ALMONTE SANITARY DISTRICT
P.0. BOX 698, MILL VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 94942-0689 (415) 388-8775

DIRECTORS DISTRICT MANAGER
Kevin Reilly, Chair Bonner Beuhler
Lew Kious, Secretary-Treasurer

Loretta Figueroa

Frank Shirado

Emily Landin

October 10, 2011

Marin Local Area Formation Commission
555 Northgate Drive
San Rafael, CA 94903

Re:  Comments on LAFCO Report “Southern Marin Sewer Agencies Service Review and
Sphere of Influence Update” (July 2011)

Honorable Commissioners:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the current LAFCO staff report and a number of our
district directors and staff have submitted responses. | have a few brief comments about the process
that resulted in the above named report.

At the January 28, 2011 Strategic Planning Session | expressed optimism that the five year service
review and sphere of influence update required by Cortese-Knox would provide a forum for an
objective and comprehensive review and discussion of the issues surrounding the proposed
consolidation of our districts, especially given the magnitude of the changes that have occurred over
the past five years. However, after reading the subject report it appears that my optimism was
premature.

During the preparation of the report, our agencies promptly responded to LAFCO’s requests for
information and district staff volunteered to meet with LAFCO staff and consultant to provide help in
clarifying questions, deciphering budget details, etc. to make sure that the information contained in the
subject report was complete and accurate. The offer was declined.

In addition, in early April I sent LAFCO staff historical information that demonstrated a long history of
inter-agency collaboration dating back to the mid-1960s, engineering reports prepared for Homestead
Valley and Richardson Bay from 1970 and 1971 respectively, dealing with Inflow and Infiltration
(1&1), actions taken to monitor and measure wet weather flows, concerns with wet-weather bypassing,
strategies for reducing I&lI, discussion of new regulatory requirements and how to deal with them and
documenting actions taken to plan for smoke testing and pipe repair (HVSD) and listing actual repair
and replacement of problem pipes (RBSD).

| also provided additional historical documentation that described the development of the sewerage
system in southern Marin, formation of the Southern Marin Sanitation District (precursor agency to the
current southern Marin sanitary districts), failure of the district-sponsored November 1946 bond issue
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for construction of treatment and collection facilities and failure of a subsequent plan for ocean
treatment and discharge - circumstances that led to the dissolution of that district and the ultimately the
formation the current group of southern Marin agencies.

Additional documentation chronicled the formation of various joint-powers agencies by the southern
Marin sewer agencies to:

a) respond to changing EPA and Regional Water Quality Control Board water quality
standards in the 1970s (including the prohibition of waste discharge into Richardson Bay)

b) commission multiple engineering and environmental studies to determine the best course
forward

c) oversee the design and financing of the facilities constructed in the 1980s.

None of this material was incorporated into the report. Failure to include readily available information
supportive of our agencies’ actions while at the same time denigrating the same agencies for
supposedly failing to collaborate, address I&I, repair and replace infrastructure or proactively respond
to regulatory requirement does not foster confidence in the fairness of the process. (see emails and
documents in Appendix A)

Finally, district staff - after review of the released report and out of concern about the number of factual
inaccuracies, misleading or factually incorrect statements, misleading organization charts and
difficulty in understanding where numbers came from or how projected staff requirements or budget
savings were determined, sought to meet with LAFCO staff and consultant. All three managers of the
four agencies met at the LAFCO office on August 16, 2011 to discuss their concerns. Although the
meeting provided an opportunity to provided input, there has been no action to incorporate the
information, clarify tables or correct obvious errors.

The report has been posted on LAFCO’s website and widely distributed. Our concern is that, once
published, it is often difficult to “un-ring the bell”.

We have had this experience before, after the spills of 2008, the EPA posted inspection reports without
opportunity for review or comment and then issued an administrative order covering SASM and its
member agencies based on limited evidence, inquiry or input/discussion from our agencies. These
reports have been widely quoted even though many of the assertions have been discounted or proven
untrue by subsequent investigation (see Appendix B, AB 1232 — How We Got Here and Where We Go
From Here, pp. 5-11).

Slogging through a report once (even for those whose job it is) is a substantial commitment of time and
energy. Attempting to assure that comments identify and address our substantial concerns requires even
more. Discussion with LAFCO’s executive director about the comment process indicated uncertainty
about how comments would be integrated or even if the report would be modified.

To facilitate review and because of the sheer number of factual errors and differences of opinion, | have
chosen to address my concerns under five headings: Governance and Public Participation, Regulatory
Issues, 1&I and Infrastructure Repair, Consolidation/Collaboration Savings, Matters of Equity and
Fairness and AB1232 rather than go paragraph by paragraph through the report. Hopefully this will
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provide the commissioners with a more concise and cogent discussion of our problems with the current
report.

Governance Issues and Public Participation

LAFCO staff’s governance arguments for consolidation are summarized below, the first three from
page 5 and the last two from page 70 of the report:

e The present structure of SASM and its six member agencies dilutes responsibility and
accountability for sewer service to the point of near inconsequence for single purpose sanitary
district members.

e The public is disinterested in participation in district meetings or standing for election because so
little is at stake within each jurisdiction when that jurisdiction is responsible for only a small part of
a small sewer system.

e The political divisions within SASM and its members create an environment that does not allow
the public to understand the governance of the sewer services that it receives. Staff believes that the
system’s complexity has created confusion, disengagement and apathy with regard to the
operations of the agencies and in public participation.

e The pattern of governing board activity as portrayed in the minutes is one of very low workload,
spread over many meetings of different agencies, with a large fraction of meeting time devoted to
reports on the activities of the other SASM members. Each collection agency handles such a small
fraction of the total business of the sewer system that the role of each is severely circumscribed.

e Finally, the chances for conflicting and inconsistent decision making of these systems from a
regulatory and water quality perspective are great when four separate managers and boards deal
with the same issues confronting this very small service area. All decisions required for the best
interest of this area can and should be handled with a minimum of opportunity for inconsistent
direction and approach. Having multiple boards decide issues affecting the service area can create
unnecessary efforts to reach consensus on important operating and water quality concerns.

I am hard-pressed to think of an area whose residents, as a group, evidence a more sophisticated awareness
of social, political and environmental issues than the residents of Marin County, especially southern Marin.
The assertion that SASM’s organization as a joint powers agency so confuses our constituents that they
apathetically sit home strains credulity. If this was the case, LAFCO should be seeking the consolidation of
another similarly organized joint-powers sewer agency, the Central Marin Sanitation Agency and its four
member agencies for causing the confusion, disengagement and apathy on sewer issues for some many
Marin residents. Obviously, this is not the case. All of our agencies are well known in our communities.
Three of our agencies recently completed Proposition 218 hearings requiring mailings to all registered
property owners and Mill Valley just finished theirs. Almonte regularly sends out communications to its
residents. Alto and Homestead have recently polled their residents on the question of consolidation.
Richardson Bay’s trucks drive the entire district five days a week checking their numerous pump stations
and conducting the district’s business. Richardson Bay’s office is located adjacent to the Tiburon bike path
and is subject to significant local traffic. Websites and email allow residents easy access to information or
communication. Finally, we have all been in business for almost sixty years.



LAFCO staff cites lack of public attendance at board meetings and lack of contested elections as evidence
of public apathy and something that would be not occur in a larger consolidated organization. On page 75
of the report LAFCO envisions future consolidation activity among SASM members:

“The recommended alternative would not achieve the full extent of consolidation envisioned by
AB 1232. It would “set the table” for a larger sanitary district about the same size and configuration
as Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District to serve the City of Mill Valley as well as the
unincorporated areas now served by the four sanitary districts.”

As a means of comparison, one would think that LAFCO staff might have made similar inquiry into
attendance and elections at Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District to validate their claims. Had LAFCO
conducted such a review this is what they would have found:

LAS GALLINAS SANITARY DISTRICT PUBLIC ATTENDANCE

(105 meetings: July 12, 2007 to July 28, 2011)

Meetings with public attendance: 10

7/12/2007 — Carlo Oughourlian, 12 Bay Hills

12/2/2008 — Public Hearing: Ruth Barney, Ron Marinoff, George Walters, Marilyn Mori, Nick Fara and John Bolles
4/23/2009 — Nathalie Salles

12/9/2010 — Barry Taranto

3/25/2010 — Barry Taranto of San Rafael Manor

5/13/2010 — Terry McEllistrim, Marin Association of Realtors

10/14/2010 — Michael McCrea, Barry Taranto and Robert Doban

11/11/2010 — Logan Murray, Jack Murphy, Ben Faibaisch and Daniel Kong (Boy Scout Troup 101 of San Rafael, performing
Flag ceremony and cited the Pledge of Allegiance)

3/24/2011 — Mike Cass and Barry Taranto

7/14/2011 — James Rawlings and Gail Connolly

- SASM public meeting attendance for the 39 month period was 22/40 or 55%
- SASM and its member agencies public meeting attendance for the 39 month period was 30/201 or 14.93%
- Almonte, Alto, HVSD and RBSD public meeting attendance for 39 month period was 7/161 or 4.35%
- The Las Gallinas public meeting attendance for the 48 month period was 10/105 or 9.52%
It was 8.57% if you don’t count the Boy Scout Troup;)

What conclusions can be drawn from this? Probably the only real conclusion is that meeting attendance by
members of the public at sanitary district meetings is low.

However, even though board meeting attendance may be low, that does not equate to either lack of public
knowledge of the sanitary district or a lack of public business. In fact, public attendance at sanitary district
board meetings may have nothing to do with sewers per se. At Richardson Bay Sanitary District, the
biggest public crowd was attracted over concern that Richardson Bay would approve a request from Marin
Emergency Radio Authority to locate a microwave repeater antenna at the Richardson Bay yard. Almonte
attracted a number of residents at their meeting to voice concerns over board action not to approve food
scrap composting for the area (later approved). This goes to show that the public will attend when they feel
there is a reason.

