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Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

LAFCO MEETING
AGENDA
Wednesday, October 20, 2010
1:15 PM

Board Meeting Chambers
70 West Hedding Street, First Floor
San Jose, CA 95110

CHAIRPERSON: Susan Vicklund-Wilson e VICE-CHAIRPERSON: Liz Kniss
COMMISSIONERS: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Margaret Abe-Koga
ALTERNATES: Al Pinheiro, Sam Liccardo, George Shirakawa, Terry Trumbull

The items marked with an asterisk (*) are included on the Consent Agenda and will be taken in one
motion. At the beginning of the meeting, anyone who wants to discuss a consent item should make a
request to remove that item from the Consent Agenda.

Disclosure Requirements

1. Disclosure of Campaign Contributions

If you wish to participate in the following proceedings, you are prohibited from making a
campaign contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate. This prohibition
begins on the date you begin to actively support or oppose an application before LAFCO and
continues until three months after a final decision is rendered by LAFCO. No commissioner or
alternate may solicit or accept a campaign contribution of more than $250 from you or your agent
during this period if the commissioner or alternate knows, or has reason to know, that you will
participate in the proceedings.

If you or your agent have made a contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate
during the twelve (12) months preceding the decision, that commissioner or alternate must
disqualify himself or herself from the decision. However, disqualification is not required if the
commissioner or alternate returns the campaign contribution within thirty (30) days of learning
both about the contribution and the fact that you are a participant in the proceedings. For
disclosure forms and additional information see:

http:/ / www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/annexations&Reorg / PartyDisclForm.pdf

2. Lobbying Disclosure

Any person or group lobbying the Commission or the Executive Officer in regard to an application
before LAFCO must file a declaration prior to the hearing on the LAFCO application or at the time
of the hearing if that is the initial contact. Any lobbyist speaking at the LAFCO hearing must so
identify themselves as lobbyists and identify on the record the name of the person or entity making
payment to them. For disclosure forms and additional information see:

http:/ /www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/annexations&Reorg/ LobbyDisclForm.pdf

3. Disclosure of Political Expenditures and Contributions Regarding LAFCO Proceedings

If the proponents or opponents of a LAFCO proposal spend $1,000 with respect to that proposal,
they must report their contributions of $100 or more and all of their expenditures under the rules of
the Political Reform Act for local initiative measures to the LAFCO office. For additional
information and for disclosure forms see:

http:/ /www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov / sclafcopolicies_annex&reorg_home.html
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ROLL CALL

PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS

This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons desiring to address the
Commission on any matter not on this agenda. Speakers are limited to THREE
minutes. All statements that require a response will be referred to staff for reply in
writing.

APPROVE MINUTES OF JUNE 2, 2010 LAFCO MEETING

CONSENT ITEMS

4.

APPROVE CONSENT CALENDAR

*4.1 WEST VALLEY SANITATION DISTRICT 2009-02

An application by landowner petition for annexation of a parcel (APN: 537-
04-030) located at 17655 Tourney Road in Los Gatos to the West Valley
Sanitation District.

Possible Action: Approve annexation to the West Valley Sanitation District
and waive protest proceedings.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

5.

COUNTYWIDE FIRE SERVICE REVIEW REPORT

Possible Action: Consider the draft report for the Countywide Fire Service Review
and Sphere of Influence Updates, accept public comment, and direct staff to prepare
the final report and set a hearing date.

DISSOLUTION OF SUNOL SANITARY DISTRICT

An application by resolution from the Sunol Sanitary District requesting its
dissolution and naming the City of San Jose as its successor agency.

Possible Action: Consider staff report and approve the dissolution.

ITEMS FOR ACTION / DISCUSSION

7.

COUNTYWIDE WATER SERVICE REVIEW REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL

Possible Action: Authorize staff to issue an RFP for consultant to prepare a
countywide water service review and delegate authority to LAFCO Executive
Officer to enter into an agreement with the most qualified consultant in an amount
not to exceed $70,000 and to execute any necessary amendments subject to LAFCO
Counsel review and approval.
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8. UPDATE ON ISLAND ANNEXATIONS IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY

Possible Action: Accept staff report and provide direction to staff.

9. AMENDMENT TO THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN
LAFCO AND THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA

Possible Action: Approve the MOU between LAFCO and the County.

10. ANNUAL REPORT
Possible Action: Accept LAFCO Annual Report for FY 2010

11. EXECUTIVE OFFICER’'S REPORT

11.1 Report on the 2010 CALAFCO Annual Conference

For information only.
12.  COMMISSIONER REPORTS
13.  NEWSPAPER ARTICLES / NEWSLETTERS
14.  WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE

14.1 A letter from Campbell Village Neighborhood Association opposed to
annexation to San Jose of Cambrian No. 36

15. PENDING APPLICATIONS / UPCOMING PROJECTS

15.1 Los Gatos Urban Service Area (USA) Amendment 2010 (Lands of
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District)

16. ADOPTION AND PRESENTATION OF RESOLUTION COMMENDING
COMMISSIONER GAGE FOR HIS SERVICE TO LAFCO
17. ADJOURN

Adjourn to regular LAFCO meeting on Wednesday, December 15, 2010, at 1:15 PM
in the Board Meeting Chambers, 70 West Hedding Street, First Floor, San Jose.

Any disclosable public records related to an open session item on the agenda and distributed to all or a majority of the
Commission less than 72 hours prior to that meeting are available for public inspection at the LAFCO Office at the address
listed at the bottom of the first page of the agenda during normal business hours. In compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act, those requiring accommodation for this meeting should notify the LAFCO Clerk 24 hours prior to the
meeting at (408) 299-6415, or at TDD (408) 993-8272, indicating that the message is for the LAFCO Clerk.
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an AFCO

Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF
SANTA CLARA COUNTY
MINUTES
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 2, 2010

CALL TO ORDER

ITEM NO. 3

Chairperson Susan Vicklund-Wilson calls the meeting to order at 1:15 p.m.

1. ROLL CALL

The following Commissioners and Alternate Commissioners are present:

Chairperson Susan Vicklund-Wilson
Commissioner Pete Constant
Commissioner Donald F. Gage
Commissioner Margaret Abe-Koga
Alternate Commissioner Al Pinheiro

The following staff members are present:
LAFCO Executive Officer Neelima Palacherla
LAFCO Analyst Dunia Noel
LAFCO Counsel Scott Smith

2. PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS

None

3. APPROVE THE MINUTES OF APRIL 21, 2010 LAFCO MEETING

MOTION: Approve the minutes of April 21, 2010 meeting, as submitted. (Don Gage)

SECOND: Pete Constant

MOTION PASSED
AYES: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vicklund-Wilson
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Liz Kniss

4. SANTA CLARA COUNTY CENTRAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT SPHERE OF

INFLUENCE AMENDMENT AND ANNEXATION 2010-01

Neelima Palacherla, LAFCO Executive Officer, reports that the Santa Clara County
Central Fire Protection District is requesting an amendment of its Sphere of Influence
(SOI) and annexation of eight non-contiguous areas located in the Santa Cruz

mountains.

Ms. Palacherla states that the annexation would give the District the jurisdictional
authority to enter into an automatic aid agreement with the Santa Cruz County Fire
Department for providing service in the area. She directs attention to the District’s plan
for service stating that the annexation will not result in additional service calls nor
impact the current level of service, that no new resources will be required, and that the
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Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

Wednesday, June 2, 2010
District, in conjunction with the Santa Clara County Fire Department and the volunteer
tire company, has sufficient capacity to provide the service. She further states that the
County Controller has indicated that based on the master property tax agreement, the
District would receive a share of the annual growth in property tax revenues and this
amount is estimated at about $6,000 for the first year of annexation.

Ms. Palacherla informs that the City of Cupertino has expressed concern that revenues
generated from the annexation may not be adequate to serve the new area and would
affect the level of service the District provides to the city. She advises that the District is
already serving the area and the annexation will not result in additional demand for
services. Ms. Palacherla also reports that Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District has
stated that it is no longer opposed to the annexation because the fiscal impact of
property tax redistribution is insignificant.

Ms. Palacherla then recommends that the Commission amend the District’s SOI to
include Area 7; approve the annexation of areas 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 8 as depicted in the
revised maps and legal descriptions approved by the County Surveyor; deny annexation
of Area 4 as it is inconclusive whether or not Area 4 is within the Saratoga Fire District
boundaries based on the documentation provided; direct staff to study through the
Countywide Fire Service Review, the exclusion of the area east of Area 1 from the
District’s SOI; and, direct the LAFCO Executive Officer to conduct a protest proceeding
in accordance with CKH Act.

On Commission consensus, there being no objection, the Chairperson declares the
public hearing open and determines that there are no members of the public who would
like to speak on the item.

MOTION: Close the public hearing. (Don Gage)
SECOND: Pete Constant

MOTION PASSED
AYES: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vicklund-Wilson
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Liz Kniss

MOTION: Adopt Resolution No. 2010-06, approving the amendment of Santa Clara
County Central Fire Protection District SOI and approving the annexation
of certain property to the District. Said Resolution, by reference hereto, is
made a part of these minutes.

Further, direct staff to study, through the Countywide Fire Service Review,
the exclusion of the area east of Area 1 from the District’s SOI; and, direct
the LAFCO Executive Officer to conduct protest proceedings in accordance
with the CKH Act. (Don Gage)

SECOND: Pete Constant

MOTION PASSED
AYES: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vicklund-Wilson
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Liz Kniss
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Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County
Wednesday, June 2, 2010

5.

FINAL LAFCO BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010-2011

Ms. Palacherla reports that the Commission adopted its preliminary budget for Fiscal
Year 2010-2011 on April 21, 2010. No changes are proposed to the budget. The cities” cost
apportionment is based on the latest available Cities Annual Report (2007-2008)
published by the Controller. Ms. Palacherla recommends approval of the final budget.

On Commission consensus, there being no objection, the Chairperson declares the
public hearing open, determines that there are no members of the public who would like
to speak on the item, and declares that the public hearing be closed.

In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Gage, Ms. Palacherla advises that the cost of
worker’s compensation insurance coverage for LAFCO commissioners is included in the
proposed final budget.

MOTION: Approve the Final LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2010-2011. (Don Gage)
SECOND: Pete Constant

MOTION PASSED
AYES: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vicklund-Wilson
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Liz Kniss

WORKERS COMPENSATION COVERAGE FOR LAFCO COMMISSIONERS

Ms. Palacherla reports that LAFCO Counsel has recommended that LAFCO
commissioners and alternates be provided with workers compensation coverage. She
informs that staff has researched this issue and presented options to the Budget
Subcommittee and the Budget Subcommittee has recommended obtaining insurance
coverage from the Special District Risk Management Authority at an estimated premium
of $1,020 per year.

MOTION: Direct staff to obtain workers compensation coverage for LAFCO
commissioners and alternates from the Special District Risk Management
Authority. (Don Gage)

SECOND: Pete Constant

In response to an inquiry by Alternate Commissioner Pinheiro, LAFCO Counsel Scott
Smith advises that LAFCO members and alternate members representing other public
agencies may have workers compensation coverage; however, the coverage for their
participation on LAFCO is uncertain without going through the insurance policy of each
agency on a case-by-case basis. He further states that the Public Member and the
Alternate Public Member would have no workers compensation coverage.

MOTION PASSED
AYES: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vicklund-Wilson
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Liz Kniss

PROPOSED CALAFCO BY-LAWS AMENDMENT

Ms. Palacherla reports that the California Association of Local Agency Formation
Commissions (CALAFCO) Board of Directors is seeking an amendment to its by-laws.
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Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County
Wednesday, June 2, 2010

8.2

8.3

8.4

She states that the amendment calls for election of the Board members by region and
divides the State into four regions. She states that Santa Clara LAFCO is included in the
Coastal Region which is composed of LAFCOs from the nine Bay Area counties, plus
San Benito, Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara and Ventura counties.
Each region will elect four board members, including one County member, one cities
member, one special districts member and one public member. Ms. Palacherla
recommends approval of the CALAFCO by-laws amendment.

Chairperson Wilson, who served on the CALAFCO Board restructuring committee,
recommends approval of the proposed amendment.

MOTION: Approve the proposed amendment to the CALAFCO by-laws. (Don Gage)
SECOND: Pete Constant

MOTION PASSED
AYES: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vicklund-Wilson
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Liz Kniss

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT
UPDATE ON COUNTYWIDE FIRE SERVICE REVIEW

Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst, provides a brief report on the status of the Countywide
Fire Service Review, concluding that the project is on schedule.

UPDATE ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF LAFCO’S ELECTRONIC DOCUMENT
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Ms. Noel informs that Peelle Technologies, Inc., has completed scanning the bulk of
LAFCO files and will start to scan the urban service area amendment files.

UPDATE ON THE AMENDMENT TO MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN LAFCO AND THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA

Ms. Noel reports that the MOU between LAFCO and the County, which took effect in
July 2001, will be revised to reflect changes in LAFCO staffing and current operations.

UPDATE ON ISLAND ANNEXATIONS IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY

Ms. Noel reports that the City of San Jose is in the third phase of its island annexations
which includes five large populated islands. She states that one of these is Cambrian No.
36 whose residents prefer to be annexed to Campbell rather than San Jose. She advises
that Campbell and San Jose would have to request LAFCO to amend their USA and SOI
boundaries in order for that to occur.

Ms. Noel also reports that staff continues to provide island annexation assistance to the
City of San Jose. She informs that there are several islands left in the County; however,
no other city has indicated an interest in annexing islands.

Commissioner Constant expresses concern on how the City of San Jose is handling the
Cambrian No. 36 annexation, stating that he is working to address the issue as a member
of the San Jose City Council. In response to an inquiry by Commissioner Abe-Koga, Ms.
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Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County
Wednesday, June 2, 2010

8.5

8.5

10.

Noel advises that both San Jose and Campbell would have to jointly request LAFCO to
amend their shared boundaries before Cambrian No. 36 could be annexed by Campbell.

In response to an inquiry by Chairperson Wilson, Ms. Noel advises that the County
Planning Office conducted island annexation outreach to the other cities. Chairperson
Wilson inquires whether LAFCO could promote the annexation of the remaining
islands.

2010 CALAFCO ANNUAL CONFERENCE IN PALM SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA ON
OCTOBER 6-8, 2010

Ms. Palacherla reports that the next CALAFCO annual conference will be held in Palm
Springs from October 6t to 8th, and requests authorization for commissioners and staff
to attend with associated travel expenses to be funded by the LAFCO budget.

Commissioner Constant notes that the Conference conflicts with the Fire Service
Review Technical Advisory Committee meeting.

MOTION: Authorize commissioners and staff to attend the 2010 CALAFCO
Conference, and authorize travel expenses funded by the LAFCO budget.

(Pete Constant)
SECOND: Don Gage
MOTION PASSED
AYES: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vicklund-Wilson
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Liz Kniss
NOMINATION TO THE CALAFCO BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Ms. Palacherla reports that the CALAFCO Board will put up all its seats for election if
the revised by-laws are approved by the membership. Ms. Palacherla informs that
Chairperson Wilson has expressed interest in continuing to serve and recommends the
nomination of Chairperson Wilson to the CALAFCO Board.

MOTION: Nominate Chairperson Wilson. (Don Gage)
SECOND: Pete Constant

MOTION PASSED
AYES: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Margaret Abe-Koga
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: Susan Vicklund-Wilson
ABSENT: Liz Kniss

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS

None.

NEWSPAPER ARTICLES / NEWSLETTERS

None.
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Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County
Wednesday, June 2, 2010

11. WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE

None.

12.1 PENDING APPLICATIONS / UPCOMING PROJECTS

Ms. Palacherla reports that the Urban Service Area retraction application from the Town
of Los Gatos to exclude lands owned by Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District remains
pending because the indemnification agreement has not been submitted.

In response to an inquiry by Chairperson Wilson, Ms. Palacherla advises that staff will
include the proposal on the August 4, 2010 agenda if all the application requirements are met
before June 9, 2010.

15. ADJOURN

On order of the Chairperson, there being no objection, the meeting is adjourned at 1:49
p.m. to the next regular meeting to be held on Wednesday, August 4, 2010, at 1:15 p.m., in the
Board Meeting Chambers, County Government Center, 70 West Hedding Street, San Jose,
California.

Approved:

Susan Vicklund-Wilson, Chairperson
Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

By:
Emmanuel Abello, LAFCO Clerk
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ITEM No. 4.1

Local Agenicy Foation Commission of Santa Clara County

REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Type of Application: Annexation to the West Valley Sanitation District

Designation: WEST VALLEY SANITATION DISTRICT 2009-02
Filed By: Landowner Petition (100% Consent)
Support By: West Valley Sanitation District, per Resclution No. 09.12.26 Dated 12/9/2009

LAFCO Meeting Date: October 20, 2010 {Agenda ltem #4.1)

1. REVIEW OF PROPOSAL:
a. Acreage and Location of Proposal:

The proposal consists of approximately 1.94 acres located at 17655 Tourney Road in the Town of Los
Gatos. The affected Assessor Parcel Number is: 537-04-030,

b. Proposal is: o Inhabitated e Uninhabited
¢. Are boundaries Definite and Certain? ® Yes ¢ No
d. Does project conform to Sphere of Influence? ¢ Yes o No
e. Does project create isiand, corridor or strip? o Yes ¢ No
f. Does project conform te road annexation policy? e Yes 0 No
g. Does project conform to lines of assessment? ® Yes o No

If no, explain
h. Present land use: Single Family Residential.
i. Proposed land use: No Change
j- Involves prime agricultural land or Williamson Act land? No

2., ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:
The proposal is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA pursuant to CEQA Class 19, Section
15319 (a) and (b), and Class 3, Section 15303(d).

3. SUGGESTED CONDiTIONS OR OTHER COMMENTS:
None.

4. PROTESTS:
None.

5. RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. Take CEQA action as recommended in the LAFCO Analyst Report (Attachment A)
2. Approve annexation to the West Valley Sanitation District of area depicted in Exhibits A & B.
3. Waive protest proceedings pursuant to §56663 of the Government Code.

By: @MM\ Date: | D’AL;//{'O

Neelima/Palacherla, Executive Officer
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ITEM NO. 4.1
ATTACHMENT A

Local Acy Formation Commission of Santa Clara nty

Hearing Date: October 20, 2010

To: Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County
From: Dunia Noel, Analyst

Subject: West Valley Sanitation District 2009-02

Recommended Environmental Action:

Approve Categorical Exemption. The project is categorically exempt from the requirements of
CEQA.

