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BACKGROUND 
 
A request to transfer territory from Union School District (USD) and Campbell Union High 
School District (CUHSD) to Los Gatos Union School District (LGUSD) and Los Gatos-Saratoga 
Joint Union High School District (LGSJUHSD) has been presented to the Santa Clara County 
Committee on School District Organization (County Committee).  See Appendix A for a copy of 
the request. 
 
The territory proposed for transfer includes 59 parcels located in the Alta Vista neighborhood of 
Los Gatos.  A list of the addresses, parcel numbers, and maps of the territory proposed for 
transfer can be found in Appendix B. 
 
The request to transfer territory was submitted to the Santa Clara County Superintendent of 
Schools on February 6, 2015.  The petition was subsequently transmitted to the County 
Committee and State Board of Education on February 11, 2015 (see Appendix C).  The public 
hearings of the petitions mandated by Education Code Section 35705 were held on March 31, 
2015 and April 21, 2015.  Appendix D contains a copy of the notices of the public hearings, 
description of petition, and minutes from the hearings.   
 
The transfer request is based on children’s safety, community identity, geographic isolation, 
and the precedent of surrounding neighborhoods along Shannon Road included in the Los 
Gatos school districts. 
 
Each of the affected school districts is opposed to the transfer request.  Appendix E contains a 
copy of each district’s resolution and letters of opposition from LGUSD and LGSJUHSD. 
 
The County Committee has 120 days from the first public hearing (July 31, 2015) to approve or 
disapprove the petition.  (Ed. Code § 35706).  In making its decision, the County Committee 
must determine whether the following conditions regarding the petition are substantially met 
(Ed. Code § 35709,35710): 
 
1. The reorganized districts will be adequate in terms of number of pupils enrolled. 
2. The districts are each organized on the basis of a substantial community identity. 
3. The proposal will result in an equitable division of property and facilities of the original 

district or districts. 
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4. The reorganization of the districts will preserve each affected district’s ability to educate 

students in an integrated environment and will not promote racial or ethnic discrimination 
or segregation. 

5. Any increase in costs to the state as a result of the proposed reorganization will be 
insignificant and otherwise incidental to the reorganization. 

6. The proposed reorganization will continue to promote sound education performance and 
will not significantly disrupt the educational programs in the districts affected by the 
proposed reorganization. 

7. Any increase in school facilities costs as a result of the proposed reorganization will be 
insignificant and otherwise incidental to the reorganization. 

8. The proposed reorganization is primarily designed for purposes other than to significantly 
increase property values. 

9. The proposed reorganization will continue to promote sound fiscal management and not 
cause a substantial negative effect on the fiscal status of the proposed district or any 
existing district affected by the proposed reorganization. 

10. Any other criteria as the board may, by regulation, prescribe. 
 
Petitioners and/or affected school districts may appeal to the State Board of Education the 
decision of the County Committee (Education Code section 35710.5).  Petitioners have five days 
and school districts have 30 days to notify the County Committee of intent to appeal.  Within 15 
days of this notification, appellants must file a statement of reasons and factual evidence 
supporting the appeal.  The County Office of Education will transmit the appeal to the State 
Board of Education along with a complete administrative record of the proceedings.  
 
The study team for this feasibility report is comprised of Suzanne Carrig of the Office of the 
Superintendent, Santa Clara County Office of Education.   
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1.0 CRITERION 1 
 
 California Education Code Section 35753 (a)(1) – The reorganized districts will be 

adequate in terms of number of pupils enrolled. 
 
This topic is governed by Title 5, California Code of Regulations, Section 18753 (a), which 
states that each of the affected school districts shall have the following projected 
enrollment on the date the proposal become effective: 

 
Elementary District   901   
High School District    301  
Unified District  1,501  

 
Current student enrollments (taken from the 2014-2015 California Basic Educational 
Data System (CBEDS) reports) for each of the four affected school districts are listed in 
Table 1. 
 

Table 1 – 2014-2015 CBEDS Enrollments of Affected School Districts 
School District 

 
Enrollment 

USD 5,533 
CUHSD 7,453 
LGUSD 3,320 
LGSJUHSD 3,302 

 
A total of 11 public school students currently reside in the territory proposed for 
transfer; six in USD and 5 in the CUHSD.   
 
Based on the current enrollment of the affected districts, each district would have the 
required enrollment if the proposal were approved. 

   
The study team recommends that Criterion 1 is met. 
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2.0 CRITERION 2 
 

California Education Code Section 35753 (a)(2) - The districts are each organized on 
the basis of a substantial community identity. 
 
The California Code of Regulations (CCR) § 18753 (a)(2) suggest using the following 
criteria to determine whether a district is organized on the basis of substantial 
community identity: 
(a) Isolation; 
(b) Geography; 
(c) Distance between social centers; 
(d) Distance between school centers; 
(e) Topography; 
(f) Weather; and 
(g) Community, school, and social ties, and other circumstances peculiar to the area. 

 
A. Isolation 
The 59 parcels proposed for transfer are located in the southern portion of USD in the 
hills off of Shannon Road.  The area proposed for transfer has one entry/exit via Santa 
Rosa Drive to Shannon Road.  There is no direct driving access from the territory 
proposed for transfer to USD and CUHSD schools due to the placement of a fire gate at 
Harwood Road.  Travel to USD and CUHSD must be done by driving through LGUSD and 
LGSJUHSD.  There are no alternate driving routes from the area proposed for transfer to 
USD and CUHSD due to the placement of a gate and fire road on Harwood Road.  
Harwood Road, at one time, provided direct driving access to USD and CUHSD.  Figure 1 
shows the transfer area (within the read oval) and roads in the surrounding area.   

