How Best to Provide Urban Municipal Services

For the Unincorporated Area of Sacramento County

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The following report is a product of a five-month effort of the Municipal Services Review Team created by the County Executive in June 2003.  The charge to the team was to design a better method for the delivery of urban municipal services to the unincorporated area as a follow-up work plan to the previous Board retreat.  The follow-up work items are:

1. community-based service delivery/community governance;

2. improve County organization to support municipal services and local governance, and;

3. financial resources to support County government.

This report should be considered a work in progress.  It needs further refinement, which will begin in earnest at your 2003 retreat, which should be viewed as the first of many opportunities for the Board of Supervisors to provide direction on the themes contained within these discussion papers.  In addition, these concepts and proposals will need a full review and consideration by the community.  The County should provide a number of occasions to discuss, debate, and make its views known on the proposals.  At the conclusion of the retreat, staff will ask conceptual approval of a number of deliverable work items to further enhance municipal services in Sacramento County.

The critical elements of this proposal are as follows.

COMMUNITY COUNCILS:
Create eight community councils to serve the urban unincorporated area with significant responsibility and authority and oversight of all local community issues. 

Urban Community Council Designations*:

· Arden Arcade

· Carmichael

· Orangevale

· Fair Oaks

· South Sacramento

· North Highlands/Antelope

· Rio Linda/Elverta

· Vineyard

NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICE DEPARTMENT:
Create a new department dedicated to the provision of neighborhood services. 

Key components:

1) Community Service teams – Led by a service area manager and the following staff support:

· Transportation Planning & Investigation

· Land Use Planning

· Application Processing

· Code Enforcement

· Animal Care Field Services

· Building Inspection

2) Community Service Center – Four strategically located satellite centers to service two communities each.  Community service centers could be co-located with Sheriff’s community centers or other county facilities.  Service centers would have a public counter support for application processing, minor building permits, assessment and property information, etc.

3) Municipal Service Agency – The existing municipal service components of the Community Development and Neighborhood Assistance Agency (CDNAA) and the Public Works Agency would be collapsed into a new Agency.  The new agency would include:

· Animal Care and Regulation

· County Engineering and Administration

· Department of Environmental Review and Assessment

· Economic Development

· Planning and Community Development

· Public Works

· Regional Parks, Recreation and Open Space

· Transportation

· Transportation Collaborative

· Waste Management and Recycling

· Water Quality

· Water Resources

· New Department of Neighborhood Services.

Staff will address any collateral restructuring of other departments that might need to occur during implementation planning and will bring further details to the Board for consideration and approval.

How Best to Provide Urban Municipal Services

To the Unincorporated Area of Sacramento County

Background

In 1999, the Board of Supervisors held its first annual retreat at which it directed staff to look at different means to improve services and increase community participation in government.  From that retreat sprung the concept for several community initiatives currently in progress in Arden Arcade, Carmichael, Fair Oaks, Orangevale, North Highlands, and South Sacramento.  Throughout the course of those projects, including numerous interviews, workshops, surveys, and meetings, residents have consistently said that they are concerned with issues of local municipal service delivery and increased control over decisions affecting their quality of life.  In particular, the following common themes, in no particular order, have emerged:

· Creating A Sense of Community Space and Identity (A central point to create and enhance community identity and community image)

· Transportation Design and Infrastructure (Road conditions; Sidewalks; Bicycle accommodations)

· Transportation/Traffic Management (Reducing congestion; Alternative transportation; Residential traffic, especially cut-through; Speeding – speed limits and enforcement)

· Physical Appearance of Neighborhoods (Maintenance and upkeep of aging communities; Code Enforcement; Trees and landscaping; Graffiti; Community/Property Ownership pride)

· Public Safety (Prevention; Response Times)

· Governance and Local Input (More involvement and influence, especially relating to land use, transportation, and housing; Direct access to governmental officials and agencies; Better communication with County agencies)

By way of comparison, during budget hearings this year, the Board identified priorities for making discretionary budget decisions.  Those priorities were:

· First, provide for the highest level of discretionary law-enforcement (municipal and countywide) services possible.  
· Second, provide a safety net for disadvantaged citizens.  
· Third, provide the highest possible quality of life for our citizens through neighborhood programs, reinvestment in communities, parks and recreation, and other non-law enforcement municipal services.  
· Fourth, provide for general government functions that support direct services to citizens.  
· Fifth, provide for prevention/intervention programs, such as certain alcohol and drug programs that can demonstrate that they save the county money over the long-term.
With the exception of Public Safety, the community themes fall within the Board’s third priority.  

In February 2003, at the Board’s most recent retreat, staff presented to the Board a discussion of various options for the future delivery of municipal services to the urban unincorporated area of the County, especially those supported by the General Fund.  Following a very productive discussion, the Board directed staff to develop recommendations for how best to provide urban municipal services within the current parameters and to begin to identify a long-term course to address the core issue of sustainable financing.  

