SPECIAL JOINT MEETING
SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
AND
SACRAMENTO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
THURSDAY, JANUARY 5, 1989
2:00 P.M.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CHAMBERS
COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, SUITE 1450
700 H STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

I hereby call a Special Meeting of the Sacramento City Council to
meet jointly with the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors, at the
date, time and location specified above, for the purpose of considering
and acting upon the following matters relating to the Sacramento Ad-Hoc
Charter Commission:
(1) Report on the results of the Registered Voter Survey of
Phase I, and
(2) Financing of the Phase II study.
Members of the public are invited to attend the public hearing and
present their comments.
Issued this 28th day of December, 1988.

ANNE RUDIN
MAYOR
ATTEST:

ANNE J. MASON
ACTING CITY CLERK

'Joint Meeting of the
Sacramento City Council
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
Sacramento Ad Hoc Charter Commission
on January 5, 1999

SHOWS ON METROCABLE 65

Monday, January 9 at 7 pm
Tuesday. January 10 at IC) am

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
Inter-Department Correspondence
Date

To

:

.>. „
Septembe

19, 1988

Brian Richter, County Executive
Walter J. Slipe, City Manager

From

everly A. Williams, Clerk
Board of Supervisors

Subject:

Item No. 1 - September 15, 1988 Agenda

Joint meeting of the Sacramento City Council/Sacramento
County Board of Supervisors with the Sacramento Ad Hoc
Charter Commission
The Board of Supervisors, at a special meeting with the
Sacramento City Council on September 15, 1988 ; moved to
approve the Funding Agreement by Resolution No. 88-2315; //
Approved recommendations 1, 3 and 4 of the September 15 ///
/7
1988 memorandum by Resolution No. 88-2316; and continued
meeting to January 5, 1989 at 2:00 p.m.
The Sacramento City Council approved all 4 recommendations
by Resolution Nos. 88-797 and 88-798.
BAW:hd
cc: Roy Brewer, Chairman, Sacramento Ad Hoc Charter Commission
City of Folsom
City of Galt
City of Isleton

aourr NERIUG

OF THE

SACRAMEN113 crry COUNCIL, AND
THE SACRAMENIO CCUNTY EOARD OF SUPERVISORS

JANUARY 5, 1989
2:00 P.M.
MURSDAY
Please Note Date and Location: The Ad-Hoc Commission Meeting will be held on
Thursday, January 5th at 2:00 p.m. in the Board of Supervisor's Chambers. 700
H Street, Suite 1450, Sacramento.
AGENDA

rrEn NO. 1) Roll Call
ITEM NO. 2) Report Back: Phase I Results, Voter Survey, and Funding of Phase
II of the Local Government Reorganization Study
Board and COuncil Action Required:
Adopt Resolution which:
1.
2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

Authorizes the Sacramento Ad-floc CHarter
Cannission to Undertake Phase II;
Approves the Ittal Project Budget;
Authorizes the Expenditure of the Balance of
the $500,000 Appropriated on September 15,
1988 and Supplement with an Additional
$500,000 of Ni Appropriation;
Requests that the Sacramento Metropolitan
Cable Television Commission Repay the City and
COunty an Amount Equal to the New Financing
Requirement of $500,000 by-Amending the
Charter FUndinq Agreement Approved an
September 15, 1988 and Authorizes the Mayor
and Chairman of the Board of Supervisors to
execute this revised agreement;
Designates the County as read Agency and
Sacramento City as the Responsible Agency for
the Purposes of Compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act; and,
Authorizes the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter
Crimmission as well as the COunty Legislative
Advocate to Request the Introduction of TWo
"Spot" Bills in the California Legislature.

ITEM NO. 3) Opportunity for Public COmment on Other Matters Not on This
Agenda but Within the Common Jurisdiction of These Bodies
Action Required: Receive and File

rrEn NO. 4) Adjourn

:
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1010 8th Street, Sacramento, CA 941 C4? 144040di vill

December 20, 1988

For the Meeting of:
January 5, 1989

AP
PROV
BYTHECMYCOUNCIL

TO:

Menhers, Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
Members, Sacramento City Council

FROM:

Roy Brewer, Chairman

SUBJECT:

REPORT BACK: PHASE I RESUMS, VOTER SURVEY, AND!FUNDAM54641I OF
THE LOCULGOVETWENT REORGANIZATION STUDY

JAN

5 1989

RECCMCNIATICI4

The Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Commission recommends that the Sacramento City Council
and County Board of Supervisors adopt the attached resolution which:
-

Authorizes the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Commission to undertake Phase II of
the local government reorganization study to determine, if possible, the nest
fiscally and service efficient government structure for Sacramento;

-

Approves the attached total project budget of $1,000,000 (includes costs
already expended for Phase I) to accomplish this task;

-

Authorizes the expenditure of the balance of the $500,000 previously
appropriated and supplement with an additional $500,000 of new appropriation.

-

Requests, as suggested by your Chief Executives in their June 30, 1988 report
(attached), that the Sacramento Metropolitan Cable Television Commission
repay the City and County an amount equal to the new financing requirement of
$500,000 by amending the Charter Funding Agreement approved on September 15,
1988; and authorizes the Chairman and Mayor to execute the revised Agreement.
Designates the County as the lead agency and Sacramento City as the
responsible agency for the purposes of campliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act. Authorize the County Environmental Coordinator,
in close association with similar City personnel, to coordinate this effort;
and,

-

Authorizes the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Connission as well as the County
Legislative Advocate to request the introduction of two "spot" bills in the
California Legislature for the following tentative purposes:
1.

to amend State law to constitute the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter
Commission as a Charter Commission and could exclude special
districts as a required component of a merged local unit of
government if a Charter proposal is recommended; and,

2.

to amend State law, which if desired by the comnunity and if
appropriate, would permit certain (yet to be defined) planning and
perhaps other local decisions to be made at the community level.

/9Report Back
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BACMRCIOND
On September 15, 1988, the Sacramento City Council and County Board of Supervisors
approved the recommendations of the County Executive, City Manager and the Local
Government Reorganization Commission to:
-

establish a 15 member Ad-Hoc Charter Commission;

-

appropriate $500,000 from the Sacramento Metropolitan Cable Television
Commission to finance a thorough local government reorganization study; and,

-

only expend $170,000 plus legal and consultant costs to undertake Phase I.
This limited effort principally consisted of initial organizational studies
and a survey of registered voters to determine the acceptability of
government change and associated attributes, if any, which would be required
to achieve if a Charter change were to be successful.

RESULTS OF PHASE I
Attached for your review are the survey results of registered voters undertaken by
META Information Services. This very reliable scientific survey (+/- 4%), which
included 501 responses to a telephone survey of which 300 responded to a more
extensive written questionnaire, focused on the preferences of voters for
improvements in government services as well as organizational changes.
The consultant, Val Smith, Ph.D., of META, will detail the results which the
Commission finds both encouraging and perhaps surprising. Same of the highlights of
the survey are:
-

Eighty-two percent (82.8%) of the registered voters believe that the County
and City should continue to study government reorganization and ways to make
government more efficient;

-

A majority believe the existing government structure is inadequate to meet
the future service needs of this community;

-

Merging existing City and County government services was a priority among the
respondents;

-

Voters are not apposed to reorganization of all City and County services and
a majority are willing to consider reorganizing City and County government
over maintaining status quo or incorporations; and,

-

Only 38.3% support future incorporations.

