CONTRA COSTA LOCALAGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
651 Pine Street, Sixth Floor ® Martinez, CA 94553-1229

e-mail: LTexe@lafco.cccounty.us

(925) 335-1094 o (925) 646-1228 FAX

NOTICE AND AGENDA FOR REGULAR MEETING

DATE/TIME: Wednesday, November 14, 2018, 1:30 PM

PLACE: Board of Supervisors Chambers
651 Pine Street, Martinez, CA 94553

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Commission will hear and consider oral or written testimony presented by any
affected agency or any interested person who wishes to appear. Proponents and opponents, or their representatives, are expected
to attend the hearings. From time to time, the Chair may announce time limits and direct the focus of public comment for any
given proposal.

Any disclosable public records related to an open session item on a regular meeting agenda and distributed by LAFCO to a
majority of the members of the Commission less than 72 hours prior to that meeting will be available for public inspection in
the office at 651 Pine Street, Six Floor, Martinez, CA, during normal business hours as well as at the LAFCO meeting.

All matters listed under CONSENT ITEMS are considered by the Commission to be routine and will be enacted by one motion.
There will be no separate discussion of these items unless requested by a member of the Commission or a member of the public
prior to the time the Commission votes on the motion to adopt.

For agenda items not requiring a formal public hearing, the Chair will ask for public comments. For formal public hearings the
Chair will announce the opening and closing of the public hearing.

If you wish to speak, please complete a speaker’s card and approach the podium; speak cleatly into the microphone, start by
stating your name and address for the record.

Campaign Contribution Disclosure

If you are an applicant or an agent of an applicant on a matter to be heard by the Commission, and if you have made campaign
contributions totaling $250 or more to any Commissioner in the past 12 months, Government Code Section 84308 requires that
you disclose the fact, either orally or in writing, for the official record of the proceedings.

Notice of Intent to Waive Protest Proceedings

In the case of a change of organization consisting of an annexation or detachment, or a reorganization consisting solely of
annexations or detachments, or both, or the formation of a county service area, it is the intent of the Commission to waive
subsequent protest and election proceedings provided that appropriate mailed notice has been given to landowners and
registered voters within the affected territory pursuant to Gov. Code sections 56157 and 56663, and no written opposition from
affected landowner or voters to the proposal is received before the conclusion of the commission proceedings on the proposal.

American Disabilities Act Compliance

LAFCO will provide reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities planning to attend meetings who contact the
LAFCO office at least 24 hours before the meeting, at 925-335-1094. An assistive listening device is available upon advance
request.

As a courtesy, please silence your cell phones during the meeting.



November 14, 2018 CONTRA COSTA LAFCO AGENDA

Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call
Adoption of Agenda

> w e

Public Comment Period (please observe a three-minute time limit):

Members of the public are invited to address the Commission regarding any item that is not scheduled for discussion as
part of this Agenda. No action will be taken by the Commission at this meeting as a result of items presented at this
time.

5. Approval of Minutes for the September 12, 2018 regular LAFCO meeting
CHANGES OF ORGANIZATION/REORGANIZATIONS

6. Consider Request for Reconsideration — LAFCO 17-13 - Dissolution of Los Medanos Community Healthcare
District (LMCHD) - on September 12, 2018, the Commission approved dissolution of the LMCHD. The District
comprises 90.5+ square miles and serves a population of over 97,000 primarily in the Bay Point/Pittsburg area.
Pursuant to Government Code 856895, a request for reconsideration may be filed within 30 days of adoption of the
Commission’s resolution. The Commission will be asked to consider and take action on a request for reconsideration
submitted by the Hensley Law Group on behalf of the LMCHD Public Hearing

7. LAFCO 17-13 - Dissolution of Los Medanos Community Healthcare District (LMCHD) — on September 12, 2018,
the Commission approved dissolution of the LMCHD subject to amendments to the LAFCO resolution and a protest
hearing. The District comprises 90.5+ square miles and serves a population of over 97,000 primarily in the Bay
Point/Pittsburg area. The Commission will be presented with the final LAFCO resolution and will receive an update on
the protest proceedings, request for reconsideration and Public Records Act request Informational Item

BUSINESS ITEMS

8. Policies & Procedures Update — the Commission will consider proposed updates to LAFCO Policies & Procedures
relating to Rules and Procedures, CALAFCO, Roster of Cities and Special Districts, Document Retention and
Destruction City Annexations and Detachments, and District Annexations and Detachments. The Commission will also
receive an update on the LAFCO Agricultural & Open Space Preservation Policy adopted in 2016 and provide
direction as desired.

9. FY 2018-19 First Quarter Budget- receive the first quarter budget report for FY 2018-19
10. 2019 LAFCO Meeting Schedule — consider approving the 2019 LAFCO meeting schedule

CORRESPONDENCE
11. Correspondence from Contra Costa County Employees’ Retirement Association (CCCERA)

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
12. Commissioner Comments and Announcements

13. Staff Announcements

e CALAFCO Updates — 2018 Annual Conference Highlights and 2019 CALAFCO Calendar
e Pending Projects
e Newspaper Articles

CLOSED SESSION
PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
Title: Executive Officer

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR
Agency negotiators: Michael R. McGill, Chair and Don Tatzin, Vice Chair
Unrepresented employee: Executive Officer

ADJOURNMENT

Next regular LAFCO meeting December 12, 2018 at 1:30 pm
LAFCO STAFF REPORTS AVAILABLE AT http://www.contracostalafco.org/meeting_archive.htm
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CONTRA COSTA LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
MINUTES OF MEETING

September 12, 2018

November 14, 2018

Board of Supervisors Chambers Agenda Item 5

Martinez, CA

Chair Mike McGill called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. and the Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
Roll was called. A quorum was present of the following Commissioners:

County Members Candace Andersen and Federal Glover and Alternate Diane Burgis.
Special District Members Mike McGill and Igor Skaredoff and Alternate Stan Caldwell.
City Member Don Tatzin.

Public Members Don Blubaugh and Alternate Charles Lewis.

Present were Executive Officer Lou Ann Texeira, Legal Counsel Sharon Anderson, and Clerk Kate Sibley.

Approval of the Agenda

Upon motion of Andersen, second by Tatzin, Commissioners approved the agenda by a vote of 6-0.

AYES: Andersen, Blubaugh, Glover, McGill, Skaredoff, Tatzin
NOES: none
ABSENT: Schroder (M)

ABSTAIN: none

Public Comments

There were no public comments.

Approval of August 8, 2018 Meeting Minutes

Upon motion of Blubaugh, second by Tatzin, the August 8, 2018 meeting minutes were approved by a
vote of 6-0.

AYES: Andersen, Blubaugh, Glover, McGill, Skaredoff, Tatzin
NOES: none
ABSENT: Schroder (M)

ABSTAIN: none

LAFCO 18-06 - Chang Property Reorganization - Annexations to City of San Ramon, Central Contra
Costa Sanitary District (CCCSD) and East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), and Detachment
from County Service Area (CSA) P-6

The Executive Officer provided an update on the Commission-approved annexation of 63.5+ acres to the
City of San Ramon, CCCSD and EBMUD to facilitate development of 43 single-family large lot homes,
18 accessory dwelling units, a tot lot, and related facilities. Because the proposal did not have 100%
written landowner consent; a protest hearing was required, which was held on Monday, September 10. No
protests were filed; thus the reorganization is ordered.

In addition to reporting on the results of the protest hearing, staff presented the final LAFCO resolution,
as approved by LAFCO in August, that includes conditions to address habitat conservation and fire
presentation as discussed in August. As noted in the staff report, the City and the San Ramon Valley FPD
have taken measures to address these issues.

David Bowlby, representing Ms. Chang, the applicant, confirmed that his client agrees with the changes
made to the LAFCO resolution and conditions.

Upon motion of Blubaugh, second by Andersen, Commissioners, by a 6-0 vote, received the results of the
protest hearing and directed staff to execute the determination.
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AYES: Andersen, Blubaugh, Glover, McGill, Skaredoff, Tatzin
NOES: none
ABSENT: Schroder (M)
ABSTAIN: none
7. LAFCO 18-08 - Dissolution of Rollingwood Wilart Park Recreation & Park District (RWPRPD)

The Executive Officer provided an update on the Commission-approved dissolution of the RWPRPD,
which names the County as successor agency. The protest hearing was noticed in the newspaper and
mailed notices were sent to all landowners and voters within the District’s boundary. On September 11,
LAFCO staff conducted the protest hearing at the Rollingwood Lutheran Church located next door to
the Rollingwood Recreation Center in unincorporated San Pablo. No protests were filed; thus the
dissolution is ordered. There were 12 public speakers, most of whom urged that the Rollingwood
Recreation Center continue to be used for recreational activities and events, and that, should the City of
San Pablo take over the facility, the Rollingwood residents receive the same facility use benefits as City of
San Pablo residents.

Upon motion of Skaredoff, second by Andersen, Commissioners, by a 6-0 vote, received the results of the
protest hearing and directed staff to execute the determination ordering the dissolution, and further
directed staff to send a letter to the County and to the City of San Pablo urging the continued use of the
Rollingwood Community Center for recreational programs that could benefit the Rollingwood
community, and to extend to the Rollingwood residents the “resident” rates, should the City of San Pablo
take over the center.