 
Figure 1. Overview of Transfer Area 

 

A 

B 

C 
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In Figure 1, the box labeled A marks the location of the fire gate at Harwood Road; 
Figures 2a and 2b are images of the fire gate from both ends of the road. 

 
2a.  Harwood Road Fire Gate  

 
 
2b.  Harwood Road Fire Gate and Road 
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The box labeled B in Figure 1 is not a through road, Figure 2c is a photo of the road 
which indicates that there are no motor vehicles allowed. 
 
2c.  Madera Court 

 
Photographs were taken by County Committee staff Suzanne Carrig on June 3, 2015. 
 
Figure 1, box C indicates the entrance and exit point from the area proposed for 
transfer.  This entry/exit point is within LGUSD and LGSJUHSD.  The area can be 
considered isolated from CUSD and CUHSD due to the single entry point in which 
residents must travel through LGUSD and LGSJUHSD in order to get to schools in CUSD 
and CUHSD.  Additionally, there is no direct access from area to CUSD and CUHSD as the 
map and photos indicate.   

 
B. Geography 
The area proposed for transfer is located in hilly terrain where access to the 
neighborhood is via a steep and winding road.  However, there are no significant 
geographical distinctions between any of the affected school districts that would impact 
this request.  

 
 C.  Distance from Social Centers 

There are several social centers, retail establishments and grocery stores within 
reasonable driving distance of the property proposed for transfer.  Residents of the area 
are most likely to drive to the social centers and retail centers that best fit their needs.  
Therefore, due to personal preferences the significance of distance is diminished since 
residents will choose shopping and social centers that best meet their needs. 
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D.  Distance from School Centers 
The travel distances and times to each of the schools in the affected districts is similar.  
Any differences in these travel distances and times do not meet the Santa Clara County 
Committee’s definition of extreme hardship (an extreme hardship, under commute 
duration, exists if the length of time to travel between the territory proposed for 
transfer and the closest school district of residence exceeds the length of time to travel 
to the desired school district by 20 minutes or more - see Appendix F).   
 
It is unlikely students in the area proposed for transfer would walk or ride their bikes to 
schools in any of the affected districts due to topography of the area and the lack of 
sidewalks and conditions on Shannon Road and Hicks Road.   

 
Table 2 – Distance and Time to School Centers  

Schools Distance 
(Miles) 

Time 
(Minutes) 

Elementary Schools   
Noddin (USD) 2.5 10 

Blossom Hill (LGUSD) 2.5 6  
Lexington (LGUSD) 7.0 16 

Middle Schools   
Union (USD) 3.7 12 

Fisher  (LGUSD) 2.7 8 
High Schools   

Leigh (CUHSD) 4.1 14 
Los Gatos (LGSJUHSD) 3.7 12 

Direction source:  Google Maps, February 3, 2015.   Starting point beginning at the intersection of Shannon 
Road and Santa Rosa Drive.  Travel done by COE staff on June 3, 2015. 

 
E.  Topography 
The affected districts each share a similar topography. 
 
F.  Weather 
Weather is the same throughout and is therefore not a factor. 

 
G.  Community, School, and Social Ties and other Circumstances 
Petitioners have stated in their transfer request and at the public hearings that they 
have a strong community identity with the town of Los Gatos.  Petitioners state that the 
single entrance and exit through the town of Los Gatos has created a sense of 
community identity more with the Los Gatos community than with the Campbell 
community.  Residents in the area are associated with numerous community-based 
activities in Los Gatos as well as business activities.  

 
The study team recommends that Criterion 2 is met. 
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3.0 CRITERION 3 
 

California Education Code Section 35753 (a)(3) - The proposal will result in an 
equitable division of property and facilities of the original district or districts. 
 
There is no real property located in the territory proposed for transfer therefore no such 
property will be divided.   
 
General Obligation Bonds  
The territory proposed for transfer will drop any liability for outstanding bonded 
indebtedness of the district(s) of which it was formerly a part and assume its 
proportionate share of the outstanding bonded indebtedness of the districts(s) of which 
it becomes a part.  (Education Code Section 35575) 
 
Table 3.  General Obligation Bonds by School District 

District Bond 
 (in millions) 

Date Approved 

USD $125 June, 2014 
CUHSD $90 November, 2006 
LGUSD $30.9 June, 2010 
LGSJUHSD $99 June, 2014 

 
 
Property Tax Revenue 
Provisions for the exchange of property tax revenue are set forth in Revenue and 
Taxation Code Section 99(i).   
 
The current property tax revenue for the territory proposed for reorganization is 
approximately $1.3 million dollars.  If the transfer of territory is approved, LGUSD and 
LGSJUHSD would gain the property tax revenue of the territory proposed for transfer 
and USD and CUHSD would lose the property tax revenue.  

 
There would be no division of any property, funds or obligations, and current law would 
provide for shifts in responsibility of existing bonded indebtedness, if the territory was 
approved for transfer. 
 
The study team recommends that Criterion 3 is met. 
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4.0 CRITERION 4 
 

California Education Code Section 35753 (a)(4) – The reorganization of the districts will 
preserve each affected district’s ability to educate students in an integrated 
environment and will not promote racial or ethnic discrimination or segregation. 
 
School districts have a constitutional obligation to prevent racial and ethnic segregation 
and to alleviate the harmful effects of segregation.  As such, any school district 
reorganization should not isolate minority students and deprive all students of an 
integrated educational experience. 
 