TWo other recent surveys, although not as scientific as the Commission effort,
indicate a similar receptiveness for improved services and the conceptual notion of
government reorganization. These include a survey by Sacramento Magazine which
indicated that 53% of the respondents favored City/County consolidation and a recent
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survey of the County Planning Advisory Council who also indicated a preference for
such consolidation by 52% of those responding.
There appears to be a clear "window of opportunity" for the City and County through
the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Commission to continue efforts to seek improvement in
local government through reorganization particularly if the merging of duplicative
services can demonstrate real and tangible improvements. Further, the Commission is
cautiously optimistic that the voters would support a well crafted Charter change if
the best method to achieve such efficiencies was a merger of City and County
governments.
Therefore, the Commission believes and recommends that the Board of Supervisors and
the City Council take advantage of this voter supported opportunity and support
continuation of your current efforts.
EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY AN AIMERNATIVE GOVERWENT STRUCTURE

During the last two and one-half months, the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Commission has
examined in detail local government reorganization of other jurisdictions in this
country as well as Canada. It has also "fleshed out" the two conceptual models of
local government recommended by the Local Government Reorganization COmmission. One
is the Selected Metropolitan Agency Plan which envisions the creation of Joint Powers
Agencies, Advisory Councils in the community (requiring virtually no voter approval
to implement), and expanding the Board of Supervisors. The other model, called the
Local Control/Metropolitan Plan requiring an extensive Charter change, merges
virtually all City and County functions and cannot be implemented without voter
approval. Each of you, as well as your chief administrative officers, have received
copies of these hypothetical government structures.
PHASE II RECONNENDATION

Given the attached survey results as well as the experience gained by many of the
Commissioners over the last 11 months, the Commission is guardedly optimistic that a
Charter amendment (s) could be carefully developed and supported by the voters.
However, such a new form of government must contain many attributes, such as
decision-making at the local level, in order to ensure successful passage.
While the precise form of new government can not be crafted without a thorough
public review, debate, and consensus, the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Commission
believes it would be remiss if it did not pursue this opportunity under Phase II of
its study.
The Commission believes that its leadership role mandates that our initial ideas be
exposed for public scrutiny, critique, and support as early in our deliberative
process as possible. Further, that our concepts be malleable to permit the free
exchange of ideas from the public and community leaders to ultimately craft or reject
structural changes to local government. Therefore, the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter
Commission believes the forns of the Phase II study ought to be on the two-tiered
form of government referred to as the Local Control/Metropolitan Plan, with the
ultimate outcome to be dictated by public scrutiny.
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Attached is a revised budget and time line (which is unchanged from the September 15,
1988, report) to undertake fiscal and policy analysis of a merged City and County for
the period of inception of the Commission through January 1, 1990. As you recall,
the Commission and your chief executives estimated that the full study would require
approximately $1,000,000 to complete. A total of $500,000 has already been
appropriated for this purpose. Therefore, to complete the financing of this
important effort, an additional $500,000 from the City and County will be required.
The Commission urges the City and County to favorably consider allocating the
remaining sum.
Both Walter J. Slipe, City Manager, and Brian Richter, County Executive, have
followed our progress, reviewed this report and favorably recommend continued
support of the Commission effort. Therefore, the Commission further suggests the
Board and Council consider the original recommendations of your respective chief
executives and request that this financing be made available from the Sacramento
Metropolitan Cable Television Commission.
Lastly, the Commission has spent much time examining the legal requirements which
must be net if effective government change can be accomplished. Obviously, all
issues have not been identified but three significant matters must be accommodated
early in the study process. These include:
-

CEQA compliance, which has been budgeted in the revised budget attached to
this report. However, it is necessary that a lead agency be identified and
the process begun. The Commission suggests that the County be designated as
the lead to take advantage of the experienced "in house" County environmental
impact analysts. However, while the City will be designated the responsible
agency, a formal agreement should be developed by the respective
jurisdictions to ensure that the City receives equal dignity in the review
process. The concept has been reviewed with the appropriate environmental
personnel of both the City and County who concur with this recommendation.
Using these County employees coordinating with asnciated City staff will
provide the kind of experienced government personnel who night be most
familiar with the kind of specialized project that is represented by local
government structural reorganization.

-

Introduction of "spot" legislation to establish the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter
Commission as a Charter Commission to permit the drafting of a Charter which
does not require consolidation of special districts. Commission Counsel
advises that the 1974 enabling legislation is so specific to the then
existing non-profit Charter organization that it is virtually impossible to
utilize today. That law also requires that any Charter merging the City and
County also consolidate all special districts. In the alternative, if
traditional law is followed in establishing a Charter Commission, it would
not be possible to draft a Charter Proposal which excludes the three small
cities, Folsom, Isleton, and Galt. Accordingly, our attorney advises that
the moist efficient solution is to amend the 1974 law to comport with our
current effort and structure.

-

Finally, "spot" legislation is required to retain the flexibility
accommodating suggested local decision-making authority which might not be
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permitted by existing state law. These issues have not been quantified as
yet, but could include such issues as delegating final planning decisions at
the local community council level. Introduction of a "spot bill" will
provide for the timely introduction and passage of required state
legislation.
The Commission requests your approval and support for its members to seek
introduction of these "spot bills." As details are developed, the Commission will,
of course, inform the governing bodies of the nature and extent of the full
legislation when they are known. In this manner, it will be possible to efficiently
provide for the necessary enabling legislation this year and during the time frame
expected for this Commission's final recommendations.
On behalf of the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Commission, I wish to express our
appreciation for your special trust in undertaking this sensitive and extremely
important effort. We are particularly proud that the local elected officials and
your chief executives are not simply looking for "External Solutions" to the current
financial and service delivery difficulties. Instead, you are also willing to look
internally to determine where improvements can be made within the existing available
resources.
We believe such foresight will enable the Board and Council to provide the
leadership necessary to direct the changes in local government which will inevitably
occur to meet the challenges of the complex urban community of the future.

ROY
BREWER, Chairman
Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Commission
RFS:adj
cc: Mayors of Folsom, Isleton, and Galt
Alcides Freitas, County Environmental Impact Coordinator
James Harnish, Acting City Enviromental Coordinator
Attachments
88'072

RESOLUTION No. E ci —
Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AD-HOC CHARTER COMMISSION TO
UNDERTAKE PHASE II; APPROVING TCTAL PROJECT BUDGET
AND AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURE OF BALANCE PREVIOUSLY
APPROPRIATED; REQUESTING THE CABLE CCNMISSION REPAY
AN AMCUNT EQUAL TO FINANCING REQUIREMENT AND
AUTHORIZING MAYOR TO EXECUTE REVISED FUNDING
AGREEMENT; DESIGNATING CITY AS RESPONSIBLE AGENT FOR
CEQA CCPETIANCE; AND, AUTHORIZING AD-HOC CHARTER
CCHMISSION TO INTRODUCE SPCT LEGISLATION.

rt)

WHEREAS, the Sacramento City Council finds and determines that it is
important to explore possibilities for more efficient delivery of local
government services through local government reorganization; and,
WHEREAS, the Sacramento City Council approved the recommendations of the
Local Government Reorganization Commission to undertake a study estimated to
cost approximately $1,000,000 to identify such possibilities through the
establishment of an Ad-Hoc Charter Commission on August 24, 1988;
WHEREAS, the Sacramento City Council approved initial funding of Phase I on
September 15, 1988; and,
WHEREAS, Phase I of the study has been successfully completed.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Sacramento City Council that the City
Council:
1.

Authorizes the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Commission to undertake Phase
II of the local government reorganization study to determine, if
possible, the most fiscally and service efficient government structure
for Sacramento,

2.

