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OVERVIEW OF MEETINGS

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research initiated a series of outreach meetings
to gather information and input for determining the issues for the LAFCO service review
guidelines. Meetings were held in Sacramento on March 27, 2001 (2 sessions), Fresno
on April 5, 2001 (2 sessions), and in Orange County on April 23, 2001 (1 large
session). A total of 68 participants attended the sessions.

Information was collected via an electronic meeting system and group discussion. This
report provides the information from the five meeting sessions. The agenda for the
Orange County meeting was modified based on input from the Sacramento and Fresno
sessions and therefore the Orange County results are presented first, followed by the
combined results from Sacramento and Fresno sessions that followed a similar initial
agenda. The appendices provide the meeting evaluations and a patrtial list of
participants and spheres of influence updates.

ORANGE COUNTY MEETING RESULTS

Brainstorming Agenda Used in Orange

The following agenda was used in the Orange County Meeting. The participant
information and meeting results follow the same format of the agenda.

Introductions and Overview

* Welcome and Meeting Purpose

» Introductions and Participant Registration
* Project overview and schedule

Input by Participants

» Issues, obstacles and special cases of concern that should be considered during
guidelines development?

* What should ideal service review guidelines contain? (Format, content, type of
information, level of detail, recommendations)

* What does the term “management efficiencies” mean in your organization? What
could be accomplished through an evaluation of a service provider’s
“management efficiencies”?

* How should the term "municipal services” be defined?

Discussion, Evaluation and Comment

* What services may be subject to service reviews?

* Please add any services that you feel have been omitted and should be on the
list.

» Review the list and place each service into one of the categories listed below
Participants will electronically choose from:
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Substantial technical and expert service review guidance needed

Complete service review but in broader terms

Cursory service review and/or low priority for review

Does not need to be reviewed

Does not apply in our setting with comment on your locations and why it does

not apply

Small Teams
* What steps would ideally be taken to accomplish a service review of a specific
municipal service?

Individual Participant Evaluation and Comment

* Who should compile the information to be used in evaluations?
Participants will choose the strategy that best fits your perspective. Please feel
free to comment on the reasons for your selection.

LAFCOs in-house

LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the direction of LAFCO
Service providers compile information, in the form requested by LAFCO, and
provide to LAFCO for review and approval;

Compilation process should be optional, decided by each LAFCO and
included in written procedures

(added, as option 5, option 2 plus “under direction of service providers,” and
took a second vote)

* When was your organization's Sphere of Influence last updated/amended (if
applicable)? LAFCOs may add for agencies not present.

Wrap-up and Final Comments
* Meeting Evaluation
* Thank You for Attending this Workshop

Issues, Obstacles and Concerns

Participants entered their Issues, obstacles and special cases of concern that should be
considered during guidelines development. A brief discussion of issues followed data
entry. Participants felt that there were some issues that appeared to be common to the
group. They were the need to:

* Address unincorporated islands when conducting service reviews

» Develop strategies for collaboration, building consensus and bringing agencies
and others to the table or otherwise gaining their involvement and their
information;

* Provide for flexibility in conducting service reviews because different regions and
communities have different circumstances and conditions; and
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» Address concerns about LAFCO staffing in terms of funding and availability to
work on service reviews.

Areas in conflict stemmed from the desire for concrete solutions and detail yet flexibility
and self-determination. Following are all the items that were entered as issues,
obstacles and concerns.

1. Enterprise and non-enterprise services may require different types of analysis

2. Reluctance of special district to provide information (especially when subject to
dissolution).

3. What should we do about county islands inhabited by residents who want the free
ride and do not want to annex to local city? Need system where local residents may
not have say in who is the service provider

4. Disagreement or confusion about the intent and scope of the guidelines (e.g.,

Agency-by-agency review vs. Regional service-by-service review).

Loss of revenue from the ERAF property tax shift

For small cities, need to understand most have small number of staff members who

can spend time on annexation items.

Will the guidelines ever be updated, if so, how often?

Small districts, which do not have the expertise to provide the information, requested

of them and large districts which will inundate the office with information.

9. Reporting requirements: for similar data, consider copying reports provided to other
agencies

10. Infrastructure intensive services may have different needs assessments vs. service
intensive services

11.Determining who should be responsible for providing information.

12.How to ascertain accuracy of information.

13.The choice of consultants for assistance, and who will pay for these costs.

14.Key concern is limited funding and staffing at LAFCO.

15.The counties often encourage urban sprawl outside incorporated cities for tax
incentives. The new guidelines should somehow minimize this problem.

16.Lack of revenue that results in failure to repair roads curbs, gutters, storm drains

17.How do you hold entities responsible for providing the service they say they can.

18.How will service level reviews interplay with county islands that the county may be
reluctant to give up?

19.Need to make sure that an economic advantage exists for cities to annex county
islands, i.e., Property tax exchange, infrastructure improvements, etc.

20.Differences in the manner that budgets are prepared make analysis difficult - apples
and oranges dilemma

21.Ratepayers and taxpayers should be the main priority.

22.Some agencies will resist participating and investing their limited resources in
service studies.

23.Whether special districts have accurate information to convey.

24.Concern over adjacent counties with jurisdictional boundaries that don't match
logical geographic boundaries (separation by major ridgelines for example), where
most logical municipal service provides might be in a different county.

oo

o~
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25.Guidelines should be easy step-by-step instructions.

26.How to bring all of the players to the table for a collaborative and cooperative
process. What stakes does an agency have in the service review?

27.Who will provide funding and personnel to gather information.

28.How would large studies of all similar agencies (i.e. All water) be addressed with
small LAFCO staffs and abilities?

29.Engaging cities to participate in an analysis beyond their borders - may be difficult

30. Definition of rate restructuring not clear.

31.How will they affect special reorganizations?

32.Do administrators at all special districts understand where LAFCO fits in the picture.

33.Developments approved by a city, without confirming with special district that basic
utilities can be provided (master planning of resources).

34.The guidelines should also be more user friendly (they are somewhere between the
map act and the CEQA guidelines in being user friendly (map act being the worst
and CEQA guidelines being the best).

35. Electeds rarely want to give up their kingdom

36.Do administrators realize lace’s role?

37.How will they affect the dialog between cities, counties and residents in
annexations?

