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1331 N. California Blvd. 
Suite 600 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 

T 925 935 9400 
F 925 933 4126 
www.msrlegal.com 

Dana Kennedy 
Direct Dial: 415.638.4802 
dana.kennedy@msrlegal.com 

Offices: Walnut Creek / San Francisco / Newport Beach / Reno 

August 7, 2025 

VIA E-MAIL 

J.D. Hightower 
Executive Officer 
Local Agency Formation Commission 
5000 S. Airport Way, Suite #209 
Stockton, CA, 95206 
Email: jhightower@sjgov.org  
  

Re: LGRE Capital LLC’s Letter Brief (1) Responding to Montezuma Fire Protection District’s 
Request for Reconsideration of, and (2) in Support of Reasons for Affirming LAFCO’s 
Approval of Reorganization of 3568 Arch Road into the City of Stockton 

 
Dear Mr. Hightower: 

This firm represents LGRE Capital LLC (the “Applicant”), the owner of real property located at 
3568 Arch Road, an area, which prior to the above referenced reorganization, was within an 
unincorporated area of San Joaquin County (the “County”) (APN: 181- 120-01; the “Site”). The 
approximately 1.5-acres Site is vacant, undeveloped, and thus currently unserved in any 
meaningful way by the Montezuma Fire Protection District (the “District”). Despite its relatively 
small size and negligible financial contribution to the District’s operations (approximately $1,062 
this year),1 the District has fought the Reorganization (defined below) at every turn. Its actions 
amount to an inappropriate “cash grab,” as the District seeks long-term property tax revenue for 
a site it has not actually served and will never serve. Moreover, the transfer of property tax 
revenue away from the District and to the City of Stockton (the “City”) is entirely offset by the 

 
1 At the end of fiscal year 2009/2010, the District’s reserve and capital outlay balance was reported 
to be $1,637,727, which was approximately 175 percent of its operating budget. This implies a 
budget of roughly $935,575 for that year. With inflation, we project an approximate budget of 
$1,408,577 for the 2025 fiscal year. Accordingly, revenue from the Site represents less than one-
tenth of one percent of the District’s annual budget. See San Joaquin Local Agency Formation 
Commission, Municipal Service Review: Rural Fire Protection Districts in San Joaquin County 
(October 2011)(the “2011 MSR”), p. 131, available at: 
https://www.sjlafco.org/files/71b2b2e0b/rural-fire-districts-in-san-joaquin-county---october-
2011.pdf. Accessed August 5, 2025. (“At the end of fiscal year 2009/2010 the District’s reserve 
and capital outlay balance was $1,637,727, about 175 percent of its operating budget.”) 
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transfer of service responsibility from the District to the City, meaning that the minimal service the 
District might provide to the Site today will no longer be part of the District’s funded operations.  

As you know, the San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission (“LAFCO”) met on June 12, 
2025 to consider the City’s application to annex the Site into the City and concurrently detach the 
Site from the District (The annexation and detachment are collectively referred to herein as the 
“Reorganization”.) At the June 12, 2025 meeting, after duly considering substantial evidence in 
light of the whole record and the purposes of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000 (the “LAFCO Act”; Gov. Code, §§ 56000 et seq), LAFCO unanimously 
approved the Reorganization pursuant to Resolution No. 1552 (the “Resolution”). Thereafter, on 
July 11, 2025, the District submitted a request for LAFCO’S reconsideration of the Reorganization, 
and the item was subsequently placed on LAFCO’s August 14, 2025, meeting agenda. 

Below, we respond in detail to the District’s reconsideration request. In short, the District’s 
reconsideration request should be denied on both procedural and substantive grounds. 
Procedurally, the District failed to present any new or material fact that would justify 
reconsideration under the LAFCO Act. Substantively, the request is wholly meritless because (a) 
a valid and enforceable Master Tax Sharing Agreement between the City and the County was in 
force as of the date of LAFCO’s June 12, 20252 decision, and that agreement squarely applies to 
this Reorganization; (b) by its express terms, the applicable Master Tax Sharing Agreement was 
valid, beyond legal challenge, and fully satisfied the requirements of Revenue and Taxation Code 
section 99 (“Section 99”); and (c) the District’s strained interpretations of both Section 99 and the 
Master Tax Sharing Agreement are unsupported by statutory or case law, are contrary to the 
agreement’s practical construction, and directly contradict established local and statewide LAFCO 
practice and precedent. These conclusions are further supported by other counties’ written 
policies regarding Section 99, as well as expert testimony from a former LAFCO Executive Officer 
with nearly 40 years of direct experience administering and interpreting the LAFCO Act’s statutory 
framework, enclosed as Attachment A (“Chamberlain Memo in re Section 99”) and described 
below.  

We respectfully urge LAFCO to: (1) deny the District’s request for reconsideration and (2) move 
to add an amendment (addendum) to the Resolution affirming your original decision, with the 
additional supporting determinations listed in Attachment B (“Proposed Determinations for 
Addendum to the Resolution”).3 The District’s opposition to detachment lacks any legitimate fiscal 
or service-related justification; it does not even argue that it is better positioned than the City to 
provide fire protection service to the future gas station. This makes sense because since at least 
2011, this LAFCO has known and stated publicly that in the future, the District will be “nonexistent” 
and though response time from the District to newly annexed areas of the City may be quicker, 

 
2 The Master Tax Sharing Agreement expired by its terms on July 31, 2025. 
3 Based on our participation in the June 12 hearing and our review of the related record, we 
believe these determinations reflect your reasons for adopting the Resolution, but we of course 
defer to you and the Executive Officer. We provide this draft as a courtesy for your 
consideration. 
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“the number of responding firefighters and the balance of the first alarm assignment will be greater 
with the City of Stockton.” (See, e.g., “2011 MSR”, enclosed as Attachment C, pages 2 and 38).4    

I. The District’s request for reconsideration should be denied because it presents no 
new facts that would justify reconsideration under the LAFCO Act. 

Your authority to reconsider prior decisions may only be exercised in narrowly defined 
circumstances. The LAFCO Act expressly limits reconsideration to circumstances in which a 
person or affected agency files a timely and proper written request in accordance with the 
provisions of Government Code section 56895. Thus, a proper request for reconsideration: 

…shall state the specific modification to the resolution being 
requested and shall state what new or different facts that could 
not have been presented previously are claimed to warrant the 
reconsideration… 

(Gov. Code, § 56895(a), emphasis added.) Unless these essential requirements are met, 
reconsideration of a prior LAFCO decision is neither warranted nor permitted. 