Approves the total project budget (attached hereto as Exhibit A and by
reference to is made a part hereof) in the amount of $1,000,000,
including the costs already expended for Phase I;

3.

Authorizes the expenditure of the balance of the $500,000 appropriated
on September 15, 1988 and supplement with an additional $500,000 of
new appropriation;

4.

Requests that the Sacramento Metropolitan Cable Television COmmission
repay the City and County an amount equal to the new financing
requirement of $500,000 by amending the Charter Funding Agreement
approved on September 15, 1988 as follows and authorizes the Mayor to
execute the revised Agreement.
a. Lines 3 and 4 of Section 1 on Page 2 of said Agreement shall be
amended by deleting therefram the amount "Three Hundred Forty

Thousand Dollars ($340,000)", and inserting in lieu thereof the
amount "Six Hundred Eighty Thousand Dollars ($680,000)".

b.

Line 6 of Section 1 on Page 2 of said Agreement shall be amended
by deleting therefrom the amount "One Hundred Sixty Thousand
Dollars ($160,000)", and inserting in lieu thereof the amount
"Three Hundred Twenty Thousand Dollars ($320,000)".

c.

Lines 2 and 3 of Section 6 on Page 3 of said Agreement shall be
amended be deleting therefrom the words "EIGHTEEN MONTHS" and
inserting in lieu thereof the words "TWENTY-FOUR MONTHS".

d.

All other terms and conditions of the aforesaid Agreement shall
remain in effect and unchanged.

5.

Designate the County as lead agency and Sacramento City as the
responsible agency for the purposes of compliance with the California
Environmental Quiality Act; and to authorize the County Environmental
Coordinator, in close association with similar City personnel, to
coordinate this effort; and,

6.

Authorize the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Commission as well as the
County Legislative Advocate to request the introduction of two "spot"
bills in the California Legislature for the following tentative
Purposes:
a.

to amend State law to constitute the Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter
Commission as a Charter Commission and could exclude special
districts as a required component of a merged local unit of
government if a Charter proposal is recommended; and

b.

to amend State law, which if desired by the community and
appropriate, would permit certain (yet to be defined) planning and
perhaps other local decisions to be made at the community level.

SACRAMENTO

By:
Mayor
Attest:

City Clerk
88 1 099
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COUNCIL

SACRAMENTO CHARTER COMMISSION BUDGET
January 1, 1989 through January 1, 1990
Phase I
0*

Phase II
0*

35,040
8 • 040
43,080

86,619
20.261
106,880

6,548
49,628

16,246
123,126

6,750

19,000

56,378

142,126

0
4,700
2,150
1,450
30,000
2,600
0
1,320

1,000
2,350
5,418
3,654
150,000
6,552
4,000
2,000

22,440*
30,000

56,680*
290,000

0
2,600
1,000
3,645

100,000
10,000
2,520
9,000

101,905

643,174

0

50,000

12.000

0

TOTAL BUDGET

170,283

835,300

LESS REVENUES (From the Local
Government Reorganization COmmission)

164,700

SALARIES AND WAGES Positions (F.T.E.)
Executive Director
1
(Provided by Personal Service Agreement)
Analyst
2
Secretary/Commission Clerk
1
Subtotal
Employee Benefits (15.2% of Salaries)
Subtotal Employee Costs
Commission Expenses
ICUALPOSITIONS AND SALARIES

4

SERVICES AND SUPPLIES
Advertizing
Insurance
Office Supplies
Telephone
Legal Services
Financial Services
Cablecasting
Equipment Rental
Other Professional Services
Executive Director (80% time
(including indirect costs)
Consultant Services
Consultant (C.E.Q.A.
Compliance and Reports)
Printing
Postage/Mail
Rent and Utilities($1.25/sq.ft.)
TOTAL SERVICES AND SUPPLIES
TUML CONTINGENCIES
1017iL FIXED ASSETS

1

-5,583

TOTAL -- BOTH PHASE I & II

835,300

1,000,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATED SEPT 15,1988

500,000

TUTAL NET NEW APPROPRIATION REQUIRED FOR PHASE II

500,000

88'073

SACRAMENIO CHARTER COMMISSION Eumer
January 1, 1989 through January 1, 1990
SALARIES AND WAGES Positions (F.T.E.)
1
Executive Director
(Provided by Personal Service Agreement)
2
Analyst
1
Secretary/COmmission Clerk
Subtotal

Phase I
0*

Phase II
0*

35,040
8,040
43,080

86,619
20,261
106,880

6,548
49,628

16,246
123,126

6,750

19,000

56,378

142,126

0
4,700
2,150
1,450
30,000
2,600
0
1,320

1,000
2,350
5,418
3,654
150,000
6,552
4,000
2,000

22,440*
30,000

56,680*
290,000

0
2,600
1,000
3,645

100,000
10,000
2,520
9,000

101,905

643,174

0

50,000

EMployee Benefits (15.2% of Salaries)
Subtotal EMployee Cbsts
Cbmmission Expenses
'MAL POSITIONS AND SALARIES

4

SERVICES AND SUPPLIES
Advertizing
Insurance
Office Supplies
Telephone
Legal Services
Financial Services
Cablecasting
Equipment Rental
Other Professional Services
Executive Director (80% time
(including indirect costs)
Cbnsultant Services
Cbnsultant
Compliance and Reports)
Printing
Postage/Mail
Rent and Utilities($1.25/sq.ft.)
IUMLSEEVICES AND SUPPLIES

CONITMENCTES

12.000

IUML FDCED ASSETS
IINAL EUE1MT

170,283

835,300

LESS REVENUES (From the Local
Government Reorganization commission)

-5,583
164,700

835,300

TOTAL -- BOTH PHASE I & II

1,000,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATED Shi."1 15,1988

500,000

TOTAL NET NEW APPROPRIATION REQUIRED FOR PHASE II

500,000
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COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
CITY OF SACRAMENTO

June 30, 1988

TO:

Members, Sacramento Board of Supervisors
Members, Sacramento City Council

FROM:

Brian Richter, County Executive
Walter J. Slipe, City Manager

SUBJECT: FINANCING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT
REORGANIZATION COMMISSION

We have reviewed and discussed the recommendations of the Local
Government Reorganization Commission presented to the Board of
Supervisors on June 7 and the City Council on June 8.
We compliment the Commission on their efficient and productive work
during the last five months. Their observations provide a good
overview of the condition of governance in Sacramento and the two very
conceptual government alternatives will provoke much thought. Since
the recommended alternatives are very conceptual, it is not possible to
determine, nor can we comment on their efficacy without much additional
study and more detail.
However, we do concur with the Commission that government change in one
degree or another is inevitable. In fact, both of us have advocated
that changes or reorganizations are likely to occur and that it is very
important that such improvements, when possible, be made in an
organized, well-planned, and effective manner. The Commission's
recommendations offer such an opportunity. They should be permitted to
fully develop the details of their proposal so that the Sacramento
community can review, evaluate, and ultimately participate in shaping
their local government.
Budgeting for such a complex study is problematical. The Commission s
staff, after some research as well as discussions with each of us,
estimates that the study will require approximately $1,000,000
($850,000 for a one year operating budget and $150,000 for
contingencies). We concur. It is difficult to quantify the multitude
of fiscal, policy, and legal issues which will require thorough
analysis. In fact, preliminary meetings with the County Counsel and
Assistant City Attorney indicate that a catalog of just the legal •
ramifications of the Commission's alternatives does not exist within
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our jurisdictions and will require full development. Without such
information the work program of the consultant and legal counsel cannot
be fully developed. Consultant costs range between $200,000 and
$400,000 depending on the scope of the yet to be determined analysis.
However, even with these uncertainties, it is the consensus that the
study could be accomplished for approximately $1,000,000 as long as 15%
of that amount is reserved for contingencies to compensate for these
unknowns.
Financing is even more difficult since neither the City or County
budgets can absorb an unanticipated expenditure of this magnitude.
This important effort, however, could be financed by requesting an
advance of money from the Sacramento Metropolitan Cable Television
Commission due the City and County for costs incurred in the defense of
cable litigation.
Currently, the Cable Commission owes Sacramento County a total of
$1,319,851, of which $1,108,653 is reimbursement for litigation costs
and $211,198 for prior franchising expenses. Debt due the City of
Sacramento totals $623,088 for litigation expenses only.
The Cable Commission has, as a matter of policy, reserved $11,400,000
to finance unknown litigation costs which would otherwise result in an
unanticipated and unbudgeted expense to the City and County. Advancing
$1,000,000 against prior debt to offset the unanticipated and
unbudgeted costs associated with the Local Government Reorganization
Commission study is, in our judgment, entirely within this policy.
Further, the $1,000,000 repayment would be credited to each
jurisdiction's debt on the basis of population thus making the
contribution for this study 68% County and 32% as the City's share.
Bob Smith as Executive Director has reviewed the financial proformas of
the Cable Commission, adjusted by the added expenditure of $1,000,000
and concludes, based upon the legal information currently available,
that such an allocation appears to have no significant adverse impact
on the Commission's five-year expenditure plan for support of
regulatory and community programming activities.
Based on that information, we recommend that the City and County
approve the recommendations of the Local Government Reorganization
Commission, including their request for an $850,000 operating budget
and an additional $150,000 for contingencies (to be used only for
support of unanticipated expenses once the full extent of legal and
consulting costs are known). Further, that the City and County finance
this effort from a repayment of prior debt in the amount of $1,000,000
from the Cable Commission.
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Finally, we express our appreciation for the thoughtful and dedicated
work of the volunteer Commissions during the last five months and look
forward to a more detailed analysis of their recommended government
restructuring alternatives.
Respectfully submitted,

rian ichter, County Executive
cc: Local
City
City
City
RES/aj
88-439

Respectfully Submitted,

Walter J. Slipe, City Manager

Government Reorganization Commission
of Folsom
of Galt
of Isleton

BUDGET
August 1, 1988 through July 31, 1989

Budget

SALARIES AND WAGES Positions (F.T.E.)
1.00
Executive Director
(Provided by Personal Service Agreement)
2.00
1.00

Analyst
Secretary
Subtotal

70,000
29,700
99,700

Employee Benefits (15.2% of Salaries)
Subtotal Employee costs

15,200
114,900

Commission Expenses $50/meeting

TOTAL POSITIONS AND SALARIES

11,000
4.00

$

125,900

SERVICES AND SUPPLIES
Advertising
Insurance
Office Supplies
Telephone
Legal Services
Financial Services
Cablecasting meetings
Equipment Rental

1,000
40,000
7,700
4,400
160,000
8,000
10,000
4,000

Other Professional Services
Executive Director (80% time
including indirect costs)
Ccnsultant Services (Opinion Surveys)
Consultant Services
(Fiscal/Policy Analysis)
Printing
Fosta;..e/Mail
Rent and Utilities $1.23/sq. ft.

68,000
50,000
325,000
-

13,000
3,000
18,000

TOTAL SERVICES AND SUPPLIES

$

712,100

TOTAL CONTINGENCIES

$

150,000

TOTAL FIXED ASSETS

$

12,000

GRAND TOTAL

88-633.cc

F.T.E. 4.0

$1,000,000

Inter Commission, Revision 23, 8/12/86
epared Di NOB SMITH

lb Description

Aug
lb
0
1

1 Appoint Ad-Hoc Commission
? PDARD & COUNCIL APPROVE BUDGET 1
3 First meeting of Ad-floc Comm. .
4 Como App Budget t Hire Staff
5 (vecutive Committee Select Alt •
6 Review Consultant RFP
.
7 Request Consultant Proposals
8 Seek Preliminary Legal Advice .
9 Es Comm Interview Consultants
10 Commission Select Consultantt .
II Hire [consultant
12 Dev Concepts of Iwo Government .
13 Public Input on Two Concepts
.
I: Comsultant Draft Ouestionair
15 Commission Approve Survey
16 Conduct 1st Opinion Survey
17 Written Survey Results
18 Research Charter Commission
19 APPOINT CHARTER COMMISSION
20 SECURE ANY ABOITIONAL FUNDING
21 Comoission Modify Plan
22 Co:m Select Model For Study
23 CM Approv Study Assumptions
24 Detailed Fiscal Analysis-Const
2S Conduct 2nc Opinion Poll
26 Conduct Public Hearings on Pln
27 Finalize Charter Amendment
?P Pj.tRO 1 COUNCIL REVIEW CHARIER
29 Wilk Covent re. Charter
3' !atoll Charter to Registrar
:I •IER APPRCVAI/DISAPPRNAL
22 Inform the Public re. Charter

Sep
23
1

....)

6
3

13
4

20
5

27
6

Oct
4
7

11
8

18
9

25
10

Nov
1
11

8
12

15
13

22
14

29
15

Dec
6
16

13
17

20
18

27
19
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Sacramento Ad-Hoc Charter Commission
SUMMARY OF MAJOR MILESTONES FOR 1988
(PHASE 1)
(This time schedule was developed utilizing the mandate from the Local
. Government Reorganization Commission that if a Charter Amendment is proposed it
be placed on the November 1989 election.)
AUGUST 24
Commission establishes its organization, elects officers, adopts bylaws,
establishes an Executive Committee, hires staff and establishes regular but
initial meeting schedule. Initial draft Request For Consultant Proposals (RIP)
circulated and referred to Executive Committee.
AUGUST 26 .
Executive Committee reviews RIP and develops its recommendation for Commission
approval. Committee reviews and establishes process for selecting Commission
legal counsel.
AUGUST 30
Commission approves and issues Consultant RIP as well as Executive Committee's
recommendations for selecting Commission Counsel.
SEPTEMBER 1
RIP issued with three week response time for submission of detailed consultant
proposals. Executive Committee and staff hold a pre-bid conference with
consultants on September 7.
Consultants will bid a two-phased project. Although total project cost will be
submitted by the consultant, only phase I ( the opinion poll, community council
boundaries and other limited activities will be awarded an initial contract).
The remaining phase II (cost estimate and project proposal) will be utilized to
determine if additional funds must be requested from the Board of Supervisors
and City Council.
SEPTEMBER 7
Executive Committee conducts a pre-bid conference with interested respondents
to RIP at 10:00 a.m. in the conference room, 1010 8th Street, Sacramento.
OCTOBER 4
Executive Committee reviews consultant proposals, conducts oral interviews and
recommends a consultant for Commission approval.