The information on racial/ethnic groups in the affected districts is taken from the 2014-
2015 California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS) report.  The racial/ethnic group 
categories used by CBEDS are: 
 
• American Indian or Alaskan Native - A person having origins in any of the original 

peoples of North America and who maintain cultural identification through tribal 
affiliation of community recognition. 

 
• Asian - A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 

Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent. 
 
• Pacific Islander - A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the 

Polynesian, Micronesian, or Melanesian Islands. 
 
• Filipino - A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Philippine 

Islands. 
 

• Hispanic - A person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or 
other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. 

 
• Black - Not of Hispanic origin, a non-Hispanic person having origins in any of the 

black racial groups of Africa. 
 
• White - Not of Hispanic origin, a non-Hispanic person having origins in any of the 

original peoples of Europe, North Africa, or the Middle East. 
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Tables 4 and 5 depict the number of students and the percentage of students in each of the 
racial/ethnic groups in the four affected school districts. 
 
Table 4 - Race/Ethnicity of Students in Affected Districts by Number 
 American 

Indian 
Asian Pacific 

Islander 
Filipino Hispanic  Black Mult./No 

Response 
White 

USD 12 918 23 41 947 70 602 2,795 
CUHSD 18 852 40 165 2,572 216 512 2,978 
LGUSD 23 373 9 9 214 19 351 2,263 
LGSJUHSD 3 971 8 13 230 9 292 1,735 
 
Table 5 - Race/Ethnicity of Students in Affected Districts by Percentage  
 American 

Indian 
Asian Pacific 

Islander 
Filipino Hispanic  Black Mult./No 

Response 
White 

USD 0.2 17.0 0.4 0.8 17.5 1.3 11.1 51.7 
CUHSD 0.2 11.6 0.5 2.2 35.0 2.9 7.0 40.5 
LGUSD 0.7 11.4 0.3 0.3 6.6 0.6 10.8 69.4 
LGSJUHSD 0.1 29.8 0.2 0.4 7.1 0.3 9.0 53.2 
 
There are currently 11 public school students residing in the area proposed for transfer.  If the 
proposed territory transfer were approved, there would be no effect on the racial/ethnic 
balance of the affected districts by the proposed transfer.  The potential number of students 
who could live within the area to be transferred would not significantly impact the racial/ethnic 
balance of the affected school districts. 
 
The study team recommends that Criterion 4 is met. 
 
 
5.0 CRITERION 5 
 

California Education Code Section 35753 (a)(5) – Any increase in costs to the state as a 
result of the proposed reorganization will be insignificant and otherwise incidental to 
the reorganization. 
 
The State Board of Education has not adopted a regulation to implement this criterion.  
However, the School District Organization Handbook, 2006 edition, published by the 
State Department of Education, suggests that the following factors be considered in 
analyzing whether the proposal will increase state costs: 

 
 a. Whether implementation of the proposal would change one or more of the 

affected districts’ basic aid status. 
 b. Additional state costs for school facilities. 
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 c. Other state special or categorical aid programs and any increased state costs if 

students transferring would qualify in the gaining district and not in the losing 
district. 

 d. The additional costs to the state if costs per student for special or categorical 
programs are higher in the gaining district. 

 e. The effect on the districts’ home-to-school and special education transportation 
costs and state reimbursements. 

f. Increased costs resulting from additional schools becoming eligible for 
“necessary small school” funding pursuant to Sections 42280 through 42289.”   
 

 
With the introduction of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) legislation the 
revenue limit funding formula was eliminated.  Under the new funding formula, districts 
receive a uniform dollar amount per grade level, known as the base grant.  In addition to 
the base grant, districts may receive additional funds depending on the number of high-
needs students in the district.  High-needs students include students who are low-
income, English learners, and foster youth students.  Based on the number of high-
needs students, a district can receive an additional 20 percent of the base grant; this is 
the supplemental grant.  The concentration grant is added on when a district has 55 
percent or more of high-needs students enrolled in the district. 
 
Currently, none of the affected school districts meets the concentration percentage of 
high-needs students (55%), USD has 20.62%, CUHSD 26%, LGUSD 5.86%, and LGSJUHSD 
3.18% (source:  California Department of Education, School Fiscal Services Division, LCFF 
Funding Snapshot, June, 2015).  However, both USD and CUHSD received supplemental 
grant funds. 

  
Cost Factors 

 
1. Whether the implementation of the proposal would change one or more of 

the affected districts’ basic aid status. 
 

The territory proposed for transfer has an assessed valuation of approximately $109 
million generating total tax revenues of approximately $1.3 million.  Each of the affected 
school districts, with the exception of USD, is a basic aid school district.   
CUHSD is in basic aid status by $10 million therefore the loss of tax revenues to CUHSD 
would not affect their basic aid status if the transfer were to be approved. 
 
2. Additional state costs for school facilities. 
 
The proposed reorganization, if approved would not create an additional cost to the 
state for school facilities.   
 
 

http://edsource.org/publications/local-control-funding-formula-guide#1
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3. Other state special or categorical aid programs and any increased state costs if 

students transferring would qualify in the gaining district and not in the losing 
district. 

 
Under the new Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) legislation most categorical 
program funding streams were eliminated.   The LCFF target amount districts now 
receive are by grade span and include base, supplemental, and concentration grants, 
with add-ons for the former Home-to-School Transportation and Targeted Instructional  
Improvement Block Grant Programs.  Funds would shift to the district receiving the 
students. 
 
4. The additional costs to the state in costs per student for special or categorical 

programs are higher in the gaining district. 
 
