City of Capitola Agenda

Mayor: Michael Termini

Vice Mayor: Stephanie Harlan

Council Members: Kirby Nicol
Dennis Norton
Sam Storey

Treasurer Jacques Bertrand
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CLOSED SESSION —5:00 PM
CITY MANAGER'’S OFFICE

An announcement regarding the items to be discussed in Closed Session will be made in the
City Hall Council Chambers prior to the Closed Session. Members of the public may, at this
time, address the City Council/Redevelopment Agency Directors on closed session items only.

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to subdivision (b) of Govt. Code §54956.9:
Two cases: 1) Noble Gulch Storm Drain Failure in Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park
2) Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park Flooding and Closure

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION (Govt. Code §54956.9)
Kevin Calvert, D.D. S. and Pamela Calvert vs. City of Capitola, et al. [Superior Court of the
State of California for County of Santa Cruz, Case #CV 172804]

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR (Govt. Code 854957.6)
Negotiator: Jamie Goldstein, City Manager
Employee Organizations: Association of Capitola Employees, Capitola Police Captains,
Capitola Police Officers Association, Confidential Employees, Mid-Management
Group, and Department Head Group

LIABILITY CLAIMS (Govt. Code 854956.95)
Claimant: William Hoey Morris
Agency claimed against: City of Capitola

PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION (Government Code §854957)
Title: City Manager
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REGULAR JOINT MEETING OF THE
CAPITOLA CITY COUNCIL/REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY —7:00 PM

1. ROLL CALL AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:
Council Members/Directors Stephanie Harlan, Dennis Norton, Kirby Nicol, Sam Storey,
and Mayor/Chairperson Michael Termini

2. PRESENTATIONS
3. REPORT ON CLOSED SESSION
4. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS
A. Additions and Deletions to Agenda

B. Public Comments

Oral Communications allows time for members of the Public to address the City
Council/Redevelopment Agency on any item not on the Agenda. Presentations will be limited
to three minutes per speaker. Individuals may not speak more than once during Oral
Communications. All speakers must address the entire legislative body and will not be
permitted to engage in dialogue. All speakers are requested to print their name on the sign-in
sheet located at the podium so that their name may be accurately recorded in the minutes. A
MAXIMUM of 30 MINUTES is set aside for Oral Communications at this time.

C. Staff Comments

D. City Council/RDA Director/Treasurer Comments/Committee Reports

City Council Members/Redevelopment Agency Directors/City Treasurer may comment on
matters of a general nature or identify issues for staff response or future council/RDA
consideration. Council Members/RDA Directors/Committee Representatives may present
oral updates from standing committees at this time.

E. Committee Appointments

F. Approval of Check Register Reports

1. City: Approval of City Check Register Reports dated January 6, 2012 and
January 13, 2012.

2. RDA: Approval of Redevelopment Agency Check Register Report dated
January 13, 2012.

ALL MATTERS LISTED ON THE REGULAR JOINT MEETING OF THE CAPITOLA CITY
COUNCIL/REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY AGENDA SHALL BE CONSIDERED AS PUBLIC
HEARINGS.
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5.

CONSENT CALENDAR

All items listed in the “Consent Calendar” will be enacted by one motion in the form listed below.
There will be no separate discussion on these items prior to the time the Council votes on the
action unless members of the public or the City Council/Redevelopment Agency request specific

items to be discussed for separate review.

ltems pulled for separate discussion will be

considered following General Government.

Note that all Ordinances and Resolutions which appear on the public agenda shall be determined
to have been read by title and further reading waived.

A.

Deny liability claim of William Hoey Morris in the amount of $1,500 and
forward to the City’s liability insurance carrier.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Deny Liability Claim.

RDA: Receive RDA Quarterly Treasurer's Report for the quarter ended
December 31, 2011.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive Report.

Receive City Treasurer's Report for Month ended December 31, 2011
(Unaudited).
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive Report.

Consideration of approval of City’s participation in PG&E On-Bill Financing
Program for retrofit of City owned streetlights to energy efficient LED lights.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:

1. Approve a PG&E Off-Bill and On-Bill Financing Loan Agreement
authorizing the City’'s participation in PG&E’s On-Bill Financing
Program; and

2. Approve a PG&E Products and Services Agreement for the retrofit of
city owned streetlight to LED lights; and

3. Authorize the Public Works Director to sign both agreements on behalf
of the City.

GENERAL GOVERNMENT

General Government items are intended to provide an opportunity for public discussion of
each item listed. The following procedure is followed for each General Government item:
1) Staff explanation; 2) Council questions; 3) Public comment; 4) Council deliberation;
5) Close public comment; 5) Decision.

A.

Consideration of concept plans for the skate park and related improvements at
Monterey Park.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:

1. Approve concept plans for the skate park and related improvements at
Monterey Park and direct staff to develop cost estimates for permitting,
design and construction of this plan; and

2. Direct staff to continue working with the community on skate park fund
raising efforts; and

3. Direct staff to begin environmental review and development permit
applications for a skate park as funding is available.
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B. Consideration of a financing plan for the Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park
closure.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:
1. Adopt a resolution implementing the financing plan for the Pacific Cove
Mobile Home Park relocation; and
2. Amend the FY 11/12 budget to include $2.375 million in additional
revenue from debt proceeds, and authorize its expenditure pursuant to
this financing plan; and
3. Authorize staff to issue the six-month written notice of termination of
tenancy to the residents of the Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park.

C. Consideration of a contract with AutoTemp in an amount not to exceed
$117,500 for relocation of the Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park residents, and
authorizing the City Manager to execute a contract.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve contract.

D. Consideration of the following: (1) Adoption of an amended Enforceable
Obligation Payment Schedule (EOPS); and (2) Ongoing funding for Capitola
Chamber of Commerce and Santa Cruz County Conference and Visitors
Council.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
1. Adopt amended Enforceable Obligation Payment Schedule.
2. Council Direction.

E. Consideration of a staff report analyzing the Finance Advisory Committee
Report regarding Long-Term City Revenue/Expenditure Projections.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Continue item to a future City Council Agenda
when members of the Finance Advisory Committee are available.

F. Consideration of a contract for public opinion polling.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:

1. Authorize the City Manager to utilize up to $10,000, in partnership with
the City of Santa Cruz, to complete a focused public opinion polling
effort with Gene Bregman & Associates; or

2. Authorize the City Manager to enter into a contract with FM3 in the
amount of $23,000 to conduct public opinion research to determine if a
revenue ballot measure should be pursued and to assess current
community perception of City services, and approve an amendment to
the FY 11/12 budget moving $13,000 from Contingency Reserves to
contract services.

G. Consideration of increasing the existing half time Building Inspector position to
a full time position.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:
1. Approve increasing the existing half time Building Inspector positions to
a permanent full time position effective February 5, 2012; and
2. Approve a budget amendment resolution increasing expenditures in the
Green Building Fund by $25,000, reducing the Public Works Contract
Services by $5,000, increasing the Community Development
Department revenues by $25,000 and increasing the Community
Development Department Personnel costs by $30,000 to cover the
increased salary expenditures for the remainder of fiscal year 2011/12.

| AT THIS POINT, ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT CALENDAR WILL BE CONSIDERED
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COUNCIL/RDA DIRECTOR/STAFF COMMUNICATIONS
ADJOURNMENT

Adjourn to the next Regular Joint Meeting of the City Council to be held on Thursday,
February 9, 2012, at 7:00 p.m., in the City Hall Council Chambers, 420 Capitola Avenue,
Capitola, California.

NOTE: Any person seeking to challenge a City Council decision made as a result of a proceeding in which, by law,
a hearing is required to be given, evidence is required to be taken, and the discretion in the determination of facts is
vested in the City Council, shall be required to commence that court action within ninety (90) days following the
date on which the decision becomes final as provided in Code of Civil Procedure §1094.6. Please refer to code of
Civil Procedure 81094.6 to determine how to calculate when a decision becomes “final.” Please be advised that in
most instances the decision become “final” upon the City Council’'s announcement of its decision at the completion
of the public hearing. Failure to comply with this 90-day rule will preclude any person from challenging the City
Council decision in court.

Notice regarding City Council/Redevelopment Agency Meetings: The Capitola City Council and
Redevelopment Agency meet jointly on the 2nd and 4th Thursday of each month at 7:00 p.m. (or in no event earlier
than 6:00 p.m.), in the City Hall Council Chambers located at 420 Capitola Avenue, Capitola.

Agenda and Agenda Packet Materials: The City Council/Redevelopment Agency Agenda and the complete
agenda packet are available on the Internet at the City’s website: www.ci.capitola.ca.us. Agendas are also available
at the Capitola Post Office located at 826 Bay Avenue, Capitola.

Agenda Document Review: The complete agenda packet is available at City Hall and at the Capitola Branch
Library, 2005 Wharf Road, Capitola, on the Monday prior to the Thursday meeting. Need more information?
Contact the City Clerk’s office at 831-475-7300.

Agenda Materials Distributed after Distribution of the Agenda Packet: Pursuant to Government Code
854957.5, materials related to an agenda item submitted after distribution of the agenda packet are available for
public inspection at the Reception Office at City Hall, 420 Capitola Avenue, Capitola, California, during normal
business hours.

Americans with Disabilities Act: Disability-related aids or services are available to enable persons with a
disability to participate in this meeting consistent with the Federal Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Assisted
listening devices are available for individuals with hearing impairments at the meeting in the City Council
Chambers. Should you require special accommodations to participate in the meeting due to a disability, please
contact the City Clerk's office at least 24-hours in advance of the meeting at 831-475-7300. In an effort to
accommodate individuals with environmental sensitivities, attendees are requested to refrain from wearing
perfumes and other scented products.

Televised Meetings: City Council/lRedevelopment Agency meetings are cablecast “Live” on Charter
Communications Cable TV Channel 8 and are recorded to be replayed at 12:00 Noon on the Saturday following the
meetings on Community Television of Santa Cruz County (Charter Channel 71 and Comcast Channel 25).
Meetings are streamed “Live” on the City’s website at www.ci.capitola.ca.us by clicking on the Home Page link
“View Capitola Meeting Live On-Line.” Archived meetings can be viewed from the website at anytime.
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Item #: 6.C.

CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA REPORT

MEETING OF JANUARY 26, 2012

FROM: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
DATE: JANUARY 20, 2012

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF APPROVING A CONTRACT WITH AUTOTEMP, INC. IN AN
AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $117,500 FOR RELOCATION OF THE PACIFIC COVE
MOBILE HOME PARK RESIDENTS, AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO
EXECUTE A CONTRACT.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That by motion the City Council: authorize the City Manager to execute
the Professional Services Agreement with Autotemp, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $117,500 for tenant
relocation services for the Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park, as submitted.

BACKGROUND:

On January 12, 2012 the City Council adopted a resolution approving a Coastal Development Permit and
Relocation Impact Report for the closure of the Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park. The Council also directed
staff to return to Council with a contract for relocation services.

Staff issued a Request for Proposals for a Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park Relocation Consultant, and two
proposals were received. Autotemp, Inc., an Oakland-based small business with experience with
relocation programs, was the low bidder of the two proposals received. The Principle at Autotemp, David
Richman, has previously worked on relocation studies for the City for the Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The proposed Professional Services Agreement with Autotemp, Inc. is for an amount not to exceed
$117,500 for relocation work with the Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park. All of the costs of this proposed
contract are included in the proposed financing plan for the closure of Pacific Cove.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Draft Standard Agreement
2. Autotemp Proposal

Report Prepared By: David Foster
Housing and Redevelopment Manager

Approved by: Susan Westman, Interim

Community Development Director Reviewed and Fo y

By City Manager:
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ATTACHMENT 1

CITY OF CAPITOLA
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
Pacific Cove Relocation Services contract

Autotemp, Inc.

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into on January 27, 2012 by and between the City of Capitola, a Municipal
Corporation, hereinafter called "City" and Autotemp, Inc., hereinafter called "Consultant".

WHEREAS, City desires certain services described in Appendix One and Consultant is capable of
providing and desires to provide these services;

NOW, THEREFORE, City and Consultant for the consideration and upon the terms and conditions
hereinafter specified agree as follows:

SECTION 1
Scope of Services

The services to be performed under this Agreement are for relocation services related to the closure of
the Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park and further detailed in Appendix One.

SECTION 2
Duties of Consultant

All work performed by Consultant, or under its direction, shall be sufficient to satisfy the City's objectives
for entering into this Agreement and shall be rendered in accordance with the generally accepted practices, and
to the standards of, Consultant's profession.

Consultant shall not undertake any work beyond the scope of work set forth in Appendix One unless such
additional work is approved in advance and in writing by City. The cost of such additional work shall be
reimbursed to Consultant by City on the same basis as provided for in Section 4.

If, in the prosecution of the work, it is necessary to conduct field operations, security and safety of the job
site will be the Consultant's responsibility excluding, nevertheless, the security and safety of any facility of City
within the job site which is not under the Consultant's control.

