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PARKS, RECREATION AND CEMETERY SERVICES MSR

PREFACE

Prepared for the Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), this report is a
municipal service review (MSR)—a state-required comprehensive study of services within a
designated geographic area. This MSR focuses on local agencies providing park, recreation and
cemetery services in Contra Costa County.

CONTEXT

Contra Costa LAFCO is required to prepare this MSR by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code §56000, et seq.), which took effect on
January 1, 2001. The MSR reviews services provided by public agencies—cities and special
districts—whose boundaries and governance are subject to LAFCO. In order to provide
comprehensive information on service provision, other service providers—private companies and
public agencies which are not subject to LAFCO—may be addressed in this MSR, recognizing that
LAFCO has no authority over these types of agencies.

CREDITS

The authors extend their appreciation to those individuals at many agencies that provided
planning and financial information and documents used in this report. The contributors are listed
individually at the end of this report.

Contra Costa LAFCO Executive Officer, Lou Ann Texeira, provided project direction and
review. Credit for archival review and organization undertaking belongs to L.ou Ann Texeira and
her team, including LAFCO clerk Kate Sibley, County GIS staff Chris Howard, and consultant
Alexander Hebert-Brown. Heather Kennedy and Chris Howard of the Contra Costa County
Information Technology Department prepared maps and conducted GIS analysis.

This report was prepared by Burr Consulting. Alexander Hebert-Brown served as principal
author. Jennifer Stephenson assisted with research and drafting of the report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is a countywide Municipal Service Review (MSR) of local agencies providing park
and recreation and cemetery services, prepared for the Contra Costa Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO). An MSR is a State-required comprehensive study of services within a
designated geographic area, in this case, Contra Costa County. The MSR requirement is codified in
the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code
Section 56000 et seq.). Once MSR findings are adopted, the Commission will update the spheres of
influence (SOIs) of the agencies. This report identifies and analyzes SOI options for the
Commission’s consideration.

SERVICE PROVIDERS

This report focuses on those special districts that provide park and recreation and cemetery
services in Contra Costa County and are under LAFCO jurisdiction, as shown in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1: Local Agencies Reviewed
Park and
Rec Services Other Services
12| g | |z
THEINE :
8 . an| © &) (5]
glc|E|E|E £ g
Sl |E|&|E|o|RE|R
S1E1S|1312| 91788
IR E I IR
Special District  |Location Administered By | £ |& |2 |S|2|a|a|3]S
ARPD Bay Point District oo | O
GVRPD Town of Danville District Ao
PHRPD Pleasant Hill District o|lof|o
RWPRPD Rollingwood District o | O
CSA M-16 Clyde County o| X A
CSA M-17 Tara Hills/ Montalvin Manor  |County o|lo|o
CSA M-29 City of San Ramon City of San Ramon | O o|loflo|ofo
CSA M-30 Town of Danville Town of Danville | O O|o|o ofo
CSA R-4 Town of Moraga Townof Moraga | O [ o | O
CSA R-7 (Zone A) |Alamo County Alo| X
CSA R-9 El Sobrante County o| x| x
CSA R-10 Rodeo and Rodeo Creek Trail [County oo | o
ALCD Central County District ]
BBKUCD East County District ]
O service provided directly by agency
A service provided by agency staff and by contract with another provider
O service provided by contract with another service provider
X formation purpose not presently exercised
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This report is the sole MSR in this cycle for each of the 12 districts providing park and
recreation services, and the two districts providing cemetery services." LAFCO will update these
agencies’ spheres of influence (SOIs) at the completion of this review.’

PARK AND RECREATION FINDINGS

Service Levels

Pleasant Hill Recreation and Park District (RPD) has the highest level of recreation service
demand, followed by Rollingwood-Wilart Park RPD and Ambrose RPD. Recreation demand is
much lower within the County Service Areas (CSAs) than the RPDs. Similarly, those districts with a
higher demand for recreation programming generally had higher recreation expenditures per capita.
Correspondingly, PHRPD has the highest level of recreation expenditures per capita.

Most of the districts fail to meet park acreage standards established by the land use authorities in
the area. Of the 10 special districts providing park maintenance services, nine do not meet their
established Level of Service (LOS) standard, and have existing and future park acreage needs. Many
of the CSAs (M-17, R-7, R-9, and R-10) are built-out and lack available land for new park facilities.’

Park maintenance service levels, as determined by maintenance expenditures per acre, were
highest in CSA R-7, ARPD and CSA M-29. PHRPD and CSA M-17 each provide park maintenance
at approximately the median level. CSA R-4 provides maintenance below the median, and CSA M-
30 and CSA R-10 provide the lowest levels of park maintenance expenditures per acre.

Policy Options

e All districts, particularly those with a lack of available land for additional park facilities,
should capitalize on facility sharing and open facilities to the public that are not presently
available for general use, including establishing or increasing collaboration with the local
school district, exploring community resources and other options for indoor offsite
locations for recreation programs and activities, and partnering with non-profits such as
the YMCA.

Management and Accountability

Accountability to constituents within the park and recreation CSAs is constrained due to a lack
of representation on advisory committees or the lack of a citizens advisory committee altogether.
Of the CSAs reviewed, only M-16 and R-7A have some form of advisory committee or council to
act as a sounding board for the community to voice local preferences to the County or managing
municipality. Residents of CSAs M-17 and M-30 lack representation on any kind of advisory
committee. The advisory committee for CSA R-9 suffers from a lack of public interest with several

! City park and recreation services and programs were generally covered in the Central, East and West Sub-Regional MSRs prepared
in 2008 and 2009.

2 The SOI for Green Valley Recreation and Park District (GVRPD) was updated in 2008 and 2009, in conjunction with a separate
MSR adopted by the Commission, and thus will not be updated following this MSR cycle.

? Land use authorities may establish high LOS standatds in order to maximize development impact fees received from developers.
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extended vacancies. Residents within the incorporated area of CSAs M-29 and R-4 are eligible to sit
on the municipal government’s park and recreation commissions; however, residents in the
unincorporated areas are unable to be a member of these commissions.

RWPRPD has failed to prepare an audited financial statement in the last 10 years, does not
perform long-term capital planning, has been operating with a three-member board since 1999 due
to lack of public interest in serving on the board, and demonstrated limited accountability in its
disclosure of information and cooperation with LAFCO.

With regard to outreach, there is generally a lack of websites promoting the availability of
recreation programming within the CSAs and RWPRPD.

Policy Options

e A possible opportunity for improved constituent interest and involvement may be to
combine the advisory committees of CSAs R-9 (El Sobrante) and R-10 (Rodeo) with the
municipal advisory councils (MAC) for the areas, as was recently done for CSA R-7
(Zone A) in Alamo. The MACs are regulated by adopted County policies, with
requirements for meetings, training, operating procedures, and annual reports to the
Supervisors, and would improve local accountability.

e In order to enhance accountability, the City of San Ramon, the Town of Moraga and the
Town of Danville should consider allowing CSA residents in the unincorporated areas
that are financing municipal park services to sit on the park and recreation commissions,
and the County Board of Supervisors should consider reinstating the CSA M-17 advisory
committee. Also, because the homes in CSA M-30 are located in the unincorporated
area of Contra Costa County, the residents of CSA M-30 can attend and apply to serve
on the Alamo MAC to address representation issues.

e Due to a lack of accountability and community involvement, dissolution of RWPRPD is
an option. CSA R-9, located adjacent to the boundaries of RWPRPD, would be the
logical successor agency; however, the CSA has also suffered from a lack of constituent
interest in recent years, and has a lack of existing park and recreation capacity. A
governance alternative affecting both agencies would be to consolidate RWPRPD with
CSA R-9, and then combine the CSA R-9 advisory committee with the El Sobrante
Municipal Advisory Council.

e RWPRPD and those CSAs with recreation programming should create websites with
information regarding available classes and locations to promote the use of these
services.

Financing

The financial ability of agencies to provide park and recreation services varies significantly.
Every district, with the exception of CSAs R-9 and R-10, receives some funding via property taxes
and/or assessments. CSA R-9 has no regular financing source and assessments were denied twice
by voters.

PHRPD, and CSAs M-30 and R-4 reported that finances were generally adequate to provide
services.  ARPD and RWPRPD reported that the districts operate under severe budgeting
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constraints. The County-administered CSAs reported that financing levels were inadequate to
provide satisfactory services, and the City of San Ramon reported that the present financing level
within CSA M-29 was not adequate.

Policy Options

e Given that service levels are closely linked to funding levels, districts should be
encouraged to 1) keep up-to-date fees for services and update development impact fees,
2) maximize available funding from the East Bay RPD Measure WW funds, and 3)
search for regular revenue sources.

e As CSA R-9 has no regular source of financing, lacks public interest to fill advisory
committee positions, and provides minimal services at a less than adequate service level,
dissolution of the CSA is also an option. Since 1974, the CSA has failed to find
additional fixed funding sources other than developer fees to finance services. The
County reported that it is amenable to exploring options, including dissolution of this
CSA, if a better and more efficient funding source is available to provide the same
services to the public.

Service Duplication and Boundary Overlap

CSA R-7 boundaries overlap those of CSA M-30, creating a duplication of services. Residents
within CSA M-30 pay a benefit assessment to the County, which is transferred to the Town of
Danville for park and recreation services, and also pay property taxes to CSA R-7 for park and
recreation services.

The boundaries of ARPD include portions of the City of Pittsburg, but also contain a large
“hole,” where territory was detached from ARPD upon annexation to the City. In areas where
ARPD boundaries overlap City boundaries there would appear to be a duplication of services, as
both ARPD and the City of Pittsburg provide local park and recreation services. *

Policy Options

e In order to address the CSA R-7/M-30 overlap, one governance alternative is to detach
the territory in CSA M-30 from CSA R-7. Another option is to consolidate the two
CSAs into a single CSA. Such a CSA would require a zone for the area formerly within
CSA M-30, to maintain the financing mechanism for enhanced services by the Town of
Danville per the agreement between the Town and the County.

e A long-term governance alternative may be the establishment of ARPD as a subsidiary
district of the City of Pittsburg, if the City annexes the Bay Point area. The entire ARPD
boundary is within the City of Pittsburg’s planning area and SOI, and the City previously
indicated a desire to eventually annex the community of Bay Point.

* With the exception of the Ambrose Park and adjacent areas. Ambrose Park was annexed to the City of Pittsburg in 2008, with the
intention of overlapping ARPD, so that both agencies could jointly plan and fund park improvements.
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CEMETERY FINDINGS

Service Levels

Both ALCD and BBKUCD appear to have sufficient capacity for the next 15-20 years, even
accounting for population growth. Within ALCD, the Alamo Cemetery has reached capacity for in-
ground burials, but in-ground plots are still available at the Lafayette Cemetery. ALCD has
expanded cremation niche capacity at both facilities in recent years. Within BBKUCD, the Union
Cemetery has capacity for at least 31 years of single-body in-ground burials, and 18 years of niche
placements.

Policy Options

e Both districts have taken a proactive approach to expanding capacity by adding
cremation niches at the cemetery facilities. Because niches can be constructed vertically
along walls and walkways, and because a single niche can accommodate up to two urns,
much higher densities can be achieved with cremation interments than traditional full
body in-ground burials.

Management and Accountability

Both ALCD and BBKUCD generally exhibit the characteristics of well-managed local
government agencies; however, significant planning needs face both districts.

It is important that both districts plan for long-term facility needs, including acquiring and
developing new cemetery facilities. In fairness to current and future taxpayers, public cemetery
districts should continue providing cemetery services by obtaining and developing more land as
existing facilities reach capacity. ALCD reported that adding niches is the only method of increasing
capacity currently available to the district, due to the high cost of land within the district, and limited
finances.

Policy Options

e Both districts should create and maintain a written capital improvement plan for
cemetery facility improvements and expansion. A written multi-year capital
improvement planning document could help the districts better forecast and plan capital
needs, and would improve accountability. Long-term planning is particularly important
for ALCD given the constraints faced by the District.

Financing

For both districts, property taxes consist of approximately 65 percent of total revenues.
BBKUCD’s financial standing has improved in recent years due to the increase in property tax
revenue from residential development in eastern Contra Costa County.

Both ALCD and BBKUCD charge endowment fees for burial plots and niches, as required by
Health and Safety Code §9065; however, both ALCD and BBKUCD reported that their endowment
care fees may be too low to cover long-term maintenance costs of existing plots. Neither district has
conducted a formal review of the adequacy of the endowment care fund to determine if the fund
balance will be enough to provide perpetual care to the cemetery facilities once they have reached
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capacity. LAFCO may wish to correspond with the Legislature regarding the adequacy of the
minimum required endowment fees. Cemetery districts charging only the minimum endowment fee
may not be able to provide adequate long-term care of facilities.

ALCD appears to lack the financial ability to continue expanding facilities, and may be unable to
serve current and future taxpayers.

Policy Options

e It is recommended that both districts conduct a formal review of the adequacy of the
endowment care fund to determine if the fund balance will be enough to provide
perpetual care to the cemetery facilities once they have reached capacity.

Boundary Inconsistencies

ALCD boundaries include only portions of various incorporated areas, including the City of
Walnut Creek, the City of Lafayette, the Town of Danville, and the City of San Ramon. The District
was formed before incorporation of these cities and towns, and corresponding annexations to
ALCD were not processed along with incorporation and/or annexations to the cities. ALCD
reported that determining residency of prospective customers can be difficult and time-consuming,
due to the outdated and illogical boundaries of the district.

BBKUCD boundaries include only the eastern portion of the City of Oakley (east of Sellers
Avenue), and a small portion of the City of Antioch. These areas have always been within
BBKUCD; however, they were not detached from the District following annexation to the City (in
the case of Oakley) or incorporation (in the case of Antioch).

Policy Options

e One option to make cemetery district boundaries more logical would be to align them
with the boundaries of the incorporated areas within the districts. However, annexation
of these incorporated areas poses a potential challenge due to property tax
considerations. In order for the District to receive property tax from the annexed areas,
a property tax transfer agreement would have to be reached between the District and
other local agencies. If a property tax transfer agreement could not be reached, the
cemetery districts would not receive property tax revenue from the annexed areas, and
would likely not be able to extend the same fees for service to these areas. Alternatively,
the District may determine that it does not have the short-term capacity to provide
cemetery services to a significantly larger area, or a sufficient endowment fund balance to
fund cemetery maintenance activities.
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SOI UPDATES

This report identifies alternatives for LAFCO to consider as it updates the spheres of influence
(SOIs) of the 11 recreation and park districts and two cemetery districts, and offers preliminary
recommendations. An SOI is a LAFCO-approved plan that designates an agency’s probable future
boundary and service area. The SOI essentially defines where and what types of government
reorganizations, such as annexation, detachment, dissolution or consolidation, may be initiated. The
governing bodies of local agencies and voters may initiate reorganizations so long as they are
consistent with the SOIs. An SOI change neither initiates nor approves a government
reorganization. If and when a government reorganization is initiated, there are procedural steps
requited by law, including a protest hearing and/or election by which voters may choose to approve
or disapprove a reorganization. The consultants’ SOI recommendations are shown in Table 1-2.

Table 1-2: SOI Update Recommendations

Agency Recommended SOI

ARPD Reduce SOI to match the existing and future ARPD parks and recreation service
area (the community of Bay Point north of SR 4, Ambrose Park and areas
outside of the countywide urban limit line).

PHRPD Expand SOI to include the City of Pleasant Hill boundaries and SOI, and
reduce SOI to exclude the portions of the cities of Lafayette and Walnut Creek
that are not served by PHRPD parks.

RWPRPD  Provisional zero SOI to encourage accountability, with possible future

consolidation with CSA R-9 or dissolution.

CSA M-16 Retain existing coterminous SOL

CSA M-17 Retain existing coterminous SOL

CSAR-7  SOI reduction to exclude CSA M-30 boundary.

CSAR-9  Retain existing coterminous SOI on a provisional basis.

CSA R-10  Retain existing coterminous SOL

CSA M-29 Retain existing coterminous SOL

CSA M-30 Retain existing coterminous SOL

CSAR-4  Reduce SOI to exclude vacant unincorporated ateas, and expand SOI to include
entire Town of Moraga boundary.

ALCD SOI expansion to include incorporated and unincorporated areas that extend
outside of the District, pending property tax transfer and fee study materials,
and capacity study submitted to LAFCO by District.

BBKUCD  SOI expansion west of Sellers Avenue, to include the entire City of Oakley, and
SOI reduction to exclude the City of Antioch, pending property tax transfer and
fee study materials, and capacity study submitted to LAFCO by District.
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2. LAFCO AND MUNICIPAL SERVICE
REVIEWS

This report is prepared pursuant to legislation enacted in 2000 that requires LAFCO to conduct
a comprehensive review of municipal service delivery and update the spheres of influence (SOIs) of
all agencies under LAFCO’s jurisdiction. This chapter provides an overview of LAFCO’s history,
powers and responsibilities. It discusses the origins and legal requirements for preparation of the
municipal service review (MSR). Finally, the chapter reviews the process for MSR review, MSR
approval and SOI updates.

LAFCO OVERVIEW

After World War II, California experienced dramatic growth in population and economic
development. With this boom came a demand for housing, jobs and public services. To
accommodate this demand, many new local government agencies were formed, often with little
forethought as to the ultimate governance structures in a given region, and existing agencies often
competed for expansion areas. The lack of coordination and adequate planning led to a multitude of
overlapping, inefficient jurisdictional and service boundaries, and the premature conversion of
California’s agricultural and open-space lands.

Recognizing this problem, in 1959, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Sr. appointed the
Commission on Metropolitan Area Problems. The Commission's charge was to study and make
recommendations on the “misuse of land resources” and the growing complexity of local
governmental jurisdictions. ~ The Commission's recommendations on local governmental
reorganization were introduced in the Legislature in 1963, resulting in the creation of a Local Agency
Formation Commission, or LAFCO.

The Contra Costa LAFCO was formed as a countywide agency to discourage urban sprawl and
encourage the orderly formation and development of local government agencies. LAFCO is
responsible for coordinating logical and timely changes in local governmental boundaries, including
annexations and detachments of territory, incorporations of cities, formations of special districts,
and consolidations, mergers and dissolutions of districts, as well as reviewing ways to reorganize,
simplify, and streamline governmental structure. The Commission's efforts are focused on ensuring
that services are provided efficiently and economically while agricultural and open-space lands are
protected. To better inform itself and the community as it seeks to exercise its charge, LAFCO
conducts service reviews to evaluate the provision of municipal services within the County.

LAFCO regulates, through approval, denial, conditions and modification, boundary changes
proposed by public agencies or individuals. It also regulates the extension of public services by cities
and special districts outside their boundaries. LAFCO is empowered to initiate updates to the SOIs
and proposals involving the dissolution or consolidation of special districts, mergers, establishment
of subsidiary districts, formation of a new district or districts, and any reorganization including such
actions. Otherwise, LAFCO actions must originate as petitions or resolutions from affected voters,
landowners, cities or districts.
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Contra Costa LAFCO consists of seven regular members: two members from the Contra Costa
County Board of Supervisors, two city council members, two independent special district members,
and one public member who is appointed by the other members of the Commission. There is an
alternate in each category. All Commissioners are appointed to four-year terms. The Commission
members are shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1: Commission Members, 2010
Appointing Agency Members Alternate Members
Two members from the Board of Supervisors Federal Glover Mary N. Piepho
appointed by the Board of Supervisors. Gayle Uilkema
Two members representing the cities in the Helen Allen, City of Concord Don Tatzin

County. Must be a city officer and appointed by ~ Rob Schroder, City of Martinez, City of Lafayette
the City Selection Committee.

Two members representing the independent Dwight Meadows, Contra Costa ~ George H. Schmidt,
special districts in the County. Must be a district Resource Conservation Dist. West County W astewater
governing body member and appointed by the David A. Piepho, Discovery Bay Dist.

independent special district selection committee. Community Services Dist.

One member from the general public appointed =~ Martin McNair Sharon Burke

by the other six Commissioners.

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW ORIGINS

The MSR requirement was enacted by the Legislature months after the release of two studies
recommending that LAFCOs conduct reviews of local agencies. The “Little Hoover Commission”
focused on the need for oversight and consolidation of special districts, whereas the “Commission
on Local Governance for the 21st Century” focused on the need for regional planning to ensure
adequate and efficient local governmental services as the California population continues to grow.

LiITTLE HOOVER COMMISSION

In May 2000, the Little Hoover Commission released a report entitled Special Districts: Relies of the
Past or Resources for the Future? This report focused on governance and financial challenges among
independent special districts, and the barriers to LAFCO’s pursuit of district consolidation and
dissolution. The report raised the concern that “the underlying patchwork of special district
governments has become unnecessarily redundant, inefficient and unaccountable.””