This does not apply in the current system of school funding.  The LCFF funding model 
has eliminated most categorical funding streams.  Funding for districts is uniform for 
school district by grade span and additional funding for districts is based on percentage 
of high-needs students in the district. 

 
5. The effect on the districts home-to-school special education transportation 

costs and state reimbursements. 
 
There are currently no special education students in the area proposed for transfer 
therefore there would be no effect on special education transportation.   
 
6. Increased costs resulting from additional schools becoming eligible for 

“necessary small school funding…” 
 
All of the schools in the affected school districts are within 15 miles of other schools.  
The transfer of territory will not result in the creation of additional necessary small 
schools nor will it relegate existing schools to necessary small school status. 

 
 
The study team recommends that Criterion 5 is met. 
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6.0 CRITERION 6 
 

California Education Code Section 35753 (a)(6) - The proposed reorganization will 
continue to promote sound education performance and will not significantly disrupt 
the educational programs in the districts affected by the proposed reorganization. 

 
California Code of Regulations, Title 5, Section 18573 (a)(5) states that the proposal or 
petition shall not significantly adversely affect the educational programs of districts 
affected by the proposal or petition.  In analyzing the proposal or petition, the California 
Department of Education (Santa Clara County Office of Education for purposes of this 
study) shall describe the districtwide programs and the school site programs in schools 
not a part of the proposal or petition that will be adversely affected by the proposal or 
petition. 

 
Each of the affected districts currently provides sound educational programs for their 
students and the transfer, if approved, is not expected to significantly impact the quality 
of the education provided in any of the districts. 
 
In the short term, both LGUSD and LGSJUHSD would likely be able to place the current 
11 students (6 elementary, 5 high school) in classrooms in the districts; however, LGUSD 
would likely not be able to place the students in the neighborhood school, Blossom Hill 
Elementary.   
 
The impact of the reorganization in the long term due to the potential increase of 
students would likely compound the problem of overcrowding for LGUSD and 
LGSJUHSD.  District representatives and parents from both LGUSD and LGSJUHSD have 
stated in the public hearings that classrooms are full, students in some cases are not 
able to attend neighborhood schools, and some are required to attend Lexington 
Elementary rather than their neighborhood school. 
 

 Table 6.  Ten Year Enrollment History of Affected School Districts 
School Year USD CUHSD LGUSD LGSJUHSD 

05-06 4,413 7,721 2,628 3,090 
06-07 4,421 7,779 2,587 3,155 
07-08 4,510 7,838 2,706 3,164 
08-09 4,576 7,746 2,828 3,178 
09-10 4,737 7,791 2,930 3,169 
10-11 4,769 7,581 3,031 3,153 
11-12 5,029 7,408 3,106 3,246 
12-13 5,298 7,417 3,188 3,232 
13-14 5,408 7,353 3,261 3,261 
14-15 5,533 7,453 3,320 3,302 

Source:  California Department of Education, Dataquest http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/, July 1, 2015. 

http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/
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Enrollment in both LGUSD and LGSJUHSD has increased each year since 2006-07.  In 
addition, enrollment for both districts is projected to increase over time.  In its Notice of 
Written Findings for Overcrowding, April 17, 2015 provided to the Town of Los Gatos, 
the LGUSD states that the district’s facilities are overcrowded “to the point that they are 
affecting teaching and learning in the 21st century.”  Additionally, the district makes the 
following claim: 
 

“We have limited classroom facility space for science labs, literacy centers,  
music and art classrooms – and even when we adjust and make due with 
 what we have – our cafeterias and multipurpose rooms are not right-sized  
for the number of students enrolled at each school.” (pg. 6) 

 
At the public hearings on April 21, 2015, Superintendent Mistele stated that teachers at 
LGSJUHSD have to share classroom space due to capacity issues.  Additional information 
provided by the district (via email on May 7, 2015) states that 42 teachers at LGHS share 
classroom space. 

 
Although the issue of overcrowding in LGUSD and LGSJUHSD currently exists, this 
particular criterion states that the proposed reorganization will continue to promote 
sound educational performance and will not significantly disrupt the educational 
programs of the districts affected.  It is the opinion of this study team that the approval 
of the transfer will not impact the quality of the education programs offered at the 
affected school district but would compound the issue of overcrowding and disrupt the 
educational programs of both LGUSD and LGSJUHSD.  
  
The study team recommends that Criterion 6 is not met. 

 
7.0 CRITERION 7 
 

California Education Code Section 35753 (a)(7) – Any increase in school facilities costs 
as a result of the proposed reorganization will be insignificant and otherwise 
incidental to the reorganization. 

 
No regulations have been adopted under this criterion; however, according to the CDE's 
School District Organization Handbook, the discussion should provide a concise analysis 
of the availability of school facilities to house the pupils in the portion of the district 
being reorganized.   
 
The Handbook provides that, in the case of a territory transfer, the study “should 
address whether the school district receiving the new students has adequate facilities to 
house them.  If new facilities are required, the study should address how facilities will be 
funded” (CDE School District Organization Handbook, 89). 
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In addition, the Handbook recommends that the following areas should also be 
addressed: 
 
a. Local bonding capacity.  It should be determined whether the territory transfer 

reduces the assessed valuation of a district to a point where the bonding capacity 
might be impaired. 

 
b. Developer fees.  An analysis should be made of how income from developer fees 

might be affected.  Whether developer fees have already been paid, whether they 
have increased or decreased because of the district losing or gaining the territory, 
and the impacts of the territory transfer should be determined. 

 
c. School property.  If there is school property in the area to be transferred, the impact 

on each district should be determined.  If a school is to be transferred, it should be 
determined how the district losing the school will compensate for the loss of the 
facilities.  If school sites are involved, it should be determined how each district’s 
facility plan will be affected. 

 
d. School capacity.  The analysis should take into consideration whether the schools 

are operating on traditional, single, or multi-track schedules. 
 

e. Condition of existing facilities.  The analysis should distinguish between permanent 
and portable buildings, the age of the facilities, whether they have been well or 
poorly maintained or modernized, whether they have had technological upgrades, 
and the conditions of the mechanical systems on the school site (e.g. HVAC). 

 
f. State School Facilities Program.  It should be determined how the loss and gain of 

pupils will affect school districts’ eligibility for state building funding. 
 