The District’s request fails to satisfy these fundamental requirements. In its two-page 
reconsideration request, the District fails to identify any new or different facts that were previously 
unavailable at LAFCO’s June 12, 2025 meeting. Rather, as part of its continuing efforts to obstruct 
and prevent the Reorganization from moving to completion, the District recycles and repackages 
the same arguments it has been presenting in opposition to the Reorganization for years; it offers 
exactly no new or different information. 

The District’s primary argument for reconsideration is that “LAFCo acted in excess of its 
jurisdiction and committed a prejudicial abuse of discretion pursuant to Section 99(b) of the 
California Revenue and Taxation Code and the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act” in approving the 
Reorganization. There is nothing new about this claim, which the District has made repeatedly 
(and erroneously) over the last year-and-a-half, causing much confusion and delay at the 
Applicant’s expense. For LAFCO to reconsider its decision, the request must present new or 
different facts that were previously unavailable. However, not a single new fact is identified in the 
District’s reconsideration request and its restated arguments regarding “abuse of discretion” 
based on alleged violations of Section 99(b) cannot support reconsideration of LAFCO’s 
Reorganization approval. As detailed in this firm’s prior correspondence on the issues surrounding 
Section 99(b), which LAFCO duly considered before unanimously adopting the Resolution, 
LAFCO’s approval of the Reorganization is well grounded and entirely proper including, without 
limitation, under the requirements of Section 99(b) and the LAFCO Act. 

 
4 The 2011 MSR noted that the entire District is located within the City’s sphere of influence (SOI), 
and that the City anticipates annexing all territory within it SOI by the year 2040. “As the City 
continues to grow outward and as annexations occur the District loses the property tax and special 
assessment revenues. The District will eventually be impacted to a point where it could no longer 
operate or provide an adequate level of fire services to its remaining territory.” 
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Even if one were to assume, solely for the sake of argument and contrary to the facts, that the 
contentions raised in the District’s reconsideration letter constitute new or different facts than it 
previously asserted, the District presents no evidence that these facts were previously unknown 
to it or that it was unable to present these “facts” to LAFCO either before or during LAFCO’s June 
12, 2025 meeting. To merit reconsideration, the District must explain why it could not have 
previously presented assertedly “newly discovered” facts to LAFCO through the presentation of 
compelling evidence.5 However, the District has failed to provide any such explanation or 
evidence. Accordingly, reconsideration of the approval of the Reorganization is neither warranted 
nor authorized, and the request should be summarily denied. 

II. Additional Information Provided by the District is Untimely and Should Not Be 
Considered by LAFCO. 

The District’s July 16, 2025 communication to LAFCO, which included its Memorandum of Points 
and Authorities and Exhibits, should be disregarded in evaluating whether the District achieved 
the statutory procedural requirements for reconsideration, as it was sent after the statutory 30-
day deadline. 

In order to properly trigger LAFCO’s limited authority to reconsider the Resolution, the District was 
required to “file the written request within 30 days of the adoption of the initial or superseding 
resolution by the commission making determinations,” i.e., by July 12, 2025. (Gov. Code, § 
56895.) While the District’s bare reconsideration request was submitted 29 days after the adoption 
of the Resolution, its substantive Memorandum of Points and Authorities and Exhibits was not 
provided until five days later, a fatal delay.6 Section 56895 explicitly provides that the ”deadlines 
set by this section are mandatory” and draws a distinction between the “request” and subsequent 
“oral or written testimony.” Taken together, these aspects of Section 56895 bar the District from 
attempting to remedy the fatal defect of not presenting any new facts for consideration by July 12 

 
5 While no published case interpreting Government Code section 56895(a) exists, one case 
interpreting a broader reconsideration provision (Code Civ. Proc., § 1008 [requiring “new or 
different facts, circumstances, or law”]), held that evidence of a city’s interpretation of a municipal 
code section that could have been presented in briefs and during a hearing was not “new 
evidence” that entitled the appellants to have the decision reconsidered. (McPherson v. City of 
Manhattan Beach (2000) 78 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1266.) 
6 Several LAFCOs include explicit policies requiring that requests for reconsideration include all 
supporting information. For example, Los Angeles LAFCO requires, by 4:30 p.m. on the 30th day 
after the meeting date: the exact language to be modified, a statement of new or different facts 
that could not have been presented previously, a statement explaining whether the subject matter 
of the modification and any supportive facts were previously raised (and when), identification of 
any statutes or case law upon which the modification is based, and “any supplemental data in 
support of the modification (all referenced data should be submitted with the request unless it is 
contained elsewhere in the record before LAFCO and then it should be reasonably identified or 
described.)” (Local Agency Formation Commission for Los Angeles County, Guidelines for 
Requesting Reconsideration of a LAFCO Resolution Making Determinations. Emphasis in 
original).  
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by later submitting an untimely subsequent “points and authorities,” which itself contained no new 
facts.  

Accordingly, the District is limited by the facts, if any, which were provided in its July 11, 2025 
request for reconsideration, and its attempt to obtain reconsideration based on belatedly 
submitted supporting materials sent on July 16 is time-barred. 

III. The District’s Reconsideration Request is Also Substantively Meritless. 

As an initial matter, Section 99 expressly contemplates the use of master tax sharing agreements 
between cities and counties – with no requirement and indeed no opportunity for affected special 
districts to be made parties to such agreements. Master tax sharing agreements streamline the 
allocation of property tax revenues in connection with proposed reorganizations, allowing 
reorganizations to proceed more efficiently and with less uncertainty for property owners. Section 
99 provides that no jurisdictional change shall be effective until an exchange of property tax 
revenues is agreed upon between the city and county (only).  

Here, the City and County adopted and executed the County of San Joaquin & City of Stockton 
Agreement for Property Tax Allocation upon Annexation A-15-230, effective July 21, 2015 (the 
“Master Tax Sharing Agreement”) for “all pending and future annexations,” including the 
Reorganization, through July 31, 2025. The District has attempted to sow confusion by 
fundamentally misreading Section 99 to require a process – i.e., negotiation of a detachment-
specific tax allocation agreement – that would only apply in the absence of a master tax sharing 
agreement.7 For the reasons described below, the District’s argument is meritless. 

a. Expert Review Confirms the Master Tax Sharing Agreement Satisfies Section 
99. 