38.Balancing the service reviews with competing or conflicting studies prepared by the
affected agencies themselves, particularly when 2 agencies initiate a consolidation
by joint application/similar resolutions.

39.Management efficiencies--can mean different things in different counties--differences
in size of LAFCO cause need for flexibility in guidelines

40.How can LAFCO ensure that developers of property in county unincorporated areas
that is immediately adjacent to a city (in its SOI) do not create a de facto "county
island" simply because they do not wish to process their project through the city?

41.Guidelines should be flexible enough to account for differing local circumstances

42.Need it easier for cities to annex county islands even with property owner protest.
Cities will not attempt annexations if they know protest exists.

43. Clarification of any and all notification requirements.

44. Clarify impact of service reviews on LAFCOs 5-year review of SOI’s.

45.The counties tend to have too much influence on the lace’s decisions.

46.How can the guidelines control errant executive officers?

47.Will there be a process for affected agencies to review the service reviews prior to
their completion and to comment? Will LAFCOs be required to address these?

48.Will there be a process for disputing the results?

49.LAFCO could help to smooth annexation processes by coordinating among all of the
different jurisdictions, for example, cities may have different interests than water or
sanitation districts.

50.All reviews need to reveal how the current inequity in allocation of property tax will
impact reorganizations

51.Issues related to overlapping city/special district spheres

Meeting Report 4



June 4, 2001

Ideal Service Review Guidelines

Participants entered their response to the question, "What should ideal service review
guidelines contain?" (Format, content, type of information, level of detail,
recommendations)

The group agreed that they needed to be user friendly, provide some examples and
give clear definitions. The group saw conflict in the desire for a cookbook approach
versus wide latitude in application. Following are all the items that were entered.

Index

Have computerized program to help with fiscal analysis

User friendly language-minimal legalese

Fill in the blanks.

Have index, which is cross-referenced

Step by set process

Glossary

Clear definitions of all terms

Use the CEQA guidelines as a model.

10 Guidelines should contain detailed definitions of statutory terminology

11.Clear identification of lead agencies, positions

12.Financial effects on every agency involved, including cities, districts, county, rate
and property tax payers.

13. Clear definition of units requested

14.Clear goals

15.Should provide a format, like an initial study, to address the issues, identifying
source documents, etc.

16."yes" or "no" answers

17.Clear restrictions on LAFCO authority

18. Ability to have options to respond to local conditions

19. Guidelines for early inter-jurisdictional consultation

20.Guidelines to be plain language, easily understood, and user friendly.

21.Comprehensive index

22.Name and phone number of contact person and/or of who completed the document.

23.Guidelines should be "permissive" to allow LAFCO to function "based on local
conditions and circumstances."

24.Should be provided in a manner so that it can be reproduced easily and provided to
participants, a how to guide or service reviews for dummies concept.

25.Computerized format, which can be downloaded

26.Economies of scale analysis, who can do the job more efficiently.

27.Where information was obtained.

28.Include table of contents and subject index. Perhaps have a site map like they do on
web sites.

29.Consistent format - to allow universal consistency, similar to initial study format.

30. Should require a detailed analysis of each determination to be compiled in a final
report

31.Limitations on the burden of the study on local agencies

©CoNok~whE
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32.Introduction and explanation of why this exercise is being undertaken.

33.References to databases of relevant information

34.Should provide some guidance for public process - hearing notices, workshops, etc

35. Standardized formulas for fiscal analysis or service level quantification.

36.Should attempt to address all of the typical areas of concern based on the type of
annexation. A section that deals with county islands, a section for city incorporations
etc.

37.Definition of how to set or determine level of service to establish what efficiency
means

38.Provide a detailed description of why this was begun, and explanation of what the
legislator expected to come out of this information gathering process.

39. A dictionary of terminology

40. List of resources available statewide

41.What the service review will be used for

42.Guidelines should provide a level of direction somewhere between a step-by-step
how to manual (easy to understand, but inflexible to local circumstances) and
current sphere determinations (totally amorphous blather).

43.Should require the analysis and data be made transparent - or available to all during
the study

44.Format to be hierarchical. Delineate priorities to help resolve competing interests.

45.A list of all of the agencies that are being asked to respond along with contact
information to avoid duplication of effort.

46.Questions should be specific and contain examples.

47.A detailed list of assumptions used in the analysis.

48. A process for obtaining immediate clarification from OPR

49. Guidelines should only deal with those issues that are of a critical nature so as to
minimize the amount of staff time required to complete the document.

50. The guidelines should have specific standards as opposed to just suggestions and
recommendations.

51.Establish process for service reviews-- recommend way they should be done and
allow guidelines to be varied

52.When (date) the information was gathered (how current is it).

53.Language level should allow public to understand

54.Process for community input

55.Glossary

56. Fill-in-the-blank type structure to insure consistency of required basic data.

57.Consideration should be given to including examples of "completed” service reviews
that consider a number of issues relevant to counties throughout California.

58. Are guidelines permissive or mandatory

59. Since they are statewide, guidelines should be flexible and adaptable.

60. Should contain sample/suggestions of data needed for differing types of service,
e.g.. water fire, wastewater, trash service police, paramedic etc..
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Management Efficiencies

Participants responded to the question, "What does the term "management efficiencies”
mean in your organization? What could be accomplished through an evaluation of a
service provider's "management efficiencies?"

The group generally agreed that the definition of the term included the following
components or should be examined in light of the following information:

Comparison of cost and services both internal and external to determine with the
most efficient getting the most done with at the lowest cost. This includes an
examination of service levels in relation to budget, costs, and number of
employees;

To determine management efficiency, organizational structure needed to be
evaluated;

When evaluating or comparing service levels, industry standards should be
factored into a determination of effectiveness or efficiency of service. Is the
service provider meeting or exceeding acceptable and industry standards for cost
of service to its constituency? What are those standards specific to the particular
service?

An efficient organization has the ability to provide service in the future. The
reviewer must ask if they have the capacity for planned and unplanned growth;
An efficient organization has the resources (fiscal, manpower, equipment)
available to handle area needs;

An efficient organization has healthy or adequate reserve accounts and can
"squirrel” away money.

The group felt comfortable with the conclusion that a positive outcome of an evaluation
of management efficiency could result in: elimination of duplicative efforts, rate
restructuring, and reorganizations where needed.

