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In The Bag With ABAG

(a) Not a Plan, But A Trap
Vallejo Times-Herald Trap (3/04/1969)

(b) State Moves to Gain New Power Over Cities
Sacramento Examiner (1/28/1979)
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Assemblyman John T. Knox of
Richmond hasn’t satisfied anyone
in our county by his proposal to
revise the original boundaries of
his recommended Bay Area Re-
gional Organization (BARO) to
coincide with those of the Bay
Area Regional Water Quality
Control Board.

It’s a contrived device to mini-
mize growin g opposition to his
plan to create a limited regional
government embracing the nine
Bay Region counties by applying
the old tactic of “divide and con-
quer.” By reducing the original
BARO area to exclude the north-
ern sections of Solano, Napa and
Sonoma counties and the eastern
portions of Alameda and Contra
Costa counties, Knox sees an op-
portunity to achieve piecemeal
what may be impossible to acquire
as a whole.

Solano County wants no part
of this scheme any more than it
has any desire to become involved
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government at the cost of sub-y

in any mandated form of super- (

ordinating its right to determine
its own future to the will of a

more populous combination of

counties with which we have no
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homogeneity of interests. Bs}
Assemblyman Knox’ new plan ; of t
not only is unrealistic but short- | e
sighted. Affiliation with the As- &?11;)
sociation of Bay Area Govern-  gua
ments (ABAG) virtually is man- ;ﬁ’r‘]‘]
datory for cities and counties Fo
seeking federal grants because ‘ﬁg}“g
their applications to the Depart- || men
ment of Housing and Urban De- gfi‘i!
velopment (HUD) first must be | star!
reviewed by ABAG. Should the | e
geographically abbreviated [ Boa
BARO replace ABAG as planned, sﬂi‘?
how then will those portions of i
Solano and N apa counties ex- SESHL
cluded from BARO qualify for e
HUD aid? org
No, Mr. Knox, we can’t buy it. }11];
We're just not interested in a di- ;i
vided Solano County. K
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State moves to gain new @oémq over Ci

By Gale Ocon
.Mam:::m.. Capitol Bureau

SACRAMENTO — Enormous
powers to push consolidation of
cities, counties, special districts and
other - agencies would be "estab-
lished in a bill now before the
Legislature.

The contiguous cities of Oak-
land and Berkeley or Millbrae and
San Bruno, for example, could be
ordered to put consolidation to a
vote of the people, even if the city
councils objected.

If the matter were not submit-
ted to voters upon order of a local
agency formation commission
(LAFCO), the penalty would be
drastic: loss of the citles' share of
the countywide property tax levy.

This is the nub of Assembly Bill
287 by Assemblyman John Knox, D-
Richmond. The co-author is Sen.
Milton Marks, R-San Francisco.

And Knox said that, before he
gets through amending the bill,
voting on LAFCO-proposed reor-
ganizations and consolidations

might be a condition for _.mnm:___nm
Proposition 13 state bailout funds as
well.

“My intention is to work that
out as part of the plan,” he said. I
figure at a time when we are
handing out this money we might
make it conditional.

“Local government is very ex-
pensive and much of it is unneces- ;
sary,” Knox said. He noted that E
the last decade only two city
mergers have occurred — San Jose-
Alviso and Sacramento-North Sac-
ramento.
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Knox said that, to his surprise,
the League of California Cities has+”
indicated it favors working to
merge some cities.

It is even possible, he said, that
the bill would provide for studies
that would lead in time to a voté by
adjacent counties on consolidation
— countles such as San Francisco
and San Mateo, for instance.

Every California county except
~mwﬁ.mm=n58 a county-city gov-
(ernment, has a LAFCO as a result

of N:ox -sponsored legislation

adopted E 1968, -

h>m.oom E:m_E aoEvomma of
two supervisors, two council mem-
bers or a council member and a
mayor, and one public member,
presently have power to approve or
disapprove new agencies or special
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districts, annexations, detachments, |/

consolidations and reorganizations.
But they cannot _:_:Em a c_._:uomu_

The Knox .E: Eoc_n nrmnmm
that. LAFCOs would be empowered
to conduct reorganization studies
of local agencies, including coun-
ties, cities, districts — every entity,
in fact, except the state, the Univer-
sity of California, and school and
community college districts.

The language of the measure is
in line with views of the Post
Commission, Gov. Brown, Assembly
Speaker Leo McCarthy, D-San Fran-
cisco, and others who have noted
the costly proliferation of local
governinent agencies.

“The purpose of this article,”
the bill says, “is to promote efficien-
cy in local government by putting
before the voters ..oo&wn.umton
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plans that have been ..'.Ei.::w
studied by locally responsihle za_:
viduals and projected to result in/
significant cost savings."” I

After study, a LAFCO would
recommend a reorganization plan
to affected local agencies — possi-
bly merger or cunsolidation. Any
agency that did not approve sub-
mitting the plan to the voters
would get no properly tax money
the next fiscal year.
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“The Legislature intends that
local agencies, as a condition of
receiving property tax revenues,
shall demonstrate a willingness to
allow voters to consider organiza-
tional alternatives,” the hill de-
clares.

Knox's bill, as now drafted and
awaiting hearing befure the Assem-
bly Committee on Local Govern-

ment, would appropriate $2 million | ~

to Gov. Brown's Office of Planning
and Research. This would be allo- {
cated to LAFCOs for their reorgani- ﬁ
zation studies.

Counties obviously would incur
some costs — holding elections, for
example — but the bill disclaims
any local expense.

Bill Press, director of OPR, said
AB287 is not an administration bill
but is consistent c..:w Gov. Browi's
“urban m:.m:wmw

ﬂ_m bill carries an urgency
clause declaring, "It is necessary
that local agencies be wmo_.mu:_.noa‘
at the earliest possible time.” With
two-thirds approval by the Assem-
bly and Senate, the bill would
become effective immediately, pos-
sibly affecting property tax and
bailout distribution in the fiscal
year beginning July 1. i
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