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Alameda County Overview and
Municipal Service Review Summary

This Municipal Service Review has been prepared for the Alameda County Local Agency
Formation Commission (Alameda LAFCo) pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act). Municipal service reviews are comprehensive
studies of services undertaken to obtain information about service delivery, evaluate the
provision of services, and recommend actions to promote the provision of those services. In
addition, the CKH Act requires Alameda LAFCo to review and update the spheres of influence for
municipalities within its jurisdiction every five years. This report therefore fulfills the
responsibility of Alameda LAFCo to conduct a municipal service review prior to or in conjunction
with sphere of influence updates.

Alameda County Overview

Alameda County, established in 1853, is the seventh most populous county in California, and has
14 incorporated cities and several unincorporated communities. The County population is
estimated to be 1,627,865 as of January 2016. The County’s approximate 821 square miles
encompass a varied geography ranging from bay wetlands to rolling open spaces to hillside
lakes and streams. The unincorporated area of Alameda County encompasses over 471 square
miles with a population of 146,787, and includes five distinct communities in the western part
unincorporated area of the County: Castro Valley, Fairview, Ashland, Cherryland, and San
Lorenzo, comprising 134,003 of the unincorporated population in 136 square miles. The eastern
unincorporated area includes the community of Sunol and rural agricultural areas around
Dublin, Pleasanton, and Livermore, encompassing 335 square miles with a population of 8,784.

Alameda County is governed by a five-member Board of Supervisors elected by popular vote.
The Board of Supervisors is responsible for providing policy direction, approving the County
budget, and representing the County in a number of areas, including its dependent special
districts. The County Administrator advises, assists, and acts as an agent for the Board of
Supervisors in all matters under the Board'’s jurisdiction.

The County provides an array of services, many of which are considered for cities in this
municipal service review. While all County departments and agencies provide services to the
residents of unincorporated Alameda County, under the policy direction of the Board of
Supervisors, five County departments and agencies have primary responsibility for the provision
of municipal programs and services throughout the unincorporated area: the Community
Development Agency, the Alameda County Fire Department (ACFD), the County Library, the
Public Works Agency, and the Sheriff's Office.
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Alameda County Overview and Municipal Service Review Summary

The programs and services managed by the Community Development Agency include the
County's zoning, neighborhood preservation, and other code enforcement activities; building
and plan reviews; land use planning and environmental reviews; economic and civic
development activities; housing services to low-income and disabled persons; and pest
detection and agricultural management services.

The ACFD provides fire, medical, and hazardous materials response, among other services. The
geography and demography of the unincorporated area that the ACFD serves excludes the
community of Fairview (which has its own fire protection district and contracts for fire protection
services from the City of Hayward) and encompasses 468 square miles with a population of
132,248. Nine fire stations serve the area. In addition, the ACFD provides first-responder
paramedic services to its contract partners of Dublin, San Leandro, Newark, Union City,
Emeryville, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, and Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory. The ACFD total service area encompasses approximately 508 square miles and has a
daytime population of approximately 358,052.

The Alameda County Library oversees operation of the Castro Valley and San Lorenzo branch
libraries, senior outreach, literacy, and bookmobile services. Their reach extends to five
participating cities: Albany, Dublin, Newark, Union City, and Fremont with satellites at Centerville,
Irvington, and Niles.

Services provided by the Public Works Agency include but are not limited to road and
infrastructure maintenance and repair; flood and stormwater pollution control; and
individualized local services within designated County Service Areas. Alameda County Flood
Control Zone 7 provides treated and untreated water for municipal, industrial, and agricultural
uses, and develops/maintains adequate facilities to prevent property loss and damage from
floods in the Livermore-Amador Valley Area.

The Alameda County Sheriff's Office provides law enforcement and animal control services.
Trends Affecting Alameda County

Some of the factors influencing the ability of the County and its municipalities to provide
services include the effects of climate change, the economic effects of population and job
growth, the ongoing housing crisis, transportation, and aging infrastructure. These are discussed
briefly below.

The top two most common opportunities cited by Cities with regard to the provision of
municipal services were related to housing and economic growth, whereas the top two most
common challenges were related to funding pension obligations and addressing housing needs
and homelessness.
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Climate Change

Climate change represents a significant challenge on the global level as well as at the local level.
In Alameda County, coastal cities will face sea level rise, and the county as a whole may face
drought conditions, which could result in increased vulnerability to wildfire for inland areas.
Municipalities in Alameda County also face potentially devastating financial effects of climate
change in the form of unexpected expenditures and operational disruptions. Understanding
which areas are most at risk from the effects of climate change can help cities identify priorities
for mitigation and adaptation, particularly in consideration of future growth.

Economy, Jobs, and Housing

Cities in Alameda County have mostly recovered from the Great Recession, similar to the
recovery experienced overall in California, which has outpaced the U.S. in terms of economic
growth and job creation. Between 2010 and 2015, east Alameda County experienced a 17%
increase in jobs, south Alameda County experienced a 13% increase, and north Alameda County
experienced a 5% increase.! Overall growth in the East Bay region for December 2014 to
December 2015 went from an estimated 2.0% to 2.8%, placing the East Bay ahead of the nation
(2.0% growth) for the same period.? The growth in the labor market has contributed to
continued population growth in Alameda County.

Information on housing permits can indicate potential future growth. Consistent with the Bay
Area trends, permitting rates are shifting from single-family homes toward multi-family homes
as cities attempt to address growing housing needs. The cities of Dublin, Hayward, and
Livermore are developing the most single-family units relative to their current single-family
housing stock in Alameda County, as shown in Table S.1.

TABLE S.1
SINGLE-FAMILY PERMITS AS SHARE OF HOUSING STOCK

City Permits 2013 to | Permits as a Share of

2015 Housing Stock (%)
Dublin 1,529 14.7
Hayward 740 2.6
Livermore 473 1.9

East Bay Economic Development Alliance, Economic Outlook 2016-17.

The cities of Dublin, Emeryville, Piedmont, and Pleasanton are developing the most multi-family
units relative to their current multi-family housing stock in Alameda County as shown in Table
S.2.

' http://www.vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/jobs

East Bay Economic Development Alliance, Regional Intelligence Report, November 2016.
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TABLE S.2

MULTI-FAMILY PERMITS AS SHARE OF HOUSING STOCK

City Permits 2013 to | Permits as a Share of

2015 Housing Stock (%)
Dublin 1,257 21.0
Emeryville 813 14.1
Piedmont 7 4.4
Pleasanton 1,029 16.7

East Bay Economic Development Alliance, Economic Outlook 2016-17.

Table S.3 reflects the assessed values of taxable properties within Alameda County. The
assessment roll generates revenue for Alameda County jurisdictions, public schools, Alameda
County, and special districts.

TABLE S.3

2015 - 2016 ASSESSMENT ROLE, ALAMEDA COUNTY MUNICIPALITIES

Jurisdiction 2015-2016 Roll | Parcels and Accounts
Alameda $11,251,618,749 25,088
Albany $2,350,720,686 6,189
Berkeley $16,755,513,268 33,450
Dublin $12,682,981,058 20,506
Emeryville $4,799,994,745 6,683
Fremont $41,598,424,385 70,029
Hayward $18,403,234,391 43,003
Livermore $16,070,015,163 33,952
Newark $6,966,790,985 14,688
Oakland $51,265,708,521 120,805
Piedmont $3,852,501,248 4,079
Pleasanton $20,107,643,553 28,023
San Leandro $12,263,447,151 28,190
Union City $9,343,359,545 20,050
Unincorporated $17,023,506,582 46,526
General Aircraft & Pipelines $721,057,323 880
Total Alameda County $245,456,517,353 502,141

Alameda County Office of the Assessor, 2016-17 Annual Report.

Transportation

The transportation system in Alameda County municipalities includes highway and roadway
systems, Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) and commuter rail, express and local bus service, and
bicycle and pedestrian networks.

Approximately 36.7% of employed residents of the East Bay commute daily outside area,
primarily to San Francisco County and Santa Clara County. According to the Metropolitan

S4
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Transportation Commission, Alameda County is second to Santa Clara County as having the
highest share of per capita greenhouse gas emissions in the Bay Area.? Reducing the carbon
footprint of the transportation system is regional environmental priority and a primary objective
of Plan Bay Area, the long-range transportation and land use plan for the region. Plan Bay Area
directs new growth within locally adopted urban growth boundaries to existing communities
along major transit corridors, which is anticipated to provide more development in pedestrian-
and bike-friendly areas that are close to public transit, jobs, schools, shopping, recreation, and
other amenities. State and federal law requires the regional transportation plan to be updated at
least every four years to reflect new funding forecasts and adjust to new growth issues.

Aging Infrastructure

Aging infrastructure is not a new problem, but rather a continuous problem faced by many
cities. Older infrastructure is often inefficient and requires more of city budgets to address
needed improvements or repairs. Failure to maintain or update infrastructure can lead to
disruption in service provision. Much of the older commercial infrastructure is found in northern
(the cities of Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, and much of Oakland) and central (East
Oakland and San Leandro) Alameda County. As the region’s economy has shifted from
manufacturing and goods-movement industries to high-technology industries and services,
municipalities have responded by increasing the commercial office and research and
development uses to accommodate this shift.

> http://www.vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/greenhouse-gas-emissions
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Summary of Alameda County Municipal Service Review

This Municipal Service Review (MSR) Update assesses current practices and explores future
opportunities for collaboration among cities to achieve common goals and efficient delivery of
services. The report covers the following 14 municipalities under the jurisdiction of Alameda

LAFCo:

e City of Alameda

e City of Albany

e City of Berkeley

e City of Dublin

o City of Emeryville
e City of Fremont

o City of Hayward

o City of Livermore
e City of Newark

o City of Oakland

e City of Piedmont
e City of Pleasanton
e City of San Leandro
e City of Union City

The following service areas are reviewed for each of the cities:

¢ Animal control, vector control

e Fire and emergency response

e Law enforcement

e Library

e Lighting

e Parks and recreation

e Planning and building

e Solid waste

e Streets

e Utilities (electricity, gas) and Broadband

Table S.4 shows services provided by the cities and under contract with other service providers.
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TABLE S.4

SERVICE PROVISION OVERVIEW

City Animal Fire & Law Library | Lighting Parks & Planning & Solid Streets Utilities &
Control, Emergency Enforcement Recreation Building Waste Broadband
Vector Control Response
Alameda City/SP City City City City City City SP City City/SP
Albany SP City/SP City SP SP City City Sp City SP
Berkeley City/SP City/SP City City City City City SP City SP
Dublin SP SP SP SP SP City City Sp City/ SP
SP
Emeryville SP City/SP City SP City City City SP City SP
Fremont City/SP City/SP City SP City/SP City/SP City Sp City SP
Hayward City/SP City City City City City/SP City Sp City SP
Livermore City/SP City/SP City City City SP City SP City/SP SP
Newark City/SP SP City SP City City City Sp City SP
Oakland City/SP City City City City City City SP City SP
Piedmont City/SP City City SP City/SP City City SP City SP
Pleasanton City/SP SP City/SP City City/SP City/SP City Sp City SP
San City/SP SP City City City City City NIy City SP/City
Leandro
Union City City/SP SP City SP City City City Sp City SP
SP = other service provider
Alameda LAFCo
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Alameda County Overview and Municipal Service Review Summary

Summary of Service Review Determinations for Cities in Alameda

County

The CKH Act requires all LAFCos to prepare a written statement of determination with respect to
six key areas. Alameda LAFCo determinations are summarized below for cities in Alameda

County.

Growth and Population Projections

This MSR Update compiles the population and growth projections prepared by the Association

of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for each city in the County.

Table S.5 shows the 2016 population and population density for each city.

TABLE S.5
POPULATION OF CITIES IN ALAMEDA COUNTY, 2016

City Population Persons per

Square Mile
Alameda 79,277 7,478
Albany 18,983 11,166
Betkeley 119,915 6,662
Dublin 57,349 3,928
Emeryville 11,721 9,768
Fremont 229,324 2,493
Hayward 158,985 2,606
Livermore 88,138 3,597
Newark 44733 3,441
Oakland 422,856 7,860
Piedmont 11,219 5,926
Pleasanton 74,982 3,289
San Leandro 87,700 5,847
Union City 72,592 4,053

ABAG projects that the total population among cities in Alameda County will grow to

approximately 1.8 million by the year 2030, representing an annual growth rate of 1% from the
2010 population of approximately 1.5 million. Figure S.1 reflects the growth projected to occur
between 2010 and 2030 for each city in Alameda County. The unincorporated Alameda County

population is not included in the data.
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Figure S.1. Year 2010 and Year 2030 Population Projections for Cities in
Alameda County
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As shown in Figure S.2, the City Emeryville is expected to have the highest annual growth rate
(2.6%) in the County over the next 15 years. The cities of Dublin and Oakland are expected to
have the second and third highest annual growth rates, respectively. The City of Piedmont is
projected to have the lowest annual growth rate in the County, at 0.2%.

The possibility of outward growth for many cities in Alameda County is limited due to their
proximity to other incorporated cities, their location adjacent to the San Francisco Bay, or county
boundaries. These cities, mostly concentrated in the western portion of the County, are growing
via infill development and do not anticipate that current or projected growth patterns will
expand beyond their existing municipal boundaries and spheres of influence (SOIs). The cities in
the central and eastern portion of Alameda County (e.g., Dublin, Hayward, Livermore,
Pleasanton) share part of their boundary with unincorporated Alameda County; however, these
cities do not anticipate an expansion of their SOI in the next five years related to outward
growth. With the exception of Piedmont, all cities in Alameda County are likely to face increasing
development pressures such as those relating to provision of services, housing, and
infrastructure. Despite these pressures, cities in Alameda County adequately serve all areas
within their municipal boundaries and SOIs and anticipate they will continue to do so in the
foreseeable future.
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Figure S.2. Percentage Annual Population Growth Rate
for Cities in Alameda County, 2010-2030
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Jobs, Employed Residents, and Housing

This study reviewed cities’ General Plans and Housing Elements in relation to regional
population and growth projections prepared by ABAG.

Overall, projected housing and job growth from 2010 to 2040 for Alameda County is estimated
by ABAG* as follows:

e Employment = 36% (increase of 253,200 jobs)
e Housing Units = 25% (increase of 147,990 housing units)
e Households = 29% (increase of 160,190 households)

Four cities in Alameda County are projected by ABAG to be in the top 15 Bay Area cities for job
growth: Oakland, Fremont, Berkeley, and Hayward. Between 2010 and 2040, Berkeley and
Hayward are projected to experience a 29% growth rate in jobs, Fremont is projected to have a
33% growth rate, and Oakland is projected to see a job growth rate of 45%.

* 2013 Projections
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Three of these four cities are also projected to be in the top 15 Bay Area cities for housing
growth: Oakland, Fremont, and Hayward. The City of Livermore is likely to see the highest
housing growth rate in Alameda County, at 32% by 2040, followed by Oakland at 30%, Hayward
at 26%, and Fremont at 24%.

The jobs/housing ratio or balance is an urban planning tool used to measure the total job count
in a jurisdiction and the total household count (i.e., occupied housing) in the same area. Benefits
typically attributed to the jobs/housing balance include lower public expenditures on facilities
and services, reduced driving and congestion, fewer air pollution emissions, lower costs to
businesses and commuters, greater family stability, and higher quality of life. A ratio of one job
for every occupied housing unit (1:1) is the ideal. Deviation from the 1:1 ratio—either too many
or too few jobs relative to the number of housing units—reflects imbalance. Many cities in
Alameda County are experiencing an imbalance, as shown in Figure S.3.

Figure S.3. Ratio of Jobs to Households for Cities in
Alameda County
B Alameda H Albany M Berkeley B Dublin M Emeryville
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Similar to the Bay Area, the housing stock in Alameda County has not kept pace with the growth
in population and jobs. New construction and building permits tend to be focused more in
existing job centers, such as in Oakland, as well as in areas that were historically suburban but
have added major employment hubs, such as Dublin and Fremont.
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As mandated by state law, the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) is an allocation by
the regional planning agency (e.g., ABAG) of how much new housing within each jurisdiction
during specified planning periods (currently, 2014-2022) is needed to meet projected
population and growth. Cities use the RHNA in deciding how to address identified existing and
future housing needs resulting from population, employment, and household growth, as well as
in land use planning and prioritizing local resource allocation. As also mandated by state law,
each city in Alameda County has developed a Housing Element as part of its General Plan,
identifying how it intends to satisfy its RHNA and accommodate its assigned number of housing
units by affordability level. Overall, cities in Alameda County have identified approximately
106,930 housing opportunity sites that are appropriately zoned to meet their combined RHNA
of 44,036 housing units, as shown in Figure S.4.
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Figure S.4. Number of Housing Opportunity Sites Identified by Cities in Alameda
County to meet Assigned Regional Housing Need Allocation
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Location and Characteristics of any Disadvantaged Unincorporated
Communities within or Contiguous to the Sphere of Influence

No disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) have been identified within or

contiguous to the SOI for any of the cities in Alameda County and therefore, no DUCs are
relevant to the analysis contained herein.

Alameda LAFCo
Administrative Draft Municipal Service Review Update S-13



Alameda County Overview and Municipal Service Review Summary

Present and Planned Capacity of Public Facilities, Adequacy of Public
Services, and Infrastructure Needs or Deficiencies, Including Those Related to
Sewers, Water, and Fire in any Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities
within or Contiguous to the Sphere of Influence

Overall, when accounting for the projected growth and population increases over the next five
years, cities in Alameda County do not anticipate obstacles to maintaining existing service levels
or meeting infrastructure needs. Potential challenges related to infrastructure for the cities of
Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Oakland, Piedmont, and San Leandro
are discussed briefly below. All Cities have adopted a Climate Action Plan.

Infrastructure Deficiencies or Challenges

Local streets and roads form the foundation of a city's transportation system, providing access
for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians to jobs, homes, schools, shopping, and recreation. The
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has established a target pavement condition
index (PCI) of 75 for streets and roads in the Bay Area. While local governments continue to
work to improve their pavement condition, aging infrastructure remains a challenge for the
region. Several cities in Alameda County do not meet the target PCI for their roadways. The
average PCI for Alameda County is 68.

The MSR Update identified 4 cities whose roadways are at risk of failing, with a PCI between 50
and 59: Albany (57), Berkeley (58), Oakland (57), and San Leandro (56). An additional 4 cities had
a PCI below the MTC target, but still in the good/fair range (79-60): Alameda (69), Fremont (69),
Hayward (67), Piedmont (63).

The City of Alameda identified transportation ingress and egress as well as internal traffic
circulation as continued challenges for the city's future growth and emergency disaster
preparedness, particularly as an island city. The City considers Alameda—Contra Costa Transit,
ferry service, and transit improvement projects as important tools for addressing these
challenges.

To help address their infrastructure investment need, the Hayward City Council approved the
Community Development Block Grant for Promise Neighborhood Street Improvement project in
FY 2015, which involves street pavement improvements for various street sections in the Jackson
Triangle Area.

The City of Livermore is developing a comprehensive infrastructure repair and maintenance plan
so that adequate resources are available to meet future infrastructure maintenance needs.

Financial Ability of Cities in Alameda County to Provide Services

A number of fiscal health indicators were reviewed to determine the financial ability of cities to
provide services, including general fund revenues and expenditures, general fund reserves,
unfunded pension liability, general bonded debt, and liquidity.
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The General Fund is the primary operating fund for cities. It is used to account for all revenues
and expenditures necessary to carry out basic governmental activities (e.g., general government,
public safety, community development, operations services, and community activities) of cities
that are not accounted for through other funds. Figure S.5 provides a comparison of per capita
general fund revenues and expenditures for cities in Alameda County. All cities show greater
revenues than expenditures on a per capita basis.

Figure S8.5. Fiscal Year 2015 General Fund Revenue and Expenditures per Capita
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Cities in Alameda County maintain an unassigned General Fund reserve balance, under which
they set aside a specific amount for economic uncertainties. A higher reserve level indicates a
greater ability to maintain the existing level of services, while a lower level indicates a current or
short-term need to make changes or cuts in service provision. Figure S.6 depicts the level of
reserves as a percentage of expenditures.
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Figure S.6. Fiscal Year 2015 General Fund Reserves as percent of Expenditures
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Net pension liability is payable over an extended time horizon and does not present a claim on a
city’s current financial resources. Growth in unfunded pension liability, however, can increase the
burden on the tax base. Figure S.7 shows the unfunded pension liability as a percentage of city
revenue. With the exception of the cities of Dublin, Emeryville, Piedmont, and Union City, cities
in Alameda County reported unfunded pension liabilities exceeding 100% of revenue in FY 2015.
For the cities of Alameda, Berkeley, and Hayward, their unfunded pension liabilities exceeded
200% of revenue. These rising pension costs are expected to continue and potentially reduce
funding for other priorities for a majority of cities in Alameda County. A number of cities whose
unfunded pension liabilities exceed 100% of revenue do not have a formal policy for funding
these obligations, including Alameda, Berkeley, Fremont, Livermore, and Pleasanton. The City of
Albany's policy to fund its pension obligations is currently specific to public safety employees.
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Figure S.7. Fiscal Year 2015 Unfunded Pension Liability as percent of
Revenue
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Debt also places a burden on the tax base. A municipality near its debt limit may experience
reduced flexibility in meeting future capital needs, and may find its ability to borrow money in
the event of an emergency greatly limited. Figure S.8 shows the level of general bonded debt
per capita for cities in Alameda County. The cities of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton reported
having no general bonded debt for FY 2015.

The liquidity ratio indicates whether a city has the means available to cover its existing
obligations in the short run. The ratio is calculated by combining cash and short-term
investments, then dividing by current liabilities; the higher the number, the greater the degree of
liquidity. As shown in Figure S.9, cities in Alameda County have a liquidity ratio of 1.0 or higher.
The cities of Hayward (1.9) and San Leandro (1.5) have the lowest liquidity ratios in the County,
while the cities of Newark (10.9), Pleasanton (13.9), and Union City (11.2) have the highest ratios.
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Figure S.8. Fiscal Year 2015 General Bonded Debt per Capita
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Figure S.9. Fiscal Year 2015 Liquidity Ratio
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Most cities reported a net operating surplus for fiscal year 2015, with the exception of Dublin,
Emeryville, and Hayward. Despite improving fiscal health, the City of Alameda continues to
expect General Fund deficits in the foreseeable future, which may affect its ability to provide
services.

For the City of Newark, the rate of recovery from the recession has been slow and conservative
revenue growth is anticipated for the next two years. The City’s capital reserves are limited and
growth is dependent on budget surpluses; assignment of surplus funds is dependent on the
continuation of the utility users tax.

With a low reserve level’ and liquidity ratio, a high level of unfunded pension liability, and
continued deficits, the City of Hayward shows signs of fiscal challenges that may have an impact
on its ability to provide services in the future.

This MSR Update finds that overall, and despite some potential fiscal challenges, cities in
Alameda County appear to have sufficient financial resources to accommodate infrastructure
expansion, improvements, or replacement.

> As identified by the Government Finance Officers Association, 17% is the minimum general fund reserve
level at which a city would have the ability to maintain an acceptable level of service provision, to enact
changes to maintain services, and to avoid bankruptcy potential.
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Status and Opportunities for Shared Facilities

Sharing facilities and services allows cities to reduce operating costs or maximize staffing
without compromising service levels. Alameda LAFCo is required to prepare a written
determination on the status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities as part of the municipal
service review process. Cities reported the following shared services and activities with other
service providers:

Animal Control-The City of Berkeley shares animal control services and facilities with the cities
of Albany, Emeryville, and Piedmont. The cities of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton share
animal control services and facilities via the East County Animal Shelter. The City of Fremont
shares animal control services and facilities with the cities of Newark, San Leandro, and Union
City via the Tri-City Shelter.

Fire and Emergency Response-The City of Berkeley shares fire and emergency response
services and facilities via automatic aid and mutual aid agreements with the City of Albany, Town
of Kensington, and Tilden Park (Moraga-Orinda Fire Protection District for Fire Response). The
cities of Livermore and Pleasanton share fire and emergency response services and facilities
(Livermore-Pleasanton Fire Department). The City of Oakland shares fire and emergency
response services and facilities via existing mutual aid agreements with Alameda County, and
the cities of Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville (via ACFD), Piedmont, and the East Bay Regional Park
District. Alameda County provides fire and/or emergency response services and facilities to the
cities of Dublin, Emeryville, Fremont, Livermore, Newark, and Union City. From 2011 to 2013, the
cities of Albany and Piedmont shared a fire chief; however, this arrangement was not beneficial
and the agreement was terminated.

