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8. 
6/25/2026 

 
TO:  Local Agency Formation Commission 

 

FROM: Crystal M. Craig, Assistant Executive Officer 

Gary Thompson, Executive Officer 

 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATIVE UPDATE REPORT 

 

The California Legislature reconvened on January 5, 2026, as part of the second-

year, 2025–26 legislative session. The deadline to introduce new legislation was 

February 20, 2026. Following the introduction, bills are assigned to their 

respective policy committees, with committee hearings and initial floor votes 

expected to take place between March and April. All legislation that clears both 

houses must be passed by August 31, which marks the constitutional adjournment of 

the 2026 legislative session. 

 

A few bills have been introduced so far that CALAFCO has identified as potentially 

impacting LAFCOs. This situation may still evolve as the typical bill amendment 

process unfolds, particularly through the notorious 'gut and amend' approach, 

where an entire bill is rewritten to address a different subject. This process 

usually continues until the official legislative session concludes after the 

summer. 

 

Discussion: 

 

This report is provided for informational purposes only, with the opportunity to 

be pulled for discussion and to offer general guidance. 

 

CALAFCO and Riverside LAFCO Legislation of Interest:  

 

CALAFCO and Riverside LAFCO have flagged as significant interest bills as follows: 

 

1. AB 2083 (Jackson) Moreno-Valley-Perris Childcare Special District-  
Assemblymember Jackson introduced Assembly Bill (AB) 2083 which seeks to 

form the Moreno Valley-Perris Childcare Special District in Riverside 

County, setting its boundaries to include the Cities of Moreno Valley and 

Perris, as well as their respective spheres of influence.  

 

AB 2083 was introduced on February 18, 2026, was referred to the Assembly 

Local Government Committee (ALGC) on April 8th, scheduled for hearing on 

April 15 and amended on April 20th. This committee focuses on issues related 

to local government operations, policies, and legislation affecting cities 

and counties within California. Subsequently, the bill was passed out of 

the ALGC and assigned to the Human Services Committee (HUM.S), passed out 

on April 23rd with a third amendment, and referred to the Appropriations 

Committee (APPR). On May 13th, the bill was placed on the APPR Suspense File, 

where it currently stands.  
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The primary purpose of this district is to expand childcare capacity and 

operate universal childcare programs directly impacting our two cities 

within the county. The Special District will be governed by a five-member 

board appointed by the two cities and three local school districts and will 

be responsible for developing a service plan for overseeing district 

operations, including hiring staff and managing or contracting childcare 

facilities. A copy of the service plan would be submitted to LAFCO, however 

no review or action by LAFCO is required at this point. AB 2083 would be a 

five-year period “pilot program” (amended on April 7th, 20th and 27th of 2026, 

please see the latest amended bill text attached to this report) to help 

address childcare needs in these two cities. The concept itself is solid 

and addresses a real need.  

Riverside LAFCO staff had a chance to meet with the Assemblymember Jackson 

and his staff on March 19th to discuss all of the points of concern. They 

were amicable to looking at what we felt needed to be corrected. However, 

although the bill amendments do account for a few of the issues raised such 

as a provision for limiting a “pilot program” to a specific timeframe, 

removing LAFCO from any responsibility for reviewing or approving the 

establishment of the pilot program District, and invoking the required 

Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg (CKH) LAFCO process if a permanent establishment of 

the district would be considered at the end of the pilot.  

They also have not identified to what agency the “dependent” district, would 

be attached. That needs to be clarified, or it would have to be classified 

as an independent district. 

 

Staff met with the CALAFCO lobbyist and legislative staff at the ALGC office 

initially and discussed our concerns. Both CALAFCO and the ALGC staff had 

significantly similar issues with the bill in general and the initial 

amendments as being insufficient. Should the five-year “pilot program” go 

beyond the initial five-year period the bill does require permanent 

formation of the district to follow CKH and form a Community Service District 

under Government Code §61000 et. seq., the Principal Act for forming a CSD 

which is authorized for this type of service. 