Bonding Capacity   
The bonding capacity of a school district is determined by the total assessed valuation of 
the district; for an elementary and high school district the bonding capacity is 1.25% of 
the total assessed value and for a unified district it is 2.5% of the total assessed value.  
The current total bonding capacity of the affected school districts is illustrated in Tables 
7 and 8. 
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Table 7.  Current Bonding Capacity for Affected School Districts  
 USD CUHSD LGUSD LGSJUHSD 
1. Total assessed 

valuation secured 
and unsecured 

$7,645,103,294 $37,247,318,596 
 

$9,786,571,363 $20,543,864,061 

2. Applicable 
percentage bond 
debt 

1.25% 1.25% 
 

1.25% 
 

1.25% 

3. Bonding capacity 
[1]x[2] $95,563,791 $465,591,482 $122,332,142 256,798,301 

4. Outstanding 
bonded 
indebtedness 

$91,809,422 $146,910,000 
 

$98,870,000 
 

$80,170,000 

5. Available bonding 
capacity [3]-[4] $3,754,370 $318,681,482 $23,462,142 $176,628,301 

Source: Santa Clara County, Finance Agency Controller-Treasurer - Property Tax Division, June 2015. 
 
Table 8.  Bonding Capacity for Affected Districts if Transfer Approved 
 USD CUHSD LGUSD LGSJUHSD 
1. Total assessed 

valuation secured 
and unsecured 

$7,535,719,304 $37,137,934,606 
 

$9,895,955,353  
 

 
$20,653,248,051  

 
2. Applicable 

percentage bond 
debt 

1.25% 1.25% 
 

1.25% 
 

1.25% 

3. Bonding capacity 
([1]x[2]) $94,196,491 $464,224,182 $123,699,442 $258,165,601 

4. Outstanding 
bonded 
indebtedness 

$91,809,422 $146,910,000 
 

$98,870,000 
 

$80,170,000 

5. Available bonding 
capacity [3]-[4] $2,387,069 $317,314,182 $24,829,442 $177,995,601 

Source: Santa Clara County, Finance Agency Controller-Treasurer - Property Tax Division and County Assessor,  
June 2015. 
 

Pursuant to Education Code Section 35575, if the transfer of territory were to be 
approved, LGUSD and LGSJUHSD would see an increase in available bonding capacity; 
LGUSD would increase to approximately $24.8 million and LGSJUHSD to $178 million.  
USD and CUHSD would see a decrease in available bonding capacity to $2.4 million and 
$317 million respectively.  If the transfer were approved, the proportionate share of 
outstanding bonded indebtedness from USD and CUHSD would not transfer to LGUSD 
and LGSJUHSD; rather, the remaining portion of USD and CUHSD would be responsible 
for the outstanding bonded indebtedness but with a diminished tax base. 
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Developer Fees 
The developer fees for each of the affected districts are listed in Table 9.  The fees levied 
by each district are per square feet. 
 
           Table 9.  Developer Fees for Affected Districts   

District Residential Commercial 
USD $2.24 $0.36 
CUHSD $1.01 $0.141/$0.162 
LGUSD $3.20 $0.51 
LGSJUHSD* $3.36 $0.54 

           *Fees effective July 11, 2015 
 
There is little development activity within the territory proposed for transfer and the 
number of parcels is small compared to the total number of parcels in USD and CUHSD, 
therefore the impact on developer fees for USD and CUHSD would not be significant. 
 
School Property      
The territory proposed to be transferred does not contain any school facilities.   
 
School Capacity 
Currently there are 11 public school students residing in the area proposed for transfer.  
The student generation rate for LGUSD is 0.386 and for LGSJUHSD is .208.  Using these 
student generation rates for the area proposed for transfer, there is a potential for 23 
elementary students and 12 high school students. 
 
USD currently has 6 students in the area proposed for transfer and CUHSD has 5: 
 
Kindergarten  1  9th grade  1 
1st grade  1  11th grade  1 
3rd grade  2  12th grade  3 
5th grade  2 

 
LGUSD has experienced an increase in enrollment every year since the 2006/2007 
school year.   LGUSD states that the increase in students is due mainly to net migration 
into the district and the addition of the transitional kindergarten (TK) program.  Dr.  
Diana Abbati, Superintendent of LGUSD stated at the public hearings that the district is 
expecting approximately 360 new parcels in the next 5 to 10 years.  Table 10 represents 
the ten year enrollment history for each of the affected school districts.  LGUSD and 
LGSJUHSD have each had increasing enrollment since 2006-07. 
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 Table 10.  Ten Year Enrollment History of Affected School Districts 

School Year USD CUHSD LGUSD LGSJUHSD 
05-06 4,413 7,721 2,628 3,090 
06-07 4,421 7,779 2,587 3,155 
07-08 4,510 7,838 2,706 3,164 
08-09 4,576 7,746 2,828 3,178 
09-10 4,737 7,791 2,930 3,169 
10-11 4,769 7,581 3,031 3,153 
11-12 5,029 7,408 3,106 3,246 
12-13 5,298 7,417 3,188 3,232 
13-14 5,408 7,353 3,261 3,261 
14-15 5,533 7,453 3,320 3,302 

Source:  California Department of Education, Dataquest http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/, July1, 2015. 
 
