
October 13, 2010 (Agenda)

Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)
651 Pine Street, Sixth Floor 
Martinez, CA  94553 

Fire Service Report  

Dear Commissioners: 

SUMMARY

On September 15, the Commission received information regarding the effects of property tax decline and 
redevelopment funding on fire and emergency medical service revenues.   

Following a discussion of these issues, the Commission requested additional information and clarification 
to some of the information presented. 

In response, the attached tables have been revised (in red) to reflect revisions.  Also, LAFCO staff has
invited Bob Campbell, the County’s Chief Accountant, and Jim Kennedy, the County’s Redevelopment 
Director, to attend the LAFCO meeting on October 13.  Both have graciously agreed to attend and 
provide information and respond to questions relating to property tax and redevelopment issues. 

DISCUSSION

The ability of all local fire service agencies in Contra Costa County is constrained by available revenues 
and legal limitations on revenue increases.  Fire service providers rely on various revenue sources to fund 
operating costs, including property taxes, service charges, development impact fees, and contributions 
from city general funds.  Fire service funding sources differ markedly among special districts and cities.  
Among cities, general fund financing sources—sales tax, vehicle license fees and property taxes—tend to 
be the primary sources of fire service funding.  A portion of the general fund contribution is composed of 
property tax revenues, but most of it is composed of other sources, such as sales and utility tax revenues.  
Several of the fire service providers have imposed voter-approved special benefit assessments on parcels 
or dwelling units or special taxes to fund services, including Rodeo Hercules Fire District (RHFD), 
Kensington FPD (KFPD), Moraga Orinda FD (MOFD) and City of Pinole. 

Among fire districts, property taxes are the single most important source of revenues, comprising 85 
percent of revenues on average.  As a funding source, property taxes are constrained by statewide 
initiatives that have been passed by voters over the years, including Proposition 13, which limits the ad 
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valorem property tax rate and growth of the assessed value of property, and requires voter approval of 
certain local taxes; and Assembly Bill 8 (AB8), which establishes property tax allocation formulas.

As previously reported, the County Assessor notes that there was a $4.9 billion decrease in the total tax 
base for 2010-11, and that Contra Costa County real estate continues its lackluster movement due to the 
decline in the economy.  Some cities have been particularly hard hit over the past three years, as shown in 
Attachment 1 (revised to include gross values, numbers relating to the unincorporated county, and 
reference information).
The decline in property tax revenue has forced fire service providers to take severe measures, including 
closing/browning out fire stations, eliminating positions, modifying service delivery, reallocating staff, 
deferring expenses (e.g., capital outlay), increasing fees and depleting reserves.  For example, on 
September 28, the Board of Supervisors adopted a Corrective Action Plan for Contra Costa County FPD 
to address the District’s fiscal deficit, which included many of these measures (Attachment 2).

As discussed in the LAFCO Fire and Emergency Services Municipal Service Review (MSR) report, fire 
district property tax shares vary significantly, with some agencies receiving above average shares (KFPD, 
MOFD), and others receiving below average shares (East Contra Costa FPD, RHFPD) as shown in 
Attachment 3 (revised to include details regarding the table and reference information). Property tax 
shares accruing to some districts (i.e., ECCFPD and RHFD) are relatively low due to the historically low-
cost (volunteer) providers in these areas at the time Prop 13 was implemented.  By contrast, property tax 
shares accruing to KFPD and MOFD are relatively high as higher-cost fire departments were operating in 
these communities at the time Prop 13 was adopted.   

Also, Proposition 98, which California voters approved in 1988, requires the State to maintain a minimum 
level of school funding.  In 1992 and 1993, the Legislature began shifting billions of local property taxes 
to schools in response to State budget deficits.  Local property taxes were diverted from local 
governments into the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) and transferred to school districts 
to reduce the amount paid by the State general fund.  Local agencies throughout the State lost significant 
property tax revenue due to this shift. 