Reasons for Recommendation:

The project is exempt under CEQA Class 19, Section 15319 (a) and (b); and Class 3, Section
15303(d) that state;

Section 15319: Class 19 consists of only the following annexations:

{a) Annexation to a city or special district of areas containing existing public or private
structures developed to the density allowed by the current zoning or pre-zoning of either
the gaining or losing governmental agency whichever is more restrictive, provided,
however, that the extension of utility services to the existing facilities would have a
capacity to serve only the existing facilities.

(b) Annexation of individual small parcels of the minimum size for focilities
exempted by Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures.

Section 15303: Class 3 consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new,
small facilities or structures, installation of small new equipment and facilities in small
structures... The number of structures described in this section are the maximum
allowable on any legal parcel. Examples of this exemption include, but are not limited to:

(d) Water main, sewage, electrical, gas, and other utility extensions, including street
improvements of reasonable length to serve such construction.

Background

The West Valley Sanitation District proposes to annex one parcel that totals approximately 1.942
acres. The property is located at 17655 Tourney Road in the Town of Los Gatos. The annexation
area consists of Assessor Parcel Number 537-04-030, The annexation is proposed in order to
provide sewer service to an existing single-family residence and in order to allow the property
owner to abandon their existing septic system. The parcel is also located within West Valley
Sanitation District’s Sphere of Influence Boundary and abuts the District’s service boundary on
at least three sides.

70 West Hedding Street « 11th Floor, East Wing = San Jose, CA 95110 « (408} 299-5127 « {408) 2951613 Fax « www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov
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According to the District, sewer service will be provided by installation of a new private sanitary
sewer lateral per West Valley Sanitation District standards. Specifically, the property owner will
obtain an easement and install a new 4-inch sewer lateral that will connect the Sllb_] ect parcel to
the existing sanitary sewer main that is located on Tourney Road.

Regarding this annexation into the West Valley Sanitation District, the parcel is currently zoned
by the Town of Los Gatos as HR- 2 % (Hillside Residential Zone) with a minimum lot size of 2.5
to 10 acres per each dwelling unit depending on the slope of the property. The General Plan
Designation for the parcel is Hillside Residential (0 to 1 dwellings per net acre). The affected
parcel is not eligible for further subdivision due to its size (approximately 1.942 acres). Further
development of the parcel would be subject to the Town of Los Gatos’ land use and development
regulations. The parcel is located inside of the Town of Los Gatos’ Urban Service Area
Boundary and the Sphere of Influence Boundary. The proposed annexation to the West Valley
Sanitation District is thus exempt from CEQA because this special district annexation meets the
requirements of the Class 19 and Class 3 categorical exemptions under CEQA.

SLafeALAFCGStafRepontsi2010 StatfReporisiOetaber 20 1hALyst WVSD2H9-02{Taurney Razd).doc



EXHIBIT “A’ - ITEM NO. 4.1
ExHiBIT A
ANNEXATION NO. “WVSD 2009-2”
ANNEXATION TO WEST VALLEY SANITATION DISTRICT
GEOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION

All that certain property in the Town of Los Gatos, County of Santa Clara, State of
California, being all of Parcel “A” as shown on that certain Record of Survey filed
on February 13, 1964, in Book 173 of Maps at Page 25, Santa Clara County
records, being a portion of Section 28, Township 8 South, Range 1 West, Mount
Diablo Meridian, more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at the northeasterly corner of that certain annexation entitied “1920-
47, annexed 1o the West Valley Sanitation District, said point being the
southeasterly corner of said Parcel “A”;

Thence along the general northerly line, as established by said annexation “1990-
47, {1) South 81° 31’ 15" West, 892.09 feet;

Thence (2} North 54° BD’ 30" Waest, 116.69 feet;
Thence (3) North 50° 58" 05" Waest, 81.60 feet;

Thence {4} North 00° 41’ 40" East, 10.99 feet to a point on the general easterly
line of that certain annexation entitled “1891-2", annexed to the West Valley

Sanitation District;

Thence leaving said “1990-4" annexation, along the general easterly and southerly
lines of said “1991-2" annexation () North 00° 58" 40" East, 255.77 feet;

Thence {G) East, 240.86 feet;

Thence leaving said “1991-2” annexation, (7) South 00° 14’ 00" East, 372.21 feet
to the POINT OF BEGINNING and containing 1.842 acres of land, more or less.

END OF DESCRIPTION

For assessment purposes only. This description of land is not a legal property
description as defined in the Subdivision Map Act and may not be used as the basis
for an offer for sale of the land described.

Kol D). Comennn

Kristina D. Comerer, PLS 6766
License expires: September 30, 2010

Date: | SMZB, Zo10
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ITEMNO. 5

Local Agenc Formation Commiission of Santa Clara unty

LAFCO Meeting: October 20, 2010

TO: LAFCO
FROM: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer
Dunia Noel, Analyst
SUBJECT: Draft Countywide Fire Service Review Report

Agenda ltem #5

RECOMMENDATIONS

Consider the Draft Report for the 2010 Countywide Fire Service Review and
direct staff to prepare the Final Report and set December 15, 2010 as hearing date
for the final public hearing on the report.

PURPOSE

The purpose of a public hearing on this item is to accept further public comment
on LAFCO's 2010 Draft Countywide Fire Service Review Report. No final action on
the Draft Report will be taken at this hearing.

BACKGROUND
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was established to select the consultant,
serve as a liaison between LAFCO and the various affected agencies, as well as to
provide technical expertise and guidance throughout the service review process.
In addition to LAFCO Commissioner Pete Constant, the members of the TAC for
the 2010 Countywide Fire Protection Service Review include:

Representing the Santa Clara County/Cities Managers” Association:
¢ Thomas Haglund, City Administrator, City of Gilroy
Representing the Santa Clara County Fire Chiefs’ Association:

e Dale Foster, Fire Chief, City of Gilroy

e Ken Waldvogel, Fire Chief, Santa Clara County Central Fire Protection
District

* Steven Woodill, Fire Chief, South Santa Clara County Fire Protection
District

70 West Hedding Street « 11th Floor, East Wing « San fose, CA 95110 « {408] 299-5127 » {408} 295-1613 Fax » www.santaclaraafco.ca.gov
COMMISSIONERS: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Liz Kniss, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vickiund-Wilson
ALTERNATE COMMISSIONERS: Sam Liccardo, Al Pinheiro, George Shirakawa, Terry Trumbull
EXECUTIVE CFFICER: Neelima Palacheria



Preparation and Release of the Draft Report

In February 2010, LAFCO retained Management Partners Inc. to conduct the
2010 Countywide Fire Protection Service Review. Arne Croce of Management
Partners is the Project Manager for this service review.

As a first step, information regarding various aspects of fire service was gathered
from each of the fire service agencies/ providers in the County, The consultant
made available a web site for agencies to upload the requested information. This
information was then tabulated and sent to the fire agencies for verification.
Follow-up information and further clarification was obtained through interviews
with each service provider. In order to better reflect the current financial
situation of various service providers, updated budget information for the
current fiscal year was obtained. Criteria that would be used in making the
required service review determinations was developed and reviewed with the
TAC. Information gathered was analyzed and preliminary findings/analyses
were discussed with the TAC through a series of meetings. Throughout the
process, the Fire Chiefs” Association, the City Managers’ Association and LAFCO
were provided updates on the issues and progress of the service review.

A Draft Fire Service Review Report was prepared which contains a
comprehensive review of fire protection and emergency medical response
services in Santa Clara County. The Draft Report also includes service review
determinations for all the agencies, sphere of influence recommendations for the
four fire districts and an analysis of specific fire service issues identified in the
Scope of Services.

On September 7, 2010, LAFCO sent a Notice of Availability /Public Hearing
Notice (Attachment A) to all affected agencies, LAFCO Commissioners, and
other interested parties announcing the release of the Draft Service Review
Report for public review and comment.

Comments Received on the Draft Report

Several agencies have provided written comments. The Notice of Availability
stated that written comments received by October 5% would be included and
addressed in this staff report. As of October 5tt, LAFCO received comments
(Attachment B), from the following agencies:

* South Santa Clara County Fire Protection District

e Santa Clara County Central Fire Protection District
e Gilroy Fire Department

¢ Morgan Hill City Manager’s Office

» Mountain View Fire Department

* Sunnyvale Fire Department

Page2 of 3
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A table listing each of these comments and a proposed response describing how
each of these comments will be addressed in the Final Report is included in
Attachment C.

Additionally, based on the comments received from TAC on September 24" and
from the Fire Chiefs Association on October 6%, Table 84 (page 123) and Table 86
(page 132) in the Draft Report have been revised. The revised tables as well as a
memo from the consultant describing the revisions to the tables are included in
Attachment D.

Comments were also received from the Palo Alto Fire Department on October
12th (Attachment E). These and any further comments or clarifications received
prior to or at the public hearing will be directly addressed in the report,
following the hearing.

NEXT STEPS

Revise Draft Report and Release Final Report for Public Review and
Comment

Following the public hearing and upon receiving direction from LAFCO to
prepare the Final Report, the Draft Report will be revised and a red-line version
prepared for public review and comment.

The Final Report, and the red-line version, will be available on the LAFCO
Website (www.santaclara lafco.ca.gov) on November 34 and a hard copy will
also be available in the LAFCO Office for public review. A Notice of
Availability / Public Hearing Notice will be sent to all affected agencies and
interested parties in order to announce the availability of the Final Report and
the date, time, and place for the final public hearing on the Final Report. The
Notice will also include instructions and deadlines for providing comments on
the Final Report.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A; Notice of Availability/Public Hearing Notice

Attachment B: Comments Received by October 5th

Attachment C:  Responses to Comments Received by October 5%
Attachment D: Memo and Revised Tables 84 and 86

Attachment E: Comments Received after October 5th

Page3 of 3



ItemNo.5 -
“ATTACHMENT A

Locat Agencaon Commisian of Sa Clara Conty

Date:  September7, 2010

To: Fire Chiefs
City Managers and County Executive
Interested Parties

From: Neelima Palacherla, LAFCOQ Executive Officer

RE: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY & PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE
2010 DRAFT COUNTYWIDE FIRE SERVICE REVIEW REPORT

Draft Countywide Fire Service Review Report Available for Public Review and Comment

The Draft Countywide Fire Service Review Report is now available for public review and
comment on the LAFCO Website (www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov) under “What’s New.” The
Report provides a comprehensive review of fire protection and emergency medical response
services in Santa Clara County. It also includes service review determinations for the
agencies and sphere of influence recommendations for the four fire districts.

You may provide written comments on the Report by mail to: LAFCO of Santa Clara
County, 70 West Hedding Street, 11t Floor, East Wing, San Jose, CA 95110 OR you may
email your comments to: neelima.palacherla@ceo.scegov.org OR dunia noel@ceg.scegov.org.

Written comments received by October 5% will be included and addressed in the staff report
that will be provided to the LAFCO Commission in advance of the October 20, 2010 Public
Hearing. Written comments received after October 5% will be provided to the LAFCO
Commission at the October 20, 2010 Public Hearing and addressed following the hearing.

LAFCO Public Hearing on the Draft Report: October 20, 2010

LAFCO will hold a Public Hearing to consider and accept additional comments on the 2010
Draft Countywide Fire Service Review Report. No final action on the Draft Report will be
taken at this hearing.

LAFCO Public Hearing: October 20, 2010
Time: 1.15 P.M. or soon thereafter

Location: Board Meeting Chambers
70 West Hedding Street, San Jose, CA 95110

Following the Public Hearing, LAFCO will revise the Draft Report in order to address
comments received. LAFCO is scheduled to consider and adopt the Final Report at a second
Public Hearing that will be held on December 15, 2010.

Please feel free to contact me at (408) 299-5127 or Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst, at (408) 299-
5148 if you have any questions or concerns. Thank you.

Ce City Council Members and Board of Supervisors

LAFCO Commissioners

70 West Hedding Street » 11th Floar, East Wing « 5an Jose, CA 95110 « [408] 299-5127 « (408} 295-1613 Fax » www.santaclaradafco.ca.gov
COMMISSIONERS: Pete Constant, Don Gage. Uz Kniss, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vickiund-Wilson
ALTERNATE COMMISSIONERS: Sam Liccardg, Al Pinheiro, George Shirakawa, Terry Trumiuit
EXECLITIVE QFFICER: Meclima Palacherla



ITEMNo.5

ATTACHMENTB

Palacherla, Neelima
From: ' Dale Foster [Dale.Foster@ci.gilroy.ca.us}]
Sent: Thursday, September 08, 2010 4:47 PM
Fo: Palacherla, Neelima; Noel, Dunia
Cc: Tom Haglund; Santa Clara County Central Fire Protection District; So. Santa Clara County

Fire Protection District
Subject: RE: Countywide Fire Service Review Report Released for Public Review and Comment

I have done an initial review of the draft report with a focus on Gilroy and South County
information/analysis... here are some items that I feel need to be corrected after my review:

1) This statement on page 28 is not correct in regard to all Fire Agencies in the
county...All newly hired firefighters are sent through a 19-week basic firefighter academy
prior to beginning work. The academy, known as the Santa Clara County Joint Fire Academy
(JFA), is a joint effort by the Santa Clara County Training Officers, under the direction of
the Santa Clara County fire chiefs. Participating fire departments within Santa Clara County
host the academy on a rotational basis. Gilroy Fire does an in-house recruit training academy
that ranges from 4 to 8 weeks - we try to hire lateral candidates with prior fire service
experience which allows us to have a shorter recruit academy.

2) The IS0 rating stated on page 38 should be 4 and not 5.

3} Due to the concession agreement with Labor effective 7-1-2010 the staffing levels on
apparatus have changed to a minimum staffing of three ( Captain, Fire Engineer and
Firefighter/Paramedic) so the tables should be changed on page 186 and 187, During the
summer months wild land apparatus is cross-staffed with 3 personnel at all three stations.

Thanks for the opportunity to do this review and provide input on changes..... Chief bale
Foster

From: Abello, Emmanuel [Emmanuel.Abello@ceo.sccgov.org]

Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2616 11:02 AM

Cc: Noel, Dunia; Palacherla, Neelima; Abello, Emmanuel; Mala Subramanian

Subject: Countywide Fire Service Review Report Released for Public Review and Comment

Attached is the Notice of Availability and Public Hearing Notice for LAFCO’s 2010 Draft
Countywlde Fire Service Review Report. The Draft Report is now available on the LAFCO
Website at
http://santaclara.lafco.ca.gov/Projects/20108FireSR/LAFCO20818DraftCountywidefireServiceReviewR

eport. pdf

This notice was sent to the following individuals and agencies:
Fire Chiefs, Fire Commissioners, County Fire Marshal, and Volunteer Fire Companies
City Managers, and County Executive



. City Council Members through the City Clerk, County Board of Supervisors, County
Clerk of the Board
. County Administration, County Emergency Medical Services Agency Director, County
Communications & Dispatch Director, and County Planning and Development Director

LAFCO Commissioners, and various Interested Parties

Please feel free to forward this email to others that may be interested in the Draft Report
o the upcoming Public Hearing.
Thank you.

Neelima Palacherla

Executive Officer

LAFCO of Santa Clara County

70 West Hedding Street San Jose CA 9511@
Ph: (408) 299-5127 Fax: (408) 295-1613
www.santaclara.lafco.ca,.gov

NOTICE: This email message and/or its attachments may contain information that is
confidential or restricted. It is intended only for the individuals named as recipients in
the message. If you are NOT an authorized recipient, you are prohibited from using,
delivering, distributing, printing, copying, or disclosing the message or its content to
others and must delete the message from your computer. If you have received this message in
error, please notify the sender by return email.



SCFD
Palacheria, Neelima

From: Woodill, Steve [Steve. Woodill@fire.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 16, 2010 6:21 PM
To: Arne Croce (acroce@managementpartners.com)
Cc: Palacherla, Neelima; Witmer, Derek; Athey, Kathy
Subject: Corrections to Draft LAFCO report

_ Arne,

Here are the edits/correctionsfadditions I'm requesting after reading through the documents:

-- Please remove all references in the document using CDF, Division of Forestry, State Forestry, etc. CALFIRE should
only be referred to as CALFIRE or
by #ts formal name Califomia Department of Foresiry and Fire Protection as is appropriate.

- A second issue | noticed in the iii section for Agency Profiles is that CALFIRE | its engines, stations etc. are not isted
nor is the 4.00 section of the report.
CALFIRE is an integral part of the County's fire protection and EMS system (at the BLS level) at least six months out of

the year especially in those
areas designated as unprotected/undeserved.

- page 2 Change CDF and Division of Foresiry to correct terms as stated above

--pg. 30 Table listing dispatch agencies for unincorporated is confusing and incorrect. You need to list the 2 Fire Districts
separately and also list the unprotecied/

underserved area separately. CCFD is digpatched by County Comm. SCFD by CALFIRE. Unprotected area by both
County Comm. And CALFIRE.

'—-pg 97 Should read "As SCFD budgets major maintenance.......... " Under 4.9.3 Stations negate CDF change to
CALFIRE, Pacheco Station is omitted
and is owned by CALFIRE.

—-pg 98 Table 71 needs updating. There are now 2 reserve engines. Reserve Engine 4 1994 type 1. Reserve Engine 5
1998 Type 1. Engine 2 2010 Type 1.
A new Engine 2 was delivered after you got the original data.

--pg 100 Districts 1SO rating incorrect. Should read ISO 8 instead of 10.  Does the report anywhere refer to the
unprotected/underserved areas as an ISO 107

--pg 101 Table 53 is misleading because of including capital expenditures and encumbrances in with general
operating/personnel expenditures. Graph needs correcting.

--pg 115 Should read CALFIRE. Services provided are also misrepresented. CALFIRE responds to all .emergencies
including EMS/rascue in these areas from May
thru November. Those activities are supported thru a State AG's decision going back to the mid 1980's.

--pg 117 Change o CALFIRE second paragraph,

-pg 122 SCFD Battalion coverage is misrepresented. BC coverage is provided 24/7/365. Change CDF to CALFIRE
next to last paragraph.

--pg 123 CCFD figures in table 84 for south county purposes should only include those engines, stations, efc located in
Morgan Hill and for the current

contract amount. All other figures should be derived from that, ie calls for service, population, etc. SCFD should
read 4 stations, not 3.

-pg 132 Table 86 For SCFD should be 4 stations, not 3.



-pg 173 Paragraph 4 Pacheco Pass Station opened for the District in 1985.

