DRAFT

RANCH HOUSE ESTATES
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT

Ranch House Estates Community Services District (RHECSD) provides street
maintenance services.

AGENCY OVERVIEW

Ranch House Estates Community Services District was formed on December 30, 1977, as
an independent special district.' RHECSD was formed to provide fire protection, recreation,
street maintenance and water services. Fire protection and recreation services were never
initiated. As recently as 1990, the District provided water service, but it subsequently
transferred the service to Amador Water Agency. RHECSD is currently responsible to
provide street maintenance service to three short courts within the district. All other roads
within the District are county maintained roads.

The principal act that governs the District is the Community Services District Law.2 CSDs
may potentially provide a wide array of services, including water supply, wastewater, and
solid waste; police and fire protection; street lighting and landscaping; airport, recreation
and parks; mosquito abatement; library services; street maintenance and drainage services;
ambulance service; utility undergrounding; transportation; graffiti abatement; flood
protection; weed abatement; and hydroelectric power; as well as various other services.
Since 2005, CSDs are required to gain LAFCO approval to add or divest those services
permitted by the principal act (i.e., latent powers).?

Boundary

RHECSD is located at Ranch Road and SR 88, approximately three miles east of the
community of Pine Grove. The bounds encompass parcels to the southeast of SR 88 along
Meadowbrook Drive. The District has a boundary area of approximately 60 acres.

LAFCO records indicate there were three annexations to the initial District, totaling 103
acres. The first annexation occurred in 1978 and entailed 16 acres. Annexations also
occurred in 1984 and 1989, consisting of 69 and 18 acres, respectively.

In 2016, RHECSD began the process of detaching the portion of the District lying north of
Highway 88. This area, known as the “Homestead Area”, was annexed in 1984. At the time
of annexation, the Homestead Area developer proposed a subdivision with private roads.
Homestead was annexed for the purpose of road maintenance. Ultimately, the developer

' LAFCO Resolution 77-95. Formation date is from Certificate of Completion.
2 Government Code §61000-61226.5.

3 Government Code §61106.

4 LAFCO Resolutions 78-130, 84-181, and 89-218.
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constructed roads meeting county standards and deeded the new roads to the County.
RHECSD did not provide, nor anticipate ever providing, any services to the Homestead Area.
The Board was concerned that residents of the Homestead Area were voting members of the
District despite not receiving services, and as such, could affect future elections. The Board
was especially concerned that these residents could override the will of the residents who
are receiving services from the District. In 2017, the detachment process was completed and
approved by LAFCO, removing 81.75 acres from the District.s

Sphere of Influence

RHECSD’s SOI was first adopted in 1982. LAFCO minutes indicate the SOI included 566
acres of territory beyond the District’s bounds. Accurate maps of the historic sphere are not
available. Following the 2008 MSR, LAFCO adopted a zero sphere of influence for the
District.s The zero sphere of influence was affirmed after the 2014 MSR and again prior to
the Homestead Detachment.”

The principal act requires that districts have five-member governing boards, including a
president and vice-president.s At the time of the 2014 MSR, RHECSD did not meet these
requirements, and had been having difficulty maintaining a board of directors since at least
1981, based on recruitment letters found from that time. As a result, RHECSD was at risk of
dissolution due to the lack of a Board of Directors and affirmative action related to its
primary mission. The District 5 County Supervisor and LAFCO were, in fact, actively
pursuing its dissolution in early 2015, when a District resident volunteered to serve on a
reactivated Board of Directors. With the assistance of the Supervisor, new board members
were appointed, and with the assistance of LAFCO, new bylaws were adopted. A General
Manager (GM) was also appointed as required by law.’

RHECSD directors are appointed by the County Board of Supervisors through a
consolidated election, unless there is more than one interested party, in which case an at-
large election is held. There have been no contested elections in recent history. Board
members are elected to four-year terms. The General Manager is charged with identifying
residents interested in serving on the Board. In 2017, there had been one Board Member
whose term ended and who was immediately replaced by a previously identified interested
resident. At the time of this MSR, another member has resigned due to personal reasons and
a replacement is currently being sought.