In addition to State impacts, further fluctuations in revenue are a result of redevelopment.  In some areas, 
cities and the County have implemented extensive redevelopment projects, and growth in property taxes 
has accrued over the years to the redevelopment agency rather than the fire district.  For this reason, 
property tax shares are substantially lower in some areas, and do not cover operating costs.

Redevelopment agencies accumulate their funds by freezing the property tax base within a project area 
that has been designated as "blighted." With the property tax base frozen, all the affected taxing entities 
that receive property tax - such as schools, libraries, fire districts and special districts - continue to receive 
the same share of property tax that they received in the year when the redevelopment plan took effect. 
Any additional property tax generated above the base year goes to the redevelopment agency. This is 
generally referred to as "tax-increment financing."  The agency does not keep all of the tax-increment. For 
redevelopment plans adopted or amended after January 1, 1994, a statutory formula requires certain
percentages of funds to be passed through to the affected taxing entities. This statutory formula replaced 
the so-called “pass-through agreements” with taxing agencies whereby the agency agreed to pay an 
affected taxing agency a portion of the tax increment it received in order to alleviate any fiscal burden or 
detriment.
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In response to the Commission’s request, and with assistance from the County Auditor’s Office, LAFCO
staff prepared a summary of the “calculated” impacts of redevelopment on property tax by fire district and 
city (Attachment 4).  This table has been updated to include source information and note that there 
are no redevelopment areas (RDAs) within the Crockett Carquinez FPD, KFPD and MOFD
boundaries. County staff will be in attendance at the LAFCO meeting to respond to questions relating to 
property tax and redevelopment funding.  

In brief, Attachment 4 shows the gross and net AB8 funding by district and city, and the gross and net 
(i.e., less redevelopment pass-through) effects of redevelopment on fire service revenue. As explained by 
the County Auditor, there are three types of pass-throughs: 1) AB 1290 - statutory or the required form of 
pass-through for new or amended RDAs as of 1/1/94, as amended; 2) 33401 - contractual pass-through, 
prior to 1/1/94, and 3) 2% - pursuant to the Health and Safety Code Section 33676 that allows for a pass-
through of up to 2% of the growth on the RDA's base year value annually. 

This analysis confirms the conclusions contained in the LAFCO MSR report, whereby property tax shares 
in those cities that have implemented extensive redevelopment (e.g., Pittsburg, San Pablo) are 
substantially lower than in other areas; and fire district revenues in these areas do not cover operating 
costs.

The financial ability of agencies to provide service is affected by available funding sources and financing 
constraints, as well as management practices.  The information contained in this report provides a limited 
analysis of one source of revenue.  The expenditure side is equally as important.  At noted in the MSR 
report, employee compensation composes approximately 80 percent of expenditures in the median fire 
department.  For a comprehensive overview of agency expenditures (e.g., operating and capital costs, 
compensation costs, etc.) and revenues, please refer to the LAFCO Fire and Emergency Services M SR
report, which is available online at www.contracostalafco.org. 

RECOMMENDATION

1. Receive report;
2. Discuss goals and next steps; and  
3. Provide direction as desired.

Please contact the LAFCO office if you have any questions. 

Sincerely,

LOU ANN TEXEIRA
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Attachments
1. Multi-Year Comparison – Contra Costa County Assessed Values (Cities)  
2. September 28, 2010 Report to the Board of Supervisors – CCCFPD Corrective Action Plan
3. Excerpt from LAFCO Fire and Emergency Services MSR – Fire District Property Tax Shares
4. Fire District Revenue (Loss) by City and Redevelopment Area 
5. Community Guide to Redevelopment 



Multi-Year Comparison – Contra Costa County Assessed Value (Cities)

2008-09
City Gross Value

(Secured and

2008-09 

Unsecured)

$ Gain/Loss
in Assessed
Value

%

2009-10

Change

Gross Value
(Secured and

2009-10 

Unsecured)

$ Gain/Loss
in Assessed
Value

%

2010-11

Change

Gross Value
(Secured and

2010-11

Unsecured)