As you know, before a LAFCO can hold a hearing on a boundary change, the annexing city and 
county must enter into a property tax agreement. This agreement apportions property tax from 
the county to the city based on the fiscal impact to the respective jurisdictions caused by the 
simultaneous transfer of service responsibility.  
 
For all the reasons described later in this memorandum, the Master Tax Sharing Agreement 
satisfies all applicable formal requirements of Section 99. To further substantiate this conclusion, 
we retained one of California’s foremost authorities on LAFCOs to provide an independent, expert 
assessment of Section 99.  
 
Roseanne Chamberlain served as the Executive Officer of Amador LAFCO and El Dorado LAFCO 
for almost thirty years following nearly a decade as the public member and chairman of 
Sacramento LAFCO. She also served as chairman of the Executive Board and on the legislation 

 
7 Incidentally, even in the flow chart included in the District’s eleventh-hour letter to the 
Commission before the June 12 hearing, the heading clearly reads: “Property Tax Exchange 
Process (Annexations & Detachments) Where there is no master tax sharing agreement in 
place per R&T 99(d).” (See Letter from Brett Jolley dated June 11, 2025, p.3; emphasis added.)  
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committee of CALAFCO8 for several years. There are few (if any) people in the State of California 
with more experience applying Section 99 as it relates to proposed reorganizations. We engaged 
her to review the record related to the Reorganization and opine, based on her expertise and 
several decades of practical experience, as to whether the requirements of Section 99 were 
satisfied. Please see her complete analysis attached as Attachment A. In pertinent part, she 
explains: 
 

The new service providers are entitled to negotiate for a stable property tax revenue share 
to fund the services they will provide. When a multi-service provider agency (city) is taking 
in new territory, the previous single service providers (districts) are no longer needed for 
services and will no longer be incurring expense for rendering service. Thus, they can no 
longer justify exercising their taxation powers to receive some of the property tax collected 
from the territory being annexed to the city. 

 
…   

 
In R&T 99, the county is charged with negotiating on behalf of special districts and 
may receive comment from affected special districts in the consideration of the 
reallocation of post-boundary change property tax. The Board of Supervisors, 
however, has sole discretion to decide the redistribution of property tax that will 
occur once the boundary change or change of organization is completed. This is 
the case for individual project-specific property tax redistribution agreements or 
with a master agreement. Affected districts are not empowered by R&T 99 to directly 
negotiate on their own behalf but may comment on the negotiation to the Board of 
Supervisors at the time a master property tax sharing agreement or AB-8 agreement 
is under consideration. 
 

 … 
 

County staff may or may not have offered special districts the opportunity to comment 
when master agreements were being negotiated with cities a decade or two ago. It is 
impossible now to rely on recollections of individuals and the Executive Officer notes that 
the records from that time may be incomplete. The resolutions adopted, however, were 
approved in open public hearings held both by the Board of Supervisors and by the 
respective cities, affording districts or other stakeholders ample opportunity to comment 
on the agreements at those hearings before they were approved. The resolutions 
forwarded to LAFCo in connection with the Arch Road Reorganization (LAFC 08-25) 
were duly approved, and reflect the Board of Supervisors decision about any 
exchange of property taxes for districts. LAFCo has relied on these resolutions to 
meet the requirements of R&T 99 for numerous boundary changes over many years.  

 

 
8 CALAFCO is an association that assists member LAFCOs with educational, technical, and 
legislative resources. The Association also guides state-wide coordination of LAFCO activities, 
serves as a resource to the Legislature and other bodies, and offers a structure for sharing 
information among the various LAFCOs and other governmental agencies. 
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The property tax allocation agreement between the City of Stockton and San 
Joaquin County on file at LAFCo has been consistently used as a master property 
tax agreement. It meets the requirements of R&T 99 for the purposes of issuing the 
Certificate of Filing and holding a hearing for the Arch Road Reorganization (LAFC 
08-25). 
 
(Emphasis added.) 

 
Ms. Chamberlain’s memorandum also explains the difference between sharing property tax 
revenue and a one-time financial mitigation payment. These issues were inappropriately conflated 
by the District at the June 12 hearing and in much of its written testimony.  
 

b. A Valid Master Tax Sharing Agreement Applied to the Reorganization. 

The District claims that the Master Tax Sharing Agreement does not apply to the Reorganization 
because the District was not itself a party or a participant in the negotiations that led to it. Contrary 
to the District’s claims, the plain language of the Master Tax Sharing Agreement, which addresses 
scenarios both with and without detachment from a fire district, clearly applies to the 
Reorganization, and the Agreement was valid as a matter of law, despite the District’s 
unsupported and long time-barred claims of procedural defects in the process leading to its 
adoption and execution. As Ms. Chamberlian makes clear, the District would not even be a party 
to a project-specific agreement negotiated for purposes of Section 99; rather, such agreements 
are always and only between the affected city and county.  

As noted above, the Master Tax Sharing Agreement applies by its express terms “to all pending 
and future annexations until July 31, 2025,” including annexation of the Site. (Master Tax Sharing 
Agreement § 3(A)). By the clear and unequivocal provisions of the Master Tax Sharing 
Agreement, the City and County agreed to share in the Annexation Property Tax Base and all 
Incremental Growth9 thereof at a ratio of 20% CITY and 80% COUNTY for any annexation that 
involved the detachment from a fire district, as the City proposes for the Site. (Master Tax Sharing 
Agreement § 2(A)). Moreover, the allocation would remain the same even in a scenario where 
the Site annexed into the City without concurrent detachment from the District; no property tax 
would go to the District – 20% CITY and 80% COUNTY.10 Therefore, even if detachment were 
denied, the District would be in the same position it is now – needing to ask the County for a share 
of the revenue it receives. 

The City and County knew how to exclude specific sites from the scope of the Master Tax Sharing 
Agreement, as evidenced by the Agreement itself. For example, certain narrowly tailored 
provisions apply only to the “Airpark 599 Project,” while others require individually negotiated 

 
9 Terms that are capitalized but not defined in this sentence are defined in the Master Tax Sharing 
Agreement. 
10 The Master Tax Sharing Agreement identifies different allocations for various scenarios that do 
not include detachment from a fire district, but for fire districts that were established prior to June 
15, 1996, like the District, the allocation remains 20% CITY and 80% COUNTY. (Master Tax 
Sharing Agreement, § 2(A)). 
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agreements for areas where “gross taxable sales, subject to sales and use taxes, exceed $1 
million in the most recent year.” (Master Tax Sharing Agreement, §§ 2(E) and 5(B)). However, no 
such carveout excludes the Site, which is undeveloped and produces no annual taxable sales, let 
alone $1 million in any year. 