Contested Elections:

Uncontested elections are not a rare occurrence in Marin.

Challengers line up for Novato City Council, but no contest for many Marin elected seats
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Seven candidates will compete for three open seats on the Novato City Council in the Nov. 8 election, while council
elections in Mill Valley and Tiburon won't be held due to a lack of challengers.

The extended filing period for the Nov. 8 election ended Wednesday with more than 100 candidates filing for elected
positions up for grabs on dozens of councils and boards.

In Novato, where there will be three open seats in November, incumbents Madeline Kellner and Jeanne MacLeamy filed
along with Eleanor Sluis, Leslie Schwarze, Eric Lucan, Jerome Ghigliotti and Manny Fernandez.

Mill Valley, however, will avoid a Town Council election because no one filed to challenge any of the three incumbents —
Kenneth Wachtel, Stephanie Moulton-Peters and Garry Lion. Likewise in Tiburon, no council election will be needed. The
two open seats will be filled by incumbent Dick Collins and Frank Doyle. Incumbent Jeffrey Slavitz chose not to seek re-
election.

There were more than two dozen other boards where a paucity of challengers resulted in no need for an election.

However, LAFCO views the lack of contested elections among the four targeted agencies as symptomatic
of public disinterest in serving on the boards due to the relatively small size of the districts which “dilutes
responsibility and accountability for sewer service to the point of near inconsequence for single purpose
sanitary district members” and “because so little is at stake within each jurisdiction when that jurisdiction
is responsible for only a small part of a small sewer system.”

While elections do serve an important function in providing a forum for candidates to debate issues and
communicate with voters, the ultimate result is to comply with election laws and deliver individuals to
serve the public in various capacities. Once the election is over, the actual public service begins. While
contested elections are indeed rare among our four agencies, this is a poor measure of actual community
involvement or the commitment to public service displayed by our board members. The lack of elections
simply is the result of not having more people filing for open seats than seats available come election time.

Community Involvement:

If one looks at the twenty directors on our four boards as opposed to five directors on say the Las Gallinas
board, then purely in terms of local individuals involved in public governance as an indicator of
community interest and involvement then LAFCO’s argument fails. Also, I doubt that LAFCO would argue
that the service of an appointed director is in any way less valuable or commendable than an elected board
member. The fact that there is not a contested election is in no way an indication on the job the boards are
doing. In fact, the lack of an election can be viewed as a confirmation from constituents that the current
members are doing a good job. This sentiment was voiced by the three incumbents recently appointed to
new terms in the Mill Valley council race:

Barring an unforeseen objection, the Mill Valley City Council is set to appoint three of its members to a
second term Wednesday night after no challengers stepped up for the Nov. 8 election.

Mayor Ken Wachtel, Vice Mayor Garry Lion and Councilwoman Stephanie Moulton-Peters all filed to run
for re-election by the Aug. 12 deadline, but no one else filed to run against them. Only longtime Mill Valley
resident George Gordon, who ran unsuccessful campaigns for City Council in 2007 and 2009, pulled papers
to run this year - but he decided against running.


http://millvalley.patch.com/articles/with-incumbents-out-school-board-race-opens-up

County election law dictates that the City Council can hold a special meeting at least 75 days before the
Nov. 8 election to appoint the three incumbents to another term without holding an election. Skipping the
election saves the city approximately $19,000, according to City Clerk Kimberly Wilson.

Wachtel, Lion and Moulton-Peters all indicated that the lack of challengers was a reflection the current
council is doing a good job and that challengers can run without facing an incumbent in both two years
(Andy Berman and Shawn Marshall are serving their second terms) and in four years.

Moulton-Peters noted that the appointment of unopposed incumbents is far from uncommon in Mill
Valley. Similar council appointments occurred in 1993, 2001 and 2003, city officials said.

Also indicative of the level of community involvement is that 12 mid-term appointments have been made
in the districts. If public apathy was actually a problem vacancies would be difficult to fill which has not
been the case. Also, when these appointments are made, the new members bring a different perspective to
the board.

The report’s assertion that “The pattern of governing board activity as portrayed in the minutes is one of
very low workload, spread over many meetings of different agencies, with a large fraction of meeting time
devoted to reports on the activities of the other SASM members. Each collection agency handles such a
small fraction of the total business of the sewer system that the role of each is severely circumscribed” is
simply untrue. The board conducts the business of the district. | would invite any of the LAFCO
commissioners to attend an Almonte board meeting or any of the other districts. Discussion about other
SASM member activities is relatively rare except for reporting on the monthly SASM meeting which is
usually covered during a standing agenda item.

And LAFCO staff’s assertion that “the chances for conflicting and inconsistent decision making of these
systems from a regulatory and water quality perspective are great when four separate managers and boards
deal with the same issues confronting this very small service area. All decisions required for the best
interest of this area can and should be handled with a minimum of opportunity for inconsistent direction
and approach. Having multiple boards decide issues affecting the service area can create unnecessary
efforts to reach consensus on important operating and water quality concerns.” is simply editorial
comment. LAFCO staff cites no example or evidence that this is a problem or has ever actually occurred.

Regulatory Issues, 1&I1 and Infrastructure Repair

What becomes evident in the report is a pervasive lack of understanding of how sewage collection,
treatment and disposal works, the regulatory framework that governs it, the recent shift in regulatory
enforcement posture, the historical scope of the 1&I problem and how our agencies have responded. What
concerns us greatly is LAFCO staff’s willingness to draw numerous conclusions and make
recommendations on how the sanitary districts should be organized and operate given this fundamental
lack of understanding.

Comments from CASA during the AB 1232 legislative process echo these concerns:

In their initial letter of concern, the California Association of Sanitation Agencies (CASA), writes:

"CASA's major concern is that LAFCOs have little expertise in water quality or wastewater treatment
issues. CASA feels the more appropriate way to address sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) is pursuant to
existing statutory and regulatory requirement under the Clean Water Act and Porter Cologne Act, or
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direct consolidation such as designating agencies to be consolidated in legislation. To provide a
consistent, statewide regulatory approach to address SSOs, the State Water Resources Control Board
adopted Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Sanitary Sewer Systems, Water Quality
Order No. 2006-0003 (Sanitary Sewer Order) on May 2, 2006. The Sanitary Sewer Order requires
public agencies that own or operate sanitary sewer systems to develop and implement sewer system
management plans and report all SSOs to the State Water Board's online SSO database. Consequently,
we feel that the [CAL] EPA, State Water Board, and Regional Boards are in a far better position to
address SSOs than are LAFCOs. In fact it is our understanding that the particular agencies contributing
to recent spills are currently under EPA orders."

Inflow and Infiltration (1&1)

Marin’s treatment and collection agencies have spent decades working with a consortium of engineers and
wasterwater professionals in close coordination with regulatory agencies (EPA and RWQCB) to provided
environmental sound, regulatory compliant and financially responsible wastewater treatment and collection
services to our constituents. Analysis and attempts to quantify the problem began in the mid-1960s with a
County of Marin sponsored study Sewerage Study (Brown & Caldwell — 1967) This report noted
significant Inflow and Infiltration county-wide in both public and private sewers. (see Appendix C). Our
agencies have been aware of the problem from practical experience for years prior but changes in
regulatory requirements brought the problem to the forefront. (see Appendices — A & D)

Over the past 40 years our agencies have conscientiously addressed the problem of 1&I reduction through a
variety of programs such as smoke testing and televising, disconnection of direct inflow sources, pipe joint
sealing, spot repairs, and larger scale pipe replacement.

LAFCO argues that our agencies had done little to address 1&1 prior to the spills of 2008 other than
working to increase pumping and storage capacity:

II. Problems with the Status Quo

“The sewage spills of 2008 revealed a sewer system with significant problems in its structure,
facilities and its operations. In the past, SASM and its member agencies have pursued a strategy
of allowing persistent problems in the collection systems to go unaddressed in favor of taking
action downstream to expand pumping, emergency storage and treatment capacity in order to
contain wet weather flows. While it has been argued by some of the SASM member agencies that
the SASM plant design was sufficient to handle the 2008 peak wet weather flow, the EPA clearly
does not accept (or no longer accepts) this “down streaming” strategy.” (pg. 67)

The LAFCO report is in error on two accounts. The inventory of replacement and repair below
indicates that our efforts began long before 2008. The EPA was sent detailed records of projects
for Richardson Bay that went back decades. The reports included in Appendix A show actions by
our agencies dating back 40 years.

Also, the claim that “convey and treat” as a strategy is no longer accepted is untrue. The recent
multi-million dollar project at Central Marin is a prime example.



For a detailed discussion of 1&I design criteria for the SASM area please see Attachment 7 of the subject
report.

Richardson Bay

Budgeted $600,000 per year for pipeline replacement
Replaced 14% of total pipeline miles

Rehabilitated 10% of manholes

Increased private lateral replacement (x20)

Increased education & outreach

Decreased general & operating expenses by 3.25%

Reduced SSOs by 85% in past four years (from 20/yr to 3/yr)

Homestead Valley

Cleans 1/3 of collection lines each year

Entire collection system evaluated by TV
Replaced 20% of total pipeline miles last 11 years
3.5% of collection lines to be replaced this year
Lateral replacement programs being developed
Only 1 spill in 2010

Almonte

District committed to replacing 2% pipeline miles each year
Replaced/rehabbed 12% of total pipeline miles

Cleans 100% pipeline miles each year

Entire collection system evaluated by TV

Increased private lateral replacement

Increased education & outreach, upgraded website
Reduced SSOs to average 1/yr last 3 years

Alto

Replaced 21% of total pipeline miles in last 10 years
Entire collection system evaluated by TV

Cleans "2 pipeline miles each year

Lateral replacement programs being developed
Reduced SSOs to 0 in 2010

Consolidation/Collaboration Savings

There are many problems with the projections of saving from consolidation or collaborative actions by our

districts.