$ Gain/Loss
in Assessed
Value

%
Change

Antioch 10,329,704,664 (936,699,521) (8.84) 8,244,500,852 (2,098,386,652) (21.73) 7,878,632,659 (369,387,010) (4.88)
Brentwood 7,494,637,520 (713,097,055) (8.84) 6,206,403,722 (1,296,014,384) (17.50) 5,958,178,654 (250,532,965) (4.10)
Clayton 1,795,029,076 21,242,854 1.20 1,718,960,595 (77,371,910) (4.35) 1,701,588,565 (16,370,792) (0.96)
Concord 13,963,832,861 (7,707,537) (0.05) 12,909,846,032 (1,135,426,629) (8.37) 12,713,065,333 (237,710,092) (1.91)
Danville 9,553,771,129 302,386,454 3.29 9,487,774,527 (67,575,663) (0.71) 9,292,292,133 (198,050,248) (2.10)
El Cerrito 2,998,050,313 111,658,361 3.93 3,004,315,193 (19,262,237) (0.65) 3,035,222,417 32,092,851 1.09
Hercules 3,359,505,908 (106,807,099) (3.12) 2,880,092,228 (485,009,945) (14.63) 2,729,278,980 (149,642,807) (5.28)
Lafayette 5,474,796,049 310,182,918 6.07 5,660,264,196 179,544,291 3.31 5,721,365,175 54,323,119 0.97
Martinez 4,708,950,402 74,623,032 1.65 4,521,667,973 (188,631,120) (4.11) 4,456,804,775 (64,275,004) (1.46)
Moraga 3,117,895,341 97,096,630 3.42 3,176,856,752 54,425,099 1.85 3,126,746,914 (51,561,618) (1.72)
Oakley 3,419,045,638 (187,081,620) (5.24) 2,721,657,735 (740,687,728) (21.93) 2,644,704,660 (74,778,670) (2.83)
Orinda 4,592,919,666 209,923,750 4.81 4,839,938,591 246,326,332 5.39 4,834,739,044 (17,078,127) (0.45)
Pinole 2,020,856,467 16,184,505 0.82 1,876,451,390 (142,158,824) (7.15) 1,849,572,702 (31,521,009) (1.70)
Pittsburg 6,236,902,026 (163,849,722) (2.61) 5,307,519,762 (939,648,924) (15.40) 5,248,243,945 (85,395,860) (1.65)
Pleasant Hill 4,815,001,708 108,973,836 2.36 4,666,010,146 (152,383,411) (3.23) 4,588,284,602 (77,599,929) (1.70)
Richmond 14,116,762,145 83,275,215 0.60 12,287,621,182 (1,896,750,455) (13.79) 10,809,330,474 (1,520,091,899) (12.82)
San Pablo 1,809,437,102 (49,798,917) (2.80) 1,378,784,048 (413,302,417) (23.95) 1,305,342,977 (77,516,631) (5.90)
San Ramon 15,177,423,609 656,383,017 4.54 14,783,468,560 (399,786,457) (2.64) 14,570,380,647 (214,033,390) (1.45)
Walnut Creek 13,612,017,011 256,229,859 2.03 13,557,681,809 (145,385,375) (1.13) 13,696,023,952 (106,633,121) (0.83)
Unincorporated 32,077,954,193 253,519,250 0.80 30,519,139,662 (1,592,959,451) (5.02) 29,041,964,934 (1,480,059,428) (4.91)
         

Source: Contra Costa County Assessor’s Office

ATTACHMENT 1
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Contra�Costa�County�Fire�
Protection�District

Corrective�Action�Plan�

September�28,�2010
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Structural�Imbalance
• Current�expenditures�far�exceed�current�revenues

• Capital�expenditures�have�not�been�made�since�FY�2008�09

• Contracted�wage�increases�go�into�effect�July�1,�2011

• Retirement�expenses�increase�significantly�in�FY�2011�12

• Reserve�use�in�FY�2009�10�was�$2.3�million

• Reserve�use�in�FY�2010�11�is�projected�to�be�$8.7�million

• Property�taxes,�which�funded�88%�of�operations�in�FY�2009�10�
are�expected�to�be�flat�in�FY�2011�12�and�then�grow�
approximately�1%�in�FY�2012�13