AYES: Andersen, Blubaugh, Glover, McGill, Skaredoff, Tatzin
NOES: none
ABSENT: Schroder (M)
ABSTAIN: none
8. LAFCO 17-13 - Dissolution of Los Medanos Community Healthcare District (LMCHD)

The Executive Officer presented background on the proposal submitted by Contra Costa County to
dissolve LMCHD, formed in 1948 to build and operate a hospital, which it did until 1994 when the
hospital closed and the District declared bankruptcy. Since 1998, the District has leased its building to the
County which houses the Pittshurg Health Center (PHC) - the County’s largest health clinic. The County
has requested that if LAFCO takes action to dissolve the District, the County be named the successor
agency.

The District provides community based healthcare services to a largely disadvantaged population in the
City of Pittsburg, small portions of the cities of Antioch, Clayton and Concord, unincorporated Bay
Point and surrounding unincorporated communities. Since the mid-1990s, LMCHD has been the subject
of four Grand Jury reports, three LAFCO Municipal Service Reviews (MSRs), and reports by the Little
Hoover Commission and Legislative Analyst Office. The challenges and inefficiencies faced by the
District led to a petition to dissolve the LMCHD in 1999, which was denied by LAFCO in 2000.

The County’s justification for its November 2017 application to dissolve LMCHD notes that the District
was formed to operate a hospital, but instead provides financial support to third parties that provide
programs and activities related to health, wellness and prevention; that the County is the primary
provider of healthcare services to low income people in the County, and operates a robust indigent
healthcare delivery system; and that the County leases the PHC from the District and has invested over
$24 million in improvements to the building during the term of the lease.

The County’s application includes a Plan for Services, which provides that the County will: 1) set up a
separate fund in the County treasury to segregate the LMCHD property tax funds, 2) use these funds to
support healthcare services within the LMCHD community, 3) utilize a special advisory committee to
develop and implement a Los Medanos Area health plan, and make grant funding recommendations, and
4) settle the debt payment with the State.
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LAFCO staff commented on the 16 factors the Commission must consider in its review of a proposal,
emphasizing two of the factors. Subsequently, the County and the District proceeded with their respective
presentations.

County Presentation - Timothy Ewell, Chief Assistant County Administrator, assisted by Dr. Ori
Tzvieli, presented the County’s proposal, stressing the County’s role in assisting the District in its
bankruptcy in the mid-1990s and in continuing vital healthcare services to the region. Mr. Ewell noted
that the County is prepared to continue the District’s grant program, and could do so with less overhead
and thus more funds for community health services grants. He confirmed that the County would
continue to direct the property tax revenue towards healthcare programs and track revenues expenditures
and special revenues; cut administrative costs from the District’s historical average of 50%-60% down to
10%; create the Los Medanos Health Advisory Committee; spend the District-specific funds according to
recommendations by community members and doctors; and, separately, ensure long-term County control
and operation of the PHC for the benefit of the local community.

In anticipation of LAFCO’s approval of this proposal, Mr. Ewell reported that the County Board of
Supervisors (BOS) has already created the Los Medanos Health Advisory Committee (LMHAC), which
would consist of three community members and two healthcare professionals; settled the District’s
bankruptcy debt with the California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development (OSHPD) for
cost savings; and created the Los Medanos Community Healthcare Special Revenue Fund in the County
Treasury to track ad valorem property tax revenue and expenditures.

Commissioner Blubaugh questioned Mr. Ewell on the County’s commitment to 1) setting aside District-
specific tax revenues into special fund and spending up to 85% of those funds on grant programs, 2)
number of community members (three) on the proposed LMHAC, whether that can be increased, and
whether doctors need to have a vote on the committee, and 3) whether this was simply a negotiating tactic
on the part of the County to secure a better lease on the building.

In response, Mr. Ewell noted that the County’s admin costs will be marginal (10-15%); commented that
the composition of the LMHAC and the importance of having a doctor on the committee; and indicated
that discussion regarding dissolving the District started about the same time as the lease negotiations.

Commissioner Andersen noted that the lease negotiations and dissolution proposal were on parallel
tracks; and that there were historical concerns with all three healthcare districts. She also stated that if she
had been on LAFCO 18 years ago when a dissolution proposal had come to the commission, she would
have voted even then for dissolution. She questions why a district should be allowed to continue if it no
longer fulfills its original purpose.

Commissioner McGill commented about a LAFCO condition ensuring that LMCHD tax revenues would
be set aside in the special fund; staff noted that there is a related condition in the draft resolution.

Commissioner Tatzin asked Dr. Tzvieli about other programs that the County has in place in the region,
and particularly in East County, to which Dr. Tzvieli responded and listed a number of programs (both
3" party and direct), noting they are funded through Requests for Proposals (RFPs) based on pre-
identified needs and issues. Mr. Ewell added that it would be important that the LMHAC do the
necessary research to ensure funds would go to the programs best serving the needs of the community.

When asked about a “maintenance of effort” provision, Mr. Ewell responded that the County has no
intention of replacing its funded programs with LMCHD funds, but that binding the County to such a
provision would be difficult in these times.

Further discussion included comments by Commissioner Lewis regarding the nexus between healthcare
needs and the grant program, and the County’s plan for the continuation of services in the area;
comments and questions by Commissioner Tatzin on the number of County clinics and the
configuration of the PHC and LMCHD property; comments by Commissioner Skaredoff regarding the
need for continued programs and services to the community and the need for the County, as successor,
be to responsive and accountable.
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Commissioner Andersen asked that if LMCHD tax revenues increased, program funds would increase.
Commissioner Tatzin stated that he wants to ensure that LMCHD funds will not replace current County
expenditures for similar programs. Commissioner Lewis agreed that the LMHAC should assess the
efficacy of the programs, but LAFCO should not “handcuff” the County on use of the funds and
maintenance of effort. In response to a question from Commissioner Skaredoff, Mr. Ewell confirmed that
the negotiations with OSHPD on the debt retirement are contingent on the County taking over the
District. He also confirmed again that the LMCHD tax revenues would be spent strictly on programs for
the community within the District boundary.

Commissioners discussed the makeup of the LMHAC; the County’s proposal is that the Bay Point
Municipal Advisory Committee would appoint one member from that community, the City of Pittsburg
Council would appoint one member from that city, and there would be one at large community member
appointed by the County BOS, as well as two healthcare professionals.

District Presentation - Dr. J. Vern Cromartie, LMCHD Board President, provided a history of the
lease negotiations with Contra Costa County, and stated that the LMCHD Board did not know about the
County’s negotiation with OSHPD.

Gary Bell, LMCHD attorney with Colantuono Highsmith & Whatley, presented a history of LMCHD
and that District’s opposition to the County’s dissolution proposal. He challenged the County’s rationale
for the proposal, indicating that its primary reason is that it wants the building owned by LMCHD and
leased by the County for the PHC. Mr. Bell pointed out that LMCHD made immediate improvements in
response to the LAFCO Healthcare Services MSR; he pointed out that the District’s current costs reflect a
25% administrative overhead, and that the County’s cost breakdown for the District was out of date.
Additionally, he stated that the County’s FY 2018-19 projected administrative costs are 45% as compared
to the District’s 19% salaries and related costs for the same fiscal year. He agrees with Dr. Cromartie that
this proposal came forward as a result of the County’s dissatisfaction over the lease negotiations, and that
dissolution is not the way to resolve this matter.

Craig Collins, CPA, accountant for LMCHD, pointed out that the County’s argument relies on dated
information, and that the District has made improvements and is committed to further progress.

In response to Commissioners’ questions, Dr. Cromartie stated that the County’s promises are empty and
that once the current electeds are no longer in office the promises may not stand. Dr. Cromartie added
that the LMCHD is needed in its area and that many underserved people depend on the District. The
District is relevant because it’s close to the people it serves, and it’s in a position to communicate directly
with them. As for the debt to OSHPD, LMCHD made a $500,000 payment in August of this year, and
there is one more $500,000 to be paid in August 2019.

Rhonda Rhoades, representing Upper Room Church of Antioch and Los Medanos College, spoke of
the LMCHD grants provided to the church and registered her opposition to the dissolution.

Barbara Hunt, St. Vincent de Paul, Rotacare Pittsburg Free Medical Clinic, stated that the free clinic,
which receives funding from LMCHD, fills gaps in providing health care to uninsured patients; she is
concerned that the County will not understand the local needs there in the same way LMCHD does. She
opposes dissolution.

Itika Greene, resident and retired CCHS public health nurse manager, noted that LMCHD should be
recognized as an example of how members of a community, through partnerships, have come together to
improve health outcomes, and close health disparities; she opposes dissolution and urges Commissioners
to adopt a bigger vision.

Deacon Mark, Upper Room Church of Antioch, spoke of LMCHD’s support for families and
programs to get people engaged in healthy practices; he opposes dissolution.

Benjamin Brisjar, Pittsburg Fifty Plus Club, praised LMCHD’s support for the club’s work with seniors
(35 members over 90, two over 100) helping them thrive instead of just survive; he opposes dissolution.
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Dr. Marcus Lorenzo Penn, service provider for Senior Falls Prevention, testified that he has partnered
with LMCHD for a mindfulness program about senior fall prevention. With this program, positive
results have been: participants feeling stronger and safer, blood pressure down, and fewer falls have

occurred. He opposes dissolution.