Following are all the items that were entered.

©CoNorwNE

Comparison of cost per unit of service

The biggest bang for the buck.

Comparison of overhead costs

Clear definition of goals and objectives

Not re-inventing the wheel

Number of employees

Management compliance with city/district laws and LAFCO requirements.

Costs of service delivery per unit

In our city, it means finding a municipal service niche and then actively marketing to

provide it to other cities.
10. Examine service levels in relation to budget, costs, and number of employees
11.Response times to routine items
12.The exploration of the management structure
13. Fiscal responsibility.
14. Ability to handle emergencies
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15.0n a per capita basis, the greatest output resulting from the smallest of input.

16. Accomplishments could include ability to compare the way, manner of an agency's
ability to provide service or their cost of providing service

17.Management efficiencies is what each agency wishes to define it as. | would think
that if an organization claims that they can provide a particular service, they should
be held to that.

18.1f a review of management structure points toward consolidation, can be used to
justify proposal.

19.Management competence; activity of district boards of directors.

20.May not work when doing city sphere as opposed to district sphere

21.Quiality of service provided per dollar

22.An evaluation could show that a given service provider was not the most efficient.
Could lead to consolidation of service providers or shared provision of services.

23.Percentage of costs associated with administration, board of directors, council, etc.

24.Where do profits go? Does agency have profits?

25.?2???. 1 do not know, but when it is defined, have this defined under "definitions"
within the new guidelines.

26.1s the service provider meeting or exceeding acceptable and industry standards for
cost of service to its constituency? What are those standards specific to the
particular service?

27.Can the agency take on any additional territory without increasing management
costs.

28.An analysis of "management efficiencies” would reveal if a reorganization would
reduce management layers/costs/redundancies

29. Should include agency's ability to provide service in future--do they have the
capacity for planned and unplanned growth

30.Comparison of labor hours and costs to provide service.

31.Resources (fiscal, manpower, equipment) available to handle area needs.

32.An evaluation could result in: elimination of duplicative efforts, rate restructuring, and
reorganizations.

33. Sets realistic work programs

34.Management efficiencies - how many competent staff support a LAFCO, what is
their workload, and how effectively does the LAFCO Executive Officer manage
his/her staff?

35.How does an entity operate? -- may not be apparent in small districts; while in large
districts or cities can be easily ascertained.

36.Evaluation of service provider efficiencies will not accomplish much unless
comparable jurisdictions are reviewed. This may not be possible in a service level
review.

37.Look at reserve accounts and ways agencies can "squirrel" away money

38.Cost of boards and stipends received per year

39. Should be like an Request for Proposal, what the cost is to provide that service, that
group which can provide the service at the least cost gets deemed "management
efficient”.
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40.This means getting the most done while spending the least money possible. If this
could be quantified it would reveal something about whom or what are the most
cost-effective operations.

41.Levels of employees

42.1f service provider appears to "waste resources" it could be subject to dissolution or
consolidation.

43.Management efficiency review will only be as good as the LAFCO executive officer
and their political agenda. (a scary thought)

44.Comparison of pension plans for employees

45.Operate more like a private company, make better use of limited resources.

46. Opportunities for privatization

47.Are managers subject to a review or evaluation of accountability?

48.Whether services provided by one agency could be more efficiently (cheaper)
provided by another agency. "management” does not necessarily refer to managing
personnel--but to organizational structure.

49. Exploration of economies of scale should provide opportunities for increased
consolidated efficiencies. The result should be in terms of lower cost, cost
avoidance, heightened management practices commensurate with industry leaders
(use of technology etc).

50.Means of reporting problems

51. Ability to multi-task resources.

Municipal Services

Participants responded to the question "How should the term "municipal services" be
defined?"

The common theme of self or local determination of what constitutes a municipal
service emerged. Definitions that the group felt were most applicable included:

* What cities and others decide they should be;

* Any service authorized to be provided by a city or a special district that is subject
to LAFCO and for which LAFCO must adopt a sphere of influence;

» The full range of services that an agency provides or is authorized to provide;
and

* Things taxpayers love to complain about.
There were strong objections to the inclusion of private provided services such as
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions. (Author’s note: these services are sometimes
public provided in some counties.)

Following are all the items that were entered.

1. Any way a City legislative body chooses to define it
2. Everything that’'s not regional services
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3. Only God knows

4. Police, fire, ambulance, trash, water, sewer

5. Relate to density

6. Public investment for community benefit

7. Those services that are necessary for residents to function.

8. The full range of services that an agency provides or is authorized to provide.

9. Municipal service = urban service = whatever a city or county decides

10.Those services that will be the least publicly controversial and generate the most
sales tax revenues.

11.Things taxpayers love to complain about

12.Infrastructure needed to support urban/suburban/rural life.

13.Comparison of urban levels with other parts of California

14.Everything except National Defense

15. Services that are necessary to inhabit an "urban" area.

16.Those services that are required by the Uniform Building Code for health and safety
purposes.

17.Infrastructure necessary to sustain residences and employment.

18. Anything necessary for modern life, that is not generally provided by a private
company.

19. Any service authorized to be provided by a city or a special district that is subject to
LAFCO and for which LAFCO must adopt a sphere of influence.

20.All services at any level provided by a City

21. Self=definition by community

22."Municipal Services” means basic services to operate a city that include, but are not
limited to police, fire, utilities, parks, safety, administration, etc.

23.Services that constitute a "public good” and are best provided at the local level.

24.Paying the government to provide goods and services that people demand.

25. Services should include gas and electricity (can't do any worse)

26.Public amenities in order for community to a) survive, and b) provide quality of life

27.Public services, where areas developed to a certain density, and public must rely on.
Without this set of services, density would be impossible.

28.Everything including National Defense

29.Any service that is provided or can be provided by a city of special district subject to
LAFCOs.

30.Best defined by needs and input of community, not by agencies; include process for
allowing jurisdictions to define own municipal services

31.Municipal Defense

32.Define the goal of your Agency and then define the services necessary to reach that
objective.

33.Services at a level that would not be detrimental to one's health and well being.