The District’s argument that Revenue and Taxation Code section 99(b)(8)(B) limits the use of 
master property tax exchange agreements to only those annexations that do not require 
concurrent detachments (see Letter from Brett Jolley dated June 11, 2025, p.4) also fails. Section 
99(b)(8)(B) provides that the procedures of section 99(e) will govern the determination of the 
exchange of property tax revenues between a city and county except where that exchange of 
revenues is determined by (1) negotiations timely completed under section 99(b), or (2) a master 
property tax exchange agreement under section 99(d). Indeed, section 99(d) broadly authorizes 
a master property tax transfer agreement to be negotiated and adopted by “a county and any 
local agency or agencies within the county” (emphasis added) “[w]ith respect to adjustments in 
the allocation of property taxes pursuant to this section[.]” (Rev. & Taxation Code, § 99(d), 
emphasis added.) Subdivision (d)’s reference to “this section” – meaning section 99 as a whole, 
not limited to any particular subdivision – means that a master property tax exchange (or transfer) 
agreement may be developed and adopted with respect to all “jurisdictional changes,”11 except 
for city incorporations and district formations, neither of which is involved in the Reorganization. 
(See Rev. & Tax. Code, § 99 (a)(1) [“In the case of a jurisdictional change other than a city 
incorporation or a formation of a district as defined in Section 2215, the auditor shall adjust the 
allocation of property tax revenue … for local agencies whose service area or service 
responsibility would be altered by the jurisdictional change, as determined pursuant to subdivision 
(b) or (c).”]; see also Rev. & Taxation Code, § 99(d) [“With respect to adjustments in the allocation 
of property taxes pursuant to this section, a county and any local agency or agencies within the 
county may develop and adopt a master property tax transfer agreement.”], emphasis added.) 
Accordingly, Section 99 broadly authorizes the use of master property tax agreements, such as 
the Master Tax Sharing Agreement here, and clearly does not restrict their use only to 
annexations which do not involve detachments. Moreover, the Master Tax Sharing Agreement on 
its face governs both annexations and related detachments, and expressly contemplates that it 
will govern annexations resulting in detachments of territory from any fire district’s service area.  

In sum, by its plain language – and consistent with the provisions of Section 99 – the Master Tax 
Sharing Agreement contemplates both annexations that do not involve detachments, as well as 
reorganizations that do include detachments. Importantly, it was ten years ago that any 
negotiation process, including consultation between the County and District required by 
subsections (b)(4) through (b)(6) of Section 99 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, would have 
occurred and been completed.  

If the County was required, and for whatever reason did not consult the District in 2015, the 
LAFCO Act imposes no consequences on the County and the Master Tax Sharing Agreement is 
in no way undermined as a result of such failure. As Ms. Chamberlain notes, the Master Tax 

 
11 A “jurisdictional change” includes, inter alia, changes of organization as defined in Government 
Code section 56021, which expressly include “detachments.” (Rev. & Tax. Code, § 95(e).) 
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Sharing Agreement was adopted at public hearings that the District would have been welcome to 
attend. Only the District knows why they did not do so.  

c. The Master Tax Sharing Agreement is Conclusively Valid and Fully Satisfies 
the Requirements of the Law. 

The District further attempts to undermine the validity of the Master Tax Sharing Agreement by 
raising alleged procedural defects related to its adoption and execution. It argues that since the 
District was neither a party to the Master Tax Sharing Agreement nor, allegedly, a participant in 
the related negotiations, the agreement is not valid as applied to annexations involving 
detachment from the District. One of the District’s main arguments throughout this entire process 
has been its assertion that detachment cannot proceed because there is no tax-sharing 
agreement directly between the District and the City.12  

As we have stated in prior letters to LAFCO, Section 99 only requires a tax sharing agreement 
between the affected city and county – it does not require any tax sharing agreement, master or 
otherwise, directly between an affected city and an affected special district. Under Section 99(b), 
the county is, by law, required to negotiate on behalf of special districts, after providing notice and 
an opportunity to comment to affected districts.  

(b)(5) In the event that a jurisdictional change would affect the service area 
or service responsibility of one or more special districts, the board of 
supervisors of the county or counties in which the districts are located shall, 
on behalf of the district or districts, negotiate any exchange of property tax 
revenues. Prior to entering into negotiation on behalf of a district for the 
exchange of property tax revenue, the board shall consult with the affected 
district. The consultation shall include, at a minimum, notification to each 
member and executive officer of the district board of the pending 
consultation and provision of adequate opportunity to comment on the 
negotiation. 

(6) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the executive officer shall not issue a 
certificate of filing pursuant to Section 56658 of the Government Code until the local 
agencies included in the property tax revenue exchange negotiation, within the 
negotiation period, present resolutions adopted by each such county and city 
whereby each county and city agrees to accept the exchange of property tax 
revenues. 

(Cal. Rev. & Tax. Code § 99, emph. added.) 

The law is unambiguous: there is no direct role for special districts in the tax sharing negotiation 
process between the affected city and county, and at most, a special district is entitled to notice 

 
12 The District has never clarified why it does not believe the County should share its 80% stake 
in the property tax revenue; its focus has only been the revenue going to the City, the actual 
service provider. Query why that may be. 
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from the county in advance of and may “comment” to the county regarding the negotiation. 
Importantly, only counties – and not cities — have any statutory obligations to affected special 
districts, which makes the District’s dogged pursuit of the City’s 20% share of property tax revenue 
all the more puzzling.   

d. Separate Tax Sharing Agreements for Special Districts Would Create an 
Unworkable Process and Would Violate Rules of Statutory Interpretation. 

Requiring cities to negotiate a separate tax sharing agreement with an affected district, after such 
district was already consulted by the county (as legally mandated), would render the consultation 
requirement under subsection (b) meaningless and would create duplicative and unworkable 
obligations for the affected city. How could the city know what allocation to agree to with the 
county if they have a subsequent negotiation process to endure? What would have been the point 
of requiring a consultation process? This is an absurd interpretation that violates the canon 
against superfluity by adding procedural steps that Section 99 does not contemplate or authorize, 
and it would undermine the very purpose of having a master tax agreement in the first place.  
 