• Reserves�are�projected�to�be�completely�depleted�in�FY�2011�12

2
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Correction�Measures
to�Replace�those�Originally�Proposed

• Expenditure�Reductions�($2.18�million)
• Service�Delivery�Modifications�and/or�Reallocation�of�Suppression�Staff�
• 8�positions�eliminated�on�June�1�($600,000)

• Deferring�$4�million�in�transfers�to�the�Workers�Compensation�Trust�Fund�($4�
million)

• Revenue�Increases�($1.5�million)
• Property�Taxes�drop�of�2.44%�rather�than�5%�originally�projected�($1.2�million)�
• Increased�Fee�Revenue�($834,000)�� weed�abatement,�dispatching�services,�

licenses,�permits,�plan�review,�and�inspections�
• Decreased�primarily�prior�year�property�tax�revenues�(revenue�reduction�of�

$527,000)

• Reserve�use�$8.7�million

• Explore�additional�Revenue�Options

3
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CCCFPD�4�Year�Forecast
Including�Proposed�Reductions

8.5%�workers�comp�thru�FY�11/12�and�16%�in�12/13�and�13/14

09/10 Actual FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13/14

Salaries 49,276,088 50,973,000 52,707,101 53,266,784 53,799,453 
Benefits 16,212,854 17,556,289 18,047,852 18,909,129 19,635,097 
Workers Compensation 4,203,774 4,332,705 4,480,104 8,522,686 8,607,912 
Services & 
Supplies/Other 21,465,532 22,074,852 22,500,000 23,175,000 23,638,500 
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0
Chevron Payment 0 307,000 614,000 0 0
Total Expenditures 91,158,248 95,243,846 98,349,057 103,873,599 105,680,962 

Current Property Tax 80,624,945 78,833,443 78,833,443 79,621,777 80,816,104 
Other 8,204,951 7,685,327 7,988,541 8,349,357 8,685,000
Total Revenue 88,829,896 86,518,770 86,821,984 87,971,13 89,501,104 

Fund Balance Needed 2,328,352 8,725,076 11,527,073 15,902,465 16,179,858 

Fund Balance Available* 17,610,425 8,885,349 (2,641,724) (18,544,189) (34,724,047)

* Does not include $1.4 million in outstanding encumbrances

436



Conclusion

• Without�an�influx�of�significant�new/�
increased�revenues,�contract�concessions,�
and/or�additional�service�reductions�the�
Contra�Costa�County�Fire�Protection�District�
will�have�depleted�its�reserves�in�2011

• A�formal,�long�range�solution�to�the�structural�
problem�must�be�implemented�in�the�current�
fiscal�year

5
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Recommendation

• CONSIDER�the�Corrective�Action�Plan�
described�above;

• ADOPT�adjustments�to�the�FY�2010/11�
Budget;

• RETURN�to�the�Board�of�Supervisors�with�
Action�Plan�for�additional�revenues

6
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EXCERPT FROM LAFCO MUNICIPAL SERVICE 
REVIEW – FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL 
SERVICES – AUGUST 12, 2009  

Table 3-10       Fire District Property Tax Shares, FY 2007-08

Source:  Contra Costa County Fire & Emergency Medical Services Municipal Service Review 
Final Report – August 2009 

Note:  The property tax shares of the various fire districts vary significantly, as shown in Table 
3-10.  The gross share indicates the proportion allocated to a district before considering 
redevelopment, and the net share indicates the proportion allocated after taking into account 
redevelopment agencies.  The average fire district net property tax share countywide was 12 
percent in cities served by fire districts and 13 percent in unincorporated areas.   

