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City of Brisbane: 

1.   Page 29, Table IV‐3, under “Public Works” includes this language: 

“…wastewater collection service is provided by the City of Brisbane, including within GVMID and the 
Bayshore Sanitary District.” 

The  overwhelming  majority  of  wastewater  collection  within  BSD  service  area  is  completed  by 
BSD.  There  is a very small area of  the Northeast Ridge within BSD serviced by GVMID, by mutual 
consent of BSD and GVMID.  Brisbane/GVMID do operate a transmission line in Bayshore Boulevard 
that pumps  sewage  to SFPUC  for  treatment, but  this  line does not  conduct  collection  in  the BSD 
service area. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

2.   Page 35, under “Water Supply Availability” includes this language: 

As  indicated  in  the Table, Brisbane has been purchasing  less  than  its allocation  for  the  immediate 
past  three  fiscal  years.  If  the  State mandated 20 percent  conservation  reduction by  year 2020  is 
reached, the City will be at its full allocated amount. 

The conclusion  in  the second sentence  is not supported by  the  facts  in  the MSR, and  it  is not  the 
conclusion of Brisbane DPW  staff.  Our  forecast planning  is  that under  full build‐out of  currently 
approved development (which excludes Baylands, and the hotel parcel at Sierra Point), we will be at 
85%  of  our  allocated  amount.   This  forecast  included  consideration  of  increasing  conservation 
requirements expected  to be  imposed  through  the California Plumbing Code, but did not  include 
expected  impacts  from  the 2010 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan.  (For  reference, note  that  this 
plan  proposes  a  statewide  target  consumption  of  154  GPCD  by  2020.   Current  Brisbane/GVMID 
residential GPCD hovers  around 45 GPCD.)   Even  if we were  to  reduce  consumption by 20%, we 
would only be further under our allocation than already predicted. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

 3.   Page 32, Table IV‐7, Emergency Medical Response Times:   

Strike out  “Average” heading  inside  third  column  after Brisbane  (we don’t use  averages,  instead     
fractals); Table IV‐8, Fire Incident Response:  strike out “Average” heading inside third column after 
Brisbane. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

 

 

JBrook
Text Box
                      Attachment C



North County Cities and Special Districts MSR 
Response to Comments 

 

2 
 

4.    Page 20, “Water Supply Reliability and Policy Issues:” 

Please update the second to the last paragraph to reflect state mandates that went into effect on May 
18, 2015.  Please also note that Brisbane and GVMID are considered small water suppliers and thus have 
the ability  to meet  the State’s mandate  for a 25%  reduction  in water consumption  through enforcing 
two‐day‐a‐week scheduled water for outdoor landscaping. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

5. On p. 23 and 52 please update the title of contact person to Sr. Management Analyst. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

6.  On  p.  26,  please  change  the  last  sentence  to  “Additionally,  the  applicant’s  draft  plan 
proposes…current population.” 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

7. On p. 27 under “Brisbane Baylands and Priority Development Areas”, second paragraph first sentence, 
please delete “in Brisbane”. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

8. On p. 28, under  “Owl and Buckeye Canyons,  last  sentence of  the paragraph, please delete  “in  the 
future” found in the middle of the sentence. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

9. On p. 29, Table IV‐2 under “Parks and Recreation Services”, please add to end of the sentence, “and 
manages afterschool programs, Youth Sports, and Youth, and Youth and Adult classes”. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

10.  On  p.  32,  Table  IV‐7  and  Table  IV‐8,  please  remove  “Average”  in  the  column  heading  after 
“Brisbane”. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

11.  On  p.  34  under  ”Water”,  please  insert  the  following  sentence:  “A  capital  projects  charge  was 
approved by  the City Council on November 20, 2014  to  fund  the  following projects:  improved water 
pressure  for  fire  protection  in  the  Annis  Rd.  area,  upgrades  to  the  Glen  Park  Pump  Station  and 
replacement of our supervisory control data acquisition (SCADA) system”. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

12. On p. 35, under “Water supply Availability”, please delete the last sentence in the paragraph, “If the 
State mandated…” due to a lack of factual support in the existing content or in Table IV‐11. 
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Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

13. On p. 35, Table  IV‐11, please  revise  the numbers  for  row “City of Brisbane and Guadalupe Valley 
MID” row to 478,871 under column “Supply Guarantee” and 276,601 under the column “Actual FY 2009‐
10”. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

14. On p. 35, under “Wastewater” please  insert the following sentence before the  last sentence of the 
4th paragraph:  “The  capital projects  charge approved by  the City Council on November 20, 2014 also 
includes undergrounding the sewer line on Bayshore Blvd.” 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

15. On p. 39, under “Property Tax”, please revise the first sentence to note that property tax is the third‐
largest revenue source. Both sales tax and transient occupancy tax are higher. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

16. On p. 40 under “Sales Tax”, please note in the first sentence that sales tax is the City’s largest single 
revenues source. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

17.  On  p.  40  under  “Long  Term  Challenges”,  please  delete  the  sentence,  “Retiree  health  benefits 
continue to be provided on a pay‐as‐you‐go basis.” 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

18. On p. 44 under “Dissolution of the Redevelopment Agency (RDA)”, first paragraph, please revise the 
second sentence to, “The Brisbane RDA owed significant debt to the City’s General Fund; the repayment 
of interest was used for operating costs.” 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

19. On  p.  54  under  “growth  and  Population”,  second  paragraph,  please  revise  the  sentence  to  “the 
service area population will grow to approximately 1,817… an increase of 87 percent.” 

Comment noted and MSR Revised accordingly. 

