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as they pertain to the South Santa Rosa Specific Plan, the Todd Creek pipeline project
potential annexation and whether Moorland is justified to be tagged into any Todd Creek
annexation

In many public policy processes a simple flow chart preference determines a lot of what
follows. Do decision makers want it or not? In the case of LAFCO DUC policy and a possible
tagging on of Moorland to the South Santa Rosa Specific Plan, Todd Creek pipeline project
potential annexation, | see a burgeoning tide of yes for Todd Creek and a definite tide of no for
Moorland.

What happens is that the decision is essentially made up front and then evidence, data, merits
are all shoe-horned to fit the desired outcome. This all happens within a formal dance of
public policy procedure. This is politics.

If this were a science process, the implicit decide-up-front method based on interests and
biases couldn't stand. However, local government best practices training does emphasize that
decision makers are supposed to appear to be fair in how they weigh the basis for their
decisions. I'd like to ask the LAFCO staff and Board to make the strongest case possible for all
options re: DUC data, contiguity, communities of interest, SB 244 etc. Look at each alternative
as if you were trying to prove it as best you could and then weigh the merits based on the
strongest case for each competing desired outcome.

My bias is that I’d like to see Moorland annexed along with the Todd Creek area, if that ever
happens. If | was on the LAFCO Board and | could decide yes or no that Moorland is a DUC and
is contiguous to adjacent, common communities of interest, | would be looking for ways to
make that finding. The following comment represents a beginning foray into my making that
case to the LAFCO Board and staff.

As far as | can tell, the fiscal aspects of annexation are not part of any formal criteria to define
a DUC. However, to date, cost issues appear to have been conflated as a legit criteria for DUC
determination. The cost of annexing too much or too little is a different question than if an
area qualifies as a DUC or not. Cost consideration should legitimately come in at a later stage
but not at the DUC definition stage.
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What and how much to annex does have valid financial considerations but these | believe are
supposed to be held separate from LAFCO DUC determination so as to not be influenced by
cherry picking considerations that are based on money and finances. Cherry picking is also
based on considerations that further systemic segregation.

With the potential Todd Creek pipeline annexation in the South Santa Rosa Specific Plan, it
looks to me that cost issues are being inappropriately mixed-in up front to justify cutting
Moorland out of any Todd Creek annexation.

Defining a DUC has certain determinative parameters, none of which do | see have annexation
cost issues associated with them. Cost and data issues appear to be influencing the LAFCO
Board’s call on whether Moorland qualifies as a DUC, and whether 101 is a separator.

Given the known issue of annexation cherry picking and state laws made to prevent it, it's
reasonable to look for and suspect possible cherrypicking pretexts in any DUC policy decision
making process. The potential Todd Creek annexation and leaving Moorland out at least has
the appearance of a cherrypicking situation, even as Moorland meets many if not all of the SB-
244 DUC criteria as being an SB 244 community of interest.

SB 244 Al Summary

“Under SB 244 (2011), a Disadvantaged Unincorporated Community (DUC) is a specific type of
community of interest that Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs) in California are
legally required to identify, map, and plan for, particularly regarding water, wastewater, and
structural fire protection services. These communities are often overlooked, low-income areas
on the fringe of, or surrounded by, cities that suffer from inadequate infrastructure.

Key Definitions for a DUC

To be considered a DUC under SB 244, an area must meet three main criteria:
e Location: It must be an "island," "fringe," or "legacy" unincorporated community (see
below).
e Size/Inhabitation: It must be an inhabited area (12 or more registered voters) containing
10 or more dwelling units, generally adjacent or in close proximity to one another.
e Income Level: It must have a median household income (MHI) that is 80 percent or less
of the statewide annual median household income.

Specific Types of DUCs
e Unincorporated Island Community: A community completely surrounded by one or
more cities, a county boundary, or the Pacific Ocean.
e Unincorporated Fringe Community: An area located within a city's sphere of influence
(SOl).



e Unincorporated Legacy Community: A geographically isolated community, inhabited
and located outside a city’s SOI, that has existed for at least 50 years.

LAFCO Roles and Responsibilities
SB 244, codified in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act, dictates that LAFCOs must:

e |dentify and Map DUCs: LAFCOs maintain maps of DUCs, often utilizing data from the
American Community Survey (ACS).

e Annexation Restrictions: LAFCO is prohibited from approving a city annexation of more
than 10 acres if a DUC is contiguous to the area, unless a "companion" application to
annex the DUC is also filed, or the residents have not submitted written opposition.

e Review Municipal Services: When updating a City's Sphere of Influence (SOI) or
reviewing municipal services, LAFCO must consider the service needs (water, sewer,
fire) of any DUCs located within that sphere.

Purpose of SB 244 Communities

The primary purpose is to address regional inequity and the "distinct lack of public and private
investment" in these areas. By designating these as communities of interest, LAFCOs ensure
that planning and future annexation efforts bring necessary services (sewer, water, and fire
protection) to these neighborhoods, improving public health and safety.”

Common community of interest?

Is there a common community of interest from the Todd Creek annexation area to Moorland
and this community could be seen as contiguous? Yes, there must be, otherwise the Moorland
DUC data and contiguity issues would not be under question. This is not a closed case
situation. A valid door appears to be open to decide and make findings that would define
Moorland as DUC and as contiguous, if the Board were to vote that way.

DUC data

If Moorland is an SB 535 EJ community in the SoCo General Plan and by state data, and has
not been removed, is that enough to say yes, Moorland has DUC-level MHI? If as Mark said,
the DUC data don’t change that much from year to year, why not use a previous ACS survey
that does have data? If yes, we know that the Trump Census intentionally undercounted
BIPOC DUCs with the intent of screwing them just like is happening now with the lack of data
on Moorland, can we get some consideration for that? Facts on the ground don’t stop being
facts just because we have a cohort that doesn't want to see them and weights government
data against any DEI/ BIPOC interests. If we are in a deep blue area, we then male our public
policy based on Trump-biased data? What does the immediate pre-Trump Census ACS data
say for Mooreland MHI?