Gregory Osoria (?), pointed out that in the beginning the County stated strongly that the LMCHD grant
programs would continue, but by now they seem to have scaled that statement back, and he has no
confidence in their promise. He also asked how, as a tenant, the County could install a cell phone tower
on top of the PHC and keep the lease money from that. He is opposed to dissolution.

Commissioner Andersen asked Mr. Ewell if this cell phone tower is permitted under the lease; he states
that it is.

Carolyn Jones, Greater Faith Food Pantry, had to leave but left a note that she shared the concerns sent
by Sammie Lewis from her organization, opposing dissolution.

Aaronique Gordon, LMCHD employee and community member, noted that she was born at the
hospital that LMCHD once operated (now PHC), and questioned what will happen with all of the
programs that LMCHD currently funds; she opposes dissolution.

Janette Kennedy, Loaves and Fishes, reported that her organization serves 650-800 meals a day
(translating to 252 tons of food annually), and they are concerned about the County’s RFP process, which
they have never been able to use. She opposes dissolution.

Charles D. Smith urged Commissioners to not dissolve the District.

Johann Vethavanam (?) pointed out that the LMCHD is an integral part of the community that it
serves, and that the programs it funds teach the value of leading a healthy life. He urged Commissioners
to consider the factor of local control, and he opposes dissolution.

Debra Mason, Bay Point resident, stated that it is still not clear to her why LMCHD is being dissolved
when it provides such valuable programs, and Ambrose Recreation & Park District, on the other hand, is
doing such a poor job of serving its residents. She stressed that local control is important, and opposes
dissolution.

Torry Hines, APT Sports, pointed out that the City of Pittsburg doesn’t provide programs like the ones
that LMCHD funds. Students in APT Sports, which has been funded by LMCHD for at least 10 years,
have a 100% graduation rate. He opposes dissolution.

Arthur Fountain, LMCHD Board Director, reminded Commissioners that the citizens of the area voted
to establish this district that the County is now trying to take away from them simply because they want
the property and can’t settle the lease negotiation. He opposes dissolution.

Gary Bell spoke again, responding to Mr. Osoria’s question about the legality of the County’s leasing
space for a cell phone tower on top of the PHC; he stated that the lease agreement says that any sublet
should have a health-related purpose.

LAFCO staff read into the record an email from Jack Weir, Contra Costa Taxpayers Association
President, stating that the time has come to reduce inefficient use of taxpayer dollars at LMCHD by
transferring governance and operations to a successor agency. He favors dissolution.

Chair McGill closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Andersen stated that, as a strong advocate for local control, she still has to ask what is the
basic purpose of LMCHD at this point. It was established to run a hospital, which it no longer does. Its
grant program can be continued by the County, which can actually expand the funds provided to the
programs supported by LMCHD. The County BOS acted in good faith by setting up the LMHAC. She
suggested guaranteeing a percent of revenues (e.g., 85%) rather than a set dollar amount for funding
programs, as that would accommodate the growth or shrinkage of tax revenues for the district area.
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Commissioner Skaredoff acknowledged that this is a difficult decision. The preventive health support
programs that LMCHD funds from its tax revenues are valuable, but in looking at the numbers it seems
as if an increase in funds available through the County would only increase the value of the programs. He
suggested adjusting the composition of the LMHAC so that it more strongly represents the community

and reflects local control over the grant programs.

Commissioner Burgis also stated her support for local control; as a former East Bay Regional Parks
District board member, she admires the LMCHD board members for the work they have done. But she
believes that the County is trying to remedy a situation in which it can provide stronger local programs
for residents of that district. The County will be able to contribute more to such programs than the

LMCHD.
Commissioner Caldwell stated his agreement with all that has been said so far, and supports dissolution.

Commissioner Lewis indicated his support for dissolution, and stressed the importance of community
representation on the LMHAC to ensure maintenance of local control.

Commissioner Blubaugh felt he could argue for either side, but with dissolution prevailing, he wanted to
point out that special districts are created to serve special purposes. LMCHD has played a vital role for
community-based service organizations. While it seems that the County’s proposal indicates more money
for these organizations’ programs, he suggested that the LMHAC be reconfigured by removing the
proposed health care experts and replacing them with more community members. Or, alternatively, make
the committee a seven-member group with five of the members coming from the community. His
concern is ensuring that LMCHD-related funds be maintained at minimally the current level while at the
same time not be used to supplant current County Health Services programs.

LAFCO staff read into the record a memo from Commissioner Schroder who was unable to attend the
LAFCO meeting on September 12, 2018, he was representing the City of Martinez at the League of
California Cities conference in Long Beach. In preparing for the LMCHD agenda item, Commissioner
Schroder wanted to see first-hand what LMHCD was all about and what programs and services they were
providing. Last week he met with Interim Executive Director, Tomi Riley, and a member of the LMCHD
board of directors, in the LMHCD offices in Pittsburg. He had an opportunity to tour their offices and
board room and to sit down and discuss the services they provide and the programs they support. He met
with Eileen Linder, O.D. and Marcus Penn, M.D., and discussed their programs that are supported by
LMHCD. He also had an opportunity to meet with Barbara Hunt and Claudia Ramirez of the Society of
St. Vincent de Paul and tour their facility in Pittsburg. LMHCD supports their Pittsburg Free Medical
Clinic which is a safety net for those that slip through the County’s safety net. He is very impressed with
the community support of the district and the programs they support. Commissioner Schroder notes that
over the last nine months, the LMHCD has made tremendous strides in making improvements that have
been recommended in the LAFCO MSR and the Grand Jury reports. The District was in the midst of
lease negotiations with the County which seem to have stalled since the County’s request for dissolution
of the district. It is Commissioner Schroder’s opinion that any action of dissolution of the LMCHD be
continued to a future date to untangle the lease situation from the dissolution and to give the
Commission more time to thoughtfully come to a solution.

Commissioner Tatzin thanks all parties involved. He noted that the LMCHD has two primary roles, first
as landlord of its building, the former hospital and now PHC, and second as a grantmaker for
community programs that support good health. LAFCO must decide if dissolution is appropriate and
whether it can take a role in determining the District’s “last will and testament.” While both the County
and LMCHD spend a certain amount of money in the District, Mr. Tatzin wants to ensure that the
County will allocate the same amount of money in grants to community programs that LMCHD has
provided. Additionally, he is concerned that once the County has control of the property (building and
14 acres of land), it might take the opportunity to repurpose the land and the resulting profits would
flow to the County without any benefit to the District. He suggested a condition that all future real estate
proceeds (e.g., resale, reuse, etc.) be used to benefit the health of the community. Finally, he pointed out
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that the cost effectiveness of nonprofit organizations is higher than either that for government agencies
or for-profit entities.

Commissioner Tatzin added that he also supported the proposal that the LMHAC should be seven
members instead of five to accommodate more community members, or remain at five members with no
health experts taking seats.

Commissioner Glover commented on his extensive history in, and commitment to, Pittsburg, and the
LMCHD. He commented on the value of the work and efforts of the LMCHD, as well as the ongoing
changes in healthcare and challenges faced by special districts. He noted that the County spent $13
million on restoring the LMCHD hospital building to working order when it first leased the structure.
He too is a strong supporter of local control, and believes that grant programs should remain in the
District, and added that some of the organizations receiving grants from LMCHD also receive funds
from the Keller Canyon program. He agrees with the idea of a seven-member LMHAC, and that an 85%
guarantee of grant funds is appropriate. He added that times have changed, and the County can do a
more adequate job for the people in the LMCHD area.

Chair McGill asked staff if, like Mt. Diablo Health Care District, LMCHD could be made a subsidiary
district to the County. The Executive Officer responded that a district can only be subsidiary to a city;
however, it could become a County Service Area, which is subsidiary to the County.

Chair McGill noted that he has been very involved with County business efforts, and at the same time he
is a big proponent of local control. He reminded Commissioners that there is increasing pressure upon
LAFCOs from Sacramento to streamline government operations. LMCHD has made great strides in
responding to LAFCO’s findings in the most recent healthcare MSR. However, he will support
dissolution provided all the right conditions are included in the LAFCO resolution.

Upon motion of Glover, second by Andersen, the Commissioners, by a 6-0 vote, approved Option 1 in
the staff report to dissolve the Los Medanos Community Healthcare District; determined that the project
is exempt pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3); adopted a zero sphere of influence for the
LMCHD and waived the LAFCO policy to allow concurrent action on the SOI and change of
organization; approved dissolution of LMCHD with terms and conditions as presented in the draft
resolution with the following added conditions: a) 85% of the funds from the LMCHD property tax
increment must be used for district grant programs, with the remaining 15% to be broken down as 10%
for administrative overhead and 5% for reserve; b) the County’s LMHAC be increased to seven members
(2 members appointed by City of Pittsburg, 2 members appointed by Bay Point MAC, 2 members
appointed by County/health care reps, and 1 at large member); and ¢) if any changes in the facility or
property generate new revenues (e.g., sale, transfer, reuse, etc.), that those profits must be directed toward
healthcare related grant programs in the district area; designated Contra Costa County as successor agency
to LMCHD; found that the subject territory is inhabited and the proposal is subject to a protest hearing;
authorized LAFCO staff to conduct the protest proceedings and present the final resolution to the
Commission when reporting on the result of the protest hearing.