The CALAFCO Legislative Committee felt it was important to take a formal 

position opposing AB 2083 on behalf of the Committee as of April 9th and 

28th, given that the proposed language remains highly problematic in the 

Committee’s view (see the attached opposition letter).  

The CALAFCO Legislative Committee continues to oppose AB 2083 as of April 

28, 2026. AB 2083 would establish a childcare special district outside the 

normal LAFCO formation process, require a plan of services to be submitted 

to LAFCO during the pilot period, and require an application to LAFCO if 

the district seeks to continue beyond five years. Attached is a copy of 

CALAFCO’s submitted letter and the most recent version of the proposed bill 

text as of April 27, 2026.  

 

As of May 13, 2026, the bill is sitting in the Senate Appropriations 

Committee and was placed on the suspense file and listing as “Under 

Submission”.  

 

2. SB 1312 (Richardson) Cemetery and Funeral Bureau: advisory committee - Last 
year, both CALAFCO and Riverside LAFCO were previously tracking SB 777 

proposed by Senator Richardson regarding abandoned cemeteries. SB 777 
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mandates that the Cemetery and Funeral Bureau convene a working group to 

present a report and recommendations to the Legislature by June 2026. 

 

SB 1312 was introduced on February 20, 2026, SB 1312 aims to empower the 

California Cemetery and Funeral Bureau within the Department of Consumer 

Affairs to create an advisory committee. This committee would aid the bureau 

in involving consumers and licensees in its regulatory activities. If the 

bureau establishes the committee, it will include at least one member 

representing licensed professionals from the death care industry, as well 

as members of the public and representatives from local governments.  

 

On May 20th, this bill was re-referred to the Appropriations Committee and 

passed and ordered for a third reading. The bill was passed and ordered to 

the Assembly and was read for the first time. May 26th was referred to the 

Assembly Business and Professions Committee and that hearing is scheduled 

for Tuesday, June 23rd. 

 

The Cemetery and Funeral Bureau released its SB 777 workgroup report on 

abandoned privately owned cemeteries (see attached). CALAFCO participated 

in the workgroup alongside representatives from CSDA, CSAC, Rural County 

Representatives of California (RCRC), Urban Counties, Cal Cities, public 

and private cemetery organizations, legislative staff, and other 

stakeholders. 

 

The report does not propose a direct new role for LAFCOs. Instead, it 

recommends developing a statutory framework to define abandonment, transfer 

of ownership, and identify entities responsible for long-term cemetery care. 

It discusses several governance options, including counties, cities, 

nonprofit organizations, JPAs, and public cemetery districts, but does not 

identify a preferred model. Additionally, the report acknowledges that long-

term funding and maintenance remain the primary unresolved issues.  

 

Staff will continue to monitor this bill. While the final report does not 

assign new responsibilities to LAFCOs, future legislation implementing the 

report's recommendations could include provisions affecting cemetery 

districts, local agency responsibilities, or other issues with potential 

implications under the CKH Act. 

 

Riverside LAFCO Potential Legislation of Interest: 

 

The Commission adopted Policy B-4 regarding the "Change of Organization Registered 

Voter Petition Policy," which was approved by the Commission on January 22, 2026.  

 

Riverside LAFCO acknowledges the Registered Voter Petition issue and believes it 

warrants implementation at the state level given lack of statutory guidance. Staff 

has prepared a legislative proposal to be submitted via the CALAFCO Legislative 

Proposal Submission Form for the 2027 legislative cycle and was sent to the 

CALAFCO on June 1st and the CALAFCO Legislative Committee plans to discuss at the 

next meeting.     