The Legislature clearly distinguished between “consultation” and “negotiation” in Section 99, 
reserving negotiation to the county and affected city, while limiting special district’s role to 
providing comments through the consultation process. To read into Section 99 an additional 
requirement for a direct agreement with the District would not only rewrite the statute to add an 
additional requirement, it would make the consultation process unnecessary and meaningless. 
As the California Supreme Court has repeatedly emphasized, courts must “strive to give meaning 
to every word in a statute and to avoid constructions that render words, phrases, or clauses 
superfluous.” (Klein v. United States of America, (2010) 50 Cal. 4th 68, 80.) Reading Section 99 
to require a separate tax sharing agreement between the City and the District (again, why not 
between the District and the County?) would impermissibly add a procedural requirement the 
Legislature did not identify.  

Despite this clear legal framework, in a one-paragraph letter submitted to LAFCO the night before 
the June 12 hearing, the current County Administrator asserted without any supporting 
documentation whatsoever that the County “assumed” that the Master Tax Sharing Agreement 
would not apply to this Reorganization and that there would have been a separate negotiation 
between the City and the District. It’s unclear why the County, which, again, is allocated 80% of 
the property tax revenue for the Site, would believe that only the City and the District would be 
parties to such a negotiation. This assertion, to our knowledge made by the County for the first 
time approximately six weeks before the expiration of the Master Tax Sharing Agreement’s 10 
year-term, cannot trump the plain language of the Master Tax Sharing Agreement or applicable 
California law as codified in Section 99, both of which compel a contrary conclusion. Tellingly, 
nobody from the County Administrator’s Office appeared at the June 12 hearing to assert or 
attempt to support the position stated in the letter.  

There is no evidence in the record that the County failed to follow applicable law in connection 
with its negotiation and approval of the Master Tax Sharing Agreement, much less any evidence 
sufficient to overcome the legal presumption that County’s official duties in doing so were regularly 
performed. (Evid. Code, § 644.) But even assuming, for the sake of argument, that there were 
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legal defects in the process leading to the adoption of the Master Tax Sharing Agreement that 
could potentially undermine its validity, the statute of limitations for asserting any such challenges 
to the Agreement’s validity expired long ago. Under California Code of Civil Procedure section 
863 (“CCP section 863”), actions seeking to determine the validity of public agency actions, such 
as adopting tax sharing agreements pursuant to Section 99, must be brought within 60 days of 
the adoption.  

In Embarcadero Mun. Improvement Dist. v. County of Santa Barbara (2001) 88 Cal.App.4th 781 
(“Embarcadero”), a special district challenged a tax increment allocation, but its challenge failed 
because its action was barred by the 60-day statute of limitations of CCP section 863, which 
applied because the annexation at issue was a reorganization under the LAFCO Act and actions 
challenging the same must be brought under the validating statutes. (Gov. Code, § 56103.) The 
Court reasoned that the district could not challenge an “intermediate step” in the annexation 
process long after the annexation itself had become conclusive. Although the timing in that 
scenario is factually distinct from that of the Reorganization here, the relevant “intermediate step” 
here would be the adoption of the Master Tax Sharing Agreement, which occurred on July 21, 
2015, and that step was not challenged in court within the 60-day limitation period applicable 
under CCP section 863.  

Even assuming again for the sake of argument that the validating statute’s short 60-day statute 
of limitations did not apply, the District would still be time-barred from challenging the validity of 
the Master Tax Sharing Agreement. In Award Homes, Inc. v. County of San Benito (2021) 72 
Cal.App.5th 290 (“Award Homes”), the Court held that a developer’s challenge to financial 
obligations imposed on it through a Development Agreement and Annexation Agreement was 
time-barred under even the “most generous” 4-year statute of limitations of CCP section 337. In 
Award Homes, the developer challenged the validity of the obligation for payment of an “Additional 
Amount” of $7,000 per residence built on particular annexed property as provided in an earlier 
master tax exchange agreement entered into between the city and the county. The City/County 
master tax exchange agreement provided that the Additional Amount owing from City to the 
County would be construed as a real property tax revenue transfer. The developer, and the city 
(through a cross-complaint against the county), challenged the Additional Amount as not 
authorized by Revenue and Tax Code section 99(b) and therefore not enforceable. In addition to 
the Court’s finding that the developer was time-barred even under the 4-year statute of limitations, 
the Court noted the broad authority of counties to adopt master property tax transfer agreements, 
and held the agreement at issue was not void ab initio due to the Additional Amount provision: 
“But Revenue and Taxation Code section 99, subdivision (d) broadly authorizes counties to 
“develop and adopt a master property tax transfer agreement” with a local agency like the city, 
and we see nothing so fatally defective in the Additional Amount obligations to render their very 
creation void.” (Id. at 297.) 

Here, as far as we know, no action challenging the Master Tax Sharing Agreement’s adoption 
was ever filed – whether within the limitation periods established by CCP section 863 or CCP 
section 337, or otherwise. Moreover, there have been no subsequent actions by the City or County 
to amend, rescind, or modify the Master Tax Sharing Agreement that might arguably operate to 
reopen the limitations period to challenge the agreement. Accordingly, any attempt by the District 
to now challenge the legality, validity or enforceability of the Master Tax Sharing Agreement is 
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conclusively foreclosed as a matter of law, and the Agreement is conclusively deemed valid and 
binding according to its terms. 

e. The District has no Vested Right to Receive Future Property Tax Revenue 
from Property it will not Serve.  

The District also repeatedly insists that it is entitled to a portion of property tax revenues from the 
Site based on the valuation of a developed parcel that receives all services from the City, but in 
addition to being time-barred and irrelevant, that argument lacks substantive merit and defies 
logic. There is no principle in the LAFCO Act, Section 99, or related case law, that grants special 
districts a vested right to continue receiving tax revenues from parcels they do not serve (and, in 
this case, have never served in any meaningful way) merely because those parcels once were 
within their boundaries.  

The California courts have made clear that special districts have no vested right in property tax 
revenues under these circumstances. In Embarcadero, supra, 88 Cal.App. 4th at 788, the Court 
rejected a special district’s challenge to a post-annexation tax increment allocation. The Court 
found that the district lacked standing to contest the allocation because it “could have no property 
interest in any portion of a future tax increment generated by new development that it did not 
serve in the past and would not serve in the future.” The same is true here: as further discussed 
below, the District never really did and never will serve the Site. It therefore has no property 
interest or vested right to the related tax revenues.  