AYES: Andersen, Blubaugh, Glover, McGill, Skaredoff, Tatzin
NOES: none
ABSENT: Schroder (M)

ABSTAIN: none

9. Legislative Report - Update and Position Letters

The Executive Officer updated Commissioners on the status of CALAFCO sponsored and supported
bills. Since the agenda packet was released on Sept 5%, the Governor signed AB 1889 (Caballero) which
includes provisions relating to the Santa Clara Water District and special customer tax exemptions, and
AB 2019 (Aguiar-Curry) which requires healthcare districts to provide specified information on their
websites. Several bills are now enrolled including AB 2238 (Aguiar-Curry) which makes a change in CKH
related to LAFCO’s consideration of assessed valuation, SB 1215 (Hertzberg) relating to sewer service to
disadvantaged communities, and AB 2501 (Chu) relating to the State Water Resources Control Board and
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provisions for consolidations. Additionally, Contra Costa LAFCO, at the request of CALAFCO, sent a
letter to the Governor urging him to sign AB 2258, which establishes a funding program to provide
grants to LAFCOs for conducting in-depth studies and analyses of local government agencies and services
for the purpose of creating efficiencies and dissolving inactive districts.

10. Correspondence from CCCERA

There were no comments on this item.

11. Commissioner Comments and Announcements

Commissioner McGill reminded Commissioners of the upcoming CALAFCO Annual Conference, and
reiterated that he is running to renew his seat on the CALAFCO Board; he does not yet know if he will
have any challengers. Commissioner McGill also commented on the CALAFCO Ad Hoc committee on
finances.

Commissioner Caldwell distributed information on the Contra Costa Special District Association’s 2018
Student Video Contest as part of the Districts Make the Difference public outreach campaign.

12. Staff Announcements

The Executive Officer reported that there are no actionable items scheduled for October, so unless there
are objections, the October LAFCO meeting will be cancelled.

The meeting adjourned at 4:49 p.m.
Final Minutes Approved by the Commission November 14, 2018.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

By

Executive Officer

G:\Meetings\2018 Meeting Folders\Nov 14 2018\11-14-18 Agenda PDFs\05 - Draft Meeting Minutes 9-12-18.docx 7 —
J 1/
Yl



CONTRA COSTA LOCALAGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
651 Pine Street, Sixth Floor ® Martinez, CA 94553-1229

e-mail: LouAnn.Texeira@]lafco.cccounty.us

(925) 335-1094 o (925) 335-1031 FAX

VMENMBERS ALTERNATE MEMBERS
Candace Andersen Michael R. McGill Diane Burgis
Covtty Member Special District Member County Member
LouwAnn Texeira Donald A. Blubaugh Rob Schroder Tom Butt
; Public Member City Member City Member
Executive Officer
Federal Glover Igor Skaredoff Stanley Caldwell
Cawrty Member Special District Member Special District Member
Don Tatzin Charles R. Lewis, IV
City Member Public Member
November 14, 2018
November 14, 2018 (Agenda) Agenda Item 6

Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission
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Request for Reconsideration — Dissolution of Los Medanos Community Healthcare District

Dear Commissioners:

SYNOPSIS: On September 12, 2018, the Commission approved dissolution of the Los Medanos
Community Healthcare District (LMCHD) and related actions, including adopting a zero sphere
of influence for the LMCHD, adopting a resolution approving the dissolution with terms and
conditions, naming Contra Costa County as successor agency, and adopting findings and
determinations pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Commission’s
approval is subject to protest proceedings pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (“CKH Act,” Gov. Code Section 56000 et seq.). The
protest hearing is currently scheduled for November 30, 2018.

Government Code (GC) section 56895 (Attachment 1) provides that when LAFCO adopts a
resolution making determinations, any person or affected agency may file a written request with
LAFCO requesting amendments to, or reconsideration of, the resolution. GC section 56895 further
provides that the request 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. Requests for reconsideration must be received within 30 days of
the adoption of the LAFCO resolution. Pursuant to GC section 56895(b), this is a mandatory
deadline. The deadline for submitting a request for reconsideration of the Commission’s resolution
approving the dissolution of LMCHD was October 12, 2018.

On October 12, 2018, LAFCO received a request for reconsideration from Elizabeth M. Calciano,
Attorney, Hensley Law Group (Attachment 2). Ms. Calciano serves as special legal counsel to
LMCHD. Ms. Calciano’s letter requests that the Commission take any one of a number of different
actions, each of which would either reverse the Commission’s decision to dissolve the District or
postpone the Commission’s decision: (1) reconsider and ultimately rescind Commission
Resolutions No. 17-13A and 17-13B providing for a zero sphere of influence (SOI) and approving
the LMCHD dissolution, respectively; (2) postpone the Commission’s consideration of the
District’s reconsideration request for at least 30 days so the District can engage in additional fact-
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finding; (3) take the position that Resolution No. 17-13B has not yet been adopted by the
Commission and postpone the final adoption of Resolution No. 17-13B until certain factual
inquiries can be made regarding a potential conflict of interest; and (4) to not dissolve the District.
The District also encourages the Commission to conduct its own investigation into certain facts to
preserve the integrity of the process. The District does not ask for a specific modification to either
Resolution No. 17-13A or 17-13B.

DISCUSSION: As stated in the attached letter, the District makes this request on procedural
grounds and because the District has concerns regarding a potential conflict of interest on the part
of Commissioner Glover. These issues, along with LAFCO staff analysis and recommendations,
are presented below.

1. Procedural Objections

a. District’s Comment/Concern Regarding LAFCO’s Action to Adopt Resolution
Approving Dissolution of LMCHD - As noted in the attached letter, the Commission
approved dissolution of LMCHD on September 12, 2018, and approved three amendments
to the staff-provided resolution, amendments which were consistent with the
Commission’s discussion. At the meeting, the LAFCO Chair noted that LAFCO staff
would bring back the final language to the Commission at a subsequent meeting. The
District contends that the Chair’s comment to have the final language brought back to the
Commission means that the Commission did not actually adopt the Resolution.

Response - On September 12", as part of the Commission’s deliberations and approval,
the Commission made one amendment to the LAFCO resolution approving the dissolution,
adding two members to the County’s 5-member Los Medanos Advisory Committee. The
Commission also added two new conditions to that LAFCO resolution - one relating to the
County’s future expenditures on administrative/overhead costs and grant funding, and
another restricting the use of future proceeds of any sale, transfer, redevelopment or reuse
of the Pittsburg Health Center (PHC) facility and property to healthcare related purposes
within the LMCHD community. Pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Act (GC section 56000 et seq.), LAFCO has the authority to approve with or
without amendment, wholly, partially, or conditionally, or disapprove proposals for
changes of organization or reorganization.

The Commission’s motion and approval on September 12", was to approve Option 1 in the
LAFCO staff report. Option 1 included the following actions:

e Making the CEQA findings and determinations

e Adopting LAFCO Resolution 17-13A approving a zero sphere of influence (SOI) for
LMCHD and setting forth determinations

e Adopting LAFCO Resolution 17-13B approving dissolution of LMCHD and setting
forth the Commission’s terms, conditions, findings and determinations

e Assigning a distinctive short-term designation to the proposal and description of the
affected territory

e Designating Contra Costa County as successor agency

¢ Finding that the territory is inhabited and subject to protest proceedings

The record reflects that the Commission adopted LAFCO Resolution 17-13B approving
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dissolution of LMCHD on September 12, 2018, and providing for a protest proceeding.
The record further reflects that no further action would be taken by the Commission other
than the Commission being provided a copy of the amended resolution at its next meeting
and completion of the protest proceedings.

District’s Comment/Concern Regarding Availability of the Amended LAFCO
Resolution - As noted in the attached letter, early in the week of October 8", LAFCO
received requests relating to the LAFCO resolution approving the dissolution. The first
inquiry and request was made to LAFCO staff on October 8" by Gary Bell, the District’s
special legal counsel who inquired about the status of LAFCO Resolution 17-13B and next
steps in the process; the second request was made to LAFCO’s special legal counsel on
October 9™ by Elizabeth Calciano, the District’s additional special legal counsel who also
inquired about the status of the resolution and requested a copy of the amended resolution.

Response - LAFCO staff indicated on October 8, 2018 to Mr. Bell that the amended
resolution was not yet available as staff had not yet inserted the final language into the
resolution. Subsequently, LAFCO made the amendments to the resolution, as adopted by
the Commission, and, as noted in the District’s letter, provided a copy to Ms. Calciano on
the morning of October 12%". Commissioners were also provided a copy of the amended
resolution. While the final resolution was not provided until October 12, 2018, District
representatives and counsel attended the September 12, 2018 Commission meeting and
were present when the Commission adopted the resolution with the amended and modified
conditions.

District’s Comment/Concern Regarding Commission Staff Acting Outside the Scope
of its Authority — The letter indicates that it appears Commission staff acted outside the
scope of the authority and direction given to them by the Commission in finalizing the
resolutions with the three amendments.

Response — LAFCO staff did not act outside the scope of the authority and direction
provided by the Commission in amending the LAFCO resolution with the three
amendments requested by the Commission. As directed by the Commission on September
12" and as reflected in the record, LAFCO staff made amendments to LAFCO Resolution
17-13B and have provided it to the Commission as Item #7 on November 14" Commission
meeting agenda as an informational item.