Law Enforcement-The cities of Fremont and Union City recently finalized consolidation of
emergency call center facilities and services.

Library-The City of Oakland shares library services and facilities with the cities of Emeryville and
Piedmont. Alameda County provides library services to the cities of Fremont, Newark, and Union
City.

Parks and Recreation-East Bay Regional Parks District provides parks and recreation services
and facilities to the cities of Fremont, Hayward, and Pleasanton.

Solid Waste-The City of Piedmont provides garbage service to a small number of Oakland
homes outside the SOI and municipal boundary due to the geographic restrictions of the area
and the size of the streets.

The MSR Update did not identify duplication of existing or planned facilities among service
providers. All cities in Alameda County anticipate they have the service and facility capacity to
accommodate projected growth.
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Accountability for Community Service Needs, Including Governmental
Structure and Operational Efficiencies

All cities in Alameda County effectively provide accountability for community service needs,
including governmental structure and operational efficiencies. Cities make available agendas,
budgets, and financial information on their municipal websites. Cities also make available the
General Plan and its various elements. Cities publish the time and place for the public to provide
input prior to making decisions.

Most cities prepared and published their certified annual financial reports within 6 months of
the fiscal year end (by December), which the Governmental Accounting Standards Board
considers to be adequate. The cities of Alameda, Albany, Dublin, and Piedmont prepared and
published their certified annual financial reports approximately 8 to 9 months after fiscal year
end.

Summary of Sphere of Influence Determinations for Cities in
Alameda County

Sphere of Influence Recommendations

Many of the western cities in Alameda County are surrounded by other cities and some are
bordered by the San Francisco Bay, which inhibits the extension of SOIs. This report therefore
recommends that Alameda LAFCo maintain and reaffirm the existing SOI for the following cities:

e City of Alameda

e City of Albany

e City of Berkeley

e City of Dublin

e City of Emeryville
e City of Fremont

¢ City of Hayward

e City of Newark

e City of Oakland

e City of Piedmont
e City of San Leandro
e City of Union City

This report recommends that Alameda LAFCo modify the existing SOI for the City of Pleasanton
so that it is coterminous with State Route 84. This report also recommends that Alameda LAFCo
consider modifying the existing SOI for the City of Pleasanton to include the former Pleasanton
Township County Water District (Castlewood, parts of Sunol, and Santos Ranch Road) area.

This report recommends that Alameda LAFCo consider the feasibility of incorporating into the
SOIs of Livermore and Pleasanton the existing quarry area between these two cities. This quarry
area would then be part of a shared SOI between the City of Livermore and the City of
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Pleasanton with conditions (to be determined by LAFCo) attached regarding future planning for
this unincorporated area.

This report recommends that Alameda LAFCo consider encouraging the City of Alameda and the
City and County of San Francisco to consider reorganization of the western portion of Alameda
Island so that it would be within a modified SQI for the City of Alameda.

This report also recommends that Alameda LAFCo encourage the cities of Berkeley and Oakland
to consider the reorganization of territory in the Panoramic Hill area.

Sphere of Influence Determinations

Government Code §56425(e) requires Alameda LAFCo to prepare a written statement of
determination as part of the review of the existing SOI for each city. The determinations in this
MSR Update have been summarized below by the determination criteria.

The present and planned land uses (including agticultural and open-space lands)

Cities in Alameda County plan for a variety of urban land uses within their boundaries,
representing a continuation of the current mix of uses. Present and planned land uses are
adequate for existing residents as well as future growth, as demonstrated in the General Plan for
each City.

The present and probable need for public facilities and services

There are no anticipated changes in the type of public services and facilities required within the
SOIs for cities in Alameda County. The level of demand for these services and facilities, however,
will increase commensurate with anticipated population growth over the next five years.

The present and probable future capacity of public facilities and services

The present capacity of public facilities for cities in Alameda County appears adequate. Cities
anticipate they will continue to have adequate capacity during the next five years.

The existence of any social or economic communities of interest if the commission
determines that they are relevant to the agency

All communities of interest within city municipal boundaries are also included within the city
SOIs, with the exception of the City of Hayward. Not all communities of interest within
Hayward’s municipal boundary are included within the SOI as the SQOI is smaller than the
municipal boundary. The unincorporated communities of Castle Homes and Fairview are
considered communities of interest because they receive water, sewer, and fire protection
services from the City of Hayward.
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For an update of an SOI of a city or special disttict that provides public facilities or services
related to sewers, municipal and industrial watet, or structural fire protection, that occurs
pursuant to subdivision (g) on or after July 1, 2012, the present and probable need for those

public facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincotporated commuanities within the
existing sphere of influence

There are no DUCs within or contiguous to the SOIs for the cities reviewed in this MSR or for
those cities with recommended updates to their SOIs (Pleasanton and Livermore). Therefore no
present or probable need for sewer, water, or fire protection facilities and services for DUCs.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the history, powers, and responsibilities of California Local
Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCos) and discusses the origins and legal requirements for
preparing municipal service reviews (MSRs). This chapter also explains spheres of influence
(SQIs) and the legal and procedural requirements for updating them. Finally, the chapter
discusses the current Alameda LAFCo process for MSR review, MSR approval, and SOI updates
for each of the cities within Alameda County.

1.1 Background

California experienced dramatic population and economic growth after World War II, resulting in
a demand for housing, jobs, and public services. Many new local government agencies were
formed to accommodate this demand, 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, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Sr. appointed the Commission on
Metropolitan Area Problems in 1959. Their 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 State Legislature in 1963, resulting in the creation of a LAFCo operating in every California
county.

1.11 Local Agency Formation Commission Overview

A LAFCo is a countywide agency formed to discourage urban sprawl and encourage the orderly
formation and development of local government agencies. The efforts of LAFCos are directed
toward seeing that services are provided efficiently and economically while agricultural and
open space lands are protected. LAFCos are 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.

1.1.2 The Role of Local Agency Formation Commissions

LAFCos have both regulatory and planning powers. They use their planning powers to influence
land use and they use their regulatory powers to control city and special district boundaries.
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LAFCos cannot regulate land use, dictate how an agency should operate, or set rates; they can,
however, make decisions and enact policies that indirectly affect land use decisions. On a
regional level, LAFCos promote logical and orderly development of a community through
reconciling differences between agency plans so that the most efficient urban service
arrangements are created for the benefit of area residents and property owners.

LAFCos can regulate boundary changes proposed by public agencies or individuals and the
extension of public services by cities and special districts outside their boundaries. LAFCos are
empowered to initiate updates to the SOIs of agencies under their jurisdiction and proposals
involving the formation, dissolution, or consolidation of special districts, mergers, establishment
of subsidiary districts, and any reorganization including such actions.

To better inform itself and the community as it seeks to exercise its charge, each LAFCo regularly
reviews the provision of city services within the county. These MSRs inform the evaluation and
update of SQOIs, which are planning areas where cities expect to provide services such as critical
infrastructure, libraries, parks, and public safety.

1121 Municipal Service Reviews

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act)
established the requirement for LAFCos to conduct regular reviews of local municipal services.
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.

In general, municipal services are the full range of services that a public agency provides or is
authorized to provide. Under the CKH Act, LAFCos are required to review only those services
provided by agencies with SOIs. California Government Code §56430 states that prior to
preparing and updating an SOI, LAFCos must first conduct a review of the municipal services
provided in the county or other appropriate designated area. General county government
services, such as courts and social services, are not required to be reviewed. As part of the MSR
process, LAFCos prepare written determinations for the following topics:

e Growth and population projections for the affected area

e Location and characteristics of Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities within or
contiguous to the SOI

e Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public service, including
infrastructure needs and deficiencies

¢ Financial ability of the agency to provide services

e Status of and opportunities for shared facilities

e Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and
operational efficiencies

e Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and
operational efficiencies
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The information, recommendations, and determinations contained in an MSR are intended to
guide and inform decisions regarding updates to SOIs, changes of organization and
reorganizations, and service extension decisions.

1122 Spheres of Influence

An SQl is a LAFCo-approved plan that designates an agency’s probable future boundary and
service area. SOIs are planning tools used to provide guidance for individual boundary change
proposals. The purposes of an SQOI are to encourage and ensure the efficient provision of
services, discourage urban sprawl and premature conversion of agricultural and open space
lands, and prevent overlapping jurisdictions and duplication of services. Territory cannot be
annexed to a city or district unless it is within that agency's SOL

The CKH Act requires LAFCos to develop and determine the SOI of each local governmental
agency under LAFCo jurisdiction within the county, and to review and update the SOI every five
years. LAFCos are empowered to adopt, update, and amend the SOL They may do so with or
without an application, and any interested person may submit an application proposing an SQOI
amendment.

In adopting or amending an SOI, LAFCos shall consider and prepare a written statement of its
determinations with respect to each of the following pursuant to Government Code §56425(e):

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

e Present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services

e Existence of any social or economic communities of interest if the commission determines
that they are relevant to the agency.

e For an update of an SOI of a city or special district that provides public facilities or services
related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire protection, that occurs
pursuant to subdivision (g) on or after July 1, 2012, the present and probable need for those
public facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the
existing sphere of influence.

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 LAFCos clearly
establish the location, nature, and extent of services provided by special districts.

LAFCos must notify affected agencies and interested parties 21 days before holding the public
hearing to consider updating or amending 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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1.1.3 Regional Influence of Local Agency Formation Commissions

The CKH Act assigns LAFCos a prominent role in regional planning issues by charging each
LAFCo to consider a wide range of land use and growth factors when it acts on matters under its
jurisdiction. Under California Government Code §56001, LAFCos have broad statutory
responsibility to consider planned, orderly, efficient patterns of urban development that may
assist in preserving agricultural lands and achieving a share of the region's housing needs.

Through participation in the General Plan process, LAFCos can have a powerful influence on
local and regional land use decisions. LAFCo must consider consistency with local General Plans
when it makes boundary decisions, but LAFCo also has the ability to influence the nature of
those local General Plans through active participation in their development.

Regional planning initiatives, such as habitat conservation plans, regional transportation plans,
and regional housing need allocations (RHNAs), are another opportunity for LAFCo to
collaborate with planning agencies and encourage development of coordinated goals and
policies. California jurisdictions are required to demonstrate in their General Plan Housing
Element how they will meet the housing needs as allocated in the Regional Housing Need Plan."

The process of conducting regular MSRs helps contextualize the relationship between service
options and regional issues, goals, and policies, and serves as an opportunity to encourage
collaboration with planning agencies on important policy issues.

1131 Regional Planning and Alameda County

Plan Bay Area

For over a decade, local governments and regional agencies have been working together to
encourage the growth of jobs and production of housing in areas supported by amenities and
infrastructure. Plan Bay Area,? developed and approved by the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) Executive Board and by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) in July 2013, is a long-range integrated transportation and land use/housing strategy for
the San Francisco Bay Area, including Alameda County.3

Plan Bay Area is the regional response to California Senate Bill 375 — The California Sustainable
Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, which requires the state’s metropolitan areas
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks. Plan Bay Area directs new
growth within existing urban footprints, locally adopted urban growth boundaries, and along

! ABAG, Regional Housing Need Plan, San Francisco Bay Area, 2014-2022.

2 Plan Bay Area Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy for the San
Francisco Bay Area 2013-2040, ABAG and MTC, 2013.

> This MSR Update uses data from the 2013 Plan Bay Area. In July 2017, ABAG and MTC adopted an
updated Plan Bay Area 2040..
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major transit corridors, which is anticipated to provide more development in pedestrian- and
bike-friendly areas that are close to public transit, jobs, schools, shopping, recreation, and other
amenities.” Directing growth to these areas has the ancillary effect of protecting farmland, open
space, and natural resources in the Bay Area, and is in line with the goals of LAFCos.

As part of the Plan Bay Area development process, local jurisdictions have identified Priority
Development Areas (PDAs) and Priority Conservation Areas (PCAs), forming the implementing
framework. PDAs are areas where new development will support the day-to-day needs of
residents and workers in a pedestrian-friendly environment served by transit. PCAs are areas of
regionally significant open space facing development pressure and for which there is a broad
consensus for long-term protection. Promoting development within PDAs reduces development
pressure on open space and agricultural lands—a key interest of LAFCos. Municipalities in
Alameda County (with the exception of Piedmont) have identified at least one PDA within their
boundaries. Alameda County has also identified PDAs within urbanized unincorporated areas.

Save Agriculture and Open Space Lands Initiative

To reduce development pressure on open space and agricultural lands in Alameda County,
voters approved the Save Agriculture and Open Space Lands Initiative (Measure D; effective
December 22, 2000). Measure D amended portions of the County General Plan to preserve and
enhance agriculture and agricultural lands, and to protect the natural qualities, wildlife habitats,
watersheds, and open space in Alameda County. Measure D establishes an Urban Growth
Boundary for the County, focusing urban-type development in and near existing cities where it
will be efficiently served by public facilities (consistent with LAFCo and Plan Bay Area goals).
Measure D also places limits on development on parcels with General Plan designations of Large
Parcel Agriculture, Resource Management, or Water Management. The Measure imposed an
Urban Growth Boundary around the cities of Dublin, Livermore, and Pleasanton in the East
County area. The East County Area Plan was subsequently amended to incorporate Measure D.
The requirements of Measure D are implemented on an ongoing basis as development
proposals are reviewed for consistency with its provisions. Alameda County recently reviewed
the positive and negative impacts of Measure D and decided to establish a working group
composed of various stakeholders to identify potential changes to Measure D.

Local jurisdictions maintain control of all decisions to adopt plans and permit or deny development
projects.
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1.2 Alameda LAFCo Municipal Service Review and Sphere of
Influence Update

The MSR process provides Alameda LAFCo with a tool to comprehensively study existing and
future public service conditions and to evaluate organizational options for accommodating
growth, preventing urban sprawl, and ensuring that critical services are provided efficiently in
the County.

The MSR process does not require LAFCos to initiate changes of organization based on service
review findings; it only requires that LAFCos identify potential government structure options and
determine their advantages and disadvantages per Government Code Section 56430. LAFCos,
other local agencies, and the public may subsequently use the determinations to analyze
prospective changes of organization or reorganization or to establish or amend SOls.

The type of MSR being conducted by the Alameda LAFCo is exempt from California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to §15262 (feasibility or planning studies) or §15306
(information collection) of the CEQA Guidelines. Alameda LAFCo's actions to adopt MSR
determinations are not generally considered projects subject to CEQA.

MSR determinations may be closely followed by LAFCo actions to update various SOIs. A CEQA
determination will then be made on a case-by-case basis once the proposed project
characteristics are clearly identified. The ultimate outcome of conducting a service review may
result in Alameda LAFCo acting 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 landowner
or registered voter petition. The following factors will be considered in making the
determinations for each city under Alameda LAFCo's jurisdiction:

e Growth and population projections

e Location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs)
within or contiguous to the SOI

e Present and planned capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public services, and
infrastructure needs or deficiencies, including those related to sewers, water, and fire in
any DUCs within or contiguous to the SOI

e Financial ability of agencies to provide services

e Status of and opportunities for shared facilities

e Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and
operational efficiencies

For SOI updates and amendments, LAFCo is required to consider and make written
determinations with respect to each of the following:

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

Alameda LAFCo
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Introduction

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

e The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the
commission determines that they are relevant to the agency.

e For an update of a sphere of influence of a city or special district that provides public
facilities or services related to sewers, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire
protection, that occurs pursuant to subdivision (g) on or after July 1, 2012, the present
and probable need for those public facilities and services of any disadvantaged
unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of influence.

Additionally, Alameda LAFCo considers the following, as required by commission policy, when
considering potential and specific modifications to SOIs:

e The service capacity, levels, and types of services currently provided by the agency and
the areas where these services are provided, topographic factors, financial capabilities,
costs of service, and social and economic interdependencies

e Existing and planned land uses and land use policies including consistency with county
and city General Plans, regional and state plans, and special district master service plans

e Projected growth in the affected area, and potential effects on agricultural and open
space lands

e Adescription of the services that will be provided to any areas which may be added to
the SOI and the timing and method for funding expansion of facilities or services

e An analysis of the effects a proposed SOI may have on other agencies and their service
capabilities including improved or diminished service levels, potential duplication of
services and underutilization of public infrastructure due to ineffective planning

e The opportunity for infill development of incorporated vacant lands located adjacent to
or within already developed areas rather than SOI expansions

e The potential for political and functional consolidations or other reorganizations when
boundaries divide communities

e The location or use of sewerage facilities, either developed or planned, police and fire
protection service, waste disposal, provision of water transmission mains, water supply
either planned or developed, parks and recreation services, compatible street circulation,
economic and social relationships, geographic or natural topographic features such as
rivers, ridge lines, and ravines, and man-made barriers, such as freeways, major streets,
and railroads

1.21 Progress since the 2008 Municipal Service Review

The first round MSRs Alameda LAFCo prepared in 2008 were organized by type of service and
considered how similar services (e.g., animal control, law enforcement, library services) were
provided across jurisdictional lines throughout all cities in the County.

The 2008 MSR consisted of three volumes. Volume I—Public Safety Services, included a review
of emergency services (e.g., health care, fire and emergency medical, and police services) in 8
special districts and the 14 cities in Alameda County. Volume [I—Utility Services included a

Alameda LAFCo
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review of water, wastewater, flood control, stormwater, and solid waste services in 16 special
districts and the cities in Alameda County. Volume III—Community Services included a review of
street maintenance, park and recreation, library, vector control and mosquito abatement, and
lead abatement services in 16 special districts and the cities in Alameda County.

Several policy issues and recommendations resulted from the 2008 MSR process, as shown in

Table 1.1.

TABLE 1.1

STATUS OF RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE 2008 MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEWS

Recommendation

Status

City of Alameda

Encourage the Alameda County Flood Control Water
Conservation District to work with the City of Alameda
to discuss potential benefits of inclusion within a service
zone.

Service zones have not been created.

Creation of a service zone cannot be initiated by
Alameda LAFCo.

City of Albany

Encourage the Alameda County Mosquito Abatement
District to initiate annexation of the territory within the
Albany City limits.

Annexation has not been initiated. The District
and the City have periodically held annexation
discussions.

Encourage the Alameda County Flood Control Water
Conservation District to work with the City of Albany to
discuss potential benefits of inclusion within a service
zone.

Service zones have not been created.

Creation of a service zone cannot be initiated by
Alameda LAFCo.

City of Berkeley

Encourage the cities of Berkeley and Oakland to initiate
the reorganization of territory in the Panoramic Hill area.

Reorganization has not been initiated, nor has
either City indicated interest in doing so.

Encourage the Alameda County Flood Control Water
Conservation District to work with the City of Berkeley
to discuss potential benefits of inclusion within a service
zone.

Service zones have not been created.

Creation of a service zone cannot be initiated by
Alameda LAFCo.

City of Dublin

Encourage the County to initiate detachment of territory
within the Dublin City limits from the Street Lighting
County Service Area

Detachment has not been initiated.

City of Hayward

Encourage the City of Hayward to annex, where
appropriate, various islands & fringe areas including those
currently receiving service.

All Mt. Eden island areas have been annexed into
the City of Hayward.

City of Livermore

Encourage the City of Livermore to annex, where
appropriate, various islands & fringe areas including those
currently receiving service.

The City annexed the Hilliker Lane area south of
Las Positas Road. The City is working with the
land owners in the Pleasant View/Arroyo Road
island area to annex that territory.

1-8
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City of Oakland

Encourage the cities of Oakland and Berkeley to initiate
the reorganization of territory in the Panoramic Hill area.

Reorganization has not been initiated, nor has
either City indicated interest in doing so.

Encourage the City of Oakland to annex, where
appropriate, various islands & fringe areas including those
currently receiving service.

Annexation has not been requested.

Encourage Alameda and Contra Costa counties to
explore options to enable efficient delivery of services to
territory within, but not accessible to Contra Costa
County (i.e. Skyline Blvd.), including annexations to
Oakland and (East Bay Municipal Utility District)
EBMUD and adjustments to the County lines, and to
assist the agencies where appropriate.

Annexation has not been requested.

City of Pleasanton

Encourage the City of Pleasanton to annex, where
appropriate, various islands & fringe areas including those
currently receiving service.

Annexation has not been requested. In 2017,
Pleasanton completed an infrastructure study of
the Happy Valley unincorporated area, and
LAFCo has authorized funding for an
infrastructure study of the unincorporated
Remen Tract area.

City of Piedmont

Encourage the Alameda County Flood Control Water
Conservation District to work with the City of Piedmont
to discuss potential benefits of inclusion within a service
zone.

Service zones have not been created.

Creation of a service zone cannot be initiated by
Alameda LAFCo.

This MSR update does not consider the services provided by special districts, such as the
Alameda County Flood Control Water Conservation District, or by County Service Areas, such as

the Street Lighting County Service Area.

1.2.2

Organization of this Municipal Service Review Update

The type-of-service approach of the 2008 MSR process conveyed the range of service delivery
standards and performance throughout the County and provided Alameda LAFCo and the
public with a Countywide perspective. That approach lacked focus, however, on each jurisdiction
as a municipal service provider and its intentions and abilities with regard to growth, which
Alameda LAFCo sees as being more relevant in considering updates to city SOIs (the stated
purpose of MSRs under the CKH Act). Accordingly, the current MSR is organized by jurisdiction.

The Alameda LAFCo MSR Update uses fiscal year (FY) 2015 data to assess current practices and
explore future opportunities for collaboration among cities and other local agencies or
organizations to achieve common goals and efficient delivery of services. This MSR will also

Alameda LAFCo
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serve as the basis for SOI update recommendations.” The MSR provides an overview of the
services provided by each agency. The review is performed at a high level and does not evaluate
services that are provided by each city at a detailed level. The review will help determine efficient
service provision, open space and agricultural land preservation, as well as sprawl prevention
and infill development efforts of each city. The following service areas are reviewed for each of
the 14 incorporated cities in Alameda County:

e Animal Control/Vector Control
e Fire Protection

e Law Enforcement

e Library

e Lighting

e Parks and Recreation

e Planning/Building

¢ Solid Waste

e Streets

e Utilities and Broadband

In addition to these municipal services, the report includes limited information on other services
provided by and/or for the cities, such as mosquito abatement, stormwater, water, and
wastewater. Stormwater, water, and wastewater services will be reviewed during a separate
process.

1.2.3 Methodology

The service areas of greatest importance to Alameda LAFCo were identified at the outset of the
process, in addition to the types of data required, a timeline for data collection, and criteria to
be used when making the MSR and SOI determinations required as part of this report.

Although some of the data required to develop the current MSR were obtained from the 2008
MSRs, most of the data were gathered either from existing readily available sources (e.g., US
Census, ABAG, Department of Finance, city and county websites) or from the cities themselves
via questionnaires which were distributed to each city. The Alameda LAFCo Executive Officer
offered city staff the opportunity to meet individually and discuss the MSR and SOI update
process.

A comprehensive review of publicly available documents was conducted to understand the
current services and service levels the 14 cities provide. Comprehensive annual financial reports,

FY 2015 data was the most current data available during the information gathering and document
development processes for this MSR Update. No substantial changes are anticipated between FYs
2015 and 2016, but cities have been provided the opportunity to report any such changes for
incorporation into the MSR.

Alameda LAFCo
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General Plans, US Census data, and ABAG projections were reviewed during the initial data
collection process.

To assist in gathering the data necessary for the MSR, a City Profile was distributed to each city
with a request to verify and supplement the data where possible. Each City Profile focused on
five specific areas that are relevant to MSRs in considering SOI updates: Agency Overview;
Growth and Population; Boundaries, Islands, and Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities;
City Services; and Financial Information. Information gathered for the City Profiles also serves as
a baseline resource for Alameda LAFCo in its next MSR update effort.

Following the city’s verification and supplementation of the City Profile data, a draft profile
chapter was prepared for each agency. The profiles, which include information collected from
publicly available data sources and completed City Profiles, summarize service delivery and any
key issues facing the cities. In some instances, the data requested was not provided in time to be
included in this draft MSR.

Proposed evaluation criteria for making the MSR determinations were presented to Alameda
LAFCo at their May 12, 2016 meeting. Alameda LAFCo approved the following criteria for each
determination area, shown in Table 1.2.