20. On p. 55, under “Infrastructure Needs”,  the  first paragraph, please delete  the  last sentence, “One 
major capital improvement. NOT within GVMID’s boundaries.” 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

21. On p. 57, please update Table IV‐19 to be the same as that of Table IV‐11 on p. 35. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 
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22. On p. 59, under the bullet “Dissolve GVMID and merge with City of Brisbane”, please update “1,888 
persons” to “1,817 persons”, and the percentage increase to “87 percent”. Please also make these same 
updates  in the chart that follows under “Growth and population for the affected area”, and within the 
charts on p.61 and p.62. 

Comments noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

 

Bayshore Sanitary District 

1.  Page 43, Table IV‐16, the numbers cited for commercial rates are incorrect. The rate depends on the 
strength factor which varies from 0.9 to 2.41 

Comment noted and MSR revised to show this information by asterisk on the table.  

2.  Page 43, Table IV‐16, is missing the charge for residential flows for Brisbane.  That needs to be shown 
in order to understand how the bimonthly charge of $144.47 is arrived at. 

Comment  noted.      On  further  review  with  City  of  Brisbane,  no  change  is  needed.    Table  is  for 
comparative purposes, not a rate analysis. 

3.  Attached is the Brisbane sewer service charge found on the City’s website.  These charges should be 
reflected on all  the applicable  tables.   On March 3, 2015,  the City of Brisbane notified  their  residents 
that they will be charged a new capital projects charge that will fund needed improvements to the City’s 
water and  sewer  system  (see attached). How  is  this accounted  for  in  the analysis of Brisbane’s  rates, 
especially sewer rates? 

Comment noted.  On further review with City of Brisbane, the City has indicated that the capital projects 
charge is levied only on the water rates and bills, not on sewer rates or bills.  No change is needed.  

4.   Pages 57 & 75, Population/Growth; Since the MSR process began the District has received  inquiries 
and  been made  aware  of  potential  and  renewed  interest  in  development  of  lands within  BSD.  And 
actually, the 2nd paragraph references potential areas pf development.   We would ask that the second 
line of paragraph be changed to read:  “According to the District a more favorable financial climate has 
resulted in a number of inquiries from developers about the District’s service capabilities relative to the 
development of vacant parcels and the redevelopment of existing parcels to a higher density.  

Comment noted and the MSR revised to add the sentence to the paragraph. 

5.  Page 75, top grid, change Bayshore Sanitary District’s 15‐square mile service area to 1.6‐square mile 
service area. 

Comment noted and MSR revised accordingly. 
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6.  Unallocated reserves: The District has no unallocated reserves.  Request a change of the paragraph: 
District Financial Overview: Change  the  first  sentence  to  read  “The District’s overall  financial position 
and  health  appears  positive with  a  designated  Capital  Improvement  Fund  and multiple  contingency 
funds, each with a specific purpose.” Add  to  the second sentence “This allows  the District  to plan  for 
future needs and rehabilitation of existing infrastructure without having to burden its constituents with 
bonds or assessments.” 

Comments noted and MSR revised accordingly. 

 

City of Daly City 

The  City  of Daly  City  submitted  a  letter with  comments  and  proposed  corrections,  clarifications  and 
comments on July 2, 2015.   

All  report detail edit  corrections  requested  in  the  letter were made  to  the document. A  copy of  the 
letter is included by reference.   The comments regarding governance alternatives and options are noted 
and will be addressed in the Executive officer’s agenda report (including a notation verifying that NSMSD 
is not merged with the City). 

 

North San Mateo County Sanitation District 

The City of Daly City  included  comments  for  the North  San Mateo County  Sanitation District  in  their 
letter of response.  

All report detail edit corrections requested in the letter were made to the document. 

 
Town of Colma 

1.  The  Town  has  adopted  the  Fiscal  Year  2014‐15  Budget  that  includes more  than  128  percent  of 
General Fund expenditures (amount) in reserve.  Thus any notion of consolidation with any neighboring 
city is out of the question. 

Comment  is noted.   The  amount of General  Fund  level  amount  in  reserve  is  a positive  statement of 
financial health of the agency. 

2.  The Town is interested in studying the potential merger of the Town and the Colma Highway Lighting 
District governance alternative. 

Comment noted and will be included in staff discussions of outcomes of the MSR. 
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3.  The Town City Council is concerned about the recommendations regarding the Colma Fire Protection 
District. Any dissolution proposal is opposed by the Council due to the potential impact of services to the 
Town area and the current level of service being provided by the CFPD. 

Comments noted, and language included in the revised Final Draft report noting that the Town of Colma 
should be included in any discussions of potential change of service or reorganization of fire services. 

4.   The City Council has also  reviewed  the portion of  the Draft MSR  regarding  the dissolution of  the 
Broadmoor  Police  Protection  District  (Broadmoor).  Again,  the  City  Council  is  concerned  that  the 
consultant preparing the Draft MSR failed to discuss any potential dissolution with the Town staff. The 
Town opposes the dissolution of the Broadmoor PPD and supports the status quo alternative. 

Comments noted.  It is the purpose for the Public Review Draft Report circulation to inform all affected 
agencies of potential alternative governance options being reviewed and to receive agency comment.  It 
is timely to have the comments of the Town of Colma considered at this time  in the public discussion 
process.   The alternatives  included  in the report are options for the Commission to consider as part of 
the MSR and  for  future discussion by  LAFCO and  the affected agencies after  the Final MSR Report  is 
submitted. 

 

Colma Fire Protection District: 

1.   Page 152, second paragraph:  The report mentions the irregular boundaries of the Fire District.  We 
want  the  Commission  to  understand  that  these  boundaries  are  not  the  result  of District  action,  but 
those of  LAFCo‐approved  annexations.   We  realize  the boundaries  are  irregular, but  to use  that  in  a 
decision regarding our future is inappropriate.  LAFCo is more responsible for this than the District is. 