The record reflects that the Commission adopted LAFCO Resolution 17-13B approving
dissolution of LMCHD on September 12, 2018, and that LAFCO did not contemplate any
further action being taken on the dissolution other than the Commission being provided a
copy of the final resolution at a subsequent Commission meeting and completion of the
protest proceedings on November 30", This practice is consistent with other resolutions
approving changes of organization the Commission has approved in the very recent past,
and staff treated this resolution no differently from the others.

The record also reflects that the Commission indicated that the protest hearing for the
dissolution would be scheduled by staff. The protest hearing may only be scheduled once
the Commission has approved the dissolution and may not be scheduled during the time
for reconsideration. Accordingly, staff provided noticed of the protest hearing on October
2, 2018, and scheduled the protest hearing for November 30, 2018.
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d. District’s Comment/Concern Asserting the District was Deprived of a Fair Hearing
Having Received a Copy of the Amended LAFCO Resolution 17-13B on the Same
Day the Request for Reconsideration was Due — The letter indicates that the District did
not have sufficient opportunity to review, comment, and provide testimony and other
documentation regarding the additional and modified conditions because the language was
not finalized at the September 12, 2018 meeting and was only made available on the
morning of October 12", The letter also notes that a fair hearing requires, at a minimum,
notice and an opportunity to be heard, and that neither was provided here. Further, the
District claims that it reasonably expected, based on the September 12, 2018 motion and
vote, that it would have an opportunity at a future meeting to comment on the three
additional conditions. Consequently, the District believes that the 30-day reconsideration

period has not yet begun to run pursuant to GC section 56895.

Response — The District had notice of the September 12, 2018 Commission public hearing
on the dissolution application and had an opportunity to be heard. Several LMCHD
representatives attended the September 12" LAFCO hearing, including Board members,
District staff and legal counsel who heard the discussion and Commission’s deliberations.
District representatives had the opportunity to comment, and did comment, on the
dissolution application and were present for the entire discussion regarding both the
modified and additional conditions. Further, the full audio recording of the September 12t
LAFCO meeting was available on the LAFCO website as of September 14™. If the District
had questions or concerns about the Commission’s action or amended or additional
conditions, one of its representatives could have, and should have, raised those concerns
during the public hearing on September 12", or subsequently contacted the LAFCO office.

Additionally, the District determined on its own that it had until October 12" to submit a
request for reconsideration, and arguably did not reasonably believe that it would have a
further opportunity to review and comment on the amended and additional conditions, as
the District claims in its request for reconsideration. Moreover, despite the statement in the
District’s letter to the contrary, LAFCO staff did not inform the District that its deadline to
file a request was October 12th. LAFCO staff did provide Resolution 17-13A and 17-13B
to the District’s special legal counsel on October 12! and did note the need to pay a filing
fee (in conjunction with the request for reconsideration), but had not previously
independently informed the District of this deadline.

It should also be noted that the amended and new conditions made by the Commission
were favorable to the LMCHD community and ensuring the continuation of future
resources being directed to the betterment of the health and well-being of the LMCHD
community. The amended condition to change the composition of the advisory committee
is intended to have more community, and fewer County, members on it. The added
condition to restrict the proceeds from a sale of District assets is intended to be in
furtherance of the District’s health care needs by requiring that the proceeds be spent within
the District. The other additional condition similarly is intended to require the County to
spend most of the property taxes received from the District on health care related services
within the District’s boundaries and to limit the amount spent on administrative expenses.

Further, while LAFCO conducted a fair and open hearing on September 12, 2018, with
appropriate public notice and an opportunity to be heard, LAFCO will also be conducting
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another public hearing for the Request for Reconsideration. During the public hearing on
the District’s request for reconsideration, District, the public, and others will have an
opportunity to address the Commission on its approval of the LMCHD dissolution,
including providing any comments or suggested modifications to the amended or additional
conditions. It is staff’s opinion that all due process and other hearing requirements have
been satisfied.

2. Facts That the District Claim Warrant Reconsideration

a. District’s Comments/Concerns Regarding Future Sale and/or Development of
LMCHD Owned Property and Related Issues - The District’s letter references an
October 24, 2017 meeting of the LMCHD’s Outreach Committee, during which a local
developer, Dr. Justin Tin, expressed interest in purchasing a portion of LMCHD owned
property for residential development. The District indicates that Janis Glover, spouse of
Commissioner Glover, whom the District indicates is a real estate agent, accompanied Dr.
Tin to the meeting. As noted in the letter, the District did not appear interested in selling
District-owned land.

The District also notes that on November 7, 2017, approximately two weeks following the
District’s October 24" committee meeting, the County adopted a resolution of application
to LAFCO to dissolve LMCHD. The District raises a question concerning the role of Janis
Glover as a real estate agent, and possible economic interest in the transaction proposed by
Dr. Tin. However, the District notes that it reviewed Commissioner Glover’s Form 700
and found no income from Dr. Tin.

Response: Regarding the October 2017 LMCHD Outreach Committee meeting, LAFCO
staff currently has no information regarding the real estate matter other than what is
presented in the District’s letter. Presently, this does not appear to be a LAFCO issue, and
LAFCO staff does not believe that the meeting has any direct bearing on the LAFCO
decision to approve dissolution of LMCHD.

b. District’s Comments/Concerns Relating to Commissioner Glover’s Role in LAFCQO’s
Action to Add a Condition Relating to Future Sale of the PHC - The District states in
its letter that it is not alleging fraud or a conflict of interest at this time. Rather, the District
states that it believes certain facts warrant an investigation. The letter implies that
Commissioner Glover may be anticipating income from the sale of District-owned property
and that, therefore, he may have had a financial interest in the dissolution application. The
District also appears to imply that the County Board of Supervisors and/or Commissioner
Glover had financial motives because the County acted soon after the District’s Outreach
Committee meeting in October 2017 to submit the dissolution application to LAFCO. As
noted above, one of the new conditions added by the Commission relates to the restriction
of the proceeds by the County if the County sells the PHC. The District claims that District
representatives who attended the LAFCO meeting on September 12, 2018, recall that
Commissioner Glover seconded the motion that considered the possibility that the building
that houses the PHC or the land around it (that is currently owned by the District) might be
sold in the future. Because the motion itself contemplates that the land might be sold, and
because Commissioner Glover’s wife appeared at a District Committee meeting two weeks
before the dissolution proceedings were initiated by the County, the District is questioning
Commissioner Glover’s motives for seconding this motion.
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Response - On September 12, 2018, the Commission approved the dissolution of
LMCHD. During the LAFCO public hearing and Commission deliberations, the
Commission added a condition to the resolution specifying that future proceeds derived
from any sale, transfer, development or reuse of the PHC would be directed to healthcare
related services and programs within the LMCHD community. The LAFCO record shows
that Commissioner Tatzin suggested adding this condition, which was supported by the full
Commission. There was no specific motion or second to a motion relating to this added
condition. Instead, the Commission approved one final action (with a motion and second
following the conclusion of Commissioner deliberations) to approve Option 1 to dissolve
the LMCHD with specific terms and conditions.

Further, the future sale of the PHC is entirely speculative given its current use and value to
the community. Since 1998, the District has leased the hospital building to the County.
During the term of the lease, the County has made significant capital improvements in
excess of $24 million to the PHC during the term of the lease. Today, the PHC houses the
County’s largest health clinic, with over 100,000 patient visits per year. Neither the County
nor the District have provided LAFCO with any information that the County is interested
in selling the facility should it become the successor agency to the LMCHD.

District’s Comments/Concerns Relating to the District’s Ongoing Investigation and
Indication There Are New or Different Facts — As indicated in the District’s letter, on
September 21, 2018, the District made a Public Records Act (PRA) request to the County
and is seeking copies of all correspondence between the County and Dr. Tin. The County
indicates that its response will involve examining a voluminous amount of records, and
that the County will respond to the request by October 15, 2018. The District indicates in
its letter of October 12'" that because it has not yet received the documents, and in order to
allow the District reasonable time to pursue its inquiry, it asks that the Commission
schedule reconsideration at a meeting not less than 30 days from today.

The District indicates that it is not alleging the existence of fraud or a conflict of interest at
this time; it simply contends that circumstances warrant an investigation. The District
further states that the appearance of a potential conflict should be of equal concern to
LAFCO. Finally, the District believes that this information represents new or different facts
that could not have been presented previously within the meaning of GC section 56895.

Response - Regarding the PRA request, we understand that on September 21, 2018, the
District submitted a PRA request to the County. On October 2, 2018, County staff sent
a letter to the District requesting clarification regarding Dr. Tin’s interactions with the
County. Subsequently, on October 15", County staff transmitted to the District a partial
response to the PRA request, and reiterated the County’s prior request for clarification
regarding Dr. Tin. On October 17, the County received a letter from the District’s special
counsel clarifying the District’s request regarding Dr. Tin. Now that the County has
received clarification, LAFCO staff understands that the County is preparing a
supplemental response to the District.

Based on all of the information submitted in the District’s letter requesting reconsideration,
it does not appear to LAFCO staff that the District provided new or different facts that
could not have been presented previously and are claimed to warrant reconsideration
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pursuant to GC section 56895. The District’s Outreach Committee meeting occurred on
October 24, 2017. The District’s letter states that “since then,” the District has been
concerned about the potential conflict of interest. If the District believed that Commissioner
Glover might have had a conflict, the District had between October 25, 2017 and the
Commission’s public hearing on September 12, 2018 to raise the issue, ask additional
questions of Commissioner Glover or the County, and conduct an investigation into the
facts. Any of the facts about that meeting, or the District’s concerns about a potential
conflict of interest, could have been raised to the Commission prior to or during the
September 12 public hearing. The same concerns could also have been raised to the County
as the applicant or could have been raised (but were not raised) by the District in its written
comments to the Commission.