In October 2014, LGUSD contracted with Davis Demographics & Planning to undertake a 
demographic study for the purposes of planning.  The study forecast enrollment for the 
district under three separate scenarios: no future development, known and approved 
future development, and all known future development moderate density.  One of the 
findings of the report stated that the district will continue to see an increase in their 
student population but that growth will likely be slower in the future. (source:  Student 
Population Projections by Residence:  School Year 2014/2015 Report, Projections 
2015/16 – 2024/25, Davis Demographics & Planning, Inc., November 3, 2014.) 

 
As noted in the analysis for Criterion 6, LGUSD in its Notice of Written Findings for 
Overcrowding, April 17, 2015, stated that the district’s facilities are overcrowded “to the 
point that they are affecting teaching and learning in the 21st century.”  Additionally, the 
district makes the following claim: 
 

“We have limited classroom facility space for science labs, literacy centers,  
music and art classrooms – and even when we adjust and make due with 
 what we have – our cafeterias and multipurpose rooms are not right-sized  
for the number of students enrolled at each school.” (pg. 6) 

 
Table 11.  Enrollment and Capacity by School Site for LGUSD – Spring 2015 
School Site CDE Recommended 

Enrollment 
Current Enrollment Number of Students 

over Recommended 
Capacity 

Blossom Hill 616 669 53 
Daves 489 580 91 
Lexington 298 157 (141) 
Van Meter 491 668 177 
Fisher Middle 1,103 1,246 143 
Source:  Los Gatos Union School District, Notice of Written Findings For Overcrowding, April 17, 2015 and 
California Department of Education, Dataquest, http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/, July 1, 2015. 

http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/
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Table 12.  Projected Enrollment for LGUSD for 2015/16 and 2016/17* 
School Site 2015/16  

School Year 
Number of 
Students over 
Recommended 
Capacity 

2016/17  
School Year 

Number of 
Students over 
Recommended 
Capacity 

Blossom Hill 664 48 694 53 
Daves 586 91 574 91 
Lexington 143 (141) 154 (141) 
Van Meter 670 177 673 177 
Fisher Middle 1,249 143 1,231 143 
Source:  Los Gatos Union School District, Notice of Written Findings For Overcrowding, April 17, 2015. 
*Note – using Projection B: known and approved future development. 

 
 

LGSJUHSD has a CDE recommended enrollment of 1,700 students but currently has an 
enrollment of 1,950 students according to Bob Mistele, Superintendent of LGSJUHSD (as 
of October 2014 the enrollment was 1,912 per CDE).  At the public hearings on April 21, 
2015, Superintendent Mistele stated that teachers at LGSJUHSD have to share 
classroom space due to capacity issues.  Additional information provided by the district 
(via email on May 7, 2015) states that 42 teachers at LGHS share classroom space. 
According to the Executive Summary – Facilities Master Plan from February, 2014, the 
LGSJUHSD states that the “growth in student population has been identified by the 
District, school site, community and Board as one of the most critical issues facing the 
District.” 

 
On May 17, 2015 Mr. David Stevens, a resident in the area proposed for transfer, 
provided a letter addressing the issue of capacity within LGUSD (Appendix G contains a 
copy of the letter).  Mr. Stevens states in his letter that the Los Gatos schools are not 
overcrowded and have plenty of room for new students and that the Los Gatos schools 
are in no threat of overcrowding by approval of the petition.  Mr. Stevens based these 
conclusions on information provided by the LGUSD Audit Report (June 30, 2014), the 
current SARCs for each school, and conversations with representatives at each of the 
schools in LGUSD and LGSJUHSD. 
 
Neither the Audit report nor the SARCs specifically state that there is additional capacity 
for students.  The SARCs address the issue of enrollment numbers, classroom size and 
facility conditions.  For Blossom Hill, Daves, and Fisher Middle School the latest data 
show that there are more classrooms with a higher student to teacher ratio than the 
previous school year.  Additionally, the SARC for Fisher Middle School states that the 
school is at 99% capacity.  Additionally, follow-up discussions with representatives at the 
school sites (those available at the time this report was written) indicate that the 
conversations regarding capacity were either misinterpreted or held with a staff person 
who does not oversee facility/enrollment issues. 
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Condition of Existing Facilities 
According to the most recent School Accountability Report Cards (SARCs) schools within 
LGUSD have undergone modernization and improvements in the last few years to 
accommodate growth.  Most school sites within LGUSD were modernized in 2007.  
Fisher Middle School was remodeled in 2004 and recently completed renovations to its 
gymnasium, fitness/dance rooms, and locker rooms as well as a reorganization of its 
music classrooms.  It was stated in the SARC that Fisher Middle School has one portable.  
The SARC also stated that the middle school is at 99% capacity. No other school sites in 
Los Gatos have portable classrooms.  Lexington Elementary is a brand new school site in  
exemplary condition as stated in the facilities section of the most recent SARC.  The 
SARC for Los Gatos High School indicates that the facilities are in overall good condition.   

  
 State School Facilities Program 

If the proposed transfer is approved, the potential gain or loss of pupils will not affect 
the school districts’ eligibility for state building funding. 