The principal act requires that boards convene at least four times a year or every three
months.”> When the District had active board members, RHECSD reported meeting twice per
year in the past, which did not meet the principal act requirement of at least quarterly

3 LAFCO Resolution 2016-10.

% LAFCO Resolution 2009-14.

7 LAFCO Resolutions 2014-24 and 2016-09.
8 Government Code §61040, §61043.

9 Government Code §61050.

10 Government Code §61044.
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meetings. Since reorganizing in 2015, the District has met once each quarter as required by
the Special District Law. The District reported that it has had no Brown Act violations.

Form 700 Financial Interest Statements have been completed by all Board Members and
the General Manager, and are on file at the County Elections Office. The District does not
have a separate Conflict of Interest Code, but its bylaws do specify that a Director should
abstain from participating on any item involving a conflict of interest as set forth in state law.

The District adopts a very basic and minimal budget annually. This budget is filed with
the County Auditor, who also collects and holds the District’s revenue and pays expenses. In
addition, the Auditor submits the District’s annual Financial Statement to the State
Controller.

In 2018, the District completed a full fiscal audit by a Certified Public Accountant. The
District, with the help of the County Auditor-Controller, qualified for an alternate audit
schedule designed to reduce the District’s audit costs. The new schedule is a full audit every
fifth year, with independent fiscal reviews each intervening year.

The District does not have a website or newsletter. Constituent outreach is accomplished
by posting minutes, agendas and notices on a public bulletin board centrally located next to
the community mailboxes. Ranch House Estates is a small community and informal
communication is a common practice for small districts.

The District demonstrated accountability in its disclosure of information to LAFCO and
willingly cooperated with LAFCO staff. The District was cooperative in re-forming a Board
of Directors subsequent to the prior MSR’s determinations, and is complying as much as it is
able with state laws and performing its designated purpose of road maintenance.

RHECSD 3



DRAFi

Figure 1: RHECSD Governing Body

Ra DUSE ate b
Virginia Bartley President November 2019
Cari Taylor Vice President November 2019
Members

Bob Bartley Director November 2021
Ron Nicholas Director November 2021
Judy Alexander (1) Director November 2019
Members are appointed by County BOS through biennial consolidated

Manner of Selection elections in odd numbered years, unless there is more than one interested
party, in which case a general election is held.

Length of Term 4 years.

Meetings Quarterly at a residence within the District.

Agenda Distribution Posted on bulletin board next to community mailboxes.

Minutes Distribution Posted on bulletin board next to community mailboxes.

Notes: (1) Judy Alexander recently resigned for personal reasons & a replacement has not yet been elected.

s SRR e

Contact Jim Simmons, General Manager

Mailing Address 13806 Shadow Glen, Pine Grove 95665

Phone 209-296-7633

Email/Website snowskiers@volcano.net

Management

The principal act calls for community service districts to appoint a general manager to
implement board policies."! RHECSD was nearly defunct in 2015. The District did not have
enough Board members to convene a quorum. At the urging of LAFCO and the county,
several residents volunteered to reactivate the Board. The District has maintained a full
board since reorganizing.

The Board appointed a non-paid General Manager and contracts out for maintenance
services as needed. There are no paid employees and no other volunteer staff. The District
has no personnel policies or written job descriptions other than those specified in its bylaws
for Directors and the General Manager, which is most likely sufficient for the Directors. The
Board additionally provides direction to the GM via minute orders. The GM has been given
authority by the Board to respond to issues arising between board meetings that require no
expenditure of funds.

The District adopted bylaws and, by minute order, created a road maintenance plan
based on the District’s current assessment schedule. The District currently complies with

' Government Codes §61050. Per §61040(e), the general manager may not be a member of the board.
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the requirement to hold at least one public meeting per quarter. All meetings are noticed as
required by the Brown Act and are provided to LAFCO by email. Meeting minutes are posted
for public review at a central public location.