Comment noted.   The Cortese Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 permits 
submittal  of  annexation  applications  by  property  owners.      San Mateo  County General  Plan  policies 
encourage annexation of urbanized neighborhoods in city spheres of influence.  

2.   Page 157: There is discussion regarding a second alarm fire at which the Colma Fire District received 
assistance from other agencies.   This  is the norm for our system here  in San Mateo County.   Every fire 
department  in  this County receives automatic aid at every  level of response.   As a matter of  fact,  the 
Colma Fire District responded outside of our direct responsibility area 33 times in 2014 and received aid 
only three times.  We are part of a very robust and modern response system.  It is inappropriate for the 
report to mention this as if it is a deficit of our agency. 

Comment noted, and MSR revised accordingly  to add discussion on benefits of mutual and automatic 
aid for and by the District. 

3.    Page  158:  the  report  mentions  that:      “Based  upon  current  budget  resources  and  available 
performance  statistics,  no  significant  deficiencies  have  been  identified  for  Colma  Fire  Protection 
District.” 
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Comment noted.   Also a clarification was made to the National Response Standard for Urban Volunteer 
Fire Departments in the Table IV‐63.  The clarification does not negatively affect the comparison of the 
CFPD and the National Standard.  
 
7.        Page  159:    in  regards  to  the  property  tax  received  by  the  district  in  comparison  to  other  Fire 
Districts.  This is an inheritance from our forefathers.  Though again based in fact, we do not believe that 
this should be used as a basis for the LAFCo staff SOI statement. 
 
Comment noted. The focus of discussing types and levels of revenue sources is to evaluate the financial 
resources  of  each  agency,  the  financial  ability  of  the  agency  to  provide  service,  and  a  projection  of 
expected continuation of those revenue sources into the foreseeable future.  
 
 
Broadmoor Police Protection District 
 
1.   We are discouraged by the report, but perhaps more importantly we are concerned and skeptical of 
the  lack  of  communication/involvement  in  the  creation  of  this  report.  The  BPPD  believes  that  the 
conclusions your staff formed, based on an outside audit, had a predetermined goal from the on‐set and 
clearly lacks supporting data for the report’s conclusions and recommendations.  In addition, this report 
was not subject to any review prior to its semi‐release to the media when BPPD personnel were readily 
available. 
 
Comments noted.   Since receipt of the BPPD comments, the LAFCo Executive Officer, Chief Stellini and 
Supervisor Adrienne Tissier met  to discuss concerns expressed by  the BPPD,  the LAFCo   MSR process, 
and provisions of LAFCo law that govern spheres of influence. Discussion acknowledged that while there 
is a  fundamental  conflict between  laws and policies under which  LAFCo operates and  the mission of 
BPPD,  there are  recommendations  in  the MSR  that BPPD  intends  to  implement  in  regard  to  finance, 
accountability and transparency.  
 
The  outline  of  the  process  for  the MSR  study  included  the  following  summarized  steps  that  were 
undertaken during the transition of the retirement of the Police Chief and hiring of the new Chief:   
 
In April, 2014 all North County agencies were  informed of  the upcoming MSR/SOI study and asked  to 
complete a survey.  There was periodic follow up by San Mateo LAFCo staff.  LAFCo also offered to meet 
with agency staff.   
 
BPPD prepared a Survey response to LAFCo that provided the  initial basis for the review of the District 
organization and operations.  The consultant communicated with former Chief Parenti over a five‐month 
period beginning in late December 2014, by email and telephone, at least nine times sharing issues and 
requesting additional input from the District.  Topics addressed included:  agency organization, staffing, 
levels of service, patrol shifts and response times, financial information and status of annual audits, and 
other information of concern to the District for input.  
 
Following Chief Parenti’s  retirement, a  first draft of  the agency “Profile” chapter was shared with  the 
District  in December 2014  for comment.   There were no clarifying comments  submitted by BPPD. An 
initial  Draft  of  the  full  Agency  Chapter  (including  draft  determinations  and  alternative  governance 
options) was shared with  the District staff on April 9, 2015, and a second email was sent on April 27, 
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2015  seeking  comments  and  input.      A  second  copy was  sent  to  the  newly  appointed  Chief  Stellini 
requesting  comments  even  though  the  comment  deadline  had  passed.    The  District  declined  to 
comment on the administrative draft chapter which appears to be the result of other workload priorities 
and the transition of newly hired Chief Stellini.   Changes have been made to the public hearing report 
based comments received on  the Circulation Draft. And as noted above,  the Chief has since met with 
LAFCo staff and indicates recommendations in the MSR will be pursued.  

2. The report notes that BPPD should be reallocated to Daly City upon annexation – this  is concerning 
when in your Daly City LAFCO report, you note that Daly City is spread thin, whereas BPPD is financially 
stable.  

Comment noted.  The report does not state that “City of Daly City is spread thin” but instead indicates 
that City of Daly City appears to be operating at an acceptable service  level  in police services, and the 
City has recovered substantially financially in the past two years from the recession impacts.  While Daly 
City police personnel per 1000 population  is  lower than most of the studied agencies, the Department 
covers the most square miles of the agencies studied, and the police headquarters is within two miles of 
most of the Broadmoor Village area.  

3. There  is no mention or statement of fact that the community of Broadmoor would receive a higher 
degree  of  police  service  it  enjoys  today  or  same  level  if  annexed  by  Daly  City,  furthermore,  this 
statement is not supported by a financial study.  