Consultant shall meet with City Manager or other City personnel, or third parties as necessary, on all
matters connected with carrying out of Consultant's services described in Appendix One. Such meetings shall be
held at the request of either party hereto. Review and City approval of completed work shall be obtained monthly,
or at such intervals as may be mutually agreed upon, during the course of this work.

SECTION 3
Duties of the City

City shall make available to Consultant all data and information in the City's possession which City deems
necessary to the preparation and execution of the work, and City shall actively aid and assist Consultant in
obtaining such information from other agencies and individuals as necessary.

The City Manager may authorize a staff person to serve as his or her representative for conferring with
Consultant relative to Consultant's services. The work in progress hereunder shall be reviewed from time to time
by City at the discretion of City or upon the request of Consultant. If the work is satisfactory, it will be approved. If
the work is not satisfactory, City will inform Consultant of the changes or revisions necessary to secure approvaéﬁ



SECTION 4
Fees and Payment

Payment for the Consultant's services shall be made upon a schedule and within the limit, or limits shown,
upon Appendix Two. Such payment shall be considered the full compensation for all personnel, materials,
supplies, and equipment used by Consultant in carrying out the work. If Consultant is compensated on an hourly
basis, Consultant shall track the number of hours Consultant, and each of Consultant's employees, has worked
under this Agreement during each fiscal year (July 1 through June 30) and Consultant shall immediately notify
City when the number of hours worked during any fiscal year by any of Consultant's employees reaches 900
hours. In addition each invoice submitted by Consultant to City shall specify the number of hours to date
Consultant, and each of Consultant’'s employees, has worked under this Agreement during the current fiscal year.

SECTION 5
Changes in Work

City may order major changes in scope or character of the work, either decreasing or increasing the
scope of Consultant's services. No changes in the Scope of Work as described in Appendix One shall be made
without the City's written approval. Any change requiring compensation in excess of the sum specified in
Appendix Two shall be approved in advance in writing by the City.

SECTION 6
Time of Beginning and Schedule for Completion

This Agreement will become effective when signed by both parties and will terminate on the earlier of:
° The date Consultant completes the services required by this Agreement, as agreed by the City; or

° The date either party terminates the Agreement as provided below.
Work shall begin on or about January 27, 2012.

In the event that major changes are ordered or Consultant is delayed in performance of its services by
circumstances beyond its control, the City will grant Consultant a reasonable adjustment in the schedule for
completion provided that to do so would not frustrate the City's objective for entering into this Agreement.
Consultant must submit all claims for adjustments to City within thirty calendar days of the time of occurrence of
circumstances necessitating the adjustment.

SECTION 7
Termination

City shall have the right to terminate this Agreement at any time upon giving ten days written notice to
Consultant. Consultant may terminate this Agreement upon written notice to City should the City fail to fulfill its
duties as set forth in this Agreement. In the event of termination, City shall pay the Consultant for all services
performed and accepted under this Agreement up to the date of termination.

SECTION 8
Insurance
Consultant shall procure and maintain for the duration of the contract insurance against claims for injuries

to persons or damages to property which may arise from or in connection with the performance of the work
hereunder by the Consultant, his agents, representatives, or employees.
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Minimum Scope of Insurance

Coverage shall be at least as broad as:

1.

Insurance Services Office Commercial Liability coverage
(Occurrence Form CG 0001).

Insurance Services office Form Number CA 0001 covering Automobile Liability,
Code 1 (any auto).

Workers’ Compensation insurance as required by the State of California.

Errors and Omissions Liability insurance appropriate to the consultant’s profession.
Architects’ and engineers’ coverage shall include contractual liability.

Minimum Limits of Insurance

Consultant shall maintain limits no less than:

1.

General Liability: $1,000,000 per occurrence and $2,000,000 in

(including operations, aggregate (including operations, for bodily injury,

products and completed personal and property damage.

operations)

Automobile Liability: $1,000,000 per accident for bodily injury and
property damage.

Errors and Omissions $1,000,000 per claim and in the aggregate.

Liability:

Limits

Other Insurance Provisions

The commercial general liability and automobile liability policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain, the
following provisions:

1.

The City of Capitola, its officers, officials, employees and volunteers are to be covered as
additional insured’s as respects: liability arising out of work or operations performed by or on
behalf of the Consultant or automobiles owned, leased, hired or borrowed by the Consultant.
For any claims related to this project, the Consultant’s insurance coverage shall be primary
insurance as respects the City, its officers, officials, employees and volunteers. Any insurance
or self-insurance maintained by the City, its officers, officials, employees or volunteers shall be
excess of the Consultant’s insurance and shall not contribute with it.

Each insurance policy required by this clause shall be endorsed to state that coverage shall not
be canceled by either party, except after thirty (30) days’ prior written notice by certified mail,
returned receipt requested, has been given to the City.

Coverage shall not extend to any indemnity coverage for the active negligence of the additional
insured in any case where an agreement to indemnify the additional insured would be invalid
under Subdivision (b) of Section 2782 of the Civil Code.
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Acceptability of Insurers

Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current A.M. Best’s rating of no less than A:VII, unless otherwise
acceptable to the City.

Verification of Coverage

Consultant shall furnish the City with original certificates and amendatory endorsements affecting coverage by
this clause. The endorsements should be on forms provided by the City or on other than the City’s forms
provided those endorsements conform to City requirements. All certificates and endorsements are to be received
and approved by the City before work commences. The City reserves the right to require complete, certified
copies of all required insurance policies, including endorsements affecting the coverage required by these
specifications at any time.

SECTION 9
Indemnification

Consultant agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the City, its officers, agents and
employees, from and against any and all claims, demands, actions, damages, or judgments, including
associated costs of investigation and defense arising in any manner from consultant's negligence,
recklessness, or willful misconduct in the performance of this agreement.

SECTION 10
Civil Rights Compliance/Equal Opportunity Assurance

Every supplier of materials and services and all consultants doing business with the City of Capitola shall
be in compliance with the applicable provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, and shall be an
equal opportunity employer as defined by Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and including the California Fair
Employment and Housing Act of 1980. As such, consultant shall not discriminate against any person on the
basis of race, religious creed, color, national origin, ancestry, disability, medical condition, marital status, age or
sex with respect to hiring, application for employment, tenure or terms and conditions of employment. Consultant
agrees to abide by all of the foregoing statutes and regulations.

SECTION 11
Legal Action/Attorneys' Fees

If any action at law or in equity is brought to enforce or interpret the provisions of this Agreement, the
prevailing party shall be entitled to reasonable attorney's fees in addition to any other relief to which he or she
may be entitled. The laws of the State of California shall govern all matters relating to the validity, interpretation,
and effect of this Agreement and any authorized or alleged changes, the performance of any of its terms, as well
as the rights and obligations of Consultant and the City.

SECTION 12
Assignment

This Agreement shall not be assigned without first obtaining the express written consent of the Director
after approval of the City Council.
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SECTION 13
Amendments

This Agreement may not be amended in any respect except by way of a written instrument which
expressly references and identifies this particular Agreement, which expressly states that its purpose is to amend
this particular Agreement, and which is duly executed by the City and Consultant. Consultant acknowledges that
no such amendment shall be effective until approved and authorized by the City Council, or an officer of the City
when the City Council may from time to time empower an officer of the City to approve and authorize such
amendments. No representative of the City is authorized to obligate the City to pay the cost or value of services
beyond the scope of services set forth in Appendix Two. Such authority is retained solely by the City Council.
Unless expressly authorized by the City Council, Consultant's compensation shall be limited to that set forth in
Appendix Two.

SECTION 14
Miscellaneous Provisions

1. Project Manager. The City Manager reserves the right to approve the project manager assigned
by Consultant to said work. No change in assignment may occur without prior written approval of the City.

2. Consultant Service. Consultant is employed to render professional services only and any
payments made to Consultant are compensation solely for such professional services.

3. Licensure. Consultant warrants that he or she has complied with any and all applicable
governmental licensing requirements.

4. Other Agreements. This Agreement supersedes any and all other agreements, either oral or in
writing, between the parties hereto with respect to the subject matter, and no other agreement, statement or
promise related to the subject matter of this Agreement which is not contained in this Agreement shall be valid or
binding.

5. City Property. Upon payment for the work performed, or portion thereof, all drawings,
specifications, records, or other documents generated by Consultant pursuant to this Agreement are, and shall
remain, the property of the City whether the project for which they are made is executed or not. The Consultant
shall be permitted to retain copies, including reproducible copies, of drawings and specifications for information
and reference in connection with the City's use and/or occupancy of the project. The drawings, specifications,
records, documents, and Consultant's other work product shall not be used by the Consultant on other projects,
except by agreement in writing and with appropriate compensation to the City.

6. Consultant's Records. Consultant shall maintain accurate accounting records and other written
documentation pertaining to the costs incurred for this project. Such records and documentation shall be kept
available at Consultant's office during the period of this Agreement, and after the term of this Agreement for a
period of three years from the date of the final City payment for Consultant's services.

7. Independent Contractor. In the performance of its work, it is expressly understood that
Consultant, including Consultant's agents, servants, employees, and subcontractors, is an independent
contractor solely responsible for its acts and omissions, and Consultant shall not be considered an employee of
the City for any purpose.

8. Conflicts of Interest. Consultant stipulates that corporately or individually, its firm, its employees
and subcontractors have no financial interest in either the success or failure of any project which is, or may be,
dependent on the results of the Consultant's work product prepared pursuant to this Agreement.

9. Notices. All notices herein provided to be given, or which may be given by either party to the
other, shall be deemed to have been fully given and fully received when made in writing and deposited in the
United States mail, certified and postage prepaid, and addressed to the respective parties as follows: 90



CITY
CITY OF CAPITOLA
420 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, CA 95010
831-475-7300

By:

CONSULTANT
Autotemp, Inc.
373 4" Street, Suite 2A
Oakland, CA 94607
510 238-93386

By:

Benjamin Goldstein, City Manager

Dated:

Approved as to Form:

John G. Barisone, City Counsel

David J. Richman, R/W-RAC Principal

Dated:
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APPENDIX ONE
Scope of Services

To provide relocation assistance to the current residents of the City-owned Pacific Cove Mobile Home Park.
Relocation of the current 41 mobile homes in the park will be carried out in accordance with the Relocation
Impact Report and Relocation Plan prepared by Overland Pacific & Cutler, Inc. (including the procedures
outlined in Section G beginning on page 49)

Program Development and Management

Successful implementation of a disposition project requires a thorough and coordinated effort during
planning, preparation and implementation stages. Autotemp provides management services during all phases
of this process. Such services include the following:

e Advise and assist in the development and implementation of any internal administrative policies,
procedures, forms and notices necessary for the support of an effective program

e On-going project planning and preparation to minimize potential legal, financial and administrative
difficulties

e General consultation, project coordination and tracking with the Agency, governmental entities,
consultants, vendors and project team members to ensure that goals are accomplished in a timely
manner.

e Organize, manage and represent the Agency in citizen group meetings, presentations, hearings and
other meetings as requested.

e Prepare project completion report.

Residential Relocation Services

e Secure basic case information and set up case file; maintain the necessary case documentation and
contact diary throughout the course of our involvement with the claimant.

e Conduct initial in-depth field interview with claimant: document rent, income, family size,
names/ages of occupants and determine relocation needs, preferences and special requirements;
provide general information notices and brochure; explain relocation process, rights and benefits
available.

» Provide on-going advisory assistance to minimize hardships on claimants, including referrals to
and coordination with community service resources, public housing and other public services as
needed.

< Document rent with rental agreement, receipts, or economic rent if needed.

e Document/verify income using pay stubs, budget worksheets, tax returns, certification and/or cash
affidavit as necessary. Use rent-to-rent method if income cannot be verified.

e Search for and document comparables for each claimant: provide initial referrals and three sets of
additional housing referrals every 4-6 weeks, as necessary.

e Prepare notice of eligibility based on most appropriate comparable. 92



Deliver letter of eligibility to claimant, discuss findings and impacts to occupants’
particular needs.

Prepare and deliver 180-day notices to vacate at the time the notice of eligibility is delivered,
90 day notices to vacate and any other necessary notices.

Arrange for transportation to view replacement sites if needed; assist claimants with their
selection of a replacement site, with lease offers, with review of rental agreements and with
move bids or fixed moving payment.

Inspect selected site to ensure it meets decent, safe and sanitary requirements.

Monitor the replacement site escrow and explain the relocation process to agent and escrow
officer as necessary.

Provide escrow coordination for those residents who purchase a replacement home or
mobile home.

Review and discuss claimants’ moving plans in advance of physical move.

Coordinate services of mobile home movers or personal property movers for displacees,
as necessary.

Verify vacation of the displacement site and secure a certificate of abandonment.

Determine eligibility for proposed amount of relocation benefits, including actual and
reasonable moving payments, rental/purchase differential payments, and fixed payments as
applicable.