TABLE 1.2
EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR DETERMINATIONS

Determination Area Criteria

Growth and population projections | e  Projected growth and demographic changes in and around the
for the affected area agency’s setvice areas based on ABAG population projections

e Anticipated growth patterns based on Plan Bay Area and agency
General Plans

Location and characteristics of e Pursuant to GC 56033.5, a disadvantaged unincorporated
Disadvantaged Unincorporated community (DUC) is 2 community with an annual median
Communities within or contiguous household income that is less than 80% of the statewide annual
to the SOI median household income (i.e., less than $48,875 per U.S. Census

Bureau, 2009-2013 Five-year American Community Survey) and
where there reside 12 or more registered voters.

Present and planned capacity of e Capacity and condition of existing infrastructure and its ability to
public facilities and adequacy of meet service-level needs based on anticipated population growth
public service, including

! o  Service-level deficiencies identified based on current service levels
infrastructure needs and

and anticipated growth

deficiencies ] ) o

e Consistency with capital improvement plans

e  Consistency with local and regional land use plans and policies
Financial ability of the agency to e  Operating General Fund deficit and surplus trends for the past five
provide services years

e Balanced General Fund budgets using one-time revenues, deferred

expenditures or borrowing

e Unreserved General Fund reserves as a percent of operating

Alameda I AFCo
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Determination Area Criteria

expenditures for most recent fiscal year

e Liquidity as measured when comparing cash and short-term
investments over current liabilities for most recent fiscal year

e Timeliness and accuracy of financial reporting by ensuring that the
State Controller’s Financial Transactions Report was filed on a
timely basis and that the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report
(CAFR) for most recent fiscal year received a clean opinion and
was issued within six months of fiscal year end

Status of and opportunities for e Current shared services and activities with other service providers,
shared facilities including shared facilities and staff, in each of the examined service
areas

e Duplication of existing or planned facilities of other service
providers

e Availability of excess capacity to serve customers of other agencies

Accountability for community e  Availability of agendas, budget and financial information on the
service ﬂeeds, including agency’s website
governmental structure and

. . e  Availability of the General Plan and various elements on the
operational efficiencies

agency’s website
e Time and place for public to provide input prior to decision being
made

For each of the service areas being reviewed, a list of service level statistics was compiled to help
determine the adequacy of public services provided by each city. These city-specific service level
statistics are provided in Attachment A. Adopted city plans (e.g., General Plan, specific plans,
strategic plans) that were reported during the data gathering effort are listed in Attachment B.

1.2.4 Public Involvement

A major goal of the CKH Act amendments was to increase public participation in public service
planning and delivery. Consistent with that goal, public notice requirements for all LAFCo
processes were strengthened or augmented. LAFCos were also required to adopt service review
determinations in a public forum.

LAFCos encourage and provide multiple public participation opportunities in the municipal
service review process. To this end, LAFCos develop and maintain a list of interested parties to
whom such outreach can be extended. Public comments are considered and incorporated into
the MSR process and reports where appropriate and feasible.

This draft MSR Update for cities in Alameda County has been prepared for Alameda LAFCo
review and public comment. Subsequent to the review and comment period and public
hearings, a final report will be produced for anticipated adoption by Alameda LAFCo.

Alameda LAFCo
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City of Alameda

2.1 Agency Overview

The City of Alameda, incorporated in 1854, covers an area of 10.6
square miles. The 2010 U.S. Census Bureau data shows the population
as 73,812. The California Department of Finance estimates the January
1, 2016 population as 79,277. The City has a population density of
approximately 7,478 persons per square mile.

The City of Alameda is an island, with the City of Oakland on the
northeast and the City and County of San Francisco on the west. Land uses in the City include a
mix of residential, business, commercial, industrial, recreation, open space, public, and federal.
The Sphere of Influence (SOI) for the City of Alameda extends into the estuary between Alameda
and Oakland and into the San Francisco Bay, as shown in Figure 2.1. The City and County of San
Francisco boundary includes a small portion of territory in the northwest corner of the island
that otherwise includes the City of Alameda.

The municipal services considered in this review that are provided by the City of Alameda
include: animal control, fire and emergency response, law enforcement, library, lighting, parks
and recreation, planning/building, and streets. The City also owns and operates Alameda
Municipal Power, an electric utility company. Other services, such as solid waste, are provided
under contract with other service providers.

2.1.1 City Staffing

Total City staffing for fiscal year (FY) 2015 included 504.5 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees.*
Table 2.1 shows the four service areas with the highest staffing levels.

' FY 2015 data was the most current data available during development of this MSR Update. No

substantial changes are anticipated between FYs 2015 and 2016, but cities have been provided the
opportunity to report any such changes for incorporation into the MSR.
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City of Alameda

TABLE 2.1
CITY OF ALAMEDA
HIGHEST STAFFING LEVELS BY SERVICE AREA

Service Area FY 2015 FTE
Public Safety 226.0
Alameda Municipal Power 93.5
Public Works 68.9
Community Services 41.0

Source: City of Alameda Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report 2016.

Similar to other cities in Alameda County, the public safety function (which includes police and
fire) had the highest staffing level in the City of Alameda, with 226.0 FTE employees.

2.1.2 Form of Government

The City of Alameda is a charter city operating under a council-manager form of government.
The City Council consists of five members, including the elected Mayor; members serve four-
year terms.

2.1.3 Joint Powers Authorities

The City of Alameda is a member of several joint powers authorities (JPAs), which are listed in
Table 2.2.

TABLE 2.2
CITY OF ALAMEDA
JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY MEMBERSHIP

Joint Powers Authority Service

Alameda County Transit Inter-Agency Liaison Committee —
Airport Noise Management Forum —
Alameda County Lead Abatement —

Alameda County Transportation Commission The mission of the Alameda County Transportation

Commission is to plan, fund and deliver transportation
programs and projects that expand access and improve
mobility to foster a vibrant and livable Alameda County

Association of Bay Area Governments ABAG’s mission is to strengthen cooperation and
collaboration among local governments to provide
innovative and cost effective solutions to common
problems that they face.

Alameda County Waste Management Authority Responsible for preparation of the Alameda County
Integrated Waste Management Plan and Alameda County
Hazardous Waste Management Plan. It manages a long-
range program for development of solid waste facilities
and offers many programs in the ateas of source reduction
and recycling, market development, technical assistance
and public education. Funding is provided by per-ton
disposal and waste import mitigation fees.
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Joint Powers Authority

Service

California Joint Powers Risk Management Authority —

City Council/East Bay Regional Park District
Subcommittee

City Council/Healthcare District Subcommittee

City Council/School Board Subcommittee
Community Oversight and Report Committee
East Bay Economic Development Alliance

League of California Cities

Local Agency Workers’ Compensation Excess Joint —

Powers Authority

Northern California Power Agency

Source: City of Alameda

2.1.4

Awards and Recognition

Table 2.3 lists the awards the City of Alameda has reported receiving since the 2008 Municipal

Service Review (MSR).

TABLE 2.3
CITY OF ALAMEDA
AWARDS
Award Issuer Year(s)
Received

Phoenix Award (for the Alameda Landing U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2016
redevelopment project)
Energy Efficiency (Alameda Municipal Power) — 2016
Safest Record (Alameda Municipal Power) — 2016
Sustainability Practices Award Northern California Chapter of the American 2016

Public Works Association
Source: City of Alameda

Alameda I AFCo
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City of Alameda

2.2 Service Review Determinations

The purpose of this MSR is described in Chapter 1. The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act) requires the Alameda Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) to prepare a written statement of determination with respect to
the six key areas discussed below. Using criteria described in Chapter 1 of this MSR Update, the
following analysis informs the determinations which have been prepared for the City of
Alameda.

2.21 Growth and Population Projections

According to the 2016 California Department of Finance estimates, the City of Alameda serves
79,277 residents within its municipal boundary.

2211 Projected Growth and Demographic Changes

As required by California law, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) prepared a Sustainable Communities Strategy
that considers how the San Francisco Bay Area will accommodate projected growth while also
reducing regional generation of greenhouse gases pursuant to state greenhouse gas reduction
goals. Plan Bay Area, as described in Chapter 1, is the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the
region.” Plan Bay Area seeks to accommodate the majority of growth in Priority Development
Areas (PDAs; e.g., infill areas), which is consistent with the overall goals of LAFCos, and includes
30-year growth projections for population, housing, and jobs. Year 2010-2030 ABAG projections
for the City of Alameda are depicted in Figure 2.2.

ABAG projects that the City of Alameda will grow at an annual rate of 0.9% to a population of
87,500 in 2030. The City is also projected to experience a 1.2% annual growth rate in jobs
between 2010 and 2030. Overall, the City's planning is expected to accommodate the growth
projected by ABAG.

2 This MSR Update uses data from the 2013 Plan Bay Area, which was the most current data available

during the information gathering and document development processes for this MSR Update. In July
2017, ABAG and MTC adopted an updated Plan Bay Area 2040.
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Figure 2.2. Year 2010 through Year 2030 Population, Jobs, and
Household Growth Projections for City of Alameda
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Jobs and Housing

According to ABAG Bay Area Census data? for 2010, the City of Alameda has 35,362 employed
residents. The ABAG and MTC jobs forecast estimates 24,070 jobs in the City, with approximately
0.68 job for every employed resident. ABAG estimates that the City of Alameda has 32,351
housing units, which results in a job and housing balance of 0.74. The number of renter-
occupied units in the City is greater than the number of owner-occupied housing units (Table
2.4), indicating that the rental household rate exceeds the rate of homeownership.

> ABAG Bay Area Census data are derived from US Census data specific to the Bay Area.
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TABLE 2.4
CITY OF ALAMEDA
HOUSING OVERVIEW

Housing Statistic Number
Owner-occupied housing units 14,488
Renter-occupied housing units 15,635
Other! 2,228
Total existing housing units 32,351
Regional Housing Need Allocation by Income Category 2014-2022
Above moderate 748
Moderate 283
Low 248
Very low 444
Total Regional Housing Need Allocation 1,723

! Includes vacant and seasonal units
Sources: ABAG, Bay Area Census; ABAG, Regional Housing Need Plan

As noted in Chapter 1, California cities and counties are required to demonstrate in their
Housing Element how they will meet their Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) as
assigned in the Regional Housing Need Plan.* The City of Alameda was assigned a RHNA of
1,723 units, as shown in Table 2.4.

The City adopted its General Plan in 2013 and its Housing Element in 2014. In its General Plan,
the City identified two potential PDAs for infill development, including housing. The City’s 2015-
2023 Housing Element identifies adequate sites, anticipated to yield over 2,000 units, which are
appropriately zoned to address the affordable housing demand and anticipated to meet and
exceed its 2014-2022 assigned RHNA. The City of Alameda 2015-2023 Housing Element has
been found by the California Housing and Community Development Department to comply with
State Housing Element law by adequately planning to meet the existing and projected housing
needs of all economic segments of the community.

Planning for an Aging Population

The number of adults age 50 and older in Alameda County is projected to increase
approximately 60% by 2030, growing from 449,754 in 2010 to 701,000, representing 38.7% of
the total population in Alameda County, up from 29.8% in 2010.”

The City of Alameda’s Mastick Senior Center (a division of the City of Alameda Recreation and
Park Department), provides a variety of programs and services in the areas of health, education,
and recreation to meet the needs of adults age 50 and older, as shown in Table 2.5.

* ABAG, Regional Housing Need Plan, San Francisco Bay Area, 2014-2022.
Year 2010-2030 ABAG projections.
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TABLE 2.5
CITY OF ALAMEDA
PROGRAMS AND SERVICES FOR AN AGING POPULATION

Program

Service

Senior Connections

Medical Return Trip
Improvement
Program

Alameda Paratransit
Scholarship Program

City of Alameda
Premium Taxi
Setrvice

City of Alameda
Shuttle

Community
Emergency Response
Team (CERT)

Alameda Friendly
Visitors

Alameda Safety and
Accessibility
Program

Housing
Rehabilitation
Programs

Brown Bag Program
Alameda Food Bank
The Mastick Café
Blood Pressure
Screening
Community

Paramedic Program

Income Tax

a collaboration between Mastick Senior Center and Alameda Family Services to provide case
management assistance for Alameda seniors needing help with health insurance, housing, in-
home support services, food resources and more.

the Medical Return Trip Improvement Program (MRTIP) provides subsidized taxi trips for
individuals returning home from medical appointments. Since it is often difficult to predict
when a medical appointment might end, MRTIP offers the option of calling the City of
Alameda’s transportation provider—Veterans Cab—for a ride home when your medical
appointment is completed.

the City of Alameda, through Measure B funding, offers limited matching funds to assist
individuals with Premium Taxi Service and MRTIP expenses. Eligible candidates are Alameda
residents, Premium Taxi Service or MRTIP certified, and meet the very-low income
requirement.

Premium Taxi Service provides a 50 percent discount for taxi rides with a City of Alameda
transportation provider.

The Alameda Shuttle, funded by Measure B transportation sales tax dollars, provides a free way
to get around town. The shuttle service is open to the public yet its primary purpose is to
connect seniors and individuals with disabilities with access to major shopping destinations and
medical facilities around the City.

The Alameda Fire Department’s CERT program provides training for Alameda residents to
increase self-sufficiency in a disaster.

Alameda Friendly Visitors, a companion program to Alameda Meals on Wheels, provides
companionship to seniors and homebound Alameda residents.

The Alameda Fire Department’s Safety and Accessibility Program assists with home
modification improving safety and accessibility

The City of Alameda sponsors several rehabilitation programs providing loans, grants, and/or
technical assistance to homeowners. Assistance is available to repair housing stock for low and
moderate-income residents, correct code deficiencies, or perform minor emergency home
repairs.

Mercy Care Center’s Brown Bag Program collects and distributes donated food to low income
seniors twice a month at Mastick Senior Center.

The Alameda Food Bank is a private, nonaffiliated non-profit organization providing nutritious
food to low-income Alameda residents.

A nutritious meal, provided by Spectrum Community Services, is served Monday through Friday
at Noon in Dining Room I. Eligible candidates must be at least 60 years of age.

Alameda Fire Department provides blood pressure screening on the second and fourth
Wednesday of each month

The goal of the Alameda Fire Department’s Community Paramedic Program is to guide clients
towards health and well-being, connect clients with appropriate services, and intervene when
clients are unable to take an active role in the management of their healthcare.

From February through April 15, AARP Tax Assistance Program volunteers provide free tax

Preparation preparation services to low and middle income individuals with special attention to those 60 and
Assistance older by appointment at Mastick Senior Center.

Alameda 1. AFCo
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2212 Anticipated Growth Patterns

The City of Alameda reported approximately 125 undeveloped entitled residential acres in FY
2015. Several projects have been identified as part of the 2016-2021 projected growth for the
City and include 1,071 dwelling units and 200,000 square feet of commercial space. These
projects are either approved or in the approval process.

PDAs, as noted in Chapter 1, help form the implementing framework for Plan Bay Area. Two
PDAs have been identified by the City of Alameda in Plan Bay Area and the City's General Plan.
New housing development is planned at Alameda Point and Alameda Landing, and along the
Northern Waterfront. The Alameda Point and Alameda Landing PDA is characterized as a future
transit town center and consists of the former Naval Air Station Alameda (NAS Alameda). The
Northern Waterfront PDA is characterized as a transit neighborhood and consists of former
industrial sites along the Oakland Estuary. The City consults with outside municipal service
providers to ensure that the PDAs will receive adequate services at buildout.

Priority Conservation Areas, which are areas of regionally significant open space facing
development pressure, also help form the implementing framework for Plan Bay Area. The City
of Alameda is urbanized and has not identified any Priority Conservation Areas in Plan Bay Area
or the City's General Plan.

The City of Alameda does not anticipate that current or projected growth patterns will expand
beyond its existing municipal boundary and SOL

2.2.2 Boundaries, Islands, and Disadvantaged Unincorporated
Communities

The City of Alameda’s municipal boundary consists of the island of Alameda, Coast Guard Island,
and the eastern portion of Harbor Bay Island along Harbor Bay Parkway. The City of Alameda is
surrounded by the San Francisco Bay, San Leandro Bay, and Oakland Estuary. The SOI for the
City of Alameda includes the municipal boundary and extends into the estuary between
Alameda and Oakland and into the San Francisco Bay (see Figure 2.1). A small portion of the City
and County of San Francisco is located in the northwestern corner of the island territory that
includes Alameda. No unincorporated islands have been identified in the City of Alameda.

The City does not request any changes to its SOI and indicates that it does not provide services
to any areas outside its municipal boundaries or SOL

2221 Disadvantaged Unincotporated Communities

There are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) within or contiguous to the
SOI for the City of Alameda and therefore, no DUCs are relevant to this analysis.

Alameda LAFCo
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2.2.3

City Services Overview

As noted in Section 2.1 and as shown in Table 2.6, municipal services for the City of Alameda
are provided by City staff and under contract with other service providers. Municipal services
considered in this update are discussed individually below. Stormwater, water, and wastewater
services will be reviewed during a separate MSR process. For comparative purposes, FY 2008
information is also included where available.

TABLE 2.6

CITY OF ALAMEDA
MUNICIPAL SERVICES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS

Service

Primary Service Provider

Non-city Service Provider

Animal Control
Fire and Emergency Response
Law Enforcement
Library
Lighting
Parks and Recreation
Planning/Building
Solid Waste
Streets
Utilities:
Electricity
Gas
Broadband
Vector Control
Mosquito Control
Water

Wastewater

City of Alameda
City of Alameda
City of Alameda
City of Alameda
City of Alameda
City of Alameda
City of Alameda

City of Alameda

Friends of the Alameda Animal Shelter

Alameda County Industries

Alameda Municipal Power
Pacific Gas & Electric
Comcast, AT&T, Sonic.net
Alameda County Vector Control Services District
Alameda County Mosquito Abatement District
East Bay Municipal Utility District
East Bay Municipal Utility District

Source: City of Alameda

In the years since the 2008 MSR update, the City has added the following programs:

Community Development Department

e Facade Grant Program—reinstated with new funding source in 2016

e "At Your Service” Permit Facilitation Program

e Rent Review, Rent Stabilization and Limitations on Evictions Program

Fire Department

e Senior Safety Program
e Reinstatement Marine ops (fire boat, inflatable rescue boats, rescue swimmers)
e Tactical SWAT-MEDIC Program

2-10
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e Basic Life Support program (2012)
e Authorization of Community Paramedicine Pilot Program

In the years since the 2008 MSR update, the City has discontinued the following programs:

Community Development Department

e Redevelopment Program
e Local Agency Military Base Recovery Area/Enterprise Zone designation
e Facgade Grant Program—between 2012 and 2016 due to elimination of Redevelopment

Police Department

e Animal shelter—which is now operated by the Friends of the Alameda Animal Shelter,
with staff and budget support from the Police Department
e Alameda City Jail

Fire Department
e Closure of Station 5 and elimination of Fire Prevention Bureau

e Suspension of Basic Life Support program (2015)

The City of Alameda reports the following opportunities and challenges related to its provision
of municipal services:

Opportunities

e Development of Alameda Point
e Current strong housing market
e Current strong regional economic growth

Challenges

e Meeting pension obligations
e Funding capital improvements
e Funding deferred maintenance

A summary of the City’s municipal service level statistics for FY 2015 is provided in Table A.1 of
Attachment A.

2231 Animal Control, Vector Control

The City of Alameda and Friends of the Alameda Animal Shelter are the animal control service
providers. City expenditures for animal control services were $385,786 for FY 2015, down from
$592,410 in FY 2008.

Alameda LAFCo
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For 2015, 46 dog licenses were issued per 1,000 population.® The number of animals handled by
the City and Friends of the Alameda Animal Shelter in 2015 was 1,580 and 1,360 calls for service
were received.

Throughout Alameda County, and including the City of Alameda, vector control services are
provided by Alameda County Vector Control Services District, a Division of the Alameda County
Environmental Health Department. The mission of the Vector Control Services District is to
prevent the spread of vector-borne diseases, injury, and discomfort to the residents of the
District by controlling insects, rodents, and other vectors and eliminating causal environmental
conditions through education, and integrated pest management practices.

The Alameda County Mosquito Abatement District protects public health by carrying out a
program of mosquito abatement which is responsive to the public, cost effective,
environmentally safe, and consistent with land use planning or zoning. The Alameda County
Mosquito Abatement District provides mosquito control services to residents of Alameda
County, including the City of Alameda.

2232 Fire and Emetgency Response

The City of Alameda provides fire protection services. FY 2015 expenditures were approximately
$27.3 million, up from approximately $24.3 million in FY 2008.

There were 6,422 reported calls for fire and emergency response service in 2015. Average fire
and emergency response time in 2015 was 4:23. Average response time was 3:30 in 2008. The
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standard requires fire and emergency response
providers to arrive at the scene within 5 minutes of a 911 call 90 percent of the time.’

2233 Law Enforcement

The City of Alameda provides law enforcement and dispatch services. FY 2015 expenditures were
approximately $28.5 million, up from approximately $26.5 million in FY 2008.

The City of Alameda has 1.1 FTE sworn personnel per 1,000 population, which represents a slight
decrease from 1.4 FTE in 2008. The national average in 2012 was 2.39 FTE sworn personnel per
1,000 population.® There were 14.1 crimes per sworn FTE in 2015. The property crime clearance
rate (a measure of crimes solved) was 4.9% in 2015, and the violent crime clearance rate was

The City of Alameda requires that both dogs and cats be licensed. Friends of the Alameda Animal
Shelter issues cat licenses; however, only dog license data were collected for the MSR.

NFPA 1710 Standard for the Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression Operations,
Emergency Medical Operations, and Special Operations to the Public by Career Fire Departments.
2016 edition.

National Sources of Law Enforcement Employment Data. April 2016.
http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/nsleed.pdf
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56.7%.° The City has one central police station and reports that the station and equipment are in
good condition.

2234  Libraty

The City of Alameda provides library services with three locations—the Main Library, the Bay
Farm Island Library, and the West End Library. Library expenditures were $46.14 per capita ($3.6
million total) for FY 2015, up from $45.71 per capita ($3.3 million total) in FY 2008.

Average circulation per capita was 6 items in 2015 and 1 public access computer was provided
per 1,000 population.

The State of California Library provides a compilation of statistical data from public libraries
throughout the state.™ Select statistical data for the most recent year (FY 2014/2015) are
provided in this MSR Update for comparative purposes. The state averaged 5.88 library visits per
capita, which represents a slight downward trend over the past 5 years. Average circulation was
7.6 per capita and 10.8 per borrower. Average public access computer use per 1,000 population
was 948.83. Public libraries spent an average of $49.89 per capita in FY 2014/2015.

2235 Lighting and Streets

Lighting (street and traffic) is provided and maintained by the City of Alameda. City expenditures
for light and signal maintenance were $933,013 in FY 2015, up from $630,182 in FY 2008. The
City maintains 87 signalized intersections, 3,132 traffic lights, and 5,441 street lights.

The City of Alameda provides and maintains 140 street miles and approximately 32 Class 1 and 2
bike lane miles. FY 2015 expenditures for streets were $2,954,646.

MTC tracks street pavement conditions throughout the Bay Area as a measure of how well local
streets are being maintained. Many factors affect a city’s pavement condition index, or PCI score.
These include pavement age, climate and precipitation, traffic loads and available maintenance
funding.

The PCI for streets in the City of Alameda was 62 (fair) in 2009.' Pavement at the low end of the
60-69 (fair) range is significantly distressed and may require a combination of rehabilitation and

Common indicators used as metrics for evaluating law enforcement service provision have limitations.
The information is presented as a reference and can be used for comparative purposes with the
caveat that different jurisdictions can have different characteristics (e.g., a dense urban area and a
suburban residential city), rendering the comparison less meaningful.

California State Library, Library Statistics. http://www.library.ca.gov/Ids/librarystats.html

2008 data were not available
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preventive maintenance. Although the PCI increased to 69 in 2015, it remains below the target
PCI of 75 (good) MTC has established.

2236 Parks and Recreation

The City is the primary service provider for parks and recreation. FY 2015 expenditures for parks
were approximately $6.4 million in FY 2015, down from approximately $10.8 million in FY 2008.