34.Services that must be universally provided (and paid for) no free ridership

35.Depends on community

36.Municipal services are those, which the residents would start a recall over if they had
to live without that service
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Services and Levels of Review Needed

Participants reviewed a list of services that may be subject to review and added
additional services. They were then asked to place each service into one of the

categories listed below with the following values.

4 = Substantial technical and expert service review guidance needed
3 = Complete service review but in broader terms
2 = Cursory service review and/or low priority for review

1 = Does not need to be reviewed
A = Does not apply in our setting with comment on your locations and why it does

not apply (this rating was not calculated in the mean)

Following are the overall results for the 20 respondents participating in Orange. The
graph below shows the mean or average rating for each item in the order presented on
means and variability table. The higher the mean the greater the review needed and
the lower the variability the more consensus around the mean. Items with a variability

below 40% have a good consensus around the mean.

Extent of Review Needed

Rating

1234567 8 910111213141516171819202122232425262728293031323334353637383940414243444546

Service

(20 responses)
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Needed
# Item Average Variability
Rating

1. Fire 3.8 33%
2. Sanitation/Sewer 3.8 33%
3. Potable Water 3.8 35%
4. Emergency/Ambulance/Paramedics 3.6 53%
5. Road Maintenance 3.5 49%
6. Security and Law Enforcement 3.5 53%
7. Parks and Recreation 3.4 52%
8. Reclaimed Water 3.4 52%
9. Solid Waste 3.3 66%
10. Storm Drainage 3.3 60%
11. Flood Control 3.2 65%
12. Ground Water Recharge Districts 3.1 55%
13. Septic System Maintenance 3.1 62%
14. Schools 3.1 69%
15. Irrigation Water 3.0 57%
16. Traffic Control 3.0 66%
17. Land Use Planning/Building Permits 2.9 73%
18. Building and Zoning Enforcement 2.8 78%
19. Electrical Production, Transmission or 2.8 65%
Distribution

20. Library 2.8 68%
21. Transit and Para transit 2.8 55%
22. Reclamation (Land) 2.8 50%
23. Animal Control 2.7 56%
24. Open Space 2.7 76%
25. Street Lighting 2.6 67%
26. Airports 2.6 78%
27. Natural Gas Supply 2.6 72%
28. Resource (Soil) Conservation 2.6 45%
29. Geologic Hazard Abatement 2.6 63%
30. Mosquito Abatement and Vector Control 2.6 61%
31. Levee Maintenance 2.6 60%
32. Hospital 2.6 50%
33. Landscape Maintenance 2.5 49%
34. Telecommunication 2.5 71%
35. Harbors and Ports 2.3 70%
36. Cable TV 2.3 60%
37. Nuisance Abatement 2.3 77%
38. Cemetery 2.2 54%

12
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39. Treasury Service 2.1 80%
40. City Clerk/Election/Records Management 1.9 76%
41. Snow Removal 1.7 56%
42. Legal Service (city services for misdemeanors) 1.6 60%
43. Public Art 1.6 39%
44. CC&R Enforcement 1.6 49%
45. Resort Improvement 1.5 41%
46. TV Translator Service 1.5 40%

Participant Comments

Participants made comments for further clarification. In certain instance participants

commented on why they were assigning a certain value. Following are all the
comments on the above services and review levels.

1

Emergency/Ambulance/Paramedics

3.0 Should focus on quality of care provided to patients at the incident, response

times and distance to emergency hospitals

Flood Control

1.0 Should be done by the Army Corps of Engineers

Ground Water Recharge Districts

A  There are none in San Diego.

Septic System Maintenance

A
Street Lighting

2.0 Depends upon whether or not there is a street lighting assessment district in

placed
Airports

1.0 Should be reviewed by Federal Government not the State

None in our jurisdiction

A  Airports is a regional, not municipal, service

Levee Maintenance

A
Hospital

3.0 Include private hospitals
Harbors and Ports

None in San Diego.

1.0 Natural competition, the source of revenues and legal restrictions ensure
efficiency and effectiveness

Meeting Report
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10 Snow Removal
A Snow is not an issue in our jurisdiction
11 CC&R Enforcement

1.0 This is a homeowner's association responsibility but may need review by the
building department for conflict with the local jurisdictions restrictions

12 Resort Improvement
1.0 Private competition ensures effectiveness and efficiency

Distribution Graphs - - Orange Opinion of Services and Levels of Review Needed

The following distribution graphs show the voting for the 20 respondents for each item in
the order they appear on the means and variability table.

Fire Potable Water

16

14

12

10

Frequency
Frequency

Abs. 1 2 3 4 Abs. 1 2 3 4

Rating (average is 3.8) Rating (average is 3.8)
(20 responses) (20 responses)

Sanitation/Sewer Emergency/Ambulance/Paramedics

16

14

12

Frequency
Frequency

10

Abs. 1 2 3 4 Abs. 1 2 3 4

Rating (average is 3.8) Rating (average is 3.6)
(20 responses) (20 responses)
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Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

Road Maintenance

1 2

Rating (average is 3.5)

Security and Law Enforcement

1 2

Rating (average is 3.5)

Parks and Recreation

(20 responses)

1 2

Rating (average is 3.4)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Reclaimed Water

June 4, 2001

2

Rating (average is 3.4)

Solid Waste

2

Rating (average is 3.3)

Storm Drainage

2

Rating (average is 3.3)
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Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

18

16

1

3 n
2
5
3

8 1w
s

8

3

(20 responses)

Flood Control

1 2 3

Rating (average is 3.2)

Ground Water Recharge Districts

1 2 3

Rating (average is 3.1)

Septic System Maintenance

1 2 3

Rating (average is 3.1)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Schools

June 4, 2001

Abs.

2

Rating (average is 3.1)

Irrigation Water

Abs.

