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AGENDA
Wednesday, March 27, 2024
6:00 P.M.
Joint Chambers—Basement Level
1010 10t Street, Modesto, California 95354

Members of the public may attend this meeting in person.

You can also observe the live stream of the LAFCO meeting at:
http://www.stancounty.com/sclive/

In addition, LAFCO meetings are broadcast live on local cable television. A list of cable
channels is available at the following website:
http://www.stancounty.com/planning/broadcasting.shtm

4.

CALL TO ORDER
A. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.

B. Introduction of Commissioners and Staff.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

This is the period in which persons may comment on items that are not listed on the regular agenda. All persons
wishing to speak during this public comment portion of the meeting are asked to fill out a “Speaker Card” and
provide it to the Commission Clerk. Each speaker will be limited to a three-minute presentation. No action will
be taken by the Commission as a result of any item presented during the public comment period.

CORRESPONDENCE

No correspondence addressed to the Commission, individual Commissioners or staff will be accepted and/or
considered unless it has been signed by the author, or sufficiently identifies the person or persons responsible
for its creation and submittal.

A. Specific Correspondence.
B. Informational Correspondence.
C. “In the News.”

DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS AND DISQUALIFICATIONS
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CONSENT ITEMS

The following consent items are expected to be routine and non-controversial and will be acted upon by the
Commission at one time without discussion, unless a request has been received prior to the discussion of the
matter.

A. MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 28, 2024, LAFCO MEETING
(Staff Recommendation: Accept the Minutes.)

B. LEGISLATIVE UPDATE AND POSITION LETTERS
(Staff Recommendation: Accept the update and authorize Executive Officer to
submit position letters.)

PUBLIC HEARING

Any member of the public may address the Commission with respect to a scheduled public hearing item.
Comments should be limited to no more than three (3) minutes, unless additional time is permitted by the Chair.
All persons wishing to speak are asked to fil out a “Speaker Card” and provide it to the Commission Clerk.

A. MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW NO. 2023-06 AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
UPDATE NO. 2023-06 — FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICTS IN STANISLAUS
COUNTY: The Commission will consider the adoption of a Municipal Service
Review (MSR) and Sphere of Influence (SOI) Update for the Fire Protection Districts
of Stanislaus County. This item is exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) review pursuant to section 15061(b)(3) and 15306. (Staff
Recommendation: Approve the update and adopt Resolution No. 2024-04.)

OTHER BUSINESS

A. UPDATE ON THE ZACHARIAS-BALDWIN MASTER PLAN REORGANIZATION
TO THE CITY OF PATTERSON.

10.

11.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

Commission Members may provide comments regarding LAFCO matters.

ADDITIONAL MATTERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRPERSON

The Commission Chair may announce additional matters regarding LAFCO matters.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT

The Commission will receive a verbal report from the Executive Officer regarding current staff activities.

A. On the Horizon.
ADJOURNMENT

A. Set the next meeting date of the Commission for April 24, 2024.

B. Adjournment
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LAFCO Disclosure Requirements

Disclosure of Campaign Contributions: If you wish to participate in a LAFCO proceeding, you are prohibited from making a
campaign contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate. This prohibition begins on the date you begin to actively
support or oppose an application before LAFCO and continues until three months after a final decision is rendered by LAFCO. No
commissioner or alternate may solicit or accept a campaign contribution of more than $250 from you or your agent during this period if
the commissioner or alternate knows, or has reason to know, that you will participate in the proceedings. If you or your agent have
made a contribution of more than $250 to any commissioner or alternate during the twelve (12) months preceding the decision, that
commissioner or alternate must disqualify himself or herself from the decision. However, disqualification is not required if the
commissioner or alternate returns the campaign contribution within thirty (30) days of learning both about the contribution and the fact
that you are a participant in the proceedings.

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

Disclosure of Political Expenditures and Contributions Regarding LAFCO Proceedings: If the proponents or opponents of a
LAFCO proposal spend $1,000 with respect to that proposal, they must report their contributions of $100 or more and all of their
expenditures under the rules of the Political Reform Act for local initiative measures to the LAFCO Office.

LAFCO Action in Court: All persons are invited to testify and submit written comments to the Commission. If you challenge a
LAFCO action in court, you may be limited to issues raised at the public hearing or submitted as written comments prior to the close of
the public hearing. All written materials received by staff 24 hours before the hearing will be distributed to the Commission.

Reasonable Accommodations: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, hearing devices are available for public use.
If hearing devices are needed, please contact the LAFCO Clerk at 525-7660. Notification 24 hours prior to the meeting will enable the
Clerk to make arrangements.

Alternative Formats: If requested, the agenda will be made available in alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required
by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 USC 12132) and the Federal rules and regulations adopted in
implementation thereof.

Notice Regarding Non-English Speakers: Pursuant to California Constitution Article Ill, Section IV, establishing English as the
official language for the State of California, and in accordance with California Code of Civil Procedure Section 185 which requires
proceedings before any State Court to be in English, notice is hereby given that all proceedings before the Local Agency Formation
Commission shall be in English and anyone wishing to address the Commission is required to have a translator present who will take
an oath to make an accurate translation from any language not English into the English language.
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IN THE NEWS
Newspaper Articles

» The Modesto Bee, February 22, 2024, “Modesto warehouse project draws questions on
traffic, jobs. How will it impact residents?”

» The Modesto Bee, February 25, 2024, “2,400-plus housing development that would
expand Riverbank to undergo public briefing.”

» The Patterson Irrigator, March 2, 2024, “City decides to ‘pause’ moving forward on
Zacharias/Baldwin development plan.”

» The Modesto Bee, March 5, 2024, “Vote on 5,000-home annexation in Patterson is
creates a stir. Will election be held in April?”

» The Modesto Bee, March 5, 2024, “Vote on massive 5,000-home annexation in
Stanislaus County will be held in April.”

» Riverbank News, March 6, 2024, “Massive development proposed northwest of city’s
downtown.”

» The Patterson Irrigator, March 8, 2024, “City reverses vote on development project

election.”
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IN THE NEWS - The Modesto Bee, February 22, 2024

Modesto warehouse project draws questions on traffic,
jobs. How will it impact residents?

By Ken Carlson

Salida’s municipal advisory council was given a first look Tuesday at a warehouse and industrial project
that could raise some complications in north Modesto.

Scannell Properties proposes the 145-acre development, at the northwest corner of Kiernan Avenue and
Dale Road, with up to 2.5 million square feet of warehouse, distribution and manufacturing space.

About 35 people attended the meeting at the Salida Library community room, asking questions about
traffic impacts, a proposal for Modesto to supply water and sewer service, an environmental review and
products that might be manufactured at the center. Residents weren'’t all that enthralled with the rough
estimate of 1,000 jobs.

The advisory panel scheduled an item for its March 26 meeting regarding a county legal opinion on a
requirement for an environmental impact report on the entire Salida Community Plan before an individual
project can develop.

County Supervisor Terry Withrow said the county and Modesto have discussed extension of city water
and sewer lines to the site, on the north side of Kiernan, and a tax-sharing agreement. But that could
naturally lead to a city proposal to annex the site. Salida residents have opposed previous annexation
ideas affecting the unincorporated community.

Jeremy Ballard, senior planner for Stanislaus County, said the applicants are asking for driveways on
Kiernan Avenue, which is a state highway, for trucks and cars that would enter and leave the industrial
complex. The California Department of Transportation is expected to comment in the environmental study
on any requirements for improvements on Kiernan.

Mark Grover, a nearby resident, said a proposed truck entrance on the east side of the complex will
worsen congestion on Dale Road. He noted that before- and after-school traffic generated by Gregori
High School on Pirrone Road causes a long line of cars on Dale that will block the entrance.

Salida residents also asked how an environmental study will analyze the impacts of manufacturing
processes if the products are not disclosed in advance. Ballard said the study will consider a range of
manufacturing activities and their potential effects on air quality and the environment.

Some people were concerned that distribution warehouses will increase diesel emissions and air
pollution. Other residents suggested that a recent drop in demand for distribution centers could result in
empty buildings or more focus on manufacturing.

Scannell Properties, an international developer, plans to build seven buildings on speculation. The
landowner is Sandpoint Ranch Inc.



IN THE NEWS - The Modesto Bee, February 25, 2024

2,400-plus housing development that would expand
Riverbank to undergo public briefing

By John Holland
The Riverbank City Council will get a briefing on 2,400-plus homes proposed just west of town.

It will be at 6 p.m. Tuesday, Feb. 27, at the Riverbank Community Center, 3600 Santa Fe St. The council
moved its meeting from the City Hall chambers because a large crowd could turn out.

The annexation, dubbed River Walk, has drawn protest from farmland preservationists.

The western city limit is now roughly halfway between Coffee and Oakdale roads. The proposal would
bring it to McHenry Avenue, north of Modesto.

The public has until March 18 to comment on the draft report on the project’'s environmental impacts.
They could include traffic, water, loss of farmland and other issues.

Tuesday’s meeting is a presentation by the study team. It is not part of the formal comment process, but
interested people still can speak.

The study team will revise the report to address the formal comments. The final document would be part
of the review process by the Riverbank Planning Commission and the City Council. The final step would
be the Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission, which rules on annexations.

River Walk would take up about two-thirds of a 1,522-acre annexation bounded by McHenry, Patterson
Road and the Stanislaus River. The rest would be deferred for future development decisions.

Supporters have said River Walk would provide a mix of housing for young families, seniors and other
groups. The plan includes:

1,550 low-density homes, up to eight per acre, on a total of 467 acres

702 medium-density homes, up to 16 per acre, on a total of 79 acres

180 high-density homes, averaging 18 per acre, on a total of 10 acres

72 acres of “mixed use,” including retail, services and housing in close proximity

69 acres of open space along the bluff overlooking the river, which would have habitat protections and
trails

177 acres of parkland and other open space.

Critics have said the soil is well-suited to farming as well as groundwater recharge from storms. They
argue that Riverbank has enough vacant lots in already-annexed areas.

A ballot measure targeting River Walk failed to get enough signatures last month. It would have required
voter approval of this and most other housing projects west of the city limit.



IN THE NEWS - The Patterson Irrigator, March 2, 2024

City decides to ‘pause’ moving forward on
Zacharias/Baldwin development plan

By Meg Matthews

The Zacharias/Baldwin development— which would add about 15,000 more people to Patterson — is now
on hold. Tuesday night, the City Council voted to stop an election that would have moved the project
forward. At the heart of the matter is money. The City is claiming a potential loss of up to $100 million
dollars if the development goes forward as planned.

The election is about the annexation of more than 1,000 acres of land just outside the city limits — it's a
technical step that must be taken for the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) to approve the
addition of the acreage into Patterson. In November, the City Council passed a resolution to send ballots
to the residents of the unincorporated area and the results were to be counted on April 9. However, at
their Tuesday meeting, Council Members rescinded their approval of the election, saying the City needs
to re-visit the agreement with the developers before taking any more steps forward. Mayor Michael
Clauzel says the current deal isn’t in Patterson’s best interest because developers — and future property
owners - wouldn’t be paying enough money to support everything needed for the population growth.

“The Zacharias annexation is the single most important development project in Patterson’s history. It
represents a monumental step for our City in terms of public safety, population growth, opportunities for
new industrial areas, light manufacturing, as well as expansion of commercial aeras for large medium and
small businesses,” said Clauzel. “The project will offer opportunities for education for our youth and adult
citizens with the expansion of our public school system and hopefully the establishment of a Patterson
community college with our regional partnerships. It will lead to the creation of new parks, athletic
recreation and community facilities for our city and increases the likelihood of a hospital on the west side
of Stanislaus County for the first time since 1998. Although this is a very hopeful moment in our history,
we cannot afford to repeat the mistakes of the past.

Clauzel says Patterson doesn’t have better roads and schools now because of bad development deals
from the past.

“This situation has been created in part due to a lack of funding caused by out-of-date fee structures
which were last updated in 2006 and development agreements written without clear language outlining
developer and city responsibilities,” said Clauzel.

At the Tuesday meeting, other members of the community voiced outrage at the City’s decision to not go
forward with the development deal.

“I've been in planning for 50 years and I've never seen anything like this happen before,” said Patterson
Planning Commission Chairman Ron West. “This was a shock. This is no way to do business, I'll tell you
that. We’ve been working on this thing for 16 years. | am absolutely appalled at what's been happening.
I’'m so disappointed.”

Former Mayor Pat Maisetti agrees.

“Doing away with this project without giving it some more thought is really not healthy for this community,”
said Maisetti. “It's the first time we’ve had a full blown plan that has everything planned for it and you're
going to throw it out with the bathwater? | mean | can’t understand why you can’t give it a little more time.
| just wish you would double think before you jump in and do this with haste.”



IN THE NEWS - The Patterson Irrigator, March 2, 2024- Continued

The City cited other reasons, besides the fee structure, for pausing the plan: a current lawsuit that was
filed by two Irrigation Districts as well as a fairly new state law that puts restrictions on land use.

According to documents filed with the city, the Zacharias project area is 1,158.4 acres located on the
north end of the City of Patterson bounded by Rogers Road (west), Zacharias Road (north), the California
Northern Railroad tracks and Ward Avenue (east), and existing residential and business park uses
(south). The Baldwin Ranch project area is 68.7 acres located at the south end of Baldwin Road and is
contiguous to the Delta-Mendota Canal (west), the City of Patterson Corporation Yard (north), and
agricultural uses (east and south).

There are eight stakeholders involved in the project: Keystone Ranch LLC, Lakeside Hills LLC, Leroy
Deldon, Eagle Valley Investments LLC, Larry K. Buehner, John Potter, Friedrich Family Ltd. Partnership
and Josaphine Traina Ltd. Partnership.

Guided by the City’s General Plan, development in the two areas is comprised of commercial and
residential use including mixed density housing, retail shopping, and business park use in the Zacharias
project area.

The next step in the process is yet to be seen.



IN THE NEWS - The Modesto Bee, March 5, 2024

Vote on 5,000-home annexation in Patterson creates a
stir. Will election be held in April?

By Ken Carlson

The city of Patterson has its own “election” business to address Tuesday, separate from the California
Primary.

The City Council is set for a special meeting Tuesday evening, March 5. It will reconsider a decision it
made last week that put a hold on the April 9 annexation vote for the 1,300-acre Zacharias and Baldwin
Road development, which could add 15,000 residents to the city.

The Feb. 28 decision putting a pause on the annexation vote came as a surprise to the developers. But
the council will now consider a resolution rescinding that decision. A closed session is set for 6 p.m. and
then the council will meet in open session to consider going forward with the April 9 special mail ballot
election.

Agenda materials did not give a reason for the proposed reversal.

The council would ask the Stanislaus County elections office to send mail ballots to residents within the
annexation boundaries.