 

This initiative includes identifying an author and obtaining full support from 

CALAFCO.  
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CALAFCO Legislative Committee and Board of Directors Legislative Priorities: 

 

The most recent CALAFCO Legislative Committee meeting was conducted on April 16, 

2026. The committee voted to reduce number of bills to 8 legislative proposals 

being tracked. The CALAFCO Legislative Committee meeting that was set for June 

18, 2026, has been cancelled due to not being much to report at this time. The 

next CALAFCO Legislative Committee meeting is tentatively scheduled for July 16, 

2026. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

It is recommended that the Commission: 

 

1. Receive and file this update. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Gary Thompson     Crystal M. Craig 

Executive Officer     Assistant Executive Officer 

 

Attachments: 

 

1) Abandoned Cemeteries Report, June 1, 2026 
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ABANDONED CEMETERIES REPORT 
 

Senate Bill 777, Richardson, Chapter 658, Statutes of 2025 
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Introduction 

The Cemetery and Funeral Bureau (Bureau) respectfully submits this report to the 

Legislature pursuant to SB 777 (Richardson, Chapter 658, Statues of 2025) 

Abandoned cemeteries: report.  

 

SB 777 amended Business and Professions Code (BPC) section 7612.12 related to 

the requirements of the abandoned cemeteries workgroup by identifying 

specific participants and advancing the timeline to convene the workgroup 

and submit the report. SB 777 specifically required the workgroup to discuss 

options for the continued care of abandoned cemeteries, including the 

possibility of requiring counties to assume responsibility for maintenance, 

irrigation, public works, and burial services for those located within their 

boundaries. The workgroup was required to meet prior to March 1, 2026, and the 

Bureau is required to provide its report to the Legislature no later than June 1, 

2026, instead of the previous January 1, 2028, date.  

 

This BPC section was originally added to the Cemetery and Funeral Act (Act) 

through the Bureau’s Sunset bill (AB 3254 (Berman, Chapter 589, Statutes of 

2024)) in response to abandoned cemetery issues identified in the Bureau’s 2024 

Sunset Review Report. Current law1 gives counties permissive authority to take 

action to protect the health and safety of the public and perform maintenance 

on unlicensed cemeteries located on private property. However, it does not 

mandate the counties to perform maintenance of abandoned cemeteries and 

does not provide a sustainable or equitable long-term solution for counties to 

take permanent responsibility for the continued care of an abandoned 

cemetery.  

The SB 777 Workgroup in-person meeting was held on January 21, 2026, at the 

Department of Consumer Affairs in Sacramento. During the workgroup meeting, 

members noted a practical risk of counties assuming the responsibility of 

maintenance of abandoned cemeteries. If a county invests significant resources 

to maintain a neglected private cemetery, the property’s value may increase, 

allowing the private owner to sell and keep the benefit without reimbursing the 

county. This creates an illogical incentive for property owners to defer 

maintenance and shifts costs to the public. 

Local governments are neither designed nor resourced to provide ongoing 

upkeep for privately owned property. Clear statutory direction is needed to 

 
1 Business and Professions Code sections 7614 and 7653.9 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB777
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB777
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=7612.12&lawCode=BPC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240AB3254
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240AB3254
https://www.cfb.ca.gov/about_us/sunsetreview_2024.pdf
https://www.cfb.ca.gov/about_us/sunsetreview_2024.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=7614.&lawCode=BPC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=7653.9.&lawCode=BPC
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avoid unintended fiscal burdens on counties and to ensure private owners 

remain accountable for maintenance obligations. 

This report will focus on those cemeteries which are no longer licensed by the 

Cemetery and Funeral Bureau, whose endowment care fund (also known as a 

perpetual fund or maintenance fund) has been conserved by the Bureau, and 

whose owners have abandoned both the cemetery and the property.  

Background 

The Bureau regulates approximately 190 privately owned, licensed cemeteries. 

Public cemeteries, veteran or military cemeteries, church owned or religious 

cemeteries, and small cemeteries established before 1939 without endowment 

care funds fall outside of Bureau oversight. The Bureau regulates cemeteries by 

ensuring compliance with State laws and regulations and in turn protects 

consumers from unscrupulous operators. Once a license has been cancelled, 

surrendered or revoked, the Bureau’s authority becomes limited to solely 

protecting the cemetery’s endowment care trust fund (ECF) until another 

licensed operator takes over.  

