticipated to remain stable. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The community of interest is the community of Oregon House, which is in the vicinity of the 

CSA.  The existing CSA 8 SOI is coterminous with the boundaries of the CSA. 

CSA 9 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
Existing land uses in the district are mainly residential.  The CSA customer base is 31 assessed 

parcels.  The District is zoned as agricultural/rural residential with minimum 2.5-acre lots 
(A/RR02.5).  

                                                 
110 LAFCO resolution 2006-0010. 
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Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 9 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
CSA services appear to be adequate. No roadway constraints were identified and no 

infrastructure needs were reported.  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The District is located entirely within the community of Brownsville, between La Porte Road 

and Willow Glen Road.  Also located within the community of Brownsville are CSA 4 and CSA 43.  
The existing CSA 9 SOI is coterminous with the boundaries of the CSA. 

CSA 10 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
The CSA customer base is 10 assessed parcels.  The entire area is zoned as Timberland Preserve 

Zone (TPZ).  The estimated population in the CSA is less than ten, as there are two improved 
parcels paying assessments.   

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 10 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified. Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported.  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The District is located east of Indiana Ranch Road, south of the community of Challenge.  The 

existing CSA 10 SOI is coterminous with the boundaries of the CSA. 

CSA 11 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
The CSA customer base is 35 assessed parcels.  The District is zoned as agricultural/rural 

residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).  
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Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 11 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been high in recent years, as major road maintenance was 

performed in FY 05-06.  The Public Works Department projects that service demand is likely to 
decrease in the near future, and generally remain comparable to other CSAs in the vicinity. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
CSA services appear to be adequate. No roadway constraints were identified and no 

infrastructure needs were reported.  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located south of Marysville Road, in the community of Oregon House.  Other CSAs 

located in the vicinity of CSA 11 include CSA 45, CSA 54 and the inactive CSA 47.  The existing 
CSA 11 SOI is coterminous with the boundaries of the CSA. 

CSA 12 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
The CSA customer base is 13 assessed parcels.  The District is zoned as agricultural/rural 

residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).  

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 12 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified. Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported.  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located entirely in the community of Browns Valley.  Other CSAs located in the 

community of Browns Valley include CSAs 5, 55, 60, 61, 63, and inactive CSA 49.  The existing CSA 
12 SOI is coterminous with the boundaries of the CSA. 

CSA 14 

Present and Planned Land Uses 
Existing land uses in the district are mainly residential.  There are a total of 216 parcels that pay 

assessments to the CSA. 
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The southern CSA area in Camp Far West is zoned as an exclusive agricultural, with minimum 
10-acre lots (AE-10).  The northern CSA area in Smartsville is zoned as agricultural/rural residential, 
with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

The Camp Far West community has not experienced significant growth in recent years.  The 
Smartsville portion of the boundary area has experienced some growth as a result of property 
owners splitting their parcels.  Business activity in the CSA is minimal, and includes some home-
based businesses engaged in training horses. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Various street-related infrastructure needs within the CSA were identified, including 

maintenance of the chipseal on Hokan Lane, Walsh Lane and Creek way, and maintenance of the 
gravel road segments of Kapaka Lane and Clyde Way. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
County Public Works identified that the present capacity of Hokan Lane is poor due to the fact 

that the chipseal was laid over clay soils, making it soft and susceptible to degradation with rain. 

Community members expressed that Clyde Way and Creek Way be paved with asphalt due to 
the current poor conditions of the roads. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
Communities of interest include the residents of Camp Far West, many of whom reside within 

the CSA bounds, Smartsville and Gold Village, which is located adjacent to the northern CSA 
boundary area.  The existing CSA 14 SOI is coterminous with the two boundary areas of the CSA. 

CSA 15 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 102 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum 20-acre lots (A/RR20).  

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 15 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported.  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located southeast of the community of Loma Rica, adjacent to Marysville Road.  