OCTOBER 11
Commission awards consultant contract and consultant begins drafting survey
questionnaire.
OCTOBER 25
Commission, upon receipt of initial legal advice, agrees on the concepts
described in Volume I of the Local Government Reorganization Commission's
recommendations and approves the opinion poll survey instrument.
OCTOBER 26
Consultant begins opinion poll.
NOVEMBER 22
Consultant submits written survey results.
DECEMBER 20
Commission reviews survey results, selects model for fiscal and policy analysis
and requests additional funding for the project if appropriate. In addition,
the Commission approves study assumptions (i.e. no employee will lose their
job; and any reduction in force will be by attrition, utilize 1988 revenue
information, etc.)
January 3, 1989
If funding approved by the Board of Supervisors and City Council, the
Commission awards Phase II consultant work program and begins fiscal and policy
analysis.
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SUMMARY OF
SACRAMENTO CITY/COUNTY REORGANIZATION STUDIES (CCR)
Val R. Smith, Ph.D.
Senior Research Consultant

Patricia M. Harris-Jenkinson
Operations Manager

In support of the continuing work of the Sacramento Charter
Commission on government reorganization, Meta Information
Services conducted a study of registered voters residing within
Sacramento City and County. The objectives of the survey were to:

* Identify voter concerns with government
* Measure satisfaction or dissatisfaction
with the current city and or county government
* Test the political climate and acceptability
of Sacramento city/county reorganization
* Determine acceptability of various alternative
forms of government
To accomplish these objectives, two research methods were
used. The first was a traditional telephone survey. The second
was a conjoint analysis which was conducted by mail. The
telephone survey was pretested on November 10, 1988, with field
dates ranging from November 13 to November 22, 1988. During the
telephone survey, 501 registered voters were interviewed. A
sample size of 501 yields a sampling error of +/- 4.4%.
Interviewees were asked 35 questions, including two open-ended
questions and thirteen demographic questions. Methodological
practices controlled calling times, error checking, data
verification, and data analysis. For specific details of the

P.O. BOX 277118 • SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95826 • (916) 3S3-5678
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research methods employed please consult the "Methods" portion
of the full report.
Among the 501 people interviewed by telephone were 402 who
agreed to receive a follow-up conjoint analysis questionaire.
Of the 402 conjoint analysis mailed, 306 were returned for a
response of 76%. The high response rate was a result of
prequalifying respondents, mailing a $5 incentive check and
mailing a reminder letter. The purpose of the conjoint analysis
was to test the relative importance of attributes which will
distinguish between potential forms of government. The
attributes dealt with structure of government, quality of
services provided by government and the cost of government.

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Concerns

The telephone survey began by questioning voter perception
of the number one problem facing the Sacramento area. Crime and
drugs lead the list for 33.5% of the respondents. The third
most commonly identified problem was growth and development
(11%). Other problems were less commonly named: welfare and
unemployment (5%) and pollution (4%).

NUMBER ONE PROBLEM

DON'T KNOW
8 .DX
MISC.
11.7%
POLLUTION

CRIME/DRUGS
5.5.5X

4.4Z
GROWTH/DYLINNT
10.114
WELFARE/UNBOLY
5.0X
TRAFFIC/TRANS.
28.8X

A second open-ended question placed later in the
questionnaire asked for suggestions on improving Sacramento area
government. Responses to this question focused primarily on
elected officials. Most suggestions tagged things under the
direct control of elected officials. Suggestions included
cutting wasteful spending habits (5%), doing a better job
budgeting money (5%), keeping promises (4%), doing a better job
educating the public (2%) and better planning (1%).
Six percent simply wanted to replace current officials, but
the single largest category was "responsiveness of elected
officials." Responsiveness to the public was named by 17% of
the sample. Open-ended transcripts revealed an underlying wish
by voters for elected officials to listen more to voters and
less to developers and special interests. Only 21% of the
respondents identified particular "issues" such as crime,
zoning, traffic, taxes and pollution. One voter in three could
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not suggest a way to improve Sacramento government.

IMPROVE SACRAMENTO GOVERNMENT

5N.E5W
% OFFICIALS
1.41SC/D KNOW
38.7%

RESPONSIVE
TO PUBLIC
17.21

CLIT WAVE
ELECTED
OFFICIALS
23.2Z

BUDGET
4.8%
'EP RUINS

21.0% \

•

EDUCT PUBLIC
2.4Z
3:777.P. PLO
1.4:

The open-ended questions elicited topics at a top-of-mind
awareness. Other closed-ended questions prompted respondents
for answers. One such question asked, "Should the priority of
Sacramento area government be to improve services or to reduce
costs?" Approximately 54.5% opted for improvement in service.
A much lower 17% favored reducing the costs of government.
Twenty-three percent refused to make a choice, and said that
both objectives must be accomplished. An additional five
percent were undecided. Similar results were found for both the
City and the County. The heaviest preferences for services
rather than costs were found among liberal Democrats and younger
adults (under age 44). Similar leanings emerged from these who

had lived in Sacramento for less than ten years.
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SHOULD GOVT IMPROVE SERVICES
OR REDUCE COSTS?

SERVICES
UND/DK
COSTS
BOTH

CITY CNTY
53% 55%
4%
6%
20% 16%
23% 23%

Taking the previously discussed questions together, it
appears that public concerns gravitate toward topics of safety,
(crime and air pollution), convenience (traffic congestion), and
responsiveness of public officials. When pressed, voters
believed the priority of government should be to improve services
rather than reduce costs.

Evaluation
A major objective of the study was to evaluate services
currently provided by local governments. It was felt that the
greater the dissatisfaction with services provided by
government, the stronger the rationale for government
reorganization. Respondents were, therefore, read a lengthy
list of services currently provided by government, ranging from
garbage collection to regional air quality. Respondents were
asked to rate each service as either poor, fair, good, or
excellent.
As an aid to interpreting answers to evaluative questions,

an evaluative index was calculated for each question. When
calculating the evaluative index, answers such as "poor," "fair"
or "oppose" were considered negative, answers such as "good,"
"excellent" or "favor" were considered positive. The actual
calculation of the index entailed subtracting the negative
evaluations from the positive evaluations, then adding 100.
Neutral responses such as "undecided" were ignored.
Index = Positive - Negative + 100
Where:

Positive = Good/Excellent or Favor
Negative = Poor/Fair or Oppose
The above index yields a potential range from 0 (all
negative evaluations) to 200 (all positive evaluations). The
mathmatical middle of the index is 100. At 100, every positive
evaluation is balanced by a negative evaluation. However, for
normative purposes, evaluations of 120-130 should be considered
the psychological middle of the index. Index values below 120
should be regarded as deserving remediatiation. Evaluations
above 130 should be considered exemplary.
Two of the services tested were highly regarded. Leading
the list was garbage collection with an amazing index value of
170. Garbage collection was high for both the City and the
County. Also scoring high was parks with an index value of 146.
Somewhat surprising (given the concern with crime) was a law
enforcement index value of 115. This was the result of an index
value of 125 for the City, and 112 for the County.

INDEX RATING OF SERVICES

200
175150.
125
100 75 50
25
GARBAGE

PARKS

LAW ENFRC

The remaining indexes were well below 120 and, therefore,
should be cause for concern. The lowest index value (37) was
given to air quality. Highway traffic was only marginally
better at 45. Zoning and land use were identical for both City
and County (54). Zoning and land use ratings were correlated
with length of residency. The longer the residency the lower
the rating of land use decisions. A less serious problem area
was flood control (93).
All aspects of transportation were rated low. As noted
above, highway traffic was the lowest at 45. But also low were
neighborhood traffic control (85) and public transportation
(79).
A final evaluative question asked respondents to rate
responsiveness of local officials. Recall that the
responsiveness of local officials was previously discussed as a
prominent response to the open-ended questions. Mirroring those
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INDEX RATING OF SERVICES

100

75

50 ••••■

25 -

FLOOD NEIGH P TRN OFFCL ZONE HWAY AIR

concerns were low index values of 75 for the City and 67 for the
County. Ratings of responsiveness were especially low for
conservatives, long-term residents and those over the age of 54.
Although voters may be fond of their local district officials,
results suggest that most voters wouldn't care if elected
officials currently in office lost their jobs to a reorganization
of Sacramento government.
In conclusion, it appears that, with a few notable
exceptions, voters see services provided by local government as
deficient. Improvements were especially desired for all of the
growth related services such as zoning, traffic, and air
quality.