2

Rating (average is 3.0)

Traffic Control

2

Rating (average is 3.0)

Meeting Report
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Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Land Use Planning/Building Permits

1 2

Rating (average is 2.9)

Building and Zoning Enforcement

1 2

Rating (average is 2.8)

Electrical Production, Transmission or Distribution

1 2

Rating (average is 2.8)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Library

1 2

Rating (average is 2.8)

Transit and Paratransit

1 2

Rating (average is 2.8)

Reclamation (Land)

1 2

Rating (average is 2.8)

Meeting Report
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Animal Control Airports
1 18
16 16
14 14
3 3 12
g e
3 5]
El g
g g 10
I fin
s 8
5 6
4 4
2 2
0 o
Abs, 1 2 3 4 Abs, 1 2 3 4
Rating (average is 2.7) Rating (average is 2.6)
(20 responses) (20 responses)
Open Space Natural Gas Supply
18 18
16 16 [
1 10
3 w2 3 12
g g
3 5]
3 3
g 1w 8 10
uw w
8 8
6 6
4 4
2 2
0 o
Abs, 1 2 3 4 Abs, 1 2 3 4
Rating (average is 2.7) Rating (average is 2.6)
(20 responses) (20 responses)
Street Lighting Resource (Soil) Conservation
18 18
16 16 [
1 10
3 w2 3 12
g g
3 5]
3 3
g w1 g o
uw w
8 8
6 6
4 4
2 2
0 o
Abs, 1 2 3 4 Avs, 1 2 3 4

(20 responses)

Rating (average is 2.6) Rating (average is 2.6)

(20 responses)
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Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

Geologic Hazard Abatement

1 2

Rating (average is 2.6)

Mosquito Abatement and Vector Control

1 2

Rating (average is 2.6)

Levee Maintenance

(20 responses)

1 2

Rating (average is 2.6)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

(20 responses)

Frequency

Hospital

June 4, 2001

1 2

Rating (average is 2.6)

Landscape Maintenance

1 2

Rating (average is 2.5)

Telecommunication

(20 responses)

1 2

Rating (average is 2.5)

Meeting Report
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Harbors and Ports Cemetery
18 18
16 [ 16
14— 14 (H
3 12 Z 1
2 2
& 5}
El 3
=3 =3
o o
i i
Abs. 1 2 3 4 Abs. 1 2 3 4
Rating (average is 2.3) Rating (average is 2.2)
(20 responses) (20 responses)
Cable TV Treasury Service
18 18
16 16
14 14
[T 3 1
2 2
5 53
3 El
z z
o o
w w
Abs. 1 2 3 4 Abs. 1 2 3 4
Rating (average is 2.3) Rating (average is 2.1)
(20 responses) (20 responses)
Nuisance Abatement City Clerk/Election/Records Management
18 18
16 16
14 14
[T 3
2 2
5 53
3 3
g wH g
w w
Abs. 1 2 3 4 Abs. 1 2 3 4
Rating (average is 2.3) Rating (average is 1.9)
(20 responses) (20 responses)
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Snow Removal CC&R Enforcement
1 18
16 16
= 10
3 5wl
g e
3 5]
El g
8 g 10
I fin
= 8
= 6
4 4
2 2
0 o
Abs, 1 2 3 4 Abs, 1 2 3 4
Rating (averageis 1.7) Rating (average is 1.6)
(20 responses) (20 responses)
Legal Service (city services for misdemeanors) Resort Improvement
18 18
16 16 [
14 14
[T 3 1
g g
3 5]
3 3
g ol g
uw w
o
o
pu
51
0
Abs, 1 2 3 4 Abs, 1 2 3 4
Rating (average is 1.6) Rating (average is 1.5)
(20 responses) (20 responses)
Public Art TV Translator Service
18 18
16 16 [
14 14
[T 3 1
g g
3 5]
3 3
8 10 g 10
uw w
= 8
= 6
4 4
2 2
0 o
Abs, 1 2 3 4 Avs, 1 2 3 4
Rating (average is 1.6) Rating (average is 1.5)
(20 responses) (20 responses)
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Individual Participant Evaluation of Four "Who should compile the information?”

Options
Participants were first given the following four options to choose from to determine who
should compile the information. Participants could select only one option but could
comment on any option. Following are the results for this poll.

* LAFCOs in-house
LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the direction of LAFCO

Service providers compile information, in the form requested by LAFCO, and

provide to LAFCO for review and approval;
Compilation process should be optional, decided by each LAFCO and included in

written procedures

Who should compile the information?

Rating

Alternatives

(20 responses)

Meeting Report
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Table with Number of "yes" votes for each of 4 options and comments

# Item Total Yes Votes
1. LAFCOs in-house 1
2. LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the 6
direction of LAFCO
3. Service providers compile information, in the form requested 6
by LAFCO, and provide to LAFCO for review and approval
4. Compilation process should be optional, decided by each 7
LAFCO and included in written procedures

1

no
no

yes
yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

no

LAFCOs in-house

Preferred method given adequate funding/staff
Only if LAFCO has the expertise in the service being studied.

LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the direction of
LAFCO

Who pays for consultant?

There should be some kind of neutral party and determines evaluation. Cities
should have review authority. Cost for consultant should be born by LAFCO
Consultants should do all work, RSG in particular.

The process should remain under the jurisdiction of LAFCO with direct
participation of the affected agencies. In some instances, the agencies
themselves may be allowed to prepare the study directly - were public benefit
can be demonstrated.

Service providers compile information, in the form requested by LAFCO,
and provide to LAFCO for review and approval

LAFCO Executive Officers abilities vary widely. Even if options 1 or 2 were
chosen, subject agencies would still provide the information. 1 and 2 would cost
more and introduce a higher level of inaccuracy into the review. Format
requested should not be burdensome.

Would love it if LAFCO would handle it all, as a small City we don't necessarily
have the resources to compile this information. However, | don't know that
LAFCO necessarily has the resources and, therefore, would prefer to be
involved in the process.

While comments and information from service providers may be considered
biased, a review by LAFCO could help to determine whether that input is really
legitimate or not. Service providers should have insight that could aid the
LAFCO review.

Service providers should initially compile information for LAFCO review;
however, LAFCO's should have discretion to decide whether specific service
reviews would be required.

This would be part of LAFCO's data gathering process.
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yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

no
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Compilation process should be optional, decided by each LAFCO and
included in written procedures

This option allows each LAFCO to choose the compilation method best suited
for their county depending on staff level, number of agencies, level of trust
between agencies and LAFCO etc.

Some LAFCOs, districts and cities have limited resources, so process of
compiling info may have to be on a case-by-case basis. If LAFCO obtained the
data the review would be based upon its own info. But, districts should have
that responsibility.

Each service has different requirements and needs, and should be evaluated by
the entity most able to do so. For example, ALUC may be more appropriate
body to review airport service than LAFCO.