Ethics training is required every two years by Government Code §53234. All five Board
Members have completed such training, although two certificates are still outstanding
because the Board Members did not save copies on their computers. Board Members and
supervisory staff are also required to complete sexual harassment training every two years
(Government Code §53237). This training has not been completed, although sexual
harassment training is less important as there are no employees or staff other than the GM.

The California Special District Association recommends board member training on the
Brown Act and the Public Records Act. Although none of the Board Members have taken any
such training, the District bylaws do state that business shall be conducted according to the
Brown Act. There is, however, no procedure in place for handling a Public Records Act
request. Neither is there any official procedure for handling resident complaints.

Although not a member, the GM receives mailings from the Special Districts Association,
and reports any changes in law or regulations specified therein to the Board of Directors.

The County manages district finances and the District Board adopts an annual budget.
Although there is no written Master Plan, the District adopted, by minute order, a road
maintenance plan after consultation with a paving contractor. This plan calls for extending
the interval between resurfacing from five to ten years, with a commercial crack filling every
fifth year between resurfacing. Additional crack filling will be accomplished as needed by
the General Manager.

The District did not report whether its management practices include risk management,
and its income may be insufficient to afford insurance.

RHECSD is a built-out residential community with no significant potential for
development.

There is little to no economic activity within RHECSD’s bounds, as land use is entirely
rural residential (one to five acres per unit).? Economic activity in the surrounding area
includes farming and several small businesses in Pine Grove, including a drug store, auto
body shop, realtor, and a dentist’s office.

The District serves approximately 161 residents and encompasses 78 parcels, seven of
which are not currently assessed.* The bounds include homes located on Meadowbrook
Drive, which is a County-owned road running through the District. The population density
in the District is 2,081 per square mile (although the District encompasses approximately
only one-half of a square mile). Comparatively, the County’s overall average population
density is 64 per square mile.

12 Amador County, General Plan Land Use Map, 2016.

13 The population estimate for the District is the product of the total occupied parcels within the boundary area and the
average household size (2.3) in Amador County in 2009-2011, according to the United States Census Bureau.
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The District reported that there has been no increase in growth or demand for service
within the District’s bounds.™

The District is not a land use authority, and does not hold primary responsibility for
implementing growth strategies.

Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities

LAFCO is required to evaluate disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) as
part of this service review, including the location and characteristics of any such
communities. A disadvantaged unincorporated community is defined, under Amador LAFCO
Policies, as any area with at least 15 dwelling units at a density not less than one unit per
acre, where the median household income is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual
median.* The issue of DUCs only applies, however, if the district in question is providing
services related to wastewater, municipal and industrial water, or structural fire protection.'s
These services are not provided by RHECSD. Therefore, there is no need to identify DUCs.

During the previous service review (2014), the District was inactive due to lack of a
District Board. In 2015, the District reorganized, and has maintained a five-member board
since then. Assessments were not collected in FY 2013-14 because no board existed to
submit the annual certification of assessments required by the County Auditor-Controller.
The first financial action of the new board in 2015 was to certify the District’s assessment
roll. With this reorganization, the District has collected assessments each year since 2015.

Finances are tracked through a single general fund for road maintenance activities.
Accounting for the District’s single fund is maintained by the County, through the County
Auditor’s office. Assessments are also collected by the Controller-Auditor, who invests any
unallocated funds. This investment results in a small increase in the District’s available
funds.

The District’s assessment was established when it was a homeowner’s association and
not a community service district. The assessment continued when it became a community
services district. The District was created to meet the requirements of membership in the
Central Amador Water Project. The County Surveyor has identified those parcels which do
and do not pay the assessment. While all parcels that front the district-maintained courts do
pay the assessment, other parcels elsewhere within the District also pay for the court
maintenance.