City Manager Ken Irwin said at last Wednesday’s meeting that the city was facing a $60 million shortfall in
the infrastructure costs for the Zacharias-Baldwin project, planned on the north edge of Patterson. In the
worst case, the shortfall could be $100 million, Irwin said.

Top city officials said the city needs to talk with developers about their obligations and revise
development fees that have not been updated since 2006.

City legal staff said uncertainties about the development had come to the city’s attention. In addition, the
city had not reached an agreement with people in the lvy-Rose ranchette neighborhood who have
concerns about being annexed to Patterson.

The ambitious Zacharias-Baldwin project calls for 5,391 residential dwellings and would add 855,000
square feet of retail development, along with 6.9 million square feet of business park space to continue
expansion of the city’s employment base. The plans also include schools, parks, recreational facilities and
the possibility of a hospital.

Patterson’s population could approach 40,000 with the residential portion of the project that’s intended to
address concerns the city doesn’t house enough workers to bring in more industries.

Mayor Michael Clauzel said last week that the proposed annexation is the most important development in
the city’s history, but the city needs to leave behind the bad development agreements of the past.

Sara Lytle-Pinhey, executive director of the Local Agency Formation Commission, gave the city a reason
to hold the April 9 election. Lytle-Pinhey’s letter to the city Feb. 27 said a delay would be contrary to state
law because the annexation was approved by the regional land use commission last July and a 30-day
reconsideration period expired.

“The remaining annexation proceedings are dictated by law,” her letter said.

City staff disagreed with that assessment last week.



IN THE NEWS - The Modesto Bee, March 5, 2024

Vote on massive 5,000-home annexation in Stanislaus
County will be held in April.

By Ken Carlson

The Patterson City Council voted 5-0 Tuesday evening to proceed with the annexation election for the
Zacharias and Baldwin Road development in western Stanislaus County.

Mail ballots will be sent to residents in the 1,300-acre annexation area in north Patterson, starting next
week, and ballots will be tallied April 9.

Tuesday’s council decision followed a week of confusion over whether the April 9 annexation vote would
be held as scheduled.

Deputy City Attorney Doug White said a council decision last week to cancel the annexation election was
“‘incredibly effective” in bringing the developers to the table to address city concerns about the large
development.

In the past week, conversations between the city and a group of developers led to verbal agreements with
the city, except for one developer who’s still talking with city staff, White said. The city expects to bring
development agreements to the Planning Commission on March 18 and to the council in April.

The Zacharias-Baldwin project represents a major expansion of housing, commercial and industrial
development, along with schools, parks, recreation and other public facilities.

The Feb. 28 decision putting a pause on the annexation vote came as a surprise to the developers, but
city staff said uncertainties about the development had come to the city’s attention.

City Manager Ken Irwin said at last Wednesday’s meeting that the city was facing a $60 million shortfall in
the infrastructure costs for the Zacharias-Baldwin project, planned on the north edge of Patterson. Mayor
Michael Clauzel also said Patterson has suffered from poor development agreements in the past, leaving
the city without funds to repair roads and pay for other needs.

The city has not updated development fees since 2006.

City officials have also been in talks to address concerns of people in the Ivy-Rose ranchette
neighborhood, who will participate in the annexation vote.

The ambitious Zacharias-Baldwin project calls for 5,391 residential dwellings and would add 855,000
square feet of retail development, along with 6.9 million square feet of business park space to continue
expansion of the city’s employment base.

Patterson’s population could grow from 23,800 residents to around 40,000 with the residential portion of
the project. One argument for the Zacharias-Baldwin project is more housing for people to work at
distribution centers and other industrial plants in Patterson.


https://www.modbee.com/news/article223840140.html

IN THE NEWS - The Modesto Bee, March 6, 2024

Massive development proposed northwest of city’s
downtown

By Ric McGinnis

Anticipating a large turnout, the City of Riverbank moved its regular Tuesday, Feb. 27, meeting to the
Community Center because of public interest on the River Walk Specific Plan and Draft Environmental
Impact Report, EIR, that was to be made.

The project is expected to include 1,522 acres bounded by McHenry Avenue on the west, Patterson
Road/Highway 108 on the south and the Stanislaus River to the north. It wraps around the MID Solar
Farm on the corner of Patterson and McHenry.

It is west of the Riverbank city limits and not in the city’s current sphere of influence, about two miles from
downtown.

By design, Coffee Road would continue north, across Patterson through the heart of the project.

As project planning has progressed over the last few months, a number of neighboring residents have
appeared at council meetings, imploring them to deny the project's development. For the most part, they
have cited the loss of prime agricultural land and urban sprawl as major concerns.

The recent meeting was the first time the issue has formally come before the council but was only a
presentation of the draft EIR and the specific plan for the development.

In its 1,522 acres, the project is expected to include 18 village groupings, comprising 2,432 lots for
building. The projects will include mostly low- to medium-density units, with one high-density designation
of 180 lots.

According to the presentation, the project includes seven goals. They include developing a mix of
residential housing to meet the needs of the market, prioritizing the “age-restricted development of a
vibrant community with diverse housing types and densities, allowing residents to age-in-place.”

They’ll also develop “a community core area that serves as central community gathering place for social
interaction, recreation, retail, services and living space.”

Another goal is to “promote health and wellness through extensive pedestrian and bicycle trails, outdoor
recreation areas and opportunities for social interaction.”

Opponents of the project have organized a petition signed by city residents opposing the project, hoping
to get the measure placed on the November ballot. However, when turned in by the deadline, a number of
signatures were disqualified, so the matter won’t be on the ballot.

Speakers at the council meeting asserted that at least one of the petition’s circulators forged signatures,
leading to the disqualification of the petition.

The presentation of the EIR was made by Miguel Galvez, Contract City Planner for De Novo Planning
Group which is serving the city until a new Building/Planning Director is hired.



IN THE NEWS - Riverbank News, March 6, 2024- Continued

Galvez stressed that no action was needed as his presentation was informational only. Since the
proposed project is within the city’s General Plan Planning Area, but outside the city limits and sphere of
influence, it must go before LAFCO for approval.

The Local Agency Formation Commission is an independent regulatory agency created by the California
Legislature to control the boundaries of cities and most special districts.
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IN THE NEWS - The Patterson Irrigator, March 8, 2024

City reverses vote on development project election

By Meg Matthews

The Patterson City Council unanimously voted Tuesday night to reverse their unexpected decision from
last week to put a “pause” on the gigantic Zacharias/Baldwin Ranch development. City leaders said they
didn’t feel like Patterson was going to get what the community needed out of the deal, so they stopped
the next legal step of the process — a vote on whether to annex the development property into the City
limits. What a difference a week makes. Now, that election is once again taking place.

Only registered voters who live in the unincorporated area will get to vote. Most of those residents live in
the lvy/Rose area and many have said they don’t want to be annexed in. Last week’s startling vote to halt
the election apparently stimulated significant activity in negotiations that had been stalled.

“Over the course of the past week we’ve had ongoing and very vigorous conversations with the Zacharias
development group that have led to a very positive solution with the exception of one developer,” said
Deputy City Attorney Doug White. “On the basis of that, staff feels very comfortable recommending that
this action take place so that next week the ballots can be sent out and the vote taken in the Ivy/Rose
place. It also puts the staff in the position where we can recommend a settlement agreement which was
previously offered be put forward so that there could be assurances to the Ivy/Rose folks what annexing
would actually mean to them. So, we would expect that if there was a positive vote on these items tonight,
that agreement could go out and they’ve had it when they get their ballots next week.”

Harry Garcia lives in the Ivy/Rose area with his sister Barbara Vega. Their home is not within the
Patterson City limits and he says it's not by mere chance.

“That’s the reason she bought this property to be away from all the people,” said Garcia. “Throughout the
years, we've had people come through here and sometimes they're stealing and that’'s why | posted all
these no trespassing signs. The sheriff told me | was in the right by putting up the signs, | can tell them
not to come back.”

The reticence of the Ivy/Rose residents to stay in the county, not the city, is not just about no trespassing
signs. It’s also about water.

“A lot of it has to do with the water,” said Garcia. “We have a well and if we’re annexed, we have to hook
it up to the city’s sewage system.”

Their property is essential to the development project because a big part of the planned development is to
have a thoroughfare that would connect I-5 to Highway 99. That road goes through Ivy/Rose. According
to the Director of the Planning Commission, this will change Patterson for the better.

“That Zacharias Expressway is our future,” said Ron West. “That is how we’re going to move people
across this town without zigging through this whole downtown. Every truck that goes from Hwy 99 to I-5
needs to get the heck out of this downtown and go across where they belong. The only way that’s going
to happen is when we finally get this chunk of that puzzle put in. So, every time you drive past Zacharias,
that little country road, imagine it for what it really is — a critical piece of our circulation.”

Former Mayor Pat Maisetti told council members that’'s she’s glad the City is not stepping the needed
annexation election after all.

“This scared the tar out of us,” said Maisetti. Because if it did not go through, | don’t think Patterson would
grow and give us the amenities that our city deserves. | was very disappointed last week. You're probably



IN THE NEWS - Riverbank News, March 8, 2024- Continued

going to read the letter | put in the paper which was not very kind. But that's my prerogative as an
American citizen to do what | think is best.”

Ivy/Rose residents told council members that still don’t feel like they’re being included in talks.

“On our end it feels like we've been left in the dark,” an Ivy/Rose resident told council members. “It
sounds like you’ve been working with the developers over the last week but nothing with us no updates.
So, | feel that there’s a lot of uncertainty. And with the ballots coming out next week, | know there’s a lot
of work to be done.”

Another resident also said she’s not sure about what all of this will mean for property owners.
“My main concern is that before the vote will we have some kind of specific written documentation
specifying what the development entails and how it affects us. Because if we don’t, then there’s no way

we can vote yes on this project because it would be like voting yes on a blank document.”

The City says staff members will work with residents of the lvy/Rose community. The ballots are to be
mailed out this month and the election results will announced in April.



DRAFT

Stanislaus

LAFCO

STANISLAUS LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

MINUTES
February 28, 2024

CALL TO ORDER

Chair O'Brien called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.

A. Pledge of Allegiance to Flag. Chair O’Brien led in the pledge of allegiance to the
flag.
B. Introduction of Commissioners and Staff. Chair O’Brien led in the introduction of the

Commissioners and Staff.

Commissioners Present: Richard O’Brien, Chair, City Member
Vito Chiesa, Vice-Chair, County Member
Amy Bublak, City Member
Terry Withrow, County Member
Bill Berryhill, Alternate Public Member

Commissioners Absent: Mani Grewal, Alternate County Member
Ken Lane, Public Member
Javier Lopez, Alternate City Member

Staff Present: Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer
Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer
Jennifer Vieira, Commission Clerk
Robert J. Taro, LAFCO Counsel

2. PUBLIC COMMENT
Jami Aggers, Dan Whetstone, Karen Conrotto, Gary Pearson and Fred Walton spoke
regarding their concerns about the City of Riverbank’s River Walk Specific Plan proposal.

Milt Trieweiler spoke of his concerns regarding preserving farmland.

3. CORRESPONDENCE

A. Specific Correspondence.
None.
B. Informational Correspondence.
1. 2024 CALAFCO Calendar.

2. CALAFCO Quarterly — January 2024.
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C.

3. Letter to the City of Patterson regarding rescinding resolutions for the
Zacharias-Baldwin Master Plan Reorganization dated February 27, 2024.

In the News.

DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS AND DISQUALIFICATIONS

None.

CONSENT ITEMS

A

MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 25, 2023 LAFCO MEETING
(Staff Recommendation: Accept the Minutes.)

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW NO. 2024-01 AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
UPDATE NO. 2024-01 — EMPIRE SANITARY DISTRICT: The Commission will
consider the adoption of a Municipal Service Review (MSR) and Sphere of Influence
(SOI) Update for the Empire Sanitary District. This item is exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review pursuant to sections 15306 and
15061(b)(3). (Staff Recommendation: Approve the update and adopt Resolution
No. 2024-02.)

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW NO. 2024-02 AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
UPDATE NO. 2024-02 - ROCK CREEK WATER DISTRICT: The Commission will
consider the adoption of a Municipal Service Review (MSR) and Sphere of Influence
(SOI) Update for the Rock Creek Water District. This item is exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review pursuant to sections 15306 and
15061(b)(3). (Staff Recommendation: Approve the update and adopt Resolution
No. 2024-03.)

MID-YEAR BUDGET REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2023-2024
(Staff Recommendation: Accept and file the report.)

INDEPENDENT AUDIT FOR FISCAL YEARS 2021-2022 and 2022-2023. (Staff
Recommendation: Accept and File Audit Report.)

Motion by Commissioner Bublak, seconded by Commissioner Chiesa, and carried
with a 5-0 vote to approve the consent items, by the following vote:

Ayes: Commissioners: Berryhill, Bublak, Chiesa, O’Brien and Withrow
Noes: Commissioners: None

Ineligible: Commissioners: None

Absent: Commissioners: Grewal, Lane and Lopez

Abstention:  Commissioners: None

PUBLIC HEARING

None.

OTHER BUSINESS

A

2024 WORK PROGRAM - MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW & SPHERE OF
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INFLUENCE UPDATES. (Staff Recommendation: Adopt the 2024 Work Program.)

Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer, presented the item with a
recommendation to adopt the 2024 Work Program.

Chair O’'Brien opened the Public Hearing at 6:20 p.m.
No one spoke.
Chair O’Brien closed the Public Hearing at 6:20 p.m.

Motion by Commissioner Bublak, seconded by Commissioner Berryhill and carried
with a 5-0 vote to adopt the 2024 Work Program, by the following vote:

Ayes: Commissioners: Berryhill, Bublak, Chiesa, O’Brien and Withrow
Noes: Commissioners: None

Ineligible: Commissioners: None

Absent: Commissioners: Grewal, Lane and Lopez

Abstention:  Commissioners: None

ANNUAL ELECTION OF OFFICERS. (Staff Recommendation: Appoint a
Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson and adopt Resolution No. 2024-01a and 2024-
01b.)

Motion by Commissioner O’Brien, seconded by Commissioner Withrow and carried
with a 4-0 vote to appoint Commissioner Chiesa as Chairperson, by the following
vote:

Ayes: Commissioners: Berryhill, Bublak, O’Brien and Withrow
Noes: Commissioners: None

Ineligible: Commissioners: None

Absent: Commissioners: Grewal, Lane and Lopez

Abstention:  Commissioners: Chiesa

Motion by Commissioner Berryhill, seconded by Commissioner O’Brien and carried
with a 5-0 vote to appoint Commissioner Lane as Vice-Chairperson, by the following
vote:

Ayes: Commissioners: Berryhill, Bublak, Chiesa, O’Brien and Withrow
Noes: Commissioners: None

Ineligible: Commissioners: None

Absent: Commissioners: Grewal, Lane and Lopez

Abstention:  Commissioners: None

6:24 pm Past Chair O’Brien passed the gavel to New Chair Chiesa to finish the meeting.

8. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

Commissioner Chiesa thanked Past Chair O’Brien for his time as Chair.

9. ADDITIONAL MATTERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE CHAIRPERSON
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None.

10. EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT
Executive Officer gave an update on the Zacharias-Baldwin project. She reminded the
Commission to fill out their 700 forms. Staff will bring the Fire MSR/SOI to the March
meeting for the Commission’s approval.

1. ADJOURNMENT

A. Chair Chiesa adjourned the meeting at 6:28 p.m.

DRAFT

Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 27, 2024
TO: LAFCO Commissioners
1P
FROM: Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer 54

SUBJECT: Legislative Update and Position Letters

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission receive this legislative update and authorize the
Executive Officer to submit letters of support on behalf of Stanislaus LAFCO for Senate Bill 1209
and Assembly Bill 3277.

DISCUSSION

The California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions (CALAFCO) is currently
tracking 15 bills of interest and has been providing regular updates to member LAFCOs. Asitis
early in the legislative year, some of these bills are considered spot bills, acting as placeholders
for topics of interest including drinking water and unincorporated islands. These spot bills will
continue to be monitored and updates will be provided to the Commission should they result in
the need for letters or support or opposition. Currently, letters of support have been requested
by CALAFCO for two bills of interest: Senate Bill 1209 (SB-1209) and Assembly Bill 3277 (AB-
3277). Proposed letters of support are attached. The following is a summary of these bills:

CALAFCO-Sponsored Bill: Indemnification
SB-1209 (Cortese)

QUICK SUMMARY:

SB-1209 would authorize a LAFCO to require, as a condition for processing a change of
organization or reorganization, that the applicant agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold
harmless the LAFCO, its agents, officers, and employees from and against any claim, action,
or proceeding, as specified, arising from or relating to the action or determination by the LAFCO.

This bill addresses a 2022 decision of the Second District Court of Appeals, which found that
existing State law does not provide explicit authority to require indemnification. Absent
indemnification authority - and because LAFCO funding is statutorily required in a specified ratio
from the county, cities, and special districts within a county - the costs to defend litigation must be
absorbed by all of LAFCO’s funding agencies.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR STANISLAUS LAFCO:

This bill gives LAFCO the ability to require indemnification, similar to what cities and counties
regularly do with respect to discretionary land-use approvals. Staff recommends a letter of
support for SB-1209.

CALAFCO Omnibus Bill: Districts - Property tax
AB-3277 (Committee on Local Government)

QUICK SUMMARY:

AB-3277 would clarify and streamline procedures that would normally require a financial
analysis where one is not needed.

Current law requires a commission to determine the amount of property tax revenue to be
exchanged by an affected local agency, as specified, if the proposal includes an incorporation or
the formation of a district. This process involves a financial analysis and specific procedures. This
bill would, instead, require a commission to determine the amount of property tax revenue to be
exchanged by an affected local agency only if the applicant is seeking a share of the 1% ad
valorem property taxes.

IMPLICATIONS FOR STANISLAUS LAFCO:

Clarifications and improvements to the CKH Act are necessary to ensure the law is as
unambiguous as possible to the Commission and Staff. Staff recommends a letter of support

for AB-3277.

Attachments: Draft Support Letter for SB-1209
Draft Support Letter for AB-3277
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March 28, 2024

Honorable David Cortese
California State Senate
1021 O Street, Suite 6630
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: SB 1209 (Cortese): Local agency formation commission: indemnification — SUPPORT
Awaiting hearing — Senate Local Government Committee

Dear Senator Cortese:

The Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) is pleased to support Senate Bill
1209, sponsored by the California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions
(CALAFCO). SB 1209 would add a new section into Government Code authorizing LAFCOs to
enter into an indemnification agreement with an applicant. Counties and cities are already
empowered to require indemnification, and routinely do so with respect to discretionary land-use
approvals. SB 1209 would merely provide LAFCOs with the same authority.

This bill addresses a 2022 decision of the Second District Court of Appeals, which found that
existing State law does not provide explicit authority to require indemnification. Absent
indemnification authority - and because LAFCO funding is statutorily required in a specified ratio
from the county, cities, and special districts within a county - the costs to defend litigation must
be absorbed by all of LAFCO’s funding agencies.

Consequently, SB 1209 will:

¢ Provide LAFCOs with the ability to use a tool already in use by counties and cities;

o Prevent costs to defend litigation from being shifted to a county, its cities, and its special
districts; and

¢ Remove the possibility that an applicant threatens litigation to coerce a desirable LAFCO
determination.

Thus, for the above reasons, Stanislaus LAFCO is in strong support of SB 1209.

Sincerely,

Sara Lytle-Pinhey
Executive Officer

cc: The Honorable Maria Elena Durazo, Chair, and Members, Senate Local Government Committee
Anton Favorini-Csorba, Chief Consultant, Senate Local Government Committee
Ryan Eisberg, Consultant, Senate Republican Caucus
René LaRoche, Executive Director, California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions

“ESTABLISHED BY THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA TO SERVE THE CITIZENS, CITIES, SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND COUNTY OF STANISLAUS”
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March 28, 2024

Honorable Juan Carrillo, Chair
Assembly Local Government Committee
1020 N St.

Rm. 157

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: SUPPORT of AB 3277, Local Agency Formation Commission: Districts: Property Tax

Dear Senator Carillo,

The Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) is pleased to Support Assembly
Bill 3277, sponsored by the California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions
(CALAFCO), which makes a clarifying change to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (the Act).

Under existing statute, a commission must perform a financial analysis of ad valorem property
taxes when a proposal is received that includes the incorporation of a city and the formation of a
district. The only purpose of the analysis is to determine how best to apportion the property
taxes between the agencies. However, occasionally, an application is received in which the
district waives any portion of the ad valorem taxes. In those situations, no analysis is needed for
the process, yet it remains required by statute.

This bill will add language that clarifies that the performance of the financial analysis in that
situation only needs to be performed in those instances where a portion of the ad valorem
property taxes is being sought.

By making this minor change, AB 3277 will apply this time-consuming process only to those
applications that require it.

For the reasons noted above, Stanislaus LAFCO Supports AB 3277.

Please do not hesitate to reach out with questions or concerns about our position.
Sincerely,

Sara Lytle-Pinhey

Executive Officer

cc: Members and Consultants, Assembly Local Government Committee
William Weber, Consultant, Assembly Republican Caucus
René LaRoche, Executive Director, CALAFCO

“ESTABLISHED BY THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA TO SERVE THE CITIZENS, CITIES, SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND COUNTY OF STANISLAUS”
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TO: LAFCO Commissioners
FROM: Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer

SUBJECT: MSR No. 2023-06 & SOI No. 2023-06 — Municipal Service Review and Sphere of
Influence Update for the Fire Protection Districts in Stanislaus County

INTRODUCTION

This proposal was initiated by the Local Agency Formation Commission in response to State
mandates that require the Commission to conduct municipal service reviews (MSR) and sphere of
influence (SOI) updates for all cities and special districts every five years, as needed. The MSR
and SOI Update process provides an opportunity for districts to share accurate and current data,
accomplishments, and information regarding the services they provide. An updated MSR is also a
prerequisite to any SOl modifications that an agency may propose.

The current update covers the fire protection districts (FPDs) in Stanislaus County. Fire protection
districts (FPDs) are special districts organized under §13800 et seq. of the State Government
Code, known as the Fire Protection District Law of 1987. This section of the law was originally
enacted in 1923, with the Legislature finding that fire protection services, rescue services, and
emergency medical services are critical to the public peace, health, and safety of the State. The
Legislature emphasized that, “local control over the types, levels, and availability of these services
is a long-standing tradition in California which the Legislature intends to retain.”

DISCUSSION
To initiate the current update, LAFCO Staff sent each fire protection district questionnaires seeking
updated information from the previous MSR, as well as any recent audits, service contracts, etc.

The current review is attached as Exhibit 1 and covers the following 14 fire protection districts
within Stanislaus County:

Fire Protection Districts

Burbank-Paradise FPD Oakdale Rural FPD

Ceres FPD Salida FPD

Denair FPD Stanislaus Consolidated FPD
Hughson FPD Turlock Rural FPD

Industrial FPD West Stanislaus FPD

Keyes FPD Westport FPD

Mountain View FPD Woodland Avenue FPD

Staff has tailored the document to meet the current requirements of State Law for MSRs.
Information and determinations for each of the FPDs are presented individually in each “District
Profile.” The previous MSR and SOI update for the fire protection districts was adopted in 2016.

In 2016, Senate Bill 239 (Hertzberg) became effective amending sections of the Government Code
that require LAFCO approval of any new or extended contracts for fire services greater that 25% of
a district’s service area or changes in more than 25% of employee status. Previously, these types
of contracts were exempt from LAFCO review. Since 2016, Stanislaus LAFCO has reviewed and

1
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approved three fire service contracts, all involving the City of Modesto. As a result, the City of
Modesto now provides fire protection services to the City of Oakdale, City of Ceres and Salida Fire
Protection District. City of Modesto also provides fire protection services to Oakdale Rural Fire
Protection District and Ceres Fire Protection District as those districts were previously receiving
services from the City of Oakdale and City of Ceres. The City of Modesto also provides
administrative services to the City of Turlock Fire Department and Stanislaus Consolidated Fire
Protection District.

In conducting the MSR and SOI Update of each agency, State law requires the Commission to
consider and prepare written determinations. The relevant determinations as set forth by the
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act are discussed within each Fire Protection District’s profile (See Exhibit

1).

No changes are being proposed for the Districts’ Spheres of Influence as part of this update. The
document serves to re-affirm each District’'s Sphere of Influence.

As a result of the MSR and SOI update, a number of key findings have been made regarding the
County’s fire protection districts. The following highlights those key findings:

1. Overlap of City Spheres of Influence on Fire Protection Districts: There is an
ongoing concern regarding the impacts of detachments on FPDs that lose territory and
associated revenue upon annexations to cities.

2. Contracts for Fire Service: There has been an increase in contracts for services
between fire agencies recently. With districts continuing to lose territory and have
constraints on funding, there will likely be interest from additional agencies wanting to
take advantage of potential efficiencies and cost-savings of contracting with other fire
agencies.

3. Fire Facilities Impact Fees (Development Fees): Four FPDs currently do not collect fire
facilities impact fees (also known as development fees). Collection of these fees may aid
in future infrastructure and budget needs for these Districts.

4. Operational Challenges: Several districts are struggling to staff their fire stations,
purchase and maintain equipment, maintain facilities, and raise revenue. As a result,
service is negatively affected.

Recommendations for LAFCO

In order to address these key findings the MSR/SOI Update provides recommendations for both
the LAFCO Commission and the FPDs. The recommendations for LAFCO are as follows:

1. Request an analysis of the economic impact of the detachment on the remaining territory of
a special district to determine if there will be an adverse impact on a district’s ability to
provide services.

2. Support long-term planning efforts by the fire protection districts through identification of
overlapping spheres of influence and future impacts to revenues.
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3. Support the adoption of development impact fees for those fire protection districts that
presently do not presently have such programs.

4. Provide technical assistance (e.g. mapping, Geographic Information System shapefiles) to
those fire protection districts seeking to establish or increase benefit assessments.

5. Formulate a reorganization guide that includes examples of successful reorganizations or
consolidations to aid fire protection districts considering options to maintain or improve
long-term stability of fire services in their community.

Recommendations for Fire Protection Districts
The MSR/SOI includes the following recommendations for the fire protection districts:

1. Engage in long-term planning, including the identification of specific areas where there is
potential for annexation and/or detachment and an analysis of the financial impacts.

2. Consider LAFCO-related options that support regionalization (including service contracts,
reorganizations or consolidations) when determining how to best serve the district's
customers in the long-term.

3. Continue partnerships and communication with adjacent fire protection districts and cities.

4. Districts should begin exploring potential consolidations or annexations into neighboring fire
districts. There is potential for many district benefits which, in turn, would benefit the
community with better response times and services.

Comments

A draft MSR/SOI was made available for public comment on November 17, 2023. Staff received a
letter from the West Stanislaus Fire Protection District dated January 18, 2024 (See Exhibit 2). The
letter recommends that LAFCO should develop a policy that the County enact a Community
Facilities District (CFD) that would finance all new development and unincorporated areas for fire
protection services. The District also suggests that the MSR/SOI favor more cooperation between
fire agencies and prohibit fire district detachments when a city annexes territory.

LAFCO does not have the authority to enact a CFD or prohibit detachments outright on future
annexations. However, LAFCO does encourage cooperation among governmental agencies and
analyzes pertinent information to support necessary jurisdictional changes.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the adoption of a municipal service
review is considered to be categorically exempt from the preparation of environmental
documentation under a classification related to information gathering (Class 6 — Regulation
§15306). Further, LAFCO’s concurrent reaffirmation of an existing sphere of influence qualifies for
a general exemption as outlined in CEQA Regulation §15061(b)(3), which states:
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The activity is covered by the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects which
have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment. Where it can be
seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a
significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA.

Since there are no land use changes or environmental impacts, as no suggested boundary
changes are associated with the SOI Updates, an exemption from CEQA is appropriate.

ALTERNATIVES FOR COMMISSION ACTION

After consideration of this report and any testimony or additional materials that are submitted, the
Commission should consider choosing one of the following options:

Option 1: APPROVE the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the
Fire Protection Districts (FPDs).

Option 2: DENY the update.

Option 3: If the Commission needs more information, it should CONTINUE this matter to a
future meeting.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve Option 1. Based on the information presented, Staff recommends approval of the
Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Updates for the County Fire Protection Districts.
Therefore, Staff recommends that the Commission adopt Resolution No. 2024-04 (attached as
Exhibit 3), which:

1. Determines that the Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the Fire
Protection Districts qualifies for a General Exemption from further California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) review based on CEQA Regulation §15061(b)(3), as no changes to the
District's Spheres are proposed;

2. Makes determinations related to the Municipal Service Review as required by Government
Code §56430;

3. Affirms the Spheres of Influence for the Fire Protection Districts as they currently exist; and

4. Approves the Final Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the Fire
Protection Districts in Stanislaus County.

ATTACHMENTS:

Exhibit 1 — Draft Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the Fire Protection
Districts in Stanislaus County

Exhibit 2 — Letter dated January 18, 2024, from West Stanislaus County Fire Protection District

Exhibit 3 — Draft Resolution No. 2024-04 (Fire Protection Districts in Stanislaus County)



EXHIBIT 1

Draft Municipal Service Review and Sphere of
Influence Update for the Fire Protection Districts
in Stanislaus County



This page intentionally left blank.