 

Privately licensed cemeteries are mandated by the Act to hold an ECF. This trust 

is consumer-funded by a portion of every sale for a space in the cemetery, and 

the purpose of the ECF is solely for perpetual care and maintenance of the 

cemetery grounds. However, without anyone overseeing the property itself, 

maintenance is not performed, and the funds are not fully utilized. In order to 

protect the fund without a licensed entity operating the cemetery, pursuant to 

BPC section 7613.11, the Bureau conserves the ECF upon cancellation, surrender 

or revocation of the license.  

 

The Bureau believes that the legislative intent behind requiring Bureau 

conservatorship was to ensure that ECFs remain protected and properly 

managed during periods when there is no licensed operator. Once a cemetery 

license is cancelled, surrendered or revoked, the Bureau’s authority otherwise 

ceases, leaving the trust fund vulnerable to mismanagement without 

intervention. 

The Bureau is the only entity with regulatory oversight and authority over ECFs, 

therefore conservatorship ensures continuity, preserves the integrity of trust, and 

protects the public interest until a new licensee is approved and full regulatory 

oversight can be restored. 

Many smaller abandoned cemeteries have insufficient balances in their ECF, 

and limited burial space, creating financial instability. This financial instability also 

makes it an unattractive business venture for most buyers or investors, and when 

combined with a property that is neglected and burdened with unfulfilled burial 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=BPC&sectionNum=7613.11.
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contracts, tax liability and private liabilities, the property becomes a valueless 

investment. Even with a well-funded ECF, there is no guarantee a private 

individual or business will oversee this property in perpetuity.  

The two permissive laws currently in statute are: 

• BPC section 7653.9: Allows the court to appoint a temporary manager or 

allows counties to assume care. However, the law is permissive, it lacks 

clarity on which entity petitions the court, and its intent was to provide 

only short-term solutions. 

 

• BPC section 7614: Grants cities and counties authority to act when public 

health or safety is threatened. This statute does not mandate regular 

upkeep, only reactive measures, and is not cost effective for long-term 

cemetery preservation. 

Both laws only provide temporary relief, as the private property owner retains 

title ownership of the property. Specific to a court appointment for a temporary 

cemetery manager, a qualified licensee must be willing to assume the role, and 

either the manager or other qualified entity, such as a local authority, must be 

prepared to cover the associated court costs. As noted by a workgroup 

representative during the meeting, this process is often lengthy, subject to the 

courts calendar, and financially burdensome which many local authorities 

cannot sustain. The statute provides that compensation for the licensee is 

determined by the presiding judge, who must consider the overall health and 

available income of the ECF. Most small endowment care funds and cemeteries 

lack sufficient resources to provide compensation for temporary managers, 

resulting in an appointment being filled on a volunteer basis. The property owner 

also has a right to due process and may testify on their own behalf, meaning a 

petition for appointment is not guaranteed to be granted.  

Regardless of whether the property is a licensed cemetery, the property title 

remains with the owner of the property. The Bureau’s authority to require a 

property to be maintained according to licensing requirements is removed 

once the Bureau no longer has oversight over the cemetery due to the 

surrender or revocation of its license. When lack of licensure leads to 

abandonment of the cemetery by the property owner, statutory frameworks 

provide limited, permissive authority for local government to intervene, with the 

result being there is no incentive for counties or cities to step in and assume 

maintenance of the private property. Further, the law provides that after five 

years of delinquent taxes, the county can auction the property, but five years is 

a significant time to wait, and it is unlikely that there will be a buyer. Additionally, 

taking ownership of a property for back taxes is costly and requires extensive 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=7653.9&lawCode=BPC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=7614&lawCode=BPC
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legal steps, notifications and staff resources, which may not be recovered with 

the sale of the property.    