In particular, the report raised concern about a lack of visibility and accountability among some
independent special districts. The report indicated that many special districts hold excessive reserve
funds and some receive questionable property tax revenue. The report expressed concern about the
lack of financial oversight of the districts. It asserted that financial reporting by special districts is
inadequate, that districts are not required to submit financial information to local elected officials,
and concluded that district financial information is “largely meaningless as a tool to evaluate the

* Little Hoover Commission, 2000, p. 12.
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effectiveness and efficiency of services provided by districts, or to make comparisons with
neighboring districts or services provided through a city or county.”

The report questioned the accountability and relevance of certain special districts with
uncontested elections and without adequate notice of public meetings. In addition to concerns about
the accountability and visibility of special districts, the report raised concerns about special districts
with outdated boundaries and outdated missions. The report questioned the public benefit provided
by health care districts that have sold, leased or closed their hospitals, and asserted that LAFCOs
consistently fail to examine whether they should be eliminated. The report pointed to service
improvements and cost reductions associated with special district consolidations, but asserted that
LAFCOs have generally failed to pursue special district reorganizations.

The report called on the Legislature to increase the oversight of special districts by mandating
that LAFCOs identify service duplications and study reorganization alternatives when service
duplications are identified, when a district appears insolvent, when district reserves are excessive,
when rate inequities surface, when a district’s mission changes, when a new city incorporates and
when service levels are unsatisfactory. To accomplish this, the report recommended that the State
strengthen the independence and funding of LAFCOs, require districts to report to their respective
LAFCO, and require LAFCOs to study service duplications.

COMMISSION ON LOCAL GOVERNANCE FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

The Legislature formed the Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century (“21st
Century Commission”) in 1997 to review statutes on the policies, criteria, procedures and precedents
for city, county and special district boundary changes. After conducting extensive research and
holding 25 days of public hearings throughout the State at which it heard from over 160
organizations and individuals, the 21st Century Commission released its final report, Growth Within
Bounds: Planning California Governance for the 21st Century, in January 2000.” The report examines the
way that government is organized and operates and establishes a vision of how the State will grow
by “making better use of the often invisible LAFCOs in each county.”

The report points to the expectation that California’s population will double over the first four
decades of the 21st Century, and raises concern that our government institutions were designed
when our population was much smaller and our society was less complex. The report warns that
without a strategy open spaces will be swallowed up, expensive freeway extensions will be needed,
job centers will become farther removed from housing, and this will lead to longer commutes,
increased pollution and more stressful lives. Growth Within Bounds acknowledges that local
governments face unprecedented challenges in their ability to finance service delivery since voters
cut property tax revenues in 1978 and the Legislature shifted property tax revenues from local
government to schools in 1993. The report asserts that these financial strains have created
governmental entrepreneurism in which agencies compete for sales tax revenue and market share.

¢ Little Hoover Commission, 2000, p. 24.

7 The Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century ceased to exist on July 1, 2000, pursuant to a statutory sunset provision.
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The 21st Century Commission recommended that effective, efficient and easily understandable
government be encouraged. In accomplishing this, the 21st Century Commission recommended
consolidation of small, inefficient or overlapping providers, transparency of municipal service
delivery to the people, and accountability of municipal service providers. The sheer number of
special districts, the report asserts, “has provoked controversy, including several legislative attempts
to initiate district consolidations,”® but cautions LAFCOs that decisions to consolidate districts
should focus on the adequacy of services, not on the number of districts.

Growth Within Bounds stated that LAFCOs cannot achieve their fundamental purposes without a
comprehensive knowledge of the services available within its county, the current efficiency of
providing service within various areas of the county, future needs for each service, and expansion
capacity of each service provider. Comprehensive knowledge of water and sanitary providers, the
report argued, would promote consolidations of water and sanitary districts, reduce water costs and
promote a more comprehensive approach to the use of water resources. Further, the report asserted
that many LAFCOs lack such knowledge and should be required to conduct such a review to ensure
that municipal services are logically extended to meet California’s future growth and development.

MSRs would require LAFCO to look broadly at all agencies within a geographic region that
provide a particular municipal service and to examine consolidation or reorganization of service
providers. The 21st Century Commission recommended that the review include water, wastewater,
and other municipal services that LAFCO judges to be important to future growth. The
Commission recommended that the service review be followed by consolidation studies and be
performed in conjunction with updates of SOIs. The recommendation was that service reviews be
designed to make nine determinations, each of which was incorporated verbatim in the subsequently
adopted legislation. The legislature since consolidated the determinations into six required findings.

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW LEGISLATION

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 requires LAFCO
review and update SOIs not less than every five years and to review municipal services before
updating SOIs. The requirement for service reviews arises from the identified need for a more
coordinated and efficient public service structure to support California’s anticipated growth. The
service review provides LAFCO with a tool to study existing and future public service conditions
comprehensively and to evaluate organizational options for accommodating growth, preventing
urban sprawl, and ensuring that critical services are provided efficiently.

Effective January 1, 2008, Government Code {56430 requires LAFCO to conduct a review of
municipal services provided in the county by region, sub-region or other designated geographic area,
as appropriate, for the service or services to be reviewed, and prepare a written statement of
determination with respect to each of the following topics:

1) Growth and population projections for the affected area;

¥ Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century, 2000, p. 70.
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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 community service needs, including governmental structure and
operational efficiencies; and

6) Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by commission
policy.

SPHERES OF INFLUENCE

An SOI is a LAFCO-approved plan that designates an agency’s probable future boundary and
service area. Spheres are planning tools used to provide guidance for individual boundary change
proposals and are intended to encourage efficient provision of organized community services,
discourage urban sprawl and premature conversion of agricultural and open space lands, and prevent
overlapping jurisdictions and duplication of services. Every determination made by a commission
must be consistent with the SOIs of local agencies affected by that determination;” for example,
territory may not be annexed to a city or district unless it is within that agency's sphere. SOIs should
discourage duplication of services by local governmental agencies, guide the Commission’s
consideration of individual proposals for changes of organization, and identify the need for specific
reorganization studies, and provide the basis for recommendations to particular agencies for
government reorganizations.

Contra Costa LAFCO policies are that LAFCO discourages inclusion of land in an agency’s SOI
if a need for services provided by that agency within a 5-10 year period cannot be demonstrated.
SOIs generally will not be amended concurrently with an action on the related change of
organization or reorganization. A change of organization or reorganization will not be approved
solely because an area falls within the SOI of any agency. In other words, the SOI essentially defines
where and what types of government reorganizations (e.g., annexation, detachment, dissolution and
consolidation) may be initiated. If and when a government reorganization is initiated, there are a
number of procedural steps that must be conducted for a reorganization to be approved. Such steps
include more in-depth analysis, LAFCO consideration at a noticed public hearing, and processes by
which affected agencies and/or residents may voice their approval or disapproval.

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act requires LAFCO to develop and determine the SOI of each
local governmental agency within the county and to review and update the SOI every five years.
LAFCOs are empowered to adopt, update and amend the SOIL. They may do so with or without an
application and any interested person may submit an application proposing an SOI amendment.

LAFCO may recommend government reorganizations to particular agencies in the county, using
the SOIs as the basis for those recommendations. Based on review of the guidelines and practices

? Government Code §56375.5.
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of Contra Costa LAFCO as well as other LAFCOs in the State, various conceptual approaches have
been identified from which to choose in designating an SOI:

)

2)

3)

4)

5)

0)

7)

8)

Coterminous Sphere: The sphere for a city or special district that is the same as its existing
boundaries.

Annexable Sphere: A sphere larger than the agency’s boundaries identifies areas the agency
is expected to annex. The annexable area is outside its boundaries and inside the sphere.

Detachable Sphere: A sphere that is smaller than the agency’s boundaries identifies areas the
agency is expected to detach. The detachable area is the area within the agency bounds but
not within its sphere.

Zero Sphere: A zero sphere indicates the affected agency’s public service functions should
be reassigned to another agency and the agency should be dissolved or combined with one
or more other agencies.

Consolidated Sphere: A consolidated sphere includes two or more local agencies and
indicates the agencies should be consolidated into one agency.

Limited Service Sphere: A limited service sphere is the territory included within the SOI of a
multi-service provider agency that is also within the boundary of a limited purpose district
which provides the same service (e.g., fire protection), but not all needed services.

Sphere Planning Area: LAFCO may choose to designate a sphere planning area to signal
that it anticipates expanding an agency’s SOI in the future to include territory not yet within
its official SOL.

Provisional Sphere: LAFCO may designate a provisional sphere that automatically sunsets if
certain conditions occut.

LAFCO is required to establish SOIs for all local agencies and enact policies to promote the
logical and orderly development of areas within the SOIs. Furthermore, LAFCO must update those
SOIs every five years. In updating the SOI, LAFCO is required to conduct a municipal service
review (MSR) and adopt related determinations. In addition, in adopting or amending an SOI,
LAFCO must make the following determinations:

e Present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands;
e Present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area;

e Present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public service that the agency
provides or is authorized to provide; and

e [Existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the
Commission determines these are relevant to the agency.
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MSR AND SOI UPDATE PROCESS

The MSR process does not require LAFCO to initiate changes of organization based on service
review findings, only that LAFCO identify potential government structure options. However,
LAFCO, other local agencies, and the public may subsequently use the determinations to analyze
prospective changes of organization or reorganization or to establish or amend SOIs. LAFCO may
act with respect to a recommended change of organization or reorganization on its own initiative, at
the request of any agency, or in response to a petition.

MSRs are exempt from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to §15262
(feasibility or planning studies) or {15306 (information collection) of the CEQA Guidelines.
LAFCO’s actions to adopt MSR determinations are not considered “projects” subject to CEQA.

Once LAFCO has adopted the MSR determinations, it must update the SOIs for 13 reclamation
districts. This report identifies preliminary SOI policy alternatives and recommends SOI options for
each agency. Development of actual SOI updates will involve additional steps, including
development of recommendations by LAFCO staff, opportunity for public input at a LAFCO
public hearing, and consideration and changes made by Commissioners. A CEQA determination

will then be made on a case-by-case basis once the proposed project characteristics are clearly
identified.

The CKH Act stipulates several procedural requirements in updating SOIs. It requires that
special districts file written statements on the class of services provided and that LAFCO clearly
establish the location, nature and extent of services provided by special districts. Accordingly, each
local agency’s class of services provided is documented in this 2009 MSR. The MSR described the
nature, location, and extent of functions or classes of services provided by existing districts, which is
a procedural requirement for LAFCO to complete when updating SOIs.

LAFCO must notify affected agencies 21 days before holding a public hearing to consider the
SOI and may not update the SOI until after that hearing. The LAFCO Executive Officer must issue
a report including recommendations on the SOI amendments and updates under consideration at
least five days before the public hearing.
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3. PARKS & RECREATION SERVICES

This section provides an overview of the special districts providing park and recreation services
in Contra Costa County, including how these services are provided, as well as growth and
population projections, current and future service needs, infrastructure needs, service adequacy, and
financing. The focus of the chapter is on park and recreation service providers under Contra Costa
LAFCO jurisdiction; however, other providers are listed in the provider overview section for

completeness. Government structure options are identified for local agencies under Contra Costa
LAFCO jurisdiction.

PROVIDER OVERVIEW

Table 3-1: Park and Recreation Service Configuration
This section provides an overview of the special districts 3
in Contra Costa County that provide park and recreation g 8
services. " g ©
2 £
£ §& |8
< o
RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICTS S151S
-~ = | O
G i D AR
Ambrose Recreation and Park District pecial District Al [
ARPD oo O
Ambrqse Recreation and Park District (ARPD) provides [GVRPD Al o
paFk maintenance agd recreation  services  to the [SaRPD A R
unincorporated community of Bay Point and to a portion of
. . . RWPRPD o| o
the western City of Pittsburg area. Maintenance of park and
recreation facilities is performed directly by the District, while CSA M-16 o x
recreation  programming is provided by independent |CSAM-17 °l1°oto
contractors. CSA M-29 O O
CSA M-30 O O
Green Valley Recreation and Park District CSA R-4 o|lo|o
. . CSA R-7 (Zone A) Alo]| x
Green Valley Recreation and Park District (GVRPD) CSA RO N IV
provides maintenance and recreation services to a swimming "
pool in the Town of Danville. Maintenance of the pool €S 3—10 — S
facilities and grounds is performed by independent |O service provided directly by agency
contractors. Recreation programs at the pool are provided by |A service provided by agency staff and by
part-time agency staff and by independent contractors. contract with another provider
O service provided by contract with another
Pleasant Hill Recreation and Park District service provider
X formation purpose not presently exercised

Pleasant Hill Recreation and Park District (PHRPD)

10 City park and recreation services and programs were generally covered in the Central, East and West Sub-Regional MSRs prepared
in 2008 and 2009.
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provides recreation and park services to the City of Pleasant Hill. Also located within the District is
a portion of the City of Lafayette, and a small portion of the City of Walnut Creek and the
unincorporated community of Walden/Contra Costa Centre. All park maintenance and recreation
services are provided directly by the District.

Rollingwood-Wilart Park Recreation and Park District

Rollingwood-Wilart Park Recreation and Park District (RWPRPD) operates and maintains a
recreation center for recreation programs and community events in the unincorporated community
of Rollingwood. The District provides maintenance and operations services directly. Recreation
classes are provided by independent contractors.

COUNTY SERVICE AREAS (CSAS)

County Service Area M-16

CSA M-16 provides landscaping and park maintenance services in the unincorporated
community of Clyde. Park maintenance services are provided by the County General Services
Department. The CSA does not provide recreation programming.

County Service Area M-17

CSA M-17 provides park and recreation facility maintenance and recreation programming for
the unincorporated communities of Tara Hills and Montalvin Manor. All services are provided by
private contractors.

County Service Area M-29

CSA M-29 provides financing for park and recreation facility maintenance in the Dougherty
Valley area, a portion of which lies within the boundaries of the City of San Ramon. The CSA does
not provide recreation programming. Maintenance of city-owned facilities is provided by the City of
San Ramon. Other city services that are eligible to receive CSA M-29 funds include internal road
maintenance, street landscaping, open space maintenance, flood control, police services, and
community facilities maintenance.

County Service Area M-30

CSA M-30 provides financing for extended facilities and services in the unincorporated
community of Alamo Springs through the Town of Danville and CSA 1.-100. A portion of CSA M-
30 funds are transferred to CSA L-100 for street light services. Town services that are eligible to
receive CSA M-30 funds include parks and recreation, law enforcement, street maintenance, and
landscaping. There are no park facilities within the CSA; however, the Town uses CSA funds to
provide park and recreation services within town limits for CSA resident use. The Danville Street
Lighting and ILandscape Assessment District 1983-1, a subsidiary district to the Town, provides
maintenance for parks.
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County Service Area R-4

CSA R-4 provides financing for augmented operation and maintenance of park and recreation
facilities and recreation programming in the incorporated Town of Moraga, for the unincorporated
area to the southeast of the Town. The CSA provides park and recreation services through the
Town’s Park and Recreation Department and Public Works Department, in addition to contractors,
non-town organizations, and in conjunction with East Bay Regional Park District and the
Lamorinda Seniors Program.

County Service Area R-7 (Zone A)

CSA R-7 (Zone A) provides park and recreation facility operation and maintenance and
recreation programming in the unincorporated community of Alamo. Park maintenance services
within the CSA are provided in conjunction with multiple other service providers, including the
County, the Town of Danville, and San Ramon Valley Unified School District. Recreation
programming is provided directly by the CSA.

County Service Area R-9

CSA R-9 provides park facility operation and maintenance in the unincorporated community of
El Sobrante. The CSA primarily provides funding for the operation of the Children’s Reading
Garden at the El Sobrante Library, in cooperation with the library, community members and the
District 1 Supervisor’s office.

County Service Area R-10

CSA R-10 provides operation and maintenance of park and recreation facilities in the
unincorporated community of Rodeo. Community Center coordination and recreation programming
provided by the CSA are supplied by contract; maintenance of the community center building is
provided by the County.

REGIONAL PARK DISTRICTS

East Bav Regional Park District

The East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) provides regional park and recreation services,
and operates golf courses. Facilities and properties are located throughout Alameda and Contra
Costa counties. Alameda is the principal LAFCO. Alameda LAFCO adopted park and recreation
MSR determinations covering EBRPD in 2006. EBRPD is included in this MSR for comprehensive
park and recreation coverage in Contra Costa County.
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PARKS & RECREATION SERVICES

SERVICE DEMAND

This section provides an overview of park and recreation use, including recreation attendance,
and a general discussion of factors affecting service demand

Knowledge of how, when and where people use parks is essential in guiding managers in
directing staff time, funding and many other decisions. Tracking visitation and program use has
advantages in terms of justification of funding, helping managers assess operational success, and in
guiding performance improvement; however, most local agencies do not track the number of park
visitors, and only PHRPD had precise knowledge of the levels of recreation usage. For agencies that
directly provide recreation programming, tracking recreation usage is largely a matter of tabulating
signups and payments of recreation fees. However, agencies that provide recreation programming
by contract tend to keep fewer records of recreation attendance, because signups and fee payments
are often not performed directly by the agency.

RECREATION ATTENDANCE

Table 3-2: Recreation Attendance, FY 08-09

Recreation Total

Facility Recreation Total Attendance  Attendance
Special District  Rentals Attendance Attendance per Resident per Resident
ARPD 15,480 43,440 58,920 1.9 2.6
PHRPD 57,762 1,337,371 1,395,133 334 34.9
RWPRPD 14,480 7,800 22,280 33 9.4
CSA M-17 6,300 350 0,650 0.05 0.9
CSA R-4 6,750 10,900 17,650 0.7 1.1
CSA R-7 NA 1,900 1,900 0.1 0.1
CSA R-10 1,440 1,220 2,660 0.2 0.4

Recreation attendance in FY 08-09 for the agencies providing recreation services directly and by
contract is shown in Table 3-2. PHRPD tracks the precise number of recreation participants, while
all other agencies were able to estimate recreation participation based on average attendance, and the
number of times classes or events were held per year."

As shown in Table 3-2, PHRPD has the highest level of recreation service demand. Each
resident in PHRPD participated in approximately 33 recreation activities in FY 08-09, or nearly 35
events if facility rentals are included. The next highest levels of recreation service demand are in
RWPRPD and ARPD, which both provide recreation services entirely by contract; however, the
vast majority of service demand in RWPRPD is for facility rentals, whereas more people participate
in recreation classes in ARPD.

1 CSAs M-16, M-29, M-30 and R-9 were omitted from Table 3-2 because they do not offer recreation services, and GVRPD was not
comprehensively reviewed in this MSR.
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Recreation demand is much lower within the CSAs. Of the four CSAs providing recreation
services, the highest levels of total participation were in CSA R-4 and CSA M-17, with attendance of
approximately one activity per resident, while participation in CSA R-7 and CSA R-10 was
significantly less than one activity per resident. Demand for facility rentals in CSAs R-10 and M-17
was significantly higher than recreation attendance.

DEMAND DRIVERS

Table 3-3: Projected Population Growth

Park demand and usage varies based on a number of 2009 2025 % Increase
factors, including age and income level, but is primarily |ARPD 23,000 29,611 29%
measured through population growth. As the |GVRPD 1,126 1,200 7%,
population continues to grow, park demand will increase |pHRPD 40003  46.863 17%
(however, the aging of the population is expected to |pwprpD 2382 2460 30/,
partially offset the growth in residents). CSA M-16 781 806 3%

Localized demand changes will primarily depend on CSAM-17 7,521 7,766 3%
development. Areas with the most planned |CSAM-29 21,598 29,040 34%
development, and hence, the greatest population |CSA M-30 70 120 71%
increases, are CSA M-29 and ARPD. Population is [CSAR-4 16,341 17,699 8%
expected to increase by 34 percent and 29 percent, |CSAR-7 13395 13,880 4%
respectively, for these two areas over the next 15 years, |cSAR-9 12750  13.165 3%
as shown in Table 3-3. High growth is also anticipated CSAR-10 6862 7136 4%

within CSA M-30 due to new residential construction on
currently vacant lots; however, the overall population
level within the CSA will still be relatively low (at
approximately 120 residents). CSA R-4, including the
Town of Moraga, is anticipated to experience modest
growth through 2025, with an annual growth rate of approximately 0.5% percent. Population
growth for the majority of special districts providing park and recreation services is expected to be
low (approximately 0.2% per year), given that many areas are currently built-out.

Sources: Assodation of Bay Area Governments,
California Department of Finance, U.S. Census
Bureau, LAFCO estimates and adopted munidpal

service reviews.