Secure and process an advance claim to assist with the move and a second final
claim incorporating the moving costs and rental/purchase differential payment once the
household has moved to the selected displacement site.

Each claim will be signed by the claimant, supported by appropriate back-up (written
bids, schedules, receipts, etc.) and will be reviewed by Autotemp for recommendation before
submitting to client for approval. Each claim check will be delivered to claimant in person (as
feasible) and a receipt of payment will be secured.
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APPENDIX TWO
Fees and Payments

For the services preformed, City will pay consultant on a time-charge plus expense basis,
monthly as charges accrue, the sum of consultant’s salary expenses and non-salary expenses.

Salary expenses include the actual direct pay of personnel assigned to the project (except for
routine secretarial and account services) plus payroll taxes, insurance, sick leave, holidays, vacation,
and other fringe benefits. The percentage of compensation attributable to salary expenses includes
all of Consultant’s indirect overhead costs and fees. For purposes of this Agreement, Consultant’s
salary expenses and non-salary expenses will be compensated at the rates set forth in the fee
schedule attached to this appendix and in accordance with the terms set forth therein. Non-salary
expenses include travel, meals and lodging while traveling, materials other than normal office
supplies, reproduction and printing costs, equipment rental, computer services, service of
subconsultants or subcontractors, and other identifiable job expenses. The use of Consultant’s
vehicles for travel shall be paid at the current Internal Revenue Service published mileage rate.

Salary payment for personnel time will be made at the rates set forth in the attached fee
schedule for all time charged to the project. Normal payroll rates are for 40 hours per week.
Consultant shall not charge the City for personnel overtime salary at rates higher than those set forth
in the attached fee schedule without the City’s prior written authorization.

In no event shall the total fee charged for the scope of work set forth in Appendix One exceed
the total budget of $117,500 (One Hundred Seventeen Thousand, Five Hundred Dollars and Zero
Cents), without specific, written advance authorization from the City.

Payments shall be made monthly by the City, based on itemized invoices from the Consultant
which list actual costs and expenses. Such payments shall be for the invoice amount. The monthly
statements shall contain the following affidavit signed by a principal of the Consultant’s firm:

"I hereby certify as principal of the firm of , that the charge of $ as
summarized above and shown in detail on the attachments is fair and reasonable, is in accordance with
the terms of the Agreement dated _,__,and has not been previously paid.”

Fee Schedule:

At this time, we anticipate there are approximately thirty-six households that will need to be
displaced. Relocation implementation services will be provided based on the case rate shown below,
and will be adjusted to reflect the actual number of cases.

Autotemp's cost proposal is as follows, and will remain valid for
120 days:

Program Development and Management

(hourly, not to exceed without prior approval)
$5,000.00
Residential Relocation Services (hourly not to exceed)

Fifteen-Owner-Full Time Occupant — per case $3,800.00 $57,000.00
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Five- Owner- Part Time Occupant — per case$2,500.00 $12,500.00
Eleven - Owner-non-occupant — per case $2,000.00 $22,000.00
Six -Tenant Occupant - per case $3,500.00 $21,000.00

Total not to exceed
$117,500.00

Our services would be provided based on the following hourly rate
schedule:

Principal $165.00 per hour
Consultant $120.00 per hour
Project Support $ 50.00 per hour

Autotemp considers photocopying, first class postage, telephone, facsimile and cellular
communication charges as a normal part of doing business. These charges are included in the
stated hourly rates. Out-of- pocket expenses - including pre-approved travel and lodging,
outside exhibit preparation, requested overnight courier or registered and/or certified mail (return
receipt requested) charges and, specialty reproduction — unless otherwise specified, are in addition to
the contract amount and will be charged at cost plus ten percent (+10%) for administration,
coordination and, handling. Subcontracted services — other than those listed above — will be invoiced
at cost plus ten percent (+10%).

In the event Autotemp is required to perform any act in relation to litigation arising out of any
project with the Agency, whether that be expert consulting or responding to a complaint or
proceeding with discovery and trial, such services are not part of this contract, nor are they part of
our normal fees and, if required, shall be invoiced at two times hourly rates. Grievance procedures
are also excluded from our normal fees, but will be billed at the normal rate.

R:\Agenda Staff Reports\2012 Agenda Reports\01-26-12\6.C. Autotemp Relocation Services Contract_Att 1.doc
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Paul R. Burns
Consultant/Associate

Autotemp

373 4™ Street, Suite 2A, Oakland, CA 94607

San Francisco Bay Area (510) 238-9386
Toll-Free (888) 2029195

Professional Credentials

Initial Year in Industry: 2008

Education:

A.A. Degree, El Camino College
Additional Studies, California State
University, Long Beach

Supplemental Courses:

Residential Relocation
Business Relocation

AUTDO

TEMP

Mr. Burns provides relocation advisory and financial
assistance to displaced businesses and persons and as a result
of acquisition of real property for public use. He provides
written informational statements outlining benefits, assistance
and grievance procedures and other advisory services to
displacees in order to minimize hardships. His duties include
performing initial interviews and evaluation, providing a
detailed description of available benefits, replacement site
searching and referrals, processing benefits, coordinating
moves, conducting replacement site inspections, benefit
eligibility analysis and claim generation, and maintaining
extensive file documentation and while ensuring compliance
with applicable federal, state and local guidelines. He fulfills a
variety of functions including document preparation and
compiling, assisting in research and analysis for cost studies,
site searching and other field work.

Mr. Burns has assisted with the relocation of residential and
business tenants for numerous agencies and non-profit
developers.

His agency clients include:

County of Alameda

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA)
Regents, University of California

Dublin Housing Authority

His non-profit/for profit clients include:

Affordable Housing Associates

Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center

BRIDGE Housing

Burbank Housing.

Eden Housing, Inc.

Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition

Mercy Housing of California

Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation
Treasure Island Community Development

Past Relevant Experience
Mr. Burns has worked for many years with business owners

and individuals, from a variety of socio-economic strata’s, in
highly stressful situations.
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Current projects or Commitments for Relocation Services:

Administrative Offices of the Court, State of California
Keller Plaza, Oakland Housing Authority
Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition — Freedom
Resources for Community Development - Alameda
Satellite Housing — Oakland

Retirement Housing Foundation - Sacramento

Major Projects Completed:

Since 2000, Mr. Richman has provided relocation consulting services throughout the Nation. He has
provided consultant services to many public agencies in the regional area including the Qakland Housing
Authority, the San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, the
Alameda County Redevelopment Agency, the Housing Authority of Alameda County, The Dublin
Housing Authority, The Housing Authority of Alameda County, Napa County Transportation Planning
Agency, and the San Francisco Housing Authority. Autotemp has worked with various non-profits and
for-profit developers, including the John Stewart Company, MidPenisula Housing, RCD, TNDC, Mercy
Housing, BRIDGE Housing, Community Housing Sonoma County, Napa Valley Community Housing,
and Eden Housing, using government funding, in the surrounding area. Mr. Richman has coordinated
projects with federal and state oversight agencies such as Caltrans, Department of Housing and Urban
Development, FAA, FHWA and the FTA.

Locally, Autotemp has recently provided relocation services in Aptos and Freedom, working with over 200
displacees. Because of the size of these projects, housing resources throughout Santa Cruz County were
used. The majority of these 200 displacees were Spanish speaking.

Mobile Home Park closures have included the preparation of an impact conversion report and relocation
implementation services for BRIDGE Housing and the Meadowbrook Mobile Home Park; preparation of an
impact conversion report and relocation implementation services for the City of Milpitas, Trammel Crow
Residential and the Law Offices of Margaret Nanda; the preparation of an impact conversion report for Mid-
Peninsula Housing Coalition for the Forest Homes Mobile Home Park; preparation of an impact conversion
report and relocation implementation services for the City of Moorpark; and relocation implementation
services for park closures for the Law offices of Margaret Nanda.

The following are a sample of major projects completed.
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Name of project: Disposition of the Scattered Sites
Project location: Oakland, CA
Brief description: Disposition of 1600 scattered public housing sites; community meetings, orientation
meetings
Name of owner: Oakland Housing Authority
Contact person: Eric Johnson, Executive Director, 510.535.3140
Specific involvement: program development, management and implementation
Value of project: $1,500,000.Status of completion: final phase
Name of project: Ashland Village
Project location: San Leandro, CA
Brief description: 150 unit Affordable Housing Rehabilitation
Name of owner: Eden Housing
Contact person: Lihbin Shiao, Mosaic Development 510.251.9811 x 11
Linda Mandolini, Eden Housing 510.582.1460
Andrea Papanastassiou, Eden Housing 510.582.1460
Specific involvement: Program development and management, relocation plan and implementation services

Name of project: Franciscan Motel

Project location: San Francisco, CA

Brief description: Relocation of 17 extremely low income households

Name of owner: Citizen’s Housing/Mercy Housing

Contact person: Michael Simmons, Project Manager, 415.845.5527

Specific involvement: Program Development, management and relocation implementation

Name of project: St. Joseph’s Medical Center Senior Housing

Project location: Oakland, CA

Brief description: Displacement of 20 commercial enterprises

Name of owner: BRIDGE Housing

Contact person: Smitha Sheshadri, BRIDGE Housing, 415.989.1111

Specific involvement: Program development and management, relocation plan and implementation services.

Name of project: Palomar Apartments

Project location: Vista CA

Brief description: 43 over-income households for an affordable housing project

Name of owner: Volunteers of America

Contact person: Lloyd Wright, Volunteers of America 775.626.9357

Specific involvement: Program development and management, relocation plan and implementation

Name of project: Casa Del Sol

Project location: Woodland, CA

Brief description: reconfiguration and rehabilitation of a mobile home park

Name of owner: CHOC

Contact person: Lee Turner, 530.757.4444 x 105

Specific involvement: Program development, management, funding agency interaction, audit review.
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Name of project: Meadow Brook Mobile Home Park/Trestle Glen
Project location: Colma, CA
Brief description: 64 unit Mobile Home/RV Park Closure
Name of owner: BRIDGE Housing
Contact person: Tom Early, BRIDGE Housing, 415.989.1111
Ben Metcalf, HUD, 202.402.6377
Lydia Tan, Related CA, 949.660.7272

Specific involvement: Program development and management, Relocation and impact conversion report,

implementation services

Name of project: Milpitas Mobile Home Park
Project location: Milpitas, CA
Brief description: 28 unit Mobile Home/RV Park Closure
Name of owner: Trammel Crow Residential
Contact person: Felix Reliford, City of Milpitas 408.586.3071
Margaret Nanda, Attorney, 408.355.7010
Peter Solar, formerly of TCR, 510.939.9300 ext. 14
Specific involvement: Program development, management and implementation services

Name of project: Forest Homes Mobile Home Park

Project location: South San Francisco, CA

Brief description: 11 unit Mobile Home Park Closure

Name of owner: Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition

Contact person: Karen Tiedemann, Goldfarb & Lipman, 510.836.6336

Specific involvement: Program development, Relocation and impact conversion report

Name of project: Kaiser Hospital Parking lot

Project location: South San Francisco CA

Brief description: Mobile Home Park Closure

Name of owner: Kaiser Permanente

Contact person: Margaret Nanda, Attorney, 408.355.7010

Specific involvement: Program development, management and implementation services

Name of project: City Hall Expansion

Project location: Moorpark CA

Brief description: 32 unit Mobile Home Park Closure

Name of owner: City of Moorpark

Contact person: Hugh Riley, Assistance City Manager, 805.517.6215

Specific involvement: Program development and management, Relocation and impact conversion report,

implementation services
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Additional References:

Client

Goldfarb & Lipman, LLC

Numerous projects

Contact

Ms. Karen Tiedemann
Ms. Polly Marshall
Ms. Jennifer Bell

Mr. William DiCamillo
Ms. Juliet Cox

Mr. Robert C. Mills
Mr. David Kroot

Telephone
Number
510.836.6336

Eden Housing Corp.

Numerous Projects

Ms. Linda Mandolini
Ms. Kathryn Schmidt
Ms. Lihbin Shiao
Ms. Katie Lamont

510.582.1460

Housing Authority of Alameda
County/Dublin Housing
Authority

Arroyo Vista
Scattered Sites

Ms. Christine Gouig

510.727.8513

Oakland Housing Authority

Scattered Sites

Mr. Phil Neville
Mr. Eric Johnson
Ms. Ann Dunn
Ms. Madhu Misri

510.535.3140

510.874.1637

Tassafaronga Ms. Bridget Galka 510.587.2142
Ms. Patricia Ison 510.587.5126

Redevelopment Agency Of The

County Of Alameda Ms. Marita Hawryluk 510.670.6112

Numerous projects

Treasure Island Community
Development

Treasure Island Redevelopment

Mr. Josh Callahan
Ms. Alex Galovich
Mr. Jon Yolles

415.905.5332
415.905.5367
415.554.6129

Hunters View Associates
S.F. Housing Authority
S.F. Redevelopment Agency

Paul Carney
Dominica Henderson
Erin Carson

415.788.7983
415.715.3215
415.749.2400

Mayor’s Office of Housing Amy Tharpe 415.701.5508

Hunters View Redevelopment

MidPen Housing Betsy Wilson 831.707.2134
Jan Lindenthal 408.592.9665

Various projects
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Scope of Services:

The recommended scope of services includes the following in addition to the scope identified in the Request
for Qualifications:

Program Development and Management

Successful implementation of a disposition project requires a thorough and coordinated effort during
planning, preparation and implementation stages. Autotemp provides management services during all phases
of this process. Such services include the following:

= Advise and assist in the development and implementation of any internal administrative policies,
procedures, forms and notices necessary for the support of an effective program

= On-going project planning and preparation to minimize potential legal, financial and administrative
difficulties

= General consultation, project coordination and tracking with the Agency, governmental entities,
consultants, vendors and project team members to ensure that goals are accomplished in a timely
manner.