The Problem

Sacramento County is unusual among California counties in that the County government provides municipal services for a large urban area, including approximately 550,000 residents, in addition to its countywide responsibilities for jail services, prosecution, probation, public health, welfare, and protection services.  “Municipal services” include those services that are ordinarily provided by cities in California, including public works, planning, economic development, environmental review, police, and other services.  For all intents and purposes, Sacramento County’s government acts as a city for the unincorporated area.  

User fees cover the cost of some of these services.  General Fund dollars cover the rest.  The challenge to the County is the systemic fiscal disadvantage that results in traditional county revenue sources being used to pay for the latter.  As unincorporated-area-derived revenues become more scarce, the County becomes more challenged to provide quality urban municipal services without shifting General Funds from countywide programs.

This report presents the County Executive’s recommendations for addressing the Board’s question of how to best provide urban municipal services to the unincorporated area.  It takes into consideration the above-listed themes identified by the community.  It does not directly address the Board’s budget priorities, in that it does not address law enforcement or safety net programs.  A separate report discusses the long-term financing options for General-Fund-supported municipal services that would address law enforcement.  

This report presents a preferred conceptual plan for changing how the County delivers urban municipal services.  It is not intended to address the long-term fundamental fiscal problem that will continue to challenge the County as a municipal service provider.  The purpose of this report is to describe a plan for providing the best possible service to our residents who do not live in cities.  The plan should be considered a work in progress.  It is still open for input and change based on conversations with community leaders, decision-makers, County management and staff, and other stakeholders.  

Conceptual Plan Overview

The County Executive is proposing the following steps to improve the provision of urban municipal services for the unincorporated area:

· Create “Community Councils” in selected urban communities.  These councils would be given decision-making authority for many land use and other issues within their respective geographic areas.

· Create a Neighborhood Services Department and locate several community service centers in the unincorporated area. The new department would be the focal point for municipal service delivery at the local level.  The service centers would be more convenient for citizens that desire certain municipal services that the County can provide locally.  Examples include simple building permits, planning applications, informational needs, etc.

· Revise the County internal organizational structure to create a Municipal Services Agency.  This agency would be responsible for providing urban municipal services, ensuring coordination among municipal service departments, and focusing the County’s vision on quality municipal service delivery.  

Local Governance - Creation of Community Councils

Purpose

Staff is recommending the establishment of a number of Community Councils for providing local decision-making authority to the unincorporated communities.  

Current Role of Community Planning Advisory Councils

Currently, there are 15 Community Planning Advisory Councils (CPACs) in the unincorporated County.  Each CPAC represents an identified community.  The Sacramento County Board of Supervisors appoints members of the CPACs through an open application process.  There is no community review or input into the selection of CPAC members.  Each CPAC meets once or twice a month to review development applications submitted to the Planning and Community Development Department.  The meetings are open to the public and neighbors are notified when a CPAC will be hearing an application.  CPACs transmits its recommendations to the Planning and Community Development Department, which then incorporates those recommendations into its staff reports for the applications.  Other matters of County business may also be sent to the CPACs for community review and comment.  All CPAC referrals are advisory.

New Role for Community Councils

Staff is proposing creating eight Community Councils to represent suburban communities in the unincorporated area.  Staff considered several factors in creating these council areas: mutual interests, community size, land use activity, and practicality relative to maintaining a manageable workload for staff working with the Councils.

1. Arden Arcade

2. Carmichael

3. Orangevale

4. Fair Oaks

5. South Sacramento

6. Vineyard

7. North Highlands and Antelope

8. Rio Linda and Elverta

At this time, staff is not proposing any specific changes in decision-making processes for the rural areas of the unincorporated area.  Staff focused on service provision and governance in the urban areas, all the while acknowledging that rural communities have similar interests in governance.  Staff will explore how to address these interests in a later report.  

There is also no recommendation for addressing the Gold River, Rosemont, and nearby communities.  Decisions regarding these communities will depend upon ongoing discussion regarding their relationship to the Cordova Planning Advisory Council (CORPAC).  Likewise, Natomas is in a unique situation with the Natomas Vision project and the discussions with the City of Sacramento.

The proposed Community Councils would function as “Town Councils”.  Staff is proposing that the Board of Supervisors delegate all localized land use decisions to the Community Councils.  To the extent that the law allows delegation of final authority, the Councils would have such authority.  Details regarding the definition of what is “localized” will be clarified during implementation and will be brought forth to the Board for discussion.  

To the extent that the law does not allow delegation of final authority, staff is proposing that the Community Council would advise the Board of Supervisors, which could only decide contrary to the Council’s recommendations with a supermajority (four-fifths) vote.  

The table on the next page details the proposed changes in decision-making authority for land use.