-pg 179 under CALFIRE remove "a unit of the California Division of Forestry." Replace with California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection

--pg 180 Table 88 remove CDF and definition.

--pg 238 Should just read 4 stations. ISO rating incorrect. Should read 5/8.

Thanks Arne, cail if you have any questions. | will not be attending the next TAC meeting. Derek Witmer will be attending
for me at Neelima is aware.

sfw



MOUNTAIN VIEW
Palacherla, Neelima e

From: McKenzie, Duncan [mailto:Duncan.McKenzie@mountainview.gov]
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2010 1:17 PM

To: Suzanne Harrington

Cc: Alameda, Richard; Wardle, Brad; Emmanuel.Abello@ceo. SCCOOV.0rg
Subject: LAFCO Repori: Change Request

Good afternoon, Suzanne-
We reviewed the Draft LAFCO report and would like the following changes:

1. Page 25: You have MV as having less than 97% ALS performance on the bar graph and on page 149 you have us
at 98.8%.

2. Page 53. Please see attached amended org. chart as changes have occurred within our Department.

3. Page 55: Please reword 4.4.4 Staffing to read : "The Department maintains daily staffing of five ALS engine
companies, one Truck company, and one Rescue company. The Truck and Engine companies are staffed with
three personnel while the Rescue is staffed with two. When additional paramedics are available, the Truck and
Rescue are staffed with a paramedic. Initial deployment to a single alarm structure fire is 15 personnel.”

4. Page 56. All Make/Model should be marked as "Pierce Quantum." Also, please rename the "Hazmat," "Hazmat
5."

5. Page 58. Our actual performance for FY2009-10 was 98%, not 100%. (Our performance measures are captured
by fiscal year.)

6. Page 132: Our Company Size is: 1,2 Person and 6,3 Person (we do not have a 4 person company.)

7. Page 149: Please change "100% of calls" to "98% of calls for FY2009-10." (Our performance measures are
captured by fiscal year.)

8. Page 194: Please change "Mutual Aid Arrangements” to "Auto Aid Arrangements.”" Add Rescue-1 and Battalion
Chief-1 to the apparatus box. (Please delete "delivered later 2010" after Hazmat.)

9. Page 195: Add 1 BC to Station 1 Equipment and 1 Reserve to Station 4.

10. Page 247: Add 1 Rescue to Station 1s Daily Staffed Apparatus.

**Also, the document incorrectly refers us as having 7,797 Calls For Service; this number is our "All Responses By Unit,"
not our Calls For Service. Our Calls For Service for calendar year 2009 was 4831 (please see attachment for Calis For
Service breakdown by station}, Also, please refer to the attached Excel spreadsheet that was initially uptoaded to LAFCO
website,

All apologies for all these changes but it is the best interest of all parties involved that we represent MVFD accurately.

Thank you and best regards,
-Duncan

Duncan McKenzie

Senior Administrative Analyst

Mountain View Fire & Police Department
Phone; (650) 903-6851

Fax; (650) 903-6122

Neelima Palacherla

Executive Officer

LAFCO of Santa Clara County

70 West Hedding Street San Jose CA 95110




Ph: {408)299-5127 Fax: (408) 2951613
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NOTIGE: This email message and/or its altachments may contain infarmation that is confidential or restricted. 1t is intended oniy for the individuals named as
recipients in the message. If you are NOT an authorized reclpient, you are prohibited from using, delivering, distributing, printing, copying, or disciosing the
message or Its content to others and must delete the message from your computer. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender by refurn
email.
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LAFCO of Santa Clara County
2010 Countywide Fire Service Review City of Mountain View Fire Department

4.4 City of Mountain View Fire Department

4.4.1 Overview
The Mountain View Fire Departmient provides fire protection and emergency
medical service to a population of 72,100 and service area of about 12 square
miles. Figure 25 is a map depicting the boundaries and fire station locations of
the City of Mountain View. Mountain View is a charter city with a seven-
member City Council elected at large, operating under the council-manager form
of government. The Fire Chief reports to the City Manager.

The department organization chart is‘'shown in.Figure 20,

Figure 20: Mountain View Fire Department Organization Chart
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CCFD

Palacherla, Neelima

From: Don Jarvis [mailto:don.jarvis@cnt.sccgov.org]
Sent: Wednesday, September 22, 2010 4:35 PM
To: Arne Croce; Palacherla, Neelima

Cc: Ken Waldvogel

Subject: Re: Draft Comments

I hope these comments are helpful in making the document stronger.

Don Jarvis

Deputy Chief

Santa Clara County Fire Dept.
14700 Winchester Blvd,

Los Gatos, CA 95032

(408) 896-6880



Santa Clara County Fire Department

LAFCOQO draft comments
09/21/10
Pg. | Section/Tab | Should read
le
3 12 “The predominant activity...”- SNY and PAF are both exceptions to the
statement
4 1.3 “...14 fire department...” differentiate between ambulances and rescues

19 3 Service in some unincorporated areas

22 3 “are at the same level 24/7/365 days a year”. PAF Sta 8 (seasonal). Peak
load E314/E317; PAF 12-hr ambulance are exceptions

24 3.1 Providing BLS (rather than “advanced first aid”)
“Pre-hospital paramedic service is provided by AMR upon arrival of an
ambulance.” If this statement refers to SNY, it needs to be put in the
previous paragraph.
Clarify that paramedic service is provided by fire personnel upon arrival
of the first responder unit in all other agencies.
“Sunnyvale also has quick response vehicles (QRVs) staffed by paramedics
that are dispatched by the City but are comprised of AMR personnel.”
Clarify that QRVs are AMR-funded units stationed in Sunnyvale; they are
not Sunnyvale resources.

26 3.2 Accreditation is also a recognized “measure” of performance

27 3.3 Boundary drop agreements are not found in Santa Clara County

28 3.7 ”All newly hired firefighters are sent through...” NOT ALL
DEPARTMENTS

32 4.1.1 South County Fire Station #3 on Hecker...

38 4.1.8 Training is done at the regional training tower in San Martin??? There is
no regional training tower in San Martin

41 4.2.1 “Two members must be from the unincorporated area of the Fire District.”
Observation: This will become more difficult to accomplish as
unincorporated areas are annexed by the two cities.
, is responsible for funding station maintenance and apparatus purchases.

70 4.6.4 San Jose staffs engine companies of four and trucks with five or six

72 | Table 46 Numbers in this table are way off

77 4.7.4 How many companies? How many FF minimum on duty (each agency)

80 47.8 No Automatic aid agreement with CCFD

84 4.8.1 Approximately 251,950 pop. (district and contract cities)

85 Table 56 | Administrative and Management --- $3,874,046




Other -~ $27,464,154

88

Table 62

Remove Engine 102

Remove Engine 104

Engine 108 --- KME 1250 GPM - 2000

Engine 110 --- KME 1250 GPM - 2000

Engine 112 --- Pierce 1500 GPM 1991

Add Training --- Hi-Tech Spartan 1500 GPM - 1992
Add Engine 30 --- Hi-Tech Spartan 1500 GPM - 1990
E301 International/Placer 500 GPM 4x4 2009
E305 International/Placer 500 GPM 4x4 2009
E313 International/Placer 500 GPM 4x4 2009
E314 International/Placer 500 GPM 4x4 2009
E317 International/Placer 500 GPM 4x4 2009
E307 International/KME 500 GPM 4x4 1997
E311 International/Westmark 500 GPM 4x4 1991
E306 International/Westmark 500 GPM 4x4 1991
E408 Ford F-550 /Ferrera 500 GPM 4x4 2003

E412 Ford F-550 /KME 125 GPM 4x4 2002

Haz Mat 2 KME 2004

Haz Mat 102 Ford/Paoletti 1988

Breathing Support 2 Spartan/KME 2005

USAR 5 Ford F-550 4x4

91

4.8.9

The district plus contract cities population is projected to increase by 15%
to approximately 290,000 during...

92

Figure 46

Changes if revised population and projections are used.

95

49.1

One SCFD station has become included within the Gilroy city limits. Also
one station in MH city limits.

97

49.2

As District budgets major

117

5.1.1

“providing effective suppression and/or containment” There is no factual
basis for this statement.

120

5.2

Would it be clearer to use the term “South Valley” to differentiate the
region from the South County Fire District?

121

52

There is also an “Ad Hoc” committee of elected city council members and
appointed commissioners.

122

5.2

There are three current communications centers

“Each agency would incur additional costs for contracting with County
Comm and would not experience offsetting savings...”*South County Fire
District funds X dispatch positions that could conceivably be reallocated.

124

5.3.1

SFD *PRECEEDED?*? incorporation of the City....

125

5.3.1

2. The City of Saratoga withdrawing....
3. Expansion of the SFD...




*These are probably not viable options®...

126 53.2 LAHED has two contract employees to manage and provide
*$338,481 budgeted for district operating expenses...
*savings estimated at $100,000 to $200,000 annually
*discrepancy between the savings and the budgeted amount
132 Table 86 | # of companies staffed daily- there is no definition of “company”
*CCFD Service population 251,950
137 5.10 CCFD and (SCFD uses CDF facility) their own maintenance...
139 5.13.5 Consisting of two platoons staffed
Uses a two-platoon
140 5.13.5 Maintaining a third platoon
Other alternative models- constant staffing; peak-demand staffing,
141- all Use consistent language regarding opportunities for improving efficiency -
165 contracting for service, consolidating, JPA
154 6.7 Again, the mutual aid/ automatic aid numbers are way off
157 6.9 Between 2010 and 2035 to approximately 290,000 residents
158 6.9 We will provide a rating if you will tell us which station wasn’t rated
159 6.9 Add “Accreditation” under accountability heading
162 6.10 *use consistent operational efficiency language®
170 72.4
3 front line rescue units
173 7.3.4 Pacheco station owned by CAL FIRE.
176 7.4.4 Provided through CFPD contract with County Communications
178 8 Into those areas will require the development of ....
179 | Table87 | Attachment A Need definition of “company”
185 | Attachment | List number of companies and minimum staffing
C
225 | ISO Rating | 1SO =2. Non-hydrant areas=8
226 | Mutual Aid | *LoCal FIRE*
Agreements
227 FS#1 Remove (Engine 310) (OES289)
Cupertino
Truck 12003 Ferrara 1500 --- remove (5680)
Engine 12007 KME 1250
OES 289 2002 HME/Westates 1250 --- remove (4730)
FS#2 Seven | Remove Engine 102 ---- REPLACE WITH BATTALION 2-1

Springs




228 | FS#2 Seven | Reserve Hazmat 102
Springs
229 | FS#3Los | Battalion 3 2009 Ford F250
Gatos
229 ES#5 On-duty staffing: Truck 5- 4
Winchester
230 FS# 6 Engine 6 2008 KME 1250 GPM
Shannon
Remove Hose Wagon 1936 Dodge Brothers/Hedberg n/a
231 | FS# 8 Quito | Engine 8 2003 KME 120 (temove 4730)
231 | FS#9 West | Reserve Battalion 4x4 n/a 2002 Ford Excursion
Valley
232 ES#11 Engine 11 2001 KME 1250 (remove 4730)
Campbell
Reserve Truck 111 1993 Hi-Tech /LTI /Spartan 1500 (remove 5680)
Remove Engine 20 1949 Van Pelt/Kenworth 1250 (4730)
233 FS#12 El | (*select call units) Battalion 12 -1
Toro (Remove Patrol 12, reserve Engine 112)
Engine 12 2010 KME 1250
Truck 112 1992 Smeal /Spartan 1550 (remove 5680)
Battalion 12 2001; Ford Excursion 4x4 n/a/
Engine 4 2002 KME /Ford F550 4x4 125 (remove 475)
FS# 13 On-duty staffing: Engine 13-3 (remove patrol 13)
Dunne Hill
234 FS#13 Engine 313 2009 Placer /International 4x4 500
Dunne Hill | (remove Morgan Hill Engine 1 1926 Seagrave)
235 | FS#15Los | Engine 152005 KME 1250 remove (4730)
Altos Reserve Engine 115 2000 KME 1250
Remove Los Altos Engine 1 1928 Ford Model A
ES #16 Engine 16 2010 KME 1250 remove (4730)
Loyola
236 FS#17 Engine 17 2008 KME 1250 (remove 4730)
Saratoga | Rescue 17 2002 Ferrara Inferno 1500 (remove 5680)
Engine 117 1991 Spartan/Hi-Tech 1500
Engine 30 1990 Hi-Tech Spartan 1550 remove (5680)
249 CCFD Station 12- El Toro: 1 engine / 1 Truck {cross staffed)

Station 14- El Monte: 1 Rescue / 1 Truck (cross staffed)




 MORGANHILL

17565 Peak Avenue.
Morgan Hill, CA 95037
. Tel: 408-779-7271
CITY OF MORGAN HiLl Fax: 408-779-3117
www. moraan-hill. ca.gov

QOctober 4, 2010

Ms. Neelima Palacherla, LAFCO Executive Officer
LAFCO of Santa Clara Couuty

70 West Heeding, 11" Floor, Fast Wing

San Jose, CA 95110

Dear Ms. Palacherla,

Thank you for providing the City of Morgan Hill with a copy of the LAFCO 2010 Countywide
Fire Service Review Draft Report. The purpose of my letter is to provide you with our comments
prior to LAFCO’s Public Hearing scheduled for October 20, 2010, 1t 8 my understanding that
the issues below will be addressed as part of the staff report for the hearing,.

Int general, the City of Morgan Hill supports the majority of conclusions included in the report.
Specifically, we agree that communication improvements in the South County are essential to
operate at maximum efficiency (page 122). We also agree with the point that a uniform service
delivery model should be considered (pages 120-121). As LAFCO is keenly aware, the regional
service delivery concept for South County has been inchided in many previous studies and
Morgan Hill is in the midst of collaboratively studying this issue with Gilroy, Santa Clara
County, and Cal Fire, As LAFCO rightly noted on page 124, developing a solution that meets the
interest of all involved agencies is paramount to any regional service delivery model,

As part of your staff report for the public hearing, we would appreciate it if LAFCO would
address two points,

Section 5.2.1: Service Delivery Options for South County Area

On page 124, LAFCO asserts that if Cal Fire was selected as the regional service pxov:dm that
Morgan Hill and Gilroy would realize savings of over $2 million annuaily. Due to the’
significance of this statement, we recommend that this section of the report include detailed
information on how this number was calculated.

As an example, Table 84 (page 123) provides the cost factor for the Central Fire Protection
District as a whole when comparing it to Gilroy and South Santa Clara Fire Protection District. If
Central’s cost factors arc isolated for Morgan Hill only, the “Operating Cost Per Capita™ is.
significantly reduced, It is important that this ievel of analysis be included in the Table singe this
section of LAFCO’s report is evaluating South County delivery options. As currently presented,
it is comparing Central’s responsibility beyond Morgan Hill with South County and Gilroy.




Furthermore, it would also be helpful to understand which agency performed the analysis that
made the $2 million savings preliminary finding. For example, if it is Cal Fire, we recommend
inserting the words “conducted by Cal Fire” after the phrase “the preliminary analysis” on page
124,

it is important fo note that Morgan Hill does not debate the potential efficiency of having a single
provider, We are suggesting that the final report disclose the necessar y detaiis so that all
interested parties have a basic understanding of the variables that were included in the
preliminary analysis and who performed the analysis.

Section 8: Conclusion

On page 177, the first paragraph states that areas in Gilroy and San Jose will require new stations
and that the remainder of the County should have an adequate number of stations to serve new
projected growth between 2010 and 2035, Again, we are recommending that this section of the
final repoit should include additional information as to how LAFCO reached this conclusion. If
part of the analysis included information from the South County Fire/EMS study that is being
performed, it would be responsilile to include that our study’s fire station location phase
conclusion was for first arriving units, As part of our report, we also indicated that ladder truck
service and simultaneous responses may stress the system. These points are appropriately
included on page 121 and we recommend that they are emphasized in the conclusion of the final
report.

Thanks you again for this opportunity to provide comments. We appreciate LAFCQO’s efforts and
look forward to discussing the draft report further on October 20",

City Manaf:,ex

CC:  Steve Tate, Mayor
Larry Carr, Council Member
Marby Lee, Council Member
Marilyn Librers, Council Member
Greg Sellers, Council Member
Steve Rymer, Director of Recreation and Lommumty Services




* SUNNYVALE -

Suzanne Harrington
Management Partners, inc.
Management Analyst
408-437-5400

Suzanne:

We have reviewed the Draft Report and have several comments for you. Since
you also had several questions, | will answer those here as well.

1. How many companies does the Sunnyvale Fire Department staff daily?

The City of Sunnyvale staffs 9 Fire Engines, 2 Ladder Trucks, and a
HazMat apparatus full time. We maintain in reserve two Fire Engines that
can be staffed in an emergency with personnel called back to work
(significantly delayed response 1 to 2 hours) or are utilized to replace an
Engine that needs maintenance.

2. What is the definition of a company? (l.e. is a single company the two
people on each apparatus, or does it include the public safety patrol that
responds as well?)

A Company in Sunnyvale is configured based upon need. The Public
Safety Model of Service Delivery allows for that flexibility in staffing
ensuring we utilize the right amount of resources on the right type of call.

At the beginning of each shift and on a daily basis, the base staffing at the
Company level is 2 Public Safety employees in several different
configurations. We staff 6 Engines with a Company Officer (Lieutenant)
and an Apparatus Driver/Pump Operator (Public Safety Officer (PSQO)).
Both of these employees are cross trained as Firefighters, EMT-Basics
and Police Officers and can fulfill any of those roles at any time. We then
staff all of the remaining apparatus with 2 Public Safety Officers. Again
they are fully cross trained. Specifically within our staffing configuration
are employees that also are trained by the State of California to the level
of Hazardous Materials Specialist. The Company Officer at Fire Station 2
also carries this level of training.

For routine events such as Emergency Medical Services calls, or Fire
Service calls that are minor in nature, a Company is composed of 2 Public
Safety Employees.



On calls for service of a higher acuity we dispatch additional Fire
apparatus as well as up to 6 Public Safety Officers that are assigned to
primary police duties. The 6 Public Safety Officers are also fully cross
trained as firefighters, EMT-Basics and Police Officers and can fill any role
at any time. Within the staffing role at a scene, these officers are paired
with a responding Fire Apparatus to make a 3 person company, but that
number is flexible based upon need.

Our response program does allow for voluntary off duty response by
Public Safety employees, but due to the inconsistent response and
voluntary nature, those staffing numbers are not counted nor relied upon.