The existing CSA 15 SOI is coterminous with the boundaries of the CSA. 
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CSA 16 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 13 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 16 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located just east of Marysville Road at Big Oak Lane, approximately two miles east 

of the community of Loma Rica.  The existing CSA 16 SOI is coterminous with the boundaries of 
the CSA. 

CSA 17 

Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area 
There are five parcels within the CSA, of which two are improved and pay assessments.  The 

CSA is zoned as an exclusive agricultural zone with minimum 10-acre lots (AE-10).   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area 
Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 17 has not experienced significant growth 

in recent years and does not have significant permit, development or business activity. 

Road services are performed by the Nevada County Public Works Department and are 
reimbursed through the CSA 17 fund by Yuba County.  Nevada County provides service to the CSA 
because all access roads to the area in Nevada County. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported.  

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The community of interest in regard to CSA 17 is Nevada County, as all access roads to the CSA 

are via Nevada County, and maintenance is performed by the Nevada County Public Works 
Department. 
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CSA 22 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
The CSA customer base includes property owners.  A total of 11 parcels pay assessments to the 

CSA. 

The CSA area is industrial, and there are no residents in the CSA.  Several industrial and 
wholesale businesses are located within the CSA bounds, including a soft drink bottling company, a 
supplier of agricultural and mining equipment, and manufacturers of fiberglass pools, cedar wood 
products, and garage and overhead doors.  There is remaining development potential on three 
vacant and partly vacant parcels within CSA bounds. 

The Yuba County Airport is located within the SOI.  The 903-acre airport includes 265 acres 
located in eight industrial parks.  There is remaining development potential in the industrial parks, 
much of which are presently vacant.  The County anticipates future growth surrounding the airport 
facility.  Recent improvements include the complete overlay of the primary runway, overlays and 
sealing of the entire taxiway system, new fueling facilities, and a rehabilitation of the apron, including 
removal of all underground fueling tanks.  

Also located within the SOI is the 29-acre planned housing development Pheasant Point.  
Developers Tejinder and Maninder Maan plan to subdivide the area into 119 single family residential 
lots, with lot sizes ranging from 6,000 to over 16,300 square feet. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
The County aims to attract industrial development to the airport vicinity.  A new 20-year master 

plan outlining growth strategies is underway. 

Service demand in the CSA has remained relatively stable in recent years. The need for services 
and public facilities is expected to increase when planned developments are implemented.  

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
CSA services appear to be adequate. No street lighting constraints were identified and no 

infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
Economic areas of interest include the Yuba County Industrial Tract within the CSA bounds, 

and the Yuba County Airport, within the CSA 22 existing SOI. 

CSA 30 

Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area 
There are eight parcels within the CSA, of which two are improved and pay assessments.  The 

CSA is zoned as agricultural/rural residential, with a maximum density of five acres per dwelling unit 
(A/RR05). 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area 
Due to its remote and undeveloped nature, CSA 30 has not experienced significant growth in 

recent years and does not have significant permit, development or business activity.  There is a 
present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The communities of Timbuctoo and Smartsville are located to the east of the CSA.  Other 

communities of interest include the Spenceville Wildlife Recreation Area, which is located to the 
south of the CSA, and the aggregate mining operations which operate along the Yuba River to the 
north of the CSA.  The existing SOI for CSA 30 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 34 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 22 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA. The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).   

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 34 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located east of Peoria Road at SR 20, in the vicinity of the community of Browns 

Valley.  Other CSAs in the Browns Valley area located adjacent to CSA 34 include CSA 5, CSA 36, 
CSA 37, CSA 38 and CSA 63.  The existing SOI for CSA 34 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 36 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 18 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/ rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).   

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 36 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located west of Peoria Road at SR 20, in the vicinity of the community of Browns 

Valley.  Other CSAs in the Browns Valley area located adjacent to CSA 36 include CSA 5, CSA 34, 
CSA 37, CSA 38 and CSA 63.  The existing SOI for CSA 36 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 37 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 18 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).   