 
Conclusion 
Currently there are 11 public school students residing in the area proposed for transfer, 
five elementary school students and six high school students.  The potential number of 
students in the area proposed for transfer could increase to 23 using a student 
generation rate of .386 in LGUSD and .208 in LGSJUSHSD.  Enrollment at LGUSD schools 
is currently over the recommended CDE capacity at each site with the exception of 
Lexington. Additional parcels will compound the issue of crowding and student 
placement within attendance areas as well as compound the issue of overcrowding at 
the Fisher middle school, the only middle school in the district. 
 
Considering the portion of the district to be reorganized and assuming the transfer 
request were to be approved, students from the area proposed for transfer would be in 
the Blossom Hill attendance area.  However, LGUSD has stated at the public hearings 
that they would likely be unable to assign additional students to Blossom Hill due to 
current conditions of overcrowding; rather, students would likely be assigned to 
Lexington which the district currently uses as an overflow school.  Fisher Middle School 
is a concern to the district because it is the only middle school in the district.  According 
to the most recent SARC, Fisher is at 99% capacity and is expected to exceed that 
capacity even in the absence of this request.   

 
The study team recommends that Criterion 7 is not met. 
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8.0 CRITERION 8  
 

California Education Code Section 35753 (a)(8) - The proposed reorganization is 
primarily designed for purposes other than to significantly increase property values. 
 
The purpose of Criterion 8 is to ascertain whether the primary reason for proposing the 
transfer of territory is for financial advantage to the owners.   
 
Based on the original request and statements made by the homeowners, there is no 
indication that this request is primarily designed to increase property values, rather the 
primary reason stated is community identity and safety. 

      
The average value per the Santa Clara County Assessor for homes in the area is 
approximately $1.2 million, Zillow estimate is $3.3 million.  At the time this study was 
written, there were two homes listed on the MLS; one home was being offered for $4.4 
million and the second home was being offered for $3.8 million. 

 
Based on the community identity criterion which the study team has found to be met, 
and based on the home value data presented above, it does not appear that the primary 
reason for the transfer is designed to increase property values. 

 
The study team recommends that Criterion 8 is met. 
 

9.0 CRITERION 9 
 

California Education Code Section 35753 (a)(9) - The proposed reorganization will 
continue to promote sound fiscal management and not cause substantial negative 
effect on the fiscal status of the proposed district or any existing districts affected by 
the proposed reorganization. 

 
There are no regulations on this subject.  The CDE’s School District Organization 
Handbook provides the following: 

 
The county committee should review and consider any potential revenue gains 
or losses resulting from community development, agency agreements or other 
pass-through agreements, loss of incremental taxes, Mello-Roos Community 
Facility District funds, parcel taxes, certificates of participation, basic aid, tax 
overrides, mitigation agreements with developers, and any other categorical or 
specialized funds (e.g. Public Law 874 funds and Timber Reserves). 

 
(CDE’s School District Organization Handbook, 90.) 
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Basic Aid Status 
Each of the affected school districts is basic aid with the exception of USD.  The territory 
proposed for transfer has an assessed valuation of approximately $109 million 
generating total tax revenues of approximately $1.3 million.  CUHSD receives 
approximately 19% ($247,000) of the tax revenue dollars.   CUHSDs’ actual funding 
exceeds 2014-15 transition entitlement by $10,626,064.  The loss of tax revenue, if the 
transfer of territory were to be approved would not impact the basic aid status of 
CUHSD or the other affected districts. 

  
Dr. Abbati stated at the public hearings that although LGUSD is currently a basic aid 
district, when the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) is fully implemented the district 
will no longer be basic aid and will be the lowest funded district under LCFF (by 2017-18 
school year).  The district does not have the demographics (i.e. high needs students) to 
receive supplemental or block grants.  This potential change in basic aid status is 
independent of the transfer of territory even if approved. 

 
 Average Daily Attendance 

USD is the only affected district that is not basic aid.  The latest demographic analysis for 
USD (November 2012) projects that the district’s enrollment will increase by 
approximately 500 students over a five year period (2012-2017).   
 
In the public hearings on March 31, 2015, Dr. Jacqueline Horejs, Superintendent of USD, 
stated that the district closed two schools in 2004 due to declining enrollment and 
because the district is not basic aid, any further loss of enrollment would impact the 
district.  However, the district has had an increase in enrollment since 2005-06 and the 
latest audit report (2013) states that USD continues to exercise good fiscal management 
and increased revenues through increased enrollment. (source: Union School District, 
County of Santa Clara, San Jose, California, Audit Report, June 30, 2013, 
http://www.unionsd.org/domain/9.) 

 
Table 13.  USD Enrollment History 

School Year USD Enrollment Change 
05-06 4,413 - 
06-07 4,421 8 
07-08 4,510 89 
08-09 4,576 66 
09-10 4,737 161 
10-11 4,769 32 
11-12 5,029 260 
12-13 5,298 269 
13-14 5,408 110 
14-15 5,533 125 

Source:  California Department of Education, Dataquest http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/,  
July1, 2015. 

http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/
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Parcel Tax 
Each of the affected school districts has a parcel tax still in effect.  Table 14 below shows 
each district’s parcel tax and the date the parcel tax is set to expire. 
 
 Table 14.  Parcel Tax Information by Affected District  

District Parcel Tax per Year Expiration Year 
USD $96 2015 
CUHSD $85 2023 
LGUSD $290 2021 
LGSJUHSD $49 2017 

 Source:  Individual school district websites. 
 