3. Does the budget information that you provided reflect only the cost of the
personnel that staff the apparatus, or does it include the cost of the other
public safety officers that respond as well? (FY 2010-11 Expenditures for
Salaries + Benefits = $24,194,023).

The correct final financial number of the Fire Services budget is
$23,967,727.

That budgetary number reflects ALL personnel ASSIGNED TO FIRE
SERVICES. This includes all personnel on the apparatus (See question
#1 above) - (54 PSOs, 18 Lts. 3 Battalion Chiefs divided across 3 teams),
Relief Firefighters (6 PSOs across 3 teams), Relief Supervisors (3 Lis,
across the 3 teams), Staff Maintenance Officer {1 PSQ), Deputy Chief, all
Civilian (9), Fire Marshall (1 Lt.), Fire Investigators (2 PSOs), (3 HMID
HazMat Inspectors (CUPA} and (1 HMC) HazMat Coordinator
(Supervising the CUPA program). It does not include the Patrol Response
to Fire events. That is captured under the Police Services Budget
(currently $77,344 for Fire Responses and $77,341 for EMS response
augmenting the Fire response).

The Public Safety model of service delivery relies upon the rapid deployment of
personnel who are trained in all disciplines. Comparisons of our staffing models
and deployment plans with traditional fire department staffing plans are very
difficult to grasp conceptually and take some time to walk through. If you would
like additional clarification, | can have one of our Battalion Chiefs contact you.

To follow up on some areas of the report | have compiied responses from our
staff below.

In general the report is inconsistent in use of a name for the department.
Throughout the report it alternated from calling us Public Safety to Fire
Department. It should be consistent as The City of Sunnyvale Department of
Public Safety. If you want to speak specifically of a Fire Services item, you could



refer to Public Safety Fire Services. This will help from necessarily having to
footnote every comparison with Fire Departments in the study.

Also, perhaps the most important thing to understand is that with Public Safety,
any analysis should resist the desire to try to confine Public Safety to a particular
service based on assignment. For example, at what point is a Police Officer
PSO now a Firefighter PSO and at what point does he revert back? A similar
question can be raised for EMS response or response to collision scenes. We
~send 2 Police based officers in police cars and 1 fire apparatus with 2 public
safety employees from Fire Services to each emergency medical services call.
Although we track the response times separately for Police and for Fire Services,
the actual arrival time reported to the County EMS Agency is when the first public
safety employee arrives on scene. Just as the case with our fire apparatus, our
police cars are equipped with EMT-Basic personnel who have Basic Life Support
Medical Supplies including an Automated External Defibrillator.

A concern also arises over the very visible effort of LAFCO to recommend
regionalized services, for example recommending that the County take over Fire
Services in Sunnyvale to “consolidate” costs. If Sunnyvale's staffing model were
consistent with local Fire Agencies, that might be an option, however, to meet the
minimum staffing of 3 person companies, you would need to hire 36 additional
firefighters within the Sunnyvale response area to bring the staffing level up.

To complicate any meaningful analysis even more, the City of Sunnyvale budget
is not department centric. Thus we pay “rent” to other departments via a pass
through, so that they can maintain and replace our apparatus and capital
improvements. “Rent” costs are actually a pass-through of combining capital
'improvements and ongoing operations and maintenance

Within the report, there is a reference that Advanced Life Support (ALS) is a Fire
Service ‘requirement” to provide. There is no statutory requirement for a local
jurisdiction to provide ALS. Based upon case law and the State of California’s
regulatory structure, the County of Santa Clara oversees a comprehensive
emergency medical services system of which they have elected to be ALS. They
have a contracted private company that provides that service and they are the
subject of various requirements of the County’s contract. Local jurisdictions, with
the exception of Palo Alto and Sunnyvale, entered into contractual arrangements
with the County contracted provider of ALS services to provide paramedic
services within their jurisdictions. In turn they receive compensation from the
County contracted provider for their participation. This report appears to be
- insinuating that this is, or should be a Fire Department requirement when in fact it
is not. It may be a jurisdictional decision to provide, but it is not a mandate.

Reviewing the pages in order we see a few areas that need clarification:



Page x index
The City of Sunnyvale Fire Department Boundary and Station Map

The reference to our organization should reflect Public Safety — not Fire

Page 3
The first line indicates ALS as the predominant activity, which is not true for SNY.

We provide only Basic Life Support Services (BLS), the County of Santa Clara
contracted provider is American Medical Response -~ West (AMR) who is
responsible for the provision of ALS Services within Sunnyvale’s City limits.
AMR utilizes a fleet of Quick Response Vehicles (QRVs) as their method o
provide ALS to Sunnyvale and meet the contract requirements it has with the
County.

Page 23/24
The City of Sunnyvale Department of Public Safety responds with firefighters

trained as emergency medical technicians (EMT) who are capable of providing
advanced first aid; AMR responds with ALS paramedics

Sunnyvale personnel are ...capable of providing Basic Life Support.... not
Advanced First Aid which is in fact a lower level of service

Page 25
Figure 4 includes Sunnyvale

The City of Sunnyvale Department of Public Safety is NOT an ALS provider and
should not be included in a chart that defines ALS performance by Department.
It is an AMR resource NOT a Sunnyvale resource providing that response
capability.

Page 26
Most fire agencies in Santa Clara County staff fire engines with a company of

three firefighters. o

The report mentions San Jose as different in that they staff at a higher level. The
Department of Public Safety should also be called out in that we staff at a lower
level of 2 personnel per apparatus and only 8 company officers, not 12.

Page 27 _
Hazardous Materials Response

Only two agencies have passed the formal Typing by the State of California.
Santa Clara County Fire Protection District is a Type 1 Hazardous Materials



Response Unit. Sunnyvale Depariment of Public Safety is a Type 2 Hazardous
Materials Response Unit. To our knowledge as of this date, The City of San
Jose's Fire Department has NOT passed the State requirements as a Type 1 nor
has the City of Santa Ciara as a Type 2.

Page 30
Chart of Fire and EMS Communications

Sunnyvale’s Dispatch is Public Safety dispatching center and a primary public
safety answering point. i is not Police Department dispatch center. All of our
dispatchers attend the state mandated basic dispatch academy. At any time they
can function as a fire dispatcher and police dispatcher. Even when we hire
lateral dispatchers, they must undergo cross training and function within ali roles.
All of our dispatchers as a condition of employment are trained and certified
Emergency Medical Dispaich and provide pre-arrival dispatch life support
medical instructions to 911 callers reporting a medical emergency.

Page 108.
section 4.11.4,.

“The department has 100 FTEs,”

The paragraph refers to “the depariment” where it should refer to, “Sunnyvale
Department of Public Safety Fire Services “. Our total staffing level for our
organization is higher.

Table
Salaries and Benefits - $23,067,727

Page 110...

Our response fleet includes:
¢« O Fire Engines
¢« 2 Ladder Trucks
¢ 1 Hazardous Materials Apparatus
¢ 2 Reserve Fire Engines
NOT the 11 engines and 1 reserve as referenced.

Page 112/ 243
Page 112 identifies our ISO Rating as a 2 but on Page 243 our ISO Rating is

identified as N/A.

This should be corrected to reflect our correct 1SO rating of 2.



Page 112
The department has a training lieutenant and shares a training tower with

Milpitas, Mountain View and Palo Alto.

Qur organization maintains a fire training tower at our Fire Station 2. We share
our tower with anyone, includes many departments who participate within the
County Training Officers Joint Fire Academy (JFA) in which new hires from many
agencies are trained. This joint training academy reduces costs and allows many
agencies to pool their instructional resources to train new hires. There is no
specific arrangement with just Milpitas, Mountain View and Palo Alto. We have
hosted at least one, but often 2 JFAs for the past 5 years.

Page 112
4.11.8(Cont)

The department has a fire marshal.... The fire marshal reports to the deputy fire
chief.... :

The fire marshal reports to the Fire Services Deputy Chief.

Page 113
During the past four fiscal years, staffing has increased from 86 budgeted FTEs

to 100 budgeted FTEs (16%), as shown in Figure 63 below.

This should be clarified as a Department Reorganization changed the reporting
structure and moved 11 FTEs to Fire from Special Operations. This was not the
addition of 11 NEW FTES and the positions exchanged from did not change; only
reporting structure and budgetary responsibility did.

Page 134
There should be a footnote on the figure 67 chart.. this looks unfavorable upon

us...and when it comes to pay, it's not comparing apples to apples....thus, | think
it should be noted that we are PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS (cross-trained as
police officer, firefighters and EMT-Basics. No other agency is)...thus the reason
the figure here is higher than the others....Our personnel are capable of being
deployed at anytime as a firefighter or police officer or EMT or all three on any
day on any call.

Page 138
5.13.1 Combining Departments

There should be some indication of the Public Safety Concept and that the
movement 1o fire consolidation would require additional staff to place the County
standard of 3 on an apparatus and would cause the end of the Public Safety
model of service delivery.



Page 164
Staffing has increased 14% between FY 2007-08 and FY 2010-11.

This was due to Department reporting structure reorganization and not the
addition of Staff. Please make sure that is reflected properly to not give the
impression we added staff when in fact we are removing SWORN Staff and
replacing in some instances with Civilian Professionals who do not have the
capabilities of being cross trained as police officers/firefighters/EMT-Basics...

Page 165
Department communications are not on the same band and frequency of any

other fire and emergency medical service providers in the County.

The Department of Public Safety is currently involved with The City of Santa
Clara and other Bay Area jurisdictions on a program for interoperability and
common radio frequencies on a grant program funded by the United States
government.  This project is a pilot project for public safety communications
across the United States.

Page 243
ISO rating marked n/a ‘-

Sunnyvale is a 2 - 1ISO rating

Table — Sunnyvale Detail

Fire Prevention Revenues - $302,547 (This depends on what you are
specifically talking about. These are Fire Prevention Inspection revenues for Fire

Operations doing state mandated inspections, but does NOT include Fire
Prevention Bureau inspections and fee for the ones they do)

Page 246
Staffing Table

Should footnote reocrganization not added staff.

Page 249 and anywhere else they discuss call volume

Again, because we are not a Fire Service but rather Public Safety, this
discussion on call volume per apparatus only shows calls in which they are the
primary apparatus. A more appropriate number would be total responses since
that is reflective of actual work load. This method would take EN1 up to around
3,000 responses per year as well as a couple of thousand responses several of
the other apparatus.
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MANAGEMENT PARTNERS

I NCORPORATED

ITEM NO. 5
ATTACHMENT D

Ogctober 13, 2010
To: Neelima Palacherla, LAFCO Executive Director

From: Arne Croce, Management Partners

Re:  Revised Tables 84 and 86

Attached are the proposed revisions te Tables 84 and 86 in the Santa Clara County LAFCO
Draft Report. The revisions made are in response to comments received on the Draft Report
circulated by LAFCO in September, 2010.

These tables present operating and financial information for the fire agencies. Table 84 presents
information for the three agencies that provide service in the south County region: the City of
Gilroy Fire Department, the South County Fire District (via contract with CALFIRE) and the
Central County Fire District. Table 86 presents information for all nine provider agencies in the
County.

Revisions to the Tables

The specific revisions to the tables from the published draft are:
¢ The deletion of "calls for service” data.
+ The addition of "three-person company equivalent” data
+ Presentation of CCFD information based solely on the Morgan Hill contract in table 84
* Improved footnotes to clarify factors that can impact interpretation

Call for service information was deleted in recognition of the wide variation of methods used by
departments to reflect activity: some agencies track and report incidents, while others track and
report all responses and move-ups resulting from incidents.

The three-person company equivalent measure was added to provide another window into the
cost structure of the respective departments. This attempts to standardize department cosis to
the predominant service/response unit of a three-person engine company.

Purpose and Uses of the Tables

The purpose for these tables is to present a broad range of general information reflecting
operating and financial information on the provider agencies. The following information is
included:
« Service population: the entire population, including contract agencies served by a
department
* The portion of the department’s budget devoted to the emergency response function,
exclusive of administration and prevention costs and major capital expenditures

2107 North First Street Suite 470 www.managementpariners.com 408 437 5400
San Jose, CA 95131 Fax 453 6191
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The number of stations maintained by the agency

The number of sworn personnei devoted to emergency response operations
The number and staffing of apparatus on a daily basis

The number of 3-person company equivalents for daily staffing

+ Cost measures using the above information for:
o Per capita;
o Daily staffed apparatus
o 3-person company equivalents
o Per sworn personnel
¢ Number of sworn operating personnel per 1,000/population

There are a number of issues that impact the operating costs of a department. The primary
drivers are: the number and type of apparatus used; the number of personnei assigned to each
apparatus; and the compensation structure for the workforce. A change in any one of these can
impact the cost structure for a department. Different cost measures provide different insights on
the cost of maintaining emergency response services:

Cost per capita is a traditional measure and shows the relative cost to serve the community on
a population basis. The limitation of looking only at per capita costs is that the basic
infrastructure (equipment, apparatus) required to serve a population of 25,000 is often sufficient
to serve a population of 40,000. The total cost of maintaining the same response capability may
be greater in the department with a larger population, but because the cost is spread out over a
larger population, the cost per capita will be lower.

The measures of cost per daily apparatus and cost per 3 person company equivalent
provide some indication of the relative operating cost of the main components of the service
delivery system: the number of apparatus used and the cost of staffing the apparatus. Each
department uses a variety of apparatus and daily staffing to provide emergency response
services. Each department also has its own compensation structure. Departments with greater
apparatus staffing and/or a higher cost structures will be higher on the Cost per daily staffed
apparatus measure. The 3 person company equivalent neutralizes the impact of different
staffing levels on apparatus. Cost per sworn personnel can provide an indicator of the number
of staff and the compensation structure in the agency’s emergency response system.

As noted in the Draft report, comparing operational and financial information between
departments is difficult, and a detailed analysis is beyond the scope of this review. These tables
should not be used in isolation to draw conclusions; they provide information that managers and
policy makers can use as broad indicators and as a starting point to examine potential ways to
increase efficiency or decrease costs in their departments.
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ITEM NO. 5

Noel, Dunia ATTACHMENT E
From: Bloom, Roger [Roger.Bloom@CityofPaloAlio.org]

Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2010 6:22 PM

To: Arne Croce; Palacherla, Neelima; Noel, Dunia

Subject: Palo Alto LAFCQ Corrections

I have reviewed the LAFCO Draft Report and Tables and found the following errors. Please make correction if possible
for the Palo Alto Fire Departmerit statistics.

» 4.5 City of Palo Alto Overview
o 4.5.3 Stations — The City's capitol improvement program does NQT contain funding to bring stations 3

and 4 to good conditions

o Table 86
o Apparatus Staffing

=  We do not have any apparatus with 4 person crew. Should be 10 apparatus with 3 person crew
* Should be 1.5 apparatus with 2 person crew (One 24 and one 12 hour medic van)

= Foothote 6 —~ For four months of the year, an additional engine is staffed on a 12 hour shift
Every thing else looks accurate.
Thank you,
ri:-",{_c.:).ger Bloom

Roger Bloom

Deputy Chief, Operations

Palo Alte Fire Department

250 Hamilton Ave, Palo Alto, CA 94301
Phone 650 329-2515

Fax 650 424-3825

Cell 650 444-6273



Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County

70 West Hedding Street s 11th Floor, East Wing « San Jose, CA 95110 « {408) 299-5127 « {408) 295-1613 Fax

ITEM NO. 6

LAFCO MEETING: October 20,2010

TO: | LAFCO

FROM: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer
Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst

SUBJECT: Sunol Sanitary District Dissolution
Agenda Item #6

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

CEQA Action

1. Find that the proposed dissolution of Sunol Sanitary District is exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because it can be seen with certainty
that there is no possibility that it may have a significant effect on the environment.

Project Action

1. Approve the dissolution of Sunol Sanitation District. The City of San Jose will be the
SUCCESSOT agency.

2. Find that the Board of Directors of the Sunol Sanitary District, has by unanimous
resolution, consented to the dissolution, therefore the dissolution is ordered without
election pursuant to §57102. The district does not include any territory and does not
provide any services. All land within the District was annexed to the City of San Jose
and concurrently detached from Sunol Sanitary District.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

LAFCO received an application by unanimous resolution from the Sunol Sanitary
District for dissolution of the district. The Sunol Sanitary District has no territory within
its boundaries and no property owners or registered voters, as all of the territory
previously within the district has been annexed to the City of San Jose and concurrently
detached from the District. The successor agency will be the City of San Jose.

HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

Sunol Sanitary District was formed in 1940 pursuant to the California Health and Safety
Code §4700 et seq to provide waste water service to unincorporated areas located in
central San Jose. The District owned and maintained the sewer lines within the District
boundaries. Wastewater collected within the District flowed to the City of San Jose’s
facilities for treatment and disposal. The District contracted with the City of San Jose
and paid its proportionate cost for the use of the City owned sewer lines between the
District and the San Jose/Santa Clara Wastewater Treatment Plant, and for treatment
and disposal of waste.

COMMISSIONERS: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Liz Kniss, Margarcet Abe-Koga, Susan Vicklund-Wilson
ALTERNATE COMMISSIONERS: Sam Liccardo, Al Pinheiro, George Shirakawa, Terry Trumbuli
EXECUTIVE OFFICER: Neelima Palacherla

’ www‘santaciafa.lafco.cavgov



The long standing joint urban development policies of LAFCO, the County and the
cities in the county call for unincorporated areas within cities’ urban service areas to
annex to cities and receive city services. It was therefore anticipated that the Sunol
Sanitary District would shrink in size as portions of the District are annexed to the City
of San Jose and hence LAFCO had adopted a zero sphere of influence for the District in
1982, which was reaffirmed in 2006 following LAFCO's service review. The zero sphere
of influence indicates that the maximum service area of the District is defined by its
current boundaries.

Over the years, several unincorporated parcels that were within the Sunol Sanitary
District have been annexed to the City of San Jose including (the most recent
annexations): Sunol No. 69 (7/8/2005); Sunol No. 71 (3/15/2006); Sunol No. 72
(11/27/2006); Sunol No. 74, 75 and 76 (11/29/06); Sunol No. 73 (2/5/2007); Buena Vista
No. 2 (11/19/2008).

In 2009, the last of the remaining lands within the District boundary was annexed into
San Jose, With the annexation titled San Jose Pocket #41: Sunol No. 82 - of the 56-acre
island to the City of San Jose (and concurrent detachment from the Sunol Sanitary
District), effective on November 30, 2009 - no lands remain within the District and there
are no property owners or registered voters residing within the district boundaries.