1.

No ko

Lack of agreement on the numbers used

Lack of agreement on or understanding of the methodology employed

Problems with implementation
Contradictory Experience

Overreaching/Interference into Board Decision Making and Authority

Misleading or Incorrect levels of staff and management positions

Problems with previous report analysis and application to the current recommendation
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The two LAFCO generated reports, the current Southern Marin Sewer Agencies Service Review and
Sphere of Influence Update (July 2011) and Southern Marin County Sewer Service Alternatives Study
Report (PB Consult Inc. July 2005) both suffer from two major shortcomings:

1. Rather than presenting an objective, balanced examination of the issues, the reports come
across as conclusion-driven documents. Consolidation and collaboration appear to be the
answer to every problem, real or imagined.

2. As analytical tools, they lack the depth and detail of inquiry necessary to make an informed
decision. Reliance on the conclusions reached in these documents is problematic because of
factual inaccuracies, misstatements, statements of opinion presented as fact, and lack of
adequate documentation or explanation as to the methodology used to reach and support the
report’s conclusions.

Another significant problem is that the Southern Marin County Sewer Service Alternatives Study Report
looked at functional consolidation issues using all eleven southern Marin agencies as the basis for cost and
savings estimates and political consolidation looked at creation of what was termed Government Structure
Option 1 (GSO-1): SASM Integrated Sanitary District Consolidation of current SASM agencies into a
single integrated sanitary district with responsibility for both collection and treatment services. Ascribing
any of the conclusions about cost savings, efficiencies, etc. to the currently contemplated consolidation of
Richardson Bay and the three other smaller districts would be problematic at best and would require
validation.

Also, first-hand experience with a million dollar joint project produced none of the forecast savings as
opposed to subsequent lesser value individually bid projects. On a positive note, significant decreases in
the value used to estimate pipe replacement costs ($100 per foot vs. $200 per foot as forecast) significantly
changes the magnitude of projected costs and resulting savings but also makes these improvements much
more affordable.

Because we conveyed many of our concerns regarding the numbers and methodology to LAFCO staff and
consultant at our August 16, 2011 meeting I will not rehash them here but hopefully we will see a revised
Table 11 (pg. 61 of the subject report). Incorporation of the correct budget numbers will significantly
decrease projected savings.

Also, correction to actual cleaning and emergency response cost will substantially affect the analysis of
potential savings from an in-house line crew (pgs. 59-60). However, both agree that the decision of how
best to provide this service is a board decision not LAFCQO’s.

Another problem is the number of stated of management positions. The LAFCO report continues to cite 8
managers. Actually, the actual number of full-time equivalents for our four agencies is less than two since
the two managers who oversee Almonte, Alto and Homestead are part-time employees.

While many of the arguments have an intuitive appeal, such as savings from economies of scale or
combining multiple management positions, or eliminating board of director positions, in reality there needs
to be a threshold size or applicable condition (such as the type of construction project) for economies scale
to work. Also, when combining multiple positions, there needs to be some redundancy of work and lack of
personnel utilization to see savings. It is probably not possible or even wise to think that you could
eliminate the three part-time district manager positions without adding to the staff of Richardson Bay. And
finally, some costs are just de minimis, board member stipends appear to fit the bill. The actual costs of
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governing all of the existing SASM member boards is relatively small compared to overall budgets. Again,
in comparison to Las Gallinas Sanitary District’s budget of $48,000 plus $12,000 in benefits without staff
time costs for the annual twice a month meeting schedule, the current governance scheme is substantially
cheaper than the larger full service sanitary district

Another Take on Consolidation

While there has been much support for the call to consolidate public agencies, the recent Wall Street
Journal article below casts doubt on whether expected savings will actually materialize.

THE OUTLOOK

AUGUST 29, 2011
When Civic Mergers Don't Save Money
By CONOR DOUGHERTY

Governors and lawmakers across the U.S., looking to trim the costs of local government, are prodding school
districts, townships and other entities to combine into bigger jurisdictions. But a number of studies—and
evidence from past consolidations—suggest such mergers rarely save money, and in many cases, they end up
raising costs.

Economists who have studied the issue say there are a number of reasons why several small governments can
end up costing less than a single larger government. For starters, small governments tend to have fewer

professional—and higher-paid—employees, such as lawyers. Studies show small governments generally rely
more on part-time workers, who receive fewer long-term benefits such as pensions and health-care coverage.

Another reason: When small governments merge, they often "harmonize" services and employee benefits to the
highest level among the combining units. In other words, the consolidated city finds it politically expedient to
take on the more-expensive version of everything. Employees at the city with lower wages get raises and
residents of the city with fewer services get more.

Considering Consolidation

Ilinois lawmakers considered consolidating smaller governments, such as townships, to save money. But a report using lilinois data says
townships contain costs more than bigger governments, through lower wages and more part-time workers.

\ TYPE OF CHANGE IN TOTAL PART-TIME EMPLOYEES AS A AVERAGE MONTHLY WAGES
\ GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES, 1992-2007 % OF TOTAL EMPLOYEES® AND SALARIES®
SO mumois | seate 51% 31% $4,449
l. e e e e
., W .
’ j'" Township [ 17 D 77 ] 2,993
| School district 74 23 3730
A R SRR I

"If the rationale [for a merger] is cost savings, you're going to be disappointed,” said Enid Slack, director of the
Institute on Municipal Finance and Governance at the University of Toronto.
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The logic often cited behind consolidations is saving money by shedding layers of management or having
departments share equipment such as snowplows. But managers and equipment account for far less than half of
local governments' expenses—most of their cost is rank-and-file labor.

There are other reasons for merging government entities. Some services—such as public transportation—can be
more effectively provided over a large area than a small one. And Jennifer Bradley, a fellow at the Brookings
Institution, says some mergers that haven't yet generated savings might do so in the future.

"The reason we haven't seen cost declines is there have been either sweeteners to make the deal work, such as
promises of leveling up pay or various labor protections,” she said. In the current environment of deep fiscal
stress, "you might find consolidation or collaboration efforts are also not jobs-protective. Local government
payrolls are already being cut deeply."

Still, when it comes to controlling local government's largest cost—labor—smaller governments generally do
better. Take Illinois, where budget troubles and pension obligations have eroded the state's credit rating. There,
state Sen. Terry Link proposed a bill that would lead to local governments being combined or dissolved in a bid
to save money. "There are a lot of these units of local government that aren't necessary anymore,"” said Mr.
Link, a Democrat.

But a study this year for a group representing most of Illinois's 1,433 townships used state data to show that tiny
townships are the state's most austere government operations. Spending by the state's townships grew 17% from
1992 to 2007, adjusted for inflation, according to the study. State expenditures over that same period grew 51%,
while spending by larger municipalities grew 50%; school districts' spending rose 74%. One reason: Townships
have fewer employees per person and use more part-timers, reducing salaries and benefits.

Some of this cost disparity likely reflects different priorities between townships and other governments, such as
school districts. But the study found similar results when comparing wages for road workers. Township road
workers made $2,800 a month on average, 65% as much as county road workers and less than half as much as
state road workers.

"In government, the whole idea of economies of scale is turned on its head," said Wendell Cox, who produced
the report for Township Officials of Illinois, an umbrella group for the state's townships.

The consolidation bill was defeated, but Mr. Link plans to revive the effort next year.

Civic consolidation is labeled by voices across the ideological spectrum as a way to save money—or as a bad
idea that wastes money. New York Gov. Andrew Cuomo, a Democrat, and Michigan Gov. Rick Snyder, a
Republican, have both championed the idea.

But Mr. Cox, the consultant, and a visiting fellow at the conservative Heritage Foundation, has prepared reports
for township organizations in other states, including New York and Pennsylvania, that all found small
governments cost less than big ones. "Anyone who looks at the data is going to come to the same conclusion,"
he said.

Write to Conor Dougherty at conor.dougherty@wsj.com

Comparison of Sewer Service Charges

LAFCO argues that larger organizations are more efficient and effective, capable of providing services for
less money. If this were true one would expect to see significantly lower rates among the larger sanitary
districts in the county. Below is the annual sewer service charge listed in the subject report for the SASM
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member agencies (although the rate for Richardson Bay has been corrected). These rates also reflect the
property tax portion returned from the county. Nominal rates are less.

District EDU with Property tax 2011
Alto Sanitary District $532
Almonte Sanitary District 486
Homestead Valley Sanitary District 597
Richardson Bay Sanitary District 436
City of Mill Valley 694
Tamalpais CSD (SASM only) 1,014

The following rates are from the various sanitary district websites and to my knowledge do not reflect any
of the property tax revenues received from the county. What is strikingly evident is that even with the
significant increases imposed by the SASM member agencies to meet increased treatment and Capital
Improvement costs, our rates are among the lowest in the county. This seems counter-intuitive to the
Bigger is Better and Cheaper arguments contained in the subject report.

Ross Valley
Ross Valley Residential Sewer Rate: $638/year*

Larkspur Residential Sewer Rate: $864/year*

Novato Sanitary District
Novato Under the current rates, the annual bill for the average residence is $464 in 2010-11

Sanitary District No. 5

TIBURON - Charge per Single Family Home or Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU):
Fiscal Year 2010-2011: $598

Fiscal Year 2011-2012: $717
Fiscal Year 2012-2013: $825
Fiscal Year 2013-2014: $923
Fiscal Year 2014-2015: $1,034

BELVEDERE - Charge per Single Family Home or Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU):
Fiscal Year 2010-2011: $1,457

Fiscal Year 2011-2012: $1,748
Fiscal Year 2012-2013: $1,836
Fiscal Year 2013-2014: $1,928
Fiscal Year 2014-2015: $1,985
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Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary District
Residential Fees
Residential Households in the City of Sausalito -

The annual District sewer service charge for a single family residential home and for each unit in multi-family buildings is

$388 per year. The District's sewer service charge is collected on the Marin County Assessor Tax Bill.