The weakness of the District’s argument becomes evident when one considers the nature of the 
parcel in question. The Site is currently undeveloped – and undevelopable without the water and 
sewer service the City will only provide upon a completed Reorganization – and has never actually 
been served by the District in any meaningful operational capacity. There are no buildings or 
occupants to inspect, protect, or service. Moreover, absent the Reorganization, the Site cannot 
be developed and will remain in its current undeveloped state requiring no service from District 
(in that case, the District would continue to collect its $1,062, as escalated annually). However, 
once annexed into the City, the property is slated for productive development, as proposed by 
LGRE and in accordance with the City’s plans. As development proceeds, the Site’s assessed 
value will increase significantly, as will the property tax revenue it generates. It is this future 
development – made possible only by services to be provided by the City without any contribution 
from the District – and the accompanying tax increment that the District appears to be targeting. 
But this is precisely what the Embarcadero court found impermissible: a special district asserting 
an interest in future revenue from development it will not serve. The District is not entitled to 
capture increased tax revenue merely because the boundaries of the parcel were once 
encompassed within the District’s jurisdiction and boundaries. Allowing such would also subvert 
the logic of Section 99 and the LAFCO Act, which are designed to ensure that service 
responsibility and revenue allocation rationally move together. The District cannot lay legitimate 
claim to the fiscal benefits of a property it never actually served simply because development is 
now imminent and its tax yield is about to increase.  

Peter Brundage, former Executive Officer of Sacramento LAFCO, directly addressed this issue in 
a policy paper to that LAFCO (Attachment D, “Peter Brundage Policy Paper”). There, he explained 
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that when undeveloped, unincorporated parcels are annexed and special districts are detached, 
the transfer of property tax revenues is generally deemed revenue neutral because it is matched 
by a corresponding transfer of service responsibility. As Brundage stated, “on undeveloped 
property, special districts receive minimal revenue and provide no, or minimal, municipal services. 
After a special district is detached, it no longer has any service responsibility.” In such cases, 
there is “minimal impact in terms of shift in property tax revenue,” and any loss of future revenue 
growth is not compensable because, “the future [tax] revenue should be spent [by the new service 
provider] on services to the area that is proposed to be detached. Since the district no longer 
provides services, it does not need the revenue.” That reasoning applies directly here. The Site 
is undeveloped and has never been served by the District; we are aware of no calls for service 
from the Site to the District ever being made, and no improvements were ever inspected. 
Following the Reorganization, the District will have no legal or practical obligation to serve the 
Site, nor will it incur any related costs. Those costs will be borne by the City, which will in turn 
received 20% of the property tax revenue. 

The absurdity of District’s contrary position was evident at the June 12, 2025 LAFCO hearing. In 
advance of that meeting, LGRE voluntarily offered a one-time lump sum payment of $25,000 to 
the Fire District. That offer represented a good-faith effort to mitigate any financial impact allegedly 
resulting from the District’s administrative adjustment to the detachment, even though there was 
no legal obligation to provide such compensation.13 The amount was calculated based on the 
projected property tax revenue the parcel would generate over the next 17 1/2 years, including a 
3% annual increase, if it remained in the District’s jurisdiction and hence remained undeveloped 
and – as a practical matter – unserved. In other words, the offer reflected a reasonable and 
realistic estimation of the District’s actual “loss” from the detachment grounded in the property’s 
current condition and historic non-use. The District nonetheless repeatedly rejected this proffered 
financial mitigation as inadequate, and instead attempted to recast the conversation around its 
alleged entitlement to future property tax revenue, calculated to include valuation increases as if 
there were a world in which the City would extend water and sewer services to the Site, making 
it developable, while the Site remained within the District’s jurisdiction.  

At the June 12 hearing, Commissioner Johnson asked counsel for the District whether the District 
had ever made a counteroffer to the Applicant. With a straight face, counsel explained, “Here was 
the offer: The project site would annex into the City but not detach from the District at that 
point…The District would continue to collect property taxes, special assessments, and fire 
protection fees from the project site. The project would be built to City fire standards on the 
assumption that it would ultimately detach into the City….The District would cede all fire 
prevention services, plan checking, and operational permits and fee collection associated 
therewith to the City.” (“Hearing Transcript”, attached as Attachment E, pages 54-55.) So, the 
District’s “offer” was for the District to continue to receive property tax revenue even as the City 
provided all fire-related services. As counsel for the District said a moment later at the hearing, 
“this is about money.” 

 
13 In reality, the District’s minimally reduced service area is likely fully offset by its loss of 
approximately $1,062, even as the same may escalate annually.  
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The District’s rejection of LGRE Capital LLC’s offer is also directly contrary to its own recent 
actions in a similar scenario. Just two years ago, in connection with the Mariposa Industrial Park 
reorganization, which also included a detachment from the District, Chief Martel submitted a letter 
(Attachment F, “Chief Martel’s March 30, 2023 Letter”) supporting a revenue loss mitigation 
agreement that calculated fire impact fees based on property tax revenue based on the then-
current rate for the undeveloped parcels, with a 3% annual increase. This is precisely the same 
formula LGRE used in crafting its offer to the District, yet LGRE’s offer was rejected (See the 
February 10, 2025 email from Chief Martel to the Applicant, which read in full: “The [D]istrict is in 
receipt of your proposal. However, the [D]istrict position on this matter has not change[d]. The 
[D]istrict does not support detachment as stated prior.”(Attachment G, “Chief Martel’s February 
10, 2025 Email”) The District did not even engage with the details of the Applicant’s offer because 
for the District, this was never about the Site or the logical service provider for the Site, or the 
actual impact to the District of the Site’s detachment – the Reorganization has always been a 
vehicle for the District to justify a cash grab from the City, even as its territory shrinks 
commensurately with its revenue – just as LAFCO foretold in the 2011 MSR.  

In short, the District’s refusal to accept the adequacy of the proffered (and now LAFCO-ordered) 
mitigation payment, and its insistence on receiving a continuing share of future property tax 
revenue as enhanced by development made possible only by Reorganization, is based on a 
legally incorrect premise. The $25,000 payment was a fair, generous, and well-reasoned offer 
based on the Site’s undeveloped status and the District’s limited connection to it. The District’s 
rejection of that offer and continued pursuit of future revenue from development it by its own 
admission will not serve only reinforces the fact that the District’s efforts are not grounded in 
service concerns, public safety, or equitable mitigation, but stem purely from a desire to receive 
a revenue source that it has no legal right to claim. Again, quoting the District’s counsel, “this is 
about money.” 