Comment noted.  No financial study was completed on this alternative because the MSR is a governance 
and  service  assessment  of  current  and  expected  services,  not  a  detailed  fiscal  study  of  specific 
alternatives.    If an annexation or reorganization were initiated by an interested party, a detailed service 
and financial study should be completed. 

4. BPPD has one, full‐time, non‐sworn clerk identified as an “Administrative Assistant”, the clerk is also 
recognized as BPPD’s point of contact for LAFCO. 

Comment noted.     Ms. Rios has assisted LAFCo and the consultant with  information and a tour of the 
BPPD headquarters facility. 

5.   BPPD  is patrolled “solely” with  two  full  time officers at all  times. Reserve officers, do  support  the 
department and at times backfill shifts, as reserves do at every other police department throughout the 
nation. 

Comment  noted  and  reflected  in  the MSR  report  accordingly.    The  prior  narrative was  obtained  by 
telephone interview with former Chief Parenti as part of the study development process and included in 
the first draft Agency Chapter provided to the District for review prior to circulation.  

6.   A  recent study shows  that BPPD has a population of 4,600,  though  the LAFCO  report of 2007 had 
BPPD’s population at 4,243 for a 2000 census.  
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Comment noted.   The MSR documents that current and future population estimates were derived from 
the 2010 Census and ABAG forecasts.   LAFCo advises that when subtracting Colma Fire Town Population 
(1,492) from Colma Fire District Population (6,125), the resulting number is (4,633).  LAFCo is agreeable 
to using the revised population number, and the MSR will be revised accordingly. 

7.   LAFCO 2007 report notes “historically there has not been support  from Broadmoor community  for 
annexation” this is still true today, though this not memorialized in the 2015 report in the same context. 

Comment  noted.    It  is  the  consultant’s  preference  to  describe  the  community  support  for  the 
department under the “Status Quo” section, and an additional statement will be added that notes the 
community  support  for  the District.  The  LAFCo  Executive Officer’s  staff  report  includes  discussion of 
strong community support for the Police and Fire Districts, and preferences in regard to service delivery 
and remaining unincorporated. 

8.   BPPD does agree with Table  IV‐70, believing  that our  response  times are  lower  than  the National 
average,  though we  believe  our  response  time,  for  emergency  for  “A”  priority  calls  for  service  are 
actually lower then noted in your report. 

Comment noted.  The response time data in the report were obtained via the District from the County 
Dispatch Department records.  While many priority 1 calls may be responded to faster than the average, 
the  response  time  cited  in  the  report  represents  the average  for all Priority 1  calls  for  calendar year 
2014. 

9.  The BPPD uses reserves/volunteers at “no” cost to the District. 

Comment  noted.   However,  it was  not within  the  scope  of  the MSR  to  review  individual  groups  of 
employees and costs.  The statement that the reserves provide services at reduced costs was included to 
show that the District is utilizing methods to contain costs while providing services efficiently.  Reserves 
and volunteers do  require  some minimal expenses  (e.g.,  recruitment,  training, workers compensation 
and  other minimal  expenses)  but  overall  their  costs  are  substantially  less  than  regular  or  part‐time 
employees.  Additional wording has been added to the narrative in the report to clarify this issue.  

10. Commissioners serve at no cost/compensation, unlike neighboring cities. 

Comment noted.   

11.  Colma does not fully surround Broadmoor, but borders us on one side. 

Comment noted, but no reference to  this statement can be  located  in the report.   Under Status Quo, 
reference  is made  to Broadmoor Village being surrounded by Daly City. A clarifying statement will be 
added to the report that a portion of the BPPD non‐contiguous service areas abuts the Town of Colma 
and is bordered by Daly City on three sides.  

12. General Plan Policy 7.24; The residents of BPPD do not ”encourage” annexation, only LAFCO makes 
this claim. 
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Comment does not match what  the  report  states under accountability  for  community  service needs, 
including the government structure and operational facilities section.  This section states that “(County) 
General Plan Policy 7.24 encourages cities to annex urban unincorporated areas within designated city 
spheres  of  influence.”  No  change  in  wording made.  Elsewhere,  including  in  the  Executive  Officer’s 
report, the Broadmoor community’s desire to remain unincorporated is noted.  

13.  BPPD is included in the City of Daly City garbage franchise, via a County contract. For many years, a 
financial percentage of all BPPD residents’ garbage bills went into and continue to go to the DC general 
fund.  Whether these monies rightfully belong to the BPPD is unclear, whereas an independent study by 
County Counsel is strongly requested to clarify this issue. 

Comment noted.  A request has been submitted to the City of Daly City for background information on 
the  basis  of  the  garbage  franchise  fees  and  service  area  revenue  from  the  Broadmoor  Village  and 
unincorporated areas.   Any  information on this  issue will be shared with BPPD.   However,  it should be 
noted  that  franchise  fees  are  associated  with  agencies  that  are  empowered,  under  their  enabling 
legislation,  to  provide  garbage  collection  and  contract  for  same.    This  includes  the  County,  cities, 
community service districts, county service areas and sanitary or sanitation districts. Police protection 
district  enabling  legislation  does  not  include  this  authority,  and  therefore  franchise  fees  for  garbage 
would to flow an agency that is not authorized to manage the franchise. 

 14.  BPPD residents not only enjoy libraries in Daly City, however, they also enjoy and are entitled to use 
all libraries in San Mateo County. Daly City residents in turn, enjoy the use of the three schools located 
in Broadmoor. 