11/
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Optimism and Pessimism

A series of questions tested expectations held by voters
regarding reorganized structures of Sacramento area government.
Would reorganization improve the delivery of government services
and/or save money?
The first question tested the belief that reorganization of
government would improve the delivery of services. Voters were
somewhat optimistic on this point. Forty-one and a half percent
believed that reorganization would improve the delivery of
services, compared to 27% who were pessimistic on this issue.
Thirty-one percent were undecided.

BELIEF THAT REORG. WOULD:

IMPROVE SERVICE
al YES

LOWER COST
D

3

Voters were less optimistic in the area of lowering the
cost of services. Only 30% believed that reorganization would

lower costs, compared with 42% who were pessimistic about cost
reduction. Optimism was strongly correlated with ratings of
service provided. Those who rated current government services

II
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as inadequate were pessimistic about the ability of current
government structures to provide for the future.
In the cases of both delivery of service and cost, a high
number of voters were undecided. As might have been expected,
voters were answering questions without having a wealth of
information on this topic. For example, when asked if they had
read, seen, or heard any information regarding reorganization,
70% said that they had heard nothing about reorganization
efforts. This should not, however, be interpreted as indicating
that voters lacked concern or had no preferences. Rather, voter
opinions on the topic of reorganization are still in the
formative stages. Voters will inevitably weigh subsequent
information on both sides of the issue before casting a vote on
government reorganization.

RECALL OF INFORMATION
REGARDING GOV'T REORGANIZATION

HEARD
UND/DK
NOT HEARD

CITY CNTY
32% 24%
2% 4%
65% 72%

In the block of questions regarding optimisim and
pessimism, it was necessary to measure perceptions of the status
quo. We questioned respondents concerning the existing
Sacramento City/County government's ability to provide for
tomorrow's needs. Their answer was clear:

they did not believe

7.1°'

,
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that existing government structures will solve future problems.
The index value calculated for the status quo was a
frighteningly low 40. More specifically, 23% of the voters
believed existing structures were poorly equipped to greet the
future. The vast majority (57%) rated existing structures as
only fair. Given the proclivity of most people to bias their
responses in a positive direction, a "fair" evaluation must be
considered negative. More illustrative of voter pessimism was
the fact that only 1% of the voters gave current structures an
excellent chance of providing for tomorrow's needs.

RATING OF CITY/COUNTY
GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE

POOR
FAIR
GOOD
EXCELLENT

CITY CNTY
21% 24%
58% 56%
21% 18%
2%
1%

Reorganization Models

To test preferences for particular reorganization models,
four different models were described for respondents. The
models were a full City-County consolidation model, a two-tiered
model, a merged services model and a status quo model. The
two-tiered model specified a metropolitan level government to
address issues relevant to all of Sacramento County (e.g. air

I/30.
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quality) and a neighborhood level government to address issues
relevant to local areas (e.g. land use and zoning). Another
model described mergers of selected city and county services.
The status quo model represented a realistic view of Sacramento
City and County under a scenario which would maintain existing
City and County governments, but would allow for the
incorporation of new cities within what is now unincorporated
portions of the County.
The consolidation model enjoyed a high level of support
within the City with an index value of 129, but less enthusiasum
within the County (99). Of the City voters surveyed, 57%
favored consolidation compared with 40% of County residents.
Forty-one percent of County residents opposed consolidation
compared with only 29% of City residents. Perhaps City voters
viewed consolidation as a sort of annexation of the County by
the City. Mergers of selected City and County services were
very popular within the City (147), but only somewhat popular
within the County (118). The two-tiered government received
favorable evaluations from both City (121) and County (125)
residents.
The only model that was clearly unpopular was the status
quo with its impending new cities. The combined City-County
index value for the status quo was 95. Among City residents
only 33% favored the status quo and only 40% of County residents
favored the current form of government. Opposition to the
status quo ran 45% in the City and 42% in the County.
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POSSIBLE CHANGES IN GOV'T
INDEX VALUES

50
MERGER
III CITY

CONSOL.

2-LEVEL

INCORP.

ci =LIM

Crosstabulation revealed voters were not so much divided
between the above four models as they were divided between those
who favor any of the models, those undecided on the issue and
those opposed to any of the models. Paradoxically, those
opposed to the status quo model were also opposed to any of the
other models. Perhaps opposition to the status quo model was
naive in believing that incorporations are not in Sacramento
County's future.
It appears that the voters were not opposed to changing the
structure of government. They seemed willing to consider
reorganizing City and County government. Voters were
disenchanted only with the status quo which they saw as
inadequate to meet future needs. Voters will be particularly
suceptible to change if it can be argued that a change will
improve the delivery of services.
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Continued Exploration

The value of this study ultimately boils down to whether or
not voters believe the study of reorganization should continue.
Data reviewed above certainly suggests that voters were not
opposed to investigations of alternative government structures.
This conclusion was corroborated by a question which asked,
"Should resources be used to explore reorganization in an
attempt to find ways to reduce government costs or improve
services?" Answers to this question provide the Charter
Commission with a clear mandate to continue its investigation.
Four out of five voters (83%) agreed that Sacramento area
governments should continue to explore reorganization. County
residents were slightly more inclined to support reorganization.
Ten percent of the County residents were opposed to further
• investigation, compared to only 6% of City residents.

SHOULD WE CONTINUE TO EXPLORE
GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION?

YES
UND/DK
NO

• CITY CNTY
65% 81%
9% 9%
6% 10%

Voters were not wedded to the present government structure.
They did not fear change and they did not fear bureaucrats
performing "one more study" on this issue.

Disenchantment with

the current level of services provided and obvious fears about
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the future almost certainly predisposed voters to consider
alternative structures of local government.

CONJOINT ANALYSIS

Between the dates of November 18 and November 21, 1988,
402 Sacramento voters received conjoint analysis surveys. Of
those mailed, 306 were returned for a response rate of 76%. The
survey tested government attributes which might prove important
to the redesign of Sacramento government structure. The sample
size of 306 yielded mean beta weight sampling error of less than
+/- .02.

Research Methods

The questionnaire tested ten attributes (Figure 1). Each
of twenty-four stimuli compared two hypothetical governments.
The research procedure was described through the use of written
instructions and a written glossary (Figure 2).