SERVICE ADEQUACY

PARK ACREAGE

The amount of park acreage available to district residents is one determinant of service
adequacy. Park acres and levels of service (LOS) are displayed in Table 3-4 for each special district
providing park maintenance services. Generally LOS standards are established by the land use
authority. Agencies in unincorporated Contra Costa County (ARPD, CSAs M-16, M-17, R-7A, R-9
and R-10) have an LOS established by the County General Plan, whereas agencies located within
incorporated areas have an LOS established by the respective Town or City General Plan. A
majority of the districts reviewed do not meet the established LOS standards, which is common
throughout California, as land use authorities have a vested interest in setting high LOS standards to
maximize park development impact fees.
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Table 3-4: Park Acres and Levels of Service (LOS)
Maintained Active Passive Acreage LOS
Park Acres' Acres’ Acres’  Standard’ Standard Set By  Existing LOS' Met?
ARPD 24.7 20.7 4.0 2.5 actes NP County General Plan {1 acres NP No
2.1 acres NP°
PHRPD 120.1 374 2322 3.0 actes DP  City of Pleasant Hill 1.6 acres DP No
General Plan
CSA M-16 2.4 0.0 24 2.5 acres NP County General Plan 3.0 acres NP Yes
CSA M-17 11.0 4.0 7.0 2.5 acres NP County General Plan 1.5 acres NP No
CSA M-29 1459 51.7 94.2 4.5 acres NP, City of San Ramon 3.5 acres NP No
2 acres CP General Plan 3 acres CP Yes
CSA M-30’ 196.6 127.6 78.0 5.0 acres Town of Danville 4.6 acres No
General Plan
CSA R-4 73.9 65.0 2589 5.0 actes DP Town of Moraga 4.5 acres DP No
General Plan
CSA R-7’ 30.3 8.4 21.8 2.5 acres NP County General Plan 2.3 acres NP No
CSA R-9 0.1 0.0 0.1 2.5actes NP County General Plan (.0 acres NP No
2.3 acres NP’ No
5.1 acres NP Yes
CSA R-10 13.5 11.0 25 2.5 acres NP County General Plan 2.0 acres NP No
Notes:
(1) Maintained park acres is the total acreage of all parkland regularly maintained by the agengy. The sum of active park acres and
passive park acres may not necessarily equal maintained park acres if the agency is not regularly maintaining passive parkland
such as open space.
(2) Active park acres consists of developed parkland with active recreation programming and sports fadlities, such as active ball
ooutts (e.g., basketball or tennis), delineated sports fields (e.g., soaet, baseball, softball), aquatic fadlities, gymnasiums, etc.
(3) Passive park acres consists of developed or undeveloped parkland containing trails, walkways, cultural or scenic tesources,
open fields, picnictables/shelter, tot lots, etc, but not containing fadlities used for active recreation programming.
(4) Per 1,000 residents. DP = Developed Parkland; NP = Neighborhood Parkland; CP = Community Parkland.
(5) Only induding parks owned and maintained by ARPD.
(6) Induding all District-maintained, County-maintained and City-maintained parks in vidnity of ARPD.
(7) Because Hap Magee Ranch Park serves CSA R-7 and CSA M-30 residents, the full acteage of the park has been induded in
the calaulations for both agendes, despite the fact that maintenance is shared between the County and Town of Danville.
(8) Only induding parks maintained by CSA R-9.
(9) Induding park and recreation fadlities owned and maintained by the Richmond Unified School District within CSA R-9.
(10) Induding all CSA-maintained, RUSD-maintained, and City-maintained patks in the vidnity of CSA R-9.

Of the 10 special districts providing park maintenance services, only CSA M-16 meets the LOS

standard established for the agency.” CSA M-29 meets the LOS standard for community park
acreage, but not for neighborhood park acreage. CSA R-9 does not meet LOS standards for park
acres within the CSA; however, if park acres in neighboring cities are included (within 0.5 miles of

121,08 standards vary by location. Agencies in unincorporated Contra Costa County (ARPD, CSAs M-16, M-17, R-7A, R-9 and R-
10) have an LOS established by the County General Plan, whereas agencies located within incorporated areas have an LOS established
by the respective Town or City General Plan.
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CSA R-9 and likely serving CSA residents), then the parkland LOS is met. All other park
maintenance providers do not meet established LOS standards.” Additional park acres are needed
within most agencies to meet existing LLOS standards, and additional acres will be needed to meet
standards in the future. However, many of the CSAs are built-out and lack available land for new
patk facilities. Consequently, there will likely be little improvement to the LOS in M-17, R-7, R-9,

and R-10, unless the CSAs can capitalize on facility sharing and open facilities to the public that are
not presently available for general use.

Existing and future park acreage needs are discussed further in the Infrastructure Needs and
Deficiencies section.

MANAGEMENT

While public sector management standards do vary depending on the size and scope of the
organization, there are minimum standards. Well-managed organizations evaluate employees
annually, prepare a budget before the beginning of the fiscal year, conduct periodic financial audits

to safeguard the public trust, maintain relatively current financial records, and plan and budget for
capital needs.

An evaluation of the adequacy of management practices is shown in Table 3-5. The first four
indicators are self-explanatory. Capital planning involves the preparation of a multi-year capital

improvement plan or comparable planning effort for park and recreation facility capital replacement
and, if relevant, expansion.

Table 3-5: Park and Recreation Provider Management Practices

All of the A a E. '—(T GN: % T 5 oo gl
districts perform e & === - -
annual employee é o) g g ﬁ % g ﬁ ﬁ % ﬁ
evaluations on at < A B OO0 000 0 O
with the exception |Prepare timely budget A A A A A A A A A A A
of RWPRPD, due to |Periodic financial audit A A N N N A N N N N N
a lack of regular full- |Current financial records A A AAAAAAAAA
time employees. Capital planning A ANT I A AT I 1 1

With regard to motes:
financial records. all A = Practiced adequately N = Not practiced X = Not relevant
of the distr,icts I = Practiced but improvement needed P = In progress

prepare timely annual budgets and maintain current financial records. Of the districts, only ARPD,
PHRPD and CSA M-29 (through the City of San Ramon) perform annual financial audits.

3 GVRPD and RWPRPD were excluded from the table because neither agency provides maintenance to parkland.

" The irregular municipal boundaries in west county impact park and recreation service delivery due to the difficulty in developing

new parks within pockets of fully-developed unincorporated ateas, including El Sobrante, Tara Hills/Montalvin Manor, and
Rollingwood.
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RWPRPD has not conducted a financial audit in the last 10 years due to financial constraints.” A
goal of RWPRPD for FY 09-10 is to resume the practice of annual financial audits, and perform
back-audits for the last 10 years. The County completes an annual audit for county finances;
however, CSA information is not identifiable in these statements. It is recommended that CSA
information be reported separately in the County financial statements to improve clarity and
transparency.

Capital planning can be accomplished through a wide variety of methods. For the purpose of
this report, a formally adopted long-term capital improvement plan that plans for at least five years
is considered ideal. ARPD and PHRPD both have adopted five-year capital improvement plans. In
addition, both CSA M-29 and CSA M-30 have park facility capital improvements plans adopted by
the City of San Ramon and the Town of Danville. The Town of Moraga (CSA R-4) does not
prepare a capital improvement plan specific to park and recreation improvements; however, capital
improvement needs and costs have been outlined in the Parks Master Plan. While the County has
adopted a park facility capital improvement plan, it appears to operate as a complete list of needs
rather than a plan of when capital funding will become available for necessary improvements.
RWPRPD capital planning efforts are conducted on a year-to-year basis through the annual budget,
and capital needs are discussed routinely at meetings.

Of the districts ARPD, PHRPD and CSA M-29 are professionally managed, closely follow best
management practices regarding employee management and financial records, and conduct extensive
capital improvement planning. The CSAs are professionally managed and generally follow best
management practices regarding financial records and planning; however, improvements could be
made to the CSA financial auditing and reporting practices to enhance transparency and to the CSA
capital improvement plan to better plan for when funding will be available for capital projects.
While up-to-date financial records are maintained by the County on behalf of RWPRPD, the
District has failed to prepare an audited financial statement in the last 10 years and does not perform
long-term capital planning.

Incompatible Activities

A special district of limited powers has only those powers given to it by its enabling statutes or
other legislation applicable to that district and cannot exceed those powers. Some enabling statutes
specifically address whether members of the governing board can serve as staff, others are silent on
this issue. If a district's enabling statutes specifically allow a board member to serve as staff, this
practice may be permissible. However, in the absence of specific statutory authorization, this
practice may result in a prohibited legal conflict of interest or incompatible activity. A conflict of
interest can have serious legal consequences for the board member involved. It is recommended
that all districts whose board members serve as staff, consult with their legal counsel regarding the
statutory authority for such dual service, and ask legal counsel to evaluate whether any prohibited
conflicts of interest, incompatible activities or other legal problems might arise from this
arrangement.

' The most recently performed audit was conducted by Contra Costa County; however, the District reported that when the price of
an audit increased from $1,000 per year to $3,000 per year, the District could no longer afford to have them done. The District is
currently trying to find an auditor who will charge between $1,000 and $1,500 per year.
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LOCAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND GOVERNANCE

Accountability of a governing body is signified by a combination of several indicators. The
indicators chosen here are limited to: 1) constituent interest in the agency’s activities as indicated by
a board or advisory committee with no or rare vacancies, 2) agency efforts to engage and educate
constituents through outreach activities in addition to legally required activities such as agenda
posting and public meetings, and 3) transparency of the agency as indicated by cooperation with the
MSR process and information disclosure. These measures are shown in Table 3-6.

Table 3-6: Park and Recreation Provider Accountability and Governance Measures
nE 35883598
Q& ¥ sSS S S e e
2 28 33353333 3
N Y N N W N N A
< A~ M O 0O O 0 O 0 0O ©
Full board or advisory committee © O O] O O o
Constituent outreach activities ®© © O © 00 e 0O0d
MSR disclosure ©@ 000 © 0 © © © ®©
Notes:
® = Occurred or adequately practiced = Did not occur or not practiced
0= Partially practiced/Needs improvement

Generally, when there is a lack of constituent interest in an agency’s activities, governing bodies
are challenged to fill board and advisory committee positions. In the case of the park service
providers, four districts have had extended board vacancies or lack an advisory committee
altogether. RWPRPD has been operating with a three-member board since 1999 due to lack of
public interest in serving on the board; however, the principal act requires that recreation and park
districts have at least a five-member board,'® and there is no provision in the law for decreasing the
number of board members to less than five."”

CSAs M-17 and M-30 suffer from a lack of representation on any kind of advisory committee
altogether. The advisory committee for M-17 was disbanded by the Board of Supervisors in 1990,
due to a high degree of tension and acrimony at meetings. There is no advisory committee for CSA
M-30, and residents of the CSA are not eligible to sit on the Town of Danville’s Parks and Leisure
Services Commission—although town park services are receiving financing from the CSA—as they
reside in the unincorporated area just outside of the town limit.

The advisory committee for CSA R-9 has four vacant seats out of five committee positions. A
possible opportunity for improved constituent interest and involvement may be to combine the
advisory committees of CSAs R-9 and R-10 with the municipal advisory council (MAC) for the area
as was done for CSA R-7 (Zone A). The MACs are regulated by adopted County policies, with
requirements for meetings, training, operating procedures, and annual reports to the Supervisors.

' California Public Resources Code §5784.

' California Public Resources Code §5784.2, and interview with Henry Agonia, Executive Director, California Association of
Recreation and Park Districts, November 17, 2009.
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The boundaries for both CSA M-29 and R-4 partially overlap with the City of San Ramon and
Town of Moraga, respectively. Consequently, those residents within the incorporated area of the
CSAs are eligible to sit on the municipal government’s park and recreation commissions. Those
residents in the unincorporated areas are unable to be a member of these commissions. The cities
should consider allowing CSA residents in the unincorporated areas that are financing municipal
park services to sit on the park and recreation commissions in order to enhance accountability.

ARPD, PHRPD, and CSAs M-16 and R-7 have maintained full governing bodies and advisory
committees with infrequent and brief vacancies.

All agencies prepare and post meeting agendas and make minutes available as required.
Additional outreach efforts include websites, emails and newsletters, articles in community
newspapers, and advertisement of any special events. Those districts that perform significant
outreach in addition to legally required activities include ARPD, PHRPD, CSA M-29 (through the
City of San Ramon), and CSA R-7 (through the Alamo MAC). Outreach for CSAs M-30 and R-4 is
performed by the towns of Danville and Moraga; however, these outreach activities are directed at
town residents regarding park and recreation services provided by the towns, and not directed at
CSA residents or regarding the CSAs and their functions. CSAs R-9 and R-10 perform minimal
outreach with a brief description of the CSA and contact information available online on community
websites. RWPRPD distributes flyers and notices to all residences in the community when
necessary. CSAs M-16 and M-17 lack websites, have not posted contact information on other
websites, and do not conduct any additional outreach activities.

With regard to outreach, there is generally a lack of websites promoting recreation programming
within the CSAs and RWPRPD. While parks are easily identifiable through online mapping
programs, information on recreation classes offered in the area is not readily available. It is
recommended that RWPRPD and those CSAs with recreation programming compile websites with
all available classes and locations to promote the use of these services. Larger recreation and park
districts, such as ARPD, GVRPD and PHRPD, post recreation offering to their websites.

All of the agencies reviewed demonstrated full accountability in disclosure of information and
cooperation with LAFCO during the MSR process, with the exception of RWPRPD. The District
demonstrated limited accountability in its disclosure of information and cooperation with LAFCO.
The agency did not responded to LAFCO’s initial written questionnaire in a timely manner, but did
ultimately submit the RFI at an in-person interview. The District did not provide follow-up
comments or participate in the agency review process. Numerous calls and emails to the District
soliciting comments went unanswered.
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INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS OR DEFICIENCIES

PARK ACREAGE

Table 3-7 shows the acres of additional parkland
needed to meet existing standards based on current
populations, and the acreage of parkland needed by
2025 to meet standards based on estimated future
populations.

Every agency, with the exception of CSA M-16,
has existing and future park acreage needs."
PHRPD has the highest level of existing and future
acreage needs, due to the relatively large population
of the District. PHRPD is in need of 57 acres of
new developed parkland to meet existing standards,
and nearly 78 acres to meet future demand based on
population growth. CSAs M-29, M-30, R-4, and
ARPD also have significant existing and future
acreage needs. CSAs M-17, R-7, R-9 (within CSA
boundaries) and R-10 have relatively less parkland
needs than other agencies, and CSA M-16 is not in
need of current or future parkland area. It should be
noted, however, that CSA M-16 has the least amount
of total parkland of all agencies, but meets existing
and future standards based on the small population
within the CSA.

FACILITY CONDITIONS

ARPD

The District reported that the Ambrose Park is
currently in fair condition; however, significant
upgrades are needed. Currently, the pool and related
facilities, tennis courts, bocce ball court and
basketball court are all closed and in a state of
disrepair. Other existing areas of the park, while still
open for use, are in need of improvements. The
2009 Ambrose Park Master Plan identified $10 to
$12 million in renovations for the park. As of FY

Table 3-7: Park Acreage Needs
Additional Additional
Acres Acres
Existing Needed Needed
Acreage (Existing) (2025)
ARPD' 47.5 10.0 26.5
PHRPD 63.1 57.0 77.5
CSA M-16 2.4 0.0 0.0
CSA M-17 11.0 7.8 8.4
CSA M-29*  74.8 22.4 55.9
CSA M-30° 196.6 19.0 46.0
CSA R-4* 73.9 7.8 14.6
CSAR-7 303 3.2 45
CSAR-9° 294 25 35
CSAR-9" 650 0.0 0.0
CSA R-10 13.5 3.7 5.9
Notes:

(1) Existing acreage indudes all District-maintained,
County-maintained and City-maintained parks in the
vidnity of ARPD.

(2) Existing acreage indudes only neighborhood parks
maintained by the CSA. The CSA aurrently meets
existing and 2025 community park LOS standadrs.

(3) Existing acreage indudes all local patks maintained
by the Town of Danville, as CSA funds are passed
through to the Town for maintenance of all park
fadlities, regardless of proximity to the CSA.

(4) Existing acreage indudes all park acres maintained by
the Town of Moraga, as CSA funds are passed through
to the Town for maintenance of all park fadlities.

(5) Existing acreage indudes only neighborhood parks
maintained by the CSA.

(6) Existing acreage indudes all CSA-maintained and
RUSD-maintained parks in CSA R-9.

(7) Existing acreage indudes all CSA-maintained, RUSD-
maintained, and City-maintained parks in the vidnity of
CSA R-9.

'8 CSA R-9 has park acreage needs within the CSA boundaries; however, if park facilities located in adjacent cities, within 0.5 miles of
the CSA are included, then no additional park acres are needed to serve the area currently or by 2025.
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09-10, the District had $1.7 million to begin the first phase of rehabilitation.

The District has also identified several issues at the Ambrose Community Center that require
funding and future improvements, including new exterior doors around the building, renovation of
restrooms, new plumbing, kitchen improvements, and heating and air conditioning improvements.
The District also identified the need for a full-time custodian at the community center.

GVRPD

Replacement of the Green Valley pool was identified as an infrastructure need in the 2008 MSR
covering this district.

PHRPD

The majority of facilities within the District were reported to be in good or fair condition.
Facilities reported as being in poor condition are the Pleasant Hill Community Center and Senior
Center, the College Park Pool and Pleasant Oaks Park. Various infrastructure needs and deficiencies
within PHRPD will be addressed in the coming years by Measure E bond funds, approved by
District residents in August 2009. The $28 million general obligation bond will be used to construct
a new senior center, a new teen center, a new community center, upgrades to Pleasant Oaks Park,
and better restroom facilities at Rodgers-Smith Park, Pleasant Hill Park and Brookwood Park. All
projects are anticipated to be completed by 2015.

RWPRPD

The Rollingwood Recreation Center is in fair condition. Infrastructure needs identified by the
District include improving accessibility of the restroom facilities, improving ventilation for the
janitor’s closet, fireproofing or replacing the curtains on the stage, resurfacing and painting of stall
lines in the parking lot, and purchasing a sound (microphone and speaker) system. The District
does not have plans to increase capacity at the recreation center.

CSA M-16

Facilities in CSA M-16 are generally in fair condition. In terms of new facilities, the CSA is
planning to construct a hiking trail; plans were in the design phase as of the drafting of this report.

CSA M-17

All facilities within the CSA were identified by the County as being in fair condition. Planned
improvements to Montalvin Park include drainage and irrigation improvements, new pathways,
restrooms, basketball and tennis courts, garbage cans, a water fountain, picnic tables, BBQs and
benches, and improved landscaping. The County estimates that funding will be available for these
improvements in 2010.

Plans for the MonTaraBay Park Community Center and Softball complex include new flooring,
improved road access, restrooms, new turf, landscaping, and new pathways. The County estimates
that funding will be available for these improvements in 2011.
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CSAR-7

Facilities within CSA R-7 were identified by the County as being in excellent condition. Park
facilities were reportedly built within the last 15 years; however, some facilities were also reported to
have reached their full life expectancy, with replacements needed within the next few years.” It is
recommended that the County and Alamo MAC collaborate to jointly plan future capital
improvements at CSA R-7 parks.

CSA R-9

The only park facility is the Children’s Reading Garden located at the county library in El
Sobrante. The County reported that the garden is in good condition, and no infrastructure needs or
deficiencies were identified.

The CSA plans to provide funding for improvements at four Richmond Unified School District
schools and a new park totaling nearly $11 million between 2010 and 2011; however, there is
presently no funding for these projects. Proposed improvements include a new swimming pool
complex, a new basketball court, a new volleyball court, improved ballfields and play areas,
restrooms, and picnic and BBQ areas.

CSA R-10

The recreation building and ball field within the CSA were identified by the County as being in
fair condition. Planned improvements to the facility total $3.8 million and include new restrooms,
improvement of the flooring and lighting in the recreation center, lights in the outfield, improved
access, landscaping, and new fencing, drinking fountains, trash cans and picnic areas. According to
the County’s Parks CIP these improvements were estimated to be completed in 2010; however,
there is presently no financing for these projects. Other needs include improved landscaping,
restrooms, and new trash cans and gates at the Rodeo Creek Trail, which is owned jointly by the
County and the Flood Control District. The County reported that the trail is currently in fair
condition.

CSA M-29

No infrastructure needs or deficiencies were identified, given that all facilities within the CSA
were constructed and opened relatively recently. The City of San Ramon has begun deferred
maintenance planning to address needs as they arise.

CSA M-30

No significant infrastructure needs or deficiencies were identified for parks maintained by this

CSA.