Stanislaus

LAECO ¢

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW AND
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE FOR THE:

FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICTS
IN STANISLAUS COUNTY

Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission
1010 Tenth Street, Third Floor
Modesto, CA 95354
Phone: (209) 525-7660

Adopted:



STANISLAUS
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

COMMISSIONERS

Amy Bublak, City Member

Richard O’Brien, City Member

Vito Chiesa, County Member

Terry Withrow, County Member

Ken Lane, Public Member

Javier Lopez, Alternate City Member
Mani Grewal, Alternate County Member
Bill Berryhill, Alternate Public Member

STAFF

Sara Lytle-Pinhey, Executive Officer

Javier Camarena, Assistant Executive Officer
Jennifer Vieira, Commission Clerk

Robert J. Taro, Legal Counsel



TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ....ociiiiiiiiiireiireirrssresssssssssn s ssssssnsssensssnsssensssnnssensssensssnnns 1
LY (o To [V T3 110 o [ 1
REPOIM QOVEIVIEW ... et e e e e ettt a e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e saa e eeeas 1
Report Design and Methodology ...........ouuuiiii oo 2
NGV e [TV = TSP 2
Recommended Actions for LAFCO .......ooou oo 4
Recommended Actions the Fire Protection DistriCts ..........ccooooiiiiiiiii e, 4
Previous MSR ReCOMMENAALIONS ........ccevuiiiieiieeeeee e 4

L INTRODUCGTION......ciiiiiieiiiiiri e re e res s rss s sns s en s s s ea s e n s rna s san s snassennsrnnssennns 6
1.1 HISTOry Of LAFCO ...ttt e e e e e 6
1.2 StaNISIAUS LAFCO ... .ot 7
1.3 Municipal Service Review Requirement..............ouviiiiiiiiiiiice e, 8
1.4 Sphere of Influence Update ProCess ..........ccooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiieiie e 9

ll. FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES IN STANISLAUS COUNTY ....cccoiiimiireenenns 10
D22 U 1 T | ST 10
B2 = 7= Yo o | {o U] o o PR 10
B IS U o] o o] N T=Y T =T 13

lll. MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW ... rrerrs s s ssas s ssanenans 18
3.1 Growth and Population Projections............ccooiiiiiiiiiii e 19
3.2 Location and Characteristics of Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities ........ 21
3.3 Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services..........cccccccvvvvvveeeennne. 23
3.4 Financial Ability of Agencies to Provide Services..........cccoviviviiiiiiiiiiiieceieeeeee e, 31
3.5 Status of, and Opportunities for, Shared Facilities ...............ccccoeviiiiiiiiii 34
3.6 Accountability for Community Service Needs ...........oovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 35
3.7 Any Other Matter Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery.......................... 37

IV. SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE......c.ic oot rreirsesrees s essssnasssnnsennnes 39

V. FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT PROFILES & DETERMINATIONS ............. 42
5.1 Burbank-Paradise Fire Protection DisStriCt.............ccooeviiiiiiiiie e 44
5.2 Ceres Fire Protection DiStriCt...........oiiiieiiiiiiie e e 52
5.3 Denair Fire Protection District..........c..oouiiiiiie e 59
5.4 Hughson Fire Protection District ... 66
5.5 Industrial Fire Protection DiStriCt.............uoieiiiiiiiiii e 73
5.6 Keyes Fire Protection DistriCt............coooiiiiiiiiiiii e 79
5.7 Mountain View Fire Protection DistriCt .............oooimiiiiii e 87
5.8 Oakdale Rural Fire Protection DiStriCt.............uoeiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 95
5.9 Salida Fire Protection DiStriCt...........oiiiiiuiiiiiie e e 104
5.10 Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection DistriCt...............ccooooiiiiiiiiiiiie. 113
5.11 Turlock Rural Fire Protection DiStriCt ...........cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 123
5.12 West Stanislaus Fire Protection DistriCt.............oooveiiiiiiiie e, 129
5.13 Westport Fire Protection District ............oovuiiiiiiiiic e 139



5.14 Woodland Fire Protection DiStriCt..........cooeieeoieee e 145

VI. REFERENCES ... s s s s s e s s s s s s s e s e e s s e e e e e s 153

FIGURE
1: List of Fire Protection Districts & Formation Dates.................................ccnnnne. 11
2: 2046 Demographic Forecasts (by Local Jurisdiction) ............................... 19
3: Population Figures for Fire Protection Districts .................ccccoevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininn, 20
4: Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities (DUCS) ...........ccccccooiiiiiiiiiinennenn. 21
5: Fire Protection Districts Under Contract ...................ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiies 23
6: Level of Service Provided................ooooiiiiii e 27
7: District Staffing and Type ..........ooiiiiii e 28
8: ISO Ratings by Fir@ AGENCY.........ccooooiiiiiiiiic e 29
9: TOtAl REVENUES ... e e e 32
10: Per Capita REVENUES ............uiicecee e e e 32
11: Methods of Appointment/Election................ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 35
12: Fire Protection Districts to be Reviewed ..., 42

10



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This Municipal Service Review (MSR), prepared by the Stanislaus Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO), provides information about services and boundaries for Stanislaus
County’s fourteen fire protection districts. The report fulfills a requirement mandated by the
State of California, as part of the Cortese/Knox/Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act
of 2000 (CKH Act), to conduct a periodic review and update of Spheres of Influence for the fire
protection districts.

This MSR provides an overview of the overall fire service provision structure in the County along
with profiles of each of the districts that provide fire protection services. General information is
included regarding city fire departments, although these agencies are studied separately and
included as part of each individual city’s Municipal Service Review. Lastly, the report includes
the required determinations for each of the 14 fire protection districts.

REPORT OVERVIEW
The following provides a summary of the information included in the report.

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION: This chapter describes the background of Local Agency
Formation Commissions (LAFCOs) and provides an overview of the Municipal Service Review
and Sphere of Influence Update requirement and process.

CHAPTER 2 - FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES IN STANISLAUS COUNTY: Chapter 2
provides a general summary of the fire protection system in Stanislaus County as well as an
overview of the various agencies and organizational structures providing fire services. The
chapter discusses how these partnerships work together to bring efficient services to the
community. The various agencies include CalFire, Stanislaus Regional 9-1-1, and Modesto
Junior College Regional Fire Training Facility. These services are provided by other county and
state agencies and are not being reviewed as part of the Municipal Service Review. However,
they are included in this chapter as they are essential to providing adequate fire services in
Stanislaus County.

CHAPTER 3 — MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW (MSR): The MSR provides a review of the
fourteen fire protection districts in Stanislaus County. Included in this chapter are seven
statutory determinations that must be prepared as part of the MSR. The determinations are
based on a review of growth and population projections, identifying disadvantaged
unincorporated communities, present and planned public facilities and services, financial
figures, opportunities for shared facilities, and accountability and government structure.

CHAPTER 4 - SPHERE OF INFLUENCE (SOIl) UPDATE: This chapter provides a brief
description of state mandates requiring the SOl Update. Also included is a summary of the
Stanislaus LAFCO Commission’s policies on SOl Updates as well as the SOl Update process
itself.

MSR-SOI for the Fire Protection Districts, March 2024 - DRAFT Page 1



CHAPTER 5 - FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT PROFILES AND DETERMINATIONS: This
chapter contains a profile of each of the fourteen fire protection districts (FPDs) within
Stanislaus County that provide fire protection. These Districts include the following:

Burbank-Paradise FPD  Keyes FPD Turlock Rural FPD
Ceres FPD Mountain View FPD West Stanislaus FPD
Denair FPD Oakdale Rural FPD Westport FPD
Hughson FPD Salida FPD Woodland FPD
Industrial FPD Stanislaus Consolidated FPD

Each district profile contains a summary, background information, and data on district
operations and boundaries. Most profiles include tables and charts outlining district formation
and duties, funding sources, attributes, types of service, stations, and calls for service. A map
of the District's current Sphere of Influence and boundaries are included within each district’'s
profile.

Followed by each district profile will be the required Municipal Service Review (MSR) and
Sphere of Influence Update (SOI) determinations for that respective district.

CHAPTER 6 — REFERENCES: This section includes works and reports referenced and
individuals and agencies contacted or interviewed.

REPORT DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

For the current update, LAFCO Staff sent each of the fire districts questionnaires seeking
updated information from the previous MSR, as well as any recent audits, service contracts, etc.
Staff then met with representatives from each District, as well as the County Fire Warden to
discuss the updated content.

Staff has also simplified the structure of the previous MSR and consolidated each district’s

profile with their respective determinations, allowing interested persons to obtain information
more easily about an individual district.

KEY FINDINGS

The following summarizes key findings of this report:

1. Overlap of City Spheres of Influence on Fire Protection Districts

Stanislaus County consists of 9 incorporated cities and the remaining unincorporated
County. Each city has its own fire department or has contracted with a fire protection
district. Fire protection districts (FPDs) are independent agencies that each has a
sphere of influence that is coterminous with its district boundary. The 9 incorporated
cities have spheres of influence that, in most cases, overlap onto adjacent County FPDs.
LAFCO policies have historically recognized that city spheres of influence take
precedence over those of the fire districts, resulting in detachments from the district in
these areas upon annexation to a city.

Future growth of cities is inevitable. Along with this growth, there is an ongoing concern
from many of the County’s FPDs regarding the impact of these detachments and their
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associated loss of revenue from property taxes, assessments, and development fees.
The impact of detachments has a greater impact on FPDs providing services to
developed areas that are entirely or substantially surrounded by the sphere of influence
of an existing city. This is the case with FPDs such as Burbank-Paradise FPD, Industrial
FPD, Ceres FPD and Turlock Rural FPD.

On a case-by-case basis, where the impact to a fire district is significant, the
Commission has approved city annexations with transitionary agreements to offset a
district’s loss of revenue. In rare instances, annexations without detachment have been
proposed in areas where an existing city-district contract for services, where both
agencies are in favor of the non-detachment. Non-detachment can cause future
confusion due to overlapping jurisdictions, development fee collection, and the potential
for an illogical boundary should the contract or agreement cease.

2. Contracts for Fire Service

There has been an increase in contracts for services between fire agencies in recent
years. Most notable is the City of Modesto providing services for multiple fire agencies.
At this time, the City of Modesto is providing services for four fire protection districts and
two cities. With districts continuing to lose territory and constraints on funding, there will
likely be interest from additional agencies wanting to take advantage of potential
efficiencies and cost-savings of contracting with other fire agencies.

3. Fire Facilities Impact Fees (Development Fees)

The financial ability of the districts to provide services is affected by the available
financial resources of the individual districts. Such revenues include property taxes,
assessments, and fire facilities impact fees (also known as development fees). A
number of districts currently do not collect fire facilities impact fees. These districts
include Burbank-Paradise FPD, Ceres FPD, Industrial FPD, and Turlock Rural FPD.

FPDs are able to study and approve fire facilities impact fees. Such fees must also be
approved by the County Board of Supervisors. These fees are collected at the time of
any new development to raise revenue for construction or expansion of capital facilities
that benefit the contributing development. Most development occurs within populated
areas. Therefore, such development fees provide limited resources. However,
collection of these fees may aid in future infrastructure and budget needs for these
districts.

4. Operational Challenges

Fire protection districts differ in their ability to provide sustainable services. Several
districts are currently struggling to staff their fire stations, purchase/maintain equipment,
and facilities, and raise revenue. As a result, service is negatively affected. In one
instance, LAFCO staff was unable to make contact with a fire district. In other instances,
a district may lack specific resources while a neighboring district has them readily
available. These issues may continue to negatively impact service, as well as create
new and unforeseen challenges.
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RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

Recommendations for LAFCO

1.

For annexation applications to cities, request an analysis of the economic impact of
detachment on the remaining territory of a special district to determine if there will be an
adverse impact on a district’s ability to provide services.

Support long-term planning efforts by the fire protection districts through identification of
overlapping spheres of influence and future impacts to revenues.

Support the adoption of development impact fees for those fire protection districts that
presently do not presently have such programs.

Provide technical assistance (e.g. mapping, Geographic Information System shapefiles)
to those fire protection districts seeking to establish or increase benefit assessments.

Formulate a reorganization guide that includes examples of successful reorganizations
or consolidations to aid fire protection districts considering options to maintain or
improve long-term stability of fire service in their community.

Recommendations for the Fire Protection Districts

1.

Engage in long-term planning, including the identification of specific areas where there is
potential for annexation and/or detachment and an analysis of the financial impacts.
Districts and cities should work together on mitigation strategies for territory losses.

Consider LAFCO-related options that support regionalization (including service
contracts, reorganizations or consolidations) when determining how to best serve the
district’s customers in the long-term.

Continue partnerships and communication with adjacent fire protection districts, cities,
and LAFCO.

Infrastructure and facility improvements are needed, costs continue to rise, and keeping
quality staff on board has become a challenge for some the County’s fire protection
districts.  If unmitigated, these issues could affect fire protection services for the
community. Fire districts should begin exploring potential consolidations or annexations
into neighboring fire districts. There may be a number of benefits resulting from this.
Benefits may include reduced or stabilized costs; shared and efficient use of services,
facilities and equipment, and training resources; greater staffing levels; and being more
centralized. In turn, the community could benefit from better response times and
services. Districts should examine what the best course of action is for the community.

Previous MSR Recommendations & Actions

The Commission’s previously adopted MSR identified changes to State Law, most notably, SB-
239 requiring LAFCO approval for qualifying fire contracts. The MSR recommended amending
the Commission’s Policies and Procedures to reflect those changes. As a result, the
Commission amended its Policies and Procedures to describe the process for Commission
review, as well identifying scenarios the Commission considers exempt from review. LAFCO
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Staff also prepared an application tailored specifically for fire contracts that outlines the
requirements of the new legislation for applicants.

The previous MSR also recommended that LAFCO Staff provide technical assistance to fire
protection districts seeking to establish or increase benefit assessments. Since that time,
LAFCO Staff has provided such technical assistance to several fire protection districts, including
sharing of Geographic Information Systems information and preparation of maps to meet
election requirements. Also, several districts have moved forward with impact fee studies,
special assessments, and fees for services.

As recommended in the previous MSR, the districts have maintained their partnerships with
adjacent fire protection districts, cities and LAFCO. New partnerships have also been
established through contracts for fire services between agencies. Although no specific plans
have been established, the districts continue to strategize for the future to best serve the
community.

MSR-SOI for the Fire Protection Districts, March 2024 - DRAFT Page 5



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the background of Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs),
LAFCO objectives, and CKH Act requirements.

1.1  HISTORY OF LAFCO

The end of World War Il saw California experiencing a tremendous population increase that
resulted in the sporadic formation of cities and special service districts. These changes, together
with increased personal mobility, related to the popularity of the automobile, created growing
demands for housing, public services, and public infrastructure, often in suburban areas.