****************************************************************
VALUES
ATTRIBUTES
****************************************************************
1. Overall Gov't Structure

1
2
3
4

Metropolitan only
Metropolitan & Community
Existing City & County
Merger of Services

2. Law Enforcement

I
2
3
4
5

Much better
Better
Same
Worse
Much worse

1 / 1.)
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3. Land Use & Zoning

1 Much better
2 Better
3 Same
4 Worse
5 Much worse

4. Air Quality

1 Much better
2 Better
3 Same
4 Worse
5 Much worse

5. Flood Control

1 Much better
2 Better
3 Same
4 Worse
5 Much worse

6. Neighborhood Traffic

1 Much better
2 Better
3 Same
4 Worse
5 Much worse

7. Highway Traffic

1 Much better
2 Better
3 Same
4 Worse
5 Much worse

8. Public Transportation

1 Much better
2 Better
3 Same
4 Worse
5 Much worse

9. Metropolitan Elected
Representatives

1
2
3
4
5

5
15
25
35
45

10. Cost of Services

1
2
3
4
5

10% savings
5% savings
No savings
5% increase
10% increase

*********************************************************************
Figure 1
Attributes
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*********************************************************************
Existing City & County Government: Currently Sacramento
has two separate governments, one for residents of Sacramento City,
and one for all people (including City residents) living within
Sacramento County. The City is governed by eight City Councilpersons and a mayor, and the County is governed by five supervisors.
Metropolitan Only Government: Existing City and County governments would be abolished and replaced by a single government
for the entire area within Sacramento County.
Metropolitan & Community: Exiting City and County governments
would be abolished and replaced with a two-tiered system with
one Metropolitan government for the entire county to handle
area-wide issues such as air quality and transportation and as
many as 24 local community governments to handle local issues
such as land use and planning.
Merger of Services: A final option would be to keep the
existing City and County governments, but to merge selected
services such as law enforcement or garbage collection.
Law Enforcement: Police and Sheriff's Department.
Land Use & Zoning: Zoning decisions concerning what can and
cannot be built or modified on any piece of property.
Air Ouality: Setting of air standards and enforcing laws
concerning auto and industrial sources of pollution.
Flood Control: Building and maintaining levees, drains and
other flood protection mechanisms.
Neighborhood Traffic: Building, improving and maintaining
surface roads and streets.
Highway Traffic: Building, improving and maintaining major
traffic arteries such as highways 50, SO, 99 and 160.
Public Transportation: Building and running busses and
light rail.
Metropolitan Elected Representatives: The number of
City Council persons and County Supervisors OR the number of
representatives at the Metropolitan level of government.
Cost of Services: The cost of services paid through local
and state taxes and user fees.
*********************************************************************
Figure 2
Glossary
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Data Analysis

The product of the statistical analysis was a beta weight
for each respondent on each variable. Beta weights represent the
importance of attributes to respondents when choosing between
competing alternatives. A beta weight is a standardized measure
of importance. The higher the beta weight, the more important
the attribute to an individual.
A negative beta weight means that an alternative was viewed
negatively. Under such a condition, the respondent would likely
choose another alternative. When a beta weight was positive for
a particular value, the respondent seriously considered choosing
that alternative. A beta weight near 0 meant the attribute was
ignored when making choices.
Table 1 gives the mean (average) beta weight across all
respondents for each variable included in the final and most
predictive model. In addition to the mean beta weight, other
summary statistics are reported, including standard deviations,
standard error, and population confidence intervals for each
attribute. The summary statistics are used in determining
whether or not an attribute should be considered statistically
significant. When an attribute is significant, the mean beta
weight is not likely due to chance (sampling error). When an
attribute is statistically significant, one can conclude that a
typical member of the population uses that attribute when making
decisions. The tables included in this report indicate
significance with an asterisk (*) next to the attribute name.
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Attributes which proved to be statistically insignificant in
preliminary analyses were excluded from the final statistical
model portrayed in Table 1.

************************************************************
MEAN STD DEV STD ERR LOW C.I. HI C.I.
VAR.
************************************************************
-.096
-.022
.330
.019
-.059
CONSOLIDATION*
-.018

.321

.018

-.054

.018

MERGER OF SRVCES -.014

.320

.018

-.050

.022

.287

.320

.018

.323

.251

LAND USE & ZONING*.125

.233

.013

.151

.099

AIR QUALITY*

.186

.277

.016

.217

.155

FLOOD CONTROL*

.107

.246

.014

.134

.079

NEIGHBORHOOD
TRAFFIC*

.127

.221

.013

.152

.102

HIGHWAY
TRAFFIC*

.161

.264

.015

.191

.132

PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION*

.127

.247

.014

.155

.100

COST OF SERVICES*-.138

.272

.016

-.169

-.108

2 TIERED GOV'T*

LAW ENFORCEMENT*

'

************************************************************
* Statistically significant
Table 1
Descriptive Statistics: Beta Weights

In addition to the summary statistics provided in Table 1,
the frequency distribution for those attributes is provided in
Table 2. This second table is the most important table in the

summary. In a sense, Table 2 summarizes the entire study. For
those attributes having large percentages in the "weak,"

2

#
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"strong," and "exclusively" positive categories, the attribute
can be considered both positive and important. For those
attributes having large percentages in the "weak," "strong," and
"exclusively" negative columns, the attribute can be considered
important, but negatively valued. For those attributes with
large percentages in the NS (nonsignificant) category, the
attribute can be considered unimportant to most respondents.
One note of caution should be interjected in interpreting
the results of this table: virtually all of the attributes have
what appear to be large percentages in the nonsignificant
category. This means that for any given attribute, most
respondents ignored the attribute when choosing between
alternatives. This is not surprising in that subjects were
forced to weigh attributes when making choices between competing
alternatives. In a traditional survey, respondents are asked if
they favor or oppose a particular attribute. Most people have
an opinion. Very few fall in the "undecided" category. When
using conjoint analysis, however, we typically find large
percentages in the nonsignificant category because we are not
simply looking at opinion, but the inclination of people to use
that opinion when making choices.
Table 2 lists the attributes included in the final
statistical model. The table identifies the percentage of
people who considered each attribute important. The columns
range from "exclusively negative" (far left) to "exclusively
positive," with "non-significant" in the middle. The

/.41 V

1
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"non-significant" column identifies the percentage of
respondents who ignored the particular attribute when making
decisions.

************************************************************
WEAK STRONG EX-POS
BETA
EX-NEG STRONG WEAK
NS
************************************************************
CONSOLIDATION

5.2

12.1

12.4

51.5

10.7

6.8

1.3

2 TIERED GOV'T

3.9

10.1

13.4

48.5

13.4

8.5

2.3

MERGER OF
SERVICES

4.6

8.5

13.0

49.8

14.0

7.8

2.3

LAW
ENFORCEMENT

0.3

0.3

3.6

35.5

21.2

20.8

18.2

LAND USE &
ZONING

0.0

1.0

6.2

55.7

20.8

13.0

3.3

AIR QUALITY

0.3

1.3

5.9

46.6

17.6

20.5

7.8

FLOOD CONTROL

0.3

2.0

7.8

54.1

20.5

11.7

3.6

NEIGHBORHOOD
TRAFFIC

0.0

0.7

4.6

59.0

20.5

12.1

3.3

HIGHWAY
TRAFFIC

0.0

1.3

5.9

50.5

16.9

19.9

5.5

•.
PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION 0.0

1.6

7.2

54.1

18.9

14.7

3.6

18.9

14.0

52.8

6.2

2.9

0.3

COST OF
SERVICES

4.9

***********************************************************
Table 2
Frequency Distributions: Beta Weights

The negative side represents the percentage of people who had
a negative reaction to an attribute. The "weak positive" column
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reports the percentage who used an attribute, but considered the
attribute of only mild importance. The "strong positive" column
refers to the percentage of respondents who relied heavily on an
attribute while making decisions. The "exclusively positive"
column identifies the percentage who used this attribute almost
exclusively, virtually disregarding most other attributes.