The District has not provided any evidence that Commissioner Glover’s spouse (and by
extension Commissioner Glover) would receive any income from approving the County’s
dissolution application. Nor has the District provided any information that Commissioner
Glover’s spouse is working for a party that may be interested in purchasing the property.
Additionally, there is no evidence in the record that the PHC would be sold by either the
District or the County. Neither has the District explained why it could not have done any
of the additional investigation into these facts prior to the September 12, 2018 meeting and
seems to instead suggest that Commissioner Glover’s seconding of a non-existent motion
regarding the sale of the District’s property constitutes a new fact warranting
reconsideration.

Thus, LAFCO staff does not believe that the information relating to the October 24, 2017
LMCHD Outreach Committee meeting constitutes “new or different facts that could not
have been presented previously are claimed to warrant the reconsideration” per GC

section 56895.

Finally, GC section 56895 states that a request for reconsideration should provide for
the specific modification to the resolution. Here, the District instead appears to be
asking the Commission to take one of four possible actions, which would have the
effect of either denying the dissolution application or postponing the proceedings: (1)
rescind Commission Resolutions No. 17-13A and 17-13B; (2) postpone the Commission’s
consideration of the District’s reconsideration request for at least 30 days so the District
can engage in additional fact-finding; (3) take the position that Resolution No. 17-13B has
not yet been adopted by the Commission and postpone the final adoption of Resolution No.
17-13B until certain factual inquiries can be made into a potential conflict of interest; and
(4) to not dissolve the District. The District’s rationale for the Commission to take any
one of these actions is based on the purported need of the District and perhaps the
Commission to conduct an additional investigation into the facts surrounding an
October 2017 District Outreach Committee meeting.

3. Objection to Premature Protest Proceedings and Availability of Amended LAFCO
Resolution — As previously noted, the District believes that LAFCO did not adopt its resolution
on September 12, 2018 approving dissolution of LMCHD; therefore, LAFCO is precluded
from taking certain actions including setting a protest hearing.

Response — Regarding the protest proceedings, and as noted above, the Commission’s
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September 12, 2018 approval of Option 1 included a number of actions, including adopting
LAFCO Resolution 17-13B approving dissolution of LMCHD and setting forth the
Commission’s terms, conditions, findings and determinations. The record also indicates that
the Commission Chair noted that the protest hearing would proceed. Thus, LAFCO staff was
fully within their authority to proceed with setting the protest hearing.

The District also notes that the LAFCO notice of the protest hearing, published on October 2,
2018, indicates that the LAFCO resolution approving dissolution of the LMCHD is available
on the LAFCO website, but that the final, signed resolution was not available online.

It should be noted that the LAFCO public hearing notice also indicates that additional
information is available through the LAFCO office. The draft resolution provided to the
Commission on September 12, 2018 is, and has been, available on the LAFCO website. The
amended resolution is currently available through the LAFCO office and will be included, and
posted on the LAFCO website, in conjunction with the November 14, 2018 LAFCO meeting
agenda packet.

OPTIONS FOR COMMISSION ACTION
After consideration of this report and any testimony or additional materials that are submitted
during the public hearing, the Commission should consider taking one of the following actions:

Option 1 DISAPPROVE the request for reconsideration and proceed with the protest
hearing as currently scheduled for November 30, 2018.
If the Commission believes that the request for reconsideration does not meet the
statutory requirements under GC section 56895, the Commission should disapprove
the request for reconsideration. If the Commission disapproves the request, it shall
not adopt a new resolution making determinations. The September 12, 2018
resolution, as adopted by the Commission with the amended condition and two
additional conditions, will remain in effect, and the reconsideration process will be
complete. No further reconsideration of the September 12, 2018 decision would be
authorized under GC section 56895. The protest hearing would proceed as
scheduled on November 30, 2018, and Commission staff would provide
information to the Commission about the protest hearing at the Commission’s
December 2018 meeting. A resolution disapproving the request for reconsideration
is provided as Attachment 3.

Option 2 DISAPPROVE the request for reconsideration, similar to Option 1, but direct
LAFCO staff to continue the November 30, 2018 protest hearing to a date no later
than January 29, 2019. The law allows the protest hearing to be continued for up to
60 days, and January 29, 2019, would allow for the maximum amount of time
LAFCO can continue the protest proceedings. A resolution disapproving the
request for reconsideration but directing staff to continue the protest hearing is
provided as Attachment 4.

Option 3 APPROVE the request for reconsideration

~  This option has two parts. The Commission may approve the request for dissolution
if the Commission believes that the request for reconsideration meets the statutory
requirements, and presents new or different facts that could not have been presented
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previously to the Commission. Upon approving the request for reconsideration, the
Commission would then consider the merits of the reconsideration request. It could
do that during the November 14, 2018 public hearing, or it could hear the request
at a different time.

If the Commission decides to approve the request for reconsideration and not order
the LMCHD dissolution, the Commission would adopt a resolution making
determinations that supersede the September 12, 2018 resolution but upholding the
decision to dissolve the LMCHD. If the Commission decides to approve the request
for reconsideration and rescind its September 12, 2018 decision, the Commission
would adopt a new resolution rescinding LAFCO Resolutions 17-13A and 17-13B,
which approved the zero SOI for the District and approved the dissolution of the
District and made certain findings and determinations. This new resolution would
be final pursuant to GC section 56895, and the dissolution proceedings would
terminate. A resolution approving the request for reconsideration and rescinding
the two previously approved resolution is provided as Attachment 5.

CONTINUE this matter to December 12, 2018, if the Commission needs more
information. If the Commission continues this matter to its December 2018
meeting, staff requests that the Commission direct staff to continue the protest
hearing until a date no later than January 29, 2019.

RATIFY or READOPT the Resolutions. Due to the concerns the District raised
in its letter requesting reconsideration, the Commission could treat Resolution No.
17-13B as an item to be ratified or readopted during its November 14, 2018
Commission meeting. If the Commission does so, then the reconsideration period
would begin anew as of November 14, 2018 rather than September 12, 2018. The
District would then have an additional 30 days to submit another request for
reconsideration. That request for reconsideration would similarly be required under
GC section 56895 to state the new or different facts that could not have been
presented to the Commission prior to the Commission’s public hearing on the
County’s dissolution application. Additionally, however, the time to hold the
protest hearing would also change. The Commission is not permitted under the law
to hold the protest hearing within the 30-day time period for reconsideration.
Commission staff would be required to renotice the protest hearing for a different
date, which would vacate the November 30, 2018 protest hearing. This would mean
that the Commission could not consider any protests signed so far for the
dissolution (GC section 57051). In other words, any person who has already signed
a protest would be required to sign it again and submit it prior to the conclusion of
the yet to be scheduled new protest hearing date. Further, pursuant to GC section
57002, the date of the protest hearing shall not be less than 21 days or more than
60 days after the protest hearing notice is given. Consequently, the time to gather
signatures from voters and landowners may be as short as 21 days or as long as 60
days. (As noted above, the currently scheduled November 30, 2018 protest hearing
provides the maximum amount of time allowed under CKH.) Thus, even though it
appears that the District may be requesting this option, Commission staff believes
this option is potentially detrimental to the District and to any registered voter or
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landowner within the District who may have already signed a protest; thus, staff
does not recommend it.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve Option 2. It is staff’s opinion that Option 2 (a) determines that the District did not present
new or different facts that could not have been presented to the Commission prior to the September
12, 2018 public hearing but (b) extends the protest hearing date in recognition of the District’s
concerns regarding the availability of the final resolution and the uncertainty the District appears
to express about the applicable dates and deadlines for this application. Option 2 would provide
the District with the maximum time permitted under the law to allow registered voters and
landowners to submit protests to the Commission. It is staff’s opinion that this option provides the
most amount of time to the District and would provide the least amount of potential harm to the
District. However, staff does not believe this option is required. If the Commission does not wish
to extend the protest hearing, then staff recommends that the Commission adopt Option 1 denying
the District’s request for reconsideration and proceeding with the protest hearing on November 30,
2018.

Please contact the LAFCO office if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Lou Ann Texeira
Executive Officer

Attachments:

Attachment 1 — Government Code Section 56895

Attachment 2 — Letter Requesting Reconsideration dated October 12, 2018 from Elizabeth M.
Calcine, Attorney, Hensley Law Group Representing the LMCHD

Attachment 3 — Resolution Disapproving the Request for Reconsideration

Attachment 4 - Resolution Disapproving the Request for Reconsideration and Directing the
Executive Officer to Continue the Protest Hearing to January 29, 2019

Attachment 5 - Resolution Approving the Request for Reconsideration and Rescinding the
Approvals of the Los Medanos Community Healthcare District Dissolution



Attachment 1

Government Code Section 56895

56895. (a) When a commission has adopted a resolution making determinations, any person or
affected agency may file a written request with the executive officer requesting amendments to or
reconsideration of the resolution. The request 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. If the request is filed by a school district that
received notification pursuant to Section 56658, the commission shall consider that request at a
public hearing.