If the transfer is approved, the USD parcel tax would expire before the transfer was 
effective.  Regarding the other district parcel taxes, residents within the area proposed 
for transfer would drop their liability for the CUHSD parcel tax and assume responsibility 
for the parcel tax from both LGUSD and LGSJUHSD.  

 
Assuming the transfer is approved and becomes effective July 1, 2016 for tax purposes 
and assuming there are no senior exemptions, CUHSD would lose 8 years of the parcel 
tax income from each of the homes, a total of $40,120 over 8 years.  The Census tract in 
which this neighborhood lies has 12% of the residents listed as 65 years and older.  If 
that percentage is applied to the transfer area, and assuming all resident 65 years and 
older apply for the senior exemption, the total parcel tax revenue over the course of 8 
years would be approximately $31,000.  CUHSD has slightly more than 35,000 parcels in 
the district and the transfer area represents 0.2% of that. Although there will be 
exemptions to this parcel tax throughout the CUHSD, the transfer area would represent 
a small percentage of the overall income of the district’s parcel tax.   
 
Using the same assumption used for the CUHSD parcel tax, if the transfer is approved, 
LGUSD would gain approximately $82,000 to $102,000 and LGSJUHSD would gain 
approximately $4,600 to $5,700. 

 
Assessed Valuation 
The Santa Clara County Assessor’s Office reported on June 18, 2015 that assessed 
valuation of residential and commercial properties in Santa Clara County have increased 
for the third straight year for every city. The current assessed valuation of each of the 
affected school districts is illustrated in Table 15. 
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Table 15.  Total Assessed Valuation of Affected Districts  

District Assessed Valuation  
USD $7,710,465,094 
CUHSD  $37,494,989,635 
LGUSD  $9,826,366,164 
LGSJUHSD $19,542,660,350 

Source:  Office of the County Assessor, 2014-2015 Annual Report. 
 
The current assessed valuation of the territory proposed for transfer is $109.3 million 
and represents 1.0% of the total assessed valuation of USD, 0.004% of CUHSD, and 1.1% 
of LGUSD and 0.56% of LGSJUHSD.   

 
The study team recommends that Criterion 9 is met.      

 
 

10.0 CRITERION 10 
Any other criteria as the board (i.e. State Board or Education) may, by regulation, 
prescribe. 
     

 No other criteria were considered. 
 
11.0 ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATION 

The County Committee can give additional consideration to information that may not 
fall within one of the nine criteria evaluated above.  One issue the County Committee 
may use for approving/disapproving the proposed territory transfer is safety concerns.  
Petitioners have stated in their initial request and at the public hearings that safety and 
travel to USD schools are concerns.  Petitioners have included the following concerns for 
safety: 

• Shortest route to Union schools heads into the morning sun on the way to school 
and the setting sun in the afternoon; 

• The shortest route to Union schools includes 11 blind turns; 
• The intersection at Hicks and Camden is dangerous and is often monitored by 

the police due to drivers running red lights; 
• The intersections of Blossom Hill and Harwood, Blossom Hill and Leigh, and 

Union Avenue and Los Gatos-Almaden are busy intersections; 
• Hicks Road near Camden Avenue is prone to seasonal flooding. 

 
As observed by COE staff on June 3, 2015, Blossom Hill, Camden, and Leigh are all major 
thoroughfares connecting the area proposed for transfer to USD schools.  Traffic volume 
is higher in the mornings and corresponds with school start times.  Although not ideal 
driving conditions, the drive to school via these roads is not unique to students in USD 
and CUHSD (see photographs of road conditions in Appendix A). 
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It is unlikely that students in the area proposed for transfer would walk or ride bikes to 
schools in any of the affected districts due to the need to travel down and up Santa Rosa 
Drive which has a steep incline and also due to Shannon Road which has low visibility 
and no sidewalks in either direction.  However, travel to LGUSD and LGSJUHSD does 
avoid the busier intersections on Blossom Hill, Camden, and Leigh and distances are 
shorter as discussed under Criterion 2. 

 
 
12.0 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)   
 

Public Resources Code Section 21000 requires that public agencies review and 
document the environmental implications of their activities and actions.  An activity or 
“project” under Public Resources Code Section 21065 is defined as follows: 

 
“Project” means an activity which may cause either a direct physical change in 
the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment, and which is any of the following: 

 
(a) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency. 
(b) An activity undertaken by a person which is supported, in whole or in part, 

through contracts, grants, subsidies, loans, or other forms of assistance 
from one or more public agencies. 

(c) An activity that involves the issuance to a person of a lease, permit, 
license, certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more public 
agencies. 

 
The petition to transfer property was filed with the Santa Clara County Committee on 
School District Organization, and they are therefore considered the lead agency for 
CEQA issues.  A Notice of Exemption will be submitted to the County Clerk of Santa Clara 
County and the California State Clearinghouse if the project is approved.  See Appendix 
H for CEQA documents. 

 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The nine criteria discussed in Sections 1.0 through 9.0 represent minimum criteria (Hamilton v. 
State Board of Education, [1981] 117 Cal.App.3d 132; Cal.Rptr. 748) that the County Committee 
is required to examine prior to approving/disapproving a request to transfer territory from one 
school district to another.  The study team has analyzed the nine criteria and found that each 
has been met with the exception of criteria 6 and 7.  However, if the County Committee 
determines that all nine conditions are substantially met, it has the discretion, but not the 
obligation, to approve the proposal.  If all nine criteria are found to be met by the County 
Committee, they may choose to approve the proposed transfer if a compelling reason exists for 
the transfer or, conversely, may choose not to approve the transfer if a compelling reason 
exists not to approve it.   
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