LAFCOs are of different sizes and have different resources throughout the State.
The strategy should be flexible enough to allow the individual LAFCO to select
the method that best meets their needs.

The process would depend upon the service to be reviewed, some are much
more technical than others. Each LAFCO should decide, as a policy declaration,
how it wishes the information provided, the guidelines should not dictate how it
will be done..

LAFCOs should have the flexibility of using consultants, in-house staff, or a
combination of both - depending on staff workload, the complexity of the service
review or the mood of the Executive Officer.

This may be preferred by smaller LAFCOs with funding/staff expertise issues.

Individual Participant Evaluation of five "Who should compile the information?"

Options

Participants were asked to evaluate the first four options with a fifth additional option -
"LAFCOs in-house, using a consultant under LAFCO direction, or using consultants
under the direction of service provider/s." The second vote allowed participants to
choose from the same options available at the Fresno and Sacramento sessions.
Participants could select only one option. Following are the results for this poll.
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Who should compile the information?

Rating

1 2 3 4 5

Alternatives

(20 responses)

Table with Number of "yes" votes for each of 5 options and comments

# Item Total Yes
Votes

1. LAFCOs in-house 0
2. LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the 5
direction of LAFCO
3. LAFCOs in-house, using a consultant under LAFCO direction, 5
or using consultants under the direction of service provider/s
4. Service providers compile information, in the form requested 3
by LAFCO, and provide to LAFCO for review and approval
5. Compilation process should be optional, decided by each 7
LAFCO and included in written procedures

1 LAFCOs in-house, using a consultant under LAFCO direction, or using
consultants under the direction of service provider/s

no LAFCOs should have authority over the scope of the review.

Meeting Report 25



June 4, 2001

SACRAMENTO AND FRESNO COMBINED RESULTS

Two meetings were conducted in Sacramento and two meetings were conducted in
Fresno. The agendas for these groups were generally consistent with the exception of
the reordering of items, and the addition of questions on the relationship between
service reviews and SOIs, and the date when SOIs were last updated. Therefore, the
results are combined into one report. Groups 1 and 2 refer to the first and second
group in Sacramento and Groups 3 and 4 refer to the first and second group in Fresno.

Brainstorming Agenda Used in Sacramento and Fresno

The following agenda was used in all the Sacramento and Fresno meetings. The
participant information and meeting results follow the same format of the agenda.

Introductions and Overview

* Welcome and Meeting Purpose

* Introductions and Participant Registration
* Project overview and schedule

Input by Participants
* What ideal service review guidelines need to contain and accomplish
* Issues that need to be considered during guidelines development
* How should the term "municipal services” be defined
» Services that may need to be reviewed

Discussion, Evaluation and Comment

* To what extent do these services need to be reviewed?

Participants will electronically choose from:

» Substantial technical and expert service review guidance needed

» Complete review but in broader terms

e Cursory review and/or low priority for review

* Does not need to be reviewed

* Does not apply in our setting with comment on location and why it does not apply

Input by Participants
* What obstacles and special cases will be encountered when reviewing services?
* What needs to be considered during a review that is not on this list based on
LAFCO legislation, other legislation, or other reasons?

Small Teams

» How would you proceed to evaluate each service and what steps would ideally be
taken to accomplish your evaluation?

Individual Participant Evaluation and Comment
* Who should compile the information to be used in evaluations?
Participants will choose the strategy that best fits your perspective
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* LAFCOs in-house

* LAFCOs either in-house or using a consultant under the direction of LAFCO

* LAFCOs in-house, using consultant under LAFCO direction, or using consultants
under the direction of service provider/s.

* Service providers complete review, in the form requested by LAFCO, and provide
to LAFCO for review and approval

» Compilation process should be optional, decided by each LAFCO and included in
written procedures.

Wrap-up and Final Comments

» Special Cases of Concern

* Meeting Evaluation

* Thank You for Attending this Workshop

Ideal Service Review Guidelines

Participants responded to the question, “What do the ideal service review guidelines
need to contain and accomplish?” Following are the responses by the group.

Group 1

Definitions of evaluation criteria

They should contain consistent standards

Procedures for conducting evaluations

Guidelines need to be a working document. Usable for decision makers. Data not

policy.

Give examples

Review of policies and procedures

The guidelines should be simple, clear, unambiguous & based on realistic goals.

Identify sources of information

. They should contain minimum thresholds for adequate service provision

10.Organized by function

11. Something that could be used as the basis for an Request for Proposal for
contracting out the service reviews

12.They should take in regional concerns

13.Sample policies

14. Set of essential topics the analysis should include, such as capacity,

15. Guidelines should be a set of standard definitions of services.

16. Identify sources of information

17.Should not look like standards

18.Guidelines need to be flexible enough to apply to a huge variety of situations.

19.The guidelines should contain differing standards for the various types of services
provided by agencies.

20. Should not be the size of a phone book

21.Should be consistent with SOI evaluation criteria and procedures

22.The guidelines should address limited and expanded service reviews.

PwpbPE
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Group 2

1. Flexible enough to reflect local conditions and policies

2. Definitions should be very clear

3. Should have a logical organization. A flowchart would be helpful.

4. Applications - should have computer templates

5. Different requirements and process to recognize urban or rural area.

6. Flow Chart that describes the guidelines, as simple as possible, examples, clear

definitions and clear minimum requirements, clear criteria for variances to
guidelines.

7. Guidelines should clearly tell LAFCO and service providers what criteria are to be
reviewed

8. Explain step by step how to collect the data, how to analyze it, what kinds of
conclusions you need to make, and how those conclusions should affect final
determinations

a. Need to focus on process that identifies services that are priority issues in the
community

9. Logically organized. Have separate definition extensive enough to cover the words
and terms used. Be consistent in terminology.

10. A quantifiable means of service delivery/ cost, i.e., apples to apples. Helpful in
assessing full service providers in context of special districts.

11.1dentify approvals required - by whom and timelines

12.Guidelines should be the tool for LAFCOs to identify opportunities for collaboration,
cooperation, and (if logical) consolidation.