Most importantly, there is also nothing in current law that prevents a property 

owner from closing a cemetery after their license has been cancelled, 

surrendered or revoked, leaving families and communities without recourse. 

These closures create profound and lasting impacts including restricting access 

to loved one’s graves, unsafe grounds, and the loss of community 

remembrance as many of these properties have historic significance.  

This leaves communities upset, frustrated and uncertain where to turn without 

clear responsibility for ongoing care and access. Thereby creating risks to public 

health, safety, and the preservation of a community’s heritage. 

The overall statutory structure of cemetery regulation in California reveals the 

challenge that cemeteries are forever, permanent community fixtures, but the 

private corporations that operate them may not.  

SB 777 Workgroup 

Once SB 777 was signed into law, the Bureau immediately began establishing 

workgroup representatives. To ensure the Bureau had the perspective of the 

public, the Bureau held a public meeting on December 16, 2025. This meeting 

was held as part of the broader stakeholder engagement envisioned by SB 777 

to ensure the workgroup received input from public stakeholders. 

 

The majority of the comments at the public meeting came from consumers 

expressing frustration over the deteriorating conditions at unlicensed cemetery 

grounds where their loved ones are buried. One commenter urged granting the 

Bureau authority to remove a current manager and appoint a temporary 

manager until a permanent solution is established. Concerns were also raised 

about the Bureau’s limited ability to disburse ECF income to entities other than a 

city, county, or licensee, as well as questions about liability if someone is injured 

at an unlicensed cemetery. Consumers also worried about the status of their 

preneed contracts and whether burials, particularly those requiring short 

timeframes for religious reasons, could still occur in an abandoned cemetery. 

Additional commenters asked the Bureau to better identify cemeteries at risk of 

abandonment and to clarify what tools are needed to prevent such situations. 

A commenter concluded by encouraging the public to continue contacting 

their local Senators and Assembly Members to emphasize the seriousness of the 

issue and the need for legislative action. 

 

These comments provided the workgroup members with a clear public 

perspective on the issues and primary concerns.  
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Shortly following the public meeting, the Bureau hosted its in-person workgroup 

meeting on January 21, 2026. The stakeholders and entities represented at the 

meeting included: 

 

• Senate Business, Professions and Economic Development Committee 

• Senate Local Government Committee 

• Assembly Committee on Business and Professions   

• Assembly Local Government Committee 

• County of Marin Office of the County Executive 

• California State of Association of Counties 

• Rural County Representatives of California 

• Urban Counties of California 

• California Association of Public Cemeteries 

• League of California Cities 

• Cemetery Industry Licensees 

• Cemetery and Mortuary Association of California 

• California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions 

• California Special Districts Association 

• Deputy City Attorney’s Office, City of Stockton 

 

The workgroup discussion centered around the growing challenge of privately 

owned cemeteries that can no longer sustain operations and ultimately are no 

longer licensed by the Bureau. One member of the workgroup suggested that 

all cemeteries in California should be included in the group’s discussions, rather 

than limiting the conversation to private cemeteries under the Bureau’s 

authority. However, because the Bureau’s jurisdiction extends only to licensed 

private cemeteries, the workgroup ultimately focused its discussions and 

recommendations on private cemeteries. 

Participants reviewed the existing regulatory structure, noting that the Bureau’s 

authority is limited primarily to licensing and compliance of licensees. Once a 

cemetery becomes financially unstable or ceases operations, the Bureau has 

few tools to intervene and incentivize maintenance and fulfillment of contracts. 

The Bureau’s enforcement authority lies in its ability to pursue administrative 

action against the license. In most cases, the Bureau will seek to place a 

licensee on probation to bring them into compliance with regulatory 

requirements. Revocation of the license is uncommon, as many licensees opt to 

cancel their license or will stipulate a surrender of the license during the 

administrative proceedings. 