In addition, the City of Sausalito levees a collection system repair and maintenance charge, which is currently $215 per

year for a single-family residence and $167 per year for each unit of multi-family housing.

Residential Households in Marin City and Other Unincorporated Areas -
The annual District sewer service charge for a single family residential home and for each unit in multi-family buildings is
$438.66 per year. This includes $50.66 per year charge for collection system repair and maintenance. The District's sewer

service charge is collected on the Marin County Assessor Tax Bill.

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District

Current Rate Schedule

The majority of residential and non-residential sewer fees appear on property tax bills.

2008-2009 $303 a year per sanitary unit
2009-10 $476 a year per sanitary unit
2010-11 $563 a year per sanitary unit
2011-12 $590 a year per sanitary unit
Proposed

2012-13 $662 a year per sanitary unit
2013-14 $680 a year per sanitary unit

Matters of Equity and Fairness

The LAFCO report appears to believe that the use of terms and conditions attached to any
consolidation effort will be able to solve problems of equity and fairness, such as preservation of
reserves, rate differentials, board member representation, etc. However, there are three issues that |
have not seen a satisfactory plan to solve.

Governance of SASM

If approved and implemented, the recommended alternative — consolidation of four of the six SASM
member agencies - would generate two types of benefit: cost savings and improved political accountability.
Although consolidation of member agencies could not directly change the terms of the SASM joint powers
agreement, the remaining three members of SASM could be expected to make logical modifications to that
agreement to improve its functioning, beginning with adjusting voting power on the JPA board from three
to two voting members. With a two member JPA board, SASM would be able to function as a partnership,
with clear and equal responsibility for each of its members. Neither member would be in a position to
claim that the actions of the SASM board were anything other than its own responsibility. In this way, the
recommended alternative approximates integration of collection and treatment functions, by reducing the
number of involved managers and board members. (pg. 75 of subject report)
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I have been unable to figure out how the discussion above results in an organization that can effectively do
business. As currently constituted there are six voting members with a majority of four required to conduct
business. All six have equal voting power even though they have a wide variety of ownership interests in
SASM. Mill Valley has about a 50% interest, RBSD — 33%, Homestead Valley — 7.2%, Almonte — 5.2%,
Alto — 3.5% and TCSD — 1.1%. LAFCO staff suggests stripping TCSD of its vote and leaving Mill Valley
and the new consolidated agency to run the show. This makes no sense. First — I can’t imagine TCSD
would be too pleased. Secondly — decision making for the other two would either require unanimous action
or a stalemate would ensue, resulting in perpetual opposition and no action. If TCSD is allowed to remain a
full voting member then whoever swayed their vote would carry the day. That’s seems to be a lot of power
for only a 1.14% ownership interest.

The staff report continues:

“The recommended alternative would not achieve the full extent of consolidation envisioned by AB 1232.
It would “set the table” for a larger sanitary district about the same size and configuration as Las Gallinas
Valley Sanitary District to serve the City of Mill Valley as well as the unincorporated areas now served by
the four sanitary districts. This would become logical and possible if the collection-only district formed
from Alto, Almonte, Homestead Valley and Richardson Bay Sanitary Districts establishes its standards and
methods of operation to the extent that the City of Mill Valley can transfer its present responsibility for
sewer service to the consolidated sanitary district. The transfer of sewer service from Mill Valley to the
consolidated sanitary district would be similar to the annexation of the City of Belvedere to Tiburon
Sanitary District in 2005. If this eventually occurs — and if the very small interest of TCSD in SASM is also
resolved — SASM can be dissolved and all sewer service functions can be united under the control of a
single sanitary district board of directors. The recommended alternative is an appropriate, manageable
evolutionary step in this direction” (pg. 75)...Maybe, in a perfect LAFCO world.

Apportioning the Costs of the New Consolidated District

There is a great deal of concern about how to treat reserves. | believe this can be handled by segregating
the costs of the CIP projects by the current district boundaries. Somewhat of an accounting nightmare and
may require that all projects be bid similar to the joint bid project that has been done in the past. Another
more troubling question is how do you apportion the ongoing O&M costs of the district. If you take
salaries, the biggest portion of the O&M costs, how do the costs get translated to rate zones? Currently,
revenue in excess of O&M costs goes to fund CIP in the respective districts. The question is how do these
costs get split between the various rate zones. The common practice is to use the relative number of EDUs,
which is how SASM O&M costs are split. Unfortunately, if you do that for the combined agency, the three
smaller sanitary districts end up paying substantially more than they do now (especially HVSD) for salary
and benefits. It is even more if staff is retained or new staff is required. Any other method of apportionment
would create an accounting nightmare unless the agencies simply came up with an acceptable scheme such
as a flat charge. Unfortunately, once the rate zones go away, the old Almonte, Alto and Homestead Valley
district residents will pay more for service than they do now, in that rates will provide less CIP money.

The costs of salaries and benefits are shown below. The current cost reflects the salaries and benefits as
paid now are shown in Figure 1. The apportioned costs show the salaries and benefits divided among the
agency rate zones in proportion to the EDUs. Figure 2 show cost with additional personnel, in this case
retention of the current small district managers.
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Without additional personnel Figure 1
Apportioned Current EDUs Percentage
RBSD 465,860 S 693,468 4902.6 67.2%
Almonte 74,612 51,672 785.2 10.8%
Alto 49,878 19,377 524.9 7.2%
HVSD 103,119 30,142 1085.2 14.9%
693,468 S 794,659 7297.9 100%
Current RBSD Budget - Salary & Benefits
Salary 406,879
Benefits 286,589
Total 693,468
Current Salary & Benefits for Almonte, Alto HVSD (Manager
101,191 Salary plus FICA)
794,659
Add Almonte, Alto & HVSD Personnel Figure 2
Apportioned Current EDUs Percentage
RBSD 533,838 S 693,468 4902.6 67.2%
Almonte 85,499 51,672 785.2 10.8%
Alto 57,156 19,377 524.9 7.2%
HVSD 118,166 30,142 1085.2 14.9%
794,659 794,659 7297.9 100%

Increased Exposure to Potential Costs and Liabilities

Currently, Almonte, Alto and Homestead Valley have no pump stations or force mains. All of our pipes are
gravity mains, mostly six inch. Richardson Bay has a substantial number of pump stations and force mains.
This type of infrastructure is more expensive to build and maintain. In addition, it presents a greater
exposure to potential liability in the event of failure.

At some point in the not too distant future, Almonte, Alto and HVSD will have replaced most of their
problem lines with the result that CIP costs, potential spill exposure and ongoing cleaning costs should
drop off substantially. In a combined district, rate payers in this gravity only system face the prospect of

paying for the costs and potential liability of assets that they do not currently own.
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AB 1232

() It is the intent of the Legislature that SASM and its member districts take action
immediately to increase the effectiveness and efficiency if its operations in order to provide
more cost-effective customer service and to reduce the impacts on water quality due to
illegal sewage spills. It is also the intent of the Legislature that if SASM and its member
districts do not act to address the inefficiencies of their operations, that the Marin LAFCO
shall have the authority to require consolidation of SASM and its member districts into one
new district.

AB 1232 gives LAFCO the discretionary power to consolidate our agencies if it determines that SASM and
its member districts have not: “take action immediately to increase the effectiveness and efficiency in its
operations in order to provide more cost-effective customer service and to reduce the impacts on water
quality due to illegal sewage spills”.

From the LAFCO report pg. 71:

“LAFCO and the public should recognize the earnest and energetic efforts of SASM and its member
agencies in addressing problems in sewer facilities following the spills of 2008. However, recent
improvements in performance and reinvigorated efforts to improve facilities do not justify preservation of
an obsolete government structure. The EPAs administrative order has required the collection agencies to
thoroughly rebuild their systems, requiring a very substantial increase in fee revenue from the public. This
would be the time to create some uniformity of approach and accountability for results.”

Other than LAFCO staff’s dogged insistence that consolidation is the only act that can demonstrate
compliance with AB 1232, it is not clear from either the plain text of the statute or from the legislative
history, that this was the bills intent. Nowhere does it state that our agencies must consolidate to satisfy its
requirements. AB 1232 simply gives LAFCO the power to evaluate our attempts at compliance and give
LAFCO the only remedy it actually possesses, the power to consolidate. We believe that we have satisfied
its requirements as noted above in the LAFCO report. We also recognize that LAFCO has powers under
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg to initiate consolidation proceedings. If LAFCO decides that initiating
consolidation of our agencies is warranted, then it should use its normal powers and procedures rather than
the special powers granted under AB 1232.

We believe that the evidence indicates that preservation of the status quo provides our residents efficient,
effective service at reasonable rates and that nothing in the proposed consolidation demonstrates significant
benefits of consolidation.

As it stands now:

LAFCO staff has recommended adoption of the subject report leading to consolidation of Almonte,
Alto, Homestead Valley and Richardson Bay into a single new sanitary district. Each of the agencies
targeted for consolidation is on record unanimously opposing the proposed action by LAFCO.

LAFCO staff argues that the proposed consolidation would generate two types of benefit: Cost savings

and improved political accountability. All of our agencies dispute LAFCO staff’s conclusion that
consolidation would result in significant cost savings or increased political accountability.
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We respectfully ask the commission to:

a. Adopt updated service review determinations required by Government Code 56430 based on findings by
the Commission that preservation of the status quo is the preferred altemative.

b. Leave unchanged the 2005 sphere of influence determinations for Alto, Almonte, Homestead Valley and
Richardson Bay Sanitary Districts.

c. Revisit the issue in the normal course of compliance with Government Code 56430.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the
Almonte, Alto, Homestead Valley and
Richardson Bay Sanitary Districts.