= Organize, manage and represent the Agency in citizen group meetings, presentations, hearings and
other meetings as requested.

= Prepare project completion report.

Residential Relocation Services

e Secure basic case information and set up case file; maintain the necessary case documentation and
contact diary throughout the course of our involvement with the claimant.

e (Conduct initial in-depth field interview with claimant: document rent, income, family size,
names/ages of occupants and determine relocation needs, preferences and special requirements;
provide general information notices and brochure; explain relocation process, rights and benefits
available.

¢ Provide on-going advisory assistance to minimize hardships on claimants, including referrals to
and coordination with community service resources, public housing and other public services as
needed.

¢ Document rent with rental agreement, receipts, or economic rent if needed.

e Document/verify income using pay stubs, budget worksheets, tax returns, certification and/or cash
affidavit as necessary. Use rent-to-rent method if income cannot be verified.

e Search for and document comparables for each claimant: provide initial referrals and three sets of
additional housing referrals every 4-6 weeks, as necessary.

e Prepare notice of eligibility based on most appropriate comparable.
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Deliver letter of eligibility to claimant, discuss findings and impacts to occupants’ particular
needs.

Prepare and deliver 180-day notices to vacate at the time the notice of eligibility is delivered, 90
day notices to vacate and any other necessary notices.

Arrange for transportation to view replacement sites if needed; assist claimants with their selection
of a replacement site, with lease offers, with review of rental agreements and with move bids or
fixed moving payment.

Inspect selected site to ensure it meets decent, safe and sanitary requirements.

Monitor the replacement site escrow and explain the relocation process to agent and escrow officer
as necessary.

Provide escrow coordination for those residents who purchase a replacement home or mobile
home.

Review and discuss claimants’ moving plans in advance of physical move.

Coordinate services of mobile home movers or personal property movers for displacees, as
necessary.

Verify vacation of the displacement site and secure a certificate of abandonment.

Determine eligibility for proposed amount of relocation benefits, including actual and reasonable
moving payments, rental/purchase differential payments, and fixed payments as applicable.

Secure and process an advance claim to assist with the move and a second final claim
incorporating the moving costs and rental/purchase differential payment once the household has
moved to the selected displacement site.

Each claim will be signed by the claimant, supported by appropriate back-up (written bids,
schedules, receipts, etc.) and will be reviewed by Autotemp for recommendation before submitting
to client for approval. Each claim check will be delivered to claimant in person (as feasible) and a
receipt of payment will be secured.
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Timeline:

Notice to Proceed

Document and Information Assemblage

Issuance of Notices of Eligibility and 180 day notice
On-going Resident meetings/follow-up

On-going referrals

Update NOE, if necessary

On-going advisory services including inspections, claims
and moving assistance

Vacate dates

Day 1

Days 1 to 25
Day 30 to 45
Day 45 to 210
Day 45 to 210
Day 150

Day 30 to 240
Day 60 to 210
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Duties of the City:

Provide copies of all documents, rental agreements, waivers, interviews, and ownership information within
24 hours of the notice to proceed.

City will disburse claim payments within five business days of submission of completed claim.

City will assign one contact person, who will respond to any written or verbal requests within one business
day.

City will approve any document, letter or directive within three business days.
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Fee Schedule

At this time, we anticipate there are approximately thirty-six households that will need to be displaced.
Relocation implementation services will be provided based on the case rate shown below, and will be
adjusted to reflect the actual number of cases.

Autotemp's cost proposal is as follows, and will remain valid for 120 days:

Program Development and Management

(hourly, not to exceed without prior approval) $5,000.00

Residential Relocation Services
(hourly, not to exceed)

Fifteen-Owner-Full Time Occupant — per case $3,800.00 $57,000.00
Five- Owner- Part Time Occupant — per case$2,500.00 $12,500.00
Eleven - Owner-non-occupant — per case $2,000.00 $22.000.00
Six -Tenant Occupant - per case $3,500.00 $21,000.00
Total not to exceed $117,500.00

Our services would be provided based on the following hourly rate schedule:

Principal $165.00 per hour
Consultant $120.00 per hour
Project Support $ 50.00 per hour

Autotemp considers photocopying, first class postage, telephone, facsimile and cellular communication
charges as a normal part of doing business. These charges are included in the stated hourly rates. Out-of-
pocket expenses — including pre-approved travel and lodging, outside exhibit preparation, requested
overnight courier or registered and/or certified mail (return receipt requested) charges and, specialty
reproduction — unless otherwise specified, are in addition to the contract amount and will be charged at cost
plus ten percent (+10%) for administration, coordination and, handling. Subcontracted services — other than
those listed above — will be invoiced at cost plus ten percent (+10%).

In the event Autotemp is required to perform any act in relation to litigation arising out of any project with
the Agency, whether that be expert consulting or responding to a complaint or proceeding with discovery and
trial, such services are not part of this contract, nor are they part of our normal fees and, if required, shall be
invoiced at two times hourly rates. Grievance procedures are also excluded from our normal fees, but will be
billed at the normal rate.
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In the event this contract extends twelve (12) months beyond the initial date of execution, the hourly rates
and any remaining amount in the contract shall be adjusted upwardly by approximately five percent (5%) per
annum, compounded annually, on the anniversary date of this contract.

Written communication services in other languages would be an additional cost and would be billed
separately based on quoted hourly rates by independent translation services.

Autotemp may submit monthly invoices for the professional services rendered based on the hourly rate
schedule provided above. A 5% discount will be allowed if payment is received within 30 days of receipt
of invoice. Substantial changes in the required scope of work may result in the revision of the proposed fees.
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Item #: 6.D.

CITY COUNCIL/REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
AGENDA REPORT

MEETING OF JANUARY 26, 2012

FROM: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

DATE: JANUARY 20, 2012

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER ADOPTION OF AMENDED ENFORCEABLE
OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE (EOPS) AND ONGOING FUNDING FOR
CAPITOLA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND SANTA CRUZ COUNTY CONFERENCE
AND VISITORS COUNCIL

RECOMMENDED ACTION: By motion and roll call vote, that the Redevelopment Agency Directors
take the following actions:

1. Consider adoption of the Enforceable Obligation Payment Schedule (EOPS) as amended
pursuant to Supreme Court decision dissolution of redevelopment agencies.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt amended Enforceable Obligation Payment Schedule

2. Consideration of source of ongoing funding for Chamber of Commerce, Santa Cruz County
Conference and Visitors Council, as related to the state dissolution of the redevelopment
agencies and authorize a budget amendment in that amount from the contingency reserve fund.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Council Direction

BACKGROUND:

At the City Council meeting on January 12, 2012 the City Council voted to become the Successor
Agency for the Redevelopment Agency. Under ABx1 26 there are several actions which now are
required. The first is for the Council to adopt the Enforceable Obligations Payment Schedule (EOPS) as
amended by January 30, 2012 pursuant to the requirements in ABx1 26.

In addition, the Capitola Redevelopment Agency had included in this year’s budget the funding of the
Chamber of Commerce for $30,000 and the Santa Cruz County Convention and Visitor Council
(SCCCVC) for $23,000. As no Redevelopment Agency money will be available to meet these two
budget items, the Council will need to determine if the city will fund those two groups from the City’s
General Fund and at what amount.

DISCUSSION:

The legislation which was adopted (ABx1 26) to eliminate redevelopment agencies is not a completely
clear piece of legislation. There are a number of items within the legislation that are vague. It is
expected that many of these items will be litigated over the next few months by some of the larger
agencies.

Part of the legislation does clearly require that there be an adopted amended Enforceable Obligations
Payment Schedule. The legislation included the creation of an Oversight Committee which will use the
Enforceable Obligations Payment Schedule to determine how the debts and obligations of the prior
Capitola Redevelopment Agency shall be discharged. The Oversight Committee appears to have
extensive powers to review all obligations.

114



1-26-12 AGENDA REPORT: ENFORCEABLE OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 2

ABXx1 26 is clear that whatever obligations were created between the City which established the agency
and that RDA are no longer enforceable obligations. Said simply, the loans which the City of Capitola
made to the agency are no longer valid, and the City will not be repaid. There is, however, still some
question about the 2003 debt the agency owes the City for the purchase of the Rispin Mansion property.

In order to comply with ABx1 26 the revised Enforceable Obligations Payment Schedule has been
modified to eliminate obligations that the legislation clearly prohibits and leaves in place all the other
obligations so the matter can be decided by the Oversight Committee.

After adoption, the amended Enforceable Obligation Payment Schedule is required to be posted on the
City/RDA’s website and provided to the County Auditor-Controller and the State Department of Finance
by January 30, 2012. Prior to March 1, the Successor Agency is also required to prepare a revised
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) that must be certified by the County. It is expected
that the EOPS and ROPS will be matching documents. The first ROPS becomes effective May 1, 2012
and applies through the end of fiscal 2011-12. Independent County certification, approval from the
Oversight Board, and submittal to the State are all required by April 15, 2012. Subsequent ROPS will
require the same approval process and will be required twice a year.

In addition to these obligations, the Capitola Redevelopment Agency budget included funding the
Capitola Chamber of Commerce for $30,000 and the Santa Cruz County Visitors and Convention
Council (SCCCVS) for $23,000. This $23,000 for the SCCCVC is not part of the Tourism Marketing
District (TMD) room surcharge of approximately $50,000 per year from Capitola hotels, initiated in
October, 2010, which is managed by SCCCVC. The $23,000 City contribution to the SCCCVC was
part of a county wide program to which all the jurisdictions had agreed to participate. The reason that
this funding is no longer available from the RDA is that the budget was adopted after the time when the
Redevelopment Agency could make new commitments under ABx1 26. If the Council chooses to
continue to fully or partially fund these two organizations the money will need to come from the City’s
general fund. The sources of that funding would be the Contingency Reserve Fund.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Adoption of the amended Enforceable Obligation Payment Schedule will allow the Redevelopment
Agency to make payments on listed obligations that were in effect prior to the adoption of ABX 26. The
schedule includes all pass through agreements, existing agreements and contracts, including library
trust fund payments, mobile home rental assistance, and City loans.

The final cost to the City from the elimination of the RDA will not be known until after the Oversight
Committee makes its determinations.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Revised Enforceable Obligations Payment Schedule

Report Prepared By: Susan Westman
Interim Community Development Director/
Deputy Executive Director and
Lonnie Wagner
Finance Department
Reviewed and Forwarded by
City Manager/Executive Director: \\/

R:\Agenda Staff Reports\2012 Agenda Reports\01-26-12\6.D. RDA Enforceable Obligations Payment Schedule_report.docx
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1-26-12 AGENDA REPORT: ITEM 6.D.