Attachment 3 

District/City Gross Net District/City Gross Net
ConFire 14% 12% East Contra Costa FPD 8% 7%

Antioch 15% 14% Brentwood 8% 7%
Clayton 15% 10% Oakley 6% 5%
Concord 13% 12% Unincorporated 9% 9%
Lafayette 14% 13% Crockett-Carquinez FPD 12% 12%
Martinez 13% 13% Kensington FPD 30% 30%
Pittsburg 16% 5% Moraga-Orinda FPD 21% 21%
San Pablo 20% 4% Moraga 19% 19%
Pleasant Hill 13% 12% Orinda 23% 23%
Walnut Creek 13% 13% Unincorporated 21% 21%
Unincorporated 15% 13% San Ramon Valley FPD 15% 14%

Rodeo-Hercules FPD 9% 6% Danville 16% 16%
Hercules 9% 6% San Ramon 13% 12%
Unincorporated 8% 6% Unincorporated 17% 17%

Attachment 3



2009-10 Fire District Revenue by City and Redevelopment Area Loss

City/Fire District Gross AB8 (1) Gross RDA 
Loss

Net AB8 
Revenue

% of District's 
Gross AB8

% of District's 
Net AB8

Pass-Through 
Total

Net RDA Loss

Antioch 12,008,554$  $       1,279,592  $    10,728,962 12.67% 13.55%  $        430,235  $          849,357 
Concord 16,188,254 2,134,301        14,053,953 17.08% 17.75% 127,418 2,006,883
Clayton 2,457,157 729,641          1,727,516 2.59% 2.18% 97,697 631,944
Lafayette 7,769,428 556,134          7,213,294 8.20% 9.11% 165,248 390,886
Martinez 5,679,802 0          5,679,802 5.99% 7.17% 0 0
Oakley - 0                       - 0.00% 0.00% 0 0
Pleasant Hill 5,934,523 617,743          5,316,780 6.26% 6.72% 103,719 514,024
Pinole 15,407               15,407 0.02% 0.02%
Pittsburg 8,721,593 5,878,606          2,842,987 9.20% 3.59% 2,054,455 3,824,151
San Pablo  2,699,731 2,039,519             660,212 2.85% 0.83% 158,866 1,880,653
Walnut Creek  16,398,337 465,748        15,932,589 17.30% 20.12% 0 465,748
Unincorporated 16,921,403 1,918,943        15,002,460 17.85% 18.95% 576,874 1,342,069
Total CCCFPD 94,794,189$ 15,620,227$   $       79,173,962 100.00% 100.00% 3,714,512$  11,905,715$  

Antioch 18,603 0               18,603 0.20% 0.22% 0 0
Brentwood 4,406,935 408,368          3,998,567 48.32% 46.70% 313,059 95,310 
Oakley 1,560,357 150,407          1,409,950 17.11% 16.47% 142,862 7,546
Unincorporated 3,135,184 0          3,135,184 34.37% 36.62% 0 0
Total ECCFPD 9,121,079$ 558,775$   $         8,562,304 100.00% 100.00% 455,921$  102,856$  

Hercules 2,483,195 841,688          1,641,507 65.18% 60.33% 129,287 712,401 
Unincorporated 1,326,815 247,599          1,079,216 34.82% 39.67% 258,156 (10,558)
Total RHFPD 3,810,010$ 1,089,287$   $         2,720,723 100.00% 100.00% 387,443$  701,843$  

Danville 15,187,896 476,568        14,711,328 29.67% 29.73% 83,370 393,198 
San Ramon 18,491,625 1,218,994        17,272,631 36.13% 34.90% 216,747 1,002,247 
Walnut Creek 0.01 0                        0 0.00% 0.00% 0 0
Unincorporated 17,504,807 0        17,504,807 34.20% 35.37% 0 0
Total SRVFPD 51,184,328$ 1,695,562$   $       49,488,766 100.00% 100.00% 300,117$  1,395,445$  
No RDAs: Crockett Carquinez FPD (unincorporated), Kensington FPD (unincorporated), and Moraga Orinda FD (Town of Moraga, City of 
Orinda, unincorporated)

Source: Contra Costa County Auditor's Office ATTACHMENT  4
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