Comments noted.  It is recognized that the County has a contract arrangement with Daly City for use of 
the City libraries.  Under the terms of the agreement between the City of Daly City and the San Mateo 
County Library  Joint Powers Authority, each year  the San Mateo County Library pays  to Daly City  the 
property tax revenue it receives from the unincorporated areas of Broadmoor and Colma.  Daly City uses 
this money to support its public library services on behalf of these communities.  As to use of schools, it 
is a function of residency within the various school districts as to use and benefit, not the boundaries of 
City of Daly City or BPPD.  

15.   P. 178, “Community pursue  fiscal analysis” please define community? Or should this be stated as 
“County”? 

Comment noted.   “Community,” in this context, includes the public and community leaders.  However, 
from  a practical perspective,  the County  is  the  likely  agency  that would undertake  such  a  study but 
would only do so with demonstrated support from the affected community and other affected agencies.  
The MSR report has been revised to reflect this. 
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16.   Growth & population for affected area; where does ABAG receive  its source of  information, as we 
believe they already have miscalculated the population of BPPD. 

Comment noted.     ABAG, as a planning agency, utilizes Census and State Department of Finance data, 
city  and  County  land  use  information,  and  other  factors  impacting  population  and  growth,  including 
housing  type and building density, etc.   LAFCO staff  recognizes  that BPPD  is a non‐contiguous service 
area, and the population data may be an estimate versus an exact population count.   As noted above 
under Item 6, LAFCo advises that when subtracting Colma Fire Town Population (1,492) from Colma Fire 
District Population (6,125), the resulting number  is (4,633) and  is agreeable to accept that population, 
and the MSR will be reworded accordingly. 

17.  P. 178; The BPPD “provides an adequate level of service”, staffing the District at all times, with two 
full time officers 24/7. 

Comment  noted.   However,  this  differs  slightly  from  prior  statements  on BPPD’s  staffing model  and 
coverage  in  interviews between BPPD staff and the MSR consultant.   In those  interviews,  it was stated 
that service levels are maintained with a minimum of two personnel utilizing primarily full time or part 
time reserve personnel, all fully qualified to serve.   

18.  Statements for the balance of the response regarding “inaccurate information, and the possibility of 
other misreported statements of fact” as well as the intent of the MSR study by LAFCO. 

All  comments made  by  the  District  are  taken  seriously.    The  report  and  study  review  process  are 
intended to look at governance structures and service systems, including staff levels.   The report is also 
designed  to  be  factual  and  based  upon  data  received,  interviews,  and  the  expertise  and  practical 
experience of the LAFCo staff and consultants.   The Draft MSR Report was developed from the agency 
level “up,” and there were apparently breakdowns  in the review and comment process by the District 
due to staffing transitions.  The mission of LAFCo is well documented in the Cortese‐Knox‐Hertzberg Act 
(California Government Code, §56000 et al).   It does not  include a goal to “eliminate Special Districts,” 
rather  it  encourages  efficiency  in  governance  and  service  delivery  through  a  variety  of  government 
structures.    A  key  purpose  of  this MSR  process  is  to  identify  a  variety  of  governance  options  for 
additional discussion that may warrant further study now or in the future. 

19.  Statement  concerning  the  “Whereas,  the  dissolution  of  the  Colma  Fire  Protection District would 
certainly have a negative impact affecting emergency medical and fire services for the BPPD.  The Colma 
Fire District currently provides BPPD with certified, First Aid Response Training. We presently enjoy a 
well‐balanced  working  and  social  relationship,  this  in  turn  strengthens  our  commitment  to  our 
communities.    Dissolution  of  the  Colma  Fire  District  would  be  another  move  backwards  to  good 
government and proven practices.” 

Comments noted.   The recommendation  in the Draft MSR  is to reaffirm the current “zero” SOI for the 
Colma  Fire  Protection  District  and  will  not  result  in  dissolution  of  the  agency  unless  a  proposal  is 
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submitted to LAFCo and approved.  Any consideration of such an action would have to be the result of 
additional study and consideration for a successor agency to carry out the functions and services of the 
CFPD.   Additionally  any  application  for dissolution  that  is not  submitted by  the District proposed  for 
dissolution  is  subject  to  a protest process  and potential election.  It  is noted  in  the  report  that CFPD 
provides needed services in the community.  

Broadmoor Property Owners Association (BPOA): 

The BPOA writes in opposition to the Municipal Service Review as it pertains to Broadmoor Village and 
Unincorporated  Colma areas. The community is not in favor of alternatives identified including a County 
Service Area and contract  for services, dissolution of Broadmoor Police Protection District  (BPPD) and 
Colma Fire Protection District  (CFPD) or annexation  to  the City of Daly City. Residents want  to remain 
unincorporated  and  continue  to  receive  the  same  excellent  services  from  the County of  San Mateo, 
BPPD and CFPD. The community does not it will receive the same level of service from Daly City. BPPD 
residents gave an overwhelming vote of support for an increase in the parcel tax for police services. The 
letter cites  the piecemeal annexations and cites  the  the proposal by  the County  to contract with Daly 
City for services as “piecemeal services”.  The letter states that Broadmoor residents want the status of 
Broadmoor to remain “status quo” and ask the Commission to recognize the area as unique. 

Comments are noted. The LAFCo Executive Officer attended a BPOA meeting to present the Circulation 
Draft MSR and can attest to the profound desire of attendees to remain unincorporated and retain BPPD 
and CFPD. The BPOA  incorrectly  interprets alternatives  identified  in  the report such as  formation of a 
County Service Area and contracting with Daly City as a  suggestion or proposal by  the County of San 
Mateo. LAFCo  is  independent of the County and the County of San Mateo did not request or propose 
these  alternatives.  Government  Code  Section  56430  requires  a  LAFCo  municipal  service  review  to 
consider alternative service delivery and governance scenarios. LAFCo acknowledges  the Community’s 
strong desires  to  remain unincorporated  and  retain  local  special districts.  LAFCo must  also  take  into 
consideration  the unique  circumstance of an unincorporated  community wholly  surrounded by a  city 
and state policies that encourage annexation of such areas to cities to provide for more efficient service 
delivery, including the challenges for County to provide services to such areas.  