13.Make sure that there is a general introduction that explains the purpose of doing the
service review, which would then give some context to the step by step "instruction
manual approach”

14.There should be separate chapters on how to do service reviews for each type of
service (chapter on fire protection, water service, etc)

15. Extensive input from service provider.

16. Guidelines should identify value of service reviews to the agencies subject to study.

17.Not a public facilities & financing mechanism. Defer implementation detail to local
agency. Big picture overview.

18.Method to resolve conflicts.

19.Include an appendix that contains "models” or "examples" or "template” of how to do
a service review on a particular topic

20.Guidelines should be available on-line and should include FAQs

21.ldeal guidelines will include the opportunity to identify when private providers are not
meeting the standards of public providers in the same region.

22.Guidelines for the analysis of the fiscal impact of each service category

23.Need to contain questions on agency planning efforts, timelines and capital
improvements’ programming to meet projected service demand. Responses should
be based on official planning documents approved by the agency board or
commission.

24.What to do if there is not a lot of detailed information available from service providers
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25.Guidelines must remain flexible for different regions and types of governments --
rural, urban, suburban

26.1deal service guidelines will provide: means of evaluating current efficiencies means
to identify existing inefficiencies, a means of understanding opportunities for service
providers to cooperate or collaborate. Also, templates for evaluating capacity,

27.Focus on service efficiencies, do not introduce land use issues.

28.Fiscal spreadsheet templates would be helpful.

29.Guidelines should include a clear preamble or summary that describes in lay terms
what is to be accomplished by preparing the guidelines (for lay boards of directors).

30.Result in clear understanding for the public of service efficiency

Group 3

1. Define service that is being studied.

2. ldentify gaps or overlaps between service providers

3. Be consistent between each city/special district within the LAFCO area

4. Must be comprehensive so that those preparing the R3E guidelines know what

constitutes adequate review.

Since there are 58 very different counties, be very broad and remember rural

counties differ greatly from urban counties.

6. A list of information resources would help the process. In addition to comprehensive
service reviews the guidelines should allow/encourage a conclusion that more study
is needed where appropriate.

7. A fair evaluation process specific to that particular service measuring the economic
and delivery efficiencies.

8. Have the review of the service with a step-by-step format. This will not only help
LAFCO but also the city/special district.

9. Deal with existing development with non-municipal services, or non-services, and
how to incorporate.

10.Must be comprehensive so preparer knows what constitutes adequate response and
provides enough detail. e.g. Provide sample response to a question for a typical city
or district.

11.The guidelines should accomplish mitigations for all services impacted by growth.

12.Define what the services are, who provides them, what are the costs, and are they
available.

13.Provide comprehensive definitions to limit "interpretation.”

14.Recognize variety of situations can exist even within a given county

15.Provide a checklist to verify correct information has been compiled.

16. Should the ability to pay for the service by the districts property owners be a factor

17.The guidelines need to be flexible to incorporate the uniqueness of the area being
served as well as what the citizens want.

18.Population, sewer service, water, transportation facilities, fire hydrant need to be
evaluated.

19.1deal guidelines should allow for local service provider preferences as well as ideal
efficiency and management structure.

20.Provide examples of adequate responses, e.g. a sample city or district.

o
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Group 4

1. A detailed index.

2. Clear concise easy to use and a single volume

3. Provide flexibility - provide a suggested format -

4. Crystal clear coordination between the service review conclusions at the sphere

level, such that the annexation process is almost perfunctory

Smaller cities will have to prepare the service plan without professional assistance

from experts. This means the level of detail and accuracy of service plans may be

guestionable.

Suggested methodology

Guidance by type of service; i.e. fire protection, water, sewer, etc.

Focused guidance for annexation agreements, when necessary

Guidelines should define agency responsibility for provision of data and LAFCO

responsibility for objective analysis

10. Guidance on what to look for, or type of information to gather, when developing a
service review.

11.The end product should be an assessment of service capabilities for all services
provided by an agency with special attention to the capabilities of the fixed
infrastructure (i.e. sewer, water, etc) for various geographic segments of the SOI.

12.How detailed do long range horizon service plans need to be? What growth
assumptions are necessary? Estimating what is needed may be easier than
realistically reporting how infrastructure and public services will be financed in the
future.

13.Generic form that includes basic service review questions and answers which can
be expanded upon by agencies as needed

14.What are the criteria, or what would be the situation, for LAFCO to overrule an
agency's proposal to provide services? Or, how will LAFCOs mediate conflicting
service reviews?

15.Consider population growth trends use realistic factors(i.e. 150 gallons water per
person per day) what percentage of that water goes into sewer system in short,
need realistic factors to properly plan

16.User friendly; perhaps basic criteria for a simplified review, and detailed criteria for
an in-depth review.

17.Clear definitions, easy index reference and bibliography

18.The service review guidelines should describe who is responsible for providing the
data and when it is to be provided

19. Service review must be conducted in reference to adopted general plan and related
population projections

o

© 00N

Issues to Consider

Participants responded to the question, “What are issues that need to be considered
during Guidelines development?” Following are the responses by group.
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Group 1

Small agency ability to provide data input

What is an adequate, sustainable water supply?

Cost, cost, & cost

Comments concerns of all affected agencies2

Community identity vs. regional efficiencies

What is a community of interest?

Different methods of providing the same service

Definitions of Municipal Services i.e.: rural agriculture water vs.

urban/residential/industrial

9. Acceptable time frame for preparation of reviews

10.Factors to consider in defining affected area

11.Way to evaluate cost effectiveness, level of service/cost ratio

12.How to define a service study area.

13.Incorporated vs. unincorporated areas and who provides the service

14. Definitions of rate criteria in order to consider rate restructuring

15.How will inter county issues be handled

16.How to take into consideration both county and city general plans

17.How to get city and special district cooperation in development of service reviews

18. Consideration of local preferences

19.How can we keep it simple

20.How to consider services by very large districts such as MWD of social

21.How to determine management efficiencies

22.Weight to be given public input

23.Should provide direction to coordinate with adjoining LAFCOs to determine if a
Special District or city in an adjoining jurisdiction is better able to provide a service,
based on comparison of agency service reviews

24.Lack of data regarding population, housing, employment growth, especially by
meaningful geographic areas

25.The level of detail required for each of the study's elements

26.Lack of LAFCO expertise to complete service reviews

27.How to provide consistency between service area reviews of LAFCOs within the
same region

28.How to define local accountability and governance.