The City provides and maintains 2 park acres per 1,000 residents, 3.75 recreation centers per
20,000 residents, and 3.5 miles of recreation trails. A 2014 facility condition assessment was
conducted for the City's 38 park and recreation facilities and found that half the facilities were in
good condition, while the other half were in fair to poor condition. As a result of these findings,
the Public Works Department is requesting $6.25 million over the next two years for facility
improvements.

The City works collaboratively with the East Bay Regional Park District to fund park
improvements through the Measure WW funding program. The City has received approximately
$3.5 million from Measure WW, which has been used to fund the Alameda Boys and Girls Club, a
playground, tennis court rehabilitations, construction at Estuary Park, and replacement of the
recreation center at Krusi Park.

The Quimby Act allows California cities and counties to require from 3 to 5 acres of land for
every 1,000 new residents. The Act also authorizes jurisdictions to require the dedication of land
or to impose fees for park or recreational purposes as a condition of the approval of a tentative
or parcel subdivision map. The 1979 Compatible Land Use Plan called for 4 acres in newly
developed areas, and the 2013 Parks and Recreation Element of the City's General Plan
projected the standard to be 2.3 acres per 1,000 at buildout. The City of Alameda indicates that
the Quimby Act's 3-to-5-acre range is beyond reach at this stage of development.

2237 Planning and Building

The City of Alameda Department of Community Development provides planning and building
services. Department expenditures for FY 2015 were $2,850,519.

The City of Alameda issued 3,670 residential and 467 commercial building permits in 2015. Total
building permit valuation in FY 2015 is estimated at $143.2 million. The adopted planning
documents reported by the City are listed in Attachment B.

2.238 Solid Waste

Solid waste services are provided to the City of Alameda via franchise agreement with Alameda
County Industries. Alameda County Industries transports solid waste collected from the City of

2 MTC Vital Signs: http://www.vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/street-pavement-condition
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Alameda to Waste Management's Davis Street Transfer Station located in the City of San
Leandro. The City of Alameda FY 2015 expenditures for solid waste services were $488,347,
down from $780,061 in FY 2008.

The City reported approximately 2.4 tons of waste disposed per capita for FY 2015, and a total
diversion rate of 76%. The FY 2015 per resident disposal rate was 2.3 pounds/resident/day.

Under Assembly Bill 939, the annual goal for solid waste disposal is 6.3 pounds/person/day, and
the per capita diversion rate is 50% for all California local jurisdictions. Assembly Bill 341
identified a statewide recycling goal of 75% or 2.7 pounds/person/day by 2020.

2239 Utilities and Broadband

Alameda Municipal Power provides electricity service and Pacific Gas & Electric provides gas
service to the City of Alameda. Alameda Municipal Power expenditures were approximately $45
million in FY 2015, down from approximately $61 million in FY 2008. The City coordinates with
Pacific Gas & Electric regarding the location and condition of gas pipelines. Alameda is not a
member of the recently formed East Bay Community Energy Authority.

The City of Alameda does not provide public broadband service. XFINITY from Comcast, AT&T
U-verse, and Sonic.net each offer internet access to the city. These providers use a variety of
wired technologies including cable and DSL. The City of Alameda did not indicate concerns
about the availability or reliability of high-speed internet services. The California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) currently considers 6 megabits per second (Mbps) download and 1.5 Mbps
upload speeds to be the standard for adequate residential broadband service.

The East Bay Broadband Consortium conducted a study to gather information about broadband
availability, infrastructure, and adoption in Alameda, Contra Costa, and Solano counties, using
data submitted by Internet service providers to the CPUC, and developed a comparative report
card for 2013. The City of Alameda received a grade of C, which indicates that internet service
providers meet the CPUC's minimum 6 Mbps download and 1.5 Mbps upload standard, with
one provider advertising maximum download/upload speeds of at least 10/6 Mbps."

The City of Alameda did not indicate concerns about the ability of utility service or broadband
providers to serve Alameda’s existing or growing population.

B East Bay Broadband Consortium, East Bay Broadband Report Card. www. bit.ly/broadbandreportcard.
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2.2.4 City Services Determinations

2241 Present and Planned Capacity of Facilities, Adequacy of Public
Service

The City of Alameda reports that it adequately serves all areas within its municipal boundary and
SOI and anticipates it will continue to do so in the foreseeable future.

Average fire and emergency response time was 4:23 minutes in 2015, which exceeds the NFPA
standard.

There are no DUCs within or contiguous to the City’s SOL

Capacity and Condition of Infrastructure and Ability to Meet Service-level Needs

As an island city, transportation ingress and egress as well as internal traffic circulation present
continued challenges for Alameda’s future growth and emergency disaster preparedness. AC
Transit, ferry service, and transit improvement projects are important tools for addressing these
challenges. Additionally, the PCI for City streets is 69, which is below the target of 75 MTC has
established.

When accounting for the projected growth and population increases over the next five years, as
well as the identified challenges related to its provision of municipal services, the City does not
anticipate obstacles to maintaining existing service levels or meeting infrastructure needs.

Consistency with Capital Improvement Plans

The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) sets priorities for building the City's infrastructure such
as parks, sewer/storm drain improvements, pedestrian/bicycle network, traffic/street
improvements, affordable housing, and community facilities. The City of Alameda has identified
transportation, facilities, and sidewalks as its top three capital priorities. Their two-year Capital
Improvement Budget process and Capital Improvement Program includes facility and
infrastructure assessment and replacement programs.

Consistency with Local and Regional Land Use Plans and Policies

The City is planning for continued growth, which is expected to be accommodated by way of
regional plans such as Plan Bay Area and local plans such as the City’'s General Plan. The City's
2015-2023 Housing Element has been found by the California Housing and Community
Development Department to comply with State housing element law by adequately planning to
meet the existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of the community.

2242 Status and Opportunities for Shared Facilities

The sharing of municipal services and facilities involves centralizing functions and facilities.
Municipalities will collaborate through joint-use and shared services agreements for the joint
provision of public services and joint use of public facilities as a way to save resources.

Alameda LAFCo
2-16 Administrative Draft Municipal Service Review Update



City of Alameda

Current Shared Services

The City provides an array of municipal services, with the exception of solid waste, gas,
broadband, vector control, and wastewater services. These services are provided via contract
with Alameda County, public vendors, or private vendors. The City does not share facilities or
services. No areas of overlapping responsibilities or opportunities to share services or facilities
were identified as a part of this review.

Duplication of Existing or Planned Facilities

This review did not identify any duplication of existing or planned facilities.

Availability of Excess Capacity

No excess service or facility capacity was identified as part of this review.
2.2.5 Financial Overview

This section provides an overview of the City’s financial health and provides a context for
assessing the City's financial ability to provide services.

Key FY 2015 financial information for City of Alameda municipal operations is discussed below.
The information in this section has been obtained from the audited 2015 Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report (CAFR) and from City staff. For comparative purposes, FY 2008 CAFR and staff-
provided financial information is also included where available.

2.2.5.1 Revenues and Expenditures

A comparison of the revenues and expenditures for the City’'s governmental and proprietary
funds is shown in Table 2.7.

TABLE 2.7
CITY OF ALAMEDA
COMPARISON OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES
FY 2008 AND FY 2015

FY 2008 FY 2015
Total Revenue $235,935,203 | $199,747,914
Total Expenditures $219,064,244 | $182,113,171
Net Surplus/ (Deficit) $16,870,959 | $17,634,743

In FY 2015, total expenditures for the City exceeded $182 million, which represents a decrease of
approximately $36.9 million from FY 2008. The decreases in revenue and expenditures are due
to changes in what is included in “"business-type activities” and “component units” in the
financial reports between FY 2008 and FY 2015.
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Municipal services are funded via the General Fund, which is the primary operating fund for the
City. Revenues and expenditures for the General Fund are shown in Table 2.8. General Fund
expenditures constituted approximately 38% ($70 million) of the total expenditures for FY 2015.

TABLE 2.8
CITY OF ALAMEDA
COMPARISON OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES — GENERAL FUND
FY 2008 AND FY 2015
Type FY 2008 FY 2015
Revenue by Soutce
Other Local Taxes $23,877,431 $32,778,575
Property Tax $22,163,682 $31,997,790
Service Charges $7,260,722 $9,541,506
Other Revenue $15,572,720 $5,643,384
Total Revenue $68,874, 555 $79,961,255
Expenditures by Program
Police $26,544,338 $28,570,331
Fire and Emergency Medical Services $24,338,086 $27,362,021
General Government $7,144,154 $10,312,626
Recreation and Community Services $4,252,813 $2,232,103
Public Works $7,478,497 $1,159,705
Other (capital and debt) $1,151,199 $404,718
Community Development $4,320,392 —
Total Expenditures 375229479 $70,041,504
Net Surplus/ (Deficit) ($6,354,924) $9,919,751

Total General Fund expenditures have decreased by approximately $5.2 million (7%) since FY
2008. Public safety services comprise the major expenditures (80%) for the City's General Fund.

The major revenues to the City's General Fund are taxes, which comprise approximately 91% of
the fund’s annual revenue stream. The primary source of revenue is property tax, which in FY
2015 was above FY 2008 levels. Table 2.9 provides a comparison of General Fund tax revenues.
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TABLE 2.9
CITY OF ALAMEDA
COMPARISON OF GENERAL FUND TAX REVENUES
FY 2008 AND FY 2015
Type FY 2008 FY 2015
Property Tax $27,413,398 | $39,057,878
Sales Tax $5,140,774 $9,340,828
Utility Users Tax $9,301,200 $8,330,638
Transfer Tax $3,389,197 $8,258,516
Franchise Tax $1,605,512 $1,496,491
Transient Occupancy Tax $1,088,342 $1,928,731
Property Tax in lieu $1,654,175 $1,002,871
Other Tax $2,392,876 $4,460,633
Total tax revenue $51,985,474 | $73,876,484

The City's property tax revenue has increased by approximately $11.6 million (42%) since FY
2008. This increase can be somewhat attributed to the housing market recovery after the Great
Recession of 2008-2009, including the rise in median home sale prices in the City of Alameda,
and the receipt of residual property tax distributions as a result of redevelopment dissolution.

City of Alameda sales tax revenue has increased by approximately $4.2 million (82%) since FY
2008.

2252 Debt

Table 2.10 summarizes the City’s obligations, debt, and liabilities.

TABLE 2.10
CITY OF ALAMEDA
COMPARISON OF OBLIGATIONS, DEBTS, AND LIABILITIES
FY 2008 AND FY 2015

Obligation/Debt/Liability FY 2008 FY 2015
General Bonded Debt $24,555,000 $19,540,000
Ratio of Direct Debt! to Net Assessed Valuation 0.28% 0.19%
Ratio of Combined Debt? to Net Assessed Valuation 0.32% 2.97%
Unfunded Pension Liability $94,910,311 | $166,423,352

I General bonded debt
2 Direct and overlapping debt

Standard and Poor’s suggests that high debt levels can overburden a municipality while low
debt levels may indicate underutilized capital investment capacity. The City of Alameda has
lowered its general bonded debt since 2008 to approximately $246 per capita through pay-off
of prior capital project debt. The ratio of direct debt to net assessed valuation has decreased
slightly since 2008, while the ratio for combined debt has increased.
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Similar to many cities, the City of Alameda has seen an increase in its reported unfunded
pension liability since 2008, partially due to Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB)
Statement 68.* The City’s unfunded pension liability™® is approximately 205% of the general
fund revenue for FY 2015 (i.e., more than double the general fund revenue would be needed to
fully fund the existing pension liability if addressed all in one year). Since the GASB ruling the
City of Alameda has worked to address pension funding by adopting a Pension Rate
Stabilization and Other Post-Employment Benefits Funding Policy. This Policy creates a trust
fund and mandates annual deposits from the general fund, to address long term pension
obligations. The City has also made changes to its pension eligibility requirements to address
both short- and long-term liabilities.

2253 Reserves

The Alameda City Council has established a 20% reserve policy, measured in proportion to the
budgeted expenditures and transfers out. The City has been able to maintain General Fund
reserves in excess of the City Council’s established level of 20% of expenditures during the past
few fiscal years. During FY 2015, an additional 5% was allocated to a contingency reserve. At the
end of FY 2015, the General Fund available fund balance was nearly 38%, or $30 million, which is
13% higher than the City Council established reserves.

Alameda’s unassigned General Fund reserve level was $19.9 million for FY 2015, up from $10.2
million in FY 2008. The City does not maintain an economic uncertainty reserve fund separate
from the General Fund reserve.

2254 Fiscal Health Indicators

Overall, the City of Alameda appears to be experiencing improvements in its fiscal health, as
shown by the General Fund fiscal indicators in Table 2.11.

' GASB Statement No. 68 requires local governments to include pension liabilities in their annual

financial reports.

Pension plans are funded by employee contributions, municipal contributions, and investment
income. These sources are intended to provide enough revenue to fully fund the plan liabilities,
otherwise a plan would be considered underfunded. When a city’s General Fund revenue is
insufficient to cover pension expenses, the City may pass that expense on to taxpayers.

15
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TABLE 2.11
CITY OF ALAMEDA
GENERAL FUND FISCAL INDICATORS
FY 2008 AND FY 2015
Indicator FY 2008 FY 2015
Net Operating Deficit/Surplus ($3,1206,742) $4,422,978
Liquidity Ratio! 4.81 6.02
Fund Balance as Percent of Expenditures? 25% 45%

1 Calculated by combining cash and short-term investments, then dividing by current
liabilities. The liquidity ratio indicates the necessary cash the City has to fund its liabilities;
the higher the number, the greater the degree of liquidity.

2 Unreserved General Fund Reserves as a percent of annual operating expenditures

Since the deficit of FY 2008, the City has reported a surplus in their annual operating General
Fund, increasing from a deficit of approximately $3.1 million in FY 2008 to a surplus of $4.4
million in FY 2015.

Although several General Fund revenue categories have significantly improved, as noted above,
the City of Alameda continues to expect General Fund deficits in the foreseeable future. Factors
contributing to those deficits include:

e New Miscellaneous / Safety Public Employees' Retirement System rates that include the
projected effect of the recent changes made by California Public Employees’ Retirement
System (CalPERS) to their amortization and smoothing policies, which was to smooth
changes to the rate over a 5-year period instead of a 15-year period. CalPERS will be
implementing these changes over a 5-year period, beginning in FY 2015-16, and the
changes are incorporated in the City’'s 5-year projections

e The rising cost of health care, albeit at a slower pace than previous years

e New agreed-upon salary increases for all employees with projected increases of 4.36% in
2016, 3.5% in 2017, and 3.5% in 2018, based upon increases realized in specified tax
revenues for the General Fund

As in years past, City staff will be working with the City Council to address anticipated shortfalls
as part of the review of the City’'s budget.

For FY 2015, there were $1.9 million in transfers from the General Fund reserves to fund capital
projects. The City exceeded its 20 percent reserve goal for the unassigned General Fund balance.
Overall, the City's fund balance as percent of expenditures exceeds the 17% minimum general
fund reserve level at which a city would have the ability to maintain an acceptable level of
service provision, to enact changes to maintain services, and to avoid bankruptcy potential.

Other fiscal health indicators include municipal bond ratings and net position. Municipal bonds
are rated by one of three major ratings agencies, which assess the credit risk based on the
economy, debt structure, financial condition, demographic factors, and management practices
of the governing body and administration. Standard and Poor’s has assigned Alameda a bond
rating of AA+ (high quality).
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Net position may serve over time as a useful indicator of a government's financial position (i.e.,
whether it is improving or deteriorating). The net position for the City of Alameda decreased
$105 million or 26%, from $402 million at June 30, 2014 to $297 million at June 30, 2015. For FY
2015, the City reported positive balances in all categories of net position except for unrestricted
net position, primarily due to the implementation of GASB 68 and 71 and the inclusion of the
net pension liability. The largest portion of the City’s net position, $332 million, is its investment
in capital assets less any related outstanding debt that was used to acquire those assets. The
City uses these capital assets to provide services to its residents and other stakeholders.
Accordingly, these assets are not available for future spending.

2.2.5.5 Financial Reporting

The timeliness of financial reporting is a common concern expressed to the GASB by the users of
state and local government financial reports. According to the GASB, financial report

information retains some of its usefulness to municipal bond analysts, legislative fiscal staff, and
researchers at taxpayer associations and citizen groups for up to 6 months after fiscal year end.
The City of Alameda CAFR for FY 2015 was published in March 2016, which is not within 6
months of the fiscal year end. The CAFR was audited by an independent certified public
accountant, which issued an unqualified opinion.

2.2.6 Financial Determinations
2261 Financial Ability of Agency to Provide Setvices

Despite improving fiscal health, the City of Alameda continues to expect General Fund deficits in
the foreseeable future, which may affect its ability to provide services.

As with other cities in Alameda County, rising pension costs are expected to continue to reduce
funding for other priorities.

Overall, the City of Alameda appears to have sufficient financial resources to continue providing
services, as well as to accommodate infrastructure expansion, improvements, or replacement, as
indicated below.

Operating General Fund deficit and sutplus trends for the past five years

The City of Alameda reports moving from a deficit to a surplus in their annual operating general

fund between FY 2008 and FY 2015.

Balanced General Fund budgets using one-time revenues, deferred expenditures or
borrowing

For FY 2015, there were $1.9 million in transfers from the General Fund reserves to fund capital
projects. During FY 2015, the City transferred over $9 million to the CIP fund for capital and
storm drain projects.
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Historically, most CIP projects have been funded through redevelopment revenue and bond
financing with some funds also coming from the City's General Fund or state/regional/federal
grants. Due to the dissolution of redevelopment in 2012, the City has been identifying other
funding sources for capital. City staff, in conjunction with outside consultants, undertook a
comprehensive Development Impact Fee study to ensure new development is paying its fair
share of the costs for needed public capital facilities and improvements. These new fees took
effect in September 2014 and account for all the backbone infrastructure at Alameda Point as
well as parks, public safety, transportation and public facilities that will be required as a result of
growth driven by the strong regional economy.

Unreserved General Fund resetves as a percent of operating expenditures for most recent
fiscal year

At the end of FY 2015, the unassigned General Fund Balance represented approximately 45% of
operating expenditures. The City’'s fund balance as percent of expenditures exceeds the City's
20% reserve goal for unassigned fund balances, as well as the 17% minimum general fund
reserve level at which a city would have the ability to maintain an acceptable level of service
provision, to enact changes to maintain services, and to avoid bankruptcy potential.

Liquidity as measured when comparing cash and short-term investments over current
lLiabilities for most recent fiscal year

The liquidity ratio indicates whether a city has the means available to cover its existing
obligations in the short run. The City reported a liquidity ratio of 6.02, which indicates the City
has the means available to cover its existing obligations in the short run.

Timeliness and accuracy of financial reporting by ensuting that the State Controller’s
Financial Transactions Report was filed on a timely basis and that the
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) for most recent fiscal year
received a clean opinion and was issued within six months of fiscal year end

The City issued its CAFR approximately 9 months after fiscal year end, which is not considered
timely. The CAFR was audited by an independent CPA and received a clean opinion.

2.2.7 Accountability for Community Service Needs, Including
Governmental Structure and Operational Efficiencies

2271 Online Availability of City Governance Information

The City of Alameda website provides public access to the agendas and minutes for the City
Council and its various boards and commissions; the City’s biennial budget; and the City's
annual CAFR. The City therefore adequately provides accountability with regard to governance
and municipal operations.
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2272

Online Availability of City Planning Information

The City of Alameda website provides public access to the City's general plan as well as various
development plans and projects. The City therefore adequately provides accountability with
regard to municipal and land use planning.

2273

Puplic Involvement

The City of Alameda website provides public access to public hearing notices, including the time
and place at which City residents may provide input, as well as other opportunities for public
involvement in the City decision-making process. The City therefore adequately provides
accountability with regard to citizen participation.

2.2.8

Service Review Determinations Summary

Table 2.12 summarizes the service review determinations discussed throughout Section 2.2.

TABLE 2.12
CITY OF ALAMEDA

SUMMARY OF SERVICE REVIEW DETERMINATIONS

Determination Area and Criteria

Determination

Growth and population projections for the affected area

Projected growth and demographic
changes in and around the agency’s
service areas based on ABAG
population projections

ABAG projects that the City of Alameda will grow at an annual rate of 0.9%
to a population of 87,500 in 2030. The City is also projected to experience a
1.2% annual growth rate in jobs between 2010 and 2030. Overall, the City’s

planning is expected to accommodate the growth projected by ABAG.

Anticipated growth patterns based on
Plan Bay Area and agency general plans

The City of Alameda does not anticipate that current or projected growth
patterns will expand beyond its existing municipal boundary and SOI within
the next five years. The City consults with outside municipal service providers
to ensure that the PDAs as identified in Plan Bay Area will receive adequate
services at buildout.

Location and characteristics of Disadvantaged Unincotporated Commuanities within or contiguous to the SOl

Pursuant to GC 56033.5, a
disadvantaged unincorporated
community is a community with an
annual median household income that
is less than 80% of the statewide annual
median household income (i.e., less
than $48,875 per U.S. Census Bureau,
2009-2013 Five-year American
Community Survey) and where there
reside 12 or more registered voters.

There are no DUCs within or contiguous to the SOI for the City of Alameda.

Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public service, including inffastructure needs

and deficiencies

Capacity and condition of existing
infrastructure and its ability to meet
service-level needs based on anticipated
population growth

The City of Alameda reports that it adequately serves all areas within its
municipal boundary and SOI and anticipates it will continue to do so in the
foreseeable future.

As an island city, transportation ingress and egress as well as internal traffic
circulation present continued challenges for Alameda’s future growth and
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Determination Area and Criteria

Determination

emergency disaster preparedness. AC Transit, ferry service, and transit
improvement projects are important tools for addressing these challenges.
Additionally, the pavement condition index for City streets is 69, which is
below the target of 75 MTC has established.

When accounting for the projected growth and population increases over the
next five years, as well as the identified challenges related to its provision
of municipal services, the City does not anticipate obstacles to maintaining
existing service levels or meeting infrastructure needs.

Consistency with capital improvement
plans

The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) sets priorities for building the City’s
infrastructure such as parks, sewet/storm drain improvements,
pedestrian/bicycle network, traffic/street improvements, affordable housing,
and community facilities. The City of Alameda has identified transportation,
facilities, and sidewalks as its top three capital priorities. Their two-year
Capital Improvement Budget process and Capital Improvement Program
includes facility and infrastructure assessment and replacement programs.

Consistency with local and regional
land use plans and policies

The City is planning for continued growth, which is expected to be
accommodated by way of regional plans such as Plan Bay Area and local plans
such as the City’s General Plan. The City’s 2015-2023 Housing Element has
been found by the California Housing and Community Development
Department to comply with State housing element law by adequately planning
to meet the existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of
the community.

Financial ability of the agency to provide setvices

Operating General Fund deficit and
surplus trends for the past five years

The City of Alameda reports moving from a deficit to a surplus in their annual
operating general fund between FY 2008 and FY 2015.

Despite improving fiscal health, the City of Alameda continues to expect
General Fund deficits in the foreseeable future, which may affect its ability to
provide services.

Balanced General Fund budgets using
one-time revenues, deferred
expenditures or borrowing

For FY 2015, there were $1.9 million in transfers from the General Fund
resetves to fund capital projects.

Unreserved General Fund reserves as a
percent of operating expenditures for
most recent fiscal year

At 45% of operating expenditures, the City’s fund balance as percent of
expenditures exceeds the City’s 20% reserve goal for unassigned fund
balances, as well as the 17% minimum general fund reserve level at which a
city would have the ability to maintain an acceptable level of service provision,
to enact changes to maintain services, and to avoid bankruptcy potential.

Liquidity as measured when comparing
cash and short-term investments over
current liabilities for most recent fiscal
year

The City reported a liquidity ratio of 6.02, which indicates the City has the
means available to cover its existing obligations in the short run.

Timeliness and accuracy of financial
reporting by ensuring that the State
Controller’s Financial Transactions
Report was filed on a timely basis and
that the Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report (CAFR) for most
recent fiscal year received a clean
opinion and was issued within six
months of fiscal year end

The City issued its CAFR approximately 9 months after fiscal year end, which
is not considered timely by the GASB. The CAFR was audited by an
independent CPA and received a clean opinion.
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Determination Area and Criteria

Determination

Status of and opportunities for shared facilities

Current shared services and activities
with other service providers, including
shared facilities and staff, in each of the
examined service areas

The City provides an array of municipal services, with the exception of solid
waste, utilities, vector control, and wastewater services. These services are
provided via contract with Alameda County or private vendors. The City does
not share facilities or services. No areas of overlapping responsibilities or
opportunities to share services or facilities were identified as a part of this
review.