CAPITOLA REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
ENFORCEABLE OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE

01/20/2012

ATTACHMENT 1

Anticipated Total

Project Name / Debt Obligation/AB8 Fund Outstar?din'g Debt | Total Paymeqts Met:no:.TotaI
Number or Obligation at [Budgeted For Fiscal| Obligation at September, October,
Payee Description 6/30/12 Year 2011-12 6/30/2011 July, 2011 | August, 2011 2011 2011
1)]11055 Statutory pass through Santa Cruz County Santa Cruz County - General 5,244,000 560,000 5,804,000 3 - $ 1,019 $ - $ 3,402
2)|91129 Statutory pass through Central Fire Protection District Central Fire Protection District 3,081,100 336,000 3,417,100 - 608 - 5,207
3)|99825 Statutory pass through City Treasurer City Cooperation Agreement - pass through 1,998,520 200,000 2,198,520 - 353 - -
4)]11051 Statutory pass through Santa Cruz County County Library District 608,100 62,800 670,900 - 119 - -
5)|88836-8 Statutory pass through Santa Cruz County Santa Cruz County Spec. Distr. - Flood 267,100 27,700 294,800 - 52 - -
6)[79915 Statutory pass through Live Oak School District Live Oak School District 1,389,858 339,540 1,729,398 - 618 - -
7)|79952 Statutory pass through Soquel School District Soquel School District 6,742,160 242,900 6,985,060 - 442 - -
8)|79958 Statutory pass through Santa Cruz High School District Santa Cruz High School District 6,446,226 334,894 6,781,120 - 609 - -
9)|79981 Statutory pass through Cabrillo Community College District Cabrillo Community College District 9,048,679 142,823 9,191,502 - 260 - -
10)|79991 Statutory pass through n/a County School Service n/a 61,602 n/a - 112 - -
11)|76-126 Capitola Library Trust Santa Cruz County 76-126 Capitola Library Trust - $2,460,000 2,134,520 179,502 2,314,022 - - - -
12)|Capitola Branch Library Internal Transfer Library Site Improvements 114,000 - 114,000 - - - -
13)|Capitola Branch Library Anderson Brule Library Design 550,000 - 550,000 - - - -
14)|Capitola Branch Library Internal Transfer Library Construction 650,000 - 650,000 - - - -
15)|Library District Section 3 Santa Cruz County Library District Section 3 - 45,911 45,911 - - - -
16)|Special District Section 4 Santa Cruz County Special District Section 4 - 20,117 20,117 - - - -
17)|County Administrative Fee Santa Cruz County Per Revenue & Taxation Code 95.3 360,000 40,000 400,000 - - - -
18)[ERAF 2009 Santa Cruz County 2009 ERAF payment 144,615 - 144,615 - - - -
19)|VARP Vol Alternative Redev. Pmt. Santa Cruz County VARP Vol Alternative Redev. Pmt. 1,709,400 798,550 2,507,950 - - - -
20)|Rispin Purchase Loan City Treasurer Rispin Purchase Loan - $1,350,000 2,275,710 104,625 2,380,335 - - - -
21)|Chamber of Commerce Chamber of Commerce Annual Chamber of Commerce funding 270,000 30,000 300,000 - - - -
22)[County Tourism Santa Cruz County Conference & Visitors Council County Tourism 207,000 23,000 230,000 - - - -
23)|Cooperation Agreement City Treasurer Coop Agreement - 1997-2001 Admin - $618,028 1,041,945 47,895 1,089,840 - - - -
24)|[Cooperation Agreement City Treasurer City Cooperation Agreement - Annual loan 3,541,920 330,000 3,871,920 - - - -
25)[Tax Anticipation Note Chase NYC Tax Anticipation Note - $1,000,000 1,083,100 47,500 1,130,600 - - 23,750 -
26)|General Plan Update City Treasurer General Plan Update 186,270 - 186,270 - - - -
27)[Rispin Rehabilitation Internal Transfer Rispin Rehabilitation 345,000 - 345,000 - - - -
28)[Clares & Wharf Traffic Calming Internal Transfer Clares & Wharf Traffic Calming 100,000 100,000 200,000 - - - -
29)|Clares & Whart Traffic Calming Harris & Associates Clares & Wharf Traffic Calming ($103,000) - 73,817 73,817 6,742 200 - 400
30)[Clares & 41st Overlay Internal Transfer Clares & 41st Overlay 550,000 - 550,000 - - - -
31)|Clares/Wharf Rd Impr./Libr. Pkg. Internal Transfer Clares/Wharf Rd Impr./Libr. Pkg. 297,040 - 297,040 - - - -
32)[Misc Capital Projects Internal Transfer Misc Capital Projects 107,100 - 107,100 - - - -
33){Mall Economic Dev Project Macerich Mall Economic Dev Project 1,030,000 - 1,030,000 - - - -
34)|Capitola Operating Administration Internal Transfer Capitola Operating Administration 2,500,000 250,000 2,750,000 - - 3,536 5,392
35)|Castle MHP/Millennium Housing Millennium Housing Castle MHP/Millennium Housing 900,000 1,100,000 2,000,000 840,000 - 3,300 12,150
36)[Housing Rental Subsidy Program Santa Cruz Housing Authority Housing Rental Subsidy Program 2,627,100 291,900 2,919,000 - - 26,415 15,729
37)|Capitola Low/Mod Housing Set Aside Internal Transfer Capitola Low/Mod Housing Set Aside 4,484,700 480,000 4,964,700 - 873 - 2,916
38)|Redevelopment legal counsel Goldfarb & Lipman/Best, Best & Kreiger Redevelopment legal counsel 25,000 15,000 40,000 - - - -
39)|Capitola Low/Mod Housing Administration Internal Transfer Capitola Low/Mod Housing Administration 1,363,500 221,500 1,585,000 - - 1,364 4,089
Total Enforceable Obligation Payments Due $ 63,423,663 || $ 6,507,576 || $ 69,931,239 $ 846,742 $ 5265|$ 58,365 % 49,285
1/20/2012 1:38 PM 116
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6 Month 6 Month
Total, June - Total, Fiscal Year Total
November, | December, December February, May, January - July, 2011 - June
2011 2011 2011 January, 2012 2012 | March, 2012 | April, 2012 2012 June, 2012 | June 2012 2012
3 - $ 271,898 | $ 276,319 $ 9,536 | $ - $ - $ 274145|$ - $ - $ 283,681 $ 560,000
- - 5,815 162,697 - - 167,488 - - 330,185 336,000
- - 353 103,240 - - 96,407 - - 199,647 200,000
- 31,637 31,756 1,110 - - 29,934 - - 31,044 62,800
- 13,862 13,914 400 - - 13,386 - - 13,786 27,700
- 164,858 165,476 5,782 - - 168,282 - - 174,064 339,540
- 117,936 118,378 4,136 - - 120,386 - - 124,522 242,900
- 162,602 163,211 5,703 - - 165,980 - - 171,683 334,894
- 69,345 69,605 2,432 - - 70,786 - - 73,218 142,823
- 29,910 30,022 1,049 - - 30,531 - - 31,580 61,602
- - - 179,502 - - - - - 179,502 179,502
- - - - - - - - 45,911 45,911 45,911
- - - - - - - - 20,117 20,117 20,117
- - - - - - 40,000 - - 40,000 40,000
- 104,625 104,625 - - - - - - - 104,625
- - - 22,500 - 7,500 - - - 30,000 30,000
- - - 17,250 - 5,750 - - - 23,000 23,000
- 47,895 47,895 - - - - - - - 47,895
- - 23,750 - - 23,750 - - - 23,750 47,500
- 2,580 2,580 - - - - - - - 2,580
2,380 200 9,922 - 20,000 20,000 23,895 - - 63,895 73,817
- 144 9,072 10,000 30,000 30,000 55,000 55,000 60,928 240,928 250,000
- 12,900 868,350 - - 35,000 - - 36,650 71,650 940,000
22,046 12,615 76,805 105,000 - - - - - 105,000 181,805
- 233,055 236,844 5,789 - - 237,367 - - 243,156 480,000
- - - - 5,000 - - 10,000 - 15,000 15,000
1,028 1,402 7,883 78,708 17,000 17,000 33,000 33,000 34,909 213,617 221,500
$ 25454 $ 1,277,464 || $ 2,262,575 $ 714,834 $72,000$ 139,000 $ 1,526,587 || $98,000|$ 198,515 $ 2,748,936 $ 5,011,511

1/20/2012 1:38 PM
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Item #: 6.E.

CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA REPORT

MEETING OF JANUARY 26, 2012

FROM: CITY MANAGER AND FINANCE DEPARTMENTS
DATE: JANUARY 20, 2012

SUBJECT: LONG RANGE FISCAL STRATEGY FOLLOW-UP

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the City Council:

1. Continue to closely evaluate and implement cost saving opportunities during the
upcoming Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) negotiations with the employee
groups and future budgeting cycles.

2. Prepare a “benchmark study” using existing in-house resources to assess the City’s
fiscal accountability and answer the question: “is the City wisely using the resources it
already has?”

3. Develop user fee cost recovery policy, analyze key revenues and make
recommendations for changes, as appropriate, as part of the 2012-13 Budget process.

DISCUSSION:

This report is in follow-up to the joint Council/Finance Advisory Committee (FAC) study session
held on October 12, 2011, which considered the FAC'’s report to the Council on long-term fiscal
issues. Based on the discussion from that meeting, this report addresses three key questions:

e Is the FAC’s determination of the long-term “budget gap” accurate?

o Is the “gap” a problem of revenues that are too low or expenditures that are too high? (Or
some combination of the two?) How can we best assess if the City is effectively using
existing resources?

o What are the action steps needed to address the long-term gap and create fiscal
sustainability?

It should be stressed that this report is staff's response to the FAC’s report. This report does
not diminish or change any of the FAC recommendations. It is not intended to define the City’s
policy response to a long term funding gap, but rather lay out options and alternatives the City
may wish to consider.

Short-Term Versus Long Term Challenges Facing the City

It is important to stress that the City has a balanced budget. Under the two-year budget
adopted by the Council for 2011-13, General Fund sources cover outlays. However, this was
achieved through budget reductions (and related service level reductions in most cases),
including the following:

e Reducing funding for capital improvement plan (CIP) and pavement management projects
(one time). This has resulted in a decrease in the pavement quality throughout the City, and
deferred the implementation of a number of important infrastructure projects.
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e Eliminating Planner and Finance Technician positions (ongoing).

e Holding Police Captain, Finance Director (and now Community Development Director), two
Public Works crew, Community Service Officer, one Records Clerk positions vacant (one-
time).

e Reclassifying Building Inspector and Public Works Maintenance Crew positions, resulting in
the establishment of true entry level positions and a salary savings to the City (ongoing).

e Reducing overall contract expenditures by over $300,000 through renegotiations or
consolidation of responsibilities (ongoing).

e Eliminating the Paid Officer Reserve Program (ongoing).

While the City’s budget is fiscally balanced, that does not mean it is balanced from a service
perspective. As reflected above, achieving a balanced budget has required service and CIP
reductions that may not serve the community well in the longer term.

Accordingly, the challenge facing the City at this point is not about balancing this year’s budget:
the City has a strong tradition of making the tough fiscal decisions needed to ensure a balanced
budget. The City has always adopted a balanced budget, and will continue to do so in the
future. The question is: does the City budget appropriately provide for desired service levels,
capital improvements and appropriate provisions for the future needs of the City. Are the
reduced service levels acceptable for the community in the long run?

Stated simply, the long-term challenge facing the City is not solely a fiscal one; but rather, the
challenge is determining if the current day-to-day services and facility/infrastructure
maintenance and improvements are the level the community wants — and is willing to pay for. In
short, what kind of community does Capitola want to be?

Defining the Long-Term Gap:

In its October 12 presentation to the Council, the FAC defined two kinds of fiscal challenges
facing the City:

¢ One-time needs to restore the contingency reserve and fund relocation of the Pacific Cove
mobile home park, and

e The need to fund ongoing service levels and important CIP projects.

The following table summarizes both of these, with one-time needs of $3.7 million and a long-
term gap ranging between $1.8 to $2.8 million annually in addressing “unfunded” needs:
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Long-Term Funding Gap

One Time
Restore Contingency Reserve 1,500,000
Pacific Cove Relocation 2,200,000
Total One-Time 3,700,000
Ongoing (Annual)
Deferred Operating Expenses 850,000
Pavement Management 450,000
Measure D/RDA/Bond Expiration 500,000
Total Operating 1,800,000
Annual Reserve for Unfunded CIP
(About $25 million in identified projects) 1,000,000
Total Ongoing (Annual) $2,800,000

This conclusion assumes the revenue and expenditure snapshot in the 2011-13 Budget remains
about the same into the future, and the only variables are those identified above.

However, what if future costs outpace projected revenues and the underlying gap grows larger?
On the other hand, what if revenues grow faster than costs? In this case, perhaps an improving
revenue outlook alone will close most, if not all, of the gap. The FAC’s approach, which staff
concurs with, was that it would be inappropriate to only rely on a strategy that “hopes” future
revenue alone will grow the City out of the problem.

In many cities, identifying the long-term gap is achieved by preparing a multi-year forecast
(covering five to ten years), where future revenues and costs are projected based on individual
assumptions for key drivers. Along with assessing the longer-term impacts of short-term budget
decisions, a five or ten year fiscal forecast can help most local governments better manage
long-term fiscal sustainability. For those agencies that have prepared longer-term forecasts and
follow-on financial plans, this did not magically make their fiscal problems disappear: they still
had tough decisions to make.

However, due to its unique circumstances outlined below, the City may be able to assess its
longer General Fund fiscal challenges using the second year of the 2011-13 Budget as the
baseline (which was the FAC’s approach in defining the problem), and avoid dedicating the
significant resources needed to prepare a long-term fiscal forecast.

o Operating cost drivers. Most cities, the projection for significant increases in their required
contributions to the California Public Employees Retirement System (CalPERS) is the single
largest future cost driver. However, in Capitola’s case, contribution rates are “capped:"
under existing employee agreements, any increases in employer contribution rates are the
employee’s responsibility.