Following this annexation, the City of San Jose took possession of the sewer lines, along
with responsibility for maintenance. Furthermore, all funds from sewer charges, interest
accrued and all other income are/ will be transferred to the City of San Jose. All of the
District’s funds were transferred to the City in February 2009 - except those retained to
pay for the cost of conducting a FY2010 audit which is currently in progress.

After LAFCO approval and with the Certificate of Completion recorded, the dissolved
district is extinguished and all of its corporate powers terminated. The dissolution of
the District becomes effective on the date that the Certificate of Completion (prepared
by LAFCO) is recorded by the County Recorder.

CONCLUSION

The District, by resolution has requested that LAFCO dissolve the District. The District
has no territory and provides no services. Therefore, the Sunol Sanitary District should
be dissolved. All assets/ funds and any liabilities have been or will be transferred to
San Jose as the successor agency and a final audit of the District is currently being
prepared.

Ideally, dissolution of the District should have occurred concurrently with annexation
of last remaining island to the City of San Jose. However, because island annexations
are not approved by LAFCO in Santa Clara County, it was not possible to conduct a
concurrent dissolution at that time.

Page 2 of 2



ITEM NO. 7

Local cyFaion Commission of Sana Clara unty

LAFCO Meeting: October 20, 2010

TO: LAFCO

FROM: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer
Dunia Noel, Analyst

SUBJECT: Countywide Water Service Review Request for Proposals
Agenda ltem #7

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Authorize staff to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a professional service

firm to prepare a countywide water service review.

2. Delegate authority to the LAFCO Executive Officer to enter into an agreement
with the most qualified consultant in an amount not to exceed $70,000 and to
execute any necessary amendments subject to LAFCO Counsel’s review and

approval.

3. Appoint a LAFCO Commissioner to serve on the Countyw1de Water Service
Review Technical Advisory Committee.

BACKGROUND

Service Reviews and Sphere of Influence Updates

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (California
Government Code §56000 et seq.) requires that each LAFCO conduct service reviews
prior to or in conjunction with the 5-year mandated sphere of influence (SOI) updates.
A service review is a comprehensive review of municipal services in a designated
geographic area in order to obtain information about services, evaluate provision of
services, and recommend actions when necessary, to promote the efficient provision of
those services. In Santa Clara County, service reviews are intended to serve as a tool to
help LAFCO, the public and other agencies better understand the public service
structure and to develop information to update the spheres of influence of the 29 special
districts and 15 cities in the county.

In preparing for initiating LAFCO’s second round of service reviews and sphere of
influence updates, Santa Clara LAFCO at its October 2009 meeting established how the
service reviews will be conducted and established priorities for their completion. The
schedule calls for completion of 4 studies by December 2012. These studies will be
conducted by professional service firms under the direction of the LAFCO Executive
Officer. LAFCO is currently conducting a Countywide Fire Protection Service Review
and the Report has been released for public review and comment. LAFCO's next
priority, a countywide review of water services in Santa Clara County, is the subject of
this staff report.

70 West Hedding Street = | 1th Floor, East Wing » San Jose, CA 95110 « [408) 299-5127 » [408) 2951613 Fax « www.santaclaralafco.ca.gov
COMMISSIONERS: Pete Constani, Don Gage, Liz Kniss, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vickiuna-Wilson
ALTERNATE COMMISSIONERS: Sam Liccardo, Ai Pinheiro, George Shirakawa, Terry Trumbuil
EXECUTIVE OFFICER: Neelima Palacherla



COUNTYWIDE WATER SERVICE REVIEW

Distribution of Draft Request for Proposals (RFP) for Review and Comment

On September 29, 2010, LAFCO staff distributed a Draft RFP for the preparation of a
Countywide Water Service Review to affected cities, water districts, resource
conservation districts, water retailers, other associated water service providers, and
interested parties for their review and comment. LAFCO also requested their assistance
in identifying potential qualified consultants and identifying any other issues
surrounding the provision of water services in the county. The deadline for providing
LAFCO with written comments concerning the Draft RFP was October 13, 2010. LAFCO
received comments from the following:

* Jim Fiedler, Chief Operating Officer: Water Utility Enterprise, Santa Clara Valley

Water District, and

¢ Larry Lind, Senior Engineer/City Engineer, City of Los Altos.

LAFCO staff has revised the Draft RFP and Scope of Services to address these
comments. Please see Attachment A for the Revised RFP and Revised Scope of Services
(including the tracked changes).

LAFCO staff discussed the service review workplan and the upcoming Countywide
Water Service Review with the Santa Clara County Water Retailers Group on October
13, 2010 and received some comments on the RFP and Scope of Services. LAFCO staff
has also addressed these comments (see Attachment A).

LAFCO staff provided the Draft RFP and Scope of Services to the Santa Clara County
Cities Managet’s Association for their October 13t meeting and requested their input
on the project. As of the writing of this report, LAFCO staff has not received any
additional comments on the Draft RFP and Scope of Services. LAFCO staff is scheduled
to provide the Santa Clara County Municipal Public Officials’ Association with an
update on this project on October 21st,

Countywide Water Service Review TAC and Consultant Selection Committee

LAFCO will establish a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the representatives of
which will serve as a liaison between the LAFCO process and the various involved
agencies and will provide technical advice and guidance throughout the project. The
TAC will consist of the following representatives:

* One LAFCO Commissioner (to be determined)
* One representative from the Santa Clara County/Cities Managers” Association:
~  Brian Loventhal, City Manager, City of Monte Sereno
¢ Three representatives from the Santa Clara County Water Retailers’ Group:
— Jim Fiedler, Chief Operating Officer: Water Utility Enterprise, Santa Clara
Valley Water District

— Alan Kurotori, Director of Water & Sewer Utilities, City of Santa Clara

~ TBD (a staff person from a private water company)

Page 2 of 3



¢ One representative from Santa Clara County Municipal Public Works Officials’
Association (to be determined)

A subset of the TAC will participate on the consultant interview/selection committee.

Proposed Release of Final RFP for Countywide Water Service Review

Attached is the Revised RFP for the Countywide Water Service Review. LAFCO staff is
in the process of finalizing a list of firms that work in this field. It was also suggested
that LAFCO consider sending the RFP to some firms that represent technical
consultants. LAFCO staff will explore this option. Upon LAFCO authorization, staff will
send the Revised RFP to those firms and will post the RFP on the LAFCO website as
well as on the CALAFCO website for other interested firms. Responses to the RFP are
due on Tuesday, November 30, 2010 in order to provide for a full 30-day circulation
period.

Firm Evaluation Criteria and Selection Process

Firms will be selected for further consideration and follow-up interviews based on the
following criteria:

» relevant work experience,

* the completeness of the responses

» overall project approaches identified and

* proposed project budget

An interview/selection committee, that includes TAC representatives, will conduct
interviews and the most qualified firm will be selected based on the above evaluation
criteria and reference checks. Following the selection of the most qualified firm, a final
services agreement including budget, schedule, and final Scope of Services statement
will be negotiated before executing the contract.

Countywide Water Service Review Timeline

The following is the general timeline for completing this Service Review:
» Release RFP: October 22, 2010
¢ Proposals due: November 30, 2010
¢ Firm Interviews and Selection of Firm: early December 2010

e Begin Service Review: January 2011

e LAFCO Public Hearings on Water Service Review and SOI Updates:
August/October 2011 LAFCO Meetings

ATTACHMENT
Attachment A: Revised RFP including the Scope of Services

Page 3 of 3



ITEM NO. 7
ATTACHMENT A

Local Agency Formation Commission of SCIara nty

| REVISED DRAFT REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
Countywide Water Service Review

. Objective

The Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Santa Clara County is seeking
proposals from professional service firms 1o prepare a Countywide Water Service
Review. This work is to be completed in compliance with applicable California
Government Code sections, local LAFCO policies and the latest available LAFCO
Service Review Guidelines prepared by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
{OPR). The service reviews are intended to serve as a tool to help LAFCO, the public and
other agencies better understand the public service structure and to develop information
to update the spheres of influence of special districts and cities in the county. LAFCO is
not required to initiate boundary changes based on service reviews. However, LAFCO,
local agencies or the public may subsequently use the service reviews together with
additional research and analysis where necessary, to pursue changes in jurisdictional
boundaries or spheres of influence.

il Background

The mandate for LAFCOs 1o conduct service reviews is part of the Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act), California
Government Code §56000 et seq. LAFCOs are required to conduct service reviews prior
t0 or in conjunction with Sphere of Influence updates and are required to review and
.update the Sphere of Influence for each city and special district as necessary, but not less
than once every five years. LAFCO completed and adopted its first round of service
reviews and sphere of influence updates prior to January 1, 2008, as required by State
law. LAFCO must complete its next round of required service review and sphere of
influence updates for all cities and special districts prior to January 1, 2013,

LAFCO of Santa Clara County is responsible for establishing, reviewing and updating
Spheres of Influence for 44 public agencies in Santa Clara County (15 cities and about 29
special districts). LAFCO, at its October 2009 meeting, adopted revised policies for
conducting service reviews (dftachment 2), established service review boundaries, and
set priorities for the completion of LAFCO’s second round of service reviews and sphere
of influence updates. LAFCO’s service reviews work plan calls for the completion of 4
studies over the next three calendar years, It is anticipated that these studies will be
conducted by professional service firms under the operational direction of the LAFCO
Executive Officer. LAFC(’s Countywide Fire Service is underway. LAFCO’s next
priority, a countywide review of water service in Santa Clara County and sphere of
influence updates for four water districts and two resource conservation districts, is the
subject of this Request for Proposal (RFP).

70 West Hedding Street » | ith Floor, East Wing » San jose, CA 95110 « {408} 299-5127 » {408] 295-1613 Fax » www santaciaralafco.cagov =
COMMISSIONERS: Pete Constant, Don Gage, John Howe, Liz Kniss, Susan Vickiund-Wilsen
ALTERNATE COMMISSIONERS: Sam Lictardo, Al Pinheiro, George Shirakawa, Terry Trumbut!

EXECUTIVE OFFICER: Neetima Patacherla
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REVISED DRAFT

Scope of Services

A draft Scope of Services is enclosed with this RFP as Attachment 1. A final statement of |

services to be provided will be negotiated with the firm selected to conduct the service
review and will be included as part of the professional services agreement.

Budget

A final budget amount for this project will be negotiated with the firm selected for the
work prior to reaching agreement. The anticipated project cost of the proposal should not
exceed $7¢,000.

Schedule

Timing is a concern to LAFCO because of the deadlines in the CKH Act. It is anticipated
that the firm will start work in January 2011, The Countywide Water Service Review
and SOI Updates must be completed and adopted by LAFCO by mid August 2011. The
final schedule for this project will be negotiated with the firm selected for the work prior
to reaching an agreement.

Proposal Requirements
Response to this RFF must include all of the following:

1. A statement about the firm that describes its history as well as the competencies
and resumes of the principal and ali professionals who wili be involved in the
work. This statement should describe the firm’s level of expertise in the following
areas:

General Expertise

+ Tamiliarity with the CKH Act, the role and functions of LAFCO, and the
service review process

*  Ability to analyze and present information in an organized format
+  Ability to quickly interpret varied budget and planning documents
«  Ability to facilitate and synthesize input from a variety of stakeholders

+  Familiarity with public input processes and experience in handling the
presentation and dissemination of public information for review and comment

+ Experience in fostering multi-agency partnerships and cooperative problem-
solving

» Ability to provide flexible and creative alternatives where necessary to resolve
service and policy issues

Water Service Expertise

» EBxpertise in various aspects of water service provision, such as water supply,
water quality, water delivery, recycled water, water conservation and
stewardship, groundwater recharge and pumping, flood control, and storm-
water runoff, ete.

Page 2 0f & 5
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16.

REVISED DRAFT

+ Expertise in the financial analysis of water service delivery systems, including
identifying financing constraints / opportunities and cost avoidance
opportunities

+ Expertise in water service organization analysis, including evaluating
government structure options (advantages and disadvantages of the
consolidation or reorganization of service providers)

¢ Experience with various types of water service providers in California (public
works departments, water districts, resource conservation districts, private
water companies, mutual water companies, and shared water systems)

Identification of the lead professional responsible for the project and identification
of the professional(s) who will be performing the day-to-day work.

Kdentification of any associate consultant firms to be involved, H associate
consultant firms are proposed, describe the work they will perform and include
the same information for each as required for items 1 and 2 above,

A statement of related experience accomplished in the Iast two years and
references for each such project, including the contact name, address and
telephone number,

A statement regarding the anticipated approach for this project, explicitly
discussing and identifying any suggested changes to the draft Scope of Services
(Attachment 1).

Identification of any information, materials and/or work assistance required from
LAFCO and / or invoived water service agencies or departments to complete the
project. The expectation is that the consultant will use all available data sources to' -
develop/update information for agency profiles in an effort to minimize the
workload for affected agencies.

An overall project schedule, including the timing of each work task.

Information about the availability of all professionals who will be involved in the
work, including any associate consultants.

The anticipated project cost, including:
A not-to-exceed total budget amount.
b. The cost for each major sub-task identified in the draft Scope of Services.

c. The hourly rates for each person who will be involved in the work,
including the rates of any associate consultants.

Comments about the draft services agreement (dtiachment 3} specifically
including the ability of the firm to meet the insurance requirements and other
provisions.

{ﬁe1étéd: 9'/57./'20.10 — ]
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REVISED DRAFT

Vil. Submission Requirements
DUE DATE AND TIME: Taesday, November 30, 2010 at 5:00 PM
Proposals received afier this time and date may be returned unopened.
NUMBER OF COPIES:
6 original copies and 1 fully reproducible copy
DELIVER TO:

Neelima Palacherla

LAFCOQ of Santa Clara County

70 West Hedding Street, 11 Floor
San Jose, CA 95110

Note: If delivery is to be in person please first call the LAFCO office (408-299-5127 or
5148) to arrange delivery time.

Vill. Evaluation Criteria and Selection Process
Firms will be selected for further consideration and follow-up interviews based on the

following criteria:
+ relevant work experience
+ the completeness of the responses
.

overall project approaches identified

* proposed project budget
A consultant selection committee will conduct interviews and the most qualified firm will
be selected based on the above evaluation criteria and reference checks. Interviews will
be held in early December 2010. The selection committee is expected to make a decision
soon after. Following the selection of the most qualified firm, a final services agreement
including budget, schedule, and final Scope of Services statement will be negotiated
before executing the contract.

LAFCO reserves the right to reject any or all proposals, to issue addenda to the RFP, to
modify the RFP or to cancel the REP,

iX. LAFCO Contact
Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer
LAFCO of Santa Clara County
Voice: (408) 299-5127
Fax: (408) 295-1613
Email: neelima.palacherlaf@ceo.sccgov.org

X, Attachments
1. Draft Scope of Services (Attachment 1 - Final RFP only)

2. Santa Clara LAFCO Policies for Conducting Service Reviews (drtachmens 2-
Final RFP only)
3. Draft Professional Service Agreement and insurance obligations (Attachment 3-
Final RFP only)
Deteted: 9/27/2010
Paged of 5 .
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REVISED DRAFT

Reference Information

Please refer to the LAFCO website (www.santaclara.lafco.ca.gov) for general
information about LAFCO of Santa Clara County and for the following information:

e  LAFCQ’s Service Review Policies:
(http:/fwww.santaclara.lafco.ca. gov/policies/SR Policies2(09,pdf)

¢  LAFCQ’s 2005 Countywide Water Service Review Report:
(htip//www.santaclara lafco.ca.pov/adptd svee reviews_ water.himl)

For the Service Review Guidelines issued by the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, please refer to the following links:

(http://www.opr.ca.gov/plannine/publications/MSR Guidelines.pdf)

(http://www.opr.ca.gov/planning/publications/MSR Appendices.pdf)

Page5of 5
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ATTACHMENT 1

REVISED DRAFT SCOPE OF SERVICES

Countywide Water Service Review in Santa Clara County

LAFCO of Santa Clara County will conduct a service review of water services
provided within Santa Clara County. California Government Code section 56430
requires LAFCO to conduct the review in order to develop information for
updating spheres of influence. The statute requires LAFCO to prepare and adopt
a written statement of determination for each of the following considerations:

1 Growth and population projections for the affected area.

2) Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of
public services, including infrastructure needs or deficiencies.

3) Financial ability of agencies to provide services.

4) Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities.

5) Accountability for cooumunity service needs, including
governmental structure and operational efficiencies.

6) Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as

required by commission policy.
The report will include a recommendation regarding each water district’s and
resource conservation district’s sphere of influence boundary. California
Government Code section 56425 requires LAFCO, when determining the sphere
of influence of each local agency, to prepare and adopt a written statement of
determination for each city and special district regarding the following
considerations: ‘

1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including
agricultural and open-space lands.

2} The present and probable need for public facilities and services in
the area.

3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public
services that the agency provides or is authorized to provide.

4) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in
the area if the commission determines that they are relevant to the
agency Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities.

5) The nature, location, and extent of any functions or classes of
services provided by existing districts.

Service Review Tasks Overview

The Countywide Water Service Review will be conducted in accordance with
LAFCQO policies adopted by the Commission and the service review guidelines : e
developed by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) where - Iveweteds sz

Pagelofs
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REVISED DRAFT

feasible. Preparation of the service review will include the following steps,
although other activities may be necessary:

1. Pata Collection and Review

. Develop questionnaire relating to the six evaluation categories for
service review

. Identify appropriate criteria to be used for service evaluation, as
necessary

. Review questionnaire with LAFCO staff and Technical Advisory

: Committee (TAC)

. Collect information through interviews, meetings, surveys and /or
research.

. Compile information in a database

. Verify compiled information with agencies

Work Products: Consultant must deliver to LAFCO staff complete
information for each agency.

2. Data Analysis

. Analyze data and prepare preliminary fmcimgs based on
standards, where appropriate
. Present to and discuss the preliminary findings with LAFCO staff

. Present preliminary findings to TAC/agencies staff
Work Products: Consultant must deliver preliminary analysis and
findings to LAFCO staff
3. Draft Service Review Report
. Prepare a draft Service Review report inciuding required findings
for public review and comment
. Present the draft service review report to LAFCO at public hearing

Work Products: Consultant must deliver to LAFCO a MS Word formatted
version, a PDF formatted version, and ¢ hard copies of the

draft report.
4. Final Service Review Report
. Respond to comments and prepare a final service review report
including required findings
. Present the final service review to LAFCO at a public hearing for
adoption '

Work Products: Consultant must deliver to LAFCO a MS Word formatted
version, a PDF formatted version, and 9 hard copies of
the final report.