Individual Comments: 

The  following  individuals  submitted  letters  or  e‐mails  in  opposition  to  recommendations  in  the 
Municipal  Service  Review  and  expressing  a  strong  desire  to  remain  unincorporated  with  service 
provided by BPPD and CFPD. Letters are attached. 

Alyce Bowser, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 
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John V. Aguerre, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 

 

Ho Louie, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 

 

Daisy Louie, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 

 

Vera Sons, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 

 

Kendra Langer, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 

 

Tamie Mak, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 

 

George Abuyaghi, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 

 

Christine Hall, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 

 

John M. Flanagan, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 

 

Susan Louise 
Stansfield, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 
 

 

Tom Molanphy, 
Broadmoor 
Resident 

Opposed to 
recommendations in 
report 

 

     
 

Comments are noted. LAFCo staff recommendations are based on provisions of the Cortese Knox 
Hertzberg Reorganization Act encouraging orderly boundaries, efficient service delivery and elimination 
of overlapping service responsibilities. There are no LAFCo State or local policies that support making a 
recommendation to amend the sphere of influence of the two Districts that serve Unincorporated 
Broadmoor which is wholly surrounded by Daly City and unincorporated Colma which is in the sphere of 
influence of Daly City. The sphere designation is consistent with State and local policies that encourage 
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annexation of urbanized, unincorporated communities to cities, in particular areas that are islands within a 
city. The sphere also recognizes challenges counties face in providing municipal service to non-
contiguous areas that are remote from the County center and corporation yard. The sphere designations 
have not impaired either of the Districts' ability to continue to provide service, and at the same time do 
not impede an individual property owner's ability to apply to annex if they so choose. 

 

City of Pacifica 

1.  Status Quo; While  acknowledging  that we  continue  to  face  financial  issues, we do believe we  are 
taking the right steps to move forward, appreciate the words of support. 

Comment noted. 

2.  Merge the City of Pacifica and the North Coast County Water District; A merger of the two agencies 
would not be a simple process and the City has other pressing priorities.  Therefore, the City Council did 
not express interest in studying this idea at this time. 

Comment noted. 

3.    The General Manager  of NCCWD  and  I  (City Manager)  started meeting  some months  ago  at  the 
request of NCCWD Board members and city Council members who participate in periodic meetings with 
the  Pacifica  School  District  and  the  Jefferson  Union  High  School  District  to  discuss  areas  of mutual 
interest.  We have discussed everything from a shared need for social media support to the possibility of 
co‐location of future facilities. These discussions are ongoing. 

Comment noted for the Final MSR Report 

4.  Consider a reduction in the City’s SOI (Sphere of Influence) to remove permanent open space areas 
south and southeast of the City’s boundaries; We acknowledge that no extension of City services is likely 
to be needed to serve these areas  in the near or  long‐term and the City already  includes a substantial 
amount of open space and park lands within city limits. However, in order to consider LAFCO’s proposed 
reduction  in  the City’s SOI  to  remove  those properties, we would need more  information. Without a 
compelling  reason  to make  a  change,  the  City  prefers  to  retain  the  SOI  boundaries  in  their  current 
location. 

Comment noted.  An SOI identifies the boundary of an agency’s long‐term service needs.   Studying the 
potential for reducing the City’s current SOI by eliminating these open space areas recognizes the reality 
that is unlikely these properties will ever need City services.  The proposed MSR recommendation does 
not result in a change to the SOI, however, the Commission may address that possibility in the future.  
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North Coast County Water District 

1.  The District was the first public agency in San Mateo County to receive the Special District Leadership 
Transparency Certificate of Excellence, and  it was accomplished before  the Grand  Jury  recommended 
that local government agencies strive to obtain this certificate. 

Comment noted, and MSR report revised to reflect this information. 

 

2.  The report incorrectly states that the District receives sales tax (page 228 “financial ability of agencies 
to provide services”). 

Comment noted, and MSR report revised accordingly. 

3.   Due to the District’s superior water conservation and low gallons per capita per day, the State Water 
Resources Control Board placed the District in the tier with the lowest conservation standard of 8% from 
2013 usage, not the 25% reduction standard referred to in the report (page 222). 

Comment  noted,  and  MSR  report  revised  accordingly;  the  action  by  the  SWRCB  was  taken  after 
preparation of the release of the Draft MSR for review.  

3.    In addition to the  interties  identified  in the report, the District also has an  intertie agreement with 
the City of San Bruno, and  the District provides water  service  to  the City of San Bruno  for a housing 
complex in the City of San Bruno’s boundaries. 

Comment noted, and MSR report revised accordingly. 

4. The District, along with the Jefferson Union High School District, the Pacifica School District and the 
City  of  Pacifica  meet  bi‐monthly  as  an  Articulation  Committee.  This  Committee  is  constantly 
investigating and planning strategic opportunities for shared services and evaluating ways  in which we 
can find efficiencies and cost savings among the agencies. 

Comment noted, and MSR report revised accordingly. 

5. The report shows that the District fulfills the purpose for which it was created, is well organized and 
efficiently  operated,  and  is  financially  sound.  Therefore,  the District  urges  LAFCo  to  recommend  the 
status quo government structure alternative.  