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, CSA 37 has not experienced significant growth 
in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified. Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located southeast of Scott Forbes Road, in the vicinity of the community of Browns 

Valley.  Other CSAs in the Browns Valley area located adjacent to CSA 37 include CSA 5, CSA 34, 
CSA 36, CSA 38 and CSA 63.  The existing SOI for CSA 37 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 38 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 47 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located at the intersection of SR 20 with Sicard Flat Road, in the vicinity of the 

community of Browns Valley.  Other CSAs in the Browns Valley area located adjacent to CSA 38 
include CSA 5, CSA 34, CSA 36, CSA 37 and CSA 63.  The existing SOI for CSA 38 is coterminous 
with its bounds. 

CSA 39 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 38 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located at the intersection of Dry Creek Lame and Marysville Road, east of the 

community of Loma Rica.  CSA 55 is located adjacent to the southern boundary of CSA 39.  The 
existing SOI for CSA 39 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 40 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 32 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA. The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located at the intersection of Loma Rica Road and Oak Creek Drive, in the 

southwest of the community of Loma Rica.  Located in the vicinity of CSA 40 is one of the 
boundary areas for CSA 5.  The existing SOI for CSA 40 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 42 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 15 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA. The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum 10-acre lots (A/RR10). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The CSA is located at the intersection of SR 20 with Daguerre Point Drive, southwest of the 

community of Browns Valley.  Located adjacent to the boundary of CSA 42 is CSA 60.  The existing 
SOI for CSA 42 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 43 

Present and Planned Land Uses 
There are a total of nine parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with one-acre minimum lots (A/RR01). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
The District is located entirely within the community of Brownsville, between La Porte Road 

and Willow Glen Road.  Also located in the vicinity of CSA 43 in Brownsville is CSA 9.  The 
existing SOI for CSA 43 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 44 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of nine parcels that pay assessments to the CSA. The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The District is located entirely in the community of Dobbins.  No other CSAs are located in the 

vicinity, or within the community.  The existing SOI for CSA 44 is coterminous with its bounds.  

CSA45 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 14 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The CSA is located at the intersection of Frenchtown Road and Quail Meadow Lane, in the 

north of the community of Oregon House.  Other CSAs located in the vicinity of CSA 45 include 
CSA 11, CSA 54 and the inactive CSA 47. 

CSA 46 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 14 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA. The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The CSA is located at the intersection of SR 20 and Riverview Terrace, in the vicinity of the 

community of Smartsville.  There are no other CSAs immediately adjacent to CSA 46; however, 
CSA 30 is located approximately one mile west.  The existing SOI for CSA 46 is coterminous with 
its bounds. 

CSA 48 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
The area within CSA bounds is a built-out residential community, with a total of 212 households 

paying assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as single family residential (R-1), with a 
maximum density of six units per acre.  There is no business activity located within the CSA bounds, 
and no plans for further development.  Any future growth in the CSA would involve annexation of 
adjacent territory. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has remained relatively stable in recent years.  If no annexation and 

growth occurs, the service demand and need for public facilities are likely to stay the same in future 
years.  

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
CSA services appear to be adequate. No roadway or street lighting constraints were identified 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The District is located entirely in the community of Olivehurst.  Other CSAs located within the 

community of Olivehurst include CSA 66 and CSA 69.  The existing SOI for CSA 48 is coterminous 
with its bounds. 

CSA 53 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of five parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).  The CSA population is entirely 
residential. 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity.   

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The District is located in the community of Oregon House.  The boundaries and SOI of CSA 53 

are overlapped by one of the CSA 5 boundary areas, and the existing SOI for CSA 2.  The existing 
SOI for CSA 53 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 54 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of eight parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified. Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The District is located in the community of Oregon House.  Other CSAs located within the 

community of Oregon House include CSAs 2, 8, 11, 45, 53, 59 and the inactive CSA 47.  The 
existing SOI for CSA 54 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 55 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of seven parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The CSA is located in the north of the community of Browns Valley.  Other CSAs located in the 

vicinity of CSA 55 include CSAs 5, 16 and 39.  The existing SOI for CSA 55 is coterminous with its 
bounds. 