The overall discussion raised a wide range of financial, legal, and operational 

issues, along with potential pathways for reform as outlined below. While no 

single solution emerged as definitive, participants emphasized the need for a 
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clear statutory definition of abandonment as the foundational step for any 

future framework. 

The workgroup identified three main areas of focus to aid in the continued care 

of abandoned cemeteries:  

• Defining abandonment 

• Title transfer to a new entity 

• Ongoing funding for maintenance, access, and burials for those who 

have already purchased plots 
 

There was significant discussion regarding the prevention of abandonment and 

identifying cemeteries that are close to abandonment. Those discussions are 

summarized at the end of this report although not required or requested by the 

Legislature to be included in this report.  

 

Definition of Abandonment 

The workgroup agreed that defining abandonment is a critical first step. Rather 

than proposing a specific statutory definition, the workgroup recommends that 

the Legislature establish clear, measurable triggering events to define 

abandonment in statute. The Legislature may want to consider if abandonment 

should be triggered by a single mandatory event or a combination of events. 
 

Triggering events for consideration include, but are not limited to: 
 

• No certificate of authority (cemetery license has been revoked or 

surrendered) for a defined period (mandatory) 

• The Bureau has conserved the cemetery’s ECF (mandatory) 

• No new sales for a defined period 

• No interments for a defined period 

• Little or no remaining inventory or cemetery plots 

• Documented, significant maintenance failures, evidenced by one or 

more of the following (at least one should be mandatory): 

o Bureau citations or disciplinary actions for maintenance deficiencies 

or ECF mismanagement 

o Citations or notices from local authorities 

o Property tax liens 

o Maintenance performed by local authorities to protect public 

health, safety, or welfare 

o Limited or no access for families and visitors 

o Voluntary abandonment of the property by the property owner 
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▪ This could be a stand-alone trigger that would trigger 

abandonment.  

Once statutory abandonment triggers are met, a governmental entity must 

formally declare the property abandoned and provide the owner notice and 

an opportunity for hearing and appeal. The declaring entity should also be 

responsible for pursuing title transfer, though the appropriate recipient of title 

remains a separate issue.  

Title Transfer 

The workgroup discussed in depth how title can be transferred to another entity 

once the cemetery property has been deemed abandoned. Currently, there is 

a process for a local authority to take control over title of a piece of private 

property for eminent domain2, or sell a private piece of property due to overdue 

and unpaid property taxes for a certain time period. 

 

There was discussion that both processes are complex and can take several 

years to complete. A county using eminent domain is a costly and burdensome 

process involving significant legal reviews, appraisals, negotiations, and 

potential court proceedings. Similarly, taking a property to auction for back 

taxes is also resource intensive, requiring significant staff time, legal coordination, 

and administrative resources. Counties must conduct detailed research, issue 

multiple notices, follow strict statutory procedures, and manage the logistics of 

the sale, prior to recovering any revenue—if the sale covers the debt at all.  

Both processes demand considerable time and effort, diverting limited county 

resources from other essential community services. 

There was consensus that once a cemetery has been designated abandoned, 

the title transfer should be “quick and easy.” The property owner will have 

received ample notice that the property will be deemed abandoned, so due 

process is met. The Legislature could declare in statute that if certain notices are 

provided and opportunities to correct deficiencies are failed, the property is 

deemed abandoned and the steps taken will have satisfied due process.  

Once abandonment has been determined and the title has been transferred to 

a local governmental entity, a due diligent search should be made to find a 

private entity to continue care of, and access to, the cemetery leaving local 

government as a “last resort”. There was discussion that an incentive for a 

private entity to step forward and assume title and care of an abandoned 

cemetery would likely be necessary.  

 

 
2 Code of Civil Procedure sections 1230.010 - 1230.070 Eminent Domain Law 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?chapter=1.&part=3.&lawCode=CCP&title=7
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Proposed incentive options:   

• Liability Protections 

o Any new oversight, whether local, state, or private, would need 

certain liability protections for actions performed by previous 

owners. 

o There should be a “warm-up period” where new oversight is 

protected from liability while the property is returned to a safe 

condition. 

o Lasting protections for missing paperwork or contracts should be 

provided. 