Beleted: 9/27/2010
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REVISED DRAFT

Identification of Water Service Providers

Agencies that are required to have a Spheres of Influence (SOI) [ie. cities and
special districts] will be the focus of service reviews. Other agencies will also be
reviewed to the extent necessary to establish relationships, quantify services,
designate or map service locations/ facilities and provide a complete overview of
the services in the area. The following agencies provide water service in Santa
Clara County:
Cities

1. City of Milpitas Community Services Department (Milpitas)

2. City of Mountain View Public Services Department (to parts of Mountain
View)
City of Palo Alto Utilities Department (Palo Alto)
City of San Jose Municipal Water System (to parts of San Jose)
City of Santa Clara Water Department (Santa Clara)
City of Sunnyvale Public Works Department (majority of Sunnyvale)
City of Gilroy Community Services Department (Gilroy)
City of Morgan Hill Public Works Department (Morgan Hill)

Special Districts

No U W

®

1. Aldercroft Heights County Water District (to a small unincorporated

comnunity by Lexington Reservoir in the Santa Cruz Mountains)

Purissima Hills County Water District (fo parts of Los Altos Hills)

Santa Clara Valley Water District (countywide wholesale agency)

4. San Martin County Water District {to parts of the unincorporated

community of San Martin)

Pacheco Pass Water District {district is also in San Benito County)

Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District (water conservation

services in North County)

7. Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District (water conservation services
in South County)

W o

o

Private Water Companies

1. San Jose Water Company (to Campbel], Saratoga, Los Gatos, Monte
Sereno, parts of Cupertino, parts of San Jose, and parts of the
unincorporated area)

2. California Water Service Company (to parts of Cupertino and Los Altos,
parts of Los Altos Hills and Mountain View, parts of Sunnyvale, and parts
of the unincorporated area)

3. Great Oaks Water Company {to parts of San Jose and parts of the
unincorporated area)

4. West San Martin Water Works Company (to parts of the unincorporated
community of San Martin)

Deteted: 9/27/2018 J
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REVISED DRAFT

Other

1. San Francisco Public Utilities Comunission (Wholesale agency to portions
of North County)

2. Stanford University (Serves the University)

3._Bay Area Water Supply and Conservation Agency (provides water
conservation programs and conducts water supply planning activities for
theix members)

4. South Bay Water Recycling

5. South County Regional Wastewater Authority (recvcled water
6. Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant (recycled water)
7. Sunnyvale Water Pollution Control Plant (recvcled water)

+ -1 Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.5", No bullets or
numbering

Other Water Service Providers in Santa Clara County

Additionally, there are several mutual water companies that exist throughout the
County, particularly in the unincorporated areas of the County that are rural and
less developed. Lastly, there are also private onsite wells serving individual and
shared water systems, state small water systems, and small community water
systems consisting of anywhere from 1 connection to 200 connections. With the
exception of the small community water systems, the Santa Clara County
Department of Environmental Health regulates all other individual and shared
systems. Please note that in addition to the above listed agencies, there may be
other agencies within the county that provide water or related services. It may be
necessary to include those agencies in the service review.

Potential Water Service Issues and Topics

The following is a working list of water service issues and topics that have been
identified for discussion in the Countywide Water Service Review Report:

o Key laws affecting water supply analysis and planning,

+ Steps and methods for evaluating the availability of adequate water
supply required for new development, including examples of
minimum water supplyv and demand data requirements, timeline
describing phasing, and the development’s relationship to the latest
Urban Water Management Plans in conformace to Senate Bill 610 and
any other applicable laws

+ Overview of countywide water service issues such as groundwater
supplies and pumping, groundwater recharge and overdrafting, water
conservation, recycled water, treated water, flood control, and storm-
watey runoff

A Deleted: 9/27/2010
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Reliability of water supply system in the event of an emergency /
natural disaster, particularly given the age of infrastructure

Status of water quality issues in the southern part of Santa Clara
County (e.g. septic system concerns, nitrates, perchlorate, etc.)

Evaluation of potential opportunities for improved water service and
public benefit from consolidation of water service providers

Coordination with and regulation of private water companies

Connections between local water supply planning and statewide water
issues

How water supply is affected by cities and county development

standards/regulations and their enforcement of water conservation

measures
Identify opportunities to resolve, clarify, update, and/or mitigate
water suppier boundary disputes so as to minimize duplication, costs,

delays, errors, and omissions in water supply assessments and thereby
ensure better long-term water supply planning

Page5of 3
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ITEmM NoO. 8

Locl Agencyation Commission of Sat Clara unty

LAFCO Meeting: October 20, 2010

TO: LAFCO
FROM: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer
Dunia Noel, Analyst
SUBJECT: Update on Island Annexations in Santa Clara County

Agenda item # 8

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Accept status report on island annexations in Santa Clara County.

2. Direct staff to:

a. Develop an inventory of the remaining islands in each city and provide
this information to the cities as the next step in facilitating island
annexations

b. Follow up with each City on their plans regarding these islands and
report back to the Commission concerning the status of the islands.

BACKGROUND

Seventy-Seven Unincorporated Islands Annexed Since 2006

As of the writing of this staff report, LAFCO’s records (see Table 1} indicate that
approximately 77 unincorporated islands, consisting of a total of 1,652 acres and
containing approximately 11,448 persons, have been annexed to their respective cities
since January 2006.

The City of San Jose has completed 42 island annexations, while the City of Morgan Hill
has completed 15 island annexations and the City of Cupertino has completed 8 island
annexations since 2006.

The City Campbell has completed 3 island annexations and has no islands remaining.
The Town of Los Altos has completed 2 island annexations and has only 1 island
remaining (i.e. the Country Club neighborhood which is greater than 150 acres in size).

Island annexations have also occurred in the Cities‘Saratoga, Milpitas, Mountain View,
and the Town of Los Altos Hills. Due to the County’s special policies pertaining to the
unincorporated lands of Stanford University, no islands are identified in Palo Alto.

70 West Hedding Street « 111h Floor, East Wing » San Jose, CA 95110 « {40B) 299-5127 » [408) 295-1613 Fax « www santaciaralafco.ca gov
COMMISSIONERS: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Liz Kniss, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vickiund-Wilson
ALTERNATE COMMISSIONERS: Sam Liccardo, Al Pinheire, George Shirakawa, Terry Trumbuil
EXECUTIVE OFFICER: Neelima Paiacherla



TABLE 1: ISLAND ANNEXATIONS COMPLETED SINCE 2006

Island Acreage Population
_ CITiES . _|_Annexations (acres) {persons)

Mountalﬁmv‘léw 3 25 3

'.:Santa Clarz
Saratoga _

TOTALS 77 islands 1,652 acres 11,448 persons

*Due to special County Policies pertaining to Stanford University, no islands are identified in Palo Alto.

LAFCO and the County Provide Incentives and Assistance to Cities

In February 2005, LAFCO adopted Island Annexation Policies to encourage island
annexations and began providing a LAFCO fee waiver to cities for annexations that
result in the elimination of entire unincorporated islands. LAFCO also worked with the
State Board of Equalization to identify and implement ways to reduce the time and cost
associated with processing / filing entire island annexations. Beginning in the summer
of 2005, the County offered to cover the costs of preparing and reviewing island
annexation maps and pay the State Board of Equalization filing fees for island
annexations. In addition, the County also committed to upgrading the roads in islands
approved for annexation. Over the course of these five years, nine cities have taken
advantage of the incentives offered by LAFCO and County and have annexed entire
islands using the streamlined annexation process: Specifically,

o LAFCO has waived over $79,000 in LAFCO fees for island annexations

» The County has spent:
$208,603 for preparation of annexation maps and Surveyor / Assessor Reports
$51,650 to pay the State Board of Equalization fees

The County Roads and Airports Department is in the process of finalizing their
data on the amount spent to upgrade roads in the annexed islands.
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Working with the various Cities and the County, LAFCO staff continues to manage the
overall island annexation program, which includes coordinating the various fee
incentives provided by LAFCO and the County. LAFCO staff also attends meetings,
assists and advises cities on their public outreach process, coordinates the preparation
of maps and reports by the County Surveyor and Assessors’ Offices, provides technical
assistance on the island annexation process and law, and works with and completes all
necessary paperwork as required by the State Board of Equalization.

Ninety-One Islands Remain as of October 13, 2010

LAFCQO’s records (see Table 2) indicate that approximately 91 unincorporated islands
exist in Santa Clara County, as of October 13, 2010. These remaining islands are located
in 13 of the 15 cities (only the Cities of Campbell and Palo Alto have no remaining
unincorporated islands).

Seventeen of the 91 remaining unincorporated islands are estimated to be greater than
150 acres in size and are therefore not eligible for the streamlined annexation process.
These larger islands are primarily larger urban residential neighborhoods, contiguous
rural estates, or county parkland.

TABLE 2: REMAINING ISLANDS AS OF OCTOBER 13, 2010

150 Acres or Greater than 150
| ess Acres TOTAL ISL.ANDS

CITIES

~ Campbell
Cupertino
Los Altos
. LosAltosHills . | . 4
L.os Gatos
Milpitas
Monte Sereno
Morgan Hill -

__Saratoga
' Sunnyvale

TOTAL ISLANDS 74 17 o1

*The City of San Jose is scheduled to annex 5 additional unincorporated islands by December 2010, which
will reduce their total down to 15 remaining islands that are 150 acres or less in size.

Seventy-four of the remaining unincorporated islands are 150 acres or less in size and
may be appropriate for future annexation through the streamlined annexation process,
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PHASE 2: FACILITATING ANNEXATION OF THE REMAINING ISLANDS
Five Different Types of Islands Remain

In an effort to further prioritize and strategize about how best to facilitate annexation of
the remaining islands, LAFCO staff will review and classify the remaining 74
unincorporated islands that are 150 acres or less in size into one of the following five
categories:

1. Open Space/Rural Lands - Island consists of non-urban/rural development
and/or open space lands

2. Road/Creek Sliver - Island consists of a road/railroad segment or portion of
parcel(s) that consist of a creek channel

3. Parcel(s) that are Split by the City’s Urban Service Area (USA) Boundary -
Island contains parcel(s) that are split by the City’s Urban Service Area Boundary

4. Public Facility/Parkland - Island consists of city, county, or federal lands or
development

5. Private Parcels - Island consists of primarily private residential development
and/or commercial development

Since 2005, State law has allowed cities to annex unincorporated islands through a
streamlined process that does not require protest proceedings or elections, provided the
islands meet specific criteria and are 150 acres or less in size. This provision will sunset
on January 1, 2014.

By far the strongest candidates for annexation through this streamlined process are
those islands that can be categorized as either “Private Parcels” or as a “Road/Creek
Sliver.” Islands within these two categoties are substantially developed, create service
inefficiencies, create confusion in terms of the provision of emergency services, and are
politically disenfranchised from the city government that substantially surrounds them.
Annexation of these islands should be a high priority for cities.

Islands that can be categorized as “Open Space/Rural Lands” or “Public

Facility / Parkland” may/may not be appropriate for annexation at this time or in the
near future. It is therefore recommended that the applicable city, County, and LAFCO
review all islands that fall into either of these categories in order to determine if and
when annexation would be appropriate. The cities may also consider whether or not
retracting the city’s USA boundary to exclude these areas (where possible and/or
where appropriate) is a more effective way to address such islands.

Per State law and LAFCO Policies, a city cannot annex islands that are categorized as
containing “Parcels that are Split by the City’s Urban Service Area Boundary.” Islands
of this nature present land use planning and development permitting challenges due to
the fact that they are subject to two different planning jurisdictions (i.e. County and
city). It is recommended that the city, County, and LAFCO review all islands that fall
into this category and determine whether these areas are appropriate for annexation
and whether an amendment to the city’s USA boundary would be required to address
the situation.
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NEXT STEPS

The County Planning Department has prepared detailed maps of all remaining
unincorporated islands in the County as of June 2010, LAFCO staff will be using these
maps along with LAFCO'’s inventory of islands to classify the remaining 74
unincorporated islands that are 150 acres or less in size. If directed, LAFCO staff will
provide this information to the cities and will follow-up with each of the applicable
cities regarding their plans for these islands and will report back to the Commission
concerning the status of the islands.
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ITEMNO. 9

Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara

LAFCO MEETING: October 20,2010

TO: LAFCO
FROM: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer
Dunia Noel, LAFCO Analyst
SUBJECT: Amendment to the Memorandum of Understanding Between

LAFCO and the County of Santa Clara
Agenda Item #9

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Approve Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Santa Clara County and the County

of Santa Clara relating to the terms and conditions upon which the County will provide
staffing, facilities and support services to LAFCO, for the period beginning October 21,

2010.

BACKGROUND

The MOU outlines the provisions under which the County will provide staffing and.
services to LAFCO. The current MOU was approved by the Santa Clara County Board
of Supervisors and LAFCO on June 5, 2001 and has been effective since July 1, 2001.
Since that time, there have been several changes in LAFCO staffing / other services and
the MOU does not correctly reflect the current operating situation.

Over the last few years, at the request of LAFCO, the County conducted classification
studies for LAFCO staff positions and with approval by the Board of Supervisors, some
changes have been made to the position classifications of the LAFCO Executive Officer,
the Analyst and the Clerk. Specifically, in January 2008, the Board established unique
classification codes for the LAFCO Executive Officer and the LAFCO Analyst positions.
The proposed amendment to the MOU reflects these new classifications and refers to
the LAFCO Analyst position as the LAFCO Assistant Executive Officer as he/she may
serve as the Executive Officer during his/her absence.

Similarly, in January 2009, the Board of Supervisors approved the establishment of a
unique classification called the LAFCO Office Specialist position for the LAFCO Clerk.
This position is currently staffed through the County Executive’s Office.

Additionally, LAFCO, in February 2009, retained a private firm to provide general legal
counsel services to the Commission and terminated its contract with the County
Counsel’s Office; therefore the provision pertaining to legal services is being deleted in
the MOU,

70 West Hedding Street o 11th Floor, East Wing « San Jose, CA 95110 « (408) 299-5127 » [408) 295-1613 Fax » www.santaclara lafco.ca.gov
COMMISSIONERS: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Liz Kniss, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan Vickiund-Wilson
ALTERNATE COMMISSIONERS: Sam Liccardo, Al Pinheiro, George Shiraicawa, Terry Trumbuil
EXECUTIVE OFFICER: Neelima Palacheria



Effective July 1, 2010, LAFCO decided to purchase general liability insurance coverage
from an outside organization and cancel its coverage under the County. Therefore, the
provision pertaining to “risk management” is being deleted in the MOU.

The Cortese Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 which
became effective in January 2001, requires among other things, LAFCOs to be
autonomous agencies, independent of the County or any other local public agency or
private entity. The law requires LAFCO to hire its own staff including an Executive
Officer and Legal Counsel and to provide for all necessary support services including
equipment, facilities and supplies or alternately, it allows LAFCO to contract with a
private or public agency for its staffing, services or facilities. The law also mandates a
shared funding arrangement whereby LAFCO costs are funded proportionately by the
agencies (the County and the 15 cities in Santa Clara County) represented on LAFCO
Pursuant to the Act, LAFCO annually adopts a budget and takes into account its
program and staffing costs adequate to fulfill its statutory requirements.

NEXT STEPS

The Board of Supervisors will consider the Amended MOU at its October 19t meeting.
The Clerk of the Board will return the signed originals to LAFCO staff following Board
approval and LAFCO will forward one copy of the signed MOU to the Clerk and retain
one for LAFCO records.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Amended Memorandum of Understanding
Attachment B: Redline Version of the Amended MOU

Page 2 of 2
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AMENDED AND RESTATED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN
THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY
AND THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA |

This Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding ("MOU"} is
between the Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County (“ LAFCO")
and the County of Santa Clara (“County”). The purpose of this agreement is to set
forth the terms and conditions upon which the County will provide staffing, facilities
and support services to LAFCO, - -

RECITALS

WHEREAS, since the inception of LAFCO from approximately 1963 to 2001,
the County fully funded LAFCO including furnishing the Commission with the
necessary quarters, equipment, supplies and staffing from the Offices of the County
Executive, County Counsel, County Clerk, County Surveyor, and the County
Planning Department; and o '

WEiERﬁAS, new 1egisia_tion has been passed effective January 1, 2001, which
requires LAFCOs to be independent bodies and to contract for personnel and
facilities (Government Code sections 56380 and 56384); and

 WHEREAS, on Febriary 6, 2001, the LAFCO and the County entered into an
interim MOU to allow for the continuation for the current staffing levels and office
arrangement through June 30, 2001 to assist LAFCO during the transition to
_independent operation; and :

WHEREAS, on June 5, 2001, the LAFCO and the County executed a formal
Memorandum of Understanding outlining the terms and provisions for the
. continuation of the services by the County to LAFCO, that became effective on July 1,
2001, and ' . ‘

WHEREAS, County is willing and able to provide and LAFCO with its own
budget is willing and able to retain personnel and services to fulfill LAFCO's goal of
independent staffing and autonomy under the terms and conditions set forth herein;

and

, WHEREAS, both County and LAFCO recognize and acknowledge that
although the County shall pursuant to this MOU provide staffing, space and services
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to LAFCO, LAFCO is an mdependent agency and the County shall have no ability to
control or influence any LAFCO action or staff reconunendatxon, and

WHEREAS, LAFCO will rennburse the cost for services provided by the
County, and

WHEREAS, several changes in staffing over the years necessitate an
amendment of the MOU to reflect the current situation.

The parties therefore agree as follows.
1. EFFECTIVE DATE

The effechve date of this MOU shall be October 21, 2010 (“Effective
Date”). It shall expire when terminated putsuant to Section 5 (“TERM AND
TERMINATION”) below. On the Effective Date of this MOU, the earlier

Memorandum of Understanding effective July 2001 shall be terminated.