CSA 59 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 14 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA. The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum 20-acre lots (A/RR20). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 



APPENDIX A

BY BURR CONSULTING   251

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway or street lighting capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway and lighting services 

within the CSA are adequate and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The District is located in the community of Oregon House.  Other CSAs adjacent to CSA 59 

include CSAs 5 and 8.  The existing SOI for CSA 59 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 60 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of nine parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum 10-acre lots (A/RR10). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified. Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The CSA is located southwest of the community of Browns Valley.  Located adjacent to the 

boundary of CSA 60 is CSA 42.  The existing SOI for CSA 60 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 61 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 18 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 
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Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified. Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The CSA is located in the community of Browns Valley.  Other CSAs in the Browns Valley area 

located in the vicinity of CSA 61 include CSA 5, CSA 34, CSA 36, CSA 37, CSA 38 and CSA 63.  
The existing SOI for CSA 61 is coterminous with its bounds. 

CSA 63 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
There are a total of 64 parcels that pay assessments to the CSA.  The District is zoned as 

agricultural/rural residential with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05). 

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
Service demand in the CSA has been low in recent years, as few complaints have been received 

and little maintenance has occurred.  The service demand and need for public facilities are likely to 
stay the same in future years. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
No roadway capacity constraints were identified.  Roadway services within the CSA are adequate 

and no infrastructure needs were reported. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The CSA is located in the community of Browns Valley.   Other CSAs in the Browns Valley area 

located in the vicinity of CSA 63 include CSA 5, CSA 34, CSA 36, CSA 37, CSA 38 and CSA 61.  
The existing SOI for CSA 63 is coterminous with its bounds. 

 

CSA 67 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
As of the drafting of this report, the existing land use in the area is vacant land.  The area is in 

the process of being subdivided, however, no houses have yet been constructed.  The area is zoned 
for single family residential (R-1) use.  Planned land uses for the area are entirely residential. 
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Development is anticipated in the next few years as the approved College Park subdivision 
begins construction.  The 9.2-acre subdivision is coterminous with the CSA boundaries and is 
located in the East Linda Specific Plan area.  The developer proposes to subdivide the area into a 71 
single family residential lots, as part of a private gated community. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
For the CSA to start providing services roads and drainage infrastructure need to be constructed.  

There will be a probable need for services once infrastructure has been installed, and homes within 
the subdivision become occupied.  

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
The CSA does not yet provide any services, and no public facilities have yet been constructed. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The District is located in the community of Linda, along with CSA 52 which occupies East 

Linda and inactive CSA 56 which is located in the western Linda area.  The existing SOI for CSA 67 
is coterminous with its bounds. 

I N A C T I V E  C S A S  

CSA 47 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
The CSA is zoned for agricultural/rural residential use with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).  

The present land use is entirely residential.   

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
As the CSA is inactive, no services are currently being provided.  There are no identified present 

or probable needs for public facilities and services in the area.  

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
Public roadway facilities within the CSA consist of Concord Trail.  No roadway capacity 

constraints were identified, although no maintenance services are being provided by the CSA. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The District is located in the community of Oregon House.  CSAs 11 and 45 are located 

adjacent to the CSA 47 boundary area.  The existing SOI for CSA 47 is coterminous with its 
bounds, although a zero SOI is recommended for the CSA. 
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CSA 49 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
The CSA is zoned for agricultural/rural residential use with minimum five-acre lots (A/RR05).  

The present land use is entirely residential.   

Due to its small size and relatively remote nature, the CSA has not experienced significant 
growth in recent years and does not have significant permit, development, or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
As the CSA is inactive, no services are currently being provided.  There are no identified present 

or probable needs for public facilities and services in the area.  