Due to the desires of some communities to capture their perceived share of new growth,
annexation conflicts evolved between agencies, with some expanding their area to be in a better
position to annex additional territory. The creation of new cities or special districts also occurred
without any third-party review.

A general lack of coordination led to a multitude of overlapping, inefficient jurisdictional and
service boundaries, and premature conversion of much of the State’s productive agricultural and
open-space lands. The result was urban sprawl. The outcome of land speculation and
development boom became evident as more of California’s agricultural land was converted to
urban use. Using various small units of local government, this premature and unplanned
development created inefficient and expensive systems of delivering public services.

Governor Edmund G. Brown, Sr. responded to this problem in 1958 by appointing the
Commission on Metropolitan Area Problems. The Commission’s responsibility was to study and
make recommendations on the “misuse of land resources” and the growing complexity of
overlapping local governmental jurisdictions. The Commission’s recommendations on local
governmental reorganization were introduced in the Legislature in 1963, resulting in the creation
of Local Agency Formation Commissions, or LAFCOs, operating in each county.

LAFCO REGULATION OF BOUNDARY CHANGES

Beginning in 1964, local boundary changes required LAFCO approval. As a countywide
regulatory authority, LAFCO’s broad goals and objectives included discouraging urban sprawl,
encouraging the orderly formation and development of local governments based on local
circumstances, promoting efficient and economical local governments, and guiding development
away from agricultural and open space resources.

LAFCO regulates by approving or denying city and special district boundary changes, forming or
reorganizing local agencies, and reviewing the extension of public services. It is empowered to
undertake studies of local agencies and to initiate updates to the spheres of influence. Typically,
applications to LAFCO originate with an affected the affected city or district seeking to annex
territory.

The Commission is an independent agency, exercising a direct grant of legislative authority from

the State government. Its decisions, while subject to judicial review, are not appeal-able to the
county or any other local or statewide administrative body.
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SB 239

Effective January 1, 2016, State Senate Bill 239 (Hertzberg) amended Government Code
Section 56134 to require LAFCO review and approval of fire protection contracts or agreements
for the exercise of new or extended fire protection services outside a public agency’s
jurisdictional boundaries. A contract or agreement is defined as one that either transfers
responsibility for more than 25% of an agency’s service area or affects employment status for
more than 25% of employees of an agency. Fire contracts or agreements were previously
exempt from LAFCO review (as are other agreements between two entities providing like
services). Mutual aid agreements are not generally subject to such review. However, any fire
service contract meeting the above Section 56134 thresholds must now seek LAFCO review
and approval.

1.2 STANISLAUS LAFCO

The Stanislaus LAFCO consists of five regular members: two members appointed by the Board
of Supervisors from its own membership, two members of city councils appointed by the City
Selection Committee, and one public member, appointed by the Commissioners.

There are also three alternates — one in each member category — who vote in the absence of a
regular member. Commissioners are appointed to four-year terms.

The day—to-day business of the Commission, including analysis and recommendations about
proposals, is the responsibility of the Executive Officer. The Commission has legal counsel for
assistance.

OBJECTIVES
LAFCOs have three primary objectives, as described below:
1) To encourage the orderly formation of local governmental agencies

LAFCO reviews proposals for the formation of new local governmental agencies and
changes of organization for existing agencies. Agency boundaries are often unrelated to one
another and sometimes overlap, seemingly at random. This complexity of local government
can lead to higher service costs to the taxpayer and general confusion regarding service
jurisdictions.

2) To preserve agricultural lands

LAFCO must consider the effect that any proposal will have on existing agricultural lands.
By guiding development toward vacant urban land and away from agricultural preserves,
LAFCO assists with the preservation of our valuable agricultural resources.

3) To discourage urban spraw!

Urban sprawl can best be described as irregular and disorganized growth occurring without
apparent design or plan. This pattern of development is characterized by the inefficient
delivery of important urban services (fire, police, sewer, drainage & water), and the
unnecessary loss of agricultural land. By discouraging sprawl, LAFCO discourages the
misuse of land resources and promotes a more efficient system of local governmental
agencies.
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1.3 MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW REQUIREMENT

The Cortese/Knox/Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 Act (CKH Act)
requires the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) to update the spheres of influence
(SOQI) for all applicable jurisdictions in the County as needed. A sphere of influence is defined
by Government Code 56076 as “...a plan for the probable physical boundary and service area of
a local agency, as determined by the Commission.” The Act further requires that a municipal
service review (MSR) be conducted prior to or, in conjunction with, the update of a sphere of
influence (SOI).

The legislative authority for conducting a municipal service review is provided in Government
Code Section 56430 of the CKH Act. The Act states, that “in order to prepare and to update
spheres of influence in accordance with Section 56425, the commission shall conduct a service
review of the municipal services provided in the county or other appropriate area...” The MSR
must have written determinations that address the following factors:

SERVICE REVIEW FACTORS TO BE ADDRESSED
1. Growth and population projections for the affected area

2. The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged, unincorporated communities
within or contiguous to the sphere of influence

3. Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services,
including infrastructure needs or deficiencies including needs or deficiencies related to
sewers, municipal and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any
disadvantaged, unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the sphere of
influence

4. Financial ability of agencies to provide services
5. Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities

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

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

State Guidelines and Commission policies encourage cooperation among a variety of
stakeholders involved in the preparation of a Municipal Service Review. The document will
analyze the existing and future services for the Fire Protection Districts in Stanislaus County.
The MSR may consider various alternative government structures for efficient service provision.
LAFCO is not required to initiate any boundary changes based on the service review. However,
LAFCO, other local agencies (including cities, special districts, and the county), or the public
may subsequently use the service reviews, together with additional research and analysis to
pursue changes in jurisdictional boundaries.
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1.4 SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE PROCESS

The purpose of a sphere of influence is to encourage the “logical and orderly development and
coordination of local government agencies so as to advantageously provide for the present and
future needs of the county and its communities.” A sphere of influence serves a similar function
in LAFCO determinations as general plans do for cities and counties. Consistency with the
adopted sphere of influence is critical, and a change to the sphere requires careful review. The
Commission emphasizes that the sphere of influence is a planning tool and the establishment of
a sphere of influence, or the inclusion of territory within a sphere of influence of an existing
governmental entity, does not automatically mean that the area is being proposed for
annexation or development.

A special district is a government agency that is required to have an adopted sphere of
influence. Section 56425(g) of the CKH Act calls for Spheres of Influence to be reviewed and
updated every five years, as necessary. Stanislaus LAFCO processes the Service Review and
Sphere of Influence Updates concurrently to ensure efficient use of resources. For rural special
districts, which do not have the typical municipal level services to review, this Service Review
will be used to determine what type of services the district is expected to provide and the extent
to which they are actually able to do so. The sphere of influence will delineate the service
capability and expansion capacity of the agency, if applicable.

In determining a sphere of influence (SOI) of each local agency, the Commission shall consider
and prepare determinations with respect to each of the following factors, pursuant to
Government Code Section 56425:

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

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

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

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

5. 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, the present and probable need for those public facilities and services of any
disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of influence.
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CHAPTER 2: FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES IN
STANISLAUS COUNTY

The fire services system in Stanislaus County, as is the case in most counties in California, is a
complex mix of municipal agencies, fire protection districts, and various forms of State fire
protection. The following points provide a general overview of the fire protection system in
Stanislaus County.

21 AUTHORITY

Fire Protection Districts (FPDs) are special districts organized under Section 13800 et seq. of
the Government Code, known as the Fire Protection District Law of 1987. This section of the
law was originally enacted in 1923, with the Legislature finding that fire protection services,
rescue services, and emergency medical services are critical to the public peace, health, and
safety of the State. The Legislature emphasized that, “local control over the types, levels, and
availability of these services is a long-standing tradition in California which the Legislature
intends to retain.”

2.2 BACKGROUND

Most of the fire districts in Stanislaus County were formed in the early 1940s as a result of
communities coming together under a mutual fire insurance program and identifying the need to
become formally organized. In addition to the fire protection districts, several of the
incorporated cities within Stanislaus County have their own fire departments, in which a greater
urban-type service level is provided.

The districts were created as a result of communities becoming more populated and local
individuals identifying the need to provide some form of organized fire service in rural areas.
Throughout California there are many areas in which cities have grown and encroached into
what was previously agricultural land. Stanislaus County is similar to other areas; in that it is
experiencing the same development pressures.

The fire protection districts are independent districts and are not part of the County government
structure. They continue with their historic governance model, while simultaneously having to
cope with reduced area and associated property tax revenue to provide financial support. This
is creating a jigsaw puzzle of level of service and a commensurate variance exists in the level of
funding to provide basic services.

The following figure illustrates the dates for the formation of the fire protection districts involved

in the study. Many of these districts were originally formed as volunteer entities prior to being
formally organized under the Fire Protection District Law.
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Figure 1: List of Fire Protection Districts (FPD) &
Formation Dates

Date Date
District Formed District Formed
Burbank-Paradise FPD 1942 Oakdale Rural FPD* 1945
Ceres FPD* 1930 Salida FPD* 1942
Denair FPD 1959 Stanislaus Consolidated FPD 1995
Hughson FPD 1915 Turlock Rural FPD 1958
Industrial FPD* 1950 West Stanislaus FPD 1935
Keyes FPD 1943 Westport FPD 1962
Mountain View FPD 1943 Woodland Avenue FPD 1946

* Fire service is provided entirely by another service provider through a contract. Service for Ceres FPD, Industrial
FPD, Oakdale Rural FPD, and Salida FPD are being provided by the City of Modesto.
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Map 1: Stanislaus County Fire Protection Districts
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2.3 SUPPORT AGENCIES

It is important to note that the current fire service delivery system has produced excellent
examples of how cooperative efforts can provide for a better use of resources. There are
several examples worthy of description: California Department of Forestry (CalFire); Office of
Emergency Services / County Fire Warden’s Office; Stanislaus Regional 9-1-1 (JPA); and the
Modesto Junior College Regional Fire Training Center. These services are provided by other
County and State agencies and are not being reviewed as part of the Municipal Service Review.
However, they are included in this chapter as they are essential to providing fire services in
Stanislaus County.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY (CALFIRE)

The California Department of Forestry (CalFire) provides service within State Responsibility
Areas (SRAs), predominantly wild land and open-space areas within the County, and is also
part of countywide mutual aid, with specific automatic aid agreements. Map 2 on the following
page illustrates CalFire’s SRAs and the fire hazard severity zones within these areas.
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Map 2: CalFire State Responsibility Areas
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OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES / COUNTY FIRE WARDEN

The Office of Emergency Services is responsible for coordinating local emergency responses
that exceed the day-to-day level within Stanislaus County. Through the Director of Emergency
Services (County Chief Executive Officer) and Assistant Director of Emergency Services
(County Fire Warden), OES ensures compliance with emergency management mandates from
the State government based on the California Code of Regulations which established the
Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS).

The County’s Fire Warden is the liaison between local fire agencies and County departments.
The Fire Warden’s Office provides assistance to fire districts with financial issues including
development impacts, revenue projections, budget analysis, fees and assessments, and
represents County fire agencies on various communication committees and workgroups.

The Fire Warden also acts as the Fire and Rescue Operational Area Coordinator (OAC) for
Stanislaus County. As the Fire and Rescue OAC, the Fire Warden is responsible for the
planning, coordination and deployment of mutual aid resources within the Stanislaus
Operational Area and for the State Office of Emergency Services fire and rescue resources
located in Stanislaus County. The OAC is responsible for maintaining several local, state, and
federal databases that validate certifications, maintains an inventory of personnel and
apparatus, provides training, and coordinates statewide deployment of local fire resources.

STANISLAUS REGIONAL 9-1-1

Stanislaus Regional (SR) 9-1-1 was formed through a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) between
Stanislaus County and the City of Modesto and is directed by a Commission composed of
representatives from each participating jurisdiction and the public safety agencies.

SR 9-1-1 provides twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week public safety emergency
dispatch service and is the answering point for the 911 telephone system. Dispatching is
provided for 22 Fire and Law Enforcement agencies within Stanislaus County. Enhanced 911
and non-emergency call processing is provided for the unincorporated county areas and most of
the area cities. SR 9-1-1 does not currently provide fire dispatch services for the City of Turlock.
In addition, law dispatch services are not provided by SR 9-1-1 to the cities of Ceres, Oakdale,
Newman, and Turlock.

On November 18, 2015 the Consolidated Emergency Dispatch Agency Commission and
Dispatch Advisory Board voted to adopt a new Cost Allocation Methodology for use beginning in
Fiscal Year 2016-2017. The new methodology is intended to address cost apportionment
issues identified in a recent study and provide a simplified calculation that more appropriately
ties costs to service levels provided to each participating discipline/agency.

On October 12, 2021, the City of Modesto approved a resolution authorizing the City Manager
to provide the Consolidated Emergency Dispatch Agency Commission with written notice of an
intent to terminate the joint exercise of powers agreement between the City of Modesto and
Stanislaus County for Emergency Dispatch Service effective January 1, 2024. The decision
was made to allow the City of Modesto the opportunity to explore additional opportunities in
providing the service. It is unclear what impact this will have on fire protection services.
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MODESTO JUNIOR COLLEGE REGIONAL FIRE TRAINING FACILITY

The Modesto Junior College (MJC) Regional Fire Training Center (RFTC) operates under a
unique partnership with the Yosemite Community College District (Modesto Junior College), the
City of Modesto, and the County of Stanislaus.

Located at 1220 Fire Science Lane, across Carpenter Road from Modesto Junior College's
West Campus, the MJC Regional Fire Training Center is a training facility designed to give
realistic training to pre-service and in-service firefighters for a network of Fire Agencies
Partners located in Stanislaus & San Joaquin County.

The Center was constructed at a cost of 5.4 million dollars. The center includes many important
features that would not have been possible if not for the partnership approach, and many unique
challenges have been overcome to make this center a reality. The Modesto Junior College Fire
Science curriculum prepares the student for a career in the fire service. The program is
designed to teach students about the organization and operation of the fire service, proper use
of fire equipment, tactics and strategies of firefighting, specialized job skills and management
techniques.” The Regional Fire Training Center offers a wide range of fire service specific
classes which include:

1. A State Fire Marshal Accredited Fire Academy
2. State Fire Training Certified Courses
3. Emergency Medical Technician Certification Classes

Photo Source: Regional Fire Training Center

" Modesto Junior College Public Safety Website
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MODESTO REGIONAL FIRE AUTHORITY (MRFA)

In 2011, a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) between the City of Modesto, County of Stanislaus
and the Salida Fire Protection District was formed and known as the Modesto Regional Fire
Authority (MRFA). The JPA was created in response to the significant challenges facing fire and
emergency service providers in Stanislaus County and with a visionary perspective to become a
model for delivering regional services. The partners came together to evaluate and recommend
options to deliver more efficient and effective fire and life safety services and emergency
management. However, in July 2014, the participating agencies mutually agreed to return to
their respective governance models. The challenges of the JPA included governance,
financial/fiscal support, and the loss of recognizing the importance of local control.
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CHAPTER 3: MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW

The Cortese/Knox/Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 Act (CKH Act)
requires that LAFCO prepare specific written determinations based on information and evidence
presented. These determinations, as follows, were recently amended to include the
consideration of disadvantaged unincorporated communities? within or contiguous to the sphere
of influence of an agency.