 

• Property taxes 

o Two proposals were raised, however in both suggestions, the new 

private owner should be absolved of paying delinquent property 

taxes:  

▪ Delinquent property taxes should be automatically forgiven 

▪ the previous property owner should continue to hold liability 

for these delinquent taxes 

Two possible non-governmental entities were discussed that may be interested 

in owning and caring for an abandoned cemetery property -- a Bureau licensee 

or a non-profit organization. The workgroup agreed that after declaring 

abandonment and the initial title transfer has been complete, all other options 

for private ownership should be explored prior to any permanent governmental 

oversight. Along with the above incentives, the below identifies additional 

incentives related to private entities:  

 

• Bureau Licensee  

o Licensed abandoned cemetery owners could have a set time 

frame or ‘warm-up period’ (five years was suggested) to gain 

compliance with the minimum maintenance standards required by 

the Act3. 

o The Act may be amended to allow the ECF report to be submitted 

to the Bureau every three or five years instead of annually for 

cemeteries that were declared abandoned4.  

o Tax credits could be provided that could be shared with profit-

making businesses under the control of the new owner. Note, this 

will not provide benefit to a non-profit entity.  

 

 
3 Although ‘relaxed’ maintenance standards were also discussed, the Bureau has a robust and 

inclusive set of standards in Title 16 California Code of Regulations section 2333 and a timeframe 

for compliance was thought a better idea 
4 The Bureau recommends specific criteria be met to maintain less frequent reporting of an ECF 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/I097FC2724C8211EC89E5000D3A7C4BC3?viewType=FullText&listSource=Search&originationContext=Search+Result&transitionType=SearchItem&contextData=(sc.Search)&navigationPath=Search%2fv1%2fresults%2fnavigation%2fi0a8988db0000019c2fbdd89acab6f9ef%3fppcid%3dfff69360626948e58581c5c898acbc13%26Nav%3dREGULATION_PUBLICVIEW%26fragmentIdentifier%3dI097FC2724C8211EC89E5000D3A7C4BC3%26startIndex%3d1%26transitionType%3dSearchItem%26contextData%3d%2528sc.Default%2529%26originationContext%3dSearch%2520Result&list=REGULATION_PUBLICVIEW&rank=1&t_T2=2333&t_S1=CA+ADC+s
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• Non-licensee Non-profit organization 

o A non-exempt5 non-profit entity should be able to take control and 

ownership of the property. 

o This entity would be responsible for maintaining the property and 

working with Bureau licensees to perform burials for already sold 

graves. 

o Amend the Act to allow disbursements of the ECF to a recognized 

non-profit organization who owns and maintains an abandoned 

cemetery.  

o No new sales for spaces could be made, as they would need to be 

licensed. 

o This discussion included suggesting that these entities who solely 

provide maintenance be licensed and suggested a new Bureau 

license type ‘cemetery maintenance license’6 

▪ The requirements for licensure were not discussed (i.e. 

application and fee, renewal, documentation and permits 

required, the requirement of a manager, ECF requirements, 

enforcement guidelines). 

Perpetual Ownership 

While the focus of the workgroup members was on facilitating private takeovers, 

the workgroup also considered long-term public stewardship, including requiring 

counties to assume responsibility when necessary.  