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
There are no identified public facilities in the area, and no public services being provided as the 

CSA is inactive. 

Public roadway facilities within the CSA consist of Oat Hills Lane and Mountain View Terrace.  
No roadway capacity constraints were identified, although no maintenance services are being 
provided by the CSA. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The CSA is located in the community of Browns Valley.  The CSA consists of two separate 

boundary areas, located east and west of Township Road.  The existing SOI for CSA 47 is 
coterminous with its bounds, although a zero SOI is recommended for the CSA. 

CSA 51 

Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area 
The CSA is zoned for agricultural/rural residential development, with a maximum density of five 

acres per dwelling unit (A/RR05).  The CSA was formed to provide services to a proposed 
subdivision; however, the development was not built and the CSA never became active.  The 
present land use in the area is vacant land, and there is no planned permit, development, or business 
activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area 
As the CSA is inactive, no services are currently being provided.  There are no identified present 

or probable needs for public facilities and services in the area. 

Present Capacity of  Public Facilities and Adequacy of  Public Service 
There are no identified public facilities in the area, and no public services being provided as the 

CSA is inactive. 



APPENDIX A

BY BURR CONSULTING   255

Existence of  Any Social or Economic Communities of  Interest 
Communities of interest in the area include the Spenceville Wildlife Recreation Area, Beale AFB 

and the community of Smartsville.  The existing SOI for CSA 51 is coterminous with its bounds, 
although a zero SOI is recommended for the CSA. 

CSA 56 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
The District is zoned as single family residential (R-1), with a maximum density of six units per 

acre.  The present land use in the area is vacant land, and there is no planned permit, development, 
or business activity. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
There are no identified present or probable needs for public facilities and services in the area.  

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
There are no identified public facilities in the area, and no public services being provided, as the 

CSA is inactive. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The CSA is located in the community of Linda.  Other communities of interest in the vicinity 

include Olivehurst, located to the southeast, and the City of Marysville to the north.  CSAs 67 and 
52 are located in the east Linda area.  The existing SOI for CSA 56 is coterminous with its bounds, 
although a zero SOI is recommended for the CSA. 

CSA 57 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
The District is zoned for agricultural/rural residential use with minimum 20-acre lots (A/RR20).  

The present land use in the area is single family residential.  There is no planned permit, 
development, or business activity within the CSA. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
As the CSA is inactive, no services are currently being provided.  There are no identified present 

or probable needs for public facilities and services in the area. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
Public roadway facilities within the CSA consist of Whispering Pines Way.  No roadway capacity 

constraints were identified, although no maintenance services are being provided by the CSA. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The District is located in the community of Challenge.  Located in the vicinity of CSA 57 is CSA 

4, between the communities of Challenge and Brownsville.  The existing SOI for CSA 57 is 
coterminous with its bounds, although a zero SOI is recommended for the CSA. 
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CSA 58 

Present and Planned Land Uses  
The District is zoned for agricultural/rural residential use with minimum five-acre lots 

(A/RR05).  The present land use in the area is primarily vacant rural land, with scattered single 
family residential properties.  There is no planned permit, development, or business activity within 
the CSA. 

Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
As the CSA is inactive, no services are currently being provided.  There are no identified present 

or probable needs for public facilities and services in the area. 

Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Service 
Public roadway facilities within the CSA consist of Meadow Creek Drive.  No roadway capacity 

constraints were identified, although no maintenance services are being provided by the CSA. 

Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest 
The District is located in the vicinity of the intersection of Peoria Road and Township Road, in 

the vicinity of the community of Browns Valley.  Other CSAs located in the vicinity of CSA 58 in 
Browns Valley include CSAs 5, 36, 37, 38, 61 and 63.  The existing SOI for CSA 58 is coterminous 
with its bounds, although a zero SOI is recommended for the CSA. 