Duplication of existing or planned
facilities of other service providers

This review did not identify any duplication of existing or planned facilities.

Availability of excess capacity to serve
customers of other agencies

No excess service or facility capacity was identified as part of this review.

Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and operational efficiencies

Availability of agendas, budget and
financial information on the agency’s
website

The City of Alameda website provides public access to the agendas and
minutes for the City Council and its vatious boards and commissions; the
City’s biennial budget; and the City’s annual CAFR. The City therefore
adequately provides accountability with regard to governance and municipal
operations.

Availability of the general plan and
various elements on the agency’s
website

The City of Alameda website provides public access to the City’s general plan
as well as various development plans and projects. The City therefore
adequately provides accountability with regard to municipal and land use
planning.

Time and place for public to provide
input prior to decision being made

The City of Alameda website provides public access to public hearing notices,
including the time and place at which City residents may provide input, as well
as other opportunities for public involvement in the City decision-making
process. The City therefore adequately provides accountability with regard to
citizen participation.
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2.3 Sphere of Influence Review and Determinations
2.3.1 Sphere of Influence Recommendation

The SOI for the City of Alameda extends into the estuary between Alameda and Oakland and
into the San Francisco Bay, as shown in Figure 2.1. The City of Alameda is an island, with the City
of Oakland on the northeast and the City and County of San Francisco on the west; no further
outward growth is possible.

This report recommends that Alameda LAFCo maintain and reaffirm the existing SQOI for the City
of Alameda.

This report also recommends that Alameda LAFCo consider encouraging the City of Alameda
and the City and County of San Francisco to consider reorganization of the northwestern portion
of Alameda (currently included in the City and County of San Francisco) so that it would be
within a modified SQI for the City of Alameda. Figure 2.3 shows the proposed area of
modification.

2.3.2 Sphere of Influence Determinations for the City of Alameda

As described in Chapter 1, Government Code §56425(e) requires Alameda LAFCo to prepare a
written statement of determination regarding the factors in Table 2.13. These determinations
are made as part of the review of the existing SOI and are based on the information in this City
of Alameda MSR profile.

TABLE 2.13
CITY OF ALAMEDA
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE DETERMINATIONS

Criteria Determination
The present and planned land uses The City of Alameda plans for a vatiety of urban uses within its
(including agticultural and open-space | boundary, representing a continuation of the current mix of uses,
Iands) including residential, business, commercial, industrial, recreation, open

space, public, and federal. Present and planned land uses are adequate

for existing residents as well as future growth, as demonstrated in the
General Plan (2013).

The present and probable need for There ate no anticipated changes in the type of public services and
public facilities and services facilities required within the SOI for the City of Alameda. The level of
demand for these services and facilities, however, will increase

commensurate with anticipated population growth over the next five
years.

The present and probable future The present capacity of public facilities in the City of Alameda appears
capacity of public facilities and services | adequate. The City of Alameda anticipates it will continue to have
adequate capacity during the next five years.
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Criteria

Determination

The existence of any social or economic
communities of interest if the
commaission determines that they are
relevant to the agency

All communities of interest within the City’s municipal boundary are
included within the SOI. Alameda LAFCo has not identified specific
social or economic communities of interest relevant to the City of
Alameda.

For an update of an SOI of a city or
special district that provides public
facilities or setvices related to sewets,
municipal and industrial watet, or
structural fire protection, that occurs
pursuant to subdivision (g) on or after
July 1, 2012, the present and probable
need for those public facilities and
services of any disadvantaged
unincotporated communities within the
existing sphere of influence

The City of Alameda provides structural fire protection and sewer
facilities and services within its SOI; water is provided by East Bay
Municipal Utility District. There are no DUCs within or contiguous to
the SOI for the City of Alameda and therefore no present or probable
need for these facilities and setvices for DUCs.

2-28

Alameda LAFCo
Administrative Draft Municipal Service Review Update



+7

Map Extent

——— Other Major Streets and Roads
— Highways

1 city of Alameda
City of Alameda SOI
Cities
.-
i"_“: Alameda County Boundary

Date: July 2017
Source: Alameda County LAFCo

@ 0 05 1 2
Miles % Oakland

Oakland b

San Leandro

Figure 2.3. City of Alameda Modified Sphere of Influence (Northwestern Reorganization Area)






Chapter 3
City of Albany

31 Agency Overview

The City of Albany, incorporated in 1908, covers an area of 1.7 square
miles. The most recent U.S. Census Bureau data shows the population as
18,539. The California Department of Finance estimates the January 1,
2016 population as 18,983. The City has a population density of
approximately 11,166 persons per square mile, which is the highest of the
14 cities in Alameda County.

The City of Albany lies on the San Francisco Bay and is bordered by the City of Berkeley on the
south and east, and the City of El Cerrito in Contra Costa County on the north. Land uses in the
City include a mix of residential, commercial and mixed use, and public and open space. The
Sphere of Influence (SOI) for the City of Albany is coterminous with the municipal boundary
(Figure 3.1).

The municipal services considered in this review that are provided by the City of Albany include:
fire and emergency response, law enforcement, parks and recreation, planning/building, and
streets. Other services, such as solid waste, are provided under contract with other service
providers.

3.11 City Staffing

Total City staffing for fiscal year (FY) 2015 included 86 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees."
Table 3.1 shows the four service areas with the highest staffing levels.

' FY 2015 data was the most current data available during development of this MSR Update. No

substantial changes are anticipated between FYs 2015 and 2016, but cities have been provided the
opportunity to report any such changes for incorporation into the MSR.
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City of Albany

TABLE 3.1
CITY OF ALBANY
HIGHEST STAFFING LEVELS BY SERVICE AREA

Service Area FY 2015 FTE
Public Safety 49
Public Works 11
General Government 11
Recreation 9

Source: City of Albany Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report 2015.

Similar to other cities in Alameda County, the public safety function (which includes police and
fire) had the highest staffing level in the City of Albany, with 49.0 FTE employees.

3.1.2 Form of Government

The City of Albany is a charter city operating under the council-manager form of government.
The City Council consists of five members, including the elected Mayor; members serve four-
year terms.

3.1.3 Joint Powers Authorities

The City of Albany is a member of the Ballfield Joint Powers Authority (JPA), which provides
sports ballfields oversight, the Bay Cities JPA, the East Bay Sports Field Recreational Authority
JPA, the East Bay Community Energy JPA, and the Association of Bay Area Governments.

3.1.4 Awards and Recognition

Table 3.2 lists the awards the City of Albany has reported receiving since the 2008 Municipal
Service Review (MSR).

TABLE 3.2
CITY OF ALBANY
AWARDS
Award Issuer Year(s)
Received
Second Place Award, Best Traffic Safety Program California Law Enforcement 2010
Challenge

Community Partnership Award, Multi-disciplinary Child Mutual of America
Abuse Partnership with the Child Abuse Listening,
Interview and Coordination Center

Sonrce: City of Albany
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3.2 Service Review Determinations

The purpose of this MSR is described in Chapter 1. The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act) requires the Alameda Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) to prepare a written statement of determination with respect to
the six key areas discussed below. Using criteria described in Chapter 1 of this MSR Update, the
following analysis informs the determinations which have been prepared for the City of Albany.

3.21 Growth and Population Projections

According to the 2016 California Department of Finance estimates, the City of Albany serves
18,983 residents within its municipal boundary.

3211 Projected Growth and Demogrtaphic Changes

As required by California law, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) prepared a Sustainable Communities Strategy
that considers how the San Francisco Bay Area will accommodate projected growth while also
reducing regional generation of greenhouse gases pursuant to state greenhouse gas reduction
goals. Plan Bay Area, as described in Chapter 1, is the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the
region.” Plan Bay Area seeks to accommodate the majority of growth in Priority Development
Areas (PDAs; e.g., infill areas), which is consistent with the overall goals of LAFCos, and includes
30-year growth projections for population, housing, and jobs. Year 2010-2030 ABAG projections
for the City of Albany are depicted in Figure 3.2.

ABAG projects that the City of Albany will grow at an annual rate of 0.6% to a population of
21,000 in 2030. The City is also projected to experience a 1% annual growth rate in jobs between
2010 and 2030. Overall, the City's planning is expected to accommodate the growth projected
by ABAG.

2 This MSR Update uses data from the 2013 Plan Bay Area, which was the most current data available

during the information gathering and document development processes for this MSR Update. In July
2017, ABAG and MTC adopted an updated Plan Bay Area 2040.

Alameda LAFCo
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Figure 3.2. Year 2010 through Year 2030 Population, Jobs, and
Household Growth Projections for City of Albany
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Jobs and Housing

According to ABAG Bay Area Census data’ for 2010, the City of Albany has 8,808 employed
residents. The ABAG and MTC jobs forecast estimates 4,230 jobs in the City, with approximately
0.5 job for every employed resident. ABAG estimates that the City of Albany has 7,889 housing
units, which results in a job/housing balance of 0.5. The number of renter-occupied units in the
City is greater than the number of owner-occupied housing units (Table 3.3), indicating that the
rental household rate exceeds the rate of homeownership.

TABLE 3.3
CITY OF ALBANY
HOUSING OVERVIEW
Housing Statistic Number

Owner-occupied housing units 3,574
Renter-occupied housing units 3,827
Other! 488
Total existing housing units 7,889

> ABAG Bay Area Census data a derived from US Census data specific to the Bay Area.
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Housing Statistic Number
Regional Housing Need Allocation by Income Category 2014-2022
Above moderate 145
Moderate 57
Low 53
Very low 80
Total Regional Housing Need Allocation 355

! Includes vacant and seasonal units
Sources: ABAG, Bay Area Census; ABAG, Regional Housing Need Plan

As noted in Chapter 1, California cities and counties are required to demonstrate in their
Housing Element how they will meet their Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) as
assigned in the Regional Housing Need Plan.* The City was assigned an RHNA of 355 units, as
shown in Table 3.3.

The City adopted its General Plan in 2013 and its Housing Element in 2015. In its General Plan,
the City identified one potential PDA for infill development, including housing. The City's 2015—
2023 Housing Element identifies adequate sites, anticipated to yield 448 units, which are
appropriately zoned to address the affordable housing demand and anticipated to meet and
exceed its 2014-2022 assigned RHNA. The City of Albany 2015-2023 Housing Element, adopted
in February 2015, has been found by the California Housing and Community Development
Department to comply with State Housing Element law by adequately planning to meet the
existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of the community.

Planning for an Aging Population

The number of adults age 50 and older in Alameda County is projected to grow from 449,754 in
2010 to 701,000 in 2030, an increase of 55.9% and representing 38.7% of the total population in
Alameda County, up from 29.8% in 2010.”

The City of Albany operates a Senior Center which offers a congregate meal program, bus
transportation for shopping, subsidized taxi transportation, Meals on Wheels, help with tax
forms, senior exercise classes and excursions, foot care, blood pressure checks, and medication
review among others. The City’'s General Plan recommends expanding, renovating, and
improving the Senior Center.

3212 Anticipated Growth Patterns

The City of Albany reported approximately 419 entitled residential acres and approximately 12
undeveloped entitled residential acres in FY 2015. The City has not identified any development
projects as part of the FY 2017-FY 2022 period projected growth.

* ABAG, Regional Housing Need Plan, San Francisco Bay Area, 2014-2022.
Year 2010-2030 ABAG projections.

Alameda LAFCo
3-6 Administrative Draft Municipal Service Review Update



City of Albany

PDAs, as noted in Chapter 1, help form the implementing framework for Plan Bay Area. One
potential PDA has been identified by the City of Albany in Plan Bay Area. The San Pablo Avenue
and Solano Avenue PDA is characterized as a future mixed-use corridor. The overall vision for
this area is to implement functional infill development projects that maintain the traditional
residential character of the City, expand the City’s housing stock, including affordable units,
captures sustainable economic development opportunities, and improves neighborhood-serving
businesses. The PDA could accommodate approximately 215 units of housing.

The Solano Commercial District accommodates commercial uses that supply a wide range of
commercial retail and related services to the adjacent neighborhoods and the surrounding
communities, within an attractive pedestrian-oriented shopping environment. The district also
provides opportunities for office development and residential development, including mixed-
use settings.

The San Pablo Commercial District accommodates commercial and retail businesses serving a
citywide or larger market in a boulevard environment. The district also provides opportunities
for office development and residential development, which may be in mixed use settings.

The City did not indicate whether it consults with outside municipal service providers to ensure
that the PDAs will receive adequate services at buildout; however, the City does expect that the
utility capacity of the area is adequate.

Priority Conservation Areas, which are areas of regionally significant open space facing
development pressure—also help form the implementing framework for Plan Bay Area. The
Albany Hill Priority Conservation Area is in the northwestern corner of the City of Albany, rising
above Interstate 80, and adjacent to the cities of Richmond and El Cerrito. The Albany Hill
Priority Conservation Area, which is bordered by two year-round creeks, Cerrito and Middle,
characteristic riparian flora and fauna including a willow marsh, many native California grasses
and wildflowers, oak woodlands, and stands of eucalyptus that serve as roosting sites for
Monarch butterflies.®

The City of Albany does not anticipate that current or projected growth patterns will expand
beyond its existing municipal boundary and SOL

3.2.2 Boundaries, Islands, and Disadvantaged Unincorporated
Communities

The City of Albany’s SOl is coterminous with its municipal boundary, with both extending into
the San Francisco Bay (see Figure 3.1). The City does not anticipate any changes to its SOI and

®  Alameda County Transportation Commission. Alameda County PDA Investment and Growth Strategy,

March 2013.
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does not provide services to any areas outside its municipal boundary or SOL No
unincorporated islands have been identified in the City of Albany.

3221 Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities

There are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) within or contiguous to the
SOI for the City of Albany and therefore, no DUCs are relevant to this analysis.

3.2.3 City Services Overview

As noted in Section 3.1 and as shown in Table 3.4, municipal services for the City of Albany are
provided by City staff and under contract with other service providers. Municipal services
considered in this update are discussed individually below. Stormwater, water, and wastewater
services will be reviewed during a separate MSR process. For comparative purposes, FY 2008
information is also included where available.

TABLE 3.4
CITY OF ALBANY
MUNICIPAL SERVICES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS

Setvice Primary Service Provider Non-city Service Provider
Animal Control — City of Berkeley Animal Control
Services
Fire and Emergency Response City of Albany
Law Enforcement City of Albany —
Library — Alameda County
Lighting — Alameda County
Parks and Recreation City of Albany —
Planning/Building City of Albany —
Solid Waste — Waste Management
Stormwater City of Albany —
Streets City of Albany —
Utilities and Broadband:
Electricity — Pacific Gas & Electric
Gas — Pacific Gas & Electric
Broadband — Comcast, AT&T, Sonic.net
Vector Control — Alameda County Vector Control
Services District
Mosquito Control — Alameda County Vector Control
Services District
Water — East Bay Municipal Utility District
Wastewater City of Albany East Bay Municipal Utility District

Source: City of Albany

In the years since the 2008 MSR update, the City has added the following Human Services
programs: homeless engagement including assistance in securing housing, human/social
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services. The City of Albany has not started providing any new municipal services since the 2008
MSR update, nor has it discontinued any services.

The City of Albany reports the following opportunities and challenges related to its provision of
municipal services:

Opportunities

e Planning for new healthy community programs with passage of the Sugar-Sweetened
Beverage tax

e Initiating sidewalk repairs and replacement with passage of the Sidewalk tax

¢ Opening of a pilot program resource center to assist with housing and mental health
related issues for those in need

Challenges

¢ Diversion of funds for City services to meet pension obligations
e Budget constraints which limit the City’s ability to offer programs and maintain
appropriate staffing levels

A summary of the City's municipal service level statistics for FY 2015 is provided in Table A.2 of
Attachment A.

3231 Animal Control, Vector Control

The City of Albany contracts with the City of Berkeley Animal Control Services for animal control
services. FY 2015 expenditures were $66,801.50.

For 2015, 6 dog licenses were issued per 1,000 population (115 total). The number of animals
handled in 2015 by City of Berkeley Animal Control Services and the number of calls for service
in Albany were not available.

Throughout Alameda County, and including the City of Albany, vector control services are
provided by Alameda County Vector Control Services District, a Division of the Alameda County
Environmental Health Department. The mission of the Vector Control Services District is to
prevent the spread of vector-borne diseases, injury, and discomfort to the residents of the
District by controlling insects, rodents, and other vectors and eliminating causal environmental
conditions through education, and integrated pest management practices.

The Alameda County Mosquito Abatement District protects public health by carrying out a
program of mosquito abatement which is responsive to the public, cost effective,
environmentally safe, and consistent with land use planning or zoning. The Alameda County
Mosquito Abatement District provides mosquito control services to residents of Alameda
County, with the exception of the City of Albany. The Alameda County Vector Control Services
District provides mosquito abatement services for the City.

Alameda LAFCo
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3232 Fire and Emetgency Response

The City of Albany shares fire protection services with the City of Berkeley. FY 2015 expenditures
were $2.4 million, down from $3.8 million in FY 2008.

There were 14,411 reported calls for fire and emergency response service in 2015, down from
12,238 in 2008. Average fire and emergency response time in 2015 was 3:28. Average response
time was 4 minutes in 2008. The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standard requires
fire and emergency response providers to arrive at the scene within 5 minutes of a 911 call 90
percent of the time.” The City reports that the fire station and equipment serving Albany are in
good condition.

3233 Law Enforcement

The City of Albany provides law enforcement and dispatch services. FY 2015 expenditures were
$5.8 million, up from $4.8 million in FY 2008.

The City of Albany has 1.4 FTE sworn personnel per 1,000 population, which represents a slight
decrease from 1.7 FTE in 2008. The national average in 2012 was 2.39 FTE sworn personnel per
1,000 population.? There was a drop in crimes per sworn FTE from 26.1 in 2008 to 20.1 in 2015.
The property and violent crime clearance rates (a measure of crimes solved) were not available.’
The City reports that its police station and equipment are in good repair.

3234  Libtaty

Alameda County provides library services for the City of Albany, with one location. Library
expenditures for the City were $112.17 per capita ($2.1 million total) for FY 2015.

Average circulation per capita was 20.37 in 2015 and 0.76 public access computer was provided
per 1,000 population.

The State of California Library provides a compilation of statistical data from public libraries
throughout the state.™ Select statistical data for the most recent year (FY 2014/2015) is provided

NFPA 1710 Standard for the Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression Operations,
Emergency Medical Operations, and Special Operations to the Public by Career Fire Departments.
2016 edition.

National Sources of Law Enforcement Employment Data. April 2016.
http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/nsleed.pdf

Common indicators used as metrics for evaluating law enforcement service provision have limitations.
The information is presented as a reference and can be used for comparative purposes with the
caveat that different jurisdictions can have different characteristics (e.g., a dense urban area and a
suburban residential city), rendering the comparison less meaningful.

% California State Library, Library Statistics. http://www.library.ca.gov/Ids/librarystats.html
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in this MSR Update for comparative purposes. The state averaged 5.88 library visits per capita,
which represents a slight downward trend over the past 5 years. Average circulation was 7.6 per
capita and 10.8 per borrower. Average public access computer use per 1,000 population was
948.83. Public libraries spent an average of $49.89 per capita in FY2014/2015.

3235 Lighting and Streets

Lighting (street and traffic) in the City of Albany is provided by the City and maintained by
Alameda County. City expenditures for light and signal maintenance were $914 per street mile
for FY 2008. Total FY 2015 expenditures were $24,000 or $828 per street mile.

The City of Albany provides and maintains approximately 29 street miles and 4 Class 1 and 2
bike lane miles. FY 2015 expenditures for streets were $742,135.

MTC tracks street pavement conditions throughout the Bay Area as a measure of how well local
streets are being maintained. Many factors affect a city’s pavement condition index, or PCI score.
These include pavement age, climate and precipitation, traffic loads and available maintenance
funding.

The PCI for streets in the City of Albany was 63 (at risk) in 2009." Pavement at the low end of
the 60-69 (fair) range is significantly distressed and may require a combination of rehabilitation
and preventive maintenance. The PCI decreased to 57 (at risk) in 2015, which is well below the
target PCI of 75 (good) MTC has established.'? An “at risk” PCI (50-59) indicates deteriorated
pavement requiring immediate attention, including rehabilitative work.

3236 Parks and Recreation

The City of Albany is the primary service provider for parks and recreation. FY 2015 expenditures
were $3,033,186.

The City provides and maintains 6 park acres per 1,000 residents, 1 recreation center, and 1 mile
of recreation trails. The City reports that its park facilities are in good condition and several
improvements are planned over the next 5 years. The City collaborates with the East Bay
Regional Park District via the Measure WW grant program to fund park improvements.

The Quimby Act allows California cities and counties to require from 3 to 5 acres of land for
every 1,000 new residents. The Act also authorizes jurisdictions to require the dedication of land
or to impose fees for park or recreational purposes as a condition of the approval of a tentative
or parcel subdivision map. The City of Albany’s level of service standard is 3 acres per 1,000 new
residents.

112008 data were not available

2 MTC Vital Signs: http://www.vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/street-pavement-condition
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3237 Planning and Building

The City of Albany Community Development Department provides planning and building
services. FY 2015 expenditures were $696,493.

The City issued 805 residential and 47 commercial building permits. Total building permit
valuation in FY 2015 is estimated at $20,740,295. The adopted planning documents reported by
the City are listed in Attachment B.

3238 Solid Waste

Solid waste services are provided to the City of Albany by Waste Management. Waste
Management transports solid waste collected from the City of Albany to the Altamont Landfill
and Resource Recovery Facility in Livermore. The City of Albany did not incur costs for solid
waste for FY 2015.

The City reported 0.33 ton of waste disposed per capita for FY 2015, and a total diversion rate of
84%. The FY 2015 per resident disposal rate was 1.8 pounds/resident/day.

Under Assembly Bill 939, the annual goal for solid waste disposal is 6.3 pounds/person/day, and
the per capita diversion rate is 50% for all California local jurisdictions. Assembly Bill 341
identified a statewide recycling goal of 75% or 2.7 pounds/person/day by 2020.

3239 Utilities and Broadband

Pacific Gas & Electric provides gas and electricity services to the City of Albany. The City
coordinates with Pacific Gas & Electric regarding the location and condition of gas pipelines
within city boundaries. Albany is a member of the recently formed East Bay Community Energy
Authority.

The City of Albany does not provide public broadband service. XFINITY from Comcast, AT&T U-
verse, and Sonic.net each offer internet access to the city. These providers use a variety of wired
technologies including cable and DSL. The City of Albany did not indicate concerns about the
availability or reliability of high-speed internet services. The CPUC currently considers 6 Mbps
download and 1.5 Mbps upload speeds to be the standard for adequate residential broadband
service.

The East Bay Broadband Consortium conducted a study to gather information about broadband
availability, infrastructure, and adoption in Alameda, Contra Costa, and Solano counties, using
data submitted by Internet service providers to the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC), and developed a comparative report card for 2013. The City of Albany received a grade
of C, which indicates that internet service providers meet the CPUC’s minimum 6 megabits per

Alameda LAFCo
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second (Mbps) download and 1.5 Mbps upload standard, with one provider advertising
maximum download/upload speeds of at least 10/6 Mbps.*

The City of Albany did not indicate concerns about the ability of utility service or broadband
providers to serve Albany's existing or growing population.

3.24 City Services Determinations

3241 Present and Planned Capacity of Facilities, Adequacy of Public
Service

The City of Albany reports that it adequately serves all areas within its municipal boundary and
SOI and anticipates it will continue to do so in the foreseeable future.

Average fire and emergency response time was 3:28 in 2015, which exceeds the NFPA standard.
There are no DUCs within or contiguous to the City’s SOL

Capacity and Condition of Infrastructure and Ability to Meet Service-level Needs

As an indication of the need for infrastructure investment, the PCI for streets in the City of
Albany was 57 (at risk) for 2015." This is well below above the target of 75 MTC has established.
Albany is one of four cities in Alameda County which have “at risk” PCIs between 50 and 59.