' The County Parks CIP identified vatious infrastructure needs within all CSA R-7 park facilities between 2009 and 2011; however,
the Alamo MAC reported that many of the needs identified in the CIP are not necessary or were never discussed with the MAC.
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CSA R-4

Moraga Commons and Rancho Laguna Park were both identified by the Town of Moraga as
generally being in good condition. The Town reported that Rancho Laguna Park was in need of a
new playground, an amphitheater upgrade, and repairs to the turf and irrigation. Hacienda de las
Flores was identified by the Town as being in poor condition and in need of significant
improvements, including ADA accessibility, kitchen upgrades, drainage improvements, repairs to the
fireplace, refurbishment of the HVAC system and an expansion of the town office facilities. The
Town anticipates that the drainage improvements will be addressed by FY 11-12 and relocation of
Town offices by 2011. The Town had applied for a grant to refurbish the HVAC system by the end
of FY 09-10, but the grant had not yet been awarded as of the drafting of this report.

SHARED FACILITIES

SHARED FACILITIES

Park service providers practice extensive facility sharing in Contra Costa County. As shown in
Table 3-8, the park providers are able to offer additional or enhanced facilities and programs to the
public through facility sharing that would otherwise not be available. These facilities and programs
are operated through joint-use agreements and contracts with other public agencies, nonprofit
organizations, and some private citizen committees. Most commonly, the districts collaborate with
school districts to provide additional recreational areas and facilities to residents after school hours,
which is the case for ARPD, PHRPD, and CSAs M-29, M-30, R-4, R-7, and R-10.

Of the park providers, the only two agencies that do not practice facility sharing—either in the
past or presently—are CSA M-16 and GVRPD. While RWPRPD has made the community center
available to the City of San Pablo and the County Sheriff, it is not presently sharing facilities with
other agencies.

Many of the districts have ended facility sharing agreements over the past few years, due to the
cost, complexity of reimbursement, or programming disagreements. CSA R-9 has provided
financing to the Richmond Unified School District in the past but had to stop this practice due to
lack of a regular revenue source. CSA R-4, through the Town of Moraga, is in the process of
eliminating funding to the schools for maintenance, and recently ended a three-year cooperative
relationship with the City of Lafayette sharing recreation programs. PHRPD reported that it had
more extensively shared facilities with schools in the past, but involvement with schools has
decreased in recent years due to difficulties related to funding arrangements. ARPD had previously
maintained County-owned facilities by joint agency agreement; however, this agreement was
terminated by the County in 2008. ARPD has partnered with the City of Pittsburg for
improvements at Ambrose Park following the 2008 annexation of the park into the City.
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OPPORTUNITIES

Given the recent economic decline and constrained park service revenues, districts would greatly
benefit from efficiencies and cost savings achieved through facility sharing. In addition, residents
would benefit from enhanced services levels gained from additional or enhanced facilities and
programs. Opportunities for future facility sharing are generally limited to establishing or increasing
collaboration with the local school district. The following opportunities for further facility sharing
were identified.

ARPD: The District reported that it plans to explore community resources and other options
for indoor offsite locations for recreation programs and activities, including increased collaboration
with the school district. The District also reported that it plans to create new programs which can
be held outdoors in the parks and outdoor facilities of the District, in order to maximize the number
of recreation offerings.

CSA M-17: Opening school parks to the public through an agreement with the West Contra
Costa Unified School District is an opportunity for future facility sharing that could enhance the
CSA’s service level.

CSA R-9: The CSA should consider financing of Richmond Unified School District park
facilities to promote public use of the school parks outside of school hours. The CSA would need
to find additional financing sources to provide a regular revenue stream to the school district.

REGIONAL COLLABORATION

Park and recreation regional collaboration is generally limited to short-term partnerships with
East Bay Regional Park District for special events or cooperation regarding common issues or
concerns at a particular park or open space location. ARPD reported that it has worked with
EBRPD on common issues relating to the Bay Point waterfront and trails, and CSA R-4 (Town of
Moraga) has occasionally planned special Town events in conjunction with EBRPD.
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FINANCING

The financial ability of agencies to provide services is affected by available financing sources and

financing constraints.

This section discusses the major financing constraints faced by special

districts providing park and recreation services and identifies the revenue sources currently available
to the service providers. Finally, it assesses the financial ability of agencies to provide services.

FINANCING SERVICES

Property taxes and assessments
are the primary financing source for
most special districts providing park
and rectreation services, as shown in
Figure 3-1. Every district, with the
exception of CSAs R-9 and R-10,
receives some funding via property
taxes and/or assessments. Agencies
that receive more than 60 percent of
their funding through property taxes
or assessments include RWPRPD (65
percent), CSA M-17 (90 percent),
CSA M-29 (99 percent), CSA M-30
(98 percent), CSA R-4 (100 percent),
and CSA R-7 (94 percent). ARPD
receives 33 percent of its funding
from property taxes and assessments,
while PHRPD receives 56 percent,

Figure 3-1: Revenue Sources by Agency, FY 08-09
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PHRPD
RWPRPD
CSAM-16
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and CSA M-16 receives only nine percent.

Other significant financing sources include charges for service, and intergovernmental funds and

grants. ARPD received 11 percent of revenues from charges for service, while PHRPD received 41
percent, RWPRPD received 33 percent, CSA M-17 received seven percent, and CSA R-10 received
97 percent. In terms of intergovernmental funds and grants, ARPD received 46 percent of revenues
from grant funds for an afterschool program, and CSA M-16 received 52 percent of funds from a
Proposition 12 grant.”

Significant financing sources classified as “other” in Figure 3-1 include park dedication funds for
CSA R-9 (100 percent of revenues in FY 08-09) and CSA M-16 (39 percent), and donations for CSA
R-10 (three percent).

20 Proposition 12 was known as the “Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000.”
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Proposition 1A

Due to the State budget crisis, in July 2009, the State legislature voted to suspend Proposition
1A, which ensures local property tax and sales tax revenues remain with the counties, cities and
special districts.”’ Consequently, all local agencies will be required to loan eight percent of
apportioned property tax revenues to the State with repayment plus interest by June 30, 2013. To
mitigate the impact of the loss of revenues on the local agencies, the Proposition 1A Securitization
Program enables local agencies to sell their Proposition 1A Receivables for cash proceeds to be paid
in two installments in January and May 2010. All RPDs and CSAs that receive property tax passed
resolutions to participate in the securitization program. The bond sales were successful, and the

districts will receive eight percent of apportioned property tax revenues loaned to the State in FY
09-10.

OPERATING COSTS

Figure 3-2: Park Maintenance Cost per Acre, FY 08-09

Park Maintenance ARPD

, PHRPD

Park maintenance cost per acre of

o . . CSAM-17
maintained parkland is shown in Figure
3-22 Of the special districts providing CSAM-29
park maintenance services, ARPD, CSA | CSAM-30
M-29 and CSA R-7 all provide CSA R-4
mfaintelillan;e of.at 1@153 $;31 Si)OSI% IF;% acrs CSAR-7
of parkland maintained. an
CSA  M-17 each provide patk CSAR-10
maintenance at approximately the CSAM-16 Y
median level of $9,000 per acre. CSAs
R-4 and M-16 provide maintenance $0 $5 $10 $15 $20 $25
below the median, between $3,000 and Thousands

$4,000 per acre, and CSA M-30 and CSA R-10 provide the lowest levels of park maintenance
expenditures per acre, at approximately $900 and $400, respectively.

o Proposition 1A was passed by voters in 2004. It prohibits the State from reducing local government property and sales tax
proceeds. The proposition may be suspended if the Governor declares a fiscal necessity and two-thirds of the State legislature
approve the suspension.

2 CSA R-9 was omitted from Figure 3-2 due to ambiguity in its financial statements. CSA R-9 included capital outlays that could not
be separated from maintenance costs, and were therefore unrepresentative of the true level of maintenance per acre. Maintenance of
Hap Magee Ranch Park was split between CSA R-7 (8.1 acres) and CSA M-30 (9.1 acres).

2 RWPRPD also provides a high level of maintenance in terms of cost per acre; however, the amount is overstated because the
District only maintains a single recreation facility on approximately 0.25 acres, and does not maintain parkland. It has therefore been
omitted from Figure 3-2.
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Recreation Programming

Figure 3-3: Recreation Cost per Capita, FY 08-09
Recreation expenditures per capita
are shown in Figure 3-3.** Of the special PHRPD “ $98
districts providing funding for recreation
programming, PHRPD provides by far | cga M-17 B
the highest level of funding, at
approximately $98 per capita. Recreation )
expenditures within the District are high CSAR-4 [N 528
because PHRPD provide.s all recreation CSART [Hs7
programming for the City of Pleasant
Hill, consisting of over 2,300 enrichment
classes,  recreation  programs  and CSAR-10 iS5
activities per year.  The Town of '
Moraga, funded partially through CSA $0 $25 $50 $75  $100  $125
R-4, expends nearly $28 per CSA

resident on recreation. All remaining CSAs provide funding at a level less than $8 per capita.

CAPITAL FINANCING

Capital needs can be financed through the same sources as
operations: property taxes, charges for service and interest
income; however, development impact and in-lieu fees, grants,
and bonded debt are also common sources for capital financing.

Development Impact Fees

Park development impact fees include park facility fees and
park in-lieu fees. Park development impact fees are levied on
new developments and renovations. Park facility fees can be
used for park land acquisition, park and recreation facility
construction, and renovation of existing facilities. Park in-lieu
fees (“Quimby fees”) are levied on new developments for the
acquisition of new parkland. Developers may donate land to the
county or city, or pay an in-lieu fee instead. Table 3-9 shows the
agency responsible for setting and collecting park impact fees for
each of the districts covered comprehensively in this MSR.

Table 3-9: Park Impact Fees

Agency Impact Fees Set By

ARPD County

PHRPD City of Pleasant Hill
and County

RWPRPD  County

CSA M-16 County

CSA M-17 County

CSA M-29 City of San Ramon

CSAM-30 County

CSA R-4 Town of Moraga
and County

CSA R-7 County

CSAR-9 County

CSAR-10 County

* ARPD and RWPRPD were omitted from Figure 3-3 because recreation programming in both district is provided by independent
contractors and is not funded by the agencies, and GVRPD was omitted because it was not comprehensively reviewed in this MSR.

CSAs omitted from Figure 3-3 do not provide funding for recreation programming.
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Figure 3-4 compares park impact fees levied
by jurisdictions in Contra Costa to others nearby.”
Most jurisdictions in Contra Costa charge more
than the statewide average of $8,157 per unit, but
less than the median level in Figure 3-4 of
$11,575. Park impact fees set by the County are
$5,891 per single-family home in the eastern

PARKS & RECREATION SERVICES

Figure 3-4:

Park Impact Fee Comparison

County-Cent./West
County-East

Town of Moraga
City of Orinda

City of Pleasant Hill
Town of Danville
Fremont

portion of the County, and $7,238 in the west and Hayward

central portions of the County. By comparison, Livermote

the City of Pleasant Hill charges a park impact fee San Leandro

of $5,771 per unit, and the Town of Danville Palo Alto

charges $8,718 per unit. In the Town of Moraga, Vacaville

park impact fees for a single-family home are Windsor

$11,575, compared to $12290 in the City of CA Average [l |

Orinda. $0 $10 $20 $30 $40 $50

Thousands

Jurisdictions in Alameda County (Fremont,
Hayward, Livermore, and San Leandro) tend to charge slightly higher park impact fees than do those
in Contra Costa County; however, jurisdictions in Solano (Vacaville) and Sonoma (Windsor)
counties charge slightly less.*

Grants

Many local jurisdictions in California rely on state and county grants to acquire and improve
local park facilities. In recent years, California has passed two statewide bond measures for funding
parks and open space projects. The Proposition 40 funding program has several elements including
a grant based on a per capita allocation, a matching grant and several competitive grant programs.

State Propositions 12 and 40—adopted in 2000 and 2002, respectively—provided funding for
park capital investments; however, funding for both programs was suspended in December 2008
due to the California budget crisis. State funding for parks is also available as a result of Proposition
84, the Safe Drinking Water Bond Act, approved by California voters in 2006.

Bonded Debt

Recreation and park districts are authorized by the principal act to issue bonded debt for park
improvements. The only districts with significant existing or upcoming bonded debt are East Bay
Regional Park District (EBRPD) and Pleasant Hill Recreation and Park District (PHRPD).

> The City of San Ramon was omitted from Figure 3-4 because the City does not receive development impact fees for park facilities
associated with the Dougherty Valley Development in CSA M-29. Instead, park facilities are constructed as part of the development
(at a density of 6.5 park acres per 1,000 residents), and turned over to the City as they are completed.

26 Source of impact fees from City of Orinda and cities in Alameda, Santa Clara, Solano and Sonoma counties is Duncan Associates,
2008 National Impact Fee Survey, Oct. 2008.
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Table 3-10: Measure WW Allocations by Agency

In EBRPD, Measure AA was approved in 1988 2008
and extended in 2008 as Measure WW. The $500 Agency City/Community  Allocation
million bond extension allows the District to |ARPD Bay Point $1,127,177
continue acquiring parkland and preserving natural |GVRPD  Cameo Acres $50,870

habitat and open space, with 75 percent of the bond
funds slated for regional park acquisition and capital
projects. Of the 67 capital projects identified for
Measure WW funding, 36 are located in Contra Costa

PHRPD Pleasant Hill Area $1,733,666
CSA M-16 Clyde $36,321
CSA M-17 'Tara Hills/Bayview- $541,039

County, with 13 of these projects involving the Montalvin

acquisition of new parkland. The remaining 25 |CSA M-29 SanRamon $2,696,685
percent of bond funds, or $125 million, is reserved [CSA R-4  Town of Moraga $737,587
for local grants (at a per capita allocation of $45.70). |CSA R-9  El Sobrante $641,740
As of February 2010, only PHRPD and ARPD had |[cSAR-7  Alamo $817,931
Measure WW local grants approved by EBRPD, and  |csA R.10 Rodeo $456,305

no funds had yet been expended. EBRPD/  Other $3,046,374

In PHRPD, Bond Measure E, a $28 million |County  Unincorporated

general obligation bond for facility upgrades, was [N ,
approved by district residents in August 2009. ISISA Mjo lsrltblzt}j gla@}? CCESIZDCSI%QS?&R
According to the preliminary schedule, the first bond . :ﬁzzioi fus incduded within the Aamo i
series of approximately $17.2 million will be issued in :

March of 2010, to fund construction of a new senior center and new teen center. A second bond
series of approximately $9.8 million will be released in 2012, and the final issuance of approximately
$1 million in 2015. Other projects to be funded by bond revenues include a new community center,

upgrades to Pleasant Oaks Park, and better restroom facilities at Rodgers-Smith Park, Pleasant Hill
Park and Brookwood Park.

FINANCIAL ABILITY

Figure 3-5: Total Revenue per Capita, FY 08-09

The financial ability of agencies to
provide park and recreation services varies ARPD
significantly. Figure 3-5 shows total PHRPD
revenues per capita for the special districts RWPRPD
providing park and recreation services | CSA M-16
reviewed in this MSR. CSA M-17

Agencies with a funding level of at least CSAM-29
$100 per capita include ARPD, PHRPD, | CSAM-30
CSA M-16, CSA M-29, CSA M-30, and CSAR-4
CSA R-4. These agencies were generally CSAR-7
able to provide the highest service levels CSA R-9
with the best financial ability to provide CSA R-10
services. Agencies with a funding level ' ' '
between $40-70 per capita include CSA M- $0  $100 $200 $300 $400 $500
17 ($41) and CSA R-7 ($67), and agencies
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with funding at or below $20 per capita include RWPRPD ($20), CSA R-9 (§1) and CSA R-10 (§4).

PHRPD, and CSAs M-30 and R-4 reported that finances were generally adequate to provide
services. ARPD and RWPRPD reported that while finances are adequate to provide a sufficient
level of service, the districts operate under budgeting constraints. The County-administered CSAs
reported that financing levels were inadequate to provide satisfactory services. The City of San
Ramon reported that the present financing level within CSA M-29 was not adequate as the number
of dwelling units sold and paying assessments was not keeping up with the cost of providing services
in the area.

MSR DETERMINATIONS

This section sets forth recommended findings with respect to the service-related evaluation
categories based upon this review of municipal services for Contra Costa County.

LAFCO is required to identify governance options; however, LAFCO is not required to initiate
changes and, in many cases, is not empowered to initiate these options.”’” LAFCO is required by the
State to act on SOI updates. The Commission may choose to recommend governmental
reorganizations to particular agencies in the county, using the spheres of influence as the basis for
those recommendations (Government Code {56425 (g)).

PRESENT AND PLANNED CAPACITY OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND
INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS

1) Of the 10 special districts providing park maintenance services, only CSA M-16 meets the
LOS standard established for the agency. CSA M-29 meets the LOS standard for
community park acreage, but not for neighborhood park acreage. All other park providers
do not meet established LOS standards.

2) Every agency, with the exception of CSA M-16, has existing and future park acreage needs.
PHRPD, CSAs M-29, R-4 and R-7A and ARPD have significant existing and future acreage
needs. CSAs M-17 and R-10 have relatively less parkland needs than other agencies.

3) Existing facilities within CSAs M-16, M-29, M-30, R-9 and R-4 were identified as being in
good or excellent condition and had minimal infrastructure needs or deficiencies. While
facilities within CSA R-7 were identified as being in excellent condition, significant
improvements were identified as being needed in the County Parks CIP. It is recommended
that the County and Alamo MAC collaborate to jointly plan future capital improvements at

CSA R-7 parks. .

4) ARPD, PHRPD, and CSAs M-17 and R-10 have significant park and recreation capital
needs and deficiencies. RWPPRD’s facility is in fair condition and needs moderate
improvements.

2T LAFCO can initiate SOI changes, along with mergers, consolidations, dissolutions, district formations, and creation of subsidiary
districts. LAFCO cannot initiate annexations, detachments, and incorporations.
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5)

All of the park and recreation facilities within CSA M-29 were constructed and opened
between 2000 and 2009. There are limited needs and deficiencies presently; however, as the
facilities age in the next 10 to 15 years, there will be a need for significant capital funding for
facility rehabilitation. The City of San Ramon has begun maintenance and renovation
planning to address these anticipated future capital needs.

ADEQUACY OF PUBLIC SERVICES

0)

7)

8)

9)

Additional park acres are needed within all districts, with the exception of CSA M-16, to
meet existing LOS standards, and additional acres will be needed to address population
growth in the future.

Resident involvement in recreation activities may be indicative of agency outreach efforts.
Program participation and rental usage is highest in PHRPD, RWPRPD and ARPD.
Recreation demand is much lower within the CSAs.

There is generally a lack of websites promoting recreation programming within the CSAs. It
is recommended that those agencies with recreation programming compile websites with all
available classes and locations to promote the use of these services.

ARPD, PHRPD, and CSA M-29 are professionally managed and generally follow best
management practices. These are the only districts that perform annual financial audits.

10) The County completes an annual audit for countywide finances; however, CSA information

is not identifiable in these statements. It is recommended that CSA information be reported
separately to improve clarity and transparency.

11) All of the districts 1) perform annual employee evaluations on at least an annual basis, with

the exception of RWPRPD, 2) prepare timely annual budgets, 3) maintain current financial
records, and 4) adopt long-term park capital improvement plans, also with the exception of
RWPPRD.

12) It is recommended that all districts whose board members serve as staff consult with their

legal counsel regarding the statutory authority for such dual service, and ask legal counsel to
evaluate whether any prohibited conflicts of interest, incompatible activities or other legal
problems might arise from this arrangement.

GROWTH AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

13) Demand for municipal park and recreation services is affected primarily by population

growth. Demand is also affected by growth among population segments with higher park
visitation rates such as younger and higher-income people.

14) Localized demand changes will primarily depend on development. Areas with anticipated

high growth rates include CSAs M-29 and ARPD. While CSA M-30 may experience a high
growth rate at build-out, overall population growth will only consist of approximately 50
residents. CSAs R-4, R-10 and M-16 anticipate modest growth through 2025. Growth in all
other districts is anticipated to be minimal.
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FINANCIAL ABILITY OF AGENCIES TO PROVIDE SERVICES

15) Property taxes and assessments are the primary funding stream for park and recreation
services. Of the 11 agencies comprehensively reviewed in this MSR, six receive more than
60 percent of their funding from property taxes and/or assessments. Only CSAs R-9 and R-
10 do not receive any funding from property taxes or assessments.

16) Districts faced significant financial pressure due to the suspension of Proposition 1A, which
loaned eight percent of apportioned property tax revenue to the State; however, all PRDs
and CSAs that receive property tax will be participating in the Proposition 1A Securitization
Program for reimbursement of these funds.