SERVICE REVIEW FACTORS TO BE ADDRESSED
1. Growth and population projections for the affected area

2. The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged, unincorporated communities
within or contiguous to the sphere of influence

3. Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services,
including infrastructure needs or deficiencies including needs or deficiencies related
to sewers, municipal and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any
disadvantaged, unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the sphere of
influence.

4. Financial ability of agencies to provide services
5. Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities

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

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

State Guidelines and Commission policies encourage cooperation among a variety of
stakeholders involved in the preparation of a Service Review. This Service Review will analyze
the existing and future services for the Rural Fire Protection Districts in Stanislaus County as
well as provide a basis to evaluate, and make changes to the Spheres of Influence, if
appropriate.

2 Government Code Section 56033.5 defines “disadvantaged unincorporated community” as inhabited territory (12 or
more registered voters), or as determined by commission policy, with an annual median household income that is
less than 80% of the statewide annual median household income.
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3.1 GROWTH AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR THE
AFFECTED AREA

LOCATION AND SIZE

The current population of Stanislaus County is estimated to be 552,878 according to the
Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG). An estimated 111,593 residents live within
areas serviced by County rural fire protection districts. From 2010 to 2020, the total population
in Stanislaus County grew by approximately 38,400 (approximately 7 percent). During this
same time, the population of Stanislaus County unincorporated communities grew by
approximately 1,357 (1 percent).?

The population in Stanislaus County is forecasted to increase from 552,878 in 2020 to
approximately 670,411 in 2046. This prediction is a population increase of approximately
118,000. Forecasts for the unincorporated communities of Stanislaus County estimate an
increase in population from roughly 112,000 in 2020 to approximately 126,000 in 2046.* This
represents a population increase of approximately 14,000.

Figure 2: 2046 Demographic Forecasts (by Local Jurisdictional)

City 2020 2046 231‘;?3:“
Modesto 218,464 255,540 17%
Turlock 72,740 93,571 29%
Ceres 49,302 60,314 22%
Riverbank 24,865 36,409 46%
Patterson 23,781 34,168 44%
Oakdale 23,181 28,185 22%
Newman 12,351 14,686 19%
Waterford 9,120 10,962 20%
Hughson 7,481 10,260 37%
Unincorporated 111,593 126,316 13%
Stanislaus 552,878 670,411 21%
County Total

AREAS OF EXPECTED GROWTH

Based on population projections and city and County general plan policies, the majority of
growth is expected to occur in the nine cities. This will increase demand for services in the
Hughson, Stanislaus Consolidated, and West Stanislaus Fire Protection Districts, in addition to
the city fire departments in Ceres, Modesto, Newman, Patterson and Turlock.

32022 Regional Transportation Plan: Sustainable Communities Strategy, Stanislaus County, Stanislaus
Council of Governments, August 2018.
4 2022 Regional Transportation Plan: Sustainable Communities Strategy, Stanislaus County, Stanislaus
Council of Governments, August 2018.
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The following unincorporated communities are guided by community plans and are expected to
experience future growth. The majority of urban services in these communities are provided by
special districts, which provide services such as sewer and water systems that are necessary to
accommodate development:

e Denair, Diablo Grande, Keyes and Salida
o Affected fire protection districts: Denair, Keyes, Salida, and West Stanislaus

The following unincorporated communities are only expected to experience minor infill growth,
as the necessary public systems are either at capacity or non-existent:

e Crows Landing, Del Rio, East Oakdale, Grayson, Knights Ferry, La Grange, Valley
Home, and Westley

o Affected fire protection districts: Oakdale Rural, Salida, Stanislaus Consolidated, and
West Stanislaus

Currently, there are fourteen fire protection districts in multiple areas throughout different
unincorporated areas of the County, each serving a different community and varying in
population. The following figure illustrates the population estimates for each fire protection
district.

Figure 3: Population Figures for Fire Protection Districts

District Population District Population
Burbank-Paradise FPD 6,869 Oakdale Rural FPD 12,147
Ceres FPD 1,928 Salida FPD 19,819
Denair FPD 7,336 Stanislaus Consolidated FPD 46,229
Hughson FPD 10,673 Turlock Rural FPD 4,771
Industrial FPD 12,947 West Stanislaus FPD 9,434
Keyes FPD 6,341 Westport FPD 2,534
Mountain View FPD 2,800 Woodland Avenue FPD 5,732

Source: LAFCO estimates using 2021 Census Data and Stanislaus Office of Emergency Services information

Fire protection districts are formed to provide fire protection services, rescue services,
emergency medical services, hazardous material emergency response services, ambulance
services, and other services relating to the protection of lives and property, public peace, health,
and safety.
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3.2 THE LOCATION AND CHARACTERISTICS OF ANY
DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES WITHIN
OR CONTIGUOUS TO THE SPHERE OF INFLUENCE

Section 79505.5 of the California State Water Code defines a disadvantaged community as a
community with an annual median household income (AMI) that is less than 80 percent of the
statewide AMI. Section 56033.5 of the CKH Act further defines a disadvantaged unincorporated
community as inhabited territory (12 or more registered voters) meeting the criteria above, as
determined by the Commission.

Each fire protection district includes a wide area of territory encompassing many communities.
Figure 4 identifies the disadvantaged unincorporated communities within Stanislaus County and
the fire, water, and sewer districts they are each within, as applicable.

Generally, the disadvantaged unincorporated communities identified are older neighborhoods,
established prior to modern development standards requiring that infrastructure be installed.
The identification of these disadvantaged unincorporated communities does not necessarily
reflect the position of the fire protection district providing the service. Though it may have some
effect on the service being provided; for example, if an identified community has limited water
supply, it could have an impact on the fire protection district’s ability to provide services.

Figure 4: Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities (DUCs)

Name General Location Fire Service Water Service Sewer Service
Riverdale Southwest of Modesto, Burbank-Paradise Egrirr:ilritpasrgr-\l/-ifgst Private / on-site
Park Tract within Modesto SOI FPD s y systems

District
Some areas, incl.
West )
Modesto West of Modesto, north of Woodland Avenue . Robertson Rd
. : e City of Modesto served by City of
(Including the Tuolumne River, within ~ FPD & Burbank- (Former Del Este) Modesto. remainder
Robertson Modesto SOI Paradise FPD o .
Rd.) are private / on-site
) systems
South Modesto area, south .
Ngr(;tbg?r:toeo q of the Tuolumne River, Industrial FPD (Cp'xnifel:ﬂggfsét;e) City of Modesto
9 within Modesto SOI
Embire East of Modesto, within Stanislaus City of Modesto Elrgﬁ:;? (?\ar:gzrr%ent
P Modesto SOI Consolidated FPD (Former Del Este) . 9
w/ City of Modesto)
Private / on-site
Airport gprth of thi Tlfjc\)(lumne_ Stanislaus City of Modesto systemsaprOJect d
Neighborhood Iver, S.OU.t of Yosemite Consolidated FPD (Former Del Este) approve to exten
Blvd, within Modesto SOI services from
Modesto.
Rouse YtYeS'IE OfIMOdeSé(.)’ northﬂc:.f Burbank-Paradise City of Modesto Mt'x of ptrlvate / Zn'
Neighborhood € tuolumne River, within FPD (former Del Este) stle systems an
Modesto SOI City of Modesto
South Modesto area, south .
Ne’ijarzlgloarvr\:go d of the Tuolumne River, Industrial FPD (Clzg?,r:;rlvlgzdlelisst?e) City of Modesto
9 within Modesto SOI
South Modesto area, south . . .
%hackglford of the Tuolumne River, Industrial FPD Most on private Majquty on private /
emainder wells on-site systems
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Bystrum
Neighborhood

Cowan Tract

Monterey
Park Tract

Keyes

Grayson

Westley

W/in Ceres SOI

South of Ceres, off Crows
Landing Rd

South of Ceres, off W.
Monte Vista Ave

Between Ceres & Turlock

North of Patterson

Northwest of Patterson

Industrial FPD

Westport FPD

Westport FPD

Keyes FPD

West Stanislaus FPD

West Stanislaus FPD

City of Modesto
(Former Del Este)

Private wells

Monterey Park Tract
Community Services
District (Agreement
w/ City of Ceres)

Keyes Community
Services District

City of Modesto
(former Del Este)

Westley Community
Services District

City of Modesto

Private / on-site
systems

Private / on-site
systems

Keyes Community
Services District
(Agreement w/ City
of Turlock)
Grayson
Community
Services District

Westley Community
Services District

Sources: California Dept. of Water Resources - Disadvantaged Communities Mapping Tool (ACS 2016-2020)
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3.3 PRESENT AND PLANNED CAPACITY OF PUBLIC FACILITIES,
ADEQUACY OF PUBLIC SERVICES, AND INFRASTRUCTURE
NEEDS OR DEFICIENCIES RELATED TO SEWERS, MUNICIPAL
AND INDUSTRIAL WATER, AND STRUCTURAL FIRE
PROTECTION IN ANY DISADVANTAGED, UNINCORPORATED
COMMUNITIES WITHIN OR CONTIGUOUS TO THE SPHERE OF
INFLUENCE.

The Districts are authorized to provide the functions or classes of services (e.g. structural fire
protection services) as identified in this report. FPDs do not provide sewer or municipal water.
These services are provided through other special districts throughout the County or by way of
private systems. Due to recent changes in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act, the Districts would
have to seek LAFCO approval to exercise other latent powers (i.e. services) not currently
provided.

Fire service in Stanislaus County is a mix of municipal agencies, fire protection districts, and
various forms of State fire protection. Currently, there are 14 special districts that provide fire
protection services in the unincorporated areas of Stanislaus County. They are funded from
their own tax bases. Four of the 14 districts have their fire service provided entirely by another
service provider through a contract. The four districts include the following:

Figure 5: Fire Protection Districts Operating with Agreements

District Service Provider
Industrial Fire Protection District City of Modesto
Ceres Fire Protection District City of Modesto*
Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District  City of Modesto*
Salida Fire Protection District City of Modesto

*City of Modesto also provides fire services for the City of Oakdale & City of Ceres

Aside from districts, Stanislaus County has recently seen an increase in agreements for fire
services between cities and districts. Since the previous MSR, the City of Modesto began
providing fire protection services to the City of Oakdale (in 2019) and City of Ceres (in 2021).
The City of Modesto is also providing administrative services to the City of Turlock and the
Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District. A timeline of various agreements that have
occurred since the previous MSR and required LAFCO review is discussed below.

The City of Oakdale and Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District (“District) were previously
contracted with the Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District. That contract expired on
June 30, 2019. The City of Oakdale and the District subsequently negotiated an agreement with
the City of Modesto that currently provides fire protection and additional related services to the
areas.

In March of 2021, the City of Ceres began comparing costs between its existing fire department
services and a proposal by the City of Modesto. As a result, the City of Modesto entered into an
agreement and cost plan to provide fire protection and related services City of Ceres. The
agreement also included the Ceres Fire Protection District and Industrial Fire Protection District
(contracted areas of the City of Ceres).

In May of 2022, the Salida Fire Protection District authorized staff to explore fire service
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agreements. Discussions began between the District and the City of Modesto for the City to
provide fire protection and related services within the District's boundaries. In September of
2022, the City of Modesto submitted an application to LAFCO to provide said services to the
Salida Fire Protection District area. The application was subsequently approved. Map 3
illustrates those areas of Stanislaus County that currently have a contract with the City of
Modesto for fire services and/or administrative services.

Map 3: Areas Contracted with the City of Modesto for Fire and/or Administrative Services

:
8

Legend

Fire and Administrative
Services

|:| Administrative Services only

|:| Other
©

*Nofe: See individual district maps for areas of overlap with city limits
Source: LAFCO Files, May 2023
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Fire Protection Districts offer a number of services to the community. These services include
but are not limited to; fire suppression, rescue services, fire prevention, hazardous materials
response, emergency medical service. A detailed description of services provided by each
individual Fire Protection District can be found in Chapter 5 which provides individual District
Profiles.

In addition to individual agency capabilities, there are several systems or subsystems in place
within the County that support the operations of the fire delivery system and/or provide
enhanced levels of service. They include the following:

o A countywide mutual aid agreement in which any agency can request general or
specialized services from another agency in the County

e Agency automatic aid agreements in which neighboring jurisdictions drop their
boundaries and practice closest unit response
Emergency communications — through the Stanislaus Regional 9-1-1 Center

o Emergency medical services are provided through an integrated system utilizing both
public and private resources. Fire agencies provide basic life support (BLS) response,
with some offering paramedic-level service without transport capabilities. Advanced life
support (ALS) and transport services are provided by private vendors as well as Oak
Valley Hospital District, Del Puerto Health Care District, and Westside Ambulance, which
are special district governmental agencies

LEVELS OF SERVICE AMONG THE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICTS

Level of service is the method by which most fire agencies are evaluated. Level of service
assesses an agency’s ability to provide adequate resources to mitigate events. In order to
understand the effectiveness of a fire department, the delivery system needs to be defined in
terms that can be measured. Level of service is primarily defined as the resources needed to
meet an organization’s stated service level objectives. Level of service is defined only in terms
of what is provided, not in terms of effectiveness and efficiency in dealing with any specific
emergency.

In general, the level of service provided is described by the characteristics of the agency
providing service. This includes the idea that an adequate number of personnel are placed on
an adequately designed and equipped piece of fire apparatus; and they are deployed to arrive
at the scene of an emergency in a timely fashion to remove the hazards, reduce the danger, or
stop the emergency from progressing any further.

Level of service is measured by response time goals along with the types and the nature of the
service being provided. For example, providing two firefighters to the scene of a medical
emergency within 10 minutes with 90 percent reliability is one level of service. To provide four
firefighters in five minutes with an 80 percent reliability is another. Levels of service can be
modified up or down depending upon the availability of resources, deployment patterns, staffing,
and other factors. This is normally called the Standards of Cover (SOC).

The SOC concept is simply that fire protection resources need to be distributed in a community
based on risks, hazards, and values; and furthermore, they should be able to respond in a
timely fashion to prevent a small fire from becoming a larger one. This involves the ability to
concentrate resources, especially staffing, to be able to perform the job in a safe and effective
manner on significant events.
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It should be noted that the level of service is ultimately dictated by the community(s) being
served. More specifically, a level of service is commensurate and often times determined by the
revenue received. A fire department may desire to provide a higher level of service, yet is
unable to do so in an effort to maintain a balanced budget.