(b) Notwithstanding Section 56106, the deadlines set by this section are mandatory. The person or
agency shall file the written request within 30 days of the adoption of the initial or superseding
resolution by the commission making determinations. If no person or agency files a timely request,
the commission shall not take any action pursuant to this section.

(c) Upon receipt of a timely request, the executive officer shall not take any further action until the
commission acts on the request.

(d) Upon receipt of a timely request by the executive officer, the time to file any action, including,
but not limited to, an action pursuant to Section 21167 of the Public Resources Code and any
provisions of Part 4 (commencing with Section 57000) governing the time within which the
commission is to act shall be tolled for the time that the commission takes to act on the request.

(e) The executive officer shall place the request on the agenda of the next meeting of the
commission for which notice can be given pursuant to this subdivision. The executive officer shall
give notice of the consideration of the request by the commission in the same manner as for the
original proposal. The executive officer may give notice in any other manner as he or she deems
necessary or desirable.

(f) At that meeting, the commission shall consider the request and receive any oral or written
testimony. The consideration may be continued from time to time but not to exceed 35 days from
the date specified in the notice. The person or agency that filed the request may withdraw it at any
time prior to the conclusion of the consideration by the commission.

(g) At the conclusion of its consideration, the commission may approve with or without
amendment, wholly, partially, or conditionally, or disapprove the request. If the commission
disapproves the request, it shall not adopt a new resolution making determinations. If the
commission approves the request, with or without amendment, wholly, partially, or conditionally,
the commission shall adopt a resolution making determinations that shall supersede the resolution
previously issued.

(h) The determinations of the commission shall be final and conclusive. No person or agency shall
make any further request for the same change or a substantially similar change, as determined by
the commission.

(i) Notwithstanding subdivision (h), clerical errors or mistakes may be corrected pursuant to Section
56883.
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Procedural Objection

The District makes this request as of October 12, 2018 out of an abundance of
caution. Government Code section 56895 requires a request for reconsideration to be
filed "within 30 days of the adoption of the initial or superseding resolution by the
commis®n making determinations." At its September 12, 2018 meeting, the Com-
mission considered the various options presented by staff and ultimately agreed to
dissolve the Distrietith a number of additions and modifications consistent with the
Commission's sicussion. In announcing the final motion, the Commission chairper-
son stated that staff would "bring back final language" at a subsequent meeting.

Following that meeting, neither of the flRRaesolutioaNo. 1713Anor No.
17-13B could be found on tl@mmission website. Further, in spite of our prior re-
quests earlier this week to Commission staff and legal counsel for the final Resolution
No. 17#13B, the final resolution was not provided. In fact, the final resolutions were
not provided to the Digtit until this morning, October 12, 2018, the date that Com-
PLVVLRQ VWDII FODLPVY WKDW WKH 'LVWULFW: -V 5HTX

Therefore, it appears that Commission staff acted outside the scope of the au-
thority and direction given to them by @@mmmissiorin finalizing the resolutions
this morningZLWK WKUHH DGGLWLRQDO FRQGLWLRQV UDW
guagen 6 WDII DUH ERXQG E\ WKH &RPPLVVLRQ:-V PRWLR
future meeting.

It also deprives the Distriot a fair hearingp be provided the final resolution
revised by Commission staff on the same day that the Request for Reconsideration is
due. The District has not had sufficient opportunity to review, comment, and provide
testimony and other documerdatregarding the three additional conditions because
the language was not finalized at the September 12, 2018 meeting and was only made
available this morning. A fair hearing requires, at a minimum, notice and an oppor-
tunity to be heard. Neither was pded here. The District reasonably expected,
based on the September 12, 2018 motion and vote, that it would have an opportunity
at a future meeting to comment on the three additional condtbmisequently, we

1 This is common practicand appropriateunless the precise modifications to a propesadution are read into the
record verbatim, in which case the body has the final wording before it and can take a fiNal faztlomording was
read into the record in this case.
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do not believe the 3fay period has yet hgto rununder any reasonable reading of
Government Code section 56895

Facts that Warrant Reconsideration

Government Code section 5688§uires that theequestor reconsideration
shall state the specific modification to the resolutionreengsted and shall state
what new or different facts that could not have been presented previously are claimed
to warrant the reconsideratiofhe District requests that the Commission postpone
the final adoption of the Resolution until¢bacers disassed below can be ade-
quately investigate&urther, theDistrict requests that the Commission not dissolve
the District.

$W WKH 2FWREHU PHHWLQJ RI WKH 'LVWUL
developer namddr. Justin Tin addressed the Commitéggrding his desire to pur-
chase 2.4 acres of Distaetned property on East Leland Avenue. He declared his
desirgo develop the property with housing and urgeDigtect to sell or lease the
property on a lorterm basis

Dr. Tin was accompaniatithe Committee meeting by Janis Glover, the wife
of Supervisor/LAFCO Commissioner Federal Glover, and by Pete Longmire, a Pitts-
burgh City Council member and past Executive Director of the DMtaainder-
stand thafanis Gloveis somehow affiliategiith the City of Pittsburgput we also
understand that sliea licensed real estate salespersoanvattive practicerhich
includeghe Pittsburg area.

District records reflect thBistrict Board Member J. Vern Cromartie indicated
at that meeting

There is lots of land near Los Medanos Coflsgeather than taking public
land2 ,-P QRW D ELJ IDQ R I2btEaDs® brigd y@»68I@ kdu OD Q G
FDQ-W FODLPRBDFUHLOYDW GRQH LWV JRQHI WKH SX

TheDistrictdid not sell or lease tipgoperty Dr. Tin and Mrs. Glover never
returned to the Board to follow up on the purchase. Instedthwvember 7, 2017,
just two weeks after the Committee meeting at which Dr. Tin, accompanied by Mrs.
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Glover, urged the District &ll him the property, the County adopted a resolution of
application initiating proceedings for the dissolution of the District. Sina®then,

cerns have been raised that the District believes warrant further investigation into the
possible connectidretween Dr. Tin and Supervisor Glover and/or his spouse.

The reason for Mrs. Glover accompanying Dr. Tin at the meeting are presently
unknown to the District, bile Districtis investigating whether she was acting in her
capacity as a real estate salesperson and had a potential economic interest in the trans
action proposed by Dr. Fian economic interest that would be imputed to Supervi-
sor/Commissioner Glover. We reviewed SHUYLVRU &RPPLVVLRQHU *
700 on file with the Fair Political Practices Commission to determine if he had any in-
come fromDr. Tin, but his Form 700 showed no income even thwagmderstand
his wife is a real estate agent.

Further, at the @nmission meeting on September 12, 2018, there was a mo-
tion that a new condition be added to the Resolulibe Condition as set forth in
the revised resolution received this morning provides:

"Should there be any sale, transfer, redevelopment @frbesBittsburg

Health Center facility/propertgr use other than medical, headtlated pur-

poses, any profits, proceeds or new revenues generatsdcdnsale, trans-

fer, redevelopment or reuse shall be directed to healthcare related services/pro-
gramswithin the LMCHD communityu

District representatives who attended the meeting recall that it was Commis-
sioner Glover who secondinis motionthat considered the possibility that the build-
ing that houses the Pittsburg Health Center or the land ar¢thatlig currently
owned by the District) might be sold in the futuBecause the motion itself con-
templates that the land might be sold, and because CommiSsip&isor
*ORYHU:-V ZLIH DSSHDUHG DW D 'LVWULFW ss6tPPLWWI
tion proceedings were initiated by the County, the District is questioning Commis-
sioner* O R Yrhiativey/ for seconding this motion.

The District is currently in the process of attempting to obtain additional infor-
mation. On September 21, 2018, &iDisepresentative made a Public Records Act
"35%py UHTXHVW WR WKH &RXQW\ VHHNLQJ FRSLHV R
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County and Justin Tin since January 1, 2016. By letter dated September 24, 2018,
Timothy M. Ewell, Chief Assistant County Adrraisr, replied to the PRA request

and indicated that a response could be anticipated on or before October 1, 2018.
6XEVHTXHQWO\ RQ 2FWREHU OU (ZHOO HPDLO
LQIRUPHG KLP WKDW EHFD X \inthg\& Yolimihblus Ariiodw/of L Q Y R
VHSDUDWH DQG GLVWLQFW UHFRUGV g WKH &RXQW\
ber 15, 2018. Because the District has not yet begun to receive the documents, and in
order to allow the District a reasonable time to pussingitiry, we ask that the
Commission schedule reconsideration of the resolutions at a meeting not léss than 3
days from todayThese araew or different facts that could not havenlpresented
previously within the meaning of Government Code se68&55

To be clear, the District is not alleging the existence of fraud or a conflict of in-
terest at this time; it simply contends that the circumstances warrant an investigation.
We trust that the appearance of a potential conflict is of equal cortker@aom-
mission. Accordingly, the District requests reconsideratiorresdhgion and a
reasonable time to conduct an independent investigation. We further urge the Com-
mission to make inquiries of its own to preserve the integrity of this process.