DUC contiguity

If Moorland has DUC-level MHI then contiguity is the only remaining issue for the status of any
future Todd Creek annexation. Since there is no KMac annexation application now, why is it
necessary to decide if Moorland is contiguous now and if Hwy 101 separates that contiguity?

The Todd Creek pipeline annexation area abuts a severely disadvantaged unincorporated
community:

BG 1, Tract 1514.05, (Santa Rosa Mobile estates on East Robles)

Pop. 2.370, median age 31.1, 839 households, 2.8 persons per household
52% Latino, 31% white, 4% Black, 9% Asian, 4% two

MHI $56,777 (SDUC level/ severely disadvantaged)

88% renter, 29% female head of household

75% multi-unit, 14% MH, 9% single unit, 2% RV

The above Santa Rosa Mobile Estates Block Group abuts Block Group 2 of Tract 1514.05,
which is a DUC as well:

Tract 1514.05 BG2, Santa Rosa Ave. in-city frontage, northern part of Alternative 1 mixed
use area

pop. 3,252, median age 32.3, 982 households, 3.3 per household
50% Latino, 39% white, 7% Black, 2% Asian, 1% two

MHI $66,865 (this whole Block Group is DUC-level)

48% renter, 14% female head of household

38% mobile home, 34% single unit, 28% multi-unit

$153,800 median value owner occupied unit

The above Block Group abuts the north Moorland Ave residential area that was and now looks
like a DUC.

Tract 1532.02 BG2, northern Moorland Ave. residential area, an SB 535 EJ Community
pop 1,733, median age 29, 509 households, 3.4 persons per household
82% Hispanic, 9% Asian, 4% white, 5% two

58% male
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MHI data lacking, however MHI charts show the Block Group is 57.6% DUC based, on low 2021
sample

$22,996 per capita income
61% renter, 20% female head of household
53% multi-unit/ 47% single unit

Median value of owner-occupied home $645,700

In the above three objectively physically contiguous Block Groups, Latino ethnicity (protected
class), low-income, renter, female head of household, and mobile home residence are
characteristics of a, or of multiple unified communities of interest, that shows a "distinct lack
of public and private investment."

Is Hwy 101 a hard separator of this community of interest? What is a community?

If as the LAFCO counsel said, the Board does not get to define a community, then the
definition reverts to SB-244 technical criteria about MHI, location, infrastructure status etc.,,
and to this Moorland clearly qualifies by the smell test at least (showing that there is basis to
makes strong case) and that the path of the Board to kill a Moorland annexation as part of the
Todd Creek annexation is to say Hwy 101 is a hard separator, even as cost issues have been
conflated in that are not germane to defining a DUC, and that the Board could legitimately
decide that 101 was not a barrier; it’s a subjective decision with a lot riding on it.

Does “community” ride upon member’s sense of identification with it or can a set of common
interests also make a community?. For example, | live in a mobile home park and have DAC-
level income, am | a mobile home community member because of my housing type and
income level? Could Moorland be the same community as Block Groups east of the freeway,
all in aggregate contiguous to the potential Todd Creek pipeline annexation area because of
ethnicity, income, female head of household, renter status, and housing type?

SB 244 factors
Moorland is inhabited, it is fringe, is legacy Latino by 30-40 years, and has infrastructure
under-investment issues.

Is Hwy 101 a separator? Al overview

Yes, a highway that physically divides poor communities from a municipality can be used as a
justification to not annex that area, often functioning as a tool for segregation or a practical
barrier to service delivery. While often framed in planning terms as a "natural" boundary or a



"logical" stopping point for city services, such barriers have historically been used to isolate
lower-income neighborhoods, particularly communities of color, from access to better
resources and representation.

Justifications Based on Highway Barriers:

e Service Delivery Challenges: Municipalities may argue that a major highway creates a
physical severance, making it difficult or costly to extend city services like water,
sewage, public transit, or police/fire protection to the separated area.

e Logical Boundary Definition: Planners often use major transportation infrastructure as
rigid, logical boundaries for city growth, separating developed areas from those deemed
"separate" or "external".

e Financial Disinvestment: Historically, cities have targeted low-income communities
already facing disinvestment for such barriers, using them to justify continued exclusion
from municipal benefits and political representation.

e Segregationist Tools: Highways were, in many cases, designed as "moats" and
"concrete parapets" to separate wealthier, whiter communities from poorer
communities of color, acting as a deliberate, permanent physical separation.

Opposing Perspectives & Policy Trends:

e Restorative Justice: Current urban planning efforts and federal programs aim to bridge
these barriers through "reconnecting communities" initiatives, arguing that historical
exclusion should be repaired rather than reinforced.

e Community Severance: Researchers acknowledge this as "community severance,"
where infrastructure breaks down social bonds and reduces access to opportunities,
advocating for mitigation rather than using it as a reason for exclusion.

e Annexation Consequences: Non-annexation often leaves the community in an
unincorporated "county island," subjecting them to lower levels of service, poor
infrastructure, and lack of voice in city politics, while still enduring the noise and
pollution of the highway.

If the Board could legally say Hwy 101 is a separator and it could also legally say it was not a
separator of a common community of interest, then it will be incumbent on Board members
to explain why they see a community or not, as they have part-ways done at the February
2026 LAFCO meeting. | see there is still room for the debate and | offer these about comments
and points for the Board’s and staff’s consideration.



"We don't know where we're going but we have to stick together in case somebody gets there."
Ken Kesey
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