17) In terms of park maintenance expenditures per acre, ARPD, CSA M-29 and CSA R-7
provided the highest service levels, and PHRPD and CSA M-17 provided slightly lower
service levels. CSA M-30 and CSA R-10 provided the lowest service levels.

18) In terms of recreation expenditures per capita, PHRPD provides by far the highest service
level. PHRPD expends neatly $98 per district resident, compared to all other agencies
providing recreation that expend less than $8 per capita.

19) Within the agencies reviewed, park development impact fees are highest for CSA R-4 (Town
of Moraga). Park impact fees charged by the County are lower than the average park impact
fee charged statewide. Park development impact fees appear to be deficient in the City of
Pleasant Hill, and may account for the deficit of parkland in the District.

20) Total revenues per capita exceed $100 in ARPD, PHRPD, and CSAs M-16, M-29, M-30 and
R-4. These agencies were generally the ones providing the highest service levels and with the
best financial ability to provide services. Agencies with a funding level between $40-70 per
capita include CSA M-17 and CSA R-7, and agencies with funding at or below $20 per capita
include RWPRPD, CSA R-9 and CSA R-10.

21) CSAs that pass through their funds to cities within or adjacent to their bounds (i.e. CSAs M-
29, M-30 and R-4) generally have higher service levels, because CSA funds are merely
augmenting existing city funds for parks and recreation services. The cities reported that
financing, while constrained, is generally sufficient to provide park and recreation services.

22) The financial ability of PHRPD to provide service will be enhanced in the coming years by
Bond Measure E that was approved by district residents in August 2009. The $28 million
bond will fund various new facilities and upgrades within the District.

23) One financial limitation reported by the City of San Ramon is that the County has been slow
to provide reimbursements from CSA M-29 for park expenditures in the City in recent years.

24) If districts charge fees for service, it is recommended that fees be reviewed and updated
regularly. If districts charge a benefit assessment, and does not utilize a CPI adjustment, it is
recommended that they do so.
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STATUS OF, AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR, SHARED FACILITIES

25) Park service providers practice extensive facility sharing in Contra Costa County. Most
commonly, the districts collaborate with school districts to provide additional recreational
areas and facilities to residents after school hours, which is the case for ARPD, PHRPD, and
CSAs M-29, M-30, R-4, R-7A, and R-10.

26) Of the park providers, only CSA M-16 and GVRPD have not in the past and do not
presently practice facility sharing to some extent.

27) Opportunities for future facility sharing are generally limited to establishing or increasing
collaboration with the local school district. In addition, ARPD plans to explore community
resources and other options for indoor offsite locations for recreation programs and
activities.

ACCOUNTABILITY FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE NEEDS

28) Accountability is best ensured when there is sufficient constituent interest to maintain full
governing boards or advisory committees, constituent outreach is conducted to promote
accountability and ensure that constituents are informed and not disenfranchised, and public
agency operations and management are transparent to the public.

29) Generally, when there is a lack of constituent interest in an agency’s activities, governing
bodies are challenged to fill board and advisory committee positions. In the case of the park
service providers, four districts have had extended board vacancies or lack an advisory
committee altogether, including RWPRPD, and CSAs M-17, M-30, and R-9.

30) A possible opportunity for improved constituent interest and involvement may be to
combine the advisory committees of CSAs R-9 and R-10 with the municipal advisory council
for the area as was done for CSA R-7.

31) Accountability to constituents is constrained in CSAs M-29 and R-4, where the residents in
the unincorporated areas being served by the cities are not eligible to sit on the city park
commissions.

32) All agencies prepare and post meeting agendas and make minutes available as required.
Those districts that perform significant outreach in addition to legally required activities
include ARPD, PHRPD, CSA M-29, and CSA R-7. Limited outreach activities are
performed by CSAs M-30, R-4, R-9, and R-10 and RWPRD. CSAs M-16 and M-17 do not
perform any outreach activities. Websites with contact information are a recommended
practice for all local agencies.

33) All of the agencies reviewed demonstrated full accountability in disclosure of information
and cooperation with LAFCO during the MSR process, with the exception of RWPRPD,
which demonstrated partial cooperation.
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GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE AND OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES

This section discusses issues and problems with respect to the current organization of special
districts providing park and recreation services in Contra Costa County. It identifies alternatives to
the current government structure of service providers, including potential for consolidation or
dissolution of various agencies.

Dissolution of RWPRPD

RWPRPD consists of 109 acres of unincorporated Contra Costa County, located between the
Cities of San Pablo and Richmond, west of 1-80. Historically, as portions of the District have been
annexed to the City of San Pablo, they have been detached from RWPRPD. The District reported
that the City of San Pablo had previously shown interest in annexing the entire community of
Rollingwood, but the proposal was rejected by the community due to concerns over tax increases
following annexation to the City. The District reported that it would not be opposed to annexation
to the City of San Pablo in the future, as long as Rollingwood residents do not lose the services they
have grown accustomed to.**

RWPRPD reported that generating community involvement and interest in the activities of the
District has been difficult over the last 10-15 years. As an example, the District cited the fact that
only three community members showed up to a recent town hall meeting that had been advertised
throughout the community. Due to a lack of community interest in serving on the board, the
District changed from a five-member board to a three-member board in 1999; however, a three-
member board is not allowed under the principal act.

LAFCO reported significant accountability problems with the District during the previous MSR
cycle, and few improvements seem to have been made since then.”” Although RWPRPD is within
City of San Pablo’s SOI, establishing a subsidiary district would not be possible until at least 70
percent of the land area and registered voters in Rollingwood are annexed to the City.”

As part of the Request for Information by LAFCO to RWPRPD during the 2003-4 MSR cycle,
LAFCO Executive Officer Annamaria Perrella identified dissolution of RWPRPD as a governance
alternative, with the County named as the successor agency, to continue providing services to the
area through a County Service Area. CSA R-9 is located adjacent to the boundaries of RWPRPD,
and would be the logical successor agency; however, the CSA has also suffered from a lack of
constituent interest in recent years (it only has one public member on the five-member advisory
committee), and has a lack of existing park and recreation capacity. A governance alternative
affecting both agencies would be to consolidate RWPRPD with CSA R-9, and then combine the
CSA R-9 advisory committee with the El Sobrante Municipal Advisory Council (ESMAC).*" As of

2 Interview with Chatlotte Rude, RWPRPD Building Manager and Director, November 10, 2009.
¥ See LAFCO Executive Officer’s Report and Recommendation, dated August 6, 2003.
30 California Government Code §57105.

! The process for performing this action would be to (a) disband the CSA Advisory Committee, (b) Amend the ESMAC resolution
to add parks and recreation services, and (c) apply to LAFCO to activate the latent power to fund the services of a MAC per
Government Code §25213(0).
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March 2010, the County had already been in discussions to combine the CSA R-9 advisory
committee with ESMAC.

Dissolution of CSA R-9

As CSA R-9 has no regular source of financing, lacks public interest to fill advisory committee
positions, and provides minimal services at a less than adequate service level, a governance
alternative for the CSA may be dissolution. Since 1974, the CSA has failed to find additional fixed
funding sources other than developer fees to finance services. In addition, there is an apparent lack
of constituent interest in the CSA’s activities as the advisory committee presently has four vacant
seats. The County reported that it is amenable to exploring options, including dissolution of this
CSA, if a better and more efficient funding source is available to provide the same services to the
public. If the CSA were dissolved, any financing formerly received by the CSA for the maintenance
of the Children’s Reading Garden could be transferred to the library to guarantee continued
maintenance of the facility.

Formation of a subsidiary district to the City of Pittsburg (ARPD)

Governance alternatives for ARPD pertain largely to the unusual configuration of the district’s
boundaries with relation to the City of Pittsburg. The boundaries of ARPD include the
unincorporated community of Bay Point, but also portions of the City of Pittsburg. In areas were
ARPD boundaries overlap City boundaries (e.g., along Bailey Road south of SR 4) there would
appear to be a duplication of services, as both ARPD and the City of Pittsburg provide local park
and recreation services. Other areas currently within the city limits were detached from ARPD upon
annexation to the City, creating a large “hole” within the boundary of ARPD south of SR 4.

The short-term service area for ARPD is primarily concentrated north of SR 4, with the
exception of Ambrose Park, which is located just south of SR 4. In the longer term, the entire area
may be better served by the City of Pittsburg. The entire ARPD boundary is within the City of
Pittsburg’s planning area and SOI, and the City previously indicated a desire to eventually annex the
community of Bay Point.> Upon annexation of the community of Bay Point, LAFCO may wish to
establish ARPD as a subsidiary district of the City of Pittsburg, as nearly all district area would be
within the Pittsburg city limits at that point.

Formation of a subsidiary district to the City of Pleasant Hill (PHRPD)

PHRPD primarily provides recreation and park service to the City of Pleasant Hill. Although
the District meets the legal requirement for establishment of a subsidiary district (of the City of
Pleasant Hill) based on land area and registered voters, the District has functioned as an independent
agency since 1951 and continues to provide adequate services to taxpayers. There is no evidence to
suggest that the District would necessarily be better run, or residents provided better services, if the
City ran the district or provided recreation and park services directly.

32 Contra Costa LAFCO: East County Sub-Regional MSR, Adopted December 10, 2008, Page VI-15.
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Duplication of CSA Services

CSA R-7 encompasses the bounds of CSA M-30 with the exception of approximately seven
acres adjacent to the Town of Danville. Residents within CSA M-30 pay a benefit assessment to the
County, which is transferred to the Town for enhanced parks and recreation, law enforcement,
street maintenance, landscaping, and street lighting.” The residents within CSA M-30 are also
paying property taxes to CSA R-7 for park and recreation services. CSA M-30 residents are paying
for park and recreation services to two CSAs and there are no park facilities within the CSA. The
nearest park facility is Hap Magee Ranch Park, which is partially located within the Town of
Danville and unincorporated Contra Costa County, and is jointly owned and maintained by the
County (CSA R-7) and Town (supplemented with CSA M-30 funds). The nearest County-owned
facility, financed solely by CSA R-7 funds, is Andrew H. Young Park, which is approximately one
mile from the border of CSA M-30. One governance alternative may be the removal of the territory
in CSA M-30 from CSA R-7. Another option may be the consolidation of the two CSAs into a
single CSA. Such a CSA would require a zone for the area formerly within CSA M-30 to maintain
the financing mechanism for enhanced services by the Town of Danville per the agreement between
the Town and the County.

CSA Constituent Accountability

Accountability to constituents within the park and recreation CSAs is constrained due to a lack
of representation on advisory committees or the lack of a citizens advisory committee altogether.
Of the CSAs reviewed, only M-16 and R-7A have some form of advisory committee or council to
act as a sounding board for the community to voice local preferences to the County or managing
municipality. The CSAs face the following challenges regarding constituent representation and input
regarding CSA issues and concerns:

e CSAs M-17 and M-30 suffer from a lack of representation on any kind of advisory
committee altogether. The advisory committee for M-17 was disbanded by the Board of
Supervisors in 1990, due to a high degree of tension and acrimony at meetings. There is
no advisory committee for CSA M-30, and residents of the CSA are not eligible to sit on
the Town of Danville’s Parks and Leisure Services Commission—although town park
services are receiving financing from the CSA—as they reside in the unincorporated area
just outside of the town limit.

e The advisory committee for CSA R-9 has four vacant seats out of five committee
positions.

e The boundaries for both CSA M-29 and R-4 partially overlap with the City of San
Ramon and Town of Moraga, respectively. Residents in the unincorporated areas atre
not eligible to sit on the city park commissions; although the cities receive funding from
the CSAs to provide services to the area.

33 Residents of CSA M-30 also pay property tax to CSA P-6 and a special assessment and property tax to CSA P-2 (Zone B) for police
protection services, which may be an additional duplication of services, as CSA M-30 assessments also fund law enforcement through
the Town of Danville, by contract with the Sheriff.
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In order to improve constituent interest and involvement within the CSAs, the County and cities
administering the CSAs may wish to consider the following options:

e Combining the advisory committees of CSAs R-9 and R-10 with the existing municipal
advisory council (MAC) for the area as was recently done for CSA R-7. The MACs are
regulated by adopted County policies, with requirements for meetings, training, operating
procedures, and annual reports to the Supervisors. The MACs are generally well
publicized and have sufficient public interest to retain a full council body.

e Allowing CSA residents in the unincorporated areas that are financing municipal park
services to sit on the park and recreation commissions.

e Reinstating or forming advisory committees in the CSAs that presently lack a means to
voice community preferences.

MSR Process

In order to streamline the MSR process in the future, CSA M-29 should be reviewed in
conjunction with the City of San Ramon, CSA R-4 should be reviewed in conjunction with the
Town of Moraga, and CSA M-30 should be reviewed in conjunction with the Town of Danville.
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4. CEMETERY SERVICES

This section provides an overview of the cemetery services in Contra Costa County, including
how these services are provided, as well as growth and population projections, current and future
service needs, infrastructure needs, service adequacy, and financing. The focus of the chapter is on
public cemetery providers under LAFCO jurisdiction; however, other providers are listed in the
provider overview section for completeness. Government structure options are identified for local
agencies under LAFCO jurisdiction.

PROVIDER OVERVIEW

This section provides an overview of cemetery service providers in Contra Costa County,
focusing on how these services are provided by public agencies under LAFCO jurisdiction.

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

The principal act that governs the districts is the Public Cemetery District Law.** The principal
act authorizes districts to own, operate, improve, and maintain cemeteries, provide interment
services within its boundaries, and to sell interment accessories and replacement objects (e.g., burial
vaults, liners, and flower vases). Although districts may require and regulate monuments or markers,
districts are precluded from selling them. Districts are also restricted from acquiring mausoleums
constructed after 1937 or constructing new ones.”” The principal act requires districts to maintain
cemeteries owned by the district.*

The law allows districts to inter non-residents under certain circumstances.”” Non-residents
eligible for interment are described in California Health and Safety Code {9061, and include:

e former residents,
e current and former taxpayers,*
e family members of residents and former residents,”

* California Health and Safety Code §9000-9093.
* However, a district may construct additions to a legally built or acquired mausoleum to maintain service.
38 California Health and Safety Code §9040.

37 Non-residents eligible for interment are described in California Health and Safety Code {9061, and include former residents,
current and former taxpayers, family members of residents and former residents, family members of those already buried in the
cemetery, those without other cemetery alternatives within 15 miles of their residence, and those who died while serving in the
military.

*® Former taxpayers must have paid property taxes on property located in the district for continuous period of at least five years, a
portion of which time period shall have occurred within the 10 years immediately before the person's death.

9 Family members as defined in §9002(e) are “a spouse, by marriage or otherwise, child or stepchild, by natural birth or adoption,
patent, brother, sister, half-brother, half-sister, patent-in-law, brother-in-law, sister-in-law, nephew, niece, aunt, uncle, first cousin, or
any person denoted by the prefix ‘grand’ or ‘great,” or the spouse of any of these persons.”
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e family members of those already buried in the cemetery,
e those without other cemetery alternatives within 15 miles of their residence, and
e those who died while serving in the military.

In accordance with Health and Safety Code {9065, all cemetery districts must create an
endowment fund for the perpetual maintenance of the cemetery facilities. The districts are required
to collect a minimum endowment care fee for each interment right sold.** The principal of the
endowment fund may only be used for investment purposes. Any income from those investments
may be used for care of cemeteries owned by the district.

SERVICE PROVIDERS

Public cemetery services in Contra Costa County are provided by the Alamo-Lafayette Cemetery
District (ALCD) and the Byron-Brentwood-Knightsen Union Cemetery District (BBKUCD).
Private cemetery services are also provided by various religious organizations and private enterprises
throughout the County.

ALCD and BBKUCD are independent special districts responsible for operating, maintaining,
improving, and expanding cemeteries within their district bounds.

Alamo-Lafayette Cemetery District

ALCD provides cemetery operations and maintenance services to the Alamo Cemetery and
Lafayette Cemetery. The boundaries of ALCD include portions of various incorporated ateas,
including the southwestern portion of the City of Walnut Creek, the majority of the City of
Lafayette and the Town of Danville, the eastern portion of the City of San Ramon, and the
unincorporated communities of Alamo, Blackhawk, Diablo, and a portion of the unincorporated
community of Walden (in the area of Contra Costa Centre north of Walnut Creek). The District has
a boundary area of approximately 84 square miles, and serves a population of approximately
162,700.

Byron-Brentwood-Knightsen Union Cemetery District

BBKUCD provides cemetery operations and maintenance services to the Union Cemetery. The
boundaries of BBKUCD include the unincorporated communities of Byron, Knightsen, Discovery
Bay, Bethel Island, the eastern portion of Morgan Territory, the City of Brentwood, the eastern
portion of the City of Oakley (east of Sellers Avenue), and various Delta islands. The District has a
boundary area of approximately 203 square miles, and serves a population of approximately 75,000.

40 The minimum endowment care fee as defined in Health and Safety Code §8738 is $4.50 a square foot for each grave, $70 for each
niche, $220 for each crypt; provided, however, that for companion crypts, there shall be deposited $220 for the first crypt and $110
for each additional crypt.
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Non-LAFCO Agencies

There are various private providers of
cemetery service in Contra Costa County, which
residents may choose in-lieu of a public cemetery.
There are also family and historical pioneer
cemeteries within the County; however, these
cemeteries are not open to the public for burials,
or are at capacity and are not conducting new
burials. Cemetery facilities owned or maintained
by non-LAFCO agencies within the County are
listed in Table 4-1.

CEMETERY SERVICES

SERVICE DEMAND

DEMAND DRIVERS

Demand for interment services is dependent
upon the number of deaths among those who
wish to be interred in the community and the

Table 4-1: Non-LAFCO Cemetery Providers
Cemetery Location
Holy Cross Cemetery Antioch
Oakview Memorial Park Antioch
Live Oak Cemetery Concord
Memory Gardens Memorial Park  Concord
St. Stephen's Cemetery Concord
Sunset View Cemetery El Cerrito
Carmelite Monastery Cemetery Lafayette
Oakmont Memorial Park Lafayette
Queen of Heaven Cemetery Lafayette
St. Catherine's Cemetery Martinez
Seasons Cemetery Pacheco
St. Joseph's Cemetery San Pablo

Sources:

Contra Costa Genealogical Sodety, California Cemetery
Records in Contra Costa County , Vol. 111, 1990, and

http:/ / graveyardrabbitofcontracostacounty.blogspot.com /

availability of alternatives to public cemetery providers.

Death rates are generally stable across time. Between 2000 and 2007, death rates in California
and Contra Costa showed no significant changes. During that time Contra Costa County had a
median death rate of 68 per 10,000 individuals countywide, which was slightly higher than the

statewide median rate of 65.4

INTERMENTS AND NICHE PLACEMENT

Figure 4-1: ALCD Cemetery Service Demand

The number of interments performed annually is | 80
indicative of the demand for cemetery services in each | 70 — —
district. Figure 4-1 shows the total number of cremation 60 +— —— — — =
interments/niches and regular interments (burials) from | 5q | || || | |
FY 05-06 to FY 08-09 for ALCD. ALCD performed an | 4 |
average of 69 total interment services per year in recent 30 |
years, including an average of 44 cremation interments 50 |
and 26 regular burials. 10

ALCD performed an average of 23 cremation 0 -
interments and four regular interments per year at '05-06  '06-07 '07-08 '08-09

B Cremations M Burials

4L State of California, Department of Public Health, Death Records, 2009.
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Alamo Cemetery, and 21 cremation interments and 22 regular interments per year at Lafayette
Cemetery. Cremation interments are more common at Alamo Cemetery because the facility is at
capacity for in-ground burials, and no longer has full plots available for sale.*

Figure 4-2: BBKUCD Cemetery Service Demand

BBKUCD performed an average of 75 interment | 80 —
services per year in recent years at Union Cemetery, 70 4 —— — =
including an average of 31 cremation interments and 44 60 4— || || || |
regular interments per year. 50

On the basis of interments per 10,000 district 4017 [ ] N B
residents, ALCD averaged approximately four interment 30 1
services per 10,000 residents from FY 05-06 to FY 08- | 20
09, and BBKUCD averaged approximately 10 interment | 10

services per 10,000 residents over the same time span. s
One reason for the difference in these two rates is likely '05-06  '06-07 '07-08 '08-09
the relatively fewer cemetery alternatives in eastern B Cremations M Burials

Contra Costa County.