Objection to Premature Protest Proceedings

We respectfully request that the protest proceedings which have been noticed
for November 30, 2018 be postponed until after the Comntisdatsnits hearing on
the request for reconsideration as required yahernment Codé&overnment
Code57000 providedAfter adoptioha resolution making determinations by the
Commission pursuant to Part 3 (56650 et seq.), protest proceedings for a change of
organization or reorganization ... shall be taken pursuastgarthEmphasis
added.] Further, Government Code Secti@d@ tates thatthe Commission is to
set the proposal for hearing and give notice within 35 days following the adoption of
the Commission's resolution making determinamhspecifies thahe hearing
cannot be held prior to expiration of the reconsideration pefBm/@arnment Code
Sectiorb6895(b). That sectioates thathe request for reconsideration must be
filed "within 30 days of the adoption of the original or supersedingoasolaiing
determinations."
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Further, we were informed that the Notice of Protest hearing was published on
October 2, 2018. And in particular, that notice stated that:

“The dissolution was approved by LAFCO on September 12, 2018 subject to
various termand conditions agpecified in the LAFCO resolution which is available
online ahttp://contracostalafco.orgju

However, this resolution could not be found on the Contra Costa LAFCO
website. The resolution wihe three additional conditions discussed on September
12, 2018 could not be found there or anywhere until it was provided today to the Dis-
trict. An interested party cannot be expected to lodge a written protest of a resolution
that has not yet been negolublicly available. Therefore, the Notice of Protest was le-
gally deficient at least insofar as it gave notice of a decision that had not yet been fi-
nalized or made public for inspection and consideration.

For the reasons listed abowe respectfullgquest that these protest proceed-
ings be postponed until after the resolution, if any, is adopted following the reconsid-
eration

If you have any questions regarding the above, please do not hesitate to contact
me at 62813 /+3865.

Very truly yours

Elizabeth M. Calciano

cc: President J. Vern CromadiedDistrict BoardViembers
Ilteka Greene, Interim Executive Director



RESOLUTION OF THE CONTRA COSTA LO CAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
DISAPPROVING THE REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION RELATING TO THE
DISSOLUTION OF THE LOS MEDANOS COMMUNITY H EALTHCARE DISTRICT

WHEREAS,on September 12018, the Contra Costd.ocal Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO), after conducting a duly noticed public hearing, adopted Resolution NkBAApproving a Zero
Sphere of Influence for the Los Medanos CommuiH#althcare District (LMCHD)and adopted Resolution
No. 1713B Approving theDissolution of the MCHD subject to various terms and conditions; and

WHEREAS, Government Code section 56895 allows any party to request reconsideration of the
& R P P LV V Laugonh vhalikb\determinations under specified conditions; and

WHEREAS, at the time and in the manner required by law the Executive Qfasemnotice of the
&RPPLVVLRQTY FRQVLGHUDWLRQ RI“WKH SURSRVDO DQG

WHEREAS,a request for reconsideration was fitasdOctober 12, 2018y the Hensley Law Group on
behalf of the LMCHDand

WHEREAS, the requess$ thatthe Commission take one of a number of different actions, each of
ZKLFK ZRXOG HLWKHU UHYHUVH WKH &RPRCMY IoR gb$thon& Hé LV L R
& R P P LV \in&tQ make aecision; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing on the matter of reconsideration was held on November 14t2018
which time, the Executive Officer presented the report for this reconsideration, and the Commassion he
and received all oral and written commeiatiscl

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND DETERMINED by the Contra Costa LAFCO that
the Commission finds and determines that the request for reconsideration s&h fathor differenfacts
that could not hve beerpresented previously to the Commission at the time LAR@de its decision to
dissolve the LMCHD as is required bovernment Code section 568%md the request also did not ask
for any specific modifications to a LAFG&pproved resolutian

The request for reconsideratiorhsrebydisapproved, the previously approved LAFCO resolutions
17-13A and1713B herebyremain in effect, and LAFCO will proceed with thICHD dissolutionprotest
hearing as currently scheduled for November 30, 2018

*okk kK kK RF KKk Kk hk KK KKk KKk ok
PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 4" day ofNovember2018, by the following vote:
AYES:

NOES:

ABSTENTIONS

ABSENT:

MICHAEL R. MCGILL, CHAIR, CONTRA COSTA LAFCO

I hereby certify that this is a correct copla resolution passed and adopted by this Commission on the date stated.

Dated: November 4, 2018

Lou Ann Texeira, Executive Officer



RESOLUTION OF THE CONTRA COSTA LO CAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
DISAPPROVING THE REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION RELATING TO THE
DISSOLUTION OF THE LOS MEDANOS COMMUNITY H EALTHCARE DISTRICT AND
DIRECTING THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER TO CONTINUE THE PROTEST HEARING TO

JANAURY 29, 2019

WHEREAS,on September 12018, the Contra Costd.ocal Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO), after conducting a duly noticed public hearing, adoptesolution No. 1713A approving a Zero
Sphere of Influence for the Los Medanos Community Healthcare District (LMChiid)adopted Resolution
No. 1713B Approving the Dissolution of the LMCHD subject to various terms and conditions; and

WHEREAS, Governmat Code section 56895 allows any party to request reconsideration of the
&RPPLVVLRQYY UHVROXWLRQ PDNLQJ GHWHUPLQDWLRQV XQGHU V¢

WHEREAS, at the time and in the manner required by law the Executive Qfasemnotice of the
CommissRQYY FRQVLGHUDWLRQ RI WKH SURSRVDO DQG

WHEREAS,a request for reconsideration was filed on October 12, Bp1l8e Hensley Law Group on
behalf of the LMCHDand

WHEREAS, the request is that the Commission take one of a number of different actionsydach of
ZRXOG HLWKHU UHYHUVH WKH &RPPLVVLRQTV GHFLVLRQ tiM&0oGLVVR
make adecision; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing on the matter of reconsideration was held on November 14, 2018; and

WHEREAS, the Executiv®fficer presented the report for this reconsideration and public testimony
was considered.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND DETERMINED by the Contra Costa LAFCO at a
public hearing on November 14, 2018 that:

The request does not provide new or different information that could not havprbsented previously
to the Commission at the time LAFQ®@ade its decision to dissolve the LMCH# is required b§overnment
Code section 5689%nd the request also didtrask for any specific modifications to a LAF&pproved
resolution

The request for reconsideratiorhsrebydisapprovedandthe previously approved LAFCO resolutions
17-13A and 1713B shallremain in effect Further, the Commission hereby directs Eheecutive Officer to
continue the protest hearifrgm November 30,2018 to January 29, 2019, the maximum amount of time allowed
under the lawor a continuance of the protest hearing

kkkkkkhkkk*k*k*x *xkkkkkhkkk*k*

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS4" day of November2018, by the following vote:
AYES:

NOES:
ABSTENTIONS
ABSENT:

MICHAEL R. MCGILL, CHAIR, CONTRA COSTA LAFCO
| hereby certify that this is a correct copy of a resolution passed and adopted Ggmhisission on the date stated.
Dated: November 4, 2018

Lou Ann Texeira, Executive Officer



RESOLUTION OF THE CONTRA COSTA LO CAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
APPROVING THE REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION RELATING TO THE
DISSOLUTION OF THE LOS MEDANOS COMMUNITY H EALTHCARE DISTRICT AND
RESCINDING COMMISSION RESOLUTIONS 17 -13A AND 17-13B

WHEREAS,on September 1,2018, the Contra Costd.ocal Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO), after conducting a duly noticed public hearing, adopted Resolution NkBA approving a Zero
Sphere of Influence for the Los Medanos Community Healthcare District (LMCafid)adopted Resolution
No. 1713B Approving theDissolution of the MCHD subject to various terms and conditions; and

WHEREAS, Government Code section 56895 allows any p#otyequest reconsideration of the
&RPPLVVLRQTYYVY UHVROXWLRQ PDNLQJ GHWHUPLQDWLRQV XQGHU V¢

WHEREAS, at the time and in the manner required-by law the Executive Qfaeemnotice of the
&RPPLVVLRQYY FRQVLGHUDWLRQ RI WKH SURSRVDO DQG

WHEREAS,a request for reconsideration was filed on October 12, B918e Hensley Law Group on
behalf of the LMCHDand

WHEREAS, the requess$ thatthe Commission take one of a number of different actions, each of
ZKLFK ZRXOG HLWKHU UHYHUVH WKH &RPRICMY IoR gb$§thon& Hé LV L R
& R P P LV \\lin&tQ make aecision; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing an the matter of reconsidaratas held on November 14, 2018; and

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer presented the report for this reconsideration and public testimony
was considered.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE.IT RESOLVED AND DETERMINED by the Contra Costa LAFCO at
a public hearing on November 14, 2018 that:

The requst for reconsideration is based oew or different information that could not have been
presented previously to the Commigsipursuant to Government Code section 56895

TheCommission has considered the new or different information amddhbest for reconsideration
and finds that the dissolution of the LMCHD should not proceed

The pgeviously approved LAFCO resolutions -13A and 1713B ae herebyrescinded and
supersededh their entiretyby this resolution, and the dissolution proceedings are hereby terminated.

KAk KAk KKk kk Kk kA Kk Kk kK k*k
PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS4" day ofNovember2018, by thefollowing vote:
AYES:

NOES:

ABSTENTIONS

ABSENT:

MICHAEL R. MCGILL, CHAIR, CONTRA COSTA LAFCO

| hereby certify that this is a correct copy of a resolution passed and adopted by this Commission on the date stated

Dated: November 4, 2018

Lou Ann Texeira, Executive Officer
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