29.The cost of preparing the studies - How will this be met?

30. Ability to compare data between respondents

31.How to compare service providers that have a lot of data vs. those that don't have
polished reports, fancy PR

32.Can we use a standard document as a judge of services i.e. EIR?

33. Criteria for appropriate size and number of areas

ONOOAWNE

Group 2

1. Existing substandard infrastructure in the areas being considered.
2. Timelines for review
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3. How long ago was general plan developed? When was it last updated?

4. Public input process

5. Provide equity for less sophisticated SD, i.e. Allowance for antidotal information -
Track record, vs. costly technical assessment. Include means of measuring capacity.

6. Uniqueness of each jurisdiction - different issues

7. Include ways to incorporate conflict resolution into the guidelines/process.

8. Likelihood of master service element being implemented...what barriers exist and
the costs associated with retrofitting

9. Timeline for servicing an area. (i.e. Is annexation related to a project or not?)

10. Availability of resources needed to conduct the reviews in relation to the extent of
the analysis required to sufficiently comply with the guidelines.

11.Emphasis needs to be placed on "coordination of local governmental agencies”. This
process should not become a tool in the "zoning for dollars" battles.

12.LAFCOs have varying levels of sophistication and staffing - How can a LAFCO with
very limited resources do as good/thorough a job as others who have more
resources? Should the guidelines set a minimum standard in performing the service
reviews?

13.Smaller jurisdictions may not have staff to do reviews

14.The role of LAFCO and the leg. intent must not be obscured by the guidelines.
Under previous law, LAFCOs had to negotiate to conduct these types of reviews --
often making the resulting study of little use.

15.Type of service, population of county (is this an urban or suburban or rural county?),
different land use jurisdictions of service provider (i.e. Is this a multi-county district?),
service overlay - whether there are multiple private and public providers

16.People perception, affinity for SD provider such as P&R, which has outlived fiscal
viability, yet retains heart of client base adequate to protest annexation.

17.Has area/community been affected by major economic or land use issues, e.g.
Military base closure(s), relocation of industry, lack of major infrastructure (water,
housing, transportation).

18. Potential cost of performing reviews versus cost benefit to impacted jurisdiction (cost
benefit analysis)

19. Are there other agency approvals necessary?

20.What happens when there are various population projections (from Department of
Finance, COGs, etc)? Which set of population and growth forecasts must be used?
Everyone should be required to use consistent population projections

21.Guidelines should not open the door to opting out of the requirement.

22.Issue of local control and local identity is important, especially in rural areas.

23.Are these guidelines intended to aid the LAFCOs, or to ensure LAFCOs comply with
a single standard of statewide policy?

24. Are there federal or state issues that need to be settled?

25.County position, AB8 property tax exchange, fiscal neutrality, etc.

26.Governance and accountability should be considered in the reports - the guidelines
should provide some means of evaluating them

27.Independent vs. Dependent

28.LAFCO perception during review.

29. Current fiscal position of the entity
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Group 3

Preservation of agriculture land.

Differences between acceptable levels of service between city and county

Williamson Act and farmland security zone land.

Ability of service district or city to provide the necessary service.

County islands.

LAFCOs need to acknowledge existing city and county plans and avoid reinventing

the wheel.

Limitations of LAFCO staffs - many are one or two-person operations hard-pressed

to keep up with the new mandates of AB 2838.

8. Overlapping services provided by a government entity versus a private entity.

9. Need current or up to date data

10.The service review should be simple to complete in a step-by-step format so that it is
not burdensome to LAFCO or city staff. If service reviews become as complicated
as EIRs or housing elements, they will not be completed.

11.Landowner rights

12.Overlapping areas may have different general plan designations - between city and
county

13. Should growth only occur in cities where municipal services are generally provided,
or should development be allowed to occur in the unincorporated areas with limited
services provided by the county?

14.Preservation of needed resources such as water.

15.1s the service provider a public or private (CPUC regulated) organization. How will
the “public political” be evaluated in dealing with competing service providers with
quality of service be evaluated, beyond rate base evaluations.

16.Focus strictly on the orderly provision of urban services - leave policy to elected
officials.

17.Potential for jurisdictional conflict possible when new reviews are done by LAFCO.

18.Costs to LAFCO, cities, special districts

19. Should service reviews occur in areas before a plan is adopted for that area?

20.Who pays for the costs of the review?

21.Time - review needs to be time-sensitive

22.Guidelines should encourage identification of issues while allowing commissions
discretion in interpreting and evaluating information.

23.What if there is a dispute between LAFCO and the city over the content and
conclusion of the service review?

24.Existing service plans should be considered thereby reducing cost for development
of new plans

25.Do the service levels need to be engineered or able to be developed in-house?

26.Cost avoidance opportunities - How much is affordable? With the current jump in
gas and electrical power costs, everyone is feeling the impacts.

27.ldentification of the lead agency needs to occur. Either LAFCO or service provider.

28. Are shifts of property tax revenues or any change in the AB 8 formulas at stake

when the service review is complete?

Q0 hALNE
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29.Farmland is not a municipal service so protection of farmland should not be part of
the review. It is a policy issue for cities and counties.

30.LAFCOs power to carry out recommendations needs to be a factor considered. The
reviews should remain basic and simple.

31.Regional considerations by county and cities. Agreements between cities and
county.

Group 4

Long term water supply

The types and kinds of services that should be considered.

Equitable quantification of requirements.

Urban vs. rural / small vs. large jurisdictions

Timeframe for when the services should be provided.

Adequate water supply

Differences between urban, suburban and rural services.

Responsibility for data collection, district vs. LAFCOs

Emerging (but not yet adopted) energy policies

10 Dealing with local peculiarities.

11.0pen space/ Williamson Act

12.Urban development in unincorporated areas

13.County government interference in process thru litigation against proponents of
annexations, reorganizations etc.

14.Criteria for measuring service adequacy or deficiencies.

15. Appropriate CEQA review

16. Clear definitions

17.Super Williamson Act - growth control issues

18. Competition between districts for service responsibility in new growth areas

19.Overlap of service provider jurisdictions

20. Effective standards for determining the most cost efficient provider of services to an
area

21.Water supply & energy

22.Developing guidelines suitable for the various sizes of agencies. Will en