PROJECTED DEMAND

Natural population growth, in addition to population growth brought about by new residential
construction, will increase demand for cemetery services in the future. Both ALCD and BBKUCD
appear to have sufficient capacity for the next 15-20 years, even accounting for population growth.*

Both districts reported that the demand for cremation burial and niche placement has increased
over the last 10 to 15 years, shifting away from full body burial services. Cremation services are
significantly more economical from a cost standpoint for the consumer and from a land use
standpoint for the cemetery. For the public cemetery districts in Contra Costa County, an average
full body burial costs about three times what a single cremation niche does (approximately $3,900 vs.
$1,300). Also, cremation niches can be located in areas where traditional burials would not be
possible (due to slope or terrain), can be constructed vertically to allow for significantly higher
densities than traditional burials allow, and can accommodate multiple urns. For example, the
columbaria at Union Cemetery can accommodate the cremated remains of 96 individuals on a
footprint the size of four full-size graves. Technological improvements have also increased the
variety of cremation services possible, including interments in memorial benches and memorial
rocks. Further, the advent of “double depth” burials (i.e. burying one family member on top of
another) has also significantly extended the usable years of cemetery land compared to decades ago.*

2 The only full body interments that occur at Alamo Cemetery ate for individuals who purchased plots pre-need.

# Capacity includes both niches and in-ground burials. Existing and future cemetery capacity is discussed further in the Infrastructure
Needs and Deficiencies section.

# BBKUCD offers double depth burials at the Union Cemetery. ALCD reported that it would like to provide double depth burials;
however, it has not yet been able to purchase the required equipment, due to financial constraints.
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ALCD

Population growth over the next 10 years within ALCD is expected to be low, consistent with
the growth rates of the cities of Danville, Lafayette, Walnut Creek, and other cities in central Contra
Costa County.” At an annual growth rate of one percent, over the next 10 years the population for
ALCD is estimated to increase by approximately 17,000. At the existing yeatly interment rate of

four per 10,000 district residents, this would amount to an additional seven interment services per
year by 2019.

BBKUCD

There are various planned and proposed developments within BBKUCD that would increase
the population by as many as 34,321 at build-out.* At the existing yearly interment rate of 10 per
10,000 district residents, this would amount to an additional 34 interment services per year.

CAPACITY AND INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS

CEMETERY CAPACITY

Alamo Cemetery

The Alamo Cemetery is located at 130 El Portal, in the Town of Danville. There are
approximately 1,400 occupied plots at the cemetery. The cemetery has reached capacity for in-
ground burials; however, niches are available for cremated remains. The District reported that there
were 18 niches available for purchase, as of November 2009. The District plans to add 370 new
niches at the cemetery in FY 09-10. Once these niches are added, the cemetery will have capacity
for at least 15 years based on recent niche placement rates and projected population growth.*’

Lafavette Cemetery

The Lafayette Cemetery is located at 3285 Mount Diablo Boulevard, in the City of Lafayette.
There are approximately 2,200 occupied plots at the cemetery. The District reported that there were
500 regular plots and 12 niches available for purchase, as of November 2009. The District plans to
add 160 new niches at the cemetery in FY 09-10.* With the additional niches at the cemetery, the

4 Contra Costa LAFCO, Central Connty Sub-Regional MSK, 2009, p. X-31.

46 Population estimate is based on the 2009 population per household for the City of Oakley (3.2) and unincorporated Contra Costa
County (2.7), according to the Department of Finance. The City of Oakley’s East Cypress Corridor Specific Plan would add up to
5,219 new units, in addition to a possible 6,000 units on the Cecchini Ranch property adjacent to Discovery Bay, and 495 units
through the Delta Coves subdivision on Bethel Island.

47 Niche capacity of 15 years is a highly conservative estimate. The reason being that it assumes that all niches are occupied by a
single urn, while up to two urns can occupy a niche. For that reason, the District could have niche capacity at Alamo Cemetery for
potentially up to 30 years.

8 As of April 2010, ALCD reported that it planned to begin construction of the additional niches at Lafayette Cemetery and Alamo
Cemetery in June 2010.
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facility will have capacity for at least eight years of niche placements, and at least 18 years of single-
body in-ground burials, based on recent niche placement rates and projected population growth. It
should be noted that these capacity estimates are highly conservative, because if customers opt for
in-ground cremation burial (as opposed to an in-ground full body burial), up to six urns can be
buried in a single plot, significantly extending the usable life of the cemetery.

No short-term capacity issues were identified for ALCD, assuming that planned additions of
niches are completed in FY 09-10. The District has taken a proactive approach in expanding
capacity by continuing to add interment niches at both cemetery facilities as the number of available
in-ground burial lots has decreased. Because niches can be constructed vertically along walls and
walkways, and because a single niche can accommodate up to two urns, much higher densities can
be achieved with cremation interments than traditional full body in-ground burials.

It is important, however, that the District plan for long-term facility needs, including acquiring
and developing new cemetery facilities. Public cemetery districts have the legal responsibility to
continue providing cemetery services by obtaining and developing more land as existing facilities
reach capacity. ALCD reported that adding niches is the only method of increasing capacity
currently available to the district, due to the high cost of land within the district, and limited
finances.

Union Cemetery

The Union Cemetery is located at 11545 Brentwood Boulevard, between the City of Brentwood
and the unincorporated community of Byron. The District reported that it has records of 6,010
occupied plots at the cemetery.” There were approximately 1,000 regular plots and 325 niches
available for purchase as of November 2009. The District has also reserved space and poured
concrete foundations to accommodate an additional 480 new niches on existing cemetery as the
need arises. The District also reported that there is capacity for an additional 1,000 plots in the
undeveloped portion of the cemetery. Based on the amount of available land for in-ground burials,
and the number of available and planned niches, cemetery capacity is not a concern for the District
in the short-term. The Union Cemetery has capacity for at least 31 years of single-body in-ground
burials, and 18 years of niche placements, based on recent niche placement rates and projected
service demand rates at build-out.” If current service demand is used to forecast capacity, there is at
least 46 years remaining for single-body in-ground burials, and 26 years of niche placements.

* The number of occupied plots is based on District records since 1928. The District reported that there is an unknown number of
additional burials that took place between 1878 and 1928 in the older portions of the cemetery that the District does not have records
of. A goal of the District is to digitize and map the records on hand, in order to give a more comprehensive picture of historic
burials. During the 50 years that the cemetery operated before the District was formed, families kept their own burial records, and
many grave markers were made out of wood and disintegrated without proper care. Also, the District reported that from the 1920s
into the 1960s, cremation burials and burials of children under the age of three were considered “non-persons,” and very few records
were kept of these burials.

%0 Union Cemetery capacity is highly understated as well, because each niche can accommodate the cremated remains of up to two
individuals, and because the District also offers double-depth in-ground burials, up to two full bodies can be buried per plot. In
addition, for in-ground cremation burial, the District allows three urns per plot on a standard grave site, or two urns per plot in a
cremation grave, which is about half the size of a standard plot. The useable life of the cemetery may be extended well beyond the
capacities stated in this report, due to the potential for significantly higher burial densities.
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INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS

ALCD

In terms of infrastructure needs, the District reported that the asphalt pathways at both
cemeteries are in need of rehabilitation; however, both facilities are generally in good condition. The
District also reported it would like to provide double depth burials; however, it has not yet been able
to purchase the required equipment, due to financial constraints.’'

The LAFCO site visit did not identify any major infrastructure deficiencies.

BBKUCD

The District reported that the cemetery is in good condition, and that there are no significant
infrastructure needs. The LAFCO site visit did not identify any major infrastructure deficiencies.

Figure 4-3 Niches at Lafayette Cemetery (Left) and Union Cemetery (Right)

SERVICE ADEQUACY

CEMETERY MAINTENANCE

Both ALCD and BBKUCD provide cemetery maintenance services on a year-round basis,
through three full-time staff positions. In addition, BBKUCD employs one to two additional full-
time caretakers on a seasonal basis.

The LAFCO site visits did not identify any significant maintenance needs at the cemetery
facilities.

S CALOSHA requires special shoring equipment to hold up the walls of the grave, to protect the grave digger.
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MANAGEMENT

While public sector management standards do vary depending on the size and scope of the
organization, there are minimum standards. Well-managed organizations evaluate employees
annually, prepare a budget before the beginning of the fiscal year, conduct periodic financial audits
to safeguard the public trust, maintain relatively current financial records, periodically evaluate rates
and fees, plan and budget for capital needs, and conduct advance planning for future growth.

An evaluation of the adequacy of management practices is shown in Table 4-3. The first four
indicators are self-explanatory. Adequate evaluation of rates means updating fees with reasonable
frequency. Adequate capital planning involves a multi-year capital improvement plan or comparable
planning effort for cemetery needs and, if relevant, expansion. Compliance is the degree to which
cemetery providers conduct operations in accordance with their principal act.

Table 4-2: Cemetery Management Practices

Both ALCD and BBKUCD generally exhibit the
characteristics of well-managed local government agencies.
Both districts evaluate employees on an annual basis,
prepare timely budgets, conduct annual financial audits,
maintain current financial records, and routinely evaluate |Management Practices

ALCD
BBKUCD

rates. Evaluate employees annually

Prepare timely budget

The only practice that both districts could improve upon
would be to create and maintain a written capital
improvement plan for cemetery facility improvements and
expansion.  Currently, both districts perform significant : -
capital planning on a year-to-year basis through the adoption |Capital planning
of an annual budget. BBKUCD has looked into acquiring [Key:
new land for additional cemetery capacity, but has not |A = Practiced adequately
created a written planning document. ALCD faces |I = Practiced but improvement needed
significant planning needs as in-ground cemetery capacity |N = Not practiced or did not ocour
continues to decrease. The districts are obligated to plan
for, acquire and develop additional cemetery facilities as existing facilities reach capacity.” A written
multi-year capital improvement planning document could help the districts better forecast and plan
capital needs, and would improve accountability.

Periodic financial audits

Current financial records

Evaluation of rates

il I el e > o
il > el e >l o

Both districts are in compliance with the principal act in regard to non-resident fees and
endowment fees for perpetual care of the cemetery facilities.

ALCD reported that a management difficulty that the district faces is in determining residency
status for some prospective customers, due to the fact that the boundaries of ALCD do not include
the entirety of the cities within the district. The boundaries of ALCD include only the southwestern
portion of the City of Walnut Creek and the eastern portion of the City of San Ramon, and exclude
two northern portions of the City of Lafayette and a southwestern portion of the Town of Danville.

32 The Legislature defined such districts’ mission as providing cost-effective interments to their constituents (Health & Safety Code
§9001(b)). Further the law requires these districts” boards to provide adequate cemetery space for the foreseeable future (Health &
Safety Code §9061(c)(3)) due to their practice of allowing burials of non-residents (i.e., non-taxpayers).
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Furthermore, the Board of Equalization (BOE) map that the District uses to determine residency
for interment purposes was found to be inconsistent with the LAFCO map of the district in the
unincorporated Walden/Contra Costa Centre area. Hence, a recommendation of this MSR is for
ALCD to collaborate with LAFCO staff and County GIS to verify that the appropriate boundary is
being used to determine residency.

Both districts are members of the California Association of Public Cemeteries, the California
Special Districts Association, and the Contra Costa chapter of the Special Districts Association.
BBKUCD is also a member of the Public Cemetery Alliance (PCA).”

LOCAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND GOVERNANCE

Accountability of a governing body is signified by a combination of several indicators. The
indicators chosen here are limited to: 1) constituent interest in the agency’s activities as indicated by
vacancies on the governing body, 2) agency efforts to engage and educate constituents through
outreach activities in addition to legally required activities such as agenda posting and public
meetings, and 3) transparency of the agency as indicated by cooperation with the MSR process and
information disclosure.

Neither ALCD nor BBKUCD have vacancies on the governing body; however, ALLCD did have
a vacancy on the board for approximately one year, before it was filled in December 2009. In terms
of constituent outreach, ALCD does not perform any activities beyond what is legally required in
terms of posting agendas and notifying public meetings. BBKUCD constituent outreach activities
include posting information in local publications of the cemetery as a place of historical significance,
and writing letters to the editor thanking volunteer groups for participating in cleanup activities at
the cemetery. Both agencies demonstrated full accountability in terms of disclosure of information
and cooperation with LAFCO interview and document requests.

SHARED FACILITIES

FACILITY SHARING STATUS

Neither ALCD nor BBKUCD is presently engaged in facility sharing, including sharing with
private service providers.

OPPORTUNITIES

Given the nature of the services provided by the districts, and that the agencies are not
contiguous, there are limited opportunities for facility sharing. No opportunities for facility sharing
were identified by the agencies. BBKUCD reported that approximately 15 years ago it looked into
collaborating with the City of Brentwood for contract mowing services, but it was determined to be

3 BBKUCD obtains insurance through PCA. PCA and the Golden State Risk Management Authority collaborate to provide risk
management services to many public cemetery districts in California.
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economically infeasible. No opportunities for collaboration with private cemetery providers were
identified.

REGIONAL COLLABORATION

Cemetery providers sometimes collaborate on a local basis with community groups and family
members for clean-up and maintenance activities, albeit on an informal basis. No opportunities for
regional collaboration were identified; however, both districts are active in regional associations,
including the California Association of Public Cemeteries, the California Special Districts
Association and the Contra Costa County Chapter of the California Special Districts Association.

FINANCING

The financial ability of agencies to provide services is affected by available financing sources and
financing constraints, as well as management practices. This section discusses the major financing
constraints faced by cemetery service providers and identifies the revenue sources currently available
to the service providers. Finally, it assesses the financial ability of agencies to provide services.

FINANCING OPERATIONS

Financing sources for cemetery services include property taxes, fees for interment services, and
investment income. The fees for service apply to plot and niche purchases and other interment
accessories. These fees, in addition to the property taxes, may be used for cemetery care and district
operations. The districts may also use interest income from the endowment care fund for cemetery
care.

Fees For Service

Fees for service generate approximately 32 percent of total revenues in ALCD, and 34 percent in
BBKUCD. Fees for service charged by ALCD and BBKUCD are shown in Table 4-3.

Table 4-3: Fees For Service, 2009
For district residents, ALCD charges $3,950 for regular in- |ALCD

ground burial services and $1,200 for a single cremation niche, |Regular Burial $3,950
including all fees (endowment care, opening and closing, burial |[Single Niche $1,200
liner, etc.). ALCD also charges a non-resident fee of $600. BBKUCD

. Regular Burial, Lot D $3,343
BBKUCD charges between $3,343 and $4,703 for regular in- .
. . ) . Regular Burial, Lot E $3,568
ground burial services, depending on the location of the lot, and ]
$1,253 for a cremation niche, inclusive of all fees. BBKUCD R_eglﬂar Bm1ﬂ, Lot F $4,703
charges a non-resident fee of $500 for an in-ground burial, $75 for Single Niche $1,253
an in-ground cremation burial and $85 for a niche interment.

Both districts charge additional fees for services on a Saturday, Sunday or holiday.
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Property Taxes

Figure 4-4: Property Tax Revenue, FY 05-06 to FY 08-09

For both districts, property taxes consist of | $600,000
approximately 65 percent of total revenues
received by the district. Figure 4-4 depicts the total | $500,000
amount of property tax received by ALCD and

BBKUCD from FY 05-06 to FY 08-09. 3400.000
Property tax tevenue has increased by 30 3300000
petcent over the four year span for ALCD, and by $200,000 1

34 percent for BBKUCD; however, BBKUCD saw
a drop in property tax revenue of approximately
nine percent from FY 07-08 to FY 08-09.
BBKUCD attributed the increase in property tax 30 -
revenue over the period to the significant amount 05-06 '06-07  '07-08  '08-09
of residential development that occurred in eastern ®mALCD mBBKUCD

$100,000 -

Contra Costa County.

Proposition 1A

Due to the State budget crisis, in July 2009, the State legislature voted to suspend Proposition
1A, which ensures local property tax and sales tax revenues remain with the counties, cities and
special districts.”  Consequently, all local agencies will be requited to loan eight percent of
apportioned property tax revenues to the State with repayment plus interest by June 30, 2013. To
mitigate the impact of the loss of revenues on the local agencies, the Proposition 1A Securitization
Program enables local agencies to sell their Proposition 1A Receivables for cash proceeds to be paid
in two installments in January and May 2010. Both ALCD and BBKUCD passed resolutions to
participate in the securitization program. The bond sales were successful, and the districts will
receive eight percent of apportioned property tax revenues loaned to the State in FY 09-10.

¥ Proposition 1A was passed by voters in 2004. Tt prohibits the State from reducing local government property and sales tax
proceeds. The proposition may be suspended if the Governor declares a fiscal necessity and two-thirds of the State legislature
approve the suspension.
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MAINTENANCE COSTS

Figure 4-5: Maintenance Cost per Developed Acre

Figure 4-5 depicts the level of maintenance | $35000
expenditures per developed acre of cemetery
space from FY 05-06 to FY 08-09. Over the four | $3%-000
year span, BBKUCD spent an average of | ¢s
approximately $27,200 per developed acre on
cemetery maintenance. Maintenance expenditures | $20,000
for BBKUCD peaked in FY 06-07 at
approximately $33,000 per developed acre, and
have since fallen by approximately 41 percent to | $10,000
approximately $19,500 per developed acre, due to
financing constraints.
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$20,200 per developed acre on maintenance
activities between FY 05-06 and FY 08-09.
Maintenance expenditures per developed acre increased by nearly $13,400, or 77 percent, over the
four year span.
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Perpetual Care

In accordance with Health and Safety Code §9065, all cemetery districts must create an
endowment fund for the perpetual maintenance of the cemetery facilities. The districts are required
to collect a minimum endowment care fee for each interment right sold.” The principal of the
endowment fund may only be used for investment purposes. Any income from those investments
may be used for care of cemeteries owned by the district.

Both ALCD and BBKUCD charge endowment fees for burial plots and niches, as shown in
Table 4-4. ALCD charges endowment fees that are significantly higher than those required by law.
The District reported that the fee was set based on estimated future maintenance costs. BBKUCD
charges much lower endowment fees than ALCD, but nonetheless, fees are higher than the
minimum amounts required by law. Both ALCD and BBKUCD reported that their endowment
care fees may be too low to cover long-term maintenance costs of existing plots. Neither district has
conducted a formal review of the adequacy of the endowment care fund to determine if the fund
balance will be enough to provide perpetual care to the cemetery facilities once they have reached

capacity.

%> The minimum endowment care fee as defined in Health and Safety Code §8738 is $4.50 a square foot for each grave, $70 for each
niche, $220 for each crypt; provided, however, that for companion crypts, there shall be deposited $220 for the first crypt and $110
for each additional crypt.
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Table 4-4: Endowment Fees by District

In 2009, the minimum Endowment Grave Area Minimum __
. Difference

endowment fees required by the Fee (sq- ft.) Fee
Health and Safety Code were |ALCD
doubled  from  their  previous |Full burial $350 24 $108 $242
amounts, after the 2008 Endowment |Cremation burial $250 4 $17 $233
Care Fund Survey conducted by the [Cremation Niche $200 NA $70 $130
State Cemetery and Funeral Bureau |[BBKUCD
of the Department of Consumer [Full burial (Lot D/E) $160 24 $108 $52
Affairs found that endowment care |Full burial (Lot F) $185 24 $108 $77
funds maintained by the 166 licensed |Cremation burial $125 16 $72 $53
private cemeteries in the state were [Cremation Niche $125 NA $70 $55

not earning sufficient income.® Of the 166 licensed cemeteries, only 13 had sufficient interest
income from the endowment care fund to cover their maintenance expenses, and the Bureau
concluded that the shortfall indicated that the endowment care funds were grossly underfunded.”
Minimum endowment care fees were doubled in order to help close the funding gap.

Public cemetery districts subsidize the maintenance shortfall with other funding sources, such as
property taxes and operating revenues; however, the California Association of Public Cemeteries
(CAPC) cautions districts that they have a responsibility to continue providing cemetery service by
acquiring and developing new land as existing facilities reach capacity, and property taxes should not
be relied on to continue maintaining old facilities.® CAPC recommends that districts review
endowment care fees and the endowment care fund balance based on estimated maintenance costs
at capacity, in order to assess the adequacy of the current endowment care fee, and update it as
necessary.

CAPITAL FINANCING

Capital needs are financed through the same sources as operations: property taxes, charges for
service and interest income. Interest income from the endowment fund may not be used to finance
capital improvements at the cemetery.

FINANCIAL ABILITY

The most significant financing constraints for cemetery services are legal requirements that limit
property taxes and require voter approval of new taxes and tax increases. Finances are additionally
constrained due to the State property tax withholding, and a decline in the real estate market, which
has dampened property tax revenue, especially in eastern Contra Costa County.

%8 The total of the endowment care fund balances reported was nearly $822 million for the 166 cemeteries, generating interest income
of $28 million per year, a return of approximately 3 percent. Maintenance costs reported for the 166 cemeteries were approximately
$93 million, a shortfall of nearly $65 million per year.