CONJOINT ATTRIBUTE BETA WEIGHTS
100 -
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Results

The results of the conjoint analysis complete the picture
of voter concerns regarding alternative government structures.
Voters placed a great deal of weight on services provided by
governments, secondary weight on cost of services, and little
weight on government structure.
The attribute pertaining to number of representatives was
extremely weak and was, therefore, excluded from the final
statistical analysis. Three possible models of government
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structure were contained in the final statistical analysis:
consolidation, two-tiered government and merger of services.
All three received mean beta weights near O. There were two
reasons for such low mean beta weights. First, roughly one out
of every two voters ignored government structure when choosing
between alternative governments. Secondly, the remaining 50%
were polarized in their perceptions of the models. For the
consolidation model, roughly 30% opposed consolidation while 19%
favored it. For both the two-tiered structure and the merged
services model, support and opposition were equally balanced.
Taken together, the three models showed a slightly negative
tilt, indicating a weak preference for the status quo model.
Interestingly, such a result seems to contradict results
obtained from the telephone survey. The telephone survey found
the status quo/incorporation model to be least preferred. The
contradiction can be resolved by concluding that among the
minority of voters who do prefer a status quo/incorporation
model, opinions are stronger and more deeply rooted than among
those who supported one of the other three models.
One result of the conjoint analysis, however, is
conclusive. The predominant concern of voters is with the
provision of services by local governments. This finding is
consistent with results obtained from the telephone survey and
discussed earlier in the report. The highest single concern was
for law enforcement. Law enforcement received a mean beta
weight of .287. Sixty percent of the sample used the attribute

Page 24

of law enforcement when choosing between alternative forms of
government. More than anything else, voters want a government
that is responsible to law enforcement needs. The second
strongest attribute was that of air quality (.186). Almost half
(46%) of the voters used the air quality attribute when making
decisions. Ranking third was highway traffic with a mean beta
weight of .161. Less relied upon attributes included land use
and zoning (.125) and flood control (.107). Taken together with
the results of the earlier telephone survey, the best conclusion
is that, although voters can express preferences for alternative
government structures, the importance of structure pales in
comparison with the importance of the services provided by
government.
Of moderate concern was the cost of services. Cost of
services received a mean beta weight of -.138. Thirty-eight
percent of the respondents reacted negatively to higher costs.
These results were also corroborated by the telephone survey.
Although cost was a concern, it was subordinate to quality of
services. The concern of most voters residing within both the
City and County rests with the ability of government to provide
needed services; particularly services involving personal
safety. Secondary concerns dealt with transportation, cost of
services, and cost of government.

Computer Simulations

Conjoint analysis yields computer simulations of voter
behavior. Such simulations allow for a variety of "what if?"
scenarios in which values for attributes can be systematically
altered and their effect on voter choice can be estimated.
In addition, the assumptions regarding both weight and recall
can be altered.

Table 3 provies simulation attributes and

values for use with simulations. Documentation for the software
is included in the report under the section labeled Documentation.

******************************************************************
5
4
3
2
1
# ATTRIBUTE
******************************************************************
Yes
No
1 CONSOLIDATION
Yes
No
2 2 TIERED GOV'T
Yes
No
3 MERGER OF SERVICES
Much Better Better Same Worse Much Worse
4 LAW ENFORCEMENT
Much Better Better Same Worse Much Worse
5 LAND USE & ZONING
Much Better Better Same Worse Much Worse
6 AIR QUALITY
Much Better Better Same Worse Much Worse
7 FLOOD CONTROL
8 NEIGHBORHD TRAFFIC Much Better Better Same Worse Much Worse
Much Better Better Same Worse Much Worse
9 HIGHWAY TRAFFIC
10 PUB. TRANSPORTATION Much Better Better Same Worse Much Worse
+ 10%
Same
+ 5%
- 5%
- 10%
11 COST OF SERVICES
******************************************************************
Table 3
Simulation Values
Across all of the simulations reported in this narrative,
it is assumed that all of the original weights assigned by the
respondents remain constant. It is further assumed that all
respondents have complete recall for all attributes. In other
words, all voters were operating with full information. Of course,
these assumptions can be altered, as explained in the software
documentation included in the final report.
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Table 4 illustrates a simulation in which the status quo is
compared with a two-tiered reorganized government structure with
better (not "much" better) delivery of services. Specifically,
law enforcement, land use and zoning, and air quality have been
improved. Under such a simulation, 87% of the sample would prefer
the two-tiered model. This simulation demonstrates the greater
importance voters place upon delivery of services than on government structure.

.

****************************************************************
WGT REC
REORG.
STATUS QUO
• ATTRIBUTE
****************************************************************
1.0
NO
1.0
1 CONSOLIDATION
NO
1.0
1.0
YES
NO
2 TWO TIER
1.0
1.0
NO
3 MERGED SERVICES NO
1.0
1.0
BETTER
4 LAW ENFORCEMENT SAME
1.0
BETTER
1.0
SAME
5 ZONING
1.0
1.0
BETTER
SAME
6 AIR QUALITY
1.0
1.0
SAME
SAME
7 FLOOD CONTROL
1.0
1.0
SAME
8 NEIGHBORHD TRFFC SAME
1.0
1.0
SAME
9 HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAME
1.0
1.0
SAME
SAME
10 PUBLIC TRANSP.
1.0
1.0
11 COST OF SERVICES SAME
SAME
****************************************************************
SHARE %
13.2%
86.8%
****************************************************************
Table 4
Status Quo vs. Better Services

The next simulation (Table 5) assumes that the two-tiered
government structure with its slightly improved services retains
its preference among voters by a margin of 67% to 33% even when
the two-tiered structure results in a 10% more costly government.
Once again, the importance to voters of improved services is
underscored.
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****************************************************************
# ATTRIBUTE
STATUS QUO
REORG.
WGT REC
****************************************************************
1 CONSOLIDATION
NO
NO
1.0
1.0
2 TWO TIER
NO
YES
1.0
1.0
3 MERGED SERVICES NO
NO
1.0
1.0
4 LAW ENFORCEMENT SAME
BETTER
1.0
1.0
5 ZONING
SAME
BETTER
1.0
1.0
6 AIR QUALITY
SAME
BETTER
1.0
1.0
7 FLOOD CONTROL
SAME
SAME
1.0
1.0
8 NEIGHBORHD TRFFC SAME
SAME
1.0
1.0
9 HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAME
SAME
1.0
1.0
10 PUBLIC TRANSP.
SAME
SAME
1.0
1.0
11 COST OF SERVICES SAME
10% MORE
1.0
1.0
****************************************************************
SHARE %
32.7%
67.3%
****************************************************************
Table 5
Better Services But With Added Costs

CONCLUSIONS

The results of the two studies support several conclusions.
First and foremost is that Sacramento voters were not opposed to
reorganization of government. However, considering that 70%
said that they had heard nothing about reorganization efforts,
a future vote will be dependent upon receiving further information
on the issue. With few exceptions, voters saw government services
as deficient, specifically in the areas of safety and growth as
well as the responsiveness of their elected officials. When
given a choice, voters preferred that Sacramento area
governments work to improve services rather than reduce costs.
Most believed the status quo will not be able to adequately
provide for tomorrow's needs, and the most unpopular government
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model tested was the status quo form of government. Finally, an
overwhelming majority of voters tested (83%) believed that the
issue of reorganization should be explored further.
At this time, it appears warranted to conclude that
Sacramento voters will accept any change in government if they
and be convinced that the reorganization will result in a
significant improvement in delivery of services.

CONCLUSIONS

Is MOST NOT OPPOSED TO REORG.
Is CONCERNED WITH SAFETY
is COST IS A SECONDARY CONCERN
VOTE DEPENDENT ON FURTHER INFO
•* MANDATE TO CONTINUE WORK