This provides the City with structural cost containment on a major cost element that most
other cities simply do not have. And in terms of key drivers, this removes a significant cost
increase factor from the forecast that other cities would need to consider. For all other
operating costs, it is likely that a multi-year forecast would assume cost increases similar to
increases in the consumer price index (CPI) — about 2% annually based on past trends.
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o Key revenues. The second year of the 2011-13 Budget already reflects stronger sales tax
revenues from Target and the improved transient occupancy tax (TOT) revenues resulting
from the opening of the Fairfield Suites. This second-year baseline for these two top
General Fund revenue sources is likely to be the assumption for future years in the forecast,
growing modestly by a factor similar to increases in the CPI. Lastly, while property tax
revenues - the City’s other top General Fund revenue source - will probably increase in the
future, they are likely to rise modestly, in close alignment with the 2% annual increase
allowed under Proposition 13. In short, growth in key revenues is likely to closely mirror
increases in operating costs.

In summary, due to existing CalPERS cost containment and the key revenue assumptions
already assumed in the 2012-13 base, a longer-term forecast is likely to simply reflect the
existing situation. Accordingly, while preparing a long-term fiscal forecast is often an essential
step in defining the long-term “gap,” this may not be necessary for the City. In the simplest
terms, staff suggests the FAC’s determination of the long term budget gap is probably as
accurate an assessment as can be reasonably obtained, and should be used for this process.

Is the Gap a Revenue or Expenditure Problem?

The FAC’s report to the Council identified both expenditure reduction as revenue increase
options, wisely recognizing that before asking Council members to raise fees and asking voters
to support tax increases, the City first needs to demonstrate that services are currently being
provided in a cost-effective manner. There are typically three ways of demonstrating this:

e Comprehensive organizational analysis
e Compensation study
e Benchmark analysis

Comprehensive Organizational Analysis

Under this approach, most cities contract with an independent consulting firm that specializes in
comprehensively evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of an agency’s organization and
service delivery methods, policies, systems and procedures; and then making recommendations
for improvement as appropriate. These assessments often include an evaluation of the City’s
budget process, which would directly respond to one the FAC’s top recommendations for a
“bottom-up budgeting process.”

While used by many cities in developing and implementing long-term cost reduction and service
improvement plans, these types of reviews take a long time to prepare, and if comprehensive in
their scope, can be very expensive to prepare. The City of Santa Cruz recently completed such
a study, at a cost of $90,000 with Avery and Associates.

On the other hand, this type of analysis may be prepared within-house resources; however,
there are three drawbacks to this approach:

o Staff resource limits. Existing staff resources, especially in light of recent reductions,
vacancies and frozen positions, are dedicated to providing day-to-day services. It would be
extremely difficult to reallocate limited staff resources to this effort. Given its intensive, “one-
time” nature, this type of special project is usually best performed by outside resources.

e Objective, third party view. Agencies embarking on this type of review typically want an
outside, independent view of its operations. Real or perceived, current agency staff may too
wedded to the “way we’ve always done it” to provide an objective assessments of current
practices and opportunities for review.
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o Expertise. Firms specializing in this type of analysis bring a depth of experience and “best
practice” knowledge to the review.

Given the time and cost involved — either in staff or consultant resources — combined with the
nearly continuous effort by the entire City organization over the past three years in identifying
cost reduction strategies and improving operations, we do not recommend pursuing this
approach at this time. Rather, staff recommends continuing to utilize the annual budget process
and MOU updates with the employee groups to implement the FAC recommendations.

Compensation Study

The FAC recommended the City undertake a comprehensive “benchmark” analysis of employee
compensation. This recognizes that in a service organization like the City, where most key
services — like police protection — are delivered by City staff, employee compensation is large
factor in determining ongoing operating costs. And as such, ensuring compensation levels are
sufficient to retain and attract qualified employees while at the same time are not excessive and
are in-line with the market, is essential in ensuring reasonable costs that are commensurate
with the value received.

One approach to this is to conduct a comprehensive compensation study, which may include
private sector benchmarks. However, like the comprehensive organizational study approach
discussed above, this takes time and can be expensive to prepare. Moreover, given the
CalPERS cost containment already in place, there is the risk of unintended consequences in
undertaking this type of analysis.

Accordingly, we do not recommend taking this approach. Instead, as noted in the City
Manager’s joint study session report, current agreements with the various employee groups will
expire at the end of June 2012. That negotiation process will be an opportunity to work
cooperatively with the various groups to find solutions to fiscal issues, and ensure that the City’s
compensation programs are appropriate.

Lastly, as noted above, the City has in place significant cost containment as its compensation
“baseline” compared with most other cities in the State and nation: the City’s CalPERS
employer contribution rates are capped and any increases are the employee’s responsibility.
An alternative approach, which is outlined below, is to include key compensation factors as part
of a “benchmark analysis.”

Benchmark Analysis

The third approach is to “benchmark” the City’s costs, revenues and service outcomes with
similar cities: in short, using benchmarks to assess the City’s fiscal accountability, and as a
management strategy to find opportunities to improve organizational efficiencies.

Though true “apples-to-apples” benchmark comparisons between cities (there are over 480 of
them in the State) are probably not possible, it is possible to discern meaningful trends and
develop valuable data by developing a thoughtful benchmarking study.

The key to making effective comparisons between cities is to find the right common
denominator. In doing so, simple per capita comparisons are tempting. However, the fact is
that every city faces different challenges due to a wide variety of factors, including:

Service level expectations

Daytime versus resident service population
Fiscal constraints

Community demographics
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e Scope services (full service or contract city?)
¢ And not least, geography

For example, San Luis Obispo has higher than average fire costs largely due to geography in
meeting minimum response times. Between mountains, freeways and railroad tracks — and the
access limitations they create — San Luis Obispo needs four fire stations to meet its four-minute
response time goal. Other communities with a similar population size but less challenging
geography might be able to meet a similar standard with fewer stations — and thus lower costs.

Similarly, per capita street maintenance costs in South Lake Tahoe — which include snow
removal — are likely to be much higher than another similar-sized city.

Mitigating the pitfalls. While imperfect, in the real world, “per capita” is the most workable
common denominator. Accordingly, avoiding these pitfalls and making meaningful per capita
comparisons requires carefully selecting the benchmark cities to ensure they represent as close
a possible match as possible, understanding a “perfect” match is impossible. This means that
along with making comparisons of key benchmarks such as comparably size cities, it is
important to select cities that share other important service, economic, geographic and
demographic characteristics as well. Additionally, to avoid a “race to the bottom,” comparison
cities should also be selected that have a reputation for being well-managed and leaders in the
use of “best practices.”

After selecting comparison cities, it is also important to carefully select the benchmarks. On one
hand, they need to be data points that can be reliably gathered and measured (such as data
from budgets and annual financial reports). On the other hand, they need to measure
something meaningful. Areas likely to be covered in effective benchmark studies include:

o How does the City compare financially with similar cities? (Such as key revenues per
capita, operating costs per capita, debt service per capita, staffing per capita; and as noted
above, key employee compensation benchmarks)

o How do “service outcomes” compare with similar cities? (Service costs are one thing; value
for cost — service outcomes — is another.)

e How have City workloads and staffing changed over time?

¢ And has the City adopted and implemented the use of “best practices” in wisely managing
the public resources that have been entrusted to it

When carefully prepared, benchmark analysis can be a powerful tool in assessing the fiscal
performance of city — either good or bad. Where benchmark results show that a city compares
favorably with others, then reasonable assurance can be provided that the city is managing its
fiscal affairs effectively. Where this is not the case, then areas for improvement can be
identified and changes made.

An example of a benchmark study prepared by the City of San Luis is available on its web site
at: http://slocity.org/finance/download/benchmark-report06.pdf. As reflected in the headline
below, the results of the study were widely (and favorably) reported by the local media; and
were helpful in providing an analytical basis on the cost side for a subsequent general purpose,
Y2-cent sales tax measure, which was adopted in November 2006 with 65% voter approval.
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SLO often does more, spends less than other cities, analysis shows

e e Toe HOW SLO'S FINANCES COMPARE: EIGHT CALIFORNIA CITIES SERVE AS BENCHMARKS
= San Luis Olispo tends to spend Jess than simi- S-0 PaYS e85 per capita for .. biit the city earns the most ., and collects a lower ratio of ... while empleying a mid-range
ONLINE lar California clties while providing better services,  90Vermental services ... from sales taxes per capita...  revenues from fees ... number of staff per capita.
EXTRA according to & repart compiled by cily officials at ke [r—
Vil ul '|‘|||-'|-|.iu.|m-'s request. o .
Sl saniuls The Tribune's Editorial Board, which oversess [ ok
obispo.coem thie newspeper's opinion and commentary, asked sty -

loresd 3 CORY  for the comparizon dada lest fall when the city an- Sk b
of the city's nounced it would consider increasing the sales fax. o
ligzal The Tribune Editorial Board reasoned that the in- -
2sponsibility  formition would help voders assess how well the ek |
study, city uses: its existing resources — and ultimately Sataiaria

Please see FINANCES, A6

Compared with other the other two options, staff recommends that preparing a benchmark study
is a cost-effective approach in answering the question: is the City wisely using the resources it
already has? This work can be completed with existing in-house resources with a target
completion date of March 2012.

Service Priorities

All three of these approaches (organizational analysis, compensation study and benchmarking)
focus on the effective and efficient delivery of services. However, none of them directly
addresses the question of service priorities: in short, even if it is provided effectively and
efficiently, does the service meet an important community goal? Virtually every government
program had its roots in meeting an important need at some point. However, over time the
need it addressed may no longer be the case; or its priority relative to new needs that have
surfaced since its inception may be much lower. Stated simply, there is no “magic” bullet for
assessing service priorities. Staff believes that the best approach to this is ongoing review of
services and programs via the budget process.

Capital Improvements

A key component of the FAC’s definition of the gap facing the City is $1.0 million in annual
funding for capital improvements, plus an additional $450,000 annually for pavement
management. One suggestion that surfaced from the joint Council/FAC study session is the
need to more clearly identify the long term capital improvement priorities in considering revenue
increases. Staff does not recommend taking this approach for several reasons:

e Two of the key revenue proposals (extending the Measure D "i-cent sales tax and
increasing the transient occupancy tax) surfaced by the FAC are for a general purpose
revenue ballot measure. Specifying projects is more appropriate for a special purpose tax
measure.

e Second, over the course of time necessary to implement these projects, the City’s priorities
will change. New projects will be identified, and other projects may become obsolete prior
to implementation. That said, it may still be important to develop an inclusive list of current
projects under consideration should voter consideration of new revenue concepts be
required, but staff recommends against trying to firmly pin those projects down at this point.

e Three, given the changing nature of fiscal circumstances, it is important to retain flexibility in
prudently responding to new priorities. As past experience has shown, the fiscal challenges
facing the City are subject to change over time, such as the worst recession since the Great
Depression, which was not on the City’s radar (or anyone else’s, for that matter) in 2007.
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And fortunately, because Measure D was a general purpose measure, the Council was able
to respond flexibility in responding to revenue downturns.

e Last, in ensuring adequate maintenance of existing facilities and creating the fiscal capacity
to respond to community needs for new ones, it may be appropriate to set policy targets for
the amount of revenues that should be set aside for this purpose, such as 10% of General
Fund revenues. This would establish a general policy framework for balancing day-to-day
services such as police protection with the need to adequately maintain infrastructure such
as streets, storm sewers, street lighting, landscaped areas and public facilities. In this case,
the $1 million identified by the FAC (or $1.5 million including paving) is close to this 10%
benchmark.

New Revenues

As discussed above, while the City needs to remain vigilant in containing expenditures and in
ensuring value-for-costs, staff believes that expenditure-side ideas surfaced by the FAC are
best addressed through the City’s ongoing budget and labor negotiations process. The
exception to this is the recommended benchmark study. This leaves the revenue side of the
budget-balancing equation for further consideration.

New revenues can be raised in three basic ways:
o Economic development: grow the underlying economy and improve the tax base, thus

producing more revenues with the same (or lower) tax rates.

e Improved cost recovery through service charges and opportunities to use City assets for
greater revenue gain (such as property leases or sales).

e New or increased taxes.

The FAC’s top revenue recommendations reflect all three of these. The top “new revenue”
ideas supported by the FAC fall into the economic development category:

Economic Development Concept Estimated Annual Revenues
Additional retail business $100,000

Additional hotels $500,000 to $1,000,000
Additional events (clambake) $1,000 to $10,000

Annex areas in sphere of influence Unknown

As discussed in the City Manager’s October 12 joint report to the Council and FAC, improving
the economic base for retail and hotel sales — the areas surfaced by the FAC with the greatest
revenue potential — is largely driven by market factors that are beyond the City’s control.

Moreover, in the case of expanding hotel rooms, while the City does have private-public
partnership opportunities, past experience both in Capitola and other communities shows these
are complex undertakings, require long-term timeframes to achieve, and the outcome is far from
certain.

In the case of the last two economic development concepts, the opportunity to consider
additional special events as revenue-raisers is always available for consideration on a case-by-
case basis as sponsoring organizations present them to the City; and as recommended by the
City Manager in his joint report to the Council and FAC, while there may be positive impacts
associated with annexation, this issue is best addressed as part of the General Plan update.