57 SB 1135 Bill Analysis, Senate Floor, May, 22, 2008.

> Interview with Dewey Ausmus, Executive Director, California Association of Public Cemetery Districts, January 20, 2010.
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BBKUCD reported that its financial ability to provide services has improved in recent years due
to the increased amount of residential development within the district. Both Districts reported that
the current level of financing is generally sufficient for routine maintenance and regular service
provision; however, both districts may encounter difficulty in obtaining and developing new
cemetery land if adequate long-term planning is not conducted.

ALCD reported that, in the short term, adding niches is the only option for expanding cemetery
capacity. Due to the high cost of land within the district and limited finances, the District has not
been able to acquire new cemetery land, and may be unable to serve current and future taxpayers
when existing facilities reach capacity. The District reported that it had looked into purchasing land
adjoining the Alamo Cemetery, and requested financial assistance from the County and the
California Special Districts Association, but no funding source was able to be secured.

ALCD also reported that other more minor capital needs have not been addressed in recent
years due to financing constraints.

MSR DETERMINATIONS

This section sets forth recommended findings with respect to the service-related evaluation
categories based upon this review of municipal services for Contra Costa County.

LAFCO is required to identify governance options; however, LAFCO is not required to initiate
changes and, in many cases, is not empowered to initiate these options.” LAFCO is required by the
State to act on SOI updates. The Commission may choose to recommend governmental
reorganizations to particular agencies in the county, using the spheres of influence as the basis for
those recommendations (Government Code {56425 (g)).

PRESENT AND PLANNED CAPACITY OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND
INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS

1) No short-term capacity issues or infrastructure needs were identified for ALCD or
BBKUCD, assuming that planned additions of niches are completed in ALCD. Both ALCD
and BBKUCD appear to have sufficient capacity for the next 15-20 years, even accounting
for service demand at build-out.

2) ALCD has reached capacity for in-ground burials at Alamo Cemetery, but continues to add
capacity for cremation interments as the need arises. ALCD reported that adding niches is
the only method of increasing capacity currently available to the district, due to the high cost
of land within the district, and limited finances.

% LAFCO can initiate SOI changes, along with mergers, consolidations, dissolutions, district formations, and creation of subsidiary
districts. LAFCO cannot initiate annexations, detachments, and incorporations.
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ADEQUACY OF PUBLIC SERVICES

3) Both cemetery districts provide adequate services given financing levels. Service adequacy
could perhaps be improved for both districts by implementing a written multi-year capital
improvement plan.

4) It is important that both districts adequately plan for long-term facility needs, including
acquiring and developing new cemetery facilities. In fairness to current and future taxpayers,
public cemetery districts should continue providing cemetery services by obtaining and
developing more land as existing facilities reach capacity.

5) Both districts reported that endowment care fees may be inadequate. It is recommended
that both districts conduct a formal review of the adequacy of the endowment care fund to
determine if the fund balance will be enough to provide perpetual care to the cemetery
facilities once they have reached capacity and adopt appropriate and prudent fees.

GROWTH AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

6) The population of ALCD is projected to increase by 10 percent, or by approximately 17,000
individuals, over the next 10 years. At the existing interment rate of four per 10,000 district
residents, this would amount to an additional seven interment services per year by 2019.

7) Build-out of the various planned and proposed developments within BBKUCD will increase
the population by as many as 34,321 individuals. At the existing interment rate of 10 per
10,000 district residents, this would amount to an additional 34 interment services per year

FINANCIAL ABILITY OF AGENCIES TO PROVIDE SERVICES

8) Property taxes are the primary revenue source for the public cemetery districts in Contra
Costa County, consisting of approximately 65 percent of all revenues. Fees for service
generate approximately 32 percent of total revenues in ALCD, and 34 percent in BBKUCD.

9) BBKUCD reported that its financial ability to provide services has improved in recent years
due to the increased amount of residential development within the district.

10) Both districts reported that their endowment care fees may be too low to cover long-term
maintenance costs of existing plots. ALCD appears to lack the financial ability to continue
expanding facilities, and may be unable to serve current and future taxpayers. ALCD
reported that some capital needs have not been addressed in recent years due to financing
constraints.

STATUS OF, AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR, SHARED FACILITIES

11) Neither ALCD nor BBKUCD is presently engaged in facility sharing, and no facility sharing
opportunities were identified due to the fact that the agencies are not contiguous.

12) No opportunities for facility sharing with private cemetery providers were identified.
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ACCOUNTABILITY FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE NEEDS

13) Cemetery service providers have a lower level of accountability in that governing bodies are
appointed, voters do not have opportunities to choose among candidates for their governing
body members, and providers generally conduct minimal constituent outreach activities;
however, both ALCD and BBKUCD demonstrated accountability during the MSR process.

GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE AND OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES

Both districts identified SOI goals that would improve operational efficiencies and local
accountability.

ALCD reported that determining residency of prospective customers can be difficult and time-
consuming, due to the fact that district boundaries include only portions of various cities. In
addition, the map that the District has historically used to determine residency appears incotrrect in
the area where the unincorporated Walden/Contra Costa Centre area borders the City of Walnut
Creek. The District indicated that expanding district boundaries to include all incorporated areas
currently within the district, in addition to clarifying the district boundary in the Walden/Contra
Costa Centre area, would streamline the process of determining residency and improve local
accountability by making the boundaries of the district clear to residents.

Similarly, the City of Oakley is partially located within the bounds of BBKUCD. The District
reported that an improvement would be to expand the District’s boundaries to include the entire
City of Oakley area, or reduce the District’s boundaries to exclude the entire City of Oakley. The
District reported that it is not desirable to have some residents of the City eligible for interment and
others not.

Before any boundary changes can be pursued, the districts must determine (a) whether a
property tax transfer agreement could be reached with the affected local agencies; (b) what fee for
service would have to be charged in the zones of the district not contributing property tax to
sufficiently offset the foregone revenue if no property tax transfer agreement can be reached; and (c)
whether the districts have sufficient short-term capacity to accommodate a significantly larger
service area with or without additional property tax. Furthermore, LAFCO may wish to require that
the District conduct a formal study as to the adequacy of the endowment care fee, and the necessary
endowment fund balance to ensure perpetual care of the cemetery facilities, before an SOI
amendment is approved, or boundary changes are pursued.

62 PREPARED FOR CONTRA COSTA LAFCO



AMBROSE RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT

5. AMBROSE RECREATION AND PARK
DISTRICT

Ambrose Recreation and Park District (ARPD) provides recreation and park services to the
unincorporated community of Bay Point and to a portion of the western City of Pittsburg area.

AGENCY OVERVIEW

FORMATION AND BOUNDARY

ARPD was formed on September 15, 1946 as an independent special district.”” The District was
formed to provide recreation and park services to the Ambrose Park and Ambrose Community
Center, in the unincorporated community of Bay Point.

The principal act that governs the District is the Recreation and Park District Law.” The
principal act empowers Recreation and Park Districts to 1) organize, promote, conduct, and
advertise programs of community recreation, including, but not limited to, parks and open space,
parking, transportation, and other related services that improve the community’s quality of life, 2)
establish systems of recreation and recreation facilities, including, but not limited to, parks and open
space, and 3) acquire, construct, improve, maintain, and operate recreation facilities, including, but
not limited to, parks and open space, both inside and beyond the district’s boundaries.” Districts
must apply and obtain LAFCO approval to exercise latent powers, that is, those services authorized
by the principal act but not provided by the district by the end of 2000.%

The District’s boundary is located entirely within Contra Costa County, extending south from
the Contra Costa-Solano county line to the northeastern city limits of the City of Concord, including
a portion of the City of Pittsburg and the unincorporated community of Bay Point, as shown in Map
5-1. The boundaties encompass approximately 9.3 square miles, or approximately 5,950 acres.
Contra Costa is the principal county and Contra Costa LAFCO has jurisdiction.

% Board of Equalization official date.

81 California Public Resources Code §5780-5791
82 California Public Resources Code §5786.

8 Government Code §56824.10.

 Annexation of Ambrose park to the City of Pittsburg was approved by LAFCO in 2008, by Resolution No. 07-21.
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Map 5-1

Ambrose Rec and Park District, Coterminous SOI, and West Pittsburg Parks and Schools

Bay Point Wetland

Bay Point Regional Shoreline

Mc Avoy Yacht Harbor

Shore Acres
Christian School

SHORE ACRES ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

e

RIO VISTA| ELEMENTARV SCHOOL-

ay RIVERVIEW MIDDLE SCHOOL!

Viewpoint Park Lynnbrook Park

f"""w-.._l

[ Private Recreation Area |
“] Anuta Park {

N Parkside Dr

il
Ambrose Community Center

Alves Lane Mini Park

Hickory Meadows Park

Pittsburg

’ Oak Hills Park

ay Point
Boeger Park
R -
]
,J/ ™
e = i
o l:ll — .
!
&
é
Q
2
2
=

/7] ARPD Boundary and Coterm. SOI
|:| Parks maintained by ARPD

|:| Open Space or Regional Parks

- Local Parks
|| state Parks

- Parcels owned by City of Pittsburg
- Parcels owned by Pittsburg USD

| D Urban Limit Line

L”ﬂj City Boundaries

WILLOW COVE ELEMENTARY;

7 De Anza Park

BEL AIR ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Ambrose Memorial P:

Hillsdale Park

i
Stoneman Park

Map created 3724/2010
by Contra Costa County Community Development, GIS Group
651 Pine Street, 4th Floor North Wing, Martinez, CA 84553-0095
37:59:48.455N 122:06:35.384W

“This map was created by the Contra Costa County Community
Development Department with data from the Contra Costa County GIS Program. Some

his map corain copyrighed rfomaton and may o bea\(ered Itmay be reproduced in
s curent tate I he soure aled. e ‘agree toread and accept
i of Gonra Gosta tsdaimer of uammy o assarepni mormaton

Miles
0.5




AMBROSE RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT

The District was interviewed by LAFCO as part of the 2003-04 MSR cycle; however, LAFCO
minutes from June 9, 2004 indicate that the MSR for the District was deferred and an SOI update
was never initiated. LAFCO staff assume that the existing SOI is coterminous with ARPD bounds
based on previous SOI amendments, but no SOI adoption resolution is contained in the LAFCO
records.”

Boundary History

There have been 10 boundary change actions for ARPD since formation in 1946. Of the 10
actions, two were solely annexations, five were solely detachments, and three were reorganizations
that both annexed and detached territory from the District.

Table 5-1: ARPD Boundary History

LAFCO Recording
Project Name Reso./Date Change Type Actes' Agency2
Formation 9/15/1946 Formation NA BOE
Pre-LAFCO Annexation 8/5/1952 Annex NA BOE
Pre-LAFCO Reotganization 10/28/1960 Annex/Detach NA BOE
Naval Weapons Station/City of ~ 7/1/1970 Annex/Detach NA Both
Concord Reorganization
Baker West #2 and Challenge 5/2/1973  Annex 11.6 Both
Reorganization Detach 11.2
Avila Road Reorganization 92-12 Detach 129.5 Both
California Skyline Annexation 93-24 Annex 63.5 Both
Smith Reorganization 96-8 Detach 101.9 Both
Oak Hills South Reorganization 98-20 Detach 454 Both
Oak Hills South Reorganization 01-16 Detach 1.6 Both
Oak Hills South Reorganization 02-42 Detach 1.1 Both
Notes:
(1) NA indicates that acreage is not available in the LAFCO records.
(2) Recording agency indicates whether Contra Costa LAFCO or the Board of Equalitzation maintains
records of the particular boundary change.

% The Executive Officer’s Report attached to LAFCO Resolution No. 93-24 states that “this proposal includes an SOI amendment
so that the annexation boundaries are coterminous with the sphere boundaries.”
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LOCAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND GOVERNANCE

The District is governed by a five-member board. For contested elections, board members are
clected at large to staggered four-year terms. The last contested election for a board seat occurred in
2008. ARPD board members receive compensation of $100 per meeting.

The District’s constituent outreach activities include advertising meetings and special events on
its website, in the local newspaper, through postings at district facilities, in Bay Point Municipal
Advisory Council newsletters, and in mailings with utility bills.

With regard to customer service, complaints may be submitted verbally at District meetings, or
by telephone, mail or email to the District. Within FY 08-09 there were approximately four
complaints filed directly with the District. Other complaints to the district were made during public
comment at board meetings. Complaints most often related to maintenance issues.

Table 5-2: ARPD Governing Body

Ambrose Recreation and Park District

Governing Body
Name Position | Began Serving [ Term Expires
Mae Ramos Cendana | Director 20006 2010
Judith Dawson Director 2006 2010
Members - .
Eva Garcia Director 2004 2012
Steve Hoagland Director 2006 2010
Gloria Magleby Director 2000 2012
Manner of S election Elections at large
Length of Term Four years
Meetings Date: Second Thursday of the Location: 3105 Willow Pass Road,
month at 6:30 p.m. Bay Point, CA 94565
Agenda Distribution Posted online and at district office
Minutes Distribution Posted online and by request at district office
Contact
Contact General Manager
Mailing Address 3105 Willow Pass Road, Bay Point, CA 94565
Email] Website http:/ /www.ambroserec.org/

The District demonstrated full accountability in its disclosure of information and cooperation
with LAFCO. The agency responded to LAFCO’s written questionnaires and cooperated with
LAFCO interview and document requests.

SERVICE DEMAND AND GROWTH

The District bounds encompass single family and multiple family housing, limited commercial
and industrial areas, and the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station. Highway 4 bisects the district in an
east-west fashion, and provides the primary source of vehicle circulation.

The District considers its customer base to be landowners and residents within the District.
There are approximately 23,000 residents of the District, according to 2009 LAFCO estimates. The
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District’s population density was 2,473 per square mile, compared with the 2009 countywide density
of 1,473. Population is expected to increase at a rate similar to the City of Pittsburg, or in other
words, at an annual rate of approximately 1.6 percent.” The estimated population of the District by
2025 is 29,611.

The western portion of the City of Pittsburg has experienced recent growth, and additional
growth is anticipated within the City in the future. Due to the unusual configuration of the district’s
boundaries, with portions of the City of Pittsburg excluded from ARPD, not all recent growth
within the western portion of the City of Pittsburg has occurred in ARPD boundaries. Planned and
proposed subdivisions within the western portion of the City of Pittsburg include Alves Ranch (530
total units), Bailey Estates (249 units), Lawlor Estates (50 units), Vista del Mar (540 units), and the
San Marco development (2,938 units). Although all of these planned and proposed developments
are located within the “outside boundary” of ARPD, only Bailey Estates and Lawlor Estates are
actually within ARPD bounds. All other planned and proposed developments are located in the
“hole” within ARPD—within the City of Pittsburg but not technically part of the District. Build-
out of the Bailey Estates and Lawlor Estates subdivisions would add approximately 936 residents to
the District.” ARPD did not identify any particular growth concerns, and reported that growth
within the City of Pittsburg thus far has not had a noticeable effect on service demand within
ARPD.

The District is not a land use authority, and does not hold primary responsibility for
implementing growth strategies.

MANAGEMENT

The District employs nine full-time staff positions (an administrative assistant, a receptionist,
five park maintenance workers, a recreation supervisor, and a teen center coordinator), one full-time
general manager, one part-time recreation coordinator, one part-time staff member for in-house
recreation programming, three part-time daily custodians, and four part-time weekend security
guards. The staff report to the general manager, who reports to the Board at monthly meetings.
The District evaluates employee performance on an annual basis. The general manager conducts
workload monitoring on a routine basis through direct oversight and evaluating maintenance
standards such as the number of park acres per maintenance worker. The District monitors
performance through monthly park inspections, bi-annual program evaluations, budget reviews
(monthly by the general manager and bi-annually by the board), safety meetings (every two months),
and the annual “State of the District” report.

The District annually prepares audited financial statements. The most recent audited financial
statement provided to LAFCO by the District was for FY 07-08.

District planning efforts include an annual budget, the 2009 Ambrose Park Master Plan (in
conjunction with the City of Pittsburg), and the annual “State of the District” report. The District
does not prepare a separate capital improvement plan; however, capital improvement planning is

86 Association of Bay Area Governments, Population Projections, 2009.

67 Assuming population densities comparable to the existing household population for the City of Pittsburg (3.13), according to the
Department of Finance.
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included in the “State of the District” report, as well as the Ambrose Park Master Plan. ARPD
participates in both the California Association of Recreation & Park Districts (CARPD) and the
California Park & Recreation Society (CPRS) for insurance, training, sharing of knowledge and
legislative support.

FINANCING

The District’s financial ability to provide services is constrained by available revenues and legal
constraints on revenues. The District reported that its financial ability to provide existing services is
adequate; however, financing constraints have prevented the District from enhancing service levels
by expanding recreation offerings, improving facilities and increasing staffing levels.

Figure 5-1: ARPD Revenues, FY 06-07 through FY 08-09
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approximately $2.2 million, 61 percent of

which were for salaries, wages and benefits, 28 percent for services and supplies, and 10 percent for
capital expenses. The District expended $448,650 on park maintenance services in FY 07-08.

The District had approximately $56,143 in long-term debt at the end of FY 07-08. The long-
term debt consisted of accrued sick leave and vacation pay for ARPD staff.

The District’s unrestricted net assets at the end of FY 07-08 were approximately $804,000. This
amounted to 36 percent of the District’s expenses in FY 07-08. The District does not have a formal
policy on target financial reserves.

Facility rental income is a significant source of funding for the District. The District rents space
in the Ambrose Community Center to the County Employment and Human Services Department
for $6,893 per month ($82,716 per year). Other facility rentals average $70,000 to $80,000 per year.
In addition, the District earns approximately $20,000 to $25,000 per year in program income from

68 Grant revenues consist of funding for after school and teen center programs that are passed through to ARPD by the Mt. Diablo
Unified School District, charges for service consist of facility rentals by the County at the Ambrose Community Center, and use of
money and property consist of private facility rentals and programming revenue from private recreation classes.
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recreation classes.” The District charges non-residents more for facility rentals than residents;
however, both residents and non-residents are charged the same for recreation programs and classes.
Recreation programs and classes are conducted by independent contractors using district facilities.
The District charges instructors $90 per month for the use of district facilities for classes offered
once a week, and $180 per month for classes offered twice per week.

ARPD has not been able to offer recreation programs directly due to financing constraints
related to staffing, and a lack of sufficient indoor facilities to create and run programs. The District
identified the expansion of recreation program offerings provided by the District as a short-term
goal. The introduction of a significant recreation program, including a functional pool facility and
aquatics program, would improve the service levels offered by the District to the community. The
District is in the process of pursuing grants to fund additional part-time employees for recreation
programming purposes.

PARKS AND RECREATION

NATURE AND EXTENT

ARPD provides park and recreation facility operation and maintenance. Park maintenance
services within the District are provided directly, with the exception of mowing, which is performed
by contract. The District maintains four district-owned park facilities, consisting of approximately
25 acres.

Recreation programs and classes offered at the Ambrose Community Center are by independent
contractors that rent space from the District. Recreation classes offered include adult ballroom
dancing, aerobics, children’s ballet, cheerleading, and self-defense. District facilities available for
rent by the public include a conference room, board room, auditorium with kitchen and patio,
dining room with kitchen, weight room, computer lab, athletic fields, and the Ambrose Park pool.

The District estimated that yeatly recreation attendance is approximately 58,920, or roughly 2.6
attendees per District resident per year. Approximately 27 percent of this amount is from facility
rentals for private parties, 31 percent in aerobics and fitness classes, 12 percent is from youth
cheerleading, eight percent from karate and self defense classes, eight percent from teen center
activities, seven percent from Kids in Motion classes, and seven percent from weight room
attendance.”

The District provides after school programs at five local schools, in cooperation with the Mt.
Diablo Unified School District. Included in the program is an off-site garden education program
and field trips. The District provides employment and human resources for approximately 75 to 80
part-time employees associated with the after school programs, with ARPD funding 20 percent of
the cost and the school district funding the remaining 80 percent with grant money. Also funded by

9 ARPD, State of the District: June 11, 2009, p.2.

7 Recreation attendance was estimated based on typical class attendance multiplied by the number of times the class is offered per
week or month. The District has not historically tracked recreation attendance due to the fact that recreation classes are provided by
independent contractors that pay fees to the District irrespective of attendance.
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grants is a teen program, with daily activities held in the Ambrose Community Center, in addition to
field trips and community event participation. The teen program is performed by contract with the
County.

LOCATION

ARPD provides services to four district-owned parks and related facilities, including the
Ambrose Community Center, within its boundary area. Non-residents may use park facilities on a
drop-in basis, but must pay a non-resident fee for facility rentals. Non-residents are not charged
higher fees to participate in recreation classes.