Comment noted.   The consultant’s  recommendation  is  to  reaffirm  the  current SOI of  the District and 
that LAFCo consider at some point (no time frame stated) the District becoming a subsidiary district of 
the  City  of  Pacifica.  This  sphere  designation  has  not  impeded  the District  in  conducting  business  or 
providing service. 
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6. The District currently serves areas outside of the limits of the City of Pacifica and, as part of the Tom 
Lantos Tunnels project, the District entered  into an agreement with the owners of Shamrock Ranch to 
provide water service to that property, subject to receiving approval from LAFCo. 

Comment noted.   San Mateo LAFCo staff is aware of a proposed agreement for the referenced service 
and will review this issue as appropriate.   The Executive Officer’s report will respond in her report to the 
Commission. 



June 25, 2015  

Via email (mpoyatos@smcgov.org) 
Martha M. Poyatos, Executive Officer 
Local Agency Formation Commission 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
 
Subject: Broadmoor Police Protection District Response to MSR/SOI Report 

Dear Ms. Poyatos, 

The Broadmoor Police Protection District (BPPD) has received and reviewed your LAFCO MSR for North 
County Cities and Special Districts report. We are discouraged by the report, but perhaps more 
importantly we are concerned and skeptical of the lack of communication/involvement in the creation 
of this report. The BPPD believes that the conclusions your staff formed, based on an outside audit, had 
a predetermined goal from the on-set and clearly lacks supporting data for the report’s conclusions and 
recommendations.  In addition, this report was not subject to any review prior to its semi-release to the 
media when BPPD personnel were readily available. On that note, we were very disheartened that 
LAFCO gave a news interview which was released to the public without notification to our department 
or community members, again denying the BPPD an opportunity to participate, to have a voice in the 
process. These actions further support our belief that the report and your agency’s goals were 
predetermined prior to the findings of your audit. We do not agree with your report’s findings and are 
troubled by its’ lack of transparency. 

Specifically we will comment on the following sections: 

Page 172:  

The reports notes that BPPD should be reallocated to Daly City upon annexation – this is concerning, 
when in your Daly City LAFCO report, you note that Daly City is spread thin, whereas BPPD is financially 
stable. There is no mention or statement of fact that the community of Broadmoor would receive a 
higher degree of police service it enjoys today or same level if annexed by Daly City, furthermore, this 
statement is not supported by a financial study.  

SOI’s also noted boundaries – BPPD has seen its boundaries and population decline, only through the 
LAFCO/annexation process. 

BPPD has one, full time, non-sworn clerk identified as an “Admin Assistant”, the clerk is also recognized 
as BPPD’s point of contact for LAFCO. 

BPPD is patrolled “solely” with two full time officers at all times (24/7) 

Reserve officers, do support the department and at times backfill shifts, as reserves do at every other 
police department throughout the nation. 

Page 173: 

BPPD also provides mutual aid assisting DCPD, CPD and the county when requested by dispatch – BPPD 
enjoys a professional working relationship with its neighboring law enforcement agencies including the 
Colma Fire District and continue working to create a cohesive partnership in serving our communities.  



A recent study shows that BPPD has a population of 4600, though the LAFCO report of 2007 had BPPD’s 
population at 4243 for a 2000 census?  

LAFCO 2007 report notes “historically there has not been support from Broadmoor community for 
annexation” this is still true today, though this not memorialized in the 2015 report in the same content.  

BPPD does agree with Table IV-70, believing that our response times are lower than the National 
average, though we believe our response time, for emergency for “A” priority calls for service are 
actually lower then noted in your report. 

The result of BPPD’s declining crime rate is in part contributed to a high police presence in our 
community. Through annexation, police staffing levels in Broadmoor will definitely decrease in 
Broadmoor, possibly non- existent at times. This decrease in police staffing/presence will result in an 
upward spike of the current crime rate. 

Page: 174 

The BPPD uses reserves/volunteers at “no” cost to the District. 

Page: 176 

Capital Improvement Plan 

BPPD belongs to a Property Association which is responsible for building maintenance 

Rate Structure 

The parcel tax in 2004 passed by voters with a 94% approval rating 

Government Structure Alternatives/Accountability 

Commissioners serve at no cost/compensation, unlike neighboring cities 

 Page: 177 

District finances are stable  

Colma does not fully surround Broadmoor, but borders us on one side 

The removal of the special parcel tax would dissolve the BPPD, in doing so the community members of 
BPPD would definitely not receive the high level of police service it enjoys today. In pass reports, LAFCO 
continues to note this in their report, though fails to mention that the community overwhelming 
approved this measure. Should this occur, undoubtedly, the Broadmoor District would have little or no 
police presence over a 24/7 period.  

General Plan Policy 7.24 

The residents of BPPD do not “encourage” annexation, only LAFCO makes this claim  

BPPD is included in the City of Daly City garbage franchise, via a County contract. For many years, a 
financial percentage of all BPPD residents’ garbage bill, went into and continue to go to the DC general 
fund. Whether these monies rightfully belong to the BPPD is unclear, whereas an independent study by 
County Counsel is strongly requested to clarify this issue. 



BPPD residents not only enjoy libraries in Daly City, however, they also enjoy and are entitled to use all 
libraries in San Mateo County. 

Daly City residents in turn, enjoy the use of the three schools located in Broadmoor 

 

Page 178 

“Community pursue fiscal analysis” please define what community? Or should this be stated as 
“County”?   

“a similar or higher level of service” BPPD disagrees with this statement, how can another agency that 
according to your report, is already spread thin provide a similar or higher level of service. If so, this 
should be explained with a cost analysis report to support this statement. 