Bonner Beuhler
District Manager
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ALMONTE SANITARY DISTRICT
P.0. BOX 698, MILL VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 94942-0689 (415) 388-8775

DIRECTORS DISTRICT MANAGER
Kevin Reilly, Chair Bonner Beuhler
Lew Kious, Secretary-Treasurer

Loretta Figueroa

Frank Shirado

Emily Landin

October 10, 2011

Dear LAFCO Commissioners:

“Make everything as simple as possible but not simpler.”
- Albert Einstein

The LAFCO report attempts to make a case for consolidation. Others have pointed out its flaws.
Beside those, it ignores:

+ The value of having as many members of the public involved in public policy and operations as
possible — local control. It also serves as training for higher service.

+ The value of these local boards for being more closely aware of and accountable to their
customers — Isn’t this a very topical issue in national politics right now?

+ The value of local connection and how the board members who serve, contribute far more time
and value than the small stipend they receive.

+ The framework of collaboration and innovation that the smaller districts support. The EPA and
State agencies define the water quality and operating standards. The smaller boards each find their own
ways to innovate to provide quality, reliable service, save money and improve operations. Sometimes
this is via inter-district collaboration [smoke testing], sometimes this is from an experiment that works
and is shared with the other district GMs [method for combining main and lateral replacement]. Either
way, the many districts provide more imagination to solve problems.

+ The notion that we already have a natural desire to consolidate whenever we can find efficiencies.
Why not? But, as thoughtful custodians of our customer’s trust and assets, we cannot in good conscience
see improved operations, political responsiveness, reliability and savings from consolidation — So we are
unanimously against it.

"Any fool can make things bigger, more complex, and more violent. It takes a touch of genius -- and a
lot of courage -- to move in the opposite direction."
- Albert Einstein

Respect;u}ly,
Vo

Kevin Reilly
Chair, ASD



Marin LAFCO October 10, 2011
555 Northgate Dr., Suite 230
San Rafael, CA 94903

Dear LAFCO Commissioners,

I am sending you this letter on behalf of myself as a resident of the Almonte neighborhood. However, |
am also on the Board of Directors of the Almonte Sanitary District (Secretary/Treasurer) and the Board of
Commissioners of SASM (Secretary). | request that this letter be entered into the official record of
hearings regarding the consolidation of the sanitary districts of Southern Marin.

| believe that local control and governance is a key element of good government. The currently-
independent Almonte Sanitary District (as well as the other Southern Marin districts) is the ONLY
government body in Almonte, and the ONLY participation in government which most residents have.
This makes it a vital entity and contributes to what makes our neighborhood unique As an
environmentally and fiscally responsible member of SASM, ASD has been, and will continue to strive to
be, a valuable and responsive steward of Almonte’s sanitary and environmental needs.

As | have stated in open-forum on previous occasions, | disagree with the conclusions of the LAFCO
studies on consolidation and the intent of consolidation of the sanitary districts, and | believe that
maintaining the current more-local organization is a superior way to serve our customers. | do not believe
there will be measureable cost savings by consolidation, and | believe the transition will insert disruption,
possibly affecting service.

Having said the above, if the LAFCO Board takes action to consolidate, | will respect the Board’s action
and support the effort, with the hope that Almonte customers will get the same superior sewer service that
they receive today.

Additionally, there are some items in the recommended consolidation alternative that should
receive the LAFCO Board’s strong consideration:

0 During the transition period, the highest-possible number of directors should be
maintained. In the body of the LAFCO report, 11 Directors are mentioned. In the
graphic there are 9 mentioned. The higher number would likely result in less
disruption.

o Formal mechanisms should be created to protect the Districts’ reserves and rate
structures. At Almonte, we have worked hard to be financially prudent, and I would
hate for this to be lost.

o0 Consideration should be given for a way to increase the number of commissioners on
the SASM Board. Having only 3 SASM commissioners just “feels” like too-few to be
effective and prevent discord or conflict.

I will continue to work positively with LAFCO and other governmental agencies to maintain and improve
the sanitary processes and conditions of our district, and of all of Southern Marin. However, | ask that my
voice is heard and considered as LAFCO goes forward with your strategic planning activities.

Respectfully,



Lew Kious

Resident: Almonte

Secretary-Treasurer: Almonte Sanitary District
Treasurer: Sewerage Agency of Southern Marin



ALTO SANITARY DISTRICT

P.0. BOX 163. MILL VALLEY, CA 94942: PHONE (415) 388-3696
And

HOMESTEAD VALLEY SANITARY DISTRICT
P.0. BOX 149, MILL VALLEY, CA 94942: PHONE & FAX (415)388-3696
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10/05/11

Local Agency Formation Commission
555 Northgate Drive
San Rafael, CA 94903 BY:.ieen.

Re:  Comments on LAFCO Report “Southern Marin Sewer Agencies
Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update”

Honorable Commissioners:

This letter will address statements in the cited report which assert that the Boards of Directors of the
Almonte, Alto, Homestead Valley and Richardson Bay Sanitary Districts are inefficient and
excessively costly to their districts, and that the people of these districts would be better served by
consolidation of the districts under a single Board and management. As Manager of the Alto and
Homestead S.D.s I will address directly the issues as they pertain to those agencies, but many of the
following arguments can be extended to Almonte, and in some cases to Richardson Bay.

The Cost of Maintaining Separate Boards of Directors:

The report stresses the high cost of maintaining separate Boards of Directors for each of the districts.
The actual monthly cost of stipends paid to the Boards of directors of Alto and Homestead Valley is
$525.00 and $550.00 respectively. This is based on one Board meeting per month, with all Members
attending. (See Attachment No. 1.)

Incidental Costs:

Alto meets in the SASM conference room and Homestead Valley meets in their community center;
these facilities are rent-free to the agencies. The districts do not maintain offices. The cost of operation
of each of these districts, including telephone and miscellaneous expenses, averages about $150 per
month. (See Attachment No. 1)

Manager’s Salary:

The monthly salaries of the part-time manager of Alto and Homestead Valley are $1,500 and $2,333
respectively. The number of hours worked per month varies but averages about 50 hours for both
districts. This computes to about $75 per hour; the Manager receives no fringe benefits.

It would be unreasonable and shortsighted to expect the Manager of Richardson Bay SD, who is at
present fully occupied with running RBSD, to take on the management of the other three districts.
Under consolidation it would be necessary for the combined agency to hire another full-time
employee to perform the work now being done by the part-time managers of Almonte, Alto and
Homestead Valley. This employee will require office space and equipment and will have to be
covered by the usual fringe benefits. I estimate that this outlay would at least double the expense of
the present part-time managers.
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Elections to the Boards of Directors and Longevity of the Boards

When vacancies occur the districts advertise in the local papers (Marin LJ. and Mill Valley Herald),
we pass the word verbally to our friends and neighbors, send out notices of vacancies and do
everything we can think of to get applicants to come forward. But the fact is that people don’t seem to
care much for getting involved in something as unpleasant as they perceive maintenance of a sewer
system to be. Being a member of a sanitary district board of directors doesn’t carry the prestige of
being on the board of, say, a library, a school district or some of the other boards and associations
available to civic-minded individuals.

But when we finally succeed in getting a new member to fill a vacancy, about half the time a strange
thing happens. The new director, after a few meetings, begins to realize that what he/she is doing is
really quite important. At their monthly meetings they discuss and set policy for the maintenance of
their systems, the implementing and funding of capital improvement programs and other details of
operating the districts. They are instrumental in the management and maintenance of a fundamental
part of their community’s infrastructure, and this is a responsibility they don’t take lightly. Once they
become active members, directors often find the work rewarding enough to inspire them to remain on
the Boards for lengthy periods.

Public Attendance at the Meetings of the Boards of Directors:

Page 5 contains several assumptions which lead to extreme conclusions. Such as “The public is
disinterested in participation in district meetings or standing for election because so little is at stake
within each jurisdiction when that jurisdiction is responsible for only a small part of a small sewer
system.” and “Staff believes that the system’s complexity has created confusion, disengagement and
apathy with regard to the operations of the agencies and in public participation.”

The report implies that the lack of public attendance at our meetings is inherently bad, that this is an
indication of inefficient, ineffective operation by the Boards as they don’t entice the public to attend
their meetings. The report asserts that if the four existing boards, seating a total of twenty directors,
were replaced by a single board of five directors, the public would be more likely to attend its
meetings because a single board, presumably comprised of more important people, would confront
bigger, more important, more controversial issues, and would thereby generate greater public interest.

All of you sit on other boards in addition to your service on LAFCO, and you may question the
validity of this conclusion. You know that the primary purpose of the meetings of such boards is to
conduct the agency’s business, not to provide the public with a divertissement. They meet openly, in
public forum, to discuss and debate issues confronting the agency. Through discussion between Board
Members, they each gain a fuller understanding of the issues by viewing them from other
perspectives. Public attendance is encouraged, but is not required for the system to work.

Sanitary District Board meetings are by law open to the public, and we do everything reasonable to
encourage public participation. Our agenda are posted in public places at least three days before each
meeting. On the rare occasions when people attend our meetings we give them every opportunity to
participate in our discussions, but the fact is that people don’t choose to attend sanitary district
meetings unless they are interested in or directly affected by some item on the agenda. Nobody ever
says “Hey, Hon, there’s nothing on TV tonight; let’s go down to the sanitary district meeting.”

Effectiveness of the Boards:
The real issue here is not whether the public attends our meetings, but whether the Boards are properly
serving their districts. We believe that an objective examination of the records of these four districts
would have to conclude that the Boards have, since their organization in the middle of the last century,
followed the mandates and acted in the best interests of their constituents.
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~ Effectiveness of the Boards (Continued):
First, after they organized themselves, the sanitary districts, through their Boards of Directors, and at
times against considerable opposition, undertook to eliminate the multitude of septic systems which at
that time were overburdening the soils of their communities with effluence from leach fields. They
floated bond issues and proceeded with the construction of sewer systems, employing what were then
state-of-the-art materials and construction practices.