2. STAFFING

21  LAFCO EXECUTIVE OFFICER SERVICES

The County Executive's Office shall designate a full-time unique classified code

~ entitled LAFCO Executive Officer to the position. . The position shall be subject to all
normal Jabor contract provisions, Merit System Rules, County ordinances and County
_policies as applicable. The County shall recruit the LAFCO Executive Officer through
the County's standard process, however, candidates may be interviewed by LAFCO
and final selection shall be subject to LAFCO approval. The LAFCO Executive Officer
shall perform the duties as specified in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local .
Government Reorganization Act and shall do and perform all functions necessary or
advisable to manage and conduct the business of LAFCO. The LAFCO Executive

. Officer shall work at the direction of LAFCO and shall report directly to LAFCO on
all Commission matters. The LAFCO Executive Officer shall report to the County
Executive's Office on all personnel and administrative matters, Should a conflict arise
between the LAFCO Executive Officer's duties as a County employee and duties as
the LAFCO Executive Officer, the LARCO Executive Officer shall promptly advise the
County Executive's Office and LAFCO of the issue so that it may be resolved by the
two entities. '

22 LAFCO ASSE,STANT EXECUTIVE OFFICER SERVICES
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The County Executive's Office shall designate a full-time unique
classified code entitled LAFCO Analyst, serving as LAPCO Assistant Executive
Officer. The position shall be subject to all normal labor contract provisions, Merit
System Rules, County Qrdinances and County policies as applicable. The LAFCO
Assistant Executive Officer shall be recruited through the County's standard
process, but final candidates shall be interviewed with approval for hiring by the
LAFCO Executive Officer, The LAFCO Assistant Executive Officer shall take work
assignments and direction from the LAFCO Executive Officer and may serve as the
LAFCO Executive Officer in his/ her absence. The LAFCO Executive Officer shall
have full supervisory responsibility over the LAFCO Assistant Executive Officer.

23. LAFCO CLERK SERVICES

The County Executive’s Office shall designate a full-time unique
classified code entitled LAFCO Office Specialist as the LAFCO Clerk, The position
shall be subject to all normal labor contract provisions, Merit System Rules, County
Ordinances and County policies as applicable. The LAFCO Clerk shall be recruited
through the County's standard process, but final candidates shall be interviewed with
approval for hiring by the LAFCO Executive Officer. The LAFCO Clerk shall take all
workload direction from the LAFCO Executive Officer and the LAFCO Assistant

Executive Officer.
24  LAFCQOSURVEYOR SERVICES

~ The County Surveyor shall provide services to LAFCO on an as
needed basis to check maps and legal descriptions, to maintain jurisdictional
boundaries, and to staff LAFCO meetings. Services shall be invoiced at the surveyor's
intra-county hourly rate updated annually and billed directly to LAFCO.on a
. quarterly basis via intra county. payment voucher. |

3. SERVICES

. County shall provide the following services to LAFCO. LAFCO will be
subject to the normal County administrative fees / costs charged in consideration for
these services either directly or through the County's then-current Cost Aliocation

Plan.

31  ACCOUNTING AND BANKING SERVICES
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The County Controller-Treasurer Department shall provide all
banking and accounting services for LAFCO. Interest earned on LAFCO funds, shall
be based on LAFCO's average daily cash balance in the Treasury and on the
Treasury's pooled earnings rate net of administrative costs. Such interest earnings
shall be calculated and paid quarterly into the LAFCO account. The Controller shall
provide accounting and reporting on both budget and actual transactions.
Additionally, the Controller shall use the final budget as provided by LARCO to
determine the cities' and the County's share of costs. The Controller shall bill and
collect payments from the cities and the County, depositing these paymentsto
LAFCO's account in the County Treasury. -

3.2  OFFICE SPACE, EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

The County shall provide space suitable for LAFCO offices; The

- County shall allow the use of the County Board Chambers and other meeting rooms
for Commission / staff meetings, subject to availability. County shall provide
purchasing services for LAFCO, including solicitation and evaluation of proposals for
goods and services, issuance of purchase orders and/ or development of purchase
agreements, and processing of payment upon receipt of the purchased
goods/services. ‘

33  PERSONNEL SERVICES

The County shall provide personnel services including
recruitment, advertising, screening of applications, and development of hiring lists.
The County shall provide payroll, benefits coordination and administration services
and Labor Relations services.

34 GENERAL COMPUTER MAINTENANCE AND UPGRADES

The County shall provide technical assistance in setting up
computers, networking, and Internet access services, including but not limited to,
continued connection to the County computer network. These services shall be
charged on an hourly basis at the Information Services Department's intra-county
hourly rate established annually. These charges shall be invoiced and billed directly
to LAFCO via the intra-county payment voucher on a quarterly basis. =

3.5  PHONE SYSTEMS

The County shall provide connection to the County phone
system and voice mail. ' : : :
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3.6  GISSERVICES

The County shall provide access to the County Planning Office's
GIS server and the data layers maintained by the Plan;rung Office.

3.7 SUPPORT FUNCTIONS

" All other support / administrative functions of a type currenﬂy
provxded to LAFCO or required to be provided by law.

4. TERM AND TERMINATION

This MOU may be terminated without cause at the end of each fiscal
year by provision of written notice by the terminating party to the other party no later
than five months before the end of the fiscal year.

In addition, this MOU may be terminated for cause upon 10 days
written notice by the terminating party to the other party.

In the event that this MOU is terminated pursuant to the provisions of
this Section, LAFCO shall pay the County the pro rata amount for services provided
up to the date of the termination of this Agreement.

5, GENERAL PROVISIONS
5.1 SIGNATURES

LAFCQ hereby authorizes the Executive Officer or, his /her
designee, to execute any documents to implement this MOU., The Board of
Supervisors hereby authorizes the County Executive or his/her de31gnee to execute
any documents to 1mp1ement this MOU

52 ASSIGNMENT

Neither party may assign this MOU, nor any mtarest therem,
without the other party's written consent.

53 NOTICES

‘ - All'notices, demands and correspondence required or provided
‘for under this MOU shall be in writing and delivered in person or dispatched by



MOU between County and LAFCO
Page6of7

certified mail, postage prepaid, to the address below. Notice of any change of address
shall be provided in the manner set forth-above and delivered to the other party.

COUNTY OF SAN’I'A CLARA:
County Executive’

County of Santa Clara

70 W. Hedding Street

San Jose, CA 95110

LAFCQO:

LAFCO Executive Officer
LAFCO of Santa Clara County
70 W. Hedding Street

San Jose, CA 95110

54 SEVERABILITY

The parties hereto agree that the provisions are severable. If any
provision of this MOU is held invalid, the remainder of this MOU shall be effective
and shall remain in full force and effect unless amended or modified by mutual
written consent of the parties.

55  ENTIRE AGREEMENT, WAIVERS AND AMENDMENTS

This MOU constitutes the entire understanding and agreement of
the partxes This MOU integrates all of the terms and conditions mentioned herein o
incidental hereto, and supersedes all negotiation or previous agreements between the
parties with respect to all or any part of the subject matter hereof. All waivers of or
amendments to the provisions of this MOU must be in writing and signed by the
appropriate authorities of LAFCO or of the County.

56 MUTUAL INDEMNIFICATION

~ In lieu of and not withstanding the pro rata risk allocation which
might otherwise be imposed betweeri the Parties pursuant to Government Code
Section 895.6, the Parties agree that all losses or liabilities incurred by a party shall not
be shared pro rata but instead the County and LARCO agree that pursuant to
Government Code Section 895.4, each party hereto (“indemnifying party”) shall fully
indemnify and hold the other party, its officers, board/commission members,
employees and agents, harmless from any claim, expense or cost, damage or lability
imposed for injury (as defined by Government Code Section 810.8) occurring by
~ reason of the negligent acts or ormssmns or wxllful misconduct of the indemnifying
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party, its officers, employees or agents, under or in connection with or arising out of
any work, authority or jurisdiction delegated to such party under this MOU. No
party, nor any officer, board/commission member, employee or agent thereof shall

' be responsible for any damage or liability occurring by reason of the negligent acts or
omissions or willful misconduct of the other party hereto, its officers, board members,
‘empldyees or agents, tinder or in connection with or arising out of any work
authority or jurisdiction delegated to such other party under this MOU,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Memorandum
of Understanding effective as of October 21, 2010,

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION
COMMISSION of Santa Clara County

SUSAN VICKLUND-WILSON
Chairperson, LAFCO ‘
Date: :

ATTEST:

Emmanuel Abello, Clerk
Local Agency Formation Commission

Approved as to Form and Legality:

Mala Subramarﬁan,‘ LAFCO Counsel

COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA

KEN YEAGER _
President, Board of Supervisors
Date:

Signed and certiffed that a copy of this
document has been delivered by
electronic or other means to the
President, Board of Supervisors.
ATTEST:

Maria Marinos, Clerk . -
Board of Supetrvisors”

to Form and Legality:

_ L/ SWqu County Counsel
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{ AMENDED AND RESTATED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN
THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY
- AND THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA

This Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding (*"MOU") is
between the Local Agency Formation Commission of Santa Clara County (ZLAFCOT)
and the County of Santa Clara {“County!’). The purpose of this agreement is to set
forth the terms and conditions upon which the County will provide staffing, facilities
and support services to LAFCO.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, since the inception of LAFCO from approximately 1963 to the
present200], the County has-fully funded LAFCQ including furnishing the
Commission with the necessary quarters, equipment, supplies and staffing from the
Offices of the County Executive, County Coungel, County Clerk, County Surveyor,
and the County Planning Department; and

WHEREAS, new legislation has been passed effective January 1, 2001, which
requires LAFCOs to be independent bodies and to contract for personnel and
facilities (Government Code sections 56380 and 56384); and

WEHEREAS, ont February 6, 2001, the LAFCO and the County entered into an
interim MOU to allow for the continuation for the current staffing levels and office
arrangement through June 30, 2001 to assist LAFCO during the transition fo
independent operation; and

WHEREAS, on lune ] .
Memaorandum of Understanding outhmna t"he terms and provisions fm' the
continuation of the services by the County to LAFCQ, that became effective on b,w__:

2001, and

0412602
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" WHEREAS, County is willing and able to provide and LAFCOQ with its own
budget is willing and able to retain personnel and services to fulfill LAFCO's goal of
independent staffing and autonomy under the terms and conditions set forth herein;
and
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WHEREAS, both County and LAFCO recognize and acknowledge that
although the County shall pursuant to this MOU provide staff-supposting, space and
services to LAFCO, LAFCO is an Independent comwmission-agency and the County
shall have no ability to control or influence any LAFCO action or staff
recomumendation; and

WHEREAS, LAFCO will reimburse the cost for services provided by the
~OUNtY, an

WHEREAS, several changes In staffing aver the years necessitate an
amendment of the MOU to reflect the current situation.

-I-:A—I@G@%\é;ue&tee{—eﬂ%ebmaw-@Q%M&ﬁéafhe-~Baafd9f»8ﬁp@wiﬁeﬁs~agapfewé
irrconeept-to-continve-assistence-and-support-to-LAFCO-on-the basis-that-the-casts

The parties therefore agree as follows.
1 EFFECTIVE DATE

The effective date of this MOU shall be October 21, 2010 ¢ “Bffective

ate”). It shall expire when terminated pursuant ko Section 5 (“TERM A
TERMINATION”} below,  On the Effective Date of this MOLJ, the earlier
' dumof | ing effectve 1 shal inated,
PN ¥ shg ANICROE-O8 ~HanuarytOetobe ‘ +-—“'-{Farmattedt Intent: Leftt 0, Flrst fine: 1* j

Z STAFFING

21  LAFCO EXECUTIVE OFRICER SERVICES

The County Executive's Office shall designate a full-time wapniaue classified code

entitled LAFCO Executive Officer to the position. atbroad-pay-selary-range o
equivalentte-the-Rrogram-Manager Ho-Rrogram-Menagerthovel, The position shall . .
be subject to all normal labor contract provisions, Merit System Rules, -and-County
ordinances and Courity policies as applicable. The County shall recruit the LAFCO
Executive Officer through the County's standard process, however, candis tes may
be interviewed by LAFCO and final selection shall be -subject to LAFCO approval,

....................................................

{ Formatted: Font! Palating, 12 pt, No underiine )
,,,,, { armatted: Font: Palatino, 12 pt }
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The LAFCQ Executive Officer shall perform the duties as specified in the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act and shall do and perform all
functions necessary or advisable to manage and conduct the business of LAFCO. The
LAFCO Bxecutive Officer shail work at the direction of LAFCQ and shall report
directly to LAFCO on all Comrnission matters. The LAFCQO Executive Officer shall
report to the County Executive's Office on all personnel and administrative matters,

employee and duties as the LAFCO Executwe Officer, the LAFCQ Bxecutive Officer
shall promptly advise the County Executive's Office and LAFCO of the issue so that it

may be resolved by the two entities.

22  LAFCO ANALYSTASSISTANT EXECUTIVE QFFICER
SERVICES

The County Executive's Office shall designate a full-time

uﬂumque classified code entitled L AF(,O Analwt serving as LAFCO Amalyst

 Execytive OFFf e wetfad-at-the-Maragormer :
Maﬁagemem—ﬁnawmw The posmon shall be subject to all normal labor contract
provisions, Merit System Rules, -and-County Ordinances and County policies as
applicable. The Anatyst-LAFCO Assistant Executive Officer shall be recriited
through the County’s standard process, but final candidates shall be interviewed
with approval for hiring by the LAFCQ Executive Officer. The AnalystLAFCO
Assistant Executive shaHOfficer shall take work assignments and d:rection from the
LAFCO Executive Officer and may serv i i
absence. The LAFCO Executive Officer shall have full supervisory responsibxhty
over the AralpstLAFCO Assistant Executive Qfficer,

?h@@#ﬁ%ﬂ#%%@ﬂﬁw&wmel%ngﬂﬁtﬁ—aﬁa%%ﬁ%
MW%M%&G@MHMM)}H&%&WIM@Q—&R@%&MM
Officerirassipning-the-attorney-to-represent-bAREE: The- LAFEO-Goursel-services
shall-be-provided-asrequested-by-LAFCOand-shall benvoiced-and-billed-direetly
WWWW&WM%&%&G@%&MM
£ -pravdde-the-Offico-of-the
County-Cownselwith-anestirate-efthenumber obhowsof gererabadvice servee
%mmwﬁmydefmem%&ga%m%eaﬁm%w
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2.34. LAFCO CLERK SERVICES
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The Gffice-oi-the-Clerleof the-BoardCounty Execulive’s Office
shall designate a full-time unigue classified code entitled LAFCO Clerle Qffice
Specialist ag the LAFCOQ Clerk. abternately-staffod-atthe Bosed Clox Hdoval-The
position shall be subject to all nor ' sions, Me 11 Rules
are-County Ordinances and County policies as applicable. The LAFCO Clerk shall be

acruited throuph the County's standa LOCess idates shall be
intervigwed with approval for hiring by the LAFCO Bxecutive Officer. The LAFCO
Celerk shall take all workload direction from the LARCO Executive Officer and the
LAFCO AnabystAssistant Executive Officer. The-Clerk-shall-ropertto-the-Office-ofthe

vouehon

245 LAFCO SURVEYOR SERVICES

The County Surveyor shall provide services to LAFCO on an as
needed basis to check maps and legal descriptions, to maintain jurisdictional
boundaries, and to staff LAFCO meetings, Services shall be invoiced at the surveyor's
intra-county hourly rate updated annually and billed dizectly to LAFCO on a
quarterly basis via intra county payment voucher.

3. SERVICES

County shall provide the following services to LAFCO. LAFCO will be
subject to the normal County administrative fees / costs chargad in consideration for
these services either directly or through the County's then-current Cost Allocation
Plan,

3.1  ACCOUNTING AND BANKING SERVICES

The County Controller-Treasurer Department shall provide all
banking and accounting services for LAFCO. Interest earned on LAFCO funds, shall -
be based on LAFCO's average daily cash balance In the Treasury and on the :
Treasury's pooled earnings rate net of administrative costs, Such interest earnings
shall be calculated and paid quarterly into the LAFCO account. The Controller shall
provide accounting and reporting on both budget and actual transactions.
Additionally, the Controllet shall use the final budget as provided by LAFCO to
determine the cities' and the County's share of costs. The Controller shall bill and
collect payments from the cities and the County, depositing these payments to
LAFCO's account in the County Treasury.
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3.2  OFFICE SPACE, EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

The County shall provide space suitable for LAFCO offices. The
County shall allow the use of the County Board Cehambers and other meeting rooms
for Commission / staff meetings, subject to availability. County shall provide
purchasing services for LAFCO, including solicitation and evaluation of proposals for
goods and services, issuance of purchase orders and/or development of purchase
agreements, and processing of payment upon receipt of the purchased
goods/ services. '

33  PERSONNEL SERVICES

: ‘The County shall provide personnel services including
recruttment, advertising, screening of applications, and development of hiring lists.
The County shall provide payroli, benefits coordination and administration services
and Labor Relations services.

34  GENERAL COMPUTER MAINTENANCE AND UPGRADES

The County shall provide fechnical assistance in setting up
computers, networking, and Internet access services, including but not limited to,
continued connection to the County computer network, These services shall be
charged on an hourly basis at the Information Services Department’s intra-county
hourly rate established annually. These charges shall be invoiced and billed directly
to LAFCQ via the intra-county payment voucher on a quarterly basis,

35 PHONE SYSTEMS

The County shall provide connection te the County phone
system and voice mail,

36  GISSERVICES

The County shall provide access to the County Planning Office's
GIS server and the data layers maintained by the Planning Office.

3.7  SUPPORT FUNCTIONS

All other support / administrative functions of a type currently
provided to LAFCO or required to be provided by law.
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84, TERM AND TERMINATION ' o «----+{ Formatted: Numbered + Lavel: 1 +
Nurnbering Style: 1, 2, 3, ... + Start ab: 4 +

This MOU may be termina Lthout canse at the end of each fisea
year by provision of written notice by the terminating party to the other party no later
than five months before the end of the fiscal year. shall-continue-untiMerminated by

tess thanf | : ; hootl Sl ination-shatkl
[n addition, this MOU may be terminated for cauge upon 1) days

written notice by the tetminating party to the other party,

In the event that this MOU is ferminated pursuant to the provisio
this ~Section, LAFCO shall pay the County the pro rata amount for services provided

up to the date of the termination of this Agresment,

56,  GENERAL PROVISIONS
561 SIGNATURES

' LAFCO hereby authorizes the Executive Officer or, his/her
designee, to execute any documents to implement this MOU. The Boatd of

| Supervisors hereby authorizes the County Executive or his/her designee to execute
any documents to implement this MOU,

96.2  ASSIGNMENT

Neither party may assign this MOU, nor any interest therein,
without the other party's written consent.

563 NOTICES

All notices, demands and cotrespondence required or provided
for under this MOU shall be in writing and delivered in person ot dispatched by
certified mail, postage prepaid, to the address below. Notice of any change of address
shall be provided in the manner set forth above and delivered to the othet party.

COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA:

A

ligrment: Left + Allgned at: 0.5" + Indant at:

0.75
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County Executive
County of Santa Clara
70 W, Hedding Street
San Jose, CA 95110

LAFCO: ‘
LAFCO Executive Officer
LAFCQ of Santa Clara County,
70 W. Hedding Street

San Jose, CA 95110

- 564 SEVERABILITY

The parties hereto agree that the provisions are severable. If any
provasu)n of this MOU is held invalid, the remainder of this MOU shall be effective
and shall remain in full force and effect unless amended or modified by mutua!
written consent of the parties.

I 655 ENTIRE AGREEMENT, WAIVERS AND AMENDMENTS

This MOU constitutes the entire understanding and agreement of
the parties, This MOU integrates all of the terms and conditions mentioned herein or
incidental hereto, and supersedes all negotiation or previous agreements between the
parties with respect to all or any part of the subject matter hereof. All waivers of or
amendments to the provisions of this MOU must be in writing and signed by the
appropriate authorities of LAFCO or of the County.

| 56.6 MUTUAL INDEMNIFICATION

In lieu of and not withstanding the pro'rata risk allocation which
| might otherwise be imposed between the Parties pursuant to Government Ceode
Section 895.6, the Parties agree that all losses or liabilities incurred by a party shall not
be shared pro rata but instead the County and LAFCO agree that pursuant to
Government Code Section 895.4, each party hereto (“indemnifying ) shall fully
indemnify and hold the other party, thekits officers, board/commission members,
employees and agents, harmless from any claim, expense or cost, damage or Hability
| imposed for injury {as defined by Government Ceode Section 810.8) occurring by
reason of the negligent acts or omissions or willful misconduct of the indemnifying
party, its officers, employees or agents, under or in connection with or arising out of
any work, authority or jurisdiction delegated to such party under this MOU. No
party, nor any officer, board/commission member, employee or agent thereof shall
be responsible for any damage or Hability occurring by reason of the negligent acts or
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| omissions or willful misconduct of the other parkies-party hereto, theieits officers,

board members, employees or agents, undet or in connection with or arising out of
| any work authority or jurisdiction delegated to such other party under this MOU.

IN WITNESS WHERECF, the parties have executed this Memorandum

of Understanding effective as of July-1,2603 ctober 23, 2014,

LOCAL AGENCY PORMATION
COMMISSION of Santa Clara County

JOMMN-HOWESUSAN VICKLUND- .
WILSON

Chaltperson, LAFCO

Date:

COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA

ATTEST:

Emmanuel Abello, Clerk
Local Agency Formation Commission

Approved as to Form and Legality:

Mala Subramanian, LAFCO Counsel

BRE-KNISSKEN YEAGER

President, Board of Supervisors
Date:

igned and certified that of this

ocl t has been delivered b
glectronic or ot An e

esl oard rvisors.
ATTEST:

Maria Marinos, Clerk
Board of Supetvisors

Approved as to Form and Legality:

Miguel-MarquesSteve Mitra, Deputy

County Coungel



ITEM NoO. 11

I Commission of nty

LAFCO Meeting: October 20, 2010

TO: LAFCO

FROM: Neelima Palacherla, Executive Officer
Dunia Noel, Analyst

SUBJECT: Executive Officer’s Report

Agenda ltem # 11

11.1 Report on the 2010 CALAFCO Annual Conference (For Information Only)

LAFCO staff and Commissioner Wilson attended this year’'s CALAFCO Annual
Conference which was held in Palm Springs from October 6% through the 8th,
The program for the first day of the conference included a general session
entitled “Local Government Financial and Operational Issues- Successfully
Addressing the New Reality” and roundtable discussions for commissioners,
staff and attorneys.

In addition to the CALAFCO Business Meeting, Thursday’s program included panel
discussions on the Challenges of Providing Municipal Services in Unincorporated
Areas; Effective Meetings from a Legal and Practical Perspective; General LAFCO
Procedures and Authorities: LAFCO 201; the Evolving Role of Conservation in
Providing Reliable Urban Water Supplies; Cities and LAFCOs Coordinate City Sphere
Updates; Ethics, Disclosure, and Conflicts of Interest for LAFCO Commissioners; and
Best Practices for LAFCOs. Friday included sessions on Energy and Public Agencies,
Unincorporated Communities & Infrastructure Funding, Fee Structure Methodologies,
and a Legislative Update.

Both Commissioner Wilson and Executive Officer Palacherla participated on the panel
entitled “General LAFCO Procedures and Authorities: LAFCO 201.” Panelists
presented case studies from several LAFCOs to showcase how they use the tools
available to meet LAFCOs legislative mandates. Commissioner Wilson discussed the
role of a LAFCO commissioner in balancing competing interests, in establishing
productive relationships between LAFCO and local governments and in proactively
informing local agencies about LAFCO policies and issues. Executive Officer Palacherla
informed the group about Santa Clara County’s successful island annexation program
and the challenges that still exist in terms of annexing the remaining unincorporated
islands. Both presentations generated a lot of interest and inquiries from staff and
Commissioners from other LAFCOs.

Last but not least, Commissioner Wilson was re-elected to serve a 1-year term on the
CALAFCO Executive Board as the Public Member for the Coastal Region. She will also
serve as the chairperson of the CALAFCO Board of Directors in addition to serving on
its Legislative Committee.
70 West Hedding Street » 1 1th Floor, East Wing « San Jose, CA 95110 » [408] 299-5127 + [408) 295-1613 Fax » www.santaclara lafco.ca.gov
COMMISSIONERS: Pete Constant, Don Gage, Liz Kniss, Margaret Abe-Koga, Susan VicklLrd-Wilson

ALTERNATE COMMISSIONERS: Sam Liccardo, Al Pinheiro, George Shirakawa, Terry Trursibull
EXECUTIVE OFFICER: Neelima Palacherla



I'TEM NO. 14.1

Mike Krisman
President
Campbell Village Neighborhood Association
905 Sweetbriar Dr
Campbell, CA 95008
408 221-4192

Neelima Palacherla October 6, 2010
70 West Hedding Street, 11th floor
San Jose, CA, 95110

RE: Streamline Annexation of Cambrian 36
Dear Ms. Palacherla:

On behalf of Campbell Village Neighborhood Association, which consists of over 300
property owners and residents of Cambrian 36, I am writing to seek Santa Clara
County LAFCO’s assistance in preventing the annexation of our neighborhood to the
City of San Jose in violation of Government Code Section 56375.3. We have received
public notice for the October 26, 2010, public hearing to prezone and initiate the
annexation of our neighborhood into the City of San Jose. The notice states that the
annexation is in accordance with Government Code Section 56375.3 which waives
protest proceedings for the annexation of urban “islands” or as Santa Clara County
LAFCO calls them, “ urban pockets”.

However, the proposed annexation does not qualify as an urban pocket
annexation pursuant to Government Code Section 56375.3 and therefore,
should the City initiate the annexation against our requests and efforts to the
contrary, we are entitled to protest proceedings pursuant to Government
Code Section 57000 et. seq. Furthermore, we question the appropriateness
of Cambrian 36’s inclusion in San Jose’s Urban Service Area (USA) and sphere
of influence which were drawn over 38 years ago in 1972 and, to our
understanding, has not been reviewed since then. Accordingly we request
that LAFCO conduct a service review of San Jose pursuant to Government
Code Section 54630. To qualify as an urban pocket annexation and waive
protest proceedings, the territory to be annexed must meet all the criteria set
forth in Section 56375.3 (b). Section 56375.3 (b)(6) requires that the
territory to be annexed “benefit from the change of organization or
reorganization or is receiving benefits from the annexing city.”

Cambrian 36 does not meet this criteria. Cambrian 36 currently does not receive
services from the City of San Jose, nor will it benefit from being annexed into San
Jose. In fact, its current level of services will decline as a result of annexation to San



Jose. For example, the September 22, 2010, San Jose staff report provides four
options for Fire and EMS service to the area. Yet each of these options will result in
a reduction to our current service level. Staff recommended Option #2, allowing
Cambrian 36 to remain within the County Fire District. Yet, on page 14 of the report
it states that Option #2 will not eliminate delays created by dispatching between
two dispatch centers. This is simply one example of the highly inefficient delivery of
urban services that would result from this annexation. While the staff report states
that Cambrian 36 uses San Jose libraries, parks and roads, these are not services but
passive infrastructure that any passing visitor to the area is able to use. In fact, our
residents use the Campbell library, parks and of course roads -- all of which are
Jocated closer than their San Jose counterparts.

We are asking LAFCO to issue an opinion to the City of San Jose stating that its
intended urban pocket annexation of our neighborhood does not meet the criteria of
Government Code Section 56375.3 (b) and therefore, if San Jose wishes to proceed
with the annexation against the neighborhood’s wishes, it must allow the property
owners of Cambrian 36 the right to protest proceedings pursuant to Government
Code Section 57000. We also urge LAFCO to conduct a service review of the City of
San Jose pursuant to Government Code Section 54630. San Jose’s USA and sphere of
influence- which includes Cambrian 36 - were created in 1972 and is therefore 38
years old. Significant changes affecting San Jose's USA and sphere of influence and
San Jose’s ability to provide services to within these boundaries have taken place
over the past four decades. San Jose should have a service review completed prior
to annexing Cambrian 36. Allowing annexation to proceed without completing a
service review is a disservice to the residents of Cambrian 36.

We anxiously await your response on this time sensitive issue.

Thank you,

—
Mike Krisman

President

Campbell Village Neighborhood Association
905 Sweetbriar Dr

Campbell, CA 95008

408 221-4192

CC:
San Jose Planning
Mayor Reed



Michael Krisman
President
Campbell Village Neighborhood Association
905 Sweetbriar Dr
Campbell CA, 95008
408 221-4192

October 14, 2010

Mayor Reed and Members of the San Jose City Council
200 East Santa Clara Street
San Jose, California 95113-1905

RE: Cambrian 36 Prezoning and Annexation Initiation

Dear Mayor Reed and Members of the San Jose City Council:

On _be of the Ca ell Village Neighborhood ociation, we have submitted
210 signed and individually notarized zoning protest petitions from property
owners of Cambrian 36 opposing the prezoning of our unincorporated
neighborhood. Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 20.120.400, eight council
member votes are required to overrule our protest of the prezoning. We urge you
‘to hear o erwhelming plea and vote inst the prezoning which, as you know,
is a necessary prerequisite to annexation of our neighborhood to the City of San
Jose.

In the unfortunate event that our protest is overridden and the prezoning is adopted
by Council, we support and urge you to vote for Alternative #3, Defer to allow time
for annexation by Campbell. set forth in the staff report dated September 22, 2010
regarding the Cambrian No. 36 Reorganization/Annexation. The following are
additional benefits of -- and reasons for supporting -- this alternative that were not
set forth in the staff report:

» Alternative #3 More Closely Meets LAFCO Intent. Annexation to Campbell

most closely meets the LAFCO intent of streamlining services to County
Pockets, as well as, complies with LAFCO’s General Plan Strategy # 3,
"Provide Services as Efficiently and Equitably as Possible.”

« Alternative #3 Preserves Qur Current Level of Fire Services. Annexation to

Campbell is the only way to insure the area will receive the current level of
Fire and EMS service. Any change from the current level would be a
reduction in service. Even if the Pocket is annexed into San Jose and fire
service remains in the Fire District there will be delays with dispatching
(pg 14, Option #2, Cons).



Alternative #3 Increases Qur Police Services. Area residents will receive
improved Police service if annexed into Campbell. Campbell Police
Department responds to all 911 calls for service within 5 minutes or less,
90% of the time. Compared to San Jose Police Department responding to
only Priority 1 calls within 6 minutes or less, 80% of the time, In addition,
911 cell phone calls from this area are answered by Campbell Dispatch
(Public Safety Answering Point, PSAP). Transferring the calls between two
dispatch centers will create unnecessary and potentially tragic delays.

Alternative #3 Offers Better Road Maintenance/ Repair. Cambrian 36 will

receive timely road maintenance and repair if annexed into Campbell.
Campbell has a current Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of 72 and has a
stated performance objective to maintain all roads above a 70 rating. In
contrast, San Jose currently has 25%(511 miles) of its roads below a PCI of
50. San Jose also projects their total road stock to decline from 65 to 45 in
the next 10 years.

Alternative #3 Avoids Contracted Services. Alternative #3 will avoid

additional agreements and contracts with service providers, specifically,
County Fire Department (see Fire Protection option, pg 12-15).

Alternative #3 Avoids Potential Litigation and Associated Costs. Campbell
annexation avoids potential cost from future legal action by Cambrian 36

residents.

Alternative #3 Allows for Service Accountability. Annexation to Campbell

will increase service accountability and provide services in the most
efficient way possible. It allows Cambrian 36 residents the opportunity to
vote on City decisions that will affect service deliveries to the area,
specifically County Fire Department. :

Alternative #3 Avoids Address and Identification Confusion. Annexation to

Campbell will eliminate Cambrian 36 resident’s city identification
confusion. If residents are annexed into San Jose they will need to provide
additional identification {(we have a Campbell address) when using San Jose
facilities or registering for services, for example the use of community
centers. Current residents in the Central Park Strip of San Jose have
expressed their frustration with having to go through the extra
requirement.

lternative #3 _Allows Residence in O atural _Community.
Annexation to Campbell allows Cambrian 36 residents to be active
members in their natural community. The residents will be able to vote,
become members of committees and commissions and give input, direction
and have the ability support to their Campbell community.



Moreover, the “Cons” of Alternative #3 set forth in the staff report are overstated:

The staff report states that Alternative #3, would set precedent for
reconsideration of previously annexed pockets into San Jose. However, this
is not the case. These areas are already part of San Jose and would call for
detachment which is an entirely different process.

Nor would Alternative #3 set precedent for presently unannexed urban
pockets. Cambrian 36 is a unique unincorporated area with unanimous
support from residents to be annexed to Campbell. Our area currently
receives no services from San Jose; instead, it receives services from the
another city and a special district. No other pocket can make this claim.
Additionally, no other pocket has another city willing to incorporate their
pocket.

The Cambrian 36 staff report contains misinformation, raises additional questions,
and needs further explanation and clarity:

* San Jose is Not Legally Obligated to Anpex Cambrian 36. The staff

report states (pg 2, background) San Jose is legally obligated to initiate
the annexation process. This is true, however per the City Attorney’s
Office there is no commitment for the City to annex the pockets into the
City of San Jose. They may legally allow a pocket to be annexed by
another jurisdiction as part of the annexation process

* Policy #6-15 is not Applicable. On page 7, the report refers to Policy #

6-15 {City Boundary Changes in Existing Urbanized Areas}) as the “most
applicable City Policy”. However this policy concerns guidelines that
should be followed when considering boundary transfer requests and
detachments. Because Cambrian 36 is not part of San Jose it is not
within its boundaries and therefore this policy is not applicable.
Cambrian 36 is not requesting a detachment it is requesting that it not
be attached in the first place.

* Annexation of Cambrian 36 would Create [llogical Boundaries. Contrary

to page 10 of the report, annexation of Cambrian 36 into San Jose does
not create logical boundaries. If Cambrian 36 is annexed into San Jose,
the Campbell neighborhood to the North of the San Jose neighborhood
consisting of Central Park, Regas Dr, Stanfield Dr, and Parkdale Dr (the
“sliver”} would remain a Campbell island, accessed only through. San
Jose. This fact does not support the claim made on page 9, number 4,
”...The annexation will not create jurisdictional islands.” Note that this
problem would be solved if San Jose were to agree to Alternative No. 2
in the City of Campbell staff report dated June 16, 2009 which we
support (see seventh attachment to September 22, 2010 San Jose Staff



Report). This alternative would annex Cambrian 36 into Campbell and
detach the sliver from the San Jose to create a logical boundary with no
city or unincorporated county islands.

Cambrian 36 Does Not Qualify for Streamlined Urban Pocket
Annexation. To annex Cambrian 36 under the streamlined urban
pocket annexation process, Cambrian 36 must meet the criteria set
forth in Government Code Section 56375.3(b). One of these criteria
(subsection (b)(6)), is that the territory to be annexed must either
currently receive city services or otherwise benefit from the
annexation. On page 9 of the report, number 6 it states that Cambrian
36 is currently receiving or will receive benefits from the City.
However, as stated above, Cambrian 36 currently receives no direct
services from San Jose. The report states that residents currently use
San Jose roads, libraries and parks. However, these are not city services
but passive infrastructure available to any passing visitor of the city.
By comparison, Cambrian 36 is closer to the Campbell Library than any
San Jose Library and has three (3) Campbell parks and one County park
~ closer than the any San Jose Park, and we more frequently use Campbell
roads. As stated above, Cambrian 36 will not benefit from the
annexation - in fact, it will result in a decline to our existing services. As
such, it does not qualify for a streamline urban pocket annexation and --
should the Council override our protest and annex our neighborhood -
we are entitled to protest proceedings.

San Jose is not Financially Able to Provide Cambrian 36 Services,
Including Street Repair. The staff report states on Pg 5 that the
resurfacing of the Pockets streets should last for 10 years, until 2019,
San Jose 2010-2011 City budget (transportation Department Budget
Changes pg VIII-264) projects a short fall for road maintenance in the
next decade. Again, San Jose's current road stock has a Pavement Index
Rating of 65 (70 is the recognized standard) and is projected to fall to
45 in ten years. The same time Cambrian 36 roads will need repair and
maintenance. How will San Jose achieve timely repair and maintenance
for Cambrian 36’s roads?

Financial act of Annexation on City is Not Analyzed. Nowhere in the
staff report is the projected cost associated with providing fire service
to Cambrian 36 stated or discussed. Staff recommended Option#2 does
not identify the loss of tax revenues to San Jose if the area is allowed to
remain in the County Fire District. Furthermore, no contract cost has
been provided for Option#4, contracting for service with County Fire
District. This information should be available to the Council prior to
voting on whether to initiate annexation. Without this information the
City Council’s vote is uninformed.



Please consider this letter when making your decision on the annexation of
Cambrian 36. It brings new information and balance to many of the statements
made within the staff report. Again, if our protest petitions against the prezoni
are overridden and vou have the opportunity to vote on whether to initiate the
annexation, we urge you to support Alternative #3 - Defer to allow time for
annexation by Campbell . If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Sincerely,

g

Michael Krisman .

cc:
Neelima Palacherla, Santa Clara County LAFCO Executive Officer
Joseph Horwedel, San Jose Planning Director
Camas |. Steinmetz, Esq., Manatt Phelps & Phillips, LLP
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