INFRASTRUCTURE

Ambrose Park was originally dedicated in 1946. The District reported that the park is currently
in fair condition; however, significant upgrades are needed. The 2009 Ambrose Park Master Plan
identified $10 to $12 million in renovations for the park to achieve its full potential. Currently, the
pool and related facilities, tennis courts, bocce ball court and basketball court are all closed and in a
state of disrepair. Other existing areas of the park, while still open for use, are in need of
improvements. As of FY 09-10 the District had $1.7 million to begin the first phase of
rehabilitation, including approximately $1.13 million in Measure WW funds approved by EBRPD.”

The District has also identified several issues at the Ambrose Community Center that require
funding and future improvements, including new exterior doors around the building, renovation of
restrooms, new plumbing, kitchen improvements, and heating and air conditioning improvements.”
The District also identified the need of a full-time custodian for the community center.

Generally, there is a lack of neighborhood park space within the District and the immediate
vicinity. The District identified larger and more concentrated park space as a need for the District.
In terms of district-owned and maintained parks, there are approximately 1.1 acres of parkland per
1,000 district residents. County-owned and maintained neighborhood parks within ARPD include
Lynbrook Park (four acres), Boeger Park (one-half acre), Hickory Meadows Park (one-third acre),
and Viewpointe (Lehman) Park (one-third acre). Neighborhood parks owned and maintained by the
City of Pittsburg in the vicinity of ARPD include Oak Hills Park (five acres within ARPD),
California Seasons Park (2.5 acres adjacent to ARPD), De Anza Park (3.5 acres adjacent to ARPD),
Hillsdale Park (3.5 acres adjacent to ARPD), and Larry Lasater Park (three acres in the San Marco
subdivision, within the outside boundary of ARPD). Including all neighborhood parkland within
the District and the immediate vicinity (including District-owned, County-owned and City-owned
neighborhood parks), there are approximately 2.1 acres of neighborhood parkland per 1,000 district
residents. The County General Plan establishes a target of 2.5 acres of neighborhood park facilities
per 1,000 population.” In order to meet the County General Plan goal, approximately 10 acres of
additional neighborhood parkland are needed within ARPD and the immediate vicinity. Future

" As of February 2010, no Measure WW funds had yet been expended within the District.
2 ARPD, State of the District: June 11, 2009, p. 4.

73 Contra Costa County, General Plan 2005-2020, 2005, p. 9-17.
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parkland sites associated with the Bailey Estates (within ARPD) and San Marco subdivisions
(adjacent to ARPD) will increase the amount of parkland available to ARPD residents.

In terms of opportunities for shared facilities, the District identified that it will explore
community resources and other options for indoor offsite locations for recreation programs and
activities, including increased collaboration with the school district. The District also reported that it
plans to create new programs which can be held outdoors in the parks and outdoor facilities of the
District, in order to maximize the number of recreation offerings. Current facility sharing practices
include the use of school facilities for the after school program, and partnership with the City of
Pittsburg for improvements at Ambrose Park.” ARPD had previously maintained County-owned
park facilities by joint agency agreement; however, this agreement was terminated by the County last
year.

In terms of inter-agency collaboration, the District reported that in the past it has worked with
the East Bay Regional Park District on common issues relating to the Bay Point waterfront and
trails, although no collaborative projects are currently underway.

™ Annexation of Ambrose Park to the City of Pittsburg was approved by LAFCO in 2008, by Resolution No. 07-21. The City of
Pittsburg set aside $600,000 for planning and construction of the Ambrose Park Project. As of the drafting of this report,
approximately $120,000 had been spent on planning expenses. ARPD reported that the City is involved in plan review and fiscal
control of City funds. No improvements to Ambrose Park have yet been made.
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Table 5-3:
ARPD Park and Recreation Service Adequacy and Facilities

Service Configuration

ARPD Park Service Profile

Pask Maintenance By Contract

Setvice Adequacy1

Maintained Park Acres 24.7 Maintained Park Acres per 1,000’ 1.1
Active Parkland 20.7 Active Parkland per 1,000 0.9
Passive Parkland 4.0 Passive Parkland per 1,000 0.2
Recreation Attendance” 58,920 Recreation Attendance per Resident 2.6
Recreation Cost per Resident NA Park Maintenance Cost per Acre $16,874

Rectreation Facilities and Parks

Name

Location

Property
Owner

Facilities

Condition

Acres

Alves Park 93 Alves Ln,, ARPD Passive | Picnic and BBQ Good 1.0
Bay Point
Ambrose Community 3105 Willow Pass Rd., ARPD Active |Community center, Fair 7.5
Center and Park Bay Point baseball fields,
playground,
outdoor basketball
Ambrose Park 125 Memorial Way, ARPD Active |Playground, picnic, Fair 13.2
Bay Point BBQ, restrooms
and spotts field.
Pool, tennis courts
and basketball court
are currently closed
Anuta Park 2485 Willow Pass Rd., ARPD Passive [ Playground, gazebo, Good 3.0
Bay Point drop-in soccer field
Notes:

(1) Active parkland consists of developed parkland with active reareation programming and sports fadlities, such as active ball courts (e.g.,

basketball or tennis), delineated sports fields (e.g., soaer, baseball, softball), aquatic fadlities, gymnasiums, etc. Passive parkland consists of

developed or undeveloped parkland containing trails, walkways, arltural or scenic resources, open fields, picnic tables/shelter, tot lots, etc, but

not containing fadlities used for active recreation programming.

(2) Reareation attendace estimated using average dass attendance multiplied by the number of dass meetings per year. Also induded in

recreation attendance is private fadlity rentals consisting of approximately 15,480 attendees.

(3) Acares per 1,000 population based on District-maintained neighborhood parkland only.
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Figure 5-2: Ambrose Community Center

Figure 5-3: Ambrose Park
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GOVERNANCE ALTERNATIVES

Governance alternatives for ARPD pertain largely to the unusual configuration of the district’s
boundaries with relation to the City of Pittsburg. The boundaries of ARPD include the
unincorporated community of Bay Point, but also portions of the City of Pittsburg (approximately
528 acres). The City of Pittsburg overlaps ARPD in three general areas: 1) at the nearly 12-acre
Willow Cove Elementary School site (north of Hanlon Way), 2) in approximately 412 acres north
and south of West Leland Road, south of SR 4, and 3) in approximately 104 acres west of Bailey
Road, in the southernmost portion of West Pittsburg.

In areas were ARPD boundaries overlap City boundaries (e.g., along Bailey Road and West
Leland Road, south of SR 4) there would appear to be a duplication of services, as both ARPD and
the City of Pittsburg provide park and recreation services. Other areas currently within the city
limits were detached from ARPD upon annexation to the City, creating a large “hole” within the
boundary of ARPD south of SR 4.

The short-term service area for ARPD is concentrated north of SR 4. All park facilities
maintained by ARPD, with the exception of Ambrose Park, are located north of SR 4 (Ambrose
Park is located just south of SR 4). In the longer term, the existing ARPD boundary area may be
better served by the City of Pittsburg. The entire ARPD boundary is within the City of Pittsburg’s
planning area and SOI, and the City previously indicated a desire to eventually annex the community
of Bay Point.” Upon annexation of the community of Bay Point, LAFCO may wish to establish
ARPD as a subsidiary district of the City of Pittsburg, as nearly all District area would be within the
Pittsburg city limits at that point.

AGENCY MSR DETERMINATIONS

GROWTH AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

1) The estimated residential population within the district is approximately 23,000. Population
is expected to increase at a rate similar to the City of Pittsburg, or in other words, at an
annual rate of approximately 1.6 percent. The estimated population of the District by 2025
1s 29,611.

2) Various planned and proposed developments have been approved in the vicinity of ARPD,
within the City of Pittsburg, and additional growth is anticipated within the City in the
future. Planned and proposed subdivisions within the western portion of the City of
Pittsburg include Alves Ranch (530 total units), Bailey Estates (249 units), Lawlor Estates (50
units), Vista del Mar (540 units), and the San Marco development (2,938 units). Bailey
Estates and Lawlor Estates are located within ARPD, and build-out of these subdivisions is
anticipated to add approximately 936 residents to the District. ARPD did not identify any

7> Contra Costa LAFCO: East County Sub-Regional MSR, Adopted December 10, 2008, Page VI-15.
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growth concerns, and reported that growth within the City of Pittsburg thus far has not had
a noticeable effect on service demand within ARPD.

PRESENT AND PLANNED CAPACITY OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND
ADEQUACY OF PUBLIC SERVICES, INCLUDING INFRASTRUCTURE
NEEDS AND DEFICIENCIES

3) There are nearly 25 acres of neighborhood parkland owned and maintained by ARPD. This
translates into 1.1 acres of neighborhood parkland per 1,000 district residents. Counting
neighborhood parkland owned and maintained by the County within ARPD, and parkland
adjacent to ARPD owned and maintained by the City of Pittsburg, there is approximately 48
acres of neighborhood parkland, amounting to 2.1 acres per 1,000 residents.

4) An additional 10 acres of neighborhood parkland is needed to achieve the County General
Plan standard of 2.5 acres of neighborhood parkland per 1,000 residents.

5) Recreational programming provided by ARPD is inadequate. The District does not
currently offer direct recreation programming; however, some recreation classes are offered
by independent contractors at district facilities.

6) The District generally provides adequate park maintenance services, with the exception of
Ambrose Park, which is planned to be improved significantly.

7) Major infrastructure needs and deficiencies exist at Ambrose Park, and a short-term goal of
the District is to significantly improve the facility. Currently, the pool and related facilities,
tennis courts, bocce ball court and basketball court are all closed and in a state of disrepair.
The District has identified $10-12 million in needed renovations for the park, with the first
phase of improvements ($1.7 million) set to begin in FY 09-10.

8) Service challenges faced by the District in recent years pertained to deteriorating
infrastructure and a lack of financing for needed improvements.

9) The District has conducted capital improvement planning for Ambrose Park in conjunction
with the City of Pittsburg, through the 2009 Ambrose Park Master Plan. The District has
not prepared a written capital improvement plan for other park facilities.

FINANCIAL ABILITY OF AGENCIES TO PROVIDE SERVICES

10) The District reported that the current level of financing is sufficient for minimally adequate
service provision. Funds are not sufficient for the agency to directly provide recreation
programming, and significant capital needs were not addressed in recent years because the
financing level was not adequate to provide services.

11) The District indicated that it plans to participate in the Proposition 1A Securitization
Program to mitigate the impact of the loss of property tax revenues borrowed by the State.

12) The District may require increased revenues to finance additional services. The District
identified the formation of an assessment district to fund new staff and recreation programs
as a possible alternative.
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STATUS OF, AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR, SHARED FACILITIES

13) Current facility sharing practices include the use of school facilities for after school
programs. The County shares facilities with ARPD by renting office space in the Ambrose
Community Center. ARPD had previously maintained County-owned park facilities by joint
agency agreement; however, this agreement was terminated by the County last year.

14) ARPD and the City of Pittsburg have formed a partnership to plan and fund improvements
at Ambrose Park.

15) The District is exploring the possibility of shared facilities with community resources,
including the school district, for indoor offsite locations for recreation programs and
activities. A lack of sufficient indoor facilities to create and run programs has been a limiting
factor in recreation offerings for the District.

ACCOUNTABILITY FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE NEEDS, INCLUDING
GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE AND OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES

16) The District demonstrated accountability and transparency by disclosing financial and
service related information in response to LAFCO requests.

17) The District’s constituent outreach activities include advertising meetings and special events
on its website, in the local newspaper, through postings at district facilities, in Bay Point
Municipal Advisory Council newsletters, and in mailings with utility bills.

SOI RECOMMENDATIONS AND DETERMINATIONS

LAFCO has not yet adopted an SOI for ARPD. The District was interviewed by LAFCO as
part of the 2003-04 MSR cycle; however, LAFCO minutes from June 9, 2004 indicate that the MSR
for the District was deferred and an SOI update was never initiated.

AGENCY PROPOSAL

The agency reported a desire for a coterminous SOI in order to continue planning for its
boundary area.

SOI OPTIONS

Given the considerations addressed in the Municipal Service Review, four options are identified
for the ARPD SOI:

SOI Option #1 — Zero SOI

Adopting a zero SOI would signify that LAFCO anticipates that the district will eventually
become a subsidiary district of the City of Pittsburg, or be dissolved entirely and its functions
provided by the City of Pittsburg. Such an SOI option would be logical if the City of Pittsburg
intends to annex the community of Bay Point in the near future.
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SOI Option #2 — SOI reduction to match existing and future service area

ARPD currently provides service to three park facilities located north of SR 4 (Ambrose
Community Center and park, Alves Park and Anuta Park), and the Ambrose Park located south of
SR 4. Because new parks south of SR 4 are being constructed in conjunction with the City of
Pittsburg (and therefore turned over to the City for maintenance), the future service area of ARPD
primarily consists of areas north of SR 4 (with the exception of Ambrose Park which will continue
to be maintained by ARPD). A logical SOI update for ARPD would be a SOI reduction which
removes all territory south of SR 4 and west of Bailey Road, as these areas would be annexed to the
City of Pittsburg or the City of Concord if they are ever developed. Territory south of SR 4 east of
Bailey Road should remain with ARPD, as these areas are either 1) within the City of Pittsburg but
served by Ambrose Park, or 2) outside of the countywide urban limit line and not subject to
residential development in the future (however, could support future parkland). Such an SOI would
signify that LAFCO anticipates that the long-term service area of the district will be focused on the
community of Bay Point north of SR 4, and the existing ARPD areas south of SR 4 (west of Bailey
Road) will primarily be served by the City of Pittsburg. This option would also exclude the 12-acre
Willow Cove Elementary School site within the City of Pittsburg.

SOI Option #3 — SOI reduction in City of Pittsburg overlapping areas

This SOI option would remove from the ARPD SOI all areas that overlap the City of Pittsburg,
with the exception of Ambrose Park facility, which will remain within both jurisdictions. This
option would create two non-contiguous SOI areas for ARPD, one north of the City of Pittsburg
(and including Ambrose Park), and one south of the City of Pittsburg. Such an SOI option may not
be desirable because it would exclude residential areas within the City of Pittsburg that are likely
being served by ARPD. A slight variation on this option would be to leave in the residential areas
within the City of Pittsburg served by Ambrose Park, primarily located between Bailey Road and
Los Palos Drive.

SOI Option #4 — Coterminous SOI

If LAFCO determines that the existing government structure is appropriate, then a coterminous
SOI should be adopted for ARPD. This option would enable the district to continue to include the
areas within its boundary in its long-term planning, which include overlapping portions with the City
of Pittsburg.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that LAFCO adopt an SOI for ARPD that includes the existing and future
ARPD service area. Such an SOI would include the community of Bay Point, Ambrose Park and
areas south of SR 4 and east of Bailey Road, but exclude the neatly 12-acre Willow Cove Elementary
School site within the City of Pittsburg. This is the most logical service configuration because 1)
ARPD does not provide maintenance to park facilities located south of SR 4, with the exception of
Ambrose Park, 2) territory south of SR 4 and west of Bailey Road will most likely be annexed to the
City of Pittsburg or the City of Concord if they are ever developed, and 3) territory south of SR 4
and east of Bailey road is located outside of the countywide urban limit line and will not be subject
to residential development in the future, but could support future parkland.
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Table 5-4: ARPD SOI Analysis
Issue Comments
SOI update Reduce SOI to match the existing and future ARPD parks and recreation
recommendation service area (the community of Bay Point north of SR, Ambrose Park and

areas outside of the countywide urban limit line).

Services provided

Park maintenance (directly) and recreation programming (by contract).

Present and planned
land uses in the area

The District bounds encompass single family and multiple family housing,
limited commercial and industrial areas, park and open space areas, and the
Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station.

Projected growth in the
District/Recommended
SOI

Population within ARPD is expected to increase at a rate similar to the
City of Pittsburg, or in other words, at an annual rate of approximately 1.6
percent. The estimated population of the District by 2025 is 29,611.

Present and probable
need for public facilities
and services in the area

There is a present and probable future need for park and recreation
services in the community of Bay Point and surrounding areas.

Opportunity for infill
development rather than
SOI expansion

The recommended SOI update would not expand the SOI beyond
existing district boundaries.

Service capacity and
adequacy

There are neatly 25 acres of neighborhood parkland owned and
maintained by ARPD. This translates into 1.1 acres of neighborhood
parkland per 1,000 district residents, short of the County’s General Plan
standard of 2.5 acres of neighborhood parkland per 1,000 residents.
Including all neighborhood parkland in the vicinity of ARPD, an additional
10 acres of neighborhood parkland are needed to meet the County General
Plan standard.

The District generally provides adequate park maintenance services;
however, the district does not currently directly offer recreation
programming,.

Social or economic
communities of interest

The communities of interest are the unincorporated community of Bay
Point and the incorporated City of Pittsburg.

Effects on other
agencies

There are presently no effects on other agencies; however, the City of
Pittsburg has in the past discussed annexation of the community of Bay
Point.

Potential for
consolidations or other
reorganizations when
boundaries divide
communities

There is a potential for ARPD to become a subsidiary district of the City
of Pittsburg, if the City annexes the community of Bay Point.

Location of facilities,
infrastructure and
natural features

Park and recreation facilities maintained by ARPD are located in the
unincorporated community of Bay Point. The District is bounded by the
City of Concord to the south and west, the City of Pittsburg to the east,
and the Contra Costa-Solano county line to the north.

Willingness to serve

ARPD indicated a willingness to continue to serve district-owned park
and recreation facilities for the foreseeable future.
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Potential effects on No potential effects on agriculture or open space lands were identified.
agricultural and open
space lands

Potential environmental | Although no potential environmental impacts were identified in the MSR,
impacts the LAFCO counsel and planner should make CEQA determinations.
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6. EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK
DISTRICT

The East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) provides regional park and recreation services,
and operates golf courses. Facilities and properties are located throughout Alameda and Contra
Costa counties. Alameda is the principal LAFCO and has jurisdiction over the District.”” Alameda
LAFCO adopted park and recreation MSR determinations covering EBRPD in 2006. EBRPD is
also included in this MSR for comprehensive park and recreation coverage in Contra Costa County.

AGENCY OVERVIEW

FORMATION AND BOUNDARY

EBRPD was formed on August 7, 1933 as an independent special district. The principal act
under which the agency was formed is California Public Resources Code {5500 et. seq. The District
was formed to acquire and maintain regional parkland in Contra Costa and Alameda counties.

The boundary of the District is coterminous with both Contra Costa and Alameda counties, as
shown in Map 6-1.” The District’s SOI is coterminous with its boundary. The service area for
EBRPD includes District regional parklands, East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) owned
lands, the San Francisco Water Department Watershed, the East Shore State Park (owned by the
State of California, but operated by EBRPD), and the Middle Harbor and Port View Parks operated
by the Port of Oakland.

The EBRPD boundary encompasses a total of 1,745 square miles in both Contra Costa and
Alameda counties, according to County Assessor data on acreage of parcels. In Contra Costa
County, the boundary land area of the EBRPD is 720 square miles. The District owns or operates
65 regional parks, recreation areas, wilderness, shorelines, preserves and land banks spanning 98,369
acres, as of November 2008.

78 For a multi-county district, the LAFCO in the “principal county" has exclusive jurisdiction (Government Code §56387) unless it
cedes its jurisdiction on a particular proposal to a LAFCO in another county and that LAFCO accepts (Government Code §56388).
Principal county is defined as the county with the greatest portion of the entire assessed value in the district (Government Code
§5600606).

7 Since the City of Livermore annexed to the District in 1992, the District’s territory has encompassed all of Alameda and Contra
Costa counties.

"8 EBRPD, 2009 Proposed Budget, p. 8.
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LOCAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND GOVERNANCE

The District has a seven-member governing body. Board members are elected by geographic
district to four-year terms. The last contested election for a board seat occurred in 2008 in Contra
Costa County. EBRPD also has a Park Advisory Committee made up of 21 citizen-members,
appointed by the EBRPD Board of Directors. Advisory Committee members are appointed for
two-year terms and may serve a total of four consecutive terms, or eight years.

EBRPD updates constituents through its website, a bimonthly activities newsletter, community
outreach programs, and through the Park Advisory Committee. Board meeting agendas and
minutes are posted in multiple locations, and on the District’s website. The District also posts other
public documents and notifications on its website.

With regard to customer service, complaints may be through phone calls, email, letters and in-
person. Complaints most often related to off-leash dogs, speeding mountain bicyclists, trail damage
from cattle grazing and potholes in regional trails. The District handles in-person and phone
complaints directly when possible. Written complaint