The Boards thereafter adopted the policy of setting their service charges as low as possible, again in
keeping with the mandates of their constituents. (You will note that this is still the over-riding policy
of most governmental agencies.) But such saving is not wise in the case of sewage collection and
treatment, and going back as early as the mid-nineties the sanitary districts recognized that clay pipes
with oakum and mortar joints are not a good match with Marin County terrain, and began replacing
the first-generation sewer systems to the extent that funds were available.

We embarked on capital improvement programs which, if allowed to run their natural course, would
have eventually replaced the old sewer systems with modern plastic pipes with rubber gasket joints.
Homestead Valley SD began a scheduled replacement of the old sewers in 1997 and Alto began in
1998. (There had been some replacement of sewers earlier, but that work was random, directed at
specific problem areas.) To date HVSD has replaced 12,800 feet of sewer at a cost of $1,700,000. Alto
has replaced 3,280 feet at a cost of $830,000. These expenditures accounted for about 30 to 40 percent
of the districts’ budgets for this period. (See Attachments 2 and 3.)

But the spills of January 2008 threw out the old schedules, and as a result the districts have
accelerated their CIPs to more realistic programs. Further, the EPA mandated periodic cleaning,
televising, and spot repairing of our systems, which, while being costly, have had the spinoff benefit
of reducing sewage overflow incidents to a level never before achieved. In order to meet these costs
three of the four districts have raised their sewage service charges through the Prop 218 process.

Acceptance of Consolidation by Residents of the Districts:

In keeping with the intent of the Boards to represent the best interests of their constituents, Alto and
Homestead Valley have conducted polls of their property owners to determine their feelings on the
matter of consolidation. Alto’s poll was taken in 2010 and resulted in a response of 88% against
consolidation; HVSD’s poll was taken within the last month and responses are still coming in, but as
of this writing the results are three to one against consolidation.

We do not claim that these polls were scientifically written, but even making this allowance it would
seem that the populace does not favor consolidation. We are aware that AB 1232 does not require
public approval for LAFCO to proceed in forcing a consolidation of the sanitary districts, but it would
seem reasonable for your agency to at least make an effort to determine the feelings in the
communities involved before taking an action which might resound negatively with the public.

In Conclusion:
Thank you for taking the time to read this submittal. I will be pleased to provide any additional
information available to me at your request.

Very truly yours,

c\(//
W\,
. Tom Roberts, R.C.E.

Manager



ATTACHMENT NO. 1

The cost of the Boards of Directors:
Following are the costs of the Boards of Directors stipends for attending Board Meetings:

Sanitary Stipend/ Board’s
District Meeting Cost/Mtg
Almonte Chair: 100.00
Directors: 80.00
420.00
Alto Chair: 125.00
Directors: 100.00
: 525.00
Homestead President & Secretary: 125.00
Valley Directors: 100.00
550.00
Richardson
Bay President & Directors: 125.00 625.00

There have been instances reported of misuse of public funds in other sanitary districts in the County, but
such allegations have never been reported regarding any of the SASM Member Agencies.

Fixed Operating Costs

Alto & Homestead Valley Sanitary Districts: : Alto HVSD
Sewage Treatment (SASM Assessment) 120,000 250,000 (1)
System Maintenance (Cleaning, TVing, Spot Repairs, etc.) 45,000 160,000 (2)
Professional Services (Audit Fee, Engineering, etc.) 16,000 16,000
Insurance, Dues, Fees to Other Agencies 5,000 6,000
Telephone and Misc. Expenses 2,000 2.000
Total Fixed Operating Costs 188,000 434,000

(1) The SASM assessment varies with SASM’s needs;
SASM has announced that there will be a 10% increase
each year for the next three years.

(2) System maintenance costs cannot be accurately predicted.
These figures are based on the budgets for 2011-12.



ATTACHMENT No. 2

ALTO SANITARY DISTRICT
P.0. BOX 163. MILL VALLEY, CA 94942; PHONE (415)388-3696

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The district’s capital improvement program during the past 13 years has rehabilitated or replaced
3,280 feet of sewers in various locations. The total length of the district’s system is approximately
16,300 feet, so Alto S.D. has rehabilitated or replaced about 20% of the system to date.

SUMMARY OF SEWER REHABILITATION PROJECTS, 1998 THROUGH 2010

YEAR LOCATION LENGTH CosT
1998 Crossing under Hwy 101 350 Ft $177,000
2005 Tower Dr. from E. Blithedale to Plaza Dr.
Plaza Dr. to Valley Rd. Valley to E. end 1,000 241,000
| 2007 Plaza Dr. from Valley Rd. to 500 Ft
N. of Valley Rd. 900 185,000
2008 Plaza Dr. from 2007 job to end. Shell Ct.
| From Lomita N. to end. Lomita from
Shell Ct. to 160 Ft. W. 850 194,000
2009 E. Blithedale from Fwy. Offramp to
180 ft W. 180 30.000
Total sewer rehabilitation performed this period 3,280 Ft $827,000

FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Future CIP expenditures will depend on availability of funds and will be based on TV
data and ranking of problem areas.

SEPTEMBER, 2011



ATTACHMENT No. 3

HOMESTEAD VALLEY SANITARY DISTRICT

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The district’s capital improvement program during the past 14 years has rehabilitated or replaced
13,800 feet of sewers in various locations. The total length of the district’s system is approximately
58,000 feet, so HVSD rehabilitated or replaced about 23% of the system during this period.

SUMMARY OF SEWER REHABILITATION PROJECTS, 1997 THROUGH 2010

YEAR LOCATION LENGTH COSsT
1997 Tamalpais Drive from Montford to Ridgewood 900°  $68,000
2002 Tamalpais Dr (100"); Montford (716"); Seymore Ln (189" 1000 109,000

2004 LaVerne from Hawthorne to near Reed (245"); Scott St. from
LaVerne to Evergreen (327°); LaVerne, Melrose to N. Ferndale (195%;
Montford from Melrose to 100 Ft. west of Melrose (95") 900" 142,000

2005 Evergreen/Melrose into schoolyard via Evergreen Lane (610%;
Evergreen to house # 260, (208"); Evergreen, Ethel to Miller (4500 1300 251,000

2005 Emergency jobs performed by Roto Rooter:

Linden Lane, Evergreen south to end 400 37,000
N. Ferndale from MH 420.29 to MH 420.19 500’ 42,000
2007 Evergreen, Ethel to Hawthorne 900" 275,000
2008 Evergreen, Hawthorne to MH at house # 260
(Connects to work done in 2005 & 2007) 500" 135,000
2008 Emergency job performed by Roto Rooter:
Holly St, Evergreen Ln to Montford 300’ 40,000
2009 Evergreen Ln from 2005 job in schoolyard to end of Lane 600’ 95,000
2010 Tributaries to Evergreen and Reed St. Systems 3,500’ 365,000
2011 Tributaries to Evergreen System 3,000° 225,000
Total sewer rehabilitation performed this period: 13,800" $1,784,000

Future CIP expenditures will depend on availability of funds and will be based on TV data and
ranking of problem areas.
SEPTEMBER, 2011
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Mill Valley, July 10, 2011

Dear fellow commissioners;

Unfortunately | am not going to be able to attend this Thursday’s LAFCO meeting. Therefore | am taking
the liberty of sending you some of my comments in advance. In this meeting Peter Banning will present
his findings on the Service Review of the Southern Marin Sewer agencies. The report concludes with a
recommendation of consolidation of four of the agencies. This recommendation is supported with an
analysis which |, unfortunately, find seriously flawed and designed to support a preconceived result.

The primary reason for the recommendation is the enactment of AB1232 which authorizes
LAFCO to force consolidation of the SASM sewer agencies. It does not mandate that LAFCO take
such action nor does tell the agencies to move towards consolidation. The report says that the
delay in implementation was to “allow the SASM member agencies to undertake action to
consolidate before Marin LAFCO gained unilateral authority to consolidate those agencies”
(p.22). The law says no such thing. It states that SASM and its member districts should “take
action immediately to increase the effectiveness and efficiency if(sic) its operations in order to
provide more cost-effective customer service and to reduce the impacts on water quality due to
illegal sewage spills.” Otherwise, if the agencies do not act to address the inefficiencies of their
operations LAFCO is authorized to force consolidation without protest hearings. Nowhere does
it say that consolidation is the only acceptable way to increase efficiency and quality of service.
Unfortunately there is no metric to define “increase” so that whether or not that has been
achieved is somewhat up to the reader. There is no doubt, however that the service and quality
has seen major improvements (p.31, 32). Spills in the collection systems have been reduced
significantly and the compliance with rules and regulations is to the full satisfaction of the EPA.
Unfortunately the costs have not gone down. This is due to the influx of new rules from the
various governing organizations and stepped up activity in the rehabilitation of the systems. Also
the cost of treatment has increased dramatically as the SASM plant has come to an age where
replacement, upgrade and modernization is in order. Even though the plant is owned, through a
JPA, by its member districts, it is operated by the city of Mill Valley through a management
contract.

In the report much is being made of the spills in 2008 and the operation of the SASM plant. This
is a red herring. The proposed consolidation is among the collection agencies and does not
affect SASM. The management of SASM probably needs improvement but this is not an issue
that is solved by consolidation of the collection agencies. The proposed new organization
significantly reduces the control of the smaller collection agencies, from 4 votes to 1, and gives
more power to Mill Valley who also is the contract operator (p.72, 73). This causes a major
conflict of interest.