The proposed Community Council system would result in a significant change in the roles of the Planning Commissions.  It would essentially eliminate the need for a Project Planning Commission except for rural projects and would focus the Policy Planning Commission on regional policy issues.  Staff would propose merging the two current Commissions into a single Commission to handle these issues.

This is clearly a fundamental change in the level and degree of local participation for Sacramento County residents and is much more advanced than most other jurisdictions in the country.  Most places that delegate significant local control do not go far beyond advisory input, leaving decision-making in the hands of the elected body.  The Board of Supervisors, in making the proposed changes in decision-making, would be ceding considerable authority to a council of residents.  Virtually any land use issue, from cell towers and liquor licenses to apartment complexes and other large projects, would be within the purview of these councils.  Staff recognizes the need to ensure balanced decisions – particularly with regard to things like affordable housing and regional needs - and adherence to the laws.  Staff would include within implementing ordinances provisions for appeals to the Board and the ability of the Board to “call up” decisions by Community Councils for consideration.

Proposed Delegation of a Sampling of Land Use Decisions to Community Councils

(Note: Applications involving multiple entitlements would be bundled

and heard by the highest designated authority, as is current practice.)

Type of Decision
Current Decision-Making Body
Proposed Decision Making Body

Establish design and zoning standards, including Neighborhood Planning Areas and Special Planning Areas (NPAs and SPAs)

Note:  Because implementation occurs through re-zones, which are legislative acts, the Board cannot delegate under state law
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Hearing Recommendations - Planning Commission

Decisions/Appeals - BOS


Advisory Recommendations – None

Hearing Recommendations - Community Council 

Decisions/Appeals -  BOS, but can overturn Council actions only by supermajority vote 



Review and approval of building permits for zoning compliance (e.g. parking, setbacks, zoning standards) 
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions – Planning Director 

Appeal - Board of Zoning Appeals 
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions - Planning Director 

Appeal - Community Council

Minor use permits & variances to Zoning Code (e.g. accessory dwellings, setback variances) 
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Decisions - Zoning Administrator  

Appeal - Board of Zoning Appeals 
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions - Community Council 

Appeal – BOS; overturn by supermajority 

Tentative subdivision maps
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Hearing Recommendations - Subdivision Review Committee

Decisions - Planning Commission
Appeal - BOS                   
Advisory Recommendations – None

Hearing Recommendations - Subdivision Review Committee

Decisions - Community Council 

Appeal – BOS; overturn by supermajority 

Tentative Parcel maps
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Decisions - Subdivision Review Committee 

1st Appeal - Planning Commission

2nd Appeal - BOS
Advisory Recommendations – None

Hearing Recommendations - Subdivision Review Committee

Decisions - Community Council 

Appeal – BOS; overturn by supermajority

Use Permits – Cell Towers in Commercial/Industrial/Ag Zones
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Decisions - Zoning Administrator  

Appeal - Board of Zoning Appeals 
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions - Community Council 

Appeal – BOS; overturn by supermajority

Use Permits – Cell Towers in Residential/Open Space Zones
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Decisions - Planning Commission

Appeal - BOS
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions - Community Council 

Appeal – BOS; overturn by supermajority

Use Permits – Service Stations
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Decisions - Planning Commission

Appeal - BOS
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions - Community Council 

Appeal – BOS; overturn by supermajority

Variances for Building Height


Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Decisions - Planning Commission

Appeal - BOS
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions - Community Council 

Appeal – BOS; overturn by supermajority

Development Plan Review (e.g., new apartment complex) – for projects of 80 or fewer units; these are non-discretionary
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions – Planning Director 

Appeal - Board of Zoning Appeals 
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions - Planning Director 

1st Appeal - Community Council

2nd Appeal – BOS; overturn by supermajority

Development Plan Review (e.g., new apartment complex) – for projects of 81 – 150 units
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Decisions - Planning Commission

Appeal - BOS
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions - Community Council 

Appeal – BOS; overturn by supermajority

Development Plan Review (e.g., new apartment complex) – for projects larger than 150 units (use permit required)
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Hearing Recommendations - Planning Commission

Decisions - BOS 
Advisory Recommendations – None

Decisions - Community Council 

Appeal – BOS; overturn by supermajority

Community Plan Amendments/

Rezones 

(Cannot be delegated under state law)


Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Hearing Recommendations - Planning Commission

Decisions/Appeals - BOS 
Advisory Recommendations – None

Hearing Recommendations - Community Council 

Decisions/Appeals -  BOS, but can overturn Council actions only by supermajority vote 

General Plan Amendments (under 10 acres)

(Cannot be delegated under state law)
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Hearing Recommendations - Planning Commission

Decisions - BOS 
Advisory Recommendations – None

Hearing Recommendations - Community Council 

Decisions/Appeals -  BOS, but can overturn Council actions only by supermajority vote

General Plan Amendments (10 or more acres)

(Cannot be delegated under state law)
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Hearing Recommendations - Planning Commission