Moreover, the Fire District’s position appears to stem from a broader frustration having little to do 
with this Reorganization and everything to do with its ongoing dissatisfaction with the County’s 
general funding support. As is evident from the District’s communications, its real grievance lies 
with the County’s historical allocation (or lack thereof) of revenue to the District as a whole. That 
may be a legitimate policy concern as between the District and County, but it is not relevant to 
the question before LAFCO, which is whether the Reorganization complies with the LAFCO Law. 

f. The 2011 MSR Confirms that Tax Revenue Follows Service and that the 
Master Tax Sharing Agreement Applies in this Case. 

The 2011 MSR confirms the principle that tax revenue follows service responsibility, precisely as 
described above. The report noted that “all of Montezuma FPD … [is] in the sphere of influence 
of [] the City of Stockton…,” and that “as [Stockton] grow[s], the districts will be impacted to a 
point where they will no longer be able to provide service to the remaining areas of the districts 
due to the anticipated decrease in revenue.” This is, perhaps, a sad reality of inevitable and 
anticipated municipal growth, but it is unchanged by anything in Section 99 or elsewhere in state 
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law. LAFCO provided the below pie charts,14 explaining that “if detachment does not occur, the 
district continues to receive its tax increment and continues to provide fire protection services,” 
but when detachment occurs, “the fire district share is added to the County’s share and then 
proportioned in accordance with the required Tax Sharing Agreement.”  
 

 
 
 
In short, service delivery and tax revenue are inseparable, and the most recent Master Tax 
Sharing Agreement provided the proper channel to facilitate this Reorganization. The 2011 MSR  
acknowledged that detaching fire districts experience a financial impact when annexations occur, 
and proposed a handful of potential solutions, including the “Mitigation Fee Approach,” that was 
implemented by LAFCO in the Resolution. 
 
Another potential solution would be a rural fire district agreement, similar to one we believe 
provided revenue to the District for five years beginning in June 2010. As the 2011 MSR explains, 
“Between June 2005 and June 2010, territory that was detached from the [D]istrict because it 
annexed to the City of Stockton was subject to the City and County rural fire district agreement 
whereby the City and County agreed to continue payment of property tax revenues during the 
agreement period. The purpose of the agreement was to help the District ease into the 

 
14 For purposes of this illustration, LAFCO assumed that the share of tax increment for fire 
districts is approximately 12% and the share for the County is 18% of the tax dollar. 
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transition of the revenue loss and to seek alternate funding.” (2011 MSR, page 131). Thus, 
LAFCO (and presumably the District) understood in 2005 when the agreement was adopted and 
again in 2011 when the 2011 MSR was published, that the District was not entitled to property tax 
revenue post-detachment; the City and County were trying to soften the inevitable blow, with the 
expectation that the District would seek its own long-term solution to funding concerns. Judging 
from the District’s iron grip on the Site, it seems this effort was unsuccessful and the Applicant is 
now paying the price.  
 
A staff report for the County Board of Supervisors dated June 7, 2005, (Attachment H, the “2005 
County Staff Report”), provides additional background information on the rural fire district 
agreement. As the then County Administrator, Manuel Lopez, explained to the Board, “When an 
annexation to a city takes place, the annexing property is typically detached from the territory of 
a rural fire district. Consequently, that fire district would no longer receive any property taxes from 
the annexing property.” (Emphasis added.) Mr. Lopez estimated that the agreement would 
provide approximately $50,000 in replacement funding (total, to all rural fire districts in the County)  
over the five-year term, with the County’s share “estimated to be $40,000,” matching their 80% 
share in property tax revenue. The report ended with a note that the County would notify the City 
after the rural fire district agreement was executed, making clear that the County (and not the 
City) was leading the charge in this effort.  
 
We have submitted California Public Records Act requests to both the District and County to 
obtain a copy. To date, neither agency has provided the agreement in response. Instead, both 
have invoked a 14-day extension, which is permissible only under “unusual circumstances”15 that 
we do not believe apply to the request for a single document. 

g. Other County LAFCOs’ Policies Support LAFCO’s, the City’s, and LGRE’s 
Understanding of Section 99  

Other LAFCOs across California routinely approve reorganizations relying solely on existing 
master tax sharing agreements between counties and cities, without requiring separate property 
tax exchange agreements with special districts, further supporting the Applicant’s reading of 
Section 99.  

For example, Imperial County LAFCO’s adopted policies (Attachment I, “Imperial County Policy 
Manual”) state that, in determining whether Section 99’s requirement for a property tax exchange 
agreement has been satisfied, the LAFCO Executive Officer may look to see if a county master 
property tax agreement is in place. If such an agreement applies, it satisfies the statutory 
requirement “[and] if there is not an applicable master property tax agreement, then separate 
property tax exchange resolutions may be required.” The guidance further specifies that “if 

 
15 Under Government Code § 7922, “unusual circumstances” can mean that the request requires 
1) searching for records stored in a separate location; 2) reviewing a large volume of distinct 
records; 3) consulting with another agency or internal departments; 4) compiling data or creating 
a computer program to extract the records; or, 5) responding during a declared state of emergency 
that impacts staffing or access to records. 
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negotiations leading to adoption of separate resolutions are required, both the county and any 
affected city must agree to a tax exchange,” and that “if a jurisdictional change affects the service 
area or service responsibilities of one or more special districts, the Board of Supervisors of the 
County negotiates an exchange of property taxes on behalf of the district or districts (Revenue 
and Taxation Code, Section 99).” (Emphasis added.)  

San Diego LAFCO follows similar policies and procedures. Since 1984, San Diego County has 
adopted three master property tax exchange resolutions since 1984 (Attachment J “Proposal 
Processing General Procedures”) that collectively govern annexations involving 15 cities and 
numerous special districts. These master resolutions eliminate the need for case-by-case 
property tax negotiations unless a proposal falls outside their scope. San Diego LAFCO’s 
procedural guidance explicitly states that “if a proposal does not fall under the purview of one of 
the master property tax resolutions, the potential exchange of property taxes is negotiated and a 
separate resolution is adopted.” The default assumption is that if the master resolution applies, 
no further negotiation is required regardless of whether the annexation affects a special district. 
This procedural framework affirms that an applicable master agreement or resolution fully satisfies 
the requirements of Section 99 without the need for separate and additional agreements with non-
party agencies. 