Based on definitions provided in LAFCO’s 2016 Countywide Fire Services Municipal Service
Review, Figure 6 indicates a Level of Service for each of the fire protection districts. These are
defined as follows:

No Service: No response is available for the area.

Wildland Level of Service (W): A fire company equipped to handle wildland events will arrive
within 30 minutes of travel time to intervene. There is no limit on the number of total resources
that will ultimately be deployed, nor is there an expectation of the time required to complete the
deployment. Generally, this is any rural area not readily accessible by a public or privately
maintained road.

Frontier Level of Service (F): A fire company equipped to handle basic all-risk emergencies
will arrive within 15 minutes of travel time. There is no expectation that the deployment of these
resources will result in confining fires to the area of origin, but that the response will result in
preventing the fire from spreading from the building to origin to exposures.

Rural Level of Service (R): A fire company equipped to handle basic structural fires and other
related emergencies will arrive within 15 minutes of travel time, accompanied with other vehicles
to sustain a fire flow of 500 gallons per minute (gpm) for a minimum of one hour. There is an
expectation that the deployment will result in confining the fire to the room of origin, if the fire
has not gone to flashover prior to arrival of the response. This level of service is the basic
reason the Insurance Services Office (ISO) created its ISO 8B category. Generally, this is an
unincorporated or incorporated area with a total population less than 10,000 people, or with a
population density of less than 1,000 people per square mile.

Suburban Level of Service (S): A fire company equipped to handle all risk emergencies will
arrive within five to six minutes of travel time, 80 percent of the time, and be able to generate a
fire flow for 2,000 square foot occupancy for one hour. There is an expectation that the
deployment will confine most fires to the room of origin. Generally, this is an incorporated or
unincorporated area with a population of 10,000 to 29,999 or any area with a population density
of 1,000 to 2,000 people per square mile.

Urban Level of Service (U): A fire company equipped to handle all risk emergencies will arrive
within five minutes of travel time, 90 percent of the time, and be able to generate adequate fire
flow for the designated risk level in the area. There is an expectation that the response will
confine most fires to the room of origin. Generally, this is an incorporated or unincorporated
area with a population of over 30,000 people and a population density over 2,000 people per
square mile.
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Figure 6: Level of Service Provided

District Type of Service District Type of Service
Burbank-Paradise W/F/R/S Oakdale Rural R

Ceres S Salida W/F/R/S
Denair W/F/R/S Stanislaus Consolidated W/F/R/S/U
Hughson W/F/R/S Turlock Rural S/R
Industrial S West Stanislaus S/R
Keyes W/FS/R Westport R
Mountain View R Woodland Avenue R

W: Wildland; F: Frontier; R: Rural; S: Suburban; U: Urban
Source: LAFCO Surveys of Fire Prevention Districts

Source: West Stanislaus Fire Protection District

DISTRICT STAFFING

There are several different staffing configurations available for a fire agency to deploy. They
generally consist of three specific types of staffing resources:

All-Volunteer: A staffing configuration that is entirely dependent on the response of individuals
that are properly equipped and trained to function as firefighters but receive no regular
compensation for providing a level of service.

Combination: A staffing configuration that is dependent on individuals that are on-duty as well
as supported by a volunteer/reserve force. They are properly equipped and trained to function
as firefighters.

All-Fulltime: A staffing configuration that is dependent on individuals being on-duty, properly
equipped, and trained to function as firefighters who are compensated for providing the level of
service.

Fire agencies, due to the amount of money that is available, often utilize a combination of ways
and means of using these three types of personnel resources. A fire agency can only afford the
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level of service that its funding allows. Based on these definitions, each fire agency in this study
has been given a staffing description which is shown as in the following figure.

Figure 7: District Staffing and Type

Total

District Staffing  Full-Time Volunteer Type
Burbank-Paradise FPD 28 0 28 Volunteer
Ceres FPD 0 0 0 (Contracted Out)
Denair FPD 22 2 20 Combination
Hughson FPD 28 3 25 Combination
Industrial FPD 0 0 0 (Contracted Out)
Keyes FPD 22 1 20 Volunteer
Mountain View FPD* N/A N/A N/A N/A
Oakdale Rural FPD 1 0 0 (Contracted Out)
Salida FPD 9 9 0 (Contracted Out)
Stanislaus Consolidated FPD 58 54 0 Full-Time
Turlock Rural FPD 23 1 19 Volunteer
West Stanislaus FPD 57 7 50 Combination
Westport FPD 21 0 19 Volunteer
Woodland Avenue FPD 26 0 25 Volunteer

* Did not respond

INSURANCE SERVICES OFFICE (1ISO) RATINGS

The Insurance Service Office (ISO) is an independent organization that serves insurance
companies, fire departments, insurance regulators and others by providing information about
fire risk. ISO staff collects information about fire protection efforts in communities throughout
the United States. ISO assigns a Public Protection Classification (PPC) number from 1 to 10.
Class 1 represents exemplary fire protection and Class 10 indicates that the area’s fire
suppression program does not meet ISO’s minimum criteria. There are three primary factors
considered in the development of the rating: the fire alarm and communications systems (10%);
the fire department (50%); and the water supply system (40%). A community’s risk reduction
efforts can allow for extra credit of up to 5.5 points for a potential total of 105.5. That takes into
account fire prevention code adoption and enforcement, public fire safety education, and fire
investigation.®

51S0 Mitigation Website
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The following figure reflects the ISO rating for each fire agency in Stanislaus County:

Figure 8: ISO Ratings by Fire Agency

Fire Protection District ISO Rating City Department  ISO Rating
Burbank-Paradise FPD 4/5 Ceres 3
Ceres FPD N/A Modesto 2
Denair FPD 2/2Y Newman 04/4Y
Hughson FPD 3/13Y Oakdale 3
Industrial FPD N/A Patterson 2/2Y
Keyes FPD 4 Turlock 2
Mountain View FPD 8/10
Oakdale Rural FPD 4/4Y
Salida FPD 4/8Y
Stanislaus Consolidated FPD 317
Turlock Rural FPD 4/8B
West Stanislaus FPD 4/4Y
Westport 8
Woodland Avenue FPD 6

DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES

The CKH Act requires the identification of DUCs that are within a studied district or contiguous
to its boundaries. As identified in Section 3.2, there are currently 14 Disadvantaged
Unincorporated Communities (DUCs) throughout Stanislaus County and each are within a Fire
Protection District (FPD). All 14 DUCS are within seven FPDs and include the following:
Burbank-Paradise FPD, Industrial FPD, Keyes FPD, Stanislaus Consolidated FPD, Westport
FPD, West Stanislaus FPD, and Woodland Avenue FPD.

Like all communities, DUCs necessitate sewer, water, and fire protection services. These
services are essential to any community for health, safety and wellbeing. Generally, the DUCs
identified above are older neighborhoods, established prior to modern development standards
requiring that infrastructure be installed.

FPDs do not provide sewer or municipal water. These services are provided by other special

districts throughout the County, by contract with existing municipal providers, or by way of
private systems as identified previously in Figure 4.
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PROPOSED FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Whether it is an addition to a building, remodel, or new equipment, there is a need for updated
and additional facilities with many of the FPDs. Needed improvements are described in the
“determinations” section of each FPD profile.

Although districts may receive revenues to support operations, improvements or new equipment
are usually not included as part of a District's yearly budget. New or improved facilities and
equipment typically require a special tax assessment or funding source to come to fruition.

é&

T

Source: Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District
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3.4 FINANCIAL ABILITY OF AGENCIES TO PROVIDE SERVICES

Unlike cities and counties that are granted broad powers of taxation as general purpose
governments under the State Constitution, special districts are limited to revenue sources
authorized by the legislature. Each of the Stanislaus County fire protection districts is an
autonomous unit of local government with sovereignty over internal fiscal issues, although they
are restricted to specific revenue sources by State law. As a result, the Districts primarily rely
on property tax, special assessments, fees for service, and development fees for their revenues.

PROPERTY TAXES

The major funding source for fire districts is property tax revenue. Each local government
agency shares a portion of this revenue based on an established percentage or allocation
factor. Stanislaus County fire districts receive 20 to 100 percent of their revenue from their
share of property taxes and their assessments.

Property tax revenues are impacted by property values, development, as well as the resale of
land. Areas where there are high property values generally yield higher property taxes. Some
communities are more recently developed and have high-value homes and businesses, while
others have older properties and/or sparse development. Differences in the extent and value of
land development affect the amount of property tax revenue a community generates. Market
forces, natural geography, and local land use choices act together to create diversely valued
communities.

SPECIAL TAX REVENUE

Additional taxes or assessments require voter or landowner approval. The percentage of
approval required depends on the type of funding mechanism sought. The State Constitution
authorizes special districts to impose special taxes with a two-thirds approval of the electors or
with a 50 percent plus one vote for a benefit assessment. The two-thirds requirement was
reinforced in 1986 by Proposition 62 and again in 1996 by Proposition 218. In Stanislaus
County, the majority of fire protection districts have implemented special taxes or assessments,

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

Fire protection districts have the ability to study and approve fire facilities impact fees, yet before
they are imposed they must be ratified by the county board of supervisors. These fees are one-
time charges applied to new development to raise revenue for construction or expansion of
capital facilities that benefit the contributing development. Since development in Stanislaus
County occurs primarily within the populated areas, the magnitude of development fees in rural
areas is not a significant source of revenue for the districts. Nonetheless, this fee does provide
an opportunity to augment the district’s budget, particularly for those districts that have more
substantial urban development. Rural fire districts should take advantage of this additional
funding source and work with the County to establish a development fee schedule for collection.

FEES FOR SERVICE
Fire districts have limited authority to collect fees to cover the actual costs of providing service
or the impact of additional service needs. Generally, fees represent only a small portion of total

revenue. Fees that are permitted include development impact fees, plan check fees, and some
limited fees for services.
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Calls for service require staff, time and resources. A number of districts are currently collecting
fees for responding to vehicle accidents that occur within their districts in order to recover costs.
It is probable that additional districts will begin exploring the idea.

Figure 9: Total Revenues

Revenues Revenues
District (Year Ending) District (Year Ending)
Burbank-Paradise FPD $336,776 (2022) Oakdale Rural FPD $2,376,721(2022)
Ceres FPD $167,908 (2022) Salida FPD $1,973,602 (2020)
Denair FPD $680,428 (2022) Stanislaus Cons. FPD  $12,011,408 (2021)
Hughson FPD $842,626 (2019) Turlock Rural FPD $434,328.80 (2022)
Industrial FPD $619,828 (2020) West Stanislaus FPD $1,264,589 (2020)
Keyes FPD $515,000 (2022) Westport FPD $429,574 (2022)
Mountain View FPD $179,542 (2018) Woodland FPD $489,257 (2020)

Source: Each district’'s most recent audit, financials statements, approved budgets and LAFCO surveys of the fire protection districts

Per capita revenue for the FPDs varies quite significantly and ranges from $47.87 to $259.82,
as shown in Figure 10 below. The average for all agencies is $109.44 per capita.

Figure 10: Per Capita Revenues

Per Capita Per Capita

District Revenues District Revenues
Burbank-Paradise FPD $49.03 Oakdale Rural FPD $195.66
Ceres FPD $87.09 Salida FPD $99.58
Denair FPD $92.75 Stanislaus Cons. FPD $259.82
Hughson FPD $78.95 Turlock Rural FPD $87.18
Industrial FPD $47.87 West Stanislaus FPD $134.05
Keyes FPD $81.22 Westport FPD $169.52
Mountain View FPD $64.12 Woodland FPD $85.36

The variation in revenue is due to a number of factors, including: 1) the date of the district’s
formation and past taxation levels; 2) differences in assessed valuation; 3) land development
and property sales within the agency’s boundaries; and 4) the willingness of local voters to
approve tax measures. Despite these variations, all districts strive to provide the highest quality
of service possible with available resources.

The use of volunteer firefighters has traditionally been a way to economically provide fire
protection. Districts with lower budgets tend to rely heavily on a volunteer force. A strong
volunteer force allows a district to provide a much higher level of service on the same budget,
because salaries and benefits alone can exceed 80% in a budget for a full-time staffed fire
department. Mutual aid agreements also allow neighboring fire agencies to effectively share
resources and to assist one another when an emergency occurs.
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LESS-THAN-COUNTYWIDE FIRE TAX

The Less-Than-Countywide Fire Tax (LTCF Tax), also referred to as the County Fire Services
Fund, was established in the late 1950s pursuant to Government Code Section 25643. The
LTCF Tax was originally established to fund a County Fire Department. Revenue from the
LTCF Tax is administered by the Stanislaus County Fire Warden'’s Office and presided over by
the Board of Supervisors. The tax is used to provide support services to fire agencies in the
unincorporated areas and other cities in Stanislaus County. In particular, the LTCF Tax
provides fire prevention, fire investigation, communications coordination, training, and support
for administrative and finance services to fire. The funding is intended to ensure the provision of
critical, regional fire support services.

This tax is imposed on all areas of the County except Modesto and Turlock. Funds from the
LTCF Tax are not part of any Fire District's revenue base or property tax base and cannot be
reallocated directly to a fire district.

In 2005 the Stanislaus County Fire Authority, a joint powers agreement (JPA) comprised of all
agencies providing fire protection services within Stanislaus County, was formed to facilitate
cooperation among the Fire Agencies and the County related to the allocation and use of the
LTCF Tax. The County recognized the advantage of offering regional services and directed the
County Fire Warden’s Office to serve as the administrating agency of the JPA.

The Fire Authority develops an annual business plan to identify service levels, performance
expectations and funding allocations for those services identified as critical to the fire agencies
in Stanislaus County. Then, based on available funding, the group targets achievable,
sustainable service levels to support those priorities. The business plan is then approved by the
Fire Authority for consideration and approval by the Board of Supervisors each year.

Stanislaus LAFCO Policies

While LAFCO may not have control over many external factors affecting fire district revenue
(e.g. willingness of voters to approve tax measures, differences in assessed valuations) LAFCO
can ensure the mitigation of negative fiscal or service impacts resulting from special district
detachments. This is supported by following in Stanislaus LAFCO’s adopted Policies and
Procedures document by the following policy statement:

LAFCO will deny proposals that would result in significant unmitigable adverse
effects upon other service recipients or other agencies servicing the affected
area unless the approval is conditioned to avoid such impacts.