 

Public entities that could take over ownership and continued care included: 
 

• A public entity, such as a Joint Powers Authority (JPA), taking title of 

abandoned cemeteries and providing ongoing care and public 

access 

• Local city or county entity 

• Expanding the boundaries of the nearest public cemetery district to 

include the property or establish a new cemetery district7 

• Creating a new state-wide entity similar to a JPA 

The Bureau’s Act could also be amended to include that the governmental 

entity assuming title would receive the ECF from the Bureau. If one entity is 

overseeing multiple cemeteries, it was discussed the governmental entity be 

permitted to commingle ECFs to improve investment returns and increase the 

funds available for maintenance, subject to transparency and fair allocation 

 
5 Excluded entities from the Act BPC section 7612.2 
6 A Certificate of Authority is the statutory name for a cemetery license. The Bureau recommends 

any new license type name be something similar  
7 Public Cemetery District Laws: Health and Safety Code sections 9000- 9093 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=7612.2.&lawCode=BPC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayexpandedbranch.xhtml?tocCode=HSC&division=8.&title=&part=4.&chapter=&article=
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rules. However, the Bureau noted that commingling trust funds would eliminate 

the option of future separation of funds if ownership changed. 

Ongoing Funding  

Once title has been transferred to a governmental entity for perpetual 

ownership, ongoing funding remains a key concern. Options discussed included: 
 

• Declaring the property a pioneer memorial cemetery and limiting care to 

the available income in the ECF 

• Seeking State appropriations for additional support 

• Requiring consumers to pay local providers for burial services8 (e.g., 

opening/closing graves) 

• Allowing the governmental entity to contract for burial services, with costs 

passed to consumers 

• Leaving it to the governmental entity to decide whether to sell new plots 

Existing public cemetery districts are encouraged to absorb abandoned 

cemeteries when feasible. With established ECFs and potential plot sales, 

taxpayer impact may be minimal.  

However, California’s 256 cemetery districts face their own constraints, and 

statutory updates may also be needed. For example, the California Association 

of Public Cemeteries has identified recommended legislative changes in their 

brochure titled What you should know about CA Public Cemetery Districts. 

Prevention 

The workgroup recommended measures to prevent abandonment and 

promote early intervention. Some of these proposals have already been 

discussed in this report.  

 

Options recommended include: 
 

• Require the Bureau’s endowment care sufficiency study to align with 

Sunset Review cycles and implement recommended rates promptly. 

• Create disincentives for abandonment, such as loss of title, continued 

liability for unpaid property taxes, and potential loss of other Bureau 

license types. 

• Establish a notification system to alert qualified operators, nonprofits, and 

local governments when a cemetery is declared abandoned or on the 

verge of abandonment. 

• Allow the Bureau limited authority to adjust endowment care minimum 

deposit rates within a statutory range. 

 
8 This is already standard practice for burials in unlicensed cemeteries 

https://kccemetery.specialdistrict.org/files/30a5dddf9/cemetery+WEB.pdf


11 
 

• The Bureau should review its endowment care laws as they may need 

updating. 

 

Conclusion 

Unlicensed and abandoned cemeteries present complex challenges requiring 

coordination and strong partnerships among the Bureau, local authorities, and 

communities statewide. 

 

In coordination with the SB 777 Workgroup, the Bureau recommends: 

• Advancing prevention strategies in partnership with licensees, local 

governments, and the Legislature to reduce the risk of cemetery 

abandonment. 

• Continuing to conserve and protect the ECFs and pursue legislative 

authority to allow income disbursement to qualified entities, such as non-

profits. 

• Revisions to the law to authorize local governmental entities to formally 

declare abandonment. 

• Releasing the ECF to the local authority if no licensee or nonprofit assumes 

ownership, making the local entity responsible for ongoing care and 

prepaid burial obligations. 
 

The Bureau remains committed to maintaining close oversight of its licensed 

cemeteries and ensuring that local authorities are promptly informed if any are 

close to or become abandoned within their communities. The Bureau looks 

forward to a continued partnership with the local authorities as we work 

together on implementing any legislative proposals that result from the findings 

of this report.  

While this is a challenging and complex issue, the workgroup’s efforts have been 

instrumental in identifying key steps needed to support the continued access 

and care of abandoned cemetery properties. The Bureau is grateful for the 

workgroup’s time and concern for this very important issue and is committed to 

continuing these conversations with workgroup members, interested parties, 

and the Legislature.  
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