Some discussion about Infiltration and Intrusion (1&1) may be in order. There are still
uncertainties of whether or not &I caused the first spill. The second spill was caused by an
operator error. One thing is certain: No warnings to the Districts of threats to the plant from
excess I&I have been issued by SASM and its operator since 1998. Even when | joined the board
in the late 90’s, the tenfold increase in flow during storms was just presented as an interesting
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fact that the plant was designed to deal with. As the rehabilitation work of the collection
systems progresses the inflow is taken reduced. Since no urgency was presented, that was all
that was done. Now, all of the agencies have started work to find points of intrusion by TV
inspection of the system and by inspection of laterals as work progresses. This work is a slow
and long term issue as there are uncertainties as to what rights the agencies have relative to
private laterals.

e Anexample of other distortions can be found on page 12 lll. Here a resolution by Sanitary
District 5 is presented with the statement that a manager’s working group was created and
disbanded after a year. The fact is that San #5 was never involved in the activity. They are not
part of SASM and are not affected by AB 1232. The managers of the SASM districts are still
meeting, discussing things of mutual interest and sharing experiences.

e When joint efforts are desired the mangers will do that. One example is the experiment of joint
construction contracts (p.41). In 2009 the four districts decided to join in a contract for major
construction work. We pooled a large part of our planned work for the year but found no
noticeable savings. The argument will be made that the work would be better done as one big
job in one place (p. 62). Unfortunately the reality is that each district, for the foreseeable future,
has areas with urgent need for renewal. To consolidate all of the projects such that each area
gets attention only every four years is far too risky. Furthermore, the topography is also such
that even a large project becomes many small ones.

e Where needs are similar, such as an agreements with outside contractors such as Roto-Rooter
or responses to regulatory agencies, a single document is drafted for signature by the four
agencies. The only duplication of cost is in the cost of making three copies (p.42).

Other inaccuracies are too numerous to mention in this memo. | mainly urge you to carefully analyze the
statements in the document. It is also important to remember that the questions before you are two,
not one:

o First: Are the state of affairs of the existing organizations really so bad that it is desirable to
force consolidation of the Districts and will consolidation solve these problems?

e Secondly: Is it so important and so likely that the voters will oppose the proposed consolidation
that we want to disenfranchise the people by invoking the permissions granted to us in AB1232?

Again, | apologize for not being able to attend the meeting.
I thank you for hearing me out

Einar Asbo

110 Reed Street
Mill Valley, CA 94941
asbo@msn.com




HOMESTEAD VALLEY SANITARY DISTRICT
P.0. BOX 149, MILL VALLEY, CA 94942; PHONE & FAX (415) 388-4796

October 3, 2011

Marin Local Agency Formation Commission
555 Northgate Drive
San Rafael, CA 94903

Honorable Commission:

We have read with great interest your report “Southern Marin Sewer Agencies Service Review and
Sphere of Influence Update”. However, we find that the report mainly focuses on consolidation issues
and does not appear to be in line with the true spirit of what should have been its purpose. The matter
of consolidation of the Southern Marin Sanitary Districts is a topic of major concern to your Commission
and to the people living in the districts most directly involved with this consolidation, we feel that it
should be addressed head on.

By itself, the recommended action to the sphere of influence in Section VI, a. and b. we find acceptable.
If we understand correctly, this action merely allows any of the four affected agencies to merge at any
time. Items 2 and 3, however, we find highly objectionable. The concept of forcing a consolidation upon
these agencies without citizen desire or approval is not consistent with good governance. We also
believe that such a consolidation is counterproductive at best. The findings leading up to this
recommendation are largely based on the writer’s opinion and frequently information is skewed to
present the current organizations in as an unfavorable light as possible. Additionally, the analysis
describing the cost structure and subsequent savings realized by the proposed “new” agency are based
on entirely spurious and unsubstantiated assumptions.

Starting with Section f. on page 9, an attempt is made to describe the structure of the newly
consolidated agency. This envisions a temporary 11 member board, which, through attrition, reduces to
a more manageable 5. It is worth noting that at this point the old districts are not guaranteed individual
representation with the members of the new board elected from the new district at large. It is not clear
how local representation is enhanced or even maintained through this change.

The report goes on to profess the uncertainty of the economies of the new agency, but savings are used
as a justification for a consolidation. Clearly it is necessary for that to be evaluated even though it is less

than 5% of total expenditures.

The cost savings are supposedly supported by a chart; Table 11. Unfortunately, the chart is missing its
headers (i.e. Almonte, Alto, Homestead Valley, etc.), but it was not too difficult to determine what they
should be. They have been added back as seen in Table 1 below. The rationale for the savings is not
specified, but it stands to reason that “total cost minus savings” should yield the projected budget. This




is highlighted in yellow. To our surprise we find that the new budget exactly matches the CURRENT cost
structure of the Richardson Bay district.

The only conclusion that can be drawn from this is that the current staff of RBSD is supposed to do the
combined work that the Districts have been doing, without any added cost burden. Therefore, the only
conclusion one can draw is that the current manager and administrative assistant must have a lot of

available or unproductive time and/or that the efforts of the other agencies “full time” staff is minimal.

Table 1.
t Rich
Almonte Alto Homestead  Richatdson Total Savings New Budget
Valley Bay
Board meeting and travel $7,400 $7,500 $6,100 $10,000 $31,000 $21,000 $10,000
General Manager $54,072 $15,600 $22,200 $131,789 $223,661 $91,872 $131,789
Waste Discharge Permit $1,226 $1,226 $1,226 $1,000 54,678 $3,678 $1,000
Annual Fees
Insurance Premiums $3,500 $700 $3,000 $35,000 $42,200 $7,200 $35,000
Annual Audit Costs $7,000 $6,000 $6,000 $9,250 $28,250 $19,000 $9,250
Compliance Reporting $20,000 $7,000 $1,000 $28,774 $56,774 $28,000 $28,774
Office Expenses
Bookkeeping $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 SO
cCcTv $6,500 $5,000 $30,000 $41,500 $4,500 $37,000
Sewer Cleaning and $97,000 $70,000 $75,000 $170,000 $412,000 $41-$82,000 $330-$371,000
Emergency Response
Administration and $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
Memberships
Total $228-5269,000

Under CCTV, the cost of televised inspections is projected at an unexplained 10% decrease. This is not
detailed, but we assume it is attributed to doing the work in-house. Unfortunately, TV inspection of
large distances of pipe requires entirely different equipment than the type RBSD employs for
troubleshooting during emergencies, and requires professionals trained on its use.

The report also suggests that the current expenditures for “Sewer Cleaning and Emergency Response” of
$412,000 can be displéced by an in-house crew of three people with a saving of 10-20%. The cost for this
crew is suggested to be $285,000, fully absorbed, which seems low as the current two man crew has
direct salaries of approximately $200,000. Emergencies are not always limited to two or three people
and they do not always happen during office hours. One of the major advantages of out-sourcing this
kind of work is that a larger organization has more people available around the clock. Roto Rooter has a
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large residential service component which allows them to provide this type of service. To try and
assume these responsibilities would also entail the acquisition of significant capital equipment such as
backhoes, Vactor trucks and TV vans, and the corresponding skills to operate them. In addition, there is
the maintenance and storage expense of all of this equipment.

The plan also specifies that separate reserve funds and rates are to be maintained. As such, extensive
bookkeeping must be done for each of the old districts to track things such as tax payments, and
allocations of reserve funds, job sheets for all work completed to properly assign the cost, etc.

It is highly unlikely that a consolidation will result in any saving close to what is being projected.

Finally, there is a claim that implementation of capital improvements costs can be reduced by 10%. A list
detailing the items contributing to this reduction is provided on page 62. The list is too extensive to
address individually, but some items are worth noting:

1. “Reduce the number of plans and specifications”
Response - Each location and part of a project needs its own drawings and specifications. It
does not matter whether or not it is part of a larger project, costs are the same.

2. “Establish uniform construction standards”
Response - Our construction standards are determined by code and do not differ by district.
We all use the same engineering firm with consistent internal standards.

3. “Save on mobilization and demobilization expenses”
Response - The topography of the region is such that it is very rare to have a large project
that is in one location. The contractor will have to move his equipment as needed. Also
there are consistently small sections of pipe which require high priority attention and
cannot wait until a larger project can be assembled nearby.

4. “Increase contractor interest”
Response - In today’s economy there is great interest from contractors at large, and typically
our projects receive interest from even the largest of contractors. We also share ‘best
practices” and information regarding bids and even cooperatively bid with other districts.

The claim that consolidation will meaningfully reduce construction cost is at best dubious.

The second major argument presented for consolidation is that it will create a more accountable board.
It is unclear what this means, but it appears to be centered on the lack of visitors to meetings and the
lack of contested elections. It is unclear how this would make a difference in the operation of the four

districts in question.

Regarding meeting visitors, it stands to reason that where there is controversy it can be expected that
there will be elevated levels of interest and therefore higher attendance by the public. Fortunately, the
agencies involved have had no major disruptions other than this proposed consolidation. Two of the
other agencies in Marin County have seen some major turmoil lately, so they are not really comparable.



Some other agency such as Las Gallinas might give us some insight as to how visitors to meetings might
help to achieve better results.

The fact that most elections have been uncontested is prominently mentioned. Perhaps these
organizations are too small to be seen as a stepping stone to higher office and don’t have the cachet of
organizations such as Marin Municipal Water District, Marin Healthcare Districts, or the City Council. We
feel our residents prefer board members that are dedicated to their community and that can be
expected to serve for extended periods of time rather than viewing the position as a true “political”
opportunity. It is interesting to note that this year the elections for both the Mill Valley City Council and
Las Gallinas Sanitary District are uncontested. As a matter of fact, county elections this fall have 65 races
of which are 41 uncontested.

On page 30 it is stated that “None of the agencies, prior to the Administrative Order, were concerned
with long-term renewal and replacement of lines and services.” This is patently untrue. Homestead
Valley started an aggressive renewal program in early 2000 and has continued ever since. The statement
“None of the agencies had a defined standard for the renewal and replacement” can only be meant to
denigrate our efforts. We have a list of high priority targets and repair/replace as much sewer line as we
can afford in any given year. Our projections indicate that it will take approximately 40 years to fully
replace the Homestead Valley system, which is typical for the industry. On a related note, we have
always considered replacement of laterals as part of our concern, but they are “private” so therefore in
very difficult legal territory. A definition of responsibility and available actions/remedies is something
useful our legislature could do something about!