Decision/Appeals - BOS 
Advisory Recommendations – None

1st Hearing Recommendations - Community Council

2nd Hearing Recommendations – Planning Commission 

Decisions/Appeals -  BOS

General Plan Updates/Zoning Code Amendments

(Cannot be delegated under state law)
Advisory Recommendations – CPAC

Hearing Recommendations - Planning Commission

Decision/Appeals - BOS 
Advisory Recommendations – Community Council

Hearing Recommendations - Planning Commission

Decisions/Appeals -  BOS

Example

Currently, a proposal for a large apartment complex (more than 150 units) go to the CPAC in the community where the project is located.  The CPAC forwards its recommendations to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors.  The Project Planning Commission, holds hearings, reviews the proposal, and forwards its own recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.  The Board then makes its final decision.

Under the new, the Community Council for the community where the apartment project location is proposed hears the proposal and votes to approve or deny.  The Council may impose conditions for the project.  Unless someone appeals the decision or the Board calls it up for review, the decision of the Community Council stands.   

In this example, Board member may determine that the Board of Supervisors should review the decision of the Community Council, in which case the Board will hear the item.  The Board can amend the conditions of approval or reverse the decision of the Community Council, but only with a four-fifth vote.  If only three members of the Board want to modify or reverse the decision, the Community Councils decision would stand.  Likewise, the applicant or a citizen may appeal the Council’s decision to the Board.  Again, the Board would only be able to modify or reverse the decision with a four-fifths vote of the Board.

Annual  Work Plan

The Community Councils would also develop an annual work plan for the community that identifies priority projects for transportation, economic development, and other urban municipal services.  They would also be the first stop for community consultation for other programs and services (including social service programs) with neighborhood impacts.  They may also serve functions of neighborhood outreach and communication, identifying code enforcement priorities, and advising staff on the County’s budget.  The Community Council would be entrusted to work with its residents to chart the future course of the community.  Inherent in this role is a recognition that Councils will need to work with special districts, homeowner associations, chambers of commerce, and business groups.  The success and synergy of the whole is dependent upon how each of the discrete parts come together. 

Community Council Membership

Community Councils would range in size from five to nine members.  The Board of Supervisors would determine the actual size of each Council and would make formal appointments.  Initially, the Community Councils would be comprised of members from the underlying CPACs they would be replacing.  The CPACs would nominate members from their own ranks, to be appointed by the Board of Supervisors.  Where existing CPAC (or proposed mergers of CPACs) membership is greater than the size of the Community Council, the first order of business for the two CPACs would be to nominate members who would continue on as members of the Council.  The remaining members would step down.

Initial terms for Council seats would be split between one-year and two-year terms.  After the first round of one-year terms, all succeeding terms would be for two years.  Staff is not proposing any term limits for individual members, although incumbents would have to reapply for additional terms.

Once the new Community Councils are initially populated, and the CPAC structure is disbanded, residents of the communities served would fill vacancies on the Community councils.  Candidates to fill vacancies would present their statements of qualifications to the Community Councils in public session.  The Councils would interview the applicants and forward comments to the Board of Supervisors.  The Board would consider these comments in making the final appointments.  Membership guidelines would be included to assure that the Community Councils maintain a balanced representation of the community, including neighborhoods, businesses, and geographic representation.  

Staff Support

The proposed Community Council structure would result in additional staff costs.  Since each Council would now be making legally binding decisions, the County would need to have additional DERA attendance (not every CPAC meeting requires DERA’s attendance).  Additionally, County Counsel would have to assign a deputy to attend each Council meeting to ensure adherence to pertinent laws.  This would have to be new staffing, as these departments would not likely be able to shift work loads within existing resources.

It is likely that Planning would also have to assign additional planning and clerical staff coverage due to the higher level of decision-making authority at the local level.  Some of this increased workload could be offset by virtue of fewer Community Councils than current CPACs.

Neighborhood Services Department

Community Service Teams

Staff is proposing the creation of a new department - The Neighborhood Services Department (NSD).  The key components of this department would be: community service teams, coordination with other municipal service departments, and interaction with the community through Community Councils.  These components are critical to ensuring that the lessons learned from the community initiatives are addressed and, most importantly, delivered. 
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Community Service Teams (CSTs)/Community Service Centers

The central programmatic element of the NSD would be a team of staff physically located in unincorporated communities.  These CSTs would provide locally based urban municipal services to communities served by two Community Councils in centrally-located service centers as available space is found or as determined by the community.  (The table on the next page shows how current community planning areas are combined into Community Council areas and then into Community Service Areas. The map on the subsequent page shows the new areas.)