Growth & population for affected area 

Where does ABAG receive its source of information, as we believe they already have miscalculated the 
population of BPPD 

The BPPD “provides an adequate level of service”, staffing the District at all times, with two full time 
officers 24/7 

Page: 182  

Recommended Sphere of Influence 

BPPD does not agree with the SOI report, as indicated above, there exist a number of inaccurate 
information in the LAFCO report which is concerning and also suggest the possibility of other 
misreported statements of fact.  

As the BPPD, we provide emergency services to our community. Our response times to all priority calls 
along with our crime rates are among the lowest in San Mateo County. The men and women of the 
BPPD serve with pride and professionalism and strive to create a District that is safe for its community 
members and all that visit. The Broadmoor Police Protection District recently was recognized as one of 
the top 30 safest suburbs in the Bay Area, receiving a ranking of 25, (SFGATE). 

We understand the goals of LAFCO are to eliminate Special Districts. LAFCO was formed many years ago, 
and as such, today it is our belief that a review and overhaul of this process should be undertaken. BPPD 
senses the audit process does not collaborate with our community, creating an atmosphere of 
disconnect. This can only be felt or told by those it effects the most, our community members, whom 
called the police department or came to the station in person, upset and concerned that they were 
being told that their department is disbanding, that they are being annexed by DC, this leaves much to 
be desired.  BPPD officers also felt the “blow” from LAFCO’s news interview/release, asking if they are 
losing their jobs, questioning if they needed to find new jobs or relocate their families.  The BPPD has 
been in operation since 1948. Officer Charles Manning (BPPD) gave his life serving his community when 
he was killed in the line of duty, on 01/06/1964.  We are a proud department, having been in existence 
for the last sixty-eight years with a rich history. The BPPD has been and is an ethical, well organized, 
efficient, and financially stable department since its inception.  We continue to change and adapt to the 
many challenges facing law enforcement today. The BPPD continues to serve its community members 



and neighboring towns with the utmost professionalism in law enforcement today. We invite LAFCO to 
recognize the importance of our department, what we mean to our community and how the community 
in turn, wishes to maintain its status as a special district. Furthermore, we respectfully request the 
sphere of influence statement not include the dissolution of the Broadmoor Police Protection District.  

BPPD has also taken the opportunity to review a section of the Draft regarding the dissolution of the 
Colma Fire District. Whereas, a dissolution of the Colma Fire District would certainly have a negative 
impact effecting emergency medical and fire services for the BPPD.  The Colma Fire District currently 
provides BPPD with certified, First Aid Response Training. We presently enjoy a well-balanced working 
and social relationship, this in turn strengthens our commitment to our communities. Dissolution of the 
Colma Fire District would be another move backwards to good government and proven practices.   

 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Arthur Stellini 
Chief of Police  
Broadmoor Police Protection Department 
astellini@pd.broadmoor.ca.us 
 
 
Cc: Adrienne Tissier 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
 
Mayor Joanne F. del Rosario 
Town of Colma 
 
County Counsel 
Aimee Armsby 
 

File 
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San Mateo County Local Agency FormationMartha Poyatos, Executive Officer,
ion

, Director of Public Works

July 8, 2015

RE: North Gounty Gities and Special Districts Draft Municipal Service Review and
Sphere of lnfluence Study, Prepared by San Mateo LAFGo, Dated May 21,2015

The County of San Mateo Department of Public Works (Department) offers the following
comments on the Circulation Draft North County Cities and Special Districts Draft Municipal
Service Review and Sphere of Influence Study, dated May 21,2015 (LAFCo Report). The
LAFCo Report evaluates the Cities of Daly City, Pacifica, Colma, and Brisbane, adjacent
unincorporated County areas, and the Special Districts providing services to the study areas.
The County unincorporated areas within the study areas include Broadmoor Village and
unincorporated Colma. The Department appreciates that the LAFCo Report identified the
challenges faced by the County in providing urban services to remote or non-contiguous
communities to the unincorporated County areas.

The Road Services Division of the Department of Public Works has the following comments
regarding specific County maintained road segments:

1.) Olympic Way is immediately adjacent to Daly City lands. This road could more efficiently
be maintained and controlled by the City of Daly City.

2.) A portion of Hillside Boulevard is maintained by the County and is generally bounded by
the cities of South San Francisco and Colma at either ends of the County maintained
segment. Annexing the County maintained portion of the road into one of the neighboring
cities could provide for more efficient road maintenance.

3.) There are County maintained road segments generally in the area of A Street and F
Street in the unincorporated Colma area. These roads include segments of: A Street, B
Street, D Street, F Street, and Reiner Street that could more efficiently be maintained by
an adjacent city (City of Daly City).

4.) The County maintained portion of Guadalupe Canyon Parkway provides access to and



To: Martha Poyatos
RE: North County Gities and Special Districts Draft Municipal Service Review and

Sphere of lnfluence Study, Prepared by San Mateo LAFGo, Dated May 21,2015
DATE: July 8, 2015

Page 2

egress from areas in adjacent cities and could more efficiently be maintained by an
adjacent ju risdiction.

The Engineering and Resource Protection Division of the Department of Public Works
administers the Colma Highway Lighting District, which includes areas within the Town of
Colma. The Division has the following comments:

1.) Whenever possible or practical the County does not provide city seruices within city
boundaries, which is applicable to portions of the Colma Highway Lighting District.

2.) The Department supports detachment of portions of the Town of Colma (Town) in the
Colma Highway Lighting District from the Lighting District, accompanied by a segregated
revenue stream so that the Town can administer, operate and maintain street lights within
the Town's boundaries. The County's focus as a utility provider is in the unincorporated
County areas. The suggested detachment would allow the Town to make decisions
about types of streetlights, level of lighting, etc. at the Town decision making level rather
than by the County of San Mateo Board of Supervisors.
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