One comment warrants specific mention. On page 43 it is stated that “Each agency acts completely
independently, even if it is to the detriment of its fellow member agency.” No example is given and to
our collective memory no such thing has ever happened.

Much is being made of the 2008 spills at SASM. It must be understood that SASM is a Joint Powers
Agency with the City of Mill Valley as contract operator. Any deficiencies in the SASM infrastructure
have nothing to with to do with the collection agencies. In fact, the proposed consolidation possibly
makes the governing of SASM and its relationship with the current contractor MORE difficult. Today the
Districts have 4 votes on the SASM board, after the consolidation they will have only one. Given a
controversy or disagreement between Mill Valley and SASM, a standoff could potentially ensue with
TCSD simply serving as a tie-breaker. It is not clear how this will benefit our local sewerage operation,
but again, does not appear to be in line with good representation.

If, as hinted to on page 75, the desired long term result of the plan is the creation of a large district
providing services for all of Southern Marin, it should be stated up front. The best way of getting grand
results may be by small evolutionary steps, but the end goal must be articulated and presented. If the
vision of the future cannot be convincingly presented, it is hopeless to think that people will support
these small steps, which by themselves (as this one is), may seem to be pointless.




A good indicator of this, and in gauging overall citizen support, is the result we received from an
informal straw poll among the residents of Homestead Valley. We received a 27% response to the poll,
(which we find extraordinary for ANY poll), with 59% against consolidation and 18% in favor of it. 23%
were undecided, largely citing a lack of information. This response was only based on a short
informational piece in the local community paper (which was intended to be neutral), publicity in the
Marin Independent Journal and the Grand Jury report, which have all been in favor of consolidation. In
addition to the feelings of the general public as illustrated above, it is telling that in the 8 years of
various attempts to consolidate the districts, not a single person involved in the actual operations
thereof, has stepped up to endorse the concept. Clearly, the tactic of denigrating the work and results
of the existing agencies is not winning any converts.

In conclusion, it can safely be said that the report presents a poor case for both consolidation and action
under AB1232, and that the proposal should be abandoned promptly without any further wasted
efforts. Additionally, a well thought out, clearly defined vision of any future organization and its cost
structure must be presented to garner full public support. Lastly, and in line with this premise is the fact
that there are several more sanitary districts in Southern Marin and we feel that their participationin a
true “Sphere of Influence” plan is vital.

Simply trying to make the argument that “bigger is better” is not good enough. We recognize that some
of these efforts are probably outside the scope and capabilities of LAFCO as an organization, in which
case LAFCO has overstepped its bounds and should leave the job to individual/s or groups better
prepared to truly take on this monumental task.

We appreciate the time you have spent reading this response to your staff’s report, and hope that you
will find our arguments helpful in your evaluation of the report’s findings and recommendations. We
stand ready to meet with you and/or your staff to discuss the issues in more detail.

Oatremidlve /gy 440

Catherine P. Howe Scott M. Noble

Einar Asbo
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Bruce Abbott ‘ AUG 09 2011
458 Greenwood Beach Road . o
August7,2011

Marin Local Agency Formation Commission
555 Northgate Drive, Suite 230
San Rafael, CA 94903

In re: Consolidation
Dear Commissioners:

The LAFCO staff proposal, contained in The Southern Marin Sewer
Agencies Service Review update of July, 2011, to consolidate four sewage
collection agencies is not in the interest of RBSD and does not serve its rate
payers. There are a number of problems that argue against consolidation: it
will be complicated, costly, disruptive, and will produce no significant
improvements in the status quo.

The Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update is replete with
unsupported and inaccurate data, assumptions, conclusions and projections.
The District Managers Report details these deficiencies, and is incorporated
herein by reference. In the interest of brevity, its contents are not duplicated
here.

The expressed intent of AB 1232 was to increase the effectiveness and
efficiency of the operations of SASM and its member agencies. SASM is
not included in this proposal. All four agencies that are targeted by the
proposal have made dramatic improvements in effectiveness and efficiency.
Any intent and purpose that overlay those expressed above are not to be
found within the four corners of AB 1232, whose language is clear and
unambiguous.

Consolidation will require RBSD staff to divert attention from tasks at hand
to the assimilation of three additional districts, and would increase its scope
of responsibility from 4,697 EDUs t07,091 EDUs, a 51% increase. This is

not an insignificant increase, and it is not realistic to assume that service can
be maintained at current operational standards without additional staff,




Consolidation would come at a critical stage in RBSD’s Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) schedule that has been moving as rapidly as
possible to take maximum advantage of reduced contractor prices that have
attended the current recession. In order to justify diverting the attention of
RBSD staff to the details of consolidation, there should be realistic promise
of greater savings than could be achieved by continuation of its current
accelerated CIP. RBSD has not found those savings. The administrative
responsibilities of RBSD staff would also increase as much as fourfold with
the establishment of four separate rate districts, in order to avoid comingling
of funds, ensure proper attribution of costs, and thus must be expected to
require additional staff and impose confusion on a smoothly running system.
No accommodation is made for the expense associated with these staff
modifications in the Service Review Update, and no reference is made to the
expense of any additional operational and administrative equipment. The
addition of three former districts, now with individual rate structures, will
unreasonably impose upon the RBSD staff the necessity of choosing where
and how to balance the degree of service that those unequal monetary
contributions entitle each rate district to. Miscalculations, real or imagined,
could expose staff to constant criticism. The potential for disagreement and
disharmony alone exceeds any potential for improvements in effectiveness
and efficiency.

RBSD’s annual service rate is $246 annually, not $436, and for various
fortuitous reasons is substantially lower than the rates of other agencies in
Southern Marin. RBSD is well capitalized, owns its own facilities, and
equipment and employs its own staff. These facts contribute to its lower fee
structure. If uniform rates are an ultimate goal of consolidation it is difficult
to envision how that can be accomplished without disturbing the
capitalization structure of RBSD. Additionally, it is hard to envision how a
collective BOD could keep the individual assets of the several rate districts
discrete when the needs of one district exceeded its assets while another had
reserves. Further, as the BOD shrinks toward the ultimate goal of five
directors, a decision by the BOD to impose rate increases on a rate district
without representation on the BOD could reasonably be expected to provoke
resentment and resistance from the rate payers in that district.

RBSD facilities and equipment, worth several millions of dollars, are owned
by RBSD and its rate payers. Under the plan for consolidation, no provision
is made for how those assets are to be allocated in the consolidated district.
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Much is to be said for economies of scale and efficiencies in government,
but those concepts, reduced to ideology, should not be allowed to drive the
argument to the exclusion of reason and concern for the citizenry and it
should not proceed in disregard of the disruptions and disharmony that
naturally ensue.

Nothing comes without a price, which is here to be paid by the affected
agencies Who is the beneficiary? Not one of the affected districts regards
itself as a potential beneficiary. Of the 20 BOD members, not one supports
this consolidation. It is not worthy of the LAFCO Commissioners to think
all 20 BOD members are driven by selfish motives to protect personal turf.
If perchance, a LAFCO Commissioner similarly situated on a public board,
evaluates himself or herself as driven by such a base instinct, then he or she
is worthy to think the same of the SASM Four BOD members. Otherwise,
he must accord equal dignity to the motives of those BOD members, and
lend credence to their unanimous opinion. Likewise, not one of the general
managers or employees of these districts supports the proposed
consolidation. Thus, among those most familiar with the operation of these
agencies, not one is to be found in support. Surely, this must give pause to
an objective and impartial Commission.

Those of you who represent municipalities may understand the position of
the SASM Four if you substitute yourself and your city into a situation in
which you confront compulsory consolidation with a neighboring city under
conditions that were attended by an equal amount of preparation, planning,
and consultation with the proposed targets of the consolidation.

This proposal needs a lot more thought, and it needs a lot more public
involvement. Above all, it needs more public participation, and most
importantly, it should not proceed while denying the public the right of
protest, as the enabling content of AB 1232 provides.

Sincerely,

Bruce Abbott
President, Richardson Bay Sanitary District
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Roy Benvenuti BY:
408 Hilary Drive
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August 22, 2011

Marin Local Agency Formation Commission
555 Northgate Drive, Suite 230
San Rafael, CA 94903

In re: Consolidation
Dear Commissioners:

I do not believe consolidation as proposed by LAFCO
will better serve the interests of Richardson Bay
Sanitary District (RSBD) ratepayers.

LAFCO’s approach that under consolidation
considerable savings would result, is flawed. On the
contrary, I believe it would increase costs for all
ratepayers. Consider the probable addition of field
personnel with benefits including trucks, clothing,
boots, etc. In addition, consolidation would require the
increase of equally well-compensated and pensioned
office staff in order to serve a new consolidated district.
I do not see a savings, I see increases.

RBSD’s annual service rate of $246--NOT $436--
(LAFCO'’s figures), is probably the lowest in Marin




County. RBSD is well-capitalized, and in addition, owns
its own facilities which belong to the ratepayers. I see

no provision in LAFCO’s plan for equitable allocation of
these assets and how our ratepayers would be affected.

Presently, all directors are required to reside in the
districts they serve. Smaller districts are in a position to
offer “personalized” service to their constituents. We
have been fortunate in having good management and
boards of directors, aware of the importance of public
relations. Any resident who has dealt with RBSD for
encroachments, easements, permits etc. has been
satisfactorily served.

RBSD has been aggressive with its capital maintenance
and improvement programs. The BOD’s fiscal
management plan includes the review of all charges and
warrants and must be approved and signed by two
directors.

Consolidation could have some merit. However, I do
not believe that LAFCO has all the facts to make this
proposal without more thought, discussion, and public
participation which is denied under AB 1232.

_Sincerely,

\\ e
%?/9 G il
Roy Benvenuti

Director RBSD