Proposed Community Council and Community Service Areas

Current Community Planning Area
Proposed Community Council Area
Possible Community Service Area

Arden Arcade
Arden Arcade
Arden Arcade and 

Carmichael

Carmichael
Carmichael


Orangevale
Orangevale
Orangevale and Fair Oaks

Fair Oaks
Fair Oaks


North Highlands
North Highlands and Antelope
North Highlands, Antelope,

Rio Linda, and Elverta

Antelope



Rio Linda/Elverta
Rio Linda/Elverta


South Sacramento
South Sacramento
South Sacramento and Vineyard

Vineyard
Vineyard


Gold River
CORPAC (Pending discussion with Rancho Cordova)
Services provided from current departments, not by CSTs

Rosemont



Franklin-Laguna
No change recommended at this time.  Could be developed with direction from Board of Supervisors.
No change recommended at this time.  Could be developed with direction from Board of Supervisors.

Cosumnes



Southeast



Natomas



Delta



[image: image5.emf]Service Level 

Concerns

Barking 

Dogs

Nomadic 

Chickens

Econ. Dev.

Bus. Issues

Stop Signs

Speed Bumps

Cross Walks

Use Permits

Plan Review

Subdivision Maps

Parkway 

Combining Zone 

Land Use

Cell 

Towers

COMMUNITY RESIDENTS

QUALITY OF LIFE ISSUES

Liquor Licenses

Churches

Massage Parlors

Building 

Permits

Code 

Enforcement

COMMUNITY

COUNCIL

COUNTY

COUNSEL

STAFF SUPPORT 

TO COUNCIL

COMMUNITY SERVICE CENTER

SERVICA AREA MANAGER

COMMUNITY SERVICE TEAM



Staffing

Each service center would open with the intent of providing some level of “walk up” service from the above staff.  This would entail the installation of a public counter and some accommodation of individual appointments and/or group meetings with staff.  The number of staff and types of municipal services for each center would depend on the particular needs of the communities the team would serve, but would include some combination of the following functions.

· Land Use - Local land use and planning applications that can be dealt with at the community level.  Staff would handle community and special planning as well as process local project applications.  They would also advise and support information flow to the Councils.

· Transportation Planning – Given that many transportation issues are prevalent at the community level, staff would advise on issues that deal with traffic flow and impacts of proposed planning applications.

· Transportation Investigation –Specifically issues regarding traffic control and requests for neighborhood speed control measures

· Code Enforcement– Staff would report to the service center and to the Service Area Manager.  They would handle all zoning code, housing code, and vehicle abatement in the community service area.  

· Animal Control – Field staff would operate from the animal shelter, although there would be very close connection with the service center, in much the same way that dedicated field staff work with contract cities.  

· Building Inspection – Staff would process routine permits and conduct inspections from the service center as a base.

· “Other” staff would be made available depending on the individual needs of the area or community served.  These could include drainage planners, solid waste planners, etc.

Staffing on the CST would not be static.  As needs change, some of these functions would not be on the CST and others not listed (Water Resources, for example) could be temporarily assigned to the CST.

It is expected that none of these functions would require any new positions, but instead departments would transfer existing staff to the CSTs, under the direct supervision of the Service Area Managers (SAM).  The CST staff, although on assignment to the new department, will in many cases still have connectivity to their home departments to maintain consistency with established policies, procedures, and standards.  For example, the transportation engineer assigned to a CST will apply board approved transportation policy standards in addressing community needs.  Likewise, all work of the CST land use planner would be reviewed by the Planning Department to ensure consistency with the General Plan.  The difference in the new structure would be that the implementation of the policies would occur through the new CST and under the direction of the Service Area Manager.  Personnel decisions, including hiring and discipline, would be jointly coordinated between the staff’s “home” department and their SAM.

Other Community-Based Services

Many departments throughout the County are already providing community services in neighborhoods.  The Sheriff has had community policing in place for over a decade.  Human service departments have multi-service centers in various locations throughout the County, and, along with the Probation Department, have staff out-stationed in schools and various other locations.  The District Attorney has community-based prosecutors who address neighborhood issues.  It is the intent that the municipal service centers would be closely linked in some way with those centers, both physically and, in many cases, programmatically where it is mutually beneficial.  Experience with the Nuisance Response Team, the Community Prosecution and Problem-Oriented Police programs, and the human service multi-service centers shows that a synergy is created by coordinating all of these programs with many of the urban municipal services.  The CSTs would also work closely with the special districts serving the area, including fire, water, park, cemetery, mosquito abatement, and others.
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Service Area Managers

The position of Service Area Manager (SAM) is vital to the success of the CSTs.  This position is envisioned to be at a relatively high level within the current classification system.  The SAMs would report directly to the Director of the Neighborhood Services Department.  Their role would be multi-dimensional. 

· Work closely with the Community Councils in their service area, including staffing meetings, preparing agendas, and coordinating reports and project updates.

· Run all functions of the service center and associated programs within the service area communities, including setting service and project priorities and managing the day-to-day activities of the CST staff.

· Coordinate with departments within the Municipal Services Agency that provide personnel to the CSTs, to ensure that community needs are being met and that CST staff are adhering to home department standards and procedures.

