Stephen Wontrobski
Mission Viejo, CA 92692
March 27, 2019
Aliso Viejo City Council
Dana Point City Council
Laguna Niguel City Council

Irvine City Council
Villa Park City Council
Orange County Board of Supervisors

Reference: Proposed OCFA - Irvine Settlement Agreement
How to “Rig” an Agreement Approval and the Need for County Board of Supervisors Action

Dear City Council Members and Members of the Orange County Board of Supervisors,
The OCFA is contemplating the approval of a proposed Irvine - OCFA Agreement to guarantee that Irvine will not
withdraw from the OCFA in order to stop massive overcharges for OCFA Fire/EMS services. Why is it so important
for the OCFA to get OCFA Board of Director approval for this item? You simply need to refer back to the words of
former OCFA Fire Chief Richter. He said without Irvine as an OCFA member, the financial integrity of the OCFA
organization would be in jeopardy.
Without the ability to overcharge Irvine for Fire/EMS services, the OCFA would be unable to pay total yearly
compensation for such groups as :
a) Firefighters and paramedics +/- $250,000;
b) Fire Captains on average over $300,000;
c) Every member of the OCFA Executive staff over $300,000;
d) Battalion Chiefs over $300,000; and
e) Division Chiefs over $400,000.
You can easily understand why the OCFA employees, firefighters, fire captains, battalion and division chiefs,
administrative union members, and Executive Staff desperately want passage of this proposed agreement.
Question: How many of your City and County staff members are making these types of "privileged few" wages?
Background Information
Irvine has been overcharged by the OCFA over the years hundreds of millions of dollars for Fire/EMS services, versus
the actual cost of the OCFA to supply those services. (Approximately 90% of these overcharges go to OCFA salaries,
pensions and benefits.) I have demonstrated this fact over the past years with various cost studies showing the extent of
overcharges on a per capita resident basis, showing actual cost of OCFA services to Irvine as compared to the amount
of tax revenue obtained by the OCFA from their residents. None of these cost studies have been rebutted or taken
exception to by the OCFA, despite my requests for OCFA comment. Under the new proposed agreement, Irvine will
still be overcharged hundreds of millions of dollars more through 2030.
The California Court of Appeals rejected a prior proposed OCFA settlement agreement to Irvine. Both the County and
I objected to that proposed settlement agreement. That proposed settlement through 2030 from my recollection
approximated $130,000,000. The Irvine City Council knew that this proposed $130,000,000 settlement amount
severely understated the actual overcharge figure. I believed it was somewhere in the range of $300,000,000.
However, Irvine approved it, in my opinion, on the basis that "It's better than nothing". The new proposed settlement
figure amounts to about $50,000,000. What happened to the other “low ball” settlement figure of $130,000,000?
Where did $80,000,000 from this prior agreement go to? The Irvine City Council and its City Manager need to address
this issue and explain it to its residents.
Next, although Irvine is proposed to receive a ridiculously low equitable adjustment amount to compensate only for
massive future overcharges, where is the needed equitable relief for past and future overcharges to the other OCFA SFF
member cities of Aliso Viejo, Dana Point, Villa Park, and Laguna Niguel? These cities have been overcharged tens of
millions of dollars in the past and they can look for tens of millions of dollars more of overcharges through 2030.
However, they cannot gain relief, since the equitable adjustment approval system is "rigged" against them. And they all
know it. They simply do not have the “big city clout” like Irvine. No equitable adjustment approval should be given to
benefit Irvine alone, unless the cities of Aliso Viejo, Dana Point, Villa Park, and Laguna Niguel are also granted long
term past and future relief from massive OCFA overcharges.

Question: Why haven’t the OCFA Board of Directors members from these cities spoken up for their residents against
these future overcharges to them and the need to be included in an Irvine equitable adjustment settlement agreement?
How About the County? The County CEO should direct his staff, if he has not already done so, to produce for the
Board of Supervisors a study to show: a) how much the County may or may not have been overcharged by the OCFA in
the past; and b) how much it could be expected to be overcharged through 2030 for services. This is a simple study.
This simply shows the cost of past and anticipated future OCFA services as compared to past and anticipated property
tax revenue from the County for those same services.
Question: Isn’t it about time that such a transparency study is finally prepared on behalf of County taxpayers?
Isn’t it also about time that the County addresses and reforms the inequity of having SFF member cities overcharged for
OCFA services by means of outdated specific property tax percentages rather than the actual cost of those services that
the SFF cities receive? Why can’t the Board of Supervisors finally reform this matter and bring equity to bear? The
specific instruction and method for doing this do this is found at the end of the Court of Appeals Irvine Equitable
Adjustment court case. The Court has given the County the exact path to follow to achieve long overdue equity.
How to "Rig" an Approval Vote
How can the OCFA guarantee minimum opposition to the proposed agreement plan? Answer: As it has done in the
past, it avoids transparency and opposition by failing to give full cost disclosure. It "rigs" the system by withholding
needed cost matrix information to allow proper independent proposal evaluation by its Board members and the public.
The OCFA are experts in this regard. And Supervisor Bartlett is well aware of this tactic.
In a recent OCFA Board of Director meeting, Supervisor Bartlett stated that a cost study matrix is to be prepared and
presented to the Board for all proposed actions that have cost related issues. This would allow Board members to have
adequate cost study information on which to base their vote. I welcomed this directive. Supervisor Bartlett even gave
the OCFA a copy of a matrix that should have been prepared by the OCFA for the agenda cost item.
In a subsequent OCFA Board meeting, Supervisor Bartlett questioned the OCFA as to where the cost matrix was for
still another agenda cost item. In so many words, Supervisor Bartlett then stated this absence of a cost matrix is not to
occur in any subsequent OCFA Board of Director meeting, where the need for a cost matrix is present.
So now we are at the next OCFA Board of Director Meeting for her to attend.
Question: Where is the Supervisor Bartlett cost matrix attachment needed to evaluate the Irvine Settlement
Agreement?
Answer: It does not exist. And the directive of Supervisor Bartlett is once again disregarded. The OCFA is three for
three in ignoring Supervisor Bartlett’s instruction. This is reason enough to stop this agenda item from moving
forward. A cost matrix is needed to be prepared and submitted to the Board. And this agenda item needs to stop right
now in its tracks. This is a $50,000,000 cost proposal without a fully developed cost matrix.
These are the minimum requirements, I believe, that should be included in the cost matrix attachment.
1.