When accounting for the projected growth and population increases over the next five years, as
well as the identified challenges related to its provision of municipal services, the City does not
anticipate obstacles to maintaining existing service levels or meeting infrastructure needs.

Consistency with Capital Improvement Plans

The City of Albany does not have a facility and infrastructure assessment and replacement
program. However, the City's identified the following top three infrastructure improvement
priorities: sewers, streets, and storm drainage.

Many of the planned capital projects reflect major rehabilitation to aging infrastructure
including area streets and sanitary sewers. The City has also purchased a site to serve as a City
Maintenance Center. This will improve the long-term general upkeep and performance of
preventative maintenance, which is a cost effective means to protect the City assets.

Consistency with Local and Regional Land Use Plans and Policies

The City is planning for continued growth, which is expected to be accommodated by way of
regional plans such as Plan Bay Area and local plans such as the City’'s General Plan. The City's

3 East Bay Broadband Consortium, East Bay Broadband Report Card. www. bit.ly/broadbandreportcard.

¥ MTC Vital Signs: http://www.vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/street-pavement-condition
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2015-2023 Housing Element has been found by the California Housing and Community
Development Department to comply with State housing element law by adequately planning to
meet the existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of the community.

3242 Status and Opportunities for Shared Facilities

The sharing of municipal services and facilities involves centralizing functions and facilities.
Municipalities will collaborate through joint-use and shared services agreements for the joint
provision of public services and joint use of public facilities as a way to save resources.

Current Shared Services

The City provides an array of municipal services, with the exception of animal control, library,
lighting, solid waste, utilities, vector control, and water. These services are provided via contract
with Alameda County, public vendors, or private vendors. The City does not share facilities or
services. No areas of overlapping responsibilities or opportunities to share services or facilities
were identified as a part of this review.

Duplication of Existing or Planned Facilities

This review did not identify any duplication of existing or planned facilities.

Availability of Excess Capacity

No excess service or facility capacity was identified as part of this review.
3.2.5 Financial Overview

This section provides an overview of the City’s financial health and provides a context for
assessing the City's financial ability to provide services.

Key FY 2015 financial information for City of Albany municipal operations is discussed below.
The information in this section has been obtained from the audited 2015 Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report (CAFR) and from City staff. For comparative purposes, FY 2008 CAFR and staff-
provided financial information is also included where available.

3251 Revenues and Expenditutes

A comparison of the revenues and expenditures for the City's governmental and proprietary
funds is shown in Table 3.5.

TABLE 3.5
CITY OF ALBANY
COMPARISON OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES
FY 2008 AND FY 2015
FY 2008 FY 2015
Total Revenue $26,077,888 $28,138,741

Alameda LAFCo
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FY 2008 FY 2015
Total Expenditures $21,061,422 $26,880,316
Net Surplus/ (Deficit) $5,016,466 $1,258,425

In FY 2015, total expenditures for the City of Albany exceeded $26.8 million, which represents an
increase of approximately $5.8 million from FY 2008, while revenue also rose 7%

Municipal services are funded via the General Fund, which is the primary operating fund for the
City. Revenues and Expenditures for the General fund are shown in Table 3.6. General Fund
expenditures constituted approximately 59% ($15.8 million) of the total city expenditures.

TABLE 3.6
CITY OF ALBANY
COMPARISON OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES — GENERAL FUND
FY 2008 AND FY 2015
Type FY 2008 FY 2015
Revenue by Soutce
Property Tax $4,794,633 $5,863,625
Franchise and Other Taxes $4,079,219 $3,947,372
Sales Tax $2,182,934 $3,508,838
Current Service Charges $1,332,128 $1,702,276
Other $1,488,698 $1,864,546
Total Revenue 313,877,612 F$16,866,655
Expenditures by Program
Police $4,882,618 $5,804,565
General Government $1,973,817 $3,142,088
Fire $3,866,042 $2,401,570
Recreation and Community Services $1,711,290 $2,535,782
Community Development $2,510,146 $1,849,340
Other (capital and debt) — $119,947
Total Expenditures F$14, 943 913 315,853,292
Net Surplus/ (Deficit) ($1,066,301) $1,033,363

Total General Fund expenditures have increased by approximately $1.2 million (8%) since FY
2008. The major expenditure of the City's General Fund is Police services, which accounts for
approximately 37% of the fund's annual expenditure stream. The other four program areas
follow closely at 20%, 15%, 16%, and 12% respectively.

The major revenues to the City's General Fund are taxes (property taxes, franchise and other
taxes, and sales taxes). Table 3.7 provides an overview of the largest tax revenue sources which
together comprise 75% of City of Albany revenue.

Alameda LAFCo
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TABLE 3.7
CITY OF ALBANY
COMPARISON OF TAX REVENUES
FY 2008 AND FY 2015
Type FY 2008 FY 2015
Sales Tax $2,182,934 | $3,508,838
Property Tax $11,166,306 | $10,458,518
Franchise and Other Taxes $4,134,888 $4,038,199
Total tax revenue 17,484,128 18,005,555

Property tax is the City's largest revenue source, representing 35% of General Fund revenue. The
City's property tax revenue has decreased by approximately $707,788 (6%) since FY 2008 as
Albany continues its recovery from the recession. Sales tax revenue for FY 2015 was above FY
2008 levels. City of Albany sales tax revenue has increased by approximately $1.3 million (61%)
since FY 2008.
3252 Debt

Table 3.8 summarizes the City’'s obligations, debt, and liabilities.

TABLE 3.8
CITY OF ALBANY
COMPARISON OF OBLIGATIONS, DEBTS, AND LIABILITIES
FY 2008 AND FY 2015

Obligation/Debt/Liability FY 2008 FY 2015
General Bonded Debt $18,850,000 $16,110,000
Ratio of Direct Debt! to Net Assessed Valuation 1.09% 0.73%
Ratio of Combined Debt? to Net Assessed Valuation 1.2% 0.31%
Unfunded Pension Liability $0 $19,315,323

1 General bonded debt
2 Direct and overlapping debt

Standard and Poor’s suggests that high debt levels can overburden a municipality while low
debt levels may indicate underutilized capital investment capacity. The City of Albany has
lowered its general bonded debt since 2008 to approximately $847 per capita. The ratios of
direct debt and combined debt to net assessed valuation have decreased since 2008.

Similar to many cities, the City of Albany has seen an increase in its reported unfunded pension
liability, partially due to Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) 68." The City's

> GASB Statement No. 68 requires local governments to include pension liabilities in their annual

financial reports.

Alameda 1 AFCo
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unfunded pension liability,'® is 115% of the general fund revenue for FY 2015 (i.e., more than the
total general fund revenue would be needed to fully fund the existing pension liability if
addressed all in one year). In general, growth in unfunded pension liability places an increased
burden on City and is undesirable because it can result in substantial budgetary pressures in the
long-term. The City reports that it has developed a policy regarding funding its pension
obligations for public safety retirees.

3253 Reserves

The City's CAFR does not explicitly state a reserve goal policy, although the City does maintain
an unassigned general fund balance. As of June 30, 2015 the general fund balance was $7.5
million, of which approximately $4.2 million is unassigned. The unassigned fund balance serves
to provide an operating reserve, and as such, it is important that it is maintained at an
appropriate level in relationship to annual operating expenditures.

Albany’s unassigned General Fund reserve level was $5.7 million for FY 2015, up from $3.2
million in FY 2008. The City does not maintain an economic uncertainty reserve fund separate
from the General Fund reserve.

3254 Fiscal Health Indicators

Overall, the City of Albany appears to be in positive fiscal health, as shown by the General Fund
fiscal indicators in Table 3.9.

TABLE 3.9
CITY OF ALBANY
GENERAL FUND FISCAL INDICATORS
FY 2008 AND FY 2015
Indicator FY 2008 Value FY 2015 Value

Net Opetating Deficit/Sutplus $176,212 1,056,547
Liquidity Ratio! — 6.3

Fund Balance as Percent of Expenditures? 24% 38%

1 Calculated by combining cash and short-term investments, then dividing by current liabilities.
The liquidity ratio indicates the necessary cash the City has to fund its liabilities; the higher the
number, the greater the degtee of liquidity.

2 Unreserved General Fund Reserves as a percent of annual operating expenditures

Since FY 2008, the City has reported a surplus in their annual operating General Fund. The five-
year average was $2,468,876 in FY 2015. The general fund balance was $7.5 million, of which
approximately $4.2 million is unassigned and serves to provide an operating reserve.

' Ppension plans are funded by employee contributions, municipal contributions, and investment

income. These sources are intended to provide enough revenue to fully fund the plan liabilities,
otherwise a plan would be considered underfunded. When a city’s General Fund revenue is
insufficient to cover pension expenses, the City may pass that expense on to taxpayers.
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Other fiscal health indicators include municipal bond ratings and net position. Municipal bonds
are rated by one of three major ratings agencies, which assess the credit risk based on the
economy, debt structure, financial condition, demographic factors, and management practices
of the governing body and administration. Standard and Poor’s assigned Albany a bond rating
of AA+ (high quality).

Net position may serve over time as a useful indicator of a government's financial position (i.e.,
whether it is improving or deteriorating). In the case of the City of Albany, the City's assets
increased by approximately $1.2 million or 1.2%. The total liabilities increased by approximately
$18.4 million or 62.2%. The largest portion of the City of Albany’s net position is $40.7 million in
net investment in capital assets (e.g., land, buildings, equipment, and infrastructure). This
category represents the cost of these assets less any outstanding debt used to acquire these
assets. The City uses these capital assets to provide services to citizens; consequently, these
assets are not available for future expenditures. The City’s unrestricted net position totaled $51.2
million for FY 2015.

3255 Financial Reporting

The timeliness of financial reporting is a common concern expressed to the GASB by the users of
state and local government financial reports. According to the GASB, financial report
information retains some of its usefulness to municipal bond analysts, legislative fiscal staff, and
researchers at taxpayer associations and citizen groups for up to 6 months after fiscal year end.
The City of Albany CAFR for FY 2015 was published in March 2016, which is not within 6 months
of the fiscal year end. The CAFR was audited by an independent certified public accountant,
which issued an unqualified opinion.

3.2.6 Financial Determinations
32¢6.1 Financial Ability of Agency to Provide Setvices

The City anticipates the need to allocate resources for basic City Services including public safety,
as well as planning for major capital improvements. The City Council examines Capital
Improvement Projects over a five-year timeframe and formally adopts a Capital Improvement
Plan. The City has used a variety of revenue sources including grant funding and locally
generated fees and taxes to address capital needs. Efforts are made to also prioritize the capital
projects based upon links to the strategic plan and goals established by the City Council.

As with other cities in Alameda County, rising pension costs are expected to continue to reduce
funding for other priorities.

Overall, the City of Albany appears to have sufficient financial resources to continue providing
services, as well as to accommodate infrastructure expansion, improvements, or replacement, as
indicated below.

Alameda LAFCo
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Operating General Fund deficit and sutplus trends for the past five years

The City of Albany reports a five-year trend of surpluses in their annual operating general fund.
At the end of FY 2015, the general fund balance was $7.5 million, of which approximately $4.2
million is unassigned and serves to provide an operating reserve.

Balanced General Fund budgets using one-time revenues, deferred expenditures or
borrowing

For FY 2015, there were no transfers from the General Fund reserves to fund capital projects.

Unreserved General Fund resetves as a percent of operating expenditures for most recent
fiscal year

As of June 30, 2015 the unassigned general fund balance represented approximately 38% of
operating expenditures. The City's fund balance as percent of expenditures exceeds the 17%
minimum general fund reserve level at which a city would have the ability to maintain an
acceptable level of service provision, to enact changes to maintain services, and to avoid
bankruptcy potential.

Liquidity as measured when comparing cash and short-term investments over current
lLiabilities for most recent fiscal year

The liquidity ratio indicates whether a city has the means available to cover its existing
obligations in the short run. The City reported a liquidity ratio of 6.3, which indicates the City has
the means available to cover its existing obligations in the short-term.

Timeliness and accuracy of financial reporting by ensuting that the State Controller’s
Financial Transactions Report was filed on a timely basis and that the
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) for most recent fiscal year
received a clean opinion and was issued within six months of fiscal year end

The City issued its CAFR approximately 9 months after fiscal year end, which is not considered
timely. The CAFR was audited by an independent certified public accountant and received a
clean opinion.

3.2.7 Accountability for Community Service Needs, Including
Governmental Structure and Operational Efficiencies

3271 Online Availability of City Governance Information

The City of Albany website provides public access to the agendas and minutes for the City
Council and its various boards and commissions; the City’s biennial budget; and the City's
annual CAFR. The City therefore adequately provides accountability with regard to governance
and municipal operations.
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3272

Online Availability of City Planning Information

The City of Albany website provides public access to the City's general plan as well as various

development plans and projects.

The City therefore adequately provides accountability with

regard to municipal and land use planning.

3273

Puplic Involvement

The City of Albany website provides public access to public hearing notices, including the time

and place at which City residents
involvement in the City decision-

may provide input, as well as other opportunities for public
making process. The City therefore adequately provides

accountability with regard to citizen participation.

3.2.8

Service Review Determinations Summary

Table 3.10 summarizes the service review determinations discussed throughout Section 3.2.

TABLE 3.10
CITY OF ALBANY

SUMMARY OF SERVICE REVIEW DETERMINATIONS

Determination Area and Criteria

Determination

Growth an

d population projections for the affected area

Projected growth and demographic
changes in and around the agency’s
service areas based on ABAG
population projections

ABAG projects that the City of Albany will grow at an annual rate of 0.6% to
a population of 21,000 in 2030. The City is also projected to experience a 1%
annual growth rate in jobs between 2010 and 2030. Overall, the City’s
planning is expected to accommodate the growth projected by ABAG.

Anticipated growth patterns based on
Plan Bay Area and agency general
plans

The City of Albany does not anticipate that current or projected growth
patterns will expand beyond its existing municipal boundary and SOI within
the next five years. The City did not indicate whether it consults with outside
municipal service providers to ensure that the PDAs as identified in Plan Bay
Area will receive adequate services at buildout.

Location and characteristics of DUCs within or contiguous to the SOI

Pursuant to GC 56033.5, a
disadvantaged unincorporated
community (DUC) is a community
with an annual median household
income that is less than 80% of the
statewide annual median household
income (i.e., less than $48,875 per U.S.
Census Bureau, 2009-2013 Five-year
American Community Sutrvey) and
where there reside 12 or more
registered voters.

There are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or
contiguous to the SOI for the City of Albany.

Present and planned capacity of p

ublic facilities and adequacy of public setvice, including infrastructure
needs and deficiencies

Capacity and condition of existing
infrastructure and its ability to meet
service-level needs based on
anticipated population growth

The City of Albany reports that it adequately serves all areas within its
municipal boundary and SOI and anticipates it will continue to do so in the
foreseeable future.

As an indication of the need for infrastructure investment, the PCI for streets
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Determination Area and Criteria

Determination

in the City of Albany was 57 (at risk) for 2015, which is well below above the
target of 75 MTC has established.

When accounting for the projected growth and population increases over the
next five years, as well as the identified challenges related to its provision
of municipal services, the City does not anticipate obstacles to maintaining
existing service levels or meeting infrastructure needs.

Consistency with capital improvement
plans

The City of Albany does not have a facility and infrastructure assessment and
replacement program. However, the City’s identified the following top three
infrastructure improvement priorities: sewers, streets, and storm drainage.
Many of the planned capital projects reflect major rehabilitation to aging
infrastructure including area streets and sanitary sewers. The City has also
purchased a site to serve as a City Maintenance Center. This will improve the
long-term general upkeep and performance of preventative maintenance,
which is a cost effective means to protect the City assets.

Consistency with local and regional
land use plans and policies

The City is planning for continued growth, which is expected to be
accommodated by way of regional plans such as Plan Bay Area and local plans
such as the City’s General Plan. The City’s 2015-2023 Housing Element has
been found by the California Housing and Community Development
Department to comply with State housing element law by adequately planning
to meet the existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of
the community.

Financial ability of the agency to provide setvices

Operating General Fund deficit and
surplus trends for the past five years

The City of Albany reports a five-year trend of surpluses in their annual
operating general fund.

Balanced General Fund budgets using
one-time revenues, deferred
expenditures or borrowing

For FY 2015, there were no transfers from the General Fund reserves to fund
capital projects.

Unreserved General Fund reserves as
a percent of operating expenditures
for most recent fiscal year

At approximately 38% of operating expenditures, the City’s fund balance as
percent of expenditures exceeds the 17% minimum general fund reserve level
at which a city would have the ability to maintain an acceptable level of service
provision, to enact changes to maintain services, and to avoid bankruptcy
potential.

Liquidity as measured when
comparing cash and short-term
investments over current liabilities for
most recent fiscal year

The City reported a liquidity ratio of 6.3, which indicates the City has the
means available to cover its existing obligations in the short-term.

Timeliness and accuracy of financial
reporting by ensuring that the State
Controller’s Financial Transactions
Report was filed on a timely basis and
that the Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report (CAFR) for most
recent fiscal year received a clean
opinion and was issued within six
months of fiscal year end

The City published its CAFR approximately 9 months after fiscal year end,
which is not considered timely by the GASB. The CAFR was audited by an
independent certified public accountant and received a clean opinion.

Statu

s of and opportunities for shared facilities

Current shared services and activities
with other service providers, including
shared facilities and staff, in each of
the examined service areas

Alameda 1. AFCo
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The City provides an array of municipal services, with the exception of animal
control, library, lighting, solid waste, utilities, and vector control. These
services are provided via contract with Alameda County or private vendors.
The City does not share facilities or services. No areas of overlapping
responsibilities or opportunities to share services or facilities were identified as
a part of this review.
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Determination Area and Criteria Determination

Duplication of existing or planned This review did not identify any duplication of existing or planned facilities.
facilities of other service providers

Availability of excess capacity to serve | No excess service or facility capacity was identified as part of this review.
customers of other agencies

Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and operational efficiencies

Availability of agendas, budget and The City of Albany website provides public access to the agendas and minutes
financial information on the agency’s for the City Council and its various boards and commissions; the City’s
website biennial budget; and the City’s annual CAFR. The City therefore adequately
provides accountability with regard to governance and municipal operations.
Availability of the general plan and The City of Albany website provides public access to the City’s general plan as
various elements on the agency’s well as various development plans and projects. The City therefore adequately
website provides accountability with regard to municipal and land use planning.

Time and place for public to provide The City of Albany website provides public access to public hearing notices,
input prior to decision being made including the time and place at which City residents may provide input, as well
as other opportunities for public involvement in the City decision-making
process. The City therefore adequately provides accountability with regard to
citizen participation.
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3.3 Sphere of Influence Review and Determinations
3.3.1 Sphere of Influence Boundary Recommendation

The SOI for the City of Albany is coterminous with the municipal boundary, as shown in Figure
3.1. The City is surrounded by the cities of Berkeley in Alameda County and El Cerrito in Contra
Costa County; no further outward growth is possible.

This report recommends that Alameda LAFCo maintain and reaffirm the existing SOI for the City
of Albany.

This report also recommends that LAFCo encourage the City of Albany to take the necessary
steps to annex into the Alameda County Mosquito Abatement District.

3.3.2 Sphere of Influence Determinations for the City of Albany

As described in Chapter 1, Government Code §56425(e) requires Alameda LAFCo to prepare a
written statement of determination regarding the factors in Table 3.11. These determinations
are made as part of the review of the existing SOI and are based on the information in this City
of Albany MSR profile.

TABLE 3.11
CITY OF ALBANY
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE DETERMINATIONS

Criteria Determination
The present and planned Iand uses The City of Albany plans for a variety of urban uses within its
(including agticultural and open-space  boundary, representing a continuation of the current mix of uses,
lands) including residential, commercial and mixed use, and public and open

space. Present and planned land uses are adequate for existing residents
as well as future growth, as demonstrated in the General Plan (2013).

The present and probable need for There are no anticipated changes in the type of public services and

public facilities and services facilities required within the SOI for the City of Albany. The level of
demand for these services and facilities, however, will increase
commensurate with anticipated population growth over the next five
years.

The present and probable future The present capacity of public facilities in the City of Albany appears
capacity of public facilities and services  adequate. The City of Albany anticipates it will continue to have
adequate capacity during the next five years.

The existence of any social or economic  All communities of interest within the City’s municipal boundary are

communities of interest if the included within the SOI. Alameda LAFCo has not identified specific
commission determines that they are social or economic communities of interest relevant to the City of
relevant to the agency Albany.

Alameda L AFCo
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Criteria

Determination

For an update of an SOI of 2 city or
special district that provides public
facilities or setvices related to sewets,
mubnicipal and industrial watet, or
structural fire protection, that occurs
pursuant to subdivision (g) on or after
July 1, 2012, the present and probable
need for those public facilities and
services of any disadvantaged
unincotporated communities within the
existing sphere of influence

The City of Albany shares structural fire protection facilities and
services within its SOI with the City of Berkeley and provides sewer
facilities and services within its SOI; water is provided by East Bay
Municipal Utility District.. There are no DUCs within or contiguous to
the SOI for the City of Albany and therefore no present or probable
need for these facilities and services for DUCs.
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City of Berkeley

4.1 Agency Overview

~ et The City of Berkeley, incorporated in 1878, covers an area of 18 square miles.
The 2010 U.S. Census Bureau data shows the population as 112,580. The
California Department of Finance estimates the January 1, 2016 population
as 119,915. The City has a population density of approximately 6,662
persons per square mile.

.
X
=
i

The City of Berkeley lies on the San Francisco Bay, with the City of Albany on the northwest, the
City of Emeryville on the south, and the City of Oakland on the southeast. Land uses in the City
include a mix of residential, business, commercial, manufacturing, and open space. The SOI for
the City of Berkeley is mostly coterminous with the municipal boundary, with a small extension
(overlapping the City of Oakland municipal boundary) on the east at Panoramic Way (Figure
4.1).

The municipal services considered in this review that are provided by the City of Berkeley
include: animal control, fire and emergency response, law enforcement, library, lighting, parks
and recreation, planning/building, stormwater, and streets. Other services, such as solid waste,
are provided under contract with other service providers.

4.11 City Staffing

Total City staffing for fiscal year (FY) 2015 included 1,335.91 full-time equivalent (FTE)
employees." Table 4.1 shows the four service areas with the highest staffing levels.

' FY 2015 data was the most current data available during development of this MSR Update. No

substantial changes are anticipated between FYs 2015 and 2016, but cities have been provided the
opportunity to report any such changes for incorporation into the MSR.
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TABLE 4.1
CITY OF BERKELEY
HIGHEST STAFFING LEVELS BY SERVICE AREA

Service Area FY 2015 FTE
Public Works/Transpottation 289.60
Police 273.30
General Government 175.78
Fire 140.00
Source: City of Berkeley Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report 2015.

Unlike other cities in Alameda County, the public works/transportation function had the highest
staffing level in the City of Berkeley, with 289.6 FTE employees.

4.1.2 Form of Government

The City of Berkeley is a charter city operating under the council-manager form of government.
The City Council consists of eight members, including the elected Mayor; members serve four-
year terms.

4.1.3 Joint Powers Authorities

The City of Berkeley is a member of several joint powers authorities (JPAs), which are listed in
Table 4.2.

TABLE 4.2
CITY OF BERKELEY
JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY MEMBERSHIP

Joint Powers Authority Service

Alameda Contra-Costa Transit District —

Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority —
Alameda County Lead Abatement —

Alameda County Transportation Commission The mission of the Alameda County Transportation

Commission is to plan, fund and deliver transportation
programs and projects that expand access and improve
mobility to foster a vibrant and livable Alameda County

Association of Bay Area Governments ABAG’s mission is to strengthen cooperation and
collaboration among local governments to provide
innovative and cost effective solutions to common
problems that they face.

Alameda County Waste Management Authority The Authority is responsible for preparation of

the Alameda County Integrated Waste Management

Plan and Alameda County Hazardous Waste Management
Plan. It manages a long-range program for development of
solid waste facilities and offers many programs in the areas
of source reduction and recycling, market development,

Alameda LAFCo
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Joint Powers Authority

Service

Bay Cities Joint Powers Insurance Agency
Tom Bates Fields

East Bay Community Energy Authority Joint Powers
Board

Water Transit Authority Advisory Committee
League of California Cities

East Bay Communications System Authority

technical assistance and public education. Funding is
provided by per-ton disposal and waste import mitigation
fees.