These jurisdictions illustrate a consistent statewide practice: once a master tax sharing agreement 
has been executed between a city and county, it governs the allocation of property tax revenue 
for all covered annexations and detachments. Unless the city and county so agreed in a master 
document, LAFCOs do not require additional, separate tax sharing agreements with affected 
special districts, even when a reorganization results in detachment from those districts.  

h. Prior Annexations Approved by San Joaquin County LAFCO Support the 
Applicability of the Master Tax Sharing Agreement to the Reorganization. 

LAFCO’s decisions prior reorganization decisions further reinforce the applicability of the Master 
Tax Sharing Agreement to the Reorganization. In cases involving annexations accompanied by 
fire district detachments, LAFCO has consistently recognized and implemented the relevant 
master tax sharing agreements between those cities and the County as sufficient to satisfy the 
requirements of Section 99.  

A case on point is the Tracy Village Reorganization, which was approved by this LAFCO on 
October 10, 2019, and involved annexation of property into the City of Tracy along with the 
concurrent detachment from the Tracy Rural Fire Protection District (TRFD). In that case, then 
LAFCO Executive Officer James Glaser and San Joaquin County Administrator Monica Nino 
provided a clear rationale supporting the use of a master tax sharing agreement as the basis for 
the required property tax exchange under Section 99, including in situations involving detachment 
from a fire protection district. Their findings offer a concrete example of how a master agreement 
is not only sufficient under Section 99, but also historically applied in other reorganizations in the 
County. 

As noted in Glaser’s staff memorandum (Attachment K, “Glaser Staff Memo”) for the Tracy Village 
Reorganization, in order for a reorganization that includes detachment from a fire district to 
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proceed “pursuant to the Revenue and Taxation Code, the City and County must have an 
agreement in place that would determine the exchange of property tax revenues from 
jurisdictional changes.” The staff report indicates that a master tax sharing agreement between 
the County and City of Tracy was in place, thereby satisfying this requirement. A separate tax 
sharing agreement with TRFD was not required, as the master agreement between the City and 
County was deemed sufficient to satisfy Section 99 and to govern both the annexation and the 
detachment components of the reorganization. 

Moreover, and despite opposition from TRFD at the time, the Tracy Village Reorganization 
demonstrates that unsubstantiated concerns about revenue loss alone do not override the 
sufficiency of a master tax sharing agreement under Section 99. TRFD’s letter in opposition to 
the detachment argued that “the provision detaching annexation land from TRFD will impair fire 
protection services by eliminating TRFD's ability to assess properties and raise critical, life and 
property saving funds.” Glaser rejected TRFD’s unsupported claim and found that the letter “did 
not provide supplementary information demonstrating how fire protection services will be impaired 
with a decrease in revenue,” and moreover, “Upon annexation, Tracy Rural will no longer be 
responsible for fire services to the 180 acres.” Despite the objections from that fire district 
regarding financial loss, LAFCO approved the reorganization without requiring a separate tax 
negotiation with the district.  

Further support comes from the letter submitted by then County Administrator Monica Nino 
(Attachment L, “Monica Nino September 30, 2019 Letter”), which clearly and correctly 
acknowledged the role and sufficiency of the master tax sharing agreement in facilitating 
jurisdictional changes, stating: 

“In order to process annexation applications, State law requires that an agreement be in 
place between the requesting city and the county to specify how the existing property tax 
in the area to be annexed will be redistributed. In San Joaquin County, master 
agreements between the County and each of the cities have facilitated annexations 
since 1997.” (Emphasis added.) 

Ms. Nino’s letter went on to explain that while the most recent master tax sharing agreement 
between the County and the City of Tracy had expired in July 2019, the parties executed a six-
month extension to cover pending annexations, including the one involving detachment from the 
TRFD. The agreement was clearly designed to encompass reorganizations that included both 
annexations and detachments from special districts. Importantly, Ms. Nino’s letter also directly 
addressed how detachments from fire districts were handled under the master agreement. She 
noted: “Pursuant to the tax sharing agreement, for annexations that involve detachment from a 
fire district, reallocated property taxes are shared in the ratio of 80% for the County and 20% for 
the City.” 

This further confirms that the relevant master agreement explicitly anticipates and governs 
scenarios in which an annexation involves detachment from a fire protection district. Moreover, 
Ms. Nino’s letter highlighted that annexations without detachment had historically resulted in 
financial losses to the County, implicitly reinforcing that detachment was both contemplated and 
preferable in such cases under the agreement’s framework: “Since 1996, the City of Tracy has 
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annexed twelve properties within its Sphere of Influence and the properties were annexed into 
the City without detachment from the Tracy Rural Fire District. Annexation without detachment 
has resulted in a significant loss of revenue for the County.” 

Thus, detachment from the fire district was not only contemplated and permissible under the 
master agreement – its occurrence and known and anticipated effects played an integral role in 
determining how property tax was redistributed. 

Taken together, Mr. Glaser’s staff report and Ms. Nino’s letter demonstrate that both the County 
and the San Joaquin LAFCO have a clear, established practice of relying on master tax sharing 
agreements for reorganizations involving both annexations and detachments. There was no 
separate tax sharing agreement executed with the TRFD, and LAFCO did not require one. This 
confirms our main point: a master tax sharing agreement between the County and the City 
satisfies Section 99 and is applicable to reorganizations involving detachment from a fire district. 
Accordingly, in the present case, the existing Master Tax Sharing Agreement between the City of 
Stockton and San Joaquin County governs the proposed reorganization and detachment from the 
District, and no separate agreement with the District is necessary to comply with the law.  

These past approvals demonstrate that San Joaquin LAFCO has consistently over several 
decades interpreted Section 99 to require a tax sharing agreement only between the City and 
County, and not with any other affected agency. These prior approvals also reinforce the 
applicability of the Master Tax Sharing Agreement to the Reorganization.  

 
IV. Conclusion 

In sum, the District’s arguments raised to request reconsideration and in opposition to the 
Reorganization are not new, lack merit, and do not warrant reconsideration. As outlined in this 
letter, the Reorganization was properly approved and conditioned in accordance with applicable 
law and policy. We therefore respectfully urge LAFCO to deny the District’s request for 
reconsideration and to adopt an addendum to the Reorganization with the determinations listed 
in Attachment B. 

Very truly yours, 
 
MILLER STARR REGALIA 
 

 
 
Dana Kennedy 
 
DCK:kli 
 
Attachments and cc’s listed on following page. 
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