Each SAM would likely require support staff to manage the service centers.  It is possible that a Secretary and Administrative officer would be assigned to each SAM. Both of these functions are yet to be fully developed and probably cannot be done without the actual assessment of the SAM’s duties. 

Director, Neighborhood Services Department
This new position would be an exempt position of equal status to other department heads.  The Director would report directly to the Administrator or Deputy Administrator of the Municipal Services Agency.  The Director’s primary responsibility would be to ensure the day-to-day activities of all CSTs are meeting the municipal service needs of the community and mission of the County.

The Director would have his/her home office downtown for ready access by the Agency Administrator, County Executive, and County Supervisors.  The Director would also be expected to spend considerable time in the community at the various service centers and working the Community Councils and other community groups.  Much of the Director’s time will be spent on cross-departmental coordination to ensure efficient functioning of the CSTs within the MSA structure and on maintaining communication between community representatives, the Board of Supervisors, and County departments and staff.  The Director will also troubleshoot and resolve service delivery and policy problems.  

The Director would require additional support staff.  At the very least, (s)he would need a secretary and probably an analyst or administrative services officer to manage fiscal and administrative matters for the department.

County Restructuring

Staff is recommending the Community Council structure as a better way to give residents more control over high-level decisions that affect their quality of life.  Staff is recommending the new department and the community service teams as a better way to provide effective and responsive direct services to neighborhoods.  Staff is also recommending restructuring the County organization to increase coordination and to enhance program and policy development among the departments that provide urban municipal services.  

Municipal Services Agency

Staff is recommending the creation of a new agency that would involve placing all urban municipal services under one agency.  It would involve a practical consolidation of the current Public Works Agency and the Community Development and Neighborhood Assistance Agency (CDNA).  (See organization chart on the next page.)  




The purpose of this consolidation is to bring all urban municipal services under a cohesive and coordinated leadership structure.  This structure should lead to better cooperation and understanding between the many county departments that provide services in the unincorporated area.  This merger will bridge the informational, fiscal, and cultural gaps that exist among municipal services departments and will lead to more focused, responsive, and quality service to the residents of the unincorporated area.

With the exception of the Sheriff’s Department, the departments that clearly provide urban municipal services – services that a city would otherwise provide – would come under the umbrella of the new Municipal Services Agency.  These would include Animal Care and Regulation, Planning, Economic Development, DERA, Parks, and all of the Public Works departments with the exception of General Services.

Agency Administrator

This position would be responsible for assuring the success of the new urban municipal services mission.  Major responsibilities would involve extensive dealings with the Board of Supervisors, County Executive, and the public.  This person would deal with broad policy issues affecting agency and departments within agency.  The Administrator would not be as involved in day-to-day operations of the agency, but would instead devote his/her attention to interaction with other jurisdictions, the Board of Supervisors, and the County Executive.  The Administrator would also spend time on shepherding critical project, program, and policy items and on developing the agency and its leadership to meet municipal service demands.

Deputy Agency Administrator

Staff is recommending creation of a new position of Deputy Agency Administrator.  With such a large and diverse agency (twelve departments with coordination responsibilities for at several outside agencies), the need for a day-to-day administrator seems necessary to address operational, budget, personnel, and other issues facing the agency.  Without such a person, the new agency would be very unwieldy and the administrator would find his/her attention devoted to administrative problems rather than policy and critical municipal service delivery issues.  The deputy would be a key focal point for providing day-to-day communication and focus of the many service providers.  This person would responsible during the transition phase for implementing the new Neighborhood Services Department, the Community Service Teams, and the Community Councils.

Ordinances
Current County Codes and ordinances do not support the structure proposed.  New ordinances will be required to effect the changes, including the changing of reporting relationships. 

Fiscal Considerations

Clearly there will some up-front costs to changing the way the County provides urban municipal services.  It is critical to keep in mind, however, that savings will accrue due to efficiencies achieved over time.  Process will become streamlined, freeing up staff to manage incoming workflow.  With greater efficiencies, it is possible that staff reductions can occur over time, thereby saving money.  It is difficult to quantify this at this time in a budget, so these savings are not reflected in the budget on the next page.

The total full-year cost of the County Executive’s proposal would be approximately $528,000 in new General Fund money.  This includes significant offsets from Building and Transportation funds and the reclassification and redistribution of several positions.  There are some new General Fund costs expected this year – approximately $171,200.  

Conclusion

The recommendations in this report represent staff’s conclusion regarding the best way Sacramento County should provide urban municipal services to the unincorporated area.  As long as the County is the provider of these services, staff proposes that this is the best way to do so.  It will be more responsive to the service needs of neighborhoods and will put more self-determination in the hands of residents.  