Work with Albany, El Cerrito, Emeryville and Richmond
to acquire, develop and maintain the Tom Bates Fields at
Gilman Street

East Bay Community Energy is a joint powers authority
that aggregates electricity demand within participating
Alameda County jurisdictions in order to procure more
sustainable electricity for its customers.

Emergency/public safety radio system

Source: City of Berkeley

4.1.4 Awards and Recognition

The City of Berkeley has reported receiving one award since the 2008 Municipal Service Review
(MSR)—the 2013 Distinguished Budget Presentation Award issued by the Government Finance

Officers Association.

44
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4.2 Service Review Determinations

The purpose of this MSR is described in Chapter 1. The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act) requires the Alameda Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) to prepare a written statement of determination with respect to
the six key areas discussed below. Using criteria described in Chapter 1 of this MSR Update, the
following analysis informs the determinations which have been prepared for the City of Berkeley.

4.2.1 Growth and Population Projections

According to the 2016 California Department of Finance estimates, the City of Berkeley serves
119,915 residents within its municipal boundary.

4211 Projected Growth and Demographic Changes

As required by California law, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) prepared a Sustainable Communities Strategy
that considers how the San Francisco Bay Area will accommodate projected growth while also
reducing regional generation of greenhouse gases pursuant to state greenhouse gas reduction
goals. Plan Bay Area, as described in Chapter 1, is the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the
region.? Plan Bay Area seeks to accommodate the majority of growth in Priority Development
Areas (PDAs; e.g., infill areas), which is consistent with the overall goals of LAFCos, and includes
30-year growth projections for population, housing, and jobs. Year 2010-2030 ABAG projections
for the City of Berkeley are depicted in Figure 4.2.

ABAG projects that the City's population will grow at an annual rate of 0.7% to a population of
129,200 in 2030. The City is also projected to experience a 0.9% annual growth rate in jobs
between 2010 and 2030. Overall, the City's planning is expected to accommodate the growth
projected by ABAG.

2 This MSR Update uses data from the 2013 Plan Bay Area, which was the most current data available

during the information gathering and document development processes for this MSR Update. In July
2017, ABAG and MTC adopted an updated Plan Bay Area 2040.

Alameda LAFCo
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Figure 4.2. Year 2010 through Year 2030 Population, Jobs, and
Household Growth Projections for City of Berkeley

130,000

120,000

110,000

100,000

90,000

80,000

70,000

60,000

50,000

Jil

<N

40,000

30,000
20,000

10,000

0
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

B Population ™ Jobs ™ Households

Jobs and Housing

According to ABAG Bay Area Census data® for 2010, the City of Berkeley has 52,737 employed
residents. The ABAG and MTC jobs forecast estimates 77,110 jobs in the City, with approximately
1.46 jobs for every employed resident. ABAG estimates that the City of Berkeley has 49,454
housing units, which results in a job/housing balance of 1.56. The number of renter-occupied
units in the City is greater than the number of owner-occupied housing units (Table 4.3),
indicating that the rental household rate exceeds the rate of homeownership.

> ABAG Bay Area Census data are derived from US Census data specific to the Bay Area.
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TABLE 4.3
CITY OF BERKELEY
HOUSING OVERVIEW

Housing Statistic Number
Owner-occupied housing units 18,846
Renter-occupied housing units 27,183
Other! 3,425
Total existing housing units 49,454
Regional Housing Need Allocation by Income Category 2014-2022
Above moderate 1,401
Moderate 584
Low 442
Very low 532
Total Regional Housing Need Allocation 2,959

! Includes vacant and seasonal units

Sources: ABAG, Bay Area Census; ABAG, Regional Housing Need Plan

As noted in Chapter 1, California cities and counties are required to demonstrate in their
housing element how they will meet their Regional housing Need Allocation (RHNA) as assigned
in the Regional Housing Need Plan.* The City was assigned an RHNA of 2,959 units, as shown in
Table 4.3.

The City adopted its General Plan in 2002 and its Housing Element in 2015. The City has
identified six potential PDAs for infill development, including housing. The City’s 2015-2023
Housing Element identifies adequate sites, anticipated to yield 5,328 units, which are
appropriately zoned to address the affordable housing demand and anticipated to meet and
exceed its 2014-2022 assigned RHNA. Berkeley’s Housing Element has been found by the
California Housing and Community Development Department to comply with State Housing
Element law by adequately planning to meet the existing and projected housing needs of all
economic segments of the community.

Planning for an Aging Population

The number of adults age 50 and older in Alameda County is projected to grow from 449,754 in
2010 to 701,000 in 2030, an increase of 55.9% and representing 38.7% of the total population in
Alameda County, up from 29.8% in 2010.

The City of Berkeley's Aging Services Division provides health, housing, and community services.
In addition, the City’'s Housing Element includes Policy H-17, Housing for Seniors, which

* ABAG, Regional Housing Need Plan, San Francisco Bay Area, 2014-2022.
Year 2010-2030 ABAG projections.
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supports housing programs that encourage senior households to remain in their homes or
neighborhoods, and helps locate other suitable affordable housing to rent or purchase.

4212 Anticipated Growth Patterns

The City of Berkeley reported approximately 3,411 undeveloped entitled residential acres in FY
2015. The City of Berkeley has not provided information on projects identified as part of the
FY17-FY22 projected growth at the time of this report.

PDAs, as noted in Chapter 1, help form the implementing framework for Plan Bay Area. Six PDAs
have been identified for the City of Berkeley in Plan Bay Area. The Adeline Street, San Pablo
Avenue, South Shattuck, Telegraph Avenue, and University Avenue PDAs are characterized as
future mixed-use corridors. The Downtown PDA is characterized as a city center.

The Adeline Street PDA consists of 42 acres for which the City is currently developing a Specific
Plan. The San Pablo Avenue PDA consists of 72 acres and extends from the Albany border to the
Oakland border and includes properties immediately adjacent to San Pablo Avenue. The South
Shattuck PDA consists of 16 acres along this main arterial street that runs north-south in the
City. The Telegraph Avenue PDA consists of 155 acres on the eastern side of the City. By the end
of 2020, the City estimates 439 new dwelling units can be developed in the PDA. The University
Avenue PDA consists of 53 acres and is anchored by two regional centers, Downtown Berkeley
and West Berkeley. The Downtown PDA consists of 119 acres centered on the Downtown
Berkeley BART station in the heart of Berkeley. Within the Housing Element’s planning period of
2015 to 2023, the City estimates that 860 housing units will be built in the Downtown PDA. The
City did not indicate whether it consults with outside municipal service providers to ensure that
the PDAs will receive adequate services at buildout.

Priority Conservation Areas, which are areas of regionally significant open space facing
development pressure, also help form the implementing framework for Plan Bay Area. The City
of Berkeley is urbanized and it has not identified any Priority Conservation Areas in its General
Plan.

The City of Berkeley does not anticipate that current or projected growth patterns will expand
beyond its existing municipal boundary and SOL The City does not anticipate any changes to its
SOL

4.2.2 Boundaries, Islands, and Disadvantaged Unincorporated
Communities

The City of Berkeley's SOI is mostly coterminous with its municipal boundary, with a small
extension on the east at Panoramic Way into the City of Oakland (see Figure 4.1).

The City of Berkeley currently provides services outside its municipal boundary and SOI via
automatic aid and mutual aid agreements with the City of Albany, Town of Kensington, and

Alameda LAFCo
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Tilden Park (Moraga-Orinda Fire Protection District for Fire Response). Berkeley also provides
animal control services to Albany via contract.

No unincorporated islands have been identified in the City of Berkeley.
4221 Disadvantaged Unincotporated Commuanities

With the exception of the San Francisco Bay, the City of Berkeley is surrounded by incorporated
cities (Albany, Emeryville, and Oakland). There are no identified DUCs within or contiguous to
the SQI for the City of Berkeley and therefore, no DUCs are relevant to this analysis.

4.2.3 City Services Overview

As noted in Section 4.1 and as shown in Table 4.4, municipal services for the City of Berkeley are
provided by City staff and under contract with other service providers. Municipal services
considered in this update are discussed individually below. Stormwater, water, and wastewater
services will be reviewed during a separate MSR process. For comparative purposes, FY 2008
information is also included where available.

TABLE 4.4
CITY OF BERKELEY
MUNICIPAL SERVICES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS

Service Primary Service Provider Non-city Service Provider
Animal Control City of Berkeley —
Fire and Emergency Response City of Berkeley
Law Enforcement City of Berkeley —
Library City of Berkeley —
Lighting City of Berkeley —
Parks and Recreation City of Berkeley —
Planning/Building City of Betkeley —
Solid Waste — —
Stormwater City of Berkeley —
Streets City of Berkeley —
Utilities and Broadband:
Electricity — Pacific Gas & Electric
Gas — Pacific Gas & Electric
Broadband — Comcast, AT&T, Sonic.net
Vector Control — Alameda County Vector Control
Services District
Mosquito Control — Alameda County Mosquito Abatement
District
Water — East Bay Municipal Utility District
Wastewater — East Bay Municipal Utility District

Source: City of Berkeley
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The City has not provided information regarding any new, improved, or discontinued services
for the years since the 2008 MSR update at the time of this report. Monthly Reduced Service
days (during which City offices are closed) have been implemented as a cost-saving measure for
the City.

The City of Berkeley did not identify any opportunities, but reports the following challenges
related to its provision of municipal services:

Challenges

e Homelessness
e Affordable housing
e Deferred maintenance for infrastructure

A summary of the City's municipal service level statistics for FY 2015 is provided in Table A.3 of
Attachment A.

4231 Animal Control, Vector Control

The City of Berkeley Animal Shelter is the animal control service provider. Berkeley also provides
animal control services via contract to the City of Albany. Services provided by the shelter
include the enforcement of city ordinances related to animals; removal of killed or injured
wildlife; impoundment of stray pets; and investigation of animal-related neglect, cruelty,
nuisance, and bite cases. Expenditures for the City of Berkeley Animal Shelter were $1,673,952 in
FY 2015.

For 2015, the City of Berkeley Animal Shelter reports that 102 dog licenses were issued per 1,000
population, and 1,317 animal licenses total. The number of animals handled by City of Berkeley
Animal Shelter in 2015 was 2,081 and the number of calls received for service was 4,153.

Throughout Alameda County, and including the City of Berkeley, vector control services are
provided by Alameda County Vector Control Services District, a Division of the Alameda County
Environmental Health Department. The mission of the Vector Control Services District is to
prevent the spread of vector-borne diseases, injury, and discomfort to the residents of the
District by controlling insects, rodents, and other vectors and eliminating causal environmental
conditions through education, and integrated pest management practices.

The Alameda County Mosquito Abatement District protects public health by carrying out a
program of mosquito abatement which is responsive to the public, cost effective,
environmentally safe, and consistent with land use planning or zoning. The Alameda County
Mosquito Abatement District provides mosquito control services to residents of Alameda
County, including the City of Berkeley.

Alameda LAFCo
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4232 Fire and Emezgency Response

The City of Berkeley provides fire protection and emergency response services. In addition, the
Alameda County Fire Department staffs one station that serves the Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory. Public safety expenditures, which include fire and emergency response, were
$84,925,360 for FY 2015.

There were 14,610 reported calls for fire and emergency response service in 2015. Average fire
and emergency response time was 5 minutes in 2015 and 4:46 in 2008. The National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA) standard requires fire and emergency response providers to arrive
at the scene within 5 minutes of a 911 call 90 percent of the time.® The City reports that its fire
stations are in good to fair condition, with several needing capital improvements, and that its
fire equipment is in good condition, with first line apparatus having been replaced in either 2009
or 2016.

4233 Law Enforcement

The City of Berkeley provides law enforcement and dispatch services. Public safety expenditures,
which include law enforcement, were $84,925,360 for FY 2015. Public safety expenditures
account for approximately 63% of General Fund expenditures.

The City of Berkeley reports having 1.4 FTE sworn personnel per 1,000 population. The national
average in 2012 was 2.39 FTE sworn personnel per 1,000 population.” There were 71 crimes per
sworn FTE in 2015. The property crime clearance rate (a measure of crimes solved) was 4.5% in
2015, while the violent crime clearance rate was 40%.% The City reports that its police stations
and equipment are in good repair and adequate for provision of services.

4234 Library

The City of Berkeley provides library services within the City, with five locations—Central Library,
Claremont Branch, North Branch, Tarea Hall Pittman South Branch, and West Branch. The
Berkeley Public Library also has a Tool Lending Library location. The Berkeley Public Library is
committed to developing collections, resources, and services that meet the cultural,
informational, recreational, and educational needs of Berkeley's diverse, multi-cultural

NFPA 1710 Standard for the Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression Operations,
Emergency Medical Operations, and Special Operations to the Public by Career Fire Departments.
2016 edition.

National Sources of Law Enforcement Employment Data. April 2016.
http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/nsleed.pdf

Common indicators used as metrics for evaluating law enforcement service provision have limitations.
The information is presented as a reference and can be used for comparative purposes with the
caveat that different jurisdictions can have different characteristics (e.g., a dense urban area and a
suburban residential city), rendering the comparison less meaningful.
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community. The library supports independent learning, personal growth, and the individual's
need for information. Library expenditures were approximately $137 per capita ($16.4 million
total) for FY 2015.

Average circulation per capita was 15.8 in 2015 and 1.1 public access computer was provided
per 1,000 population.

The State of California Library provides a compilation of statistical data from public libraries
throughout the state.? Select statistical data for the most recent year (FY 2014/2015) is provided
in this MSR Update for comparative purposes. The state averaged 5.88 library visits per capita,
which represents a slight downward trend over the past 5 years. Average circulation was 7.6 per
capita and 10.8 per borrower. Average public access computer use per 1,000 population was
948.83. Public libraries spent an average of $49.89 per capita in FY2014/2015.

4235 Lighting and Streets

Lighting (street and traffic) in the City is provided and maintained by the City of Berkeley. City
expenditures for light and signal maintenance were $1,037,187, or $4,802 per street mile, in FY
2015 and reported as $16,166 per street mile for FY 2008.

The City of Berkeley provides and maintains 216 street miles and approximately 32 Class 1 and 2
bike lane miles. FY 2015 expenditures for streets were $1,193,388.

MTC tracks street pavement conditions throughout the Bay Area as a measure of how well local
streets are being maintained. Many factors affect a city’s pavement condition index, or PCI score.
These include pavement age, climate and precipitation, traffic loads and available maintenance
funding.

The PCI for streets in the City of Berkeley was 60 (at risk) in 2009."° Pavement at the low end of
the 60-69 (fair) range is significantly distressed and may require a combination of rehabilitation
and preventive maintenance. The PCI decreased to 58 (at risk) in 2015, which is well below the
target PCI of 75 (good) MTC has established.’ An “at risk” PCI (50-59) indicates deteriorated
pavement requiring immediate attention, including rehabilitative work.

4236 Parks and Recreation

The City is the primary service provider for parks and recreation. FY 2015 expenditures for parks
were approximately $17.9 million in FY 2015 and reported as $23,560 per acre for maintenance
in FY 2008.

9
10

California State Library, Library Statistics. http://www.library.ca.gov/Ids/librarystats.html
2008 data were not available

' MTC Vital Signs: http://www.vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/street-pavement-condition
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The City provides and maintains 4 park acres per 1,000 residents.

The Quimby Act allows California cities and counties to require from 3 to 5 acres of land for
every 1,000 new residents. The Act also authorizes jurisdictions to require the dedication of land
or to impose fees for park or recreational purposes as a condition of the approval of a tentative
or parcel subdivision map. The City of Berkeley's level of service standard is 2 acres per 1,000
new residents.

4237 Planning and Building

The City of Berkeley Department of Planning and Development provides planning and building
services. The Land Use Planning Division develops and implements land use policy for the City of
Berkeley, including preparing and amending area plans, and reviewing projects for compliance
with plans, policies, and regulations. The adopted planning documents reported by the City are
listed in Attachment B. The Building and Safety Division reviews construction documents for
code conformance, approves permits, inspects construction projects to ensure plan and code
conformance, and provides code information and interpretation to the public and city agencies.
Department expenditures for FY 2015 were $14,492,842.

The City issued 3,285 residential and 563 commercial building permits in 2015. Total building
permit valuation in FY 2015 is estimated at $537.3 million.

4238 Solid Waste

Solid waste services are provided by the City of Berkeley. The City of Berkeley FY 2015
expenditures for solid waste services were $28,431,840.

The City reported 3.1 tons of waste disposed per capita for FY 2015, and a total diversion rate of
76%. The FY 2015 per resident disposal rate was 6 pounds/resident/day.

Under Assembly Bill 939, the annual goal for solid waste disposal is 6.3 pounds/person/day, and
the per capita diversion rate is 50% for all California local jurisdictions. Assembly Bill 341
identified a statewide recycling goal of 75% or 2.7 pounds/person/day by 2020.

4239 Utilities and Broadband

Pacific Gas & Electric provides gas and electricity services to the City of Berkeley. The City
coordinates with Pacific Gas & Electric regarding the location and condition of gas pipelines
including providing map locations of pipelines. Berkeley is a member of the recently formed East
Bay Community Energy Authority.

The City of Berkeley does not provide public broadband service. XFINITY from Comcast, AT&T
U-verse, and Sonic.net each offer internet access to the city. These providers use a variety of
wired technologies including cable and DSL. The City of Berkeley did not indicate concerns
about the availability or reliability of high-speed internet services. The California Public Utilities
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Commission (CPUC) currently considers 6 megabits per second (Mbps) download and 1.5 Mbps
upload speeds to be the standard for adequate residential broadband service.

The East Bay Broadband Consortium conducted a study to gather information about broadband
availability, infrastructure, and adoption in Alameda, Contra Costa, and Solano counties, using
data submitted by Internet service providers to the CPUC, and developed a comparative report
card for 2013. The City of Berkeley received a grade of C+, which indicates that internet service
providers meet the CPUC's minimum 6 Mbps download and 1.5 Mbps upload standard, with
one provider advertising maximum download/upload speeds of at least 10/6 Mbps."?

The City did not indicate concerns about the ability of utility service or broadband providers to
serve its existing or growing population.

4.2.4 City Services Determinations

4241 Present and Planned Capacity of Facilities, Adequacy of Public
Service

The City of Berkeley reports that it adequately serves all areas within its municipal boundary and
SOI and anticipates it will continue to do so in the foreseeable future.

Average fire and emergency response time was 5 minutes in 2015, which meets the NFPA
standard.

As noted above, there are no DUCs within or contiguous to the City’s SOL

Capacity and Condition of Infrastructure and Ability to Meet Service-level Needs

As an indication of a need for infrastructure investment, the pavement condition index (PCI) for
streets in the City of Berkeley was 58 (at risk) for 2015." This is well below the target of 75 MTC
has established. Berkeley is one of four cities in Alameda County which have “at risk” PCls
between 50 and 59.

When accounting for the projected growth and population increases over the next five years, as
well as the identified challenges related to its provision of municipal services, the City does not
anticipate obstacles to maintaining existing service levels or meeting infrastructure needs.

Consistency with Capital Improvement Plans

The City develops a Capital Improvement Program and Budget on a biennial basis to address
long-term needs of capital assets and infrastructure.

2" East Bay Broadband Consortium, East Bay Broadband Report Card. www. bit.ly/broadbandreportcard.

B MTC Vital Signs: http://www.vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov/street-pavement-condition
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Consistency with Local and Regional Land Use Plans and Policies

The City is planning for continued growth, which is expected to be accommodated by way of
regional plans such as Plan Bay Area and local plans such as the City's General Plan. The City's
2015-2023 Housing Element has been found by the California Housing and Community
Development Department to comply with State housing element law by adequately planning to
meet the existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of the community.

4242 Status and Opportunities for Shared Facilities

The sharing of municipal services and facilities involves centralizing functions and facilities.
Municipalities will collaborate through joint-use and shared services agreements for the joint
provision of public services and joint use of public facilities as a way to save resources.

Current Shared Services

The City provides an array of municipal services, with the exception of solid waste, utilities,
vector control, wastewater, and water services. These services are provided via contract with
Alameda County, public vendors, or private vendors. The City of Berkeley provides services
outside its municipal boundary and SOI via automatic aid and mutual aid agreements with the
City of Albany, Town of Kensington, and Tilden Park (Moraga-Orinda Fire Protection District for
Fire Response). The City does not share other facilities or services. No areas of overlapping
responsibilities or opportunities to share services or facilities were identified as a part of this
review.

Duplication of Existing or Planned Facilities

This review did not identify any duplication of existing or planned facilities.

Availability of Excess Capacity

No excess service or facility capacity was identified as part of this review.
4.2.5 Financial Overview

This section provides an overview of the City’s financial health and provides a context for
assessing the City's financial ability to provide services.

Key FY 2015 financial information for City of Berkeley municipal operations is provided in the
discussion below. The information in this section has been obtained from the audited 2015
CAFR and from City staff. For comparative purposes, FY 2008 Comprehensive Annual Financial
Report (CAFR) and staff-provided financial information is also included where available.

4.2.5.1 Revenues and Expenditures

A comparison of the revenues and expenditures for the City's governmental and proprietary
funds is shown in Table 4.5.
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TABLE 4.5
CITY OF BERKELEY
COMPARISON OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES FUNDS
FY 2008 AND FY 2015

FY 2008

FY 2015

Total Revenue

Total Expenditures

$294,489,503
$267,107,910

$330,435,730
$316,285,334

Net Surplus/ (Deficit)

$18,381,593

$14,150,396

In FY 2015, total expenditures for the City of Berkeley exceeded $316.2 million, which represents
an increase of approximately $48.2 million from FY 2008. Revenues increase by 12% over the

same period.

Municipal services are funded via the General Fund, which is the primary operating fund for the
City. Revenues and Expenditures for the General fund are shown in Table 4.6.

4-16

CITY OF BERKELEY
COMPARISON OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES — GENERAL FUND

FY 2008 AND FY 2015
Type FY 2008 FY 2015
Revenue by Source
Taxes $100,442,254 | $120,868,690
Intergovernmental $8,616,837 | $10,685,874
Charges for Services $6,138,085 $9,898,475
Fines and Penalties $10,624,641 $5,943,279
Investment Income $6,323,199 $2,348,867
Franchise $1,731,548 $1,820,785
Rents and Royalties $101,431 $537,140
Licenses and Permits $272,111 $494,438
Miscellaneous $2,094,643 $430,826
Contributions / Donations $202,906 $8,107
Cost Reimbursements $5,109,485 —
Total Revenue $141,657,140 | $153,036,481
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Type FY 2008 FY 2015
Expenditures by Program
Public Safety $73,425,235 | $84,925,360
General Government $29,992.736 $27,953,175
Health and Welfare $9,512,772 $6,761,072
Culture — Recreation $6,113,274 $6,647,159
Community Development / Housing $3,346,647 $5,452.413
Other (economic development and debt) $3,095,835 $2,034,414
Highways and Streets $1,513,091 $1,193,388
Total Expenditures $126,999,590 | $134,966,951
Net Surplus/ (Deficit) $14,657,550 | $18,069,500

General Fund expenditures constituted approximately 42.6% (approximately $135 million) of the
overall total expenditures. Total General Fund expenditures have increased by approximately $8
million (5%) since FY 2008. Public safety services comprise the major expenditures (63%) for the
City's General Fund.

The major revenues to the City's General Fund are taxes (e.g., property, sales, utility users), which
comprise approximately 79% of the fund’s annual revenue stream. The primary source of
revenue is property tax, which has increased by approximately 44% ($22.5 million) since FY 2008.
This increase can be somewhat attributed to the housing market recovery after the Great
Recession of 2008-2009. Table 4.7 provides a comparison of the largest components of
Berkeley’s overall tax revenues.

TABLE 4.7
CITY OF BERKELEY
COMPARISON OF TAX REVENUES

FY 2008 AND FY 2015
Type FY 2008 FY 2015
Sales Tax $15,310,010 $17,111,938
Property Tax $51,184,853 $73,726,035
Utility Users Tax $15,310,895 $14,337,343
Business License Tax — $16,098,978
Transient Occupancy Tax — $7,131,568
Total tax revenue $81,805,758 | $128,405,862

The City's property tax revenue has increased by approximately $22.5 million (44%) over FY 2008
levels, while sales tax revenue has increased by approximately $2 million (11.8%) during the
same period.
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4522 Debt

Table 4.8 summarizes the City’'s obligations, debt, and liabilities.