The Board of Directors has determined that its finances are adequate to implement its
adopted road maintenance plan. The Board has, however, discussed raising the assessment
if, in the future, it cannot meet its road maintenance obligations. One of the reasons the
Board went to the ten-year resurfacing schedule with a lesser treatment at five years, was to
allow the District to operate within the current $50 assessment rate. They are unsure
whether the current law would allow them to increase the assessment on all parcels or if

1 Interview of Jim Simmons, General Manager, August 9, 2018,
15 Amador LAFCO Policies, Guidelines and Procedures, §7.1-7.2, adopted February 16, 2017.
16 Amador LAFCO Policies, Guidelines and Procedures, §7.4, adopted February 16, 2017.
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they would only be able to impose the increase on those parcels on the three courts
maintained by the District. The Board is fearful that, even if they do seek to increase the
assessment, it would likely not be high enough to cover maintenance, insurance, audits, and
other expenses which would be beneficial to the District and its residents.

In FY 2015-16 and 2016-17, the major expenditures included LAFCO costs and the Board
of Equalization fees for the Homestead detachment; cost of a fiscal audit; and road
resurfacing project costs. The adopted budget for FY 2018-19 allocates $100 for office
supplies and $400 for professional services, with all remaining funds to be held in reserve
for road maintenance. The District has no long-term debt.

Total revenues in 2017 amounted to $3,436."7 To date, there has been no assessment in
2018. The District receives revenue solely from property assessments (and negligible
interest on its reserve funds). The District charges $50 per parcel on 70 of the 78 parcels
within the District.'s

Although there is no formal District policy on maintaining financial reserves. RHECSD
had a cash fund balance of $15,913 at the end of FY 2017 according to the audit. It also had
$17,822 in capital assets, which is comprised of road improvements. An independent
financial review for the fiscal year ending in 2018 will be completed after the close of the
fiscal year.

California law requires that all Special Districts have an independent audit or fiscal
review annually.” An audit had been done in 2006, but the District was unable to comply
with the annual audit requirements due to the cost, and later, to the lack of an active board.
After the Board reactivated in 2015, with the assistance of the Amador County Board of
Supervisors and Amador County Auditor, the District was able to obtain a different audit
schedule allowed by state law.>2 The schedule is now set at an independent audit every fifth
year, with an independent financial review every intervening year. In May 2018, an
independent audit was completed for fiscal years ending 2016 and 2017.

17 The total consists of $3,308 in assessments and $128 in interest (Independent Audit of FY ending 2017).

18 All of the lots that front the courts pay, but many other parcels that front on the County-maintained roads also are
assessed.

19 Government Code §§61118 and 26909(a)(1).
20 Government Code §§61118 and 26909(b).
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ROADWAY SERVICES

RHECSD provides road maintenance services to three short courts within the District. All
other roads within the District are county-maintained roads. Repairs are completed by a
contractor. Drainage issues along District-maintained roads are corrected as part of
resurfacing the roads. Minor drainage issues are handled in-house by the General Manager.
Homeowners are responsible for maintaining drainage through culverts under their
driveways.

RHECSD provides road maintenance on three courts off of Meadowbrook Drive. The
District does not serve Brook Court or the portion of Meadowbrook Court east of Brook
Court, as these roads are maintained by the County. The seven unassessed parcels do not
front district-maintained roads. The District does not provide services outside of its bounds.

The District provides street maintenance on three small roads totaling 0.6 miles
extending from Meadowbrook Drive: Dogwood Court, Valley View Court, and Shadow Glen
Court. A homeowner’s association originally maintained these roads. This association
became part of the District when the District was created. For many years, the District and
the association functioned as one and the same. It was during this period that the District
sold the lot containing the association’s old well and pond. A revision to the Special District
Law specifically removed the ability to serve both as a homeowner’s association and a special
district. Three districts were allowed to add, by resolution, the ability to exercise the Board'’s
power of enforcing covenants, conditions, and restrictions adopted by the community.
RHECSD was one of these. Since then, however, the law has changed. Several districts are
allowed to still exercise such powers if they so choose, but RHECSD is no longer one of them.»