The Commission encourages cities to address potential financial impacts to the fire protection
districts as a result of detachments prior to an application to LAFCO. Recent efforts to establish
and implement a revenue-sharing agreement or a transfer of funds between a city and fire
district have been achieved. This has proven to be a successful process and outcome when
considering annexation and the effects of detachment on a district.
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3.5 STATUS OF, AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR, SHARED FACILITIES

The rural fire protection districts currently take full advantage of their opportunities with other
agencies and partners. Some of these agencies and partners include: California Department of
Forestry (CDF); County Fire Warden’s Office; Stanislaus Regional 9-1-1 (JPA); and the
Modesto Junior College Regional Fire Training Center.

In addition to the individual agency capabilities, there are several systems or subsystems in
place within the County that support the operations of the fire delivery system and/or provide
enhanced levels of service. They include the following:

¢ A countywide mutual aid agreement in which any agency can request general or specialized
services from another agency.

¢ Agency automatic aid agreements in which neighboring jurisdictions provide pre-described
resources to an incident under an agreement.

e Emergency communications—through the Stanislaus Regional 9-1-1 Center.
Emergency medical services are provided through an integrated system utilizing both public
and private resources. Fire agencies provide basic life support (BLS) response, with some
offering paramedic-level service without transport capabilities. Advanced life support (ALS)
and transport services are provided by private vendors as well as Oak Valley Hospital
District, Del Puerto Health Care District, and Westside Ambulance, which are special district
governmental agencies

As mentioned previously in this report, it should be noted that as of January 1, 2016 and as a
result of State Senate Bill 239 (Hertzberg) Government Code Section 56134 requires LAFCO
review and approval of fire protection contracts or agreements for the exercise of new or
extended fire protection services outside a public agency’s jurisdictional boundaries. Mutual aid
agreements are not generally subject to such review. However, any fire service contract above
the Section 56134 thresholds must now seek LAFCO review and approval.

Currently, the City of Modesto is providing fire protection and related services to the following
jurisdictions: City of Ceres, City of Oakdale, Ceres Fire Protection District, Oakdale Rural Fire
Protection District, Industrial Fire Protection District and the Salida Fire Protection District. The
City of Modesto is also providing administrative services to the Stanislaus Consolidated Fire
Protection District and City of Turlock.
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3.6 ACCOUNTABILITY FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE NEEDS,
INCLUDING GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE AND OPERATIONAL
EFFICIENCIES

Stanislaus County is served by a multitude of agencies providing fire protection services. This
municipal service review focuses primarily on the fourteen special districts. Six of the County’s
nine cities also have municipal fire departments. In addition, CalFire provides services within
State Responsibility Areas. All of these organizations are bound together through the State’s
mutual aid system and agreements between neighboring agencies to provide mutual and
automatic aid.

More than 65 elected officials govern structural fire protection in the unincorporated region. The
fourteen independent fire protection districts maintain three-to-seven member boards of
directors. Fire districts are required to meet regularly and conduct business in accordance with
Government Code and open-meeting law.

The following figure illustrates the various forms of selection and/or appointment of the Directors
from the various agencies.

Figure 11: Methods of Appointment/Election

District Directors  Elected / Appointed
Burbank-Paradise FPD 5 Elected
Ceres FPD 3 Elected
Denair FPD 5 Appointed
Hughson FPD 5 Elected
Industrial FPD 5 Elected
Keyes FPD 5 Appointed
Mountain View FPD 5 Appointed
Oakdale Rural FPD 5 Appointed
Salida FPD 5 Elected
Stanislaus Consolidated FPD 5 Appointed
Turlock Rural FPD 5 Appointed
West Stanislaus FPD 5 Appointed
Westport FPD 5 Elected
Woodland Avenue FPD 5 Appointed

The majority of the County’s fire districts maintain websites listing basic information about the
district’s history, board members, and contacts. These districts include the Burbank-Paradise
FPD, Denair FPD, Hughson FPD, Keyes FPD, Mountain View FPD, Oakdale Rural FPD,
Stanislaus Consolidated FPD, West Stanislaus FPD, and Westport FPD. The other districts do
not maintain websites, although general information about their Board Members meeting dates,
and contact information can be found on the County Clerk of the Board’'s website. The specific
websites for each district are listed in their profiles, located in Chapter 5 of this document.

All districts are encouraged to establish websites if they do not now have them, and to maintain
up to date information including, at a minimum, a listing of the district directors and their terms,
notices of upcoming meetings, meeting agendas and minutes, annual budgets, performance
data, and current audits. This information promotes transparency and accountability, as well as
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allowing public oversight of district activities.

All of the fire protection districts are subject to the requirements of the California Brown Act.
Consistent with these requirements, public agendas must be posted by all public agencies at a
public location a minimum of 72 hours prior to the meeting. State law also requires that
agendas be posted on the agency website, if one exists. All districts must also allow the
opportunity for members of the public to directly address the legislative body on any item of
interest to the public at every regular meeting.
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3.7 ANY OTHER MATTER RELATED TO EFFECTIVE OR EFFICIENT
SERVICE DELIVERY, AS REQUIRED BY COMMISSION POLICY

STATE MANDATES

Contemporary fire service management recognizes that each and every fire agency has to
determine its policies and procedures based on local conditions. However, it should also be
recognized that fire agencies are mandated to adhere to specific federal and state regulations
under certain conditions. Furthermore, the fire profession is one that has adopted a wide variety
of technical standards that are recommended and may be utilized by all agencies, whether full-
time, combination, or volunteer.

However, these recognized professional standards are not consistently implemented or
enforced from one agency to another. For example, a fire agency has to address Federal
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements for compliance with
protective clothing and fire attack practices. However, the manner in which the agency
complies varies from community to community. In another instance, all fire agencies must
enforce the provisions of local and state fire codes. The manner in which they conduct that
enforcement varies according to a wide variety of variables.

On October 10, 2015, Governor Jerry Brown signed SB 239 into law, which took effect on
January 1, 2016. The bill amends Government Code Sections 56017.2 and 56133, and adds
Government Code Section 56134 relating to the extension of fire protection services outside
existing city or district boundaries. In summary, the bill requires LAFCO approval on any new
contracts for the extension of fire services greater that 25% of a district’'s service area or
changes in more than 25% of employee status. These types of contracts were previously
exempt from LAFCO review. In addition, SB 239 imposes a new process that requires districts
to submit an independent comprehensive fiscal analysis with its plan for services. This new
requirement will increase processing time and costs for fire agencies considering contracts.

FEDERAL STANDARDS

In 1999, OSHA interpreted an existing federal standard regarding respiratory protection. The
actual law and the interpretation are quite lengthy and subject to so many refinements that it
would not be appropriate to reproduce it in this document.

However, it is important to recognize the far-reaching implications of one of its provisions, the
commonly called two-in, two-out rule. The expression refers to conditions where firefighters
enter an atmosphere that is immediately dangerous to life and health (IDLH).

Two firefighters are required upon entry and two other firefighters must remain outside the

structure. This crew is designated as a rapid intervention team (RIT). This provision has
profoundly influenced fire ground operations for structural firefighting.

MSR-SOI for the Fire Protection Districts, March 2024 - DRAFT Page 37



TIME OF DAY

The time of day for responding to alarms is an important consideration among all-volunteer
staffed departments. Volunteer staffed fire districts have limited personnel to respond at times
due other work related and recreational activities.

A person cannot live or work 20 miles away from a fire station and expect to be a viable
member of an effective response force. However, time of day does have a bearing upon the
availability of individuals. If a person lives close to the firehouse but works elsewhere, it creates
one set of circumstances. Conversely, if an individual works close to the firehouse but lives
further away, that creates a different environment. If is not uncommon in volunteer fire
departments for organizations to create staffing patterns based upon lifestyle.

The International Association of Fire Chiefs, through its Volunteer Combination Officers Section
(VCOS), has published documents that clearly illustrate that dealing with time-of-day issues is a
management and leadership issue within all volunteer organizations. This is one of the reasons
why it is important for fire departments to keep attendance records on recalls. In the event a
department has a very unreliable response force at any given time of day, how they recruit and
retain volunteer firefighters is a major consideration.
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CHAPTER 4: SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE

Government Code Section 56076 defines a sphere of influence as “a plan for the probable
physical boundaries and service area of a local agency, as determined by the commission”.
Government Code Section 56425 gives purpose to the determination of sphere by charging the
Commission with the responsibility of “planning and shaping the logical and orderly
development of local governmental agencies” through spheres of influence. This section also
presents factors that the Commission must consider when making a sphere determination.

LAFCO creates, amends, and updates spheres of influence (SOI) to indicate to local agencies
and property owners that, at some future date, a particular area is anticipated to require the
level of municipal services offered by the subject agency. It is a key component of the planning
process, as it indicates to land use authorities and interested parties whether LAFCO expects a
need for a jurisdictional change. It also indicates to other potential service providers which
agency LAFCO believes to be best situated to offer the services in question. The time horizon
for evaluating this anticipated need has changed with each reform of the LAFCO law.

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE DETERMINATIONS

In determining a sphere of influence (SOI) of each local agency, the Commission shall consider
and prepare determinations with respect to each of the following factors, pursuant to
Government Code Section 56425:

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

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

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

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

5. 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, the present and probable need for those public facilities and services of any
disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of influence.

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE PROCESS

A special district is a government agency that is required to have an adopted and updated
sphere of influence. Section 56425(g) of the CKH Act calls for spheres of influence to be
reviewed and updated every five years, as necessary. Stanislaus LAFCO processes municipal
service reviews and sphere of influence updates concurrently to ensure efficient use of
resources.

For rural fire protection special districts, which do not have the typical municipal-level services to
review, this document will be used to determine what type of services each district is expected
to provide and the extent to which they are actually able to do so. For these special districts,
the spheres will delineate the service capability and expansion capacity of the agency, if
applicable.
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Spheres of Influence for the fire protection districts (FPDs) were originally adopted by the
Commission in 1984. The most recent sphere of influence update for the FPDs was completed
in 2016, with the exception of the Oakdale Rural Fire Protection District (ORFPD). ORFPD
updated its Sphere of Influence in 2018. This current update serves to comply with
Government Code Section 56425 and will reflect slight changes in the SOls for several Districts.
For the fire protection districts, their spheres of influence are contiguous with their present
boundaries. However, in most cases, an existing city SOl overlaps these boundaries.

COMMISSION POLICIES

LAFCO policies recognize that city spheres of influence take precedence over those of the rural
fire districts. These instances are referred to as “diminishing spheres.” As areas are annexed
into the cities, they are detached from the rural fire district to avoid duplication of services within
the city’s incorporated boundary and reduce the number of resources required by service
providers to achieve efficiency and effectiveness. In other words, territory is detached from the
fire district upon annexation to a city which provides its own municipal fire services. Most of the
fire districts within Stanislaus County have diminishing spheres of influence.

In 1984, when the fire protection districts’ SOIs were initially adopted, districts with diminishing
spheres were made aware of this policy. The policy is reflected in Policy 4B of the
Commission’s Policies and Procedures, which states that the Commission prefers annexation to
a city rather than a district if both can provide comparable services. LAFCO recognizes the
long-term effects of city annexations and district detachments, including the reduction of tax
base and service area in the district.

As mentioned previously, the vast majority of revenue for the fire protection districts is derived
from property taxes. The detachment of property from a district to a city is an ongoing concern
for the districts. Annexations by cities and/or border re-alignments result in an erosion of the
property tax base for a district. There is also a loss of revenue from existing benefit
assessments.

Annexation and detachment is a complex issue that can result in the development of friction and
dissent when it occurs. The detachment process between cities and districts is subject to
negotiation according to the California Government Code Section 57326, which states in part:

As an alternative to any procedure prescribed by law for the division of taxes or
assessments collected in a district lying partially or wholly in territory annexed by
an incorporated city, the city and the district may enter into an agreement
providing that the district shall continue to perform services for the annexed
territory until the close of the fiscal year for which the district has levied taxes or
assessments.

The Commission has, in the past, approved annexations where a district and city have come to
an agreement to assist the district during a transitionary period following annexation with
detachment. These agreements have typically provided for a subsidy provided by the city in an
amount equivalent to the assessment revenue a district would normally receive for the area to
be detached. An example of this type of agreement occurred between the Turlock Rural Fire
Protection District and the City of Turlock as part of the Westside Industrial Specific Plan
Reorganization.
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In rare instances, the Commission has also approved annexations without detachment from a
district. This has occurred when there is an existing contract between a city and district that
provides for services in the affected area. For example, in 2012, the City of Modesto annexed
145+ acres known as the Shackelford area. As part of the annexation, the City of Modesto
requested that the affected area not detach from the Industrial Fire Protection District. The
District had, and still does presently, an agreement with the cities of Ceres and Modesto to
provide fire services within their respective sphere of influence. The annexation represented
approximately 7.5% of the District’s total acreage. As a result of remaining within the District,
there is continued collection of fire assessments in the affected area. The Shackelford area
remains within the Industrial Fire Protection District to this day with the City of Modesto
providing fire service to the area.
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CHAPTER 5: FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
PROFILES & DETERMINATIONS

DISTRICT PROFILES

This chapter contains information about each of the fourteen special districts within Stanislaus
County that provide fire protection. These Districts are:

Figure 12: Fire Protection Districts (FPDs) to be Reviewed

Burbank-Paradise FPD Oakdale Rural FPD

Ceres FPD Salida FPD

Denair FPD Stanislaus Consolidated FPD
Hughson FPD Turlock Rural FPD

Industrial FPD West Stanislaus FPD

Keyes FPD Westport FPD

Mountain View FPD Woodland Avenue FPD

Each district profile contains a summary, background information, and data on district
operations and boundaries. Most profiles include tables and charts outlining district formation
and duties, funding sources, attributes, types of service, stations, and calls for service. A map
of the District’s current Sphere of Influence and boundaries are included within each district’s
profile.

DISTRICT-BY-DISTRICT DETERMINATIONS

Followed by each District profile will be the required Municipal Service Review (MSR) and
Sphere of Influence Update (SOI) determinations for that respective District.

Municipal Service Review Determinations

The purpose of this set of determinations is to identify the specific factors that are being faced
by the various organizations reviewed in this study.

These factors, as follows, were recently amended to include the consideration of disadvantaged
unincorporated communities® within or contiguous to the sphere of influence of an agency. The
Service Review will also provide a basis to evaluate, and make changes to the Spheres of
Influence, if appropriate

Service Review Factors to be Addressed

1. Growth and population projections for the affected area

2. The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged, unincorporated communities
within or contiguous to the sphere of influence

6 Under Government Code Section 56033.5, “disadvantaged unincorporated community” is defined as an inhabited
territory (12 or more registered voters), or as determined by commission policy, with an annual median household
income that is less than 80% of the statewide annual median household income.
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3. Present and planned capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services,
including infrastructure needs or deficiencies including needs or deficiencies related
to sewers, municipal and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any
disadvantaged, unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the sphere of
influence.

4. Financial ability of agencies to provide services
5. Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities

6. Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and
operational effi