Staff is seeking direction from the Board to proceed with detailed implementation planning for these proposals.  With such direction, staff will return to the Board with the necessary ordinances implementing these measures, a more detailed fiscal analysis, and an implementation plan to make the changes happen in a timely manner.
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FY 03-04

FY 04-05

a. Deputy Agency Administrator

94,000

$        

 

383,000

$      

 

b. Director of Neighborhood Services

39,000

$        

 

158,000

$      

 

c. 2 Attorney Civil level IV-B (County Counsel)

69,000

$        

 

283,000

$      

 

d. 4 Service Area Managers

119,000

$      

 

485,000

$      

 

e. ASO-II (for Dept of Neighborhood Services)

24,000

$        

 

99,000

$        

 

f. 4 Customer Service Reps for Community Svc Teams

86,000

$        

 

349,000

$      

 

g. 2 Assoc Environmental Analyst (DERA)

43,000

$        

 

174,000

$      

 

h. Exec Secretary Neighborhood Services

17,000

$        

 

69,000

$        

 

i. 2 Secretaries for Area Mgrs

24,000

$        

 

98,000

$        

 

TOTAL FOR NEW POSITIONS

515,000

$      

 

2,098,000

$   

 

Cost Offsets for Positions

Building Inspections Offset (for positions b, e, f, h, i)

(63,000)

$       

 

(258,000)

$     

 

Transportation Offset (for positions b, e, f, h, i)

(63,000)

$       

 

(258,000)

$     

 

Planning Fee Offsets (partial coverage of Counsel costs)

(13,800)

$       

 

(56,600)

$       

 

DERA Fee Offset (may require fee increases)

(43,000)

$       

 

(174,000)

$     

 

Position Redistribution (for positions a and d)*

(213,000)

$     

 

(868,000)

$     

 

TOTAL POSITION COST OFFSETS

(395,800)

$     

 

(1,614,600)

$  

 

NET NEW GEN FUND COST - POSITIONS

119,200

$    

 

483,400

$    

 

One-Time Service Center Costs

FY 03-04

FY 04-05

Computer work stations

108,000

        

 

-

$              

 

Office Space Furniture and Setup**

-

                

 

-

$              

 

Network Printer

10,000

          

 

-

$              

 

Phone Setup

40,000

          

 

-

$              

 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS

158,000

$      

 

-

$              

 

Offsets

Building Inspections

(53,000)

         

 

-

$              

 

Transportation

(53,000)

         

 

-

$              

 

TOTAL OFFSETS

(106,000)

$     

 

-

$              

 

NET ONE-TIME GENERAL FUND COSTS

52,000

$      

 

-

$             

 

Ongoing Service Center Costs***

FY 03-04

FY 04-05

Lease Costs (1400 Sq. Ft. @ $24/sq. ft)

-

$              

 

134,400

$      

 

Offsets

Building Inspections

-

                

 

(44,800)

$       

 

Transportation

-

                

 

(44,800)

$       

 

TOTAL OFFSETS

-

$              

 

(89,600)

$       

 

NET GENERAL FUND SERVICE CENTER COSTS

-

$             

 

44,800

$      

 

TOTAL NET NEW GENERAL FUND COSTS

171,200

$    

 

528,200

$    

 


** Deputy Administrator position will come from a redistribution of the current Administrator position in the Community Development and Neighborhood Assistance Agency.  The Service Area Manager positions will come from current positions with various departments, with no increase in General Fund cost.

^ Cost estimate dependent on availability of surplus.  May increase.

^^ Will be additional allocated operational costs than cannot be determined at this time.  Some of the allocated costs would be offset by Building Inspections and Transportation.
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Land Use Planning
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Animal Care Field Services
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*Customer Service Rep.


 





*Department Head/Director











Sacramento Housing & Redevelop.








Municipal Services Agency








Deputy Agency Admin. 





Water Quality





Engineering/Admin 1





Economic Development





Planning 





Water Resources
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Animal Care & Reg 





Waste Management





DERA





Parks





Agency Administrator





Neighborhood Services Dept.





Collaboration/Coordination with:





-Cable Commission


-Dependent Park Districts


-Human Rights/Fair Housing


-Legislative Advocate


-Library


-SAFCA


-SHRA





1  To include existing Public Works Administration minus building inspection and other development services.  Could include expanded budget responsibilities for agency.  New staff could come from existing department or agency budget staff. 