When the subdivision was originally being constructed, an offer of dedication was made
by the owner/developer for these roads to the County’s public road system. The County
accepted the offer for Meadowbrook Drive, but rejected the offer for the three courts and,
specifically, the drainage easements, until such time as the streets and drainage easements
are constructed to County standards and accepted into the County road system by a
resolution of the Board of Supervisors.? However, the roads still do not meet County design
standards, and have never been accepted into the County’s public road system.

The courts exist as separate parcels; individual lot lines extend under the other roads in
the District except those along these courts. It is unclear who owns the property under the
roads in the three courts. LAFCO staff has reviewed the ownership of these roads. After

2l Government Code § 61601.7 (no longer existing).
22 Government Code §§61105(e) and (f)(1).
2 Recorded Final Map of Ranch House Estates Unit 1, Subdivision Map No. 17, recorded October 25, 1966.
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rejection of dedication of the roads in the courts, there is no record that the roadways or title
to the roadway property was ever transferred to any other party. Thus, the reasonable
conclusion is that the roadway property is a remainder area still owned by the original
owner/developer or the owner’s heirs, whose identity and whereabouts are not known to
the County. It may be possible for the District to pursue an action to declare the property
abandoned. Under procedures of state law and local requirements, the County could
potentially effect a transfer of the property to the District.

In 2016, the Board directed the General Manager to obtain bids to oil and chip seal the
road surfaces. The roads were treated that summer by a licensed paving contractor at a cost
0f $19,210. The District adopted a plan to fill the cracks with tar filler as a temporary fix for
the winter.

The District has traditionally oiled and chip sealed the roads on a five year schedule. The
new Board adopted a different approach in 2016 that will double the time between
resurfacing the roads. The District will hire a paving company to crack fill the roads at a five-
year interval, followed by oil and chip sealing on a ten-year schedule. Discussion with a
paving contractor confirmed this is a reasonable approach to maintaining the roads. This
plan will provide a somewhat lower level of service, but will ensure that the District can meet
its statutory responsibilities and comply with other administrative requirements without
the need for increasing the annual road assessment.

The District reported that it has the means to provide services adequately. The District
maintains an adequate reserve to fund needed street improvements. Preventative
maintenance to minimize excessive costs is provided on a regular basis. The District has
worked to reduce expenditures over time to meet its core mission. With a longer schedule
for expensive oil and chip seal and maintenance, and a less expensive audit process, the
District is confident it can meet all its obligations without raising assessments within the
next ten years.

The roads still appear to be in good condition two years after the most recent oil and
chip seal. The drainage ditches also appear to be fairly clean.

2 Interview of General Manager Jim Simmons, July 2018.
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Figure2: Ranch House Estates Street Profile

Street Service Profile

Street Maintenance Hired Contractors Drainage Maintenance District/Homeowners

Street Sweeping Frequency: Service not provided.

The District serves three courts stemming off of Meadowbrook Drive.

Street Centerline Miles 0.6 Signalized Intersections 0
Privately maintained roads] 0.6 Bridges 0
Publicly maintained roads 0 Other NA

There are no current infrastructure needs according to the District.

Street Miles Rehabilitated FY 16 100% Costs per Street Mile! $26,894

Road maintenance preformed in 2016 consisted of chip sealing the roads in the District at a cost of $19,210.
The next chip sealing will be in 2026. The next crack filling will occur in 2021.

Keeping costs down while maintaining mandated services and complying with all applicable laws.

Current Practices: None identified.

Opportunities: The District has transferred financial administration activities to the County since the last
MSR. Bringing streets and drainage to County standards would allow the District to transfer road
maintenance to the County, thus alleviating the need for the District. This migt be cost prohibitive, however.
Notes: (1) Base on CSD expenditures on road maintenance in FY 16 for .6 miles of road.
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