A detailed breakout of costs for the original equitable adjustment contract amendment, which was rejected by
the California Court of Appeals. Isn’t it strange that this information is not even brought up? How many
new Board members are even aware of its details?

2.

A cost study analysis of the County CEO on this matter described above.

3.

An OCFA prepared cost study for Irvine, Villa Park, Aliso Viejo, Laguna Niguel and Dana Point based on
actual cost of services and comparing it to the property tax revenue received from the County from those
cities. This will finally allow these OCFA member residents to learn how much they been and are continuing
to be overcharged. This study must include an actual cost ten year lookback and a ten year future anticipated
cost comparison through 2030.

4.

An OCFA prepared cost study for all members showing on a per resident basis, the cost of OCFA services for
the last ten years versus the amount received for providing those services, whether it is derived from a
contract or property tax basis.
.

This cost matrix will finally allow OCFA member residents, City Councils and OCFA Board members to learn how
much member cities are being overcharged/undercharged. This would provide all OCFA Board members a complete
and informed summary picture of what they are asked to vote on. Without such a matrix, I maintain that OCFA
member City Councils and the County Board of Supervisors cannot make an informed decision in approving this
proposed agreement; and their OCFA Board members would be voting in the dark.
Specific OCFA Actions to Thwart Transparency
I maintain that the following OCFA actions thwart transparency on this $50,000,000 item.
1. Despite the fact that millions of dollars are at stake, the OCFA does not even allow 30 days for the OCFA member
cities to have their City Attorneys and City Councils review the proposed plan and see if additional equity relief is
owed them. Most of the undercharged contract cities will not even bring this up, since their "undercharged gravy train"
continues under this plan, and their votes help to "rig" the system against the overcharged SFF member cities.
2. Since tens of millions of dollars are at stake for certain SFF overcharged member cities, the OCFA again does not
even allow 30 days for the overcharged OCFA member cities of Villa Park, Aliso Viejo, Laguna Niguel and Dana Point
to give their City Attorneys and City Managers time to review the proposed agreement and include their own
recommendations.
3. It schedules an OCFA approval vote at the end of this month, so member City Councils and their residents do not
have time to put it on a City Council meeting agenda. Why the Chairman of the OCFA, Dana Pont Director Mueller, is
allowing this rushed vote needs explanation. What’s the rush?
Most Dana Point residents do not know, that what they pay to the OCFA on a per resident basis dwarfs the per resident
overcharges of Irvine. Yet Dana Point is not even mentioned in the proposed plan. It gets no relief. The OCFA
Chairman should postpone a planned vote and insist that the overcharged SFF cities of Villa Park, Aliso Viejo, Laguna
Niguel and Dana Point are also granted overcharge relief. Why is only Irvine given equitable relief and these other
cities are not even given lip service in the proposed agreement?
4. It does not let the Voice of OC, the Register, and members of the public even know what is going on. It keeps past
discussion of this item as a closed session item, even though it apparently violates the law to do so. The OCFA
Attorney needs to address this matter. He needs to abide with California law and not simply declare a matter such as
this one to be a closed session item, when it is not according to County Counsel.
Summary
I recommend the following:
1.

Do not hold a vote on any proposed Irvine agreement, until the County comes up with a revised plan of its
own to grant equitable relief to County residents and the residents of Irvine, Villa Park, Aliso Viejo, Laguna
Niguel and Dana Point based on an actual cost of services study.

2.

Complete a needed Supervisor Bartlett cost matrix. This will finally allow OCFA member residents to learn
how much their member cities are being overcharged/undercharged. This would provide Board members and
their cities a complete and informed summary picture of what they are voting on. Without that as a
framework, I maintain that OCFA member City Councils and the County Board of Supervisors cannot make
an informed decision and approve this proposed agreement.

3.

Grant equitable relief to all overcharged OCFA member cities.

4.

The Board of Supervisors should submit an equitable adjustment plan in accordance with the specific
instructions found at the end of the Court of Appeals Irvine Equitable Adjustment court case. The Court has
given the County the exact path to follow to achieve long overdue equity.

Sincerely,

Stephen M. Wontrobski
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CC: OCERS; OCFA Board of Directors; EMSA Director; EMCC; Anaheim City Council; Costa Mesa City Council;
Garden Grove City Council; Fullerton City Council