HR





CMO





Transportation Collaborative








Budget




































































































































































� EMBED PowerPoint.Slide.8  ���





Service Area Manager














* New positions

































































*Other communities, such as Rosemont, Gold River, and the rural communities, have special circumstances that are addressed in the body of this report.  
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Sheet1

		New Positions (includes Salaries & Benefits)		Hourly rate		Inflation		Hrly w/infl		FTEs		Annual $		Retir		OASDHI		Med Ins		3.35%		Vehicle		Total Cost		FY 03-04		FY 04-05

		a. Deputy Agency Administrator		66.08		2.02		133.48		1.0		278,706		52,954		21,321		8,202		9,337		4,800		$   375,300		$   94,000		$   383,000

		b. Director of Neighborhood Services		51.22		1.02		52.24		1.0		109,077		20,725		8,344		8,200		3,654		4,800		$   154,800		$   39,000		$   158,000

		c. 2 Attorney Civil level IV-B (County Counsel)		48.64		1.02		49.61		2.0		207,171		39,363		15,849		8,200		6,940		- 0		$   277,500		$   69,000		$   283,000

		d. 4 Service Area Managers		42.00		1.02		42.84		4.0		357,800		67,982		27,372		8,201		11,986		2304		$   475,600		$   119,000		$   485,000

		e. ASO-II (for Dept of Neighborhood Services)		32.07		1.02		32.71		1.0		68,298		12,977		5,225		8,200		2,288		- 0		$   97,000		$   24,000		$   99,000

		f. 4 Customer Service Reps for Community Svc Teams		30.18		1.02		30.78		4.0		257,075		48,844		19,666		8,200		8,612		- 0		$   342,400		$   86,000		$   349,000

		g. 2 Assoc Environmental Analyst (DERA)		30.18		1.02		30.78		2.0		128,537		24,422		9,833		8,200		- 0		- 0		$   171,000		$   43,000		$   174,000

		h. Exec Secretary Neighborhood Services		22.06		1.02		22.5		1.0		46,980		8,926		3,594		8,200		- 0		- 0		$   67,700		$   17,000		$   69,000

		i. 2 Secretaries for Area Mgrs		16.33		1.02		16.66		2.0		69,572		13,219		5,322		8,200		- 0		- 0		$   96,300		$   24,000		$   98,000

		TOTAL FOR NEW POSITIONS																						$   2,057,600		$   515,000		$   2,098,000

		Cost Offsets for Positions

		Building Inspections Offset (for positions b, e, f, h, i)																						$   460,067		$   (63,000)		$   (258,000)

		Transportation Offset (for positions b, e, f, h, i)																						$   460,067		$   (63,000)		$   (258,000)

		Planning Fee Offsets (partial coverage of Counsel costs)																						$   239,480		$   (13,800)		$   (56,600)

		DERA Fee Offset (may require fee increases)																								$   (43,000)		$   (174,000)

		Position Redistribution (for positions a and d)*																						$   164,000		$   (213,000)		$   (868,000)

		TOTAL POSITION COST OFFSETS																						$   1,323,613		$   (395,800)		$   (1,614,600)

		NET NEW GEN FUND COST - POSITIONS																						$   733,987		$   119,200		$   483,400

		One-Time Service Center Costs		Unit Cost		Units per
Site *		Total Cost (4 Sites)																Total Cost		FY 03-04		FY 04-05

		Computer work stations		$   4,500		6		$   108,000																$   108,000		108,000		$   - 0

		Office Space Furniture and Setup**		$   4,000		6		$   96,000																$   96,000		- 0		$   - 0

		Network Printer		$   2,500		1		$   10,000																$   10,000		10,000		$   - 0

		Phone Setup		$   10,000		1		$   40,000																$   40,000		40,000		$   - 0

		TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS						$   254,000																$   254,000		$   158,000		$   - 0

		Offsets

		Building Inspections																						$   36,000		(53,000)		$   - 0

		Transportation																						$   36,000		(53,000)		$   - 0

		TOTAL OFFSETS																						$   72,000		$   (106,000)		$   - 0

		NET ONE-TIME GENERAL FUND COSTS																						$   182,000		$   52,000		$   - 0

		Ongoing Service Center Costs***																						Total Cost		FY 03-04		FY 04-05

		Lease Costs (1400 Sq. Ft. @ $24/sq. ft)																						$   134,400		$   - 0		$   134,400

		Offsets

		Building Inspections																						$   44,800		- 0		$   (44,800)

		Transportation																						$   44,800		- 0		$   (44,800)

		TOTAL OFFSETS																						$   89,600		$   - 0		$   (89,600)

		NET GENERAL FUND SERVICE CENTER COSTS																						$   44,800		$   - 0		$   44,800

		TOTAL NET NEW GENERAL FUND COSTS																						$   960,787		$   171,200		$   528,200
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COMMUNITY

COUNCIL

COUNTY

COUNSEL

STAFF SUPPORT TO COUNCIL

COMMUNITY SERVICE CENTER

SERVICA AREA MANAGER

COMMUNITY SERVICE TEAM













Service Level Concerns

Barking Dogs

Nomadic Chickens

Econ. Dev.

Bus. Issues

Stop Signs

Speed Bumps

Cross Walks

Use Permits

Plan Review

Subdivision Maps

Parkway Combining Zone Land Use

Cell Towers

COMMUNITY RESIDENTS

QUALITY OF LIFE ISSUES

Liquor Licenses

Churches

Massage Parlors

Building Permits

Code Enforcement


