TABLE 4.8
CITY OF BERKELEY
COMPARISON OF OBLIGATIONS, DEBTS, AND LIABILITIES

FY 2008 AND FY 2015
Obligation/Debt/Liability FY 2008 FY 2015
General Bonded Debt $74,790,000 $91,245,604
Ratio of Direct Debt! to Net Assessed Valuation 0.67% 0.64%
Ratio of Combined Debt? to Net Assessed Valuation 1.12% 0.98%
Unfunded Pension Liability not available $446,986,788

! General bonded debt
2 Direct and ovetlapping debt

Standard and Poor’s suggests that high debt levels can overburden a municipality while low
debt levels may indicate underutilized capital investment capacity. The general bonded debt for
City of Berkeley has increased since 2008 to approximately $761 per capita. The ratios of direct
debt and combined debt to net assessed valuation have decreased since 2008.

Similar to many cities, the City of Berkeley has seen an increase in its reported unfunded pension
liability, partially due to Governmental Accounting Standards Board GASB 68.'* The City's
unfunded pension liability®® is 292% of the general fund revenue for FY 2015 (i.e., almost three
times the general fund revenue would be needed to fully fund the existing pension liability if
addressed all in one year). In general, growth in unfunded pension liability places an increased
burden on City and is undesirable because it can result in substantial budgetary pressures in the
long-term. The City indicates that it is currently considering the development of a policy
regarding funding its pension obligations.

4253 Reserves

The City's CAFR does not explicitly state a reserve goal policy, although the City does maintain
an unassigned general fund balance. For FY 2015, the unassigned General Fund reserve balance
was $45.8 million. Berkeley's unassigned General Fund reserve levels have increased by 42%
since FY 2008. Berkeley does not have a separate Economic Uncertainty Reserve Fund outside
the General Fund reserve.

' GASB Statement No. 68 requires local governments to include pension liabilities in their annual

financial reports.

Pension plans are funded by employee contributions, municipal contributions, and investment
income. These sources are intended to provide enough revenue to fully fund the plan liabilities,
otherwise a plan would be considered underfunded. When a city’s General Fund revenue is
insufficient to cover pension expenses, the City may pass that expense on to taxpayers.

15
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4254 Fiscal Health Indicators

Overall, the City of Berkeley appears to be in positive fiscal health, as shown by the General Fund
fiscal indicators in Table 4.9.

TABLE 4.9
CITY OF BERKELEY
GENERAL FUND FISCAL INDICATORS

FY 2008 AND FY 2015
Indicator FY 2008 Value FY 2015 Value
Net Operating Deficit/Surplus $14,657,551 $18,069,497
Liquidity Ratio! 5.46 6.20
Fund Balance as Percent of Expenditures? 38.03% 39.48%

1 Calculated by combining cash and short-term investments, then dividing by current
liabilities. The liquidity ratio indicates the necessary cash the City has to fund its liabilities;
the higher the number, the greater the degree of liquidity.

2 Unreserved General Fund Reserves as a percent of annual operating expenditures.

Since FY 2008, the City has reported a surplus in their annual operating General Fund. The five-
year average was not provided at the time of this report.

The unassigned General Fund Balance was $45.8 million of the approximately $135 million FY
2015 expenditures.

Other fiscal health indicators include municipal bond ratings and net position. Municipal bonds
are rated by one of three major ratings agencies, which assess the credit risk based on the
economy, debt structure, financial condition, demographic factors, and management practices
of the governing body and administration. Standard and Poor’s has assigned Berkeley a bond
rating of AA+ (high quality).

Net position may serve over time as a useful indicator of a government's financial position (i.e.,
whether it is improving or deteriorating). In the case of the City of Berkeley, assets exceeded
liabilities by $5.9 million for FY 2015. The City’s unrestricted net position totaled -$412.4 million.
The negative balance is in part a result of the GASB 68 change in accounting with new
recognition of the net pension liability.

The largest portion of the City of Berkeley's net position is $293 million in net investment in
capital assets. The City of Berkeley uses these assets to provide services to citizens;
consequently, these assets are not available for future spending.

4255 Financial Reporting

The timeliness of financial reporting is a common concern expressed to the GASB by the users of
state and local government financial reports. According to the GASB, financial report
information retains some of its usefulness to municipal bond analysts, legislative fiscal staff, and
researchers at taxpayer associations and citizen groups for up to 6 months after fiscal year end.
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The City of Berkeley published its CAFR for FY 2015 in a timely manner (within 6 months of the
fiscal year end). The CAFR was audited by an independent certified public accountant, which
issued an unqualified opinion.

4.2.6 Financial Determinations
4.2.06.1 Financial Ability of Agency to Provide Setvices

The City anticipates the need to allocate resources for basic City Services including public safety,
as well as planning for major capital improvements. The City Council examines Capital
Improvement Projects over a five-year timeframe and formally adopts a Capital Improvement
Plan. The City has used a variety of revenue sources including grant funding and locally
generated fees and taxes to address capital needs. Efforts are made to also prioritize the capital
projects based upon links to the strategic plan and goals established by the City Council.

As with other cities in Alameda County, rising pension costs are expected to continue to reduce
funding for other priorities.

Overall, the City of Berkeley appears to have sufficient financial resources to continue providing
services, as well as to accommodate infrastructure expansion, improvements, or replacement, as
indicated below.

Operating General Fund deficit and sutplus trends for the past five years

The City of Berkeley reports a five-year trend of surpluses in their annual operating general fund.

Balanced General Fund budgets using one-time revenues, deferred expenditures or
borrowing

For FY 2015, $7,731,607 was transferred from the General Fund reserves to fund capital projects.

Unreserved General Fund resetves as a percent of operating expenditures for most recent
fiscal year

At the end of FY 2015, the unassigned general fund balance represented approximately 39.5% of
operating expenditures. The City's fund balance as percent of expenditures exceeds the 17%
minimum general fund reserve level at which a city would have the ability to maintain an
acceptable level of service provision, to enact changes to maintain services, and to avoid
bankruptcy potential.

Liquidity as measured when comparing cash and short-term investments over current
lLiabilities for most recent fiscal year

The liquidity ratio indicates whether a city has the means available to cover its existing
obligations in the short run. The City reported a liquidity ratio of 6.2, which indicates the City has
the means to cover its existing obligations in the short-term.
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Timeliness and accuracy of financial reporting by ensuting that the State Controller’s
Financial Transactions Report was filed on a timely basis and that the
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) for most recent fiscal year
received a clean opinion and was issued within six months of fiscal year end

The City issued its CAFR approximately 6 months after fiscal year end, which is considered
timely. The CAFR was audited by an independent certified public accountant and received a
clean opinion.

4.2.7 Accountability for Community Service Needs, Including
Governmental Structure and Operational Efficiencies

4.2.7.1 Online Availability of City Governance Information

The City of Berkeley website provides public access to the agendas and minutes for the City
Council and its various boards and commissions; the City’s biennial budget; and the City's
annual CAFR. The City therefore adequately provides accountability with regard to governance
and municipal operations.

42.7.2 Online Availability of City Planning Information

The City of Berkeley website provides public access to the City’'s general plan as well as various
development plans and projects. The City therefore adequately provides accountability with
regard to municipal and land use planning.

4273 Puplic Involvement

The City of Berkeley website provides public access to public hearing notices, including the time
and place at which City residents may provide input, as well as other opportunities for public
involvement in the City decision-making process. The City therefore adequately provides
accountability with regard to citizen participation.

4.2.8 Service Review Determinations Summary

Table 4.10 summarizes the service review determinations discussed throughout Section 4.2.
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TABLE 4.10
CITY OF BERKELEY

SUMMARY OF SERVICE REVIEW DETERMINATIONS

Determination Area and Criteria

Determination

Growth and population projections for the affected area

Projected growth and demographic
changes in and around the agency’s
service areas based on ABAG
population projections

ABAG projects that the City’s population will grow at an annual rate of 0.7%
to a population of 129,200 in 2030. The City is also projected to experience a
0.9% annual growth rate in jobs between 2010 and 2030. Overall, the City’s
planning is expected to accommodate the growth projected by ABAG.

Anticipated growth patterns based on
Plan Bay Area and agency general
plans

The City of Berkeley does not anticipate that current or projected growth
patterns will expand beyond its existing municipal boundary and SOIL

The City did not indicate whether it consults with outside municipal service
providers to ensure that the PDAs identified in Plan Bay Area will receive
adequate services at buildout.

Location and characteristics of DUCs within or contiguous to the SOI

Pursuant to GC 56033.5, a
disadvantaged unincorporated
community (DUC) is a community
with an annual median household
income that is less than 80% of the
statewide annual median household
income (i.e., less than $48,875 per U.S.
Census Bureau, 2009-2013 Five-year
American Community Survey) and
where there reside 12 or more
registered voters.

There are no identified DUCs within or contiguous to the SOI for the City of
Berkeley.

Present and planned capacity of p

ublic facilities and adequacy of public service, including infrastructure
needs and deficiencies

Capacity and condition of existing
infrastructure and its ability to meet
service-level needs based on
anticipated population growth

The City of Berkeley reports that it adequately serves all areas within its
municipal boundary and SOI and anticipates it will continue to do so in the
foreseeable future.

The City has acknowledged the deferred maintenance of infrastructure as one
of its top challenges for the provision of services.

As an indication of a need for infrastructure investment, the PCI for streets in
the City of Berkeley was 58 (at risk) for 2015, which is well below the target of
75 MTC has established.

When accounting for the projected growth and population increases over the
next five years, as well as the identified challenges related to its provision of
municipal services, the City does not anticipate obstacles to maintaining
existing service levels or meeting infrastructure needs.

Consistency with capital improvement
plans

The City develops a Capital Improvement Program and Budget on a biennial
basis to address long-term needs of capital assets and infrastructure.

Consistency with local and regional
land use plans and policies

The City is planning for continued growth, which is expected to be
accommodated by way of regional plans such as Plan Bay Area and local plans
such as the City’s General Plan. The City’s 2015-2023 Housing Element has
been found by the California Housing and Community Development
Department to comply with State housing element law by adequately planning
to meet the existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of

the community.
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Determination Area and Criteria

Determination

Financial ability of the agency to provide services

Operating General Fund deficit and
surplus trends for the past five years

The City of Berkeley reports a five-year trend of surpluses in their annual
operating general fund.

Balanced General Fund budgets using
one-time revenues, deferred
expenditures or borrowing

For FY 2015, $7,731,607 was transferred from the General Fund reserves to
fund capital projects.

Unreserved General Fund reserves as
a percent of operating expenditures
for most recent fiscal year

At approximately 39.5% of operating expenditures, the City’s fund balance as
percent of expenditures exceeds the 17% minimum general fund reserve level
at which a city would have the ability to maintain an acceptable level of service
provision, to enact changes to maintain services, and to avoid bankruptcy
potential.

Liquidity as measured when
comparing cash and short-term
investments over current liabilities for
most recent fiscal year

The City reported a liquidity ratio of 6.2, which indicates the City has the
means to cover its existing obligations in the short-term.

Timeliness and accuracy of financial
reporting by ensuring that the State
Controller’s Financial Transactions
Report was filed on a timely basis and
that the Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report (CAFR) for most
recent fiscal year received a clean
opinion and was issued within six
months of fiscal year end

The City published its CAFR approximately 6 months after fiscal year end,
which is considered timely by the GASB. The CAFR was audited by an
independent certified public accountant and received a clean opinion.

Statu

s of and opportunities for shared facilities

Current shared services and activities
with other service providers, including
shared facilities and staff, in each of
the examined service areas

The City provides an array of municipal services, with the exception of solid
waste, utilities, vector control, water, and wastewater services. These services
are provided via contract with Alameda County or private vendors. The City
of Berkeley provides services outside its municipal boundary and SOI via
automatic aid and mutual aid agreements with the City of Albany, Town of
Kensington, and Tilden Park (Moraga-Orinda Fire Protection District for Fire
Response). The City does not share other facilities or services. No areas of
overlapping responsibilities or opportunities to share services or facilities were
identified as a part of this review.

Duplication of existing or planned
facilities of other service providers

This review did not identify any duplication of existing or planned facilities.

Availability of excess capacity to serve
customers of other agencies

No excess service or facility capacity was identified as part of this review.

Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and operational efficiencies

Availability of agendas, budget and
financial information on the agency’s
website

The City of Berkeley website provides public access to the agendas and
minutes for the City Council and its vatious boards and commissions; the
City’s biennial budget; and the City’s annual CAFR. The City therefore
adequately provides accountability with regard to governance and municipal
operations.

Availability of the general plan and
various elements on the agency’s
website

The City of Berkeley website provides public access to the City’s general plan
as well as various development plans and projects. The City therefore
adequately provides accountability with regard to municipal and land use
planning.
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Determination Area and Criteria

Determination

Time and place for public to provide
input prior to decision being made

The City of Berkeley website provides public access to public hearing notices,
including the time and place at which City residents may provide input, as well
as other opportunities for public involvement in the City decision-making

process. The City therefore adequately provides accountability with regard to
citizen participation.
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4.3.1

City of Berkeley

Sphere of Influence Review and Determinations

Sphere of Influence Recommendation

The SOI for the City of Berkeley is coterminous with the municipal boundary, with a small
extension on the east at Panoramic Way in the City of Oakland (see Figure 4.1). The City is
surrounded by the cities of Albany, Emeryville, and Oakland and no further outward growth is
possible. This report recommends that Alameda LAFCo maintain and reaffirm the existing SOI

for the City of Berkeley.

This report also recommends that Alameda LAFCo encourage the cities of Berkeley and Oakland
to initiate the reorganization of territory in the Panoramic Hill area.

4.3.2

Sphere of Influence Determinations for the City of Berkeley

As described in Chapter 1, Government Code §56425(e) requires Alameda LAFCo to prepare a
written statement of determination regarding the factors in Table 4.11. These determinations
are made as part of the review of the existing SOI and are based on the information in this City

of Berkeley MSR profile.

TABLE 4.11
CITY OF BERKELEY

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE DETERMINATIONS

Criteria

Determination

The present and planned land uses
(including agticultural and open-space
Iands)

The City of Berkeley plans for a variety of urban uses within its
boundary, representing a continuation of the current mix of uses,
including residential, business, commercial, manufacturing, and open
space. Present and planned land uses are adequate for existing residents
as well as future growth, as demonstrated in the General Plan (2002).

The present and probable need for
public facilities and services

There are no anticipated changes in the type of public services and
facilities required within the SOI for the City of Berkeley. The level of
demand for these services and facilities, however, will increase
commensurate with anticipated population growth over the next five
years.

The present and probable future
capacity of public facilities and services

The present capacity of public facilities in the City of Berkeley appears
adequate. The City of Berkeley anticipates it will continue to have
adequate capacity during the next five years.

The existence of any social or economic
communities of interest if the
commission determines that they are
relevant to the agency

All communities of interest within the City’s municipal boundary are
included within the SOI. Alameda LAFCo has not identified specific
social or economic communities of interest relevant to the City of
Berkeley.

Alameda 1. AFCo
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For an update of an SOI of a city or
special district that provides public
facilities or setvices related to sewets,
municipal and industrial watet, or
structural fire protection, that occurs
pursuant to subdivision (g) on or after
July 1, 2012, the present and probable
need for those public facilities and
services of any disadvantaged
unincorporated commuunities within the
existing sphere of influence

The City of Berkeley provides structural fire protection and sewer
facilities and services within its SOI; water is provided by East Bay
Municipal Utility District. There are no DUCs within or contiguous to
the SOI for the City of Berkeley and therefore no present or probable
need for these facilities and setvices for DUCs.
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Chapter 5
City of Dublin

5.1 Agency Overview

The City of Dublin, incorporated in 1982, covers an area of 14.6 square
’Y‘ miles. The most recent U.S. Census Bureau data shows the population
as 46,036. The California Department of Finance estimates the January
DU‘BL‘IN 1, 2016 population as 57,349. The City has a population density of
approximately 3,928 persons per square mile.

The City of Dublin is surrounded by unincorporated Alameda County, and the incorporated
cities of Livermore and Pleasanton in Alameda County, and San Ramon in Contra Costa County.
Land uses in the City include a mix of residential, commercial, industrial, and open space. The
Sphere of Influence (SOI) for the City of Dublin is mostly coterminous with the municipal
boundary, extending slightly to the west as shown in Figure 5.1.

The municipal services considered in this review that are provided by the City of Dublin include:
parks and recreation, planning/building, and streets. Other services, such as police, fire, library,
and solid waste, are provided under contract with other service providers.

5.1.1 City Staffing

Total City staffing for fiscal year (FY) 2015 included 219.23 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees.*
Table 5.1 shows the four service areas with the highest staffing levels.

TABLE 5.1
CITY OF DUBLIN
HIGHEST STAFFING LEVELS BY SERVICE AREA

Service Area FY 2015 FTE
Police 59.00
Fire 39.64
Planning and Building 24.45
Parks, Community Services 16.81

Source: City of Dublin FY 2015 Comprehensive
Annual Financial Report, 2016.

' FY 2015 data was the most current data available during development of this MSR Update. No

substantial changes are anticipated between FYs 2015 and 2016, but cities have been provided the
opportunity to report any such changes for incorporation into the MSR.
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City of Dublin

Similar to other cities in Alameda County, the police function had the highest staffing level in the
City of Dublin, with 59.0 FTE employees.

5.1.2 Form of Government

The City of Dublin is a general law operating under a council-manager form of government. The
City Council consists of seven members, including the Mayor; members serve four-year terms,
and the elected Mayor serves a two-year term.

5.1.3 Joint Powers Authorities

In addition to a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) with the cities of Pleasanton and Livermore and the
County of Alameda for animal control services, the City of Dublin is also a member the JPAs
listed in Table 5.2.

TABLE 5.2
CITY OF DUBLIN
JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY MEMBERSHIP

Joint Powers Authority Setvice

Alameda County Congestion Management Program formed in 1991 by a joint exercise of powers agreement
between the County and cities of Alameda for the purpose
of preparing, implementing and administering a traffic
congestion management plan pursuant to California
Government Code section 66531.

Alameda County Street Light Acquisition —
Associated Community Action Program —

Association of Bay Area Governments ABAG’s mission is to strengthen cooperation and
collaboration among local governments to provide
innovative and cost effective solutions to common
problems that they face.

Dougherty Regional Fire Authority

East Bay Community Energy Authority East Bay Community Energy is a joint powers authority
that aggregates electricity demand within participating
Alameda County jurisdictions in order to procure more
sustainable electricity for its customers.

East Bay Regional Communication System Authority Emergency/public safety radio system

Energy Council Formed in Spring 2013 as a Joint Powers Agency to seek
funding on behalf of its member agencies to develop and
implement programs and policies that reduce energy
demand, increase energy efficiency, advance the use of
clean, efficient and renewable resources, and help create
climate resilient communities. The Energy Council assists
its members in strengthening staff capacity, providing
technical expertise, and securing funds to implement local
sustainable energy strategies.—

Livermore-Amador Valley Transit Authority Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA)
was established in 1985 under a Joint Powers Agreement
to provide public transit in the cities of Dublin, Livermore,
Pleasanton, and in unincorporated areas of Alameda
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Joint Powers Authority

Service

LAVTA Paratransit Services
Local Government Services Authority
Regional Government Services Authority

Tri-Valley Transportation Council

Tri-Valley Transportation Development Fees for Traffic
Mitigation

Western Riverside Council of Governments

County. LAVTA is governed by a seven member Board of
Directors.

formed pursuant to a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement
establishing the Tri-Valley Transportation Council
(TVTC), among the County of Alameda, the County of
Contra Costa, the City of Livermore, the City of
Pleasanton, the City of San Ramon, the City of Dublin,
and the Town of Danville. The TVTC periodically
evaluates the impacts of projected land uses on regional
transportation infrastructure in the Tri-Valley area. The
TVTC oversees the expenditures of the Tti-Valley
Transportation Development Fund.

Provide wide variety of government services in the areas
of transportation, environment, energy, economy, and
health.

Source: City of Dublin

5.1.4 Awards and Recognition

Table 5.3 lists the awards the City of Dublin has reported receiving since the 2008 Municipal

Service Review (MSR).

TABLE 5.3
CITY OF DUBLIN
AWARDS

Award Issuer Year(s) Received
All-America City National Civic League 2011
Planning Project Award American Planning Association of Northern 2012

California
Growing Smarter Together Award ABAG 2013
Project of the Year Transportation - Small American Public Works Association - Northern 2013
Cities CA
Helen Putnam Award CA League of Cities 2014
Government Leadership Award — Tri Valley CALAFCO 2015
Intergovernmental Reciprocal Services
Agreement
Award of Excellence CAPIO 2016
Source: City of Dublin
Alameda I AFCo
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5.2 Service Review Determinations

The purpose of the MSR is described in Chapter 1. The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act) requires the Alameda Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) to prepare a written statement of determination with respect to
the six key areas discussed below. Using criteria described in Chapter 1 of this MSR Update, the
following analysis informs the determinations which have been prepared for the City of Dublin.

5.2.1 Growth and Population Projections

According to the 2016 California Department of Finance estimates, the City of Dublin serves
57,349 residents within its municipal boundary.

5.2.11 Projected Growth and Demogrtaphic Changes

As required by California law, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) prepared a Sustainable Communities Strategy
that considers how the San Francisco Bay Area will accommodate projected growth while also
reducing regional generation of greenhouse gases pursuant to state greenhouse gas reduction
goals. Plan Bay Area, as described in Chapter 1, is the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the
region.” Plan Bay Area seeks to accommodate the majority of growth in Priority Development
Areas (PDAs; e.g., infill areas), which is consistent with the overall goals of LAFCos, and includes
30-year growth projections for population, housing, and jobs. Year 2010-2030 ABAG projections
for the City of Dublin are depicted in Figure 5.2.

ABAG projects that the City's population will grow at an annual rate of 1.6% to a population of
63,500 in 2030. The City of Dublin is also projected to experience a 2.4% annual growth rate in
jobs between 2010 and 2030. Overall, the City's planning is expected to accommodate the
growth projected by ABAG.

2 This MSR Update uses data from the 2013 Plan Bay Area, which was the most current data available

during the information gathering and document development processes for this MSR Update. In July
2017, ABAG and MTC adopted an updated Plan Bay Area 2040.
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Figure 5.2. Year 2010 through Year 2030 Population, Jobs, and
Household Growth Projections for City of Dublin
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Jobs and Housing

According to ABAG Bay Area Census data? for 2010, the City of Dublin has 19,986 employed
residents. The ABAG and MTC jobs forecast estimates 16,810 jobs in the City, with approximately
20.84 jobs for every employed resident. ABAG estimates that the City of Dublin has 15,782
housing units, which results in a job/housing balance of 1.06. The number of owner-occupied
units in the City is greater than the number of renter-occupied housing units (Table 5.4),
indicating that the rate of homeownership exceeds the rental household rate.

TABLE 5.4
CITY OF DUBLIN
HOUSING OVERVIEW
Housing Statistic Number
Owner-occupied housing units 9,425
Renter-occupied housing units 5,488
Other! 869
Total existing housing units 15,782

> ABAG Bay Area Census data are derived from US Census data specific to the Bay Area.
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Housing Statistic Number
Regional Housing Need Allocation by Income Category 2014-2022
Above moderate 618
Moderate 425
Low 446
Very low 796
Total Regional Housing Need Allocation 2,285

! Includes vacant and seasonal units
Sources: ABAG, Bay Area Census; ABAG, Regional Housing Need Plan

As noted in Chapter 1, California cities and counties are required to demonstrate in their
housing element how they will meet their Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) as
assigned in the Regional Housing Need Plan.* The City of Dublin was assigned an RHNA of
2,285 units, as shown in Table 5.4.

The City adopted its General Plan in 2015 and its Housing Element in November 2014. The City
has identified three potential PDAs for infill development, including housing. The City's 2015-
2023 Housing Element identifies adequate sites, anticipated to yield 3,671 units, which are
appropriately zoned to address the affordable housing demand and anticipated to meet and
exceed its 2014-2022 assigned RHNA. The Housing Element has been found by the California
Housing and Community Development Department to comply with State Housing Element law
by adequately planning to meet the existing and projected housing needs of all economic
segments of the community.

Planning for an Aging Population

The number of adults age 50 and older in Alameda County is projecte