125



1-26-12 AGENDA REPORT: Long Range Fiscal Strategy Follow-Up 9

This leaves new or increased revenues as one of the few options for measurable, long-term
budget balancers, over which the City has (some) direct control.

The following summarizes the new or increased revenue options available to cities in California
(many of which were considered by the FAC) along with their approval requirements. As
reflected below, virtually all the options that have significant revenue-raising ability require voter
approval: majority approval in for general purpose revenues and two-thirds for special purposes.

Required Approval: New or Increased Revenues

Voter

Council Majority Two-Thirds
Sales Tax General purpose | Special purpose
Transient Occupancy Tax General purpose | Special purpose
Property Transfer Tax (charter cities only) General purpose | Special purpose
Business Tax General purpose | Special purpose
General Obligation Bond X
Parcel Tax X
Utility Users Tax General purpose | Special purpose
Admissions Tax General purpose | Special purpose
Parking Tax General purpose | Special purpose
Excise Tax General purpose | Special purpose
Maintenance Assessments X
Mello-Roos: Existing Development X
Mello-Roos: New Development *
Development Impact Fees X
Use of Property/Assets X
Higher Cost Recovery X
Franchise Fees X
Donations/Partnerships X
Fines X

As reflected above, in a post-Proposition 218 world, there are few discretionary revenue
decisions available to local government elected officials. The most significant of these is
determining user fees: in short, what services are funded by fees and which ones are funded by
general purpose taxes?

Based on the Council and FAC discussion at the joint meeting, three revenue concepts
emerged as candidates for further consideration:
e Improve Cost Recovery: $85,000

Increase recreation fees by 10% ($75,000); increase other city fees ($5,000); improve
accident recovery ($5,000)

e Extend Measure D Sales Tax: $900,000

e Increase Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) rate from 10% to 12%-14%: $200,000 to
$400,000

It should be noted these revenue concepts together generate about $1.4 million annually ($1.6
million if the TOT rate is set at 14%). This is only about half of the gap $2.8 million gap.
Accordingly, in coming closer to closing this gap, the City may also want to discuss the
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implications of setting the City’s sales tax rate at '2-cent rather than the current “4-cent rate.
The added $900,000 this would generate annually would closely mirror the $1.0 million annual
target for ongoing CIP improvements.

Improved Cost Recovery

As discussed above, of the three revenue candidates, improved cost recovery is within the
Council’s decision-making authority. However, before setting targets for new revenues, it is
important to address two key issues:

e Under state law, costs cannot exceed the reasonable cost of providing the service
e Fees should be set within an overall cost recovery policy framework

Before increasing or adopting new fees, the City should consider four key questions:

What does it cost the City to provide the service?
Is this cost reasonable?

What is the current cost recovery level?

What should the cost recovery level be?

The first three questions can be answered through careful analysis. For example, it is a
relatively straightforward analytical task to determine that it costs $100 to issue a building permit
(including direct and indirect costs); the cost is reasonable considering city service levels; and
the current fee is only $50. However, deciding to raise or lower the fee is determined by the
fourth policy question that only the Council can answer: what should the cost recovery level be?

For example, if the Council believes that fees should only cover 25% of the cost, with the
balance funded by General Fund revenues, then the fee should be reduced by 50% to $25. On
the other hand, if the Council believes that this service should be fully recovered from the
applicant, then raising the fee to $100 would be warranted.

This example reflects one of the fundamental issues of public finance: which services should be
funded from user fees? And which from general purpose tax revenues?

In determining appropriate cost recovery, staff recommends these decisions should be made in
a policy context. Accordingly, we conceptually concur with the FAC recommendation for
improved cost recovery. However, before raising fees — such as recreation fees by 10% - we
recommend first developing and approving user fee cost recovery policies; and then following-
up with analysis in selected fee areas to assess where increases (or decreases) might be
warranted.

Voter Approved Revenue Increases
Both of remaining revenue concepts require majority voter approval if the proceeds will be used
for general purposes.

e Extending Measure D sales tax: $900,000
e Increasing the TOT rate from 10% to 12%-14%: $200,000 to $400,000

Measure D is scheduled to sunset in 2017. While this is six years away, at the joint Council-

FAC study session the City Manager outlined several advantages to placing the extension of
Measure D before its sunset:
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The City’s long-term fiscal planning would be enhanced by having greater certainty about

this revenue’s future.

Given the requirement that general purpose revenue measures be considered by voters at
the same time as Council member elections (unless there unanimous declaration of a fiscal
emergency), November 2012 presents an early opportunity to consider extension.

The November 2012 ballot also presents a window of opportunity to consider an increase in the
City‘s TOT rate.

As discussed in a separate Council agenda report also being considered on January 26, 2012, if
the Council is interested in seriously considering a revenue ballot measure in November 2012,
there are several key actions that should be undertaken now, including public opinion research.

Next Steps

The following outlines recommended next steps:

Task Target Date

Continue to closely evaluate cost saving opportunities

Prepare “benchmark study” to assess the City’s fiscal accountability in
answering the question: how do we know the City is wisely using the

resources it already has?

Develop user fee cost recovery policy and present to Council for

approval.

Analyze key revenues in accordance with the adopted user fee cost
recovery policy and make recommendations for changes as

appropriate as part of the 2012-13 Budget process.

Ongoing

March 2012

April 2012

June 2012

FISCAL IMPACT: There are no added budget costs associated with the recommended actions.

ATTACHMENT:

1. Council Agenda Report: October 12, 2011 Joint Council/Finance Committee Meeting

Report Prepared By:  Jamie Goldstein, City Manager

Bill Statler, Interim Finance Director

Reviewed and Fo
By City Manager:

d
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ATTACHMENT 1
Item #: 2

CITY COUNCIL/REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY/
FINANCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
AGENDA REPORT

SPECIAL MEETING OF OCTOBER 12, 2011

FROM: CITY MANAGER’'S DEPARTMENT
DATE: OCTOBER 7, 2011

SUBJECT: LONG RANGE FISCAL STRATEGY WORKSHOP

Recommended Action: By motion, that the City Council:
1. Receive a report regarding long term fiscal issues by the Finance Advisory Committee (FAC).

2. If the Council is interested in further considering options outlined in the Attachment, direct staff to
return in one month with a more detailed analysis of the options, including implementation actions
that would be required.

BACKGROUND

During last year’s budget hearings, the City Council received an outline of several long term fiscal
challenges the City of Capitola will face over the next ten years. Existing vacancies in key positions,
limited funding available for capital improvements and underfunded reserve accounts, coupled with
expiring revenue sources suggest the City may need to look critically at its revenue and expenditure to
develop a long term sustainable strategy.

The Finance Advisory Committee (FAC) has been working with the City Manager to help quantify the
nature of the challenge the City faces and identify possible solutions to that challenge.

DISCUSSION

This summer the FAC sent a memo to the City Council outlining the long term revenue and expenditure
gap the City potentially faces over the next 10 years. That memo quantified a one-time issue of around
$3 million and an annual long term shortfall of between $1.8 M and $2.8 M comprised of the following:

One Time Items Amount
Restore Contingency Reserve $1,500,000
Pacific Cove Relocation $1,500,000
$3,000,000
Ongoing Items Annual Amount
Existing critical staffing vacancies $850,000
Additional funding to maintain pavement standards $450,000
Expiration of Measure D/RDA $500,000
Subtotal | $1,800,000
Future Capital Projects’ $1,000,000
Total | $2,800,000

' Future capital projects include rough estimate of city costs, spread over 20 years, to build: library, city hall, police station, flood
mitigation, parking structure, new parks.
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In an effort to identify potential solutions to this long term fiscal challenge, the FAC developed a
comprehensive list of revenue enhancements and expenditure reductions which could be considered to
close the long term fiscal gap the City faces. Each FAC member then ranked the items; those rankings
were compiled and averaged by staff and are included in Attachment 1.

It should be noted that the $2.8 million gap identified above uses the current year budget as its starting
point. It is possible the long-term budget gap facing the City could be greater, or smaller, than this
depending on a number of factors beyond the City’s control such as the regional economic climate,
changes at a state-level that affect local finance, or other as-yet unanticipated changes.

That said, it would take virtually all of the ideas presented in Attachment 1 to generate $2.8 million. It is
highly unlikely the City will implement all of the new revenue/expenditure concepts. Accordingly, the need
to set priorities, and use any added revenues for the most important services and facilities, will remain;
and it is likely there will continue to be unfunded community goals. The need to continually evaluate
service and facility priorities is a healthy one: it makes us better stewards of the public resources that
have been entrusted to us.

Evaluating the Options

Each individual member ranked the various concepts, and the results of those rankings are presented in
Attachment 1. Staff has outlined a short discussion regarding potential challenges or issues associated
with the top five ranked items, and select other lower-ranked items.

1. Community Grants
Capitola reduced its community grant allocation by 50% in the current fiscal year, subject to flood
reimbursements. Pursuant to Council direction, full funding for community grants is automatically
restored should the City receive $500,000 in flood reimbursements.

The Community Grant process has proven a challenging process to change. Nearly all municipalities
throughout the region have researched modifications to the process, however outside of a common
application process, few changes have been made in the last decade.

Jurisdiction | Peak Current Year Contribution | Change
Contribution

Santa Cruz $2,025,586 $1,034,622 -48.9%
(2002)

Watsonville $387,820 (2008) | $250,024 -34.7%

Scotts Valley | $45,000 $45,000 0%

Capitola $275,00 $275,000 (subject to flood | 0% or -50%

reimbursement)

2. Bottom Up Budgeting Process
Staff welcomes any review of the budget to help develop mechanisms for additional savings. However,
for last 3 years, there has been a nearly continuous effort by the entire City organization to find
opportunities to reduce costs. The following highlights the most significant of these:

e Elimination of Planner and Finance Technician positions (ongoing)
Holding Police Captain, Finance Director, two Public Works crew, Community Service Officer, one
Records Clerk positions® vacant (one-time)

e Reclassification of Building Inspector and Public Works Maintenance Crew positions (ongoing)

e Reduction in overall contract expenditures of over $300,000 through renegotiations or consolidation
of responsibilities (ongoing)

e Elimination of Paid Officer Reserve Program (ongoing)

e Reduced total management compensation by $27,000 (City Manger, Police Chief, Public Works and
Planning directors) (ongoing)

2 Second vacant Records Clerk position filled with Administrative Analyst position
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As staff begins preparing the 2012/13 Budget, we will continue to look closely for added efficiency and
productivity improvements. However, given the extensive budget reduction actions that have already
been approved by the Council, significant added cost savings in the future are unlikely without deeper
service reductions, or significant changes in service delivery mechanisms.

3. Additional Hotels
The City has few sites over which it has direct control. Specifically the City owns property at: McGregor
Drive, the City Hall/Pacific Cove site, and the Rispin site, all of which have been considered for hotel
projects in the past. As we have experienced, joint private-public partnerships can be challenging.
Nevertheless pending Council direction, future hotel projects could be considered on City-owned
property.

Alternatively, the City can attempt to stimulate private sector hotel development by developing clear
zoning regulations which encourage the development of hotels. Such measure can include:

o Develop a very clear/financially feasible beach hotel project in the context of the General
Plan/LCP update,
o Develop a “hotel incentive zone” in General Plan

4. Prioritize Services and Service Levels
The establishment of the City’s service priorities is an important step in developing a long term strategy
for fiscal health. Concepts for doing so will be developed as part of the 2012-13 budget process, during
the establishment of the Budget Principles.

5. Benchmarking Staff Compensation Packages
Current agreements with the various employee groups will expire at the end of June 2012. That
negotiation process will be an opportunity to work cooperatively with the various groups to find solutions
to fiscal issues.

Staff Comments on Select Other Items

TOT, Sales Tax, 911 Tax, Street Sweeping Fee — If the Council is interested in considering these
concepts further, staff recommends returning to the Council within one month with a more detailed
analysis, including voter approval requirements and other implementation actions. It seems unlikely
every item would be approved by voters in the near term. The sales tax extension nets the most revenue
to the City, while the TOT increase may be in line with future development plans.

Annexations — Staff suggests this is a good long term issue, but one which should probably be
considered in the context of the General Plan update through consideration of a change in the City’s
Sphere of Influence and later initiated as a project after the adoption of the General Plan.

Parking District and Library Mello Roos — Staff suggests these items are best considered in the
context of the specific project they are intended to support.

FISCAL IMPACT
NA

ATTACHMENTS
1. Ranked list of FAC revenue/expenditure concepts

2. FAC member rankings of revenue/expenditure concepts
3. DRAFT FAC Report — PowerPoint slides

Report Prepared By: Jamie Goldstein
City Manager/Executive Director
Reviewed and Forwarded by
City Manager/Executive Director:
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Item #: 6.F.

CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA REPORT

MEETING OF JANUARY 26, 2012

FROM: CITY MANAGER AND FINANCE DEPARTMENTS
DATE: JANUARY 20, 2012

SUBJECT: CONTRACT AWARD FOR PUBLIC OPINION RESEARCH

RECOMMENDED ACTION: that by motion the City Council:

1. Authorize the City Manager to utilize up to $10,000, in partnership with the City of Santa
Cruz, to complete a focused public opinion polling effort with Gene Bregman &
Associates; or

2. Authorize the City Manager to enter into a contract with FM3 in the amount of $23,000 to
conduct public opinion research to determine if a revenue ballot measure should be
pursued and to assess current community perception of City services, and approve an
amendment to the FY 11/12 budget moving $13,000 from Contingency Reserves to
contract services.

BACKGROUND:

At the joint Council/Finance Advisory Committee (FAC) study session held on October 12, 2011,
several issues were discussed regarding long-term fiscal issues. A separate follow-up report to
the study session has been prepared that is also on the January 26, 2012 agenda.

As discussed in that report, there is a wide-range of both cost-reduction and revenue
enhancement actions the City should consider in ensuring adequate service levels and
preserving the City’s long-term fiscal health. One of these may be exploring a revenue measure
on a future ballot. As discussed in greater detail below, there are a number of steps that should
take place if the City is seriously interested in pursuing this concept. Among these is conducting
public opinion research to assess its feasibility.

For this polling be useful in considering the possible placement of a ballot measure, it needs to
be completed and the results presented to the Council by March 2012. Accordingly, if the
Council wants to consider a measure in November 2012, the selection of a firm and
authorization of work needs to happen at this time.

Closing the Gap

As discussed in the follow-up report to the joint Council/FAC study session, the City needs to
remain vigilant in containing expenditures and in ensuring value-for-costs. In short, the cost
side of the budget balancing equation is an essential one. On the other hand, given the cost
reductions that have been made over the past several years, closing the $2.8 million gap
identified by the FAC is likely to also require new revenues. Based on the Council and FAC
discussion at the joint meeting, three revenue concepts emerged as candidates for further
consideration:

e Improve Cost Recovery: up to $85,000
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e Extend Measure D Sales Tax: $900,000
e Increase Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) rate from 10% to 12%-14%: $200-$400,000

The last two concepts - extending Measure D and increasing the TOT rate — would require voter
approval. Attachment 1 provides a detailed description of each of these revenue sources along
with voter approval requirements.

Given the requirement that general purpose revenue measures be considered by voters at the
same time as Council member elections (unless there unanimous declaration of a fiscal
emergency), November 2012 presents the next opportunity to consider a possible revenue
ballot measure.

Preparing for Successful Revenue Ballot Measures

Provided in Attachment 2 is a discussion of the steps required for successful revenue ballot
measures. In general, successful measures often require three things:

o Feasibility Assessment. Conduct public opinion research and assess the likelihood of a
successful revenue measure.

e Education Program. |If the public opinion

research is favorable, develop and
implement an educational campaign on Even in these tough fiscal times, the results
why new revenues are needed. from November 8, 2011 local revenue ballot
measures show that voters will support tax
* Ballot Meqsure. I_:’Iace the measure on increases (or renewals) when the Fr)fe)zed for
the ballot if there is a community-based them has been effectively communicated:
group that will aggressively campaign for
its passage. ° The_re were 53 proposals to increase,
revise, expand or extend local taxes,
It is important to stress that while the City can fees or bonds: 30 in cities (22 for general
take the lead on these three tasks, once a purposes and 8 for special purposes);
measure is placed on the ballot the City can no seven for special district parcel taxes;
longer advocate for the measure in any way. one county measure, and 15 school
For this reason, even though the results of the taxes and bonds.
first two steps may have been very positive, e The overall success rate: 75% of the
placing the measure on the ballot should only revenue measures passed (including 22
occur if there is a community-based group has measures that required “super
emerged that will campaign for its passage. majorities”).
Attachment 2 also points out that successful e And 82% (18 out of 20) of the general
revenue measures require 9 to 15 months for purpose (majority voter approval)
effective preparation. As such, if the City measures passed in cities.

wants to consider a revenue ballot measure for
November 2012, it needs to begin the process
now.

The following outlines key steps in preparing for a November 2012 revenue ballot measure:

Task Target Date

e Award contract for public opinion research team January 2012
Conduct public opinion research and evaluate results; make “go/no- | March 2012
go” decision in proceeding further.

e If“go:” Develop and implement public information campaign. July 2012
Evaluate results and make decision on placing measure on the ballot. | August 2012
e If“yes:” Vote on measure. . November 2012

133



1-26-12 AGENDA REPORT: Contract Award for Public Opinion Research 3

Public Opinion Research

The City of Santa Cruz plans to begin their own public opinion polling effort in the next several
weeks with the local polling firm Gene Bregman and Associates. Based on discussions with
Santa Cruz management staff and Mr. Bregman, staff believes the City could jointly fund an
effort with the City of Santa Cruz to complete a more focused polling effort for $10,000. The
sample size would be around 200, therefore the margin for error would be in the ~9% range.
However, with the additional data from adjacent jurisdictions, Mr. Bregman advised the City
would have a level of information necessary to make effective decisions regarding a possible
ballot measure.

Alternatively, the City could consider a contract with Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin, Metz and
Associates (FM3). FM3 has a history of working with the City, and is a recognized leader in the
field of public opinion polling in California. As outlined in the FM3 proposal (Attachment 3), the
scope of work includes 20 minute interviews with 400 voters, giving an error margin of 4.9%.
Questions would be asked regarding potential tax measures as well as citizen satisfaction with
the City’s service delivery.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The adopted budget includes $10,000 for unanticipated events in the City Manager Department
Budget. The remaining funding, if necessary, would come from a transfer of $13,000 from
Contingency Reserves.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Detailed Description of Revenue Options: Extending Measure D Sales Tax and Increasing
TOT Rate

2. Preparing for Successful Revenue Ballot Measures

3. Gene Bregman & Associates information

4. Proposal from FM3 for public opinion research

Report Prepared By:  Jamie Goldstein, City Manager
Bill Statler, Interim Finance Director

Reviewed and Fo d
By City Manager:
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ATTACHMENT 1

EXTENDING MEASURE D: LOCAL OPTION SALES TAX

What is a local option sales tax?

This is an additional sales tax rate on retail sales within the City, which all cities in California are
now allowed to adopt as a “local option” up to 1%. Excluding the City/County of San Francisco,
86 cities throughout the State have adopted their own local option sales tax rates. Based on
current sales tax revenues, a Y-cent “local option” rate generates about $900,000 annually; and
a Ys2-cent rate would raise about $1.8 million.

Why is this an appropriate City funding source?

Consumers benefit from a variety of City services while shopping in Capitola: public safety,
pleasant surroundings, streets and sidewalks. It is appropriate that consumers share in the cost
of maintaining these service levels. Additionally, sales tax is broad-based, and generally
reflects the ability of consumer to pay the tax. Lastly, since it is already in place, there are no
significant added costs or administrative effort required. Given its significant revenue potential,
this is one of the most cost-effective revenue options available to the City.

Is this tax in place today?

Yes. The City has a 1% sales tax rate that generates $4.2 million annually; and Ys-cent local
option sales tax (Measure D), approved by voters in 2008 with a sunset in 2017, that generates
about $900,000 annually.

Who pays this tax?

It is paid by consumers and collected by retail outlets.

Who currently receives the revenue?

The revenue goes directly into the City’s General Fund and is used for general municipal
purposes.

Can cities increase their tax rate?

Yes. However as noted above, within State guidelines for administration and collection, cities
are allowed to adopt local option sales taxes.

How much revenue would this tax generate?

As noted above, the Y4-cent “local option” rate currently in place generates about $900,000
annually, and a 2 cent rate would raise about $1.8 million.

. . P
How does this compare with other cities? City Local Option Sales Tax Rates

As noted above, excluding the City/County of

San Francisco, 86 cities have adopted a local . 3/47$fnt

option sales tax, with rates ranging from Va-

cent to 1 cent. As reflected in the sidebar 0 1/4 Cent

chart below, for those cities that have adopted 13%

a local option sales tax rate, Y2-cent is the @ 1/2 Cent
most common rate, adopted by about two- m 1 Cent 64%
thirds of the cities. 16%
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This following lists the 86 cities with a local option sales tax along with the adopted rate.

Arcata 1.00%|Farmersville 0.50%|Sand City 0.50%
Arvin 1.00%|Fort Bragg 0.50%|Santa Cruz 0.50%
Cathedral City 1.00%| Galt 0.50%|Santa Monica 0.50%
Del Rey Oaks 1.00%|Grover City 0.50%|Santa Rosa 0.50%
Delano 1.00%|Gustine 0.50%|Selma 0.50%
El Cajon 1.00%]Inglewood 0.50%|Sonora 0.50%
El Cerrito 1.00%|La Habra 0.50%]|South El Monte 0.50%
Hollister 1.00% |Lakeport 0.50%|South Lake Tahoe 0.50%
Marina 1.00%]|Los Banos 0.50%]| Tracy 0.50%
National City 1.00%|Mammoth Lakes 0.50%| Truckee 0.50%
Pacific Grove 1.00%|Manteca 0.50%]|Tulare 0.50%
Pico Rivera 1.00%|Merced 0.50%|Ukiah 0.50%
Seaside 1.00%|Morro Bay 0.50%|Vista 0.50%
South Gate 1.00%|Nevada City 0.50%|West Sacramento 0.50%
Dinuba 0.75%|Novato 0.50%|Wheatland 0.50%
La Mesa 0.75%|Oxnard 0.50%|Williams 0.50%
San Juan Bautista 0.75%|Pinole 0.50% |Willits 0.50%
Sanger 0.75%|Pismo Beach 0.50%|Campbell 0.25%
Trinidad 0.75%|Placerville 0.50%|Capitola 0.25%
Woodland 0.75%|Point Arena 0.50% |Montclair 0.25%
Arroyo Grande 0.50%|Port Hueneme 0.50%]|Mount Shasta 0.25%
Avalon 0.50%|Porterville 0.50%]|San Bernardino 0.25%
Calexico 0.50%|Reedley 0.50%|San Mateo 0.25%
Clearlake 0.50%|Richmond 0.50%|Sebastopol 0.25%
Concord 0.50% |Rohnert Park 0.50%| Stockton 0.25%
Cotati 0.50%|Salinas 0.50%|Union City 0.25%
Davis 0.50%|San Leandro 0.50%|Visalia 0.25%
El Monte 0.50%|San Luis Obispo 0.50%|Watsonville 0.25%
Eureka 0.50%]|San Rafael 0.50% Total: 86 Cities

What authority is required to implement this tax?

o General purpose. If the revenues will be used for general purposes, majority voter
approval is required. This must occur at the same time as regular Council elections, unless
the Council declares an emergency by unanimous vote (in this case, the election may be
held at any time).

e Special purpose. If the revenues will be “earmarked” for a specific purpose, two-thirds
voter approval is required. This election can be held at any time.
How can these revenues be used?

With majority voter approval, they can be used for any legitimate government purpose, such as
parks, street maintenance, recreation or police; or with two-thirds voter approval, they must be
used for specifically dedicated purposes.

-2-
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How would these revenues be collected?

The State Board of Equalization is responsible for collecting and distributing this tax.

When could the increase be effective?

Since a 74 -cent local option tax is already in place, extension would be put in place
immediately. For any increase, about six months would be required after its passage to
coordinate its collection from local businesses by the State Board of Equalization.
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What is the Transient Occupancy Tax?

This is a tax on the occupant who resides temporarily in a dwelling (typically a hotel or motel) for
30 days or less based on the price of the rental.

Why is this an appropriate City funding source?

Placing this tax on visitors to the City appropriately recognizes that they receive municipal
services and benefit from capital investments during their stay, and as such, they should share
in the cost of providing them.

Is this tax in place at this time?

Yes. The transient occupancy tax (TOT) rate is currently 10% and provides the City with
approximately $900,000 annually.

Who pays this tax?

It is paid by visitors to Capitola; it is not paid by local residents or businesses.

Who currently receives the revenue?

The revenue goes directly into the City’s General Fund and is used for general municipal
purposes.

Can cities increase their tax rate?

Yes. Cities can set the TOT rate at any level. There is no regulation of this revenue source by
the State or Federal government.

How much revenue would an increase generate?

For each one percent increase, General Fund revenue will increase by about $100,000. The
following summarizes additional revenues that would be generated from rates ranging from 11%
to 15%, which would be within the range of rates charged by other “tourist-destination”
communities in California.

TOT Rates: New Revenues
11% $100,000

12% 200,000

13% 300,000

14% 500,000

15% 600,000

How does the City’s transient occupancy tax rate compare with other cities?

According to information from the State Controller’s Office, 429 cities in California have TOT
revenues, with rates ranging from 3.5% to 15%. There are 74 cities with rates greater than 10%
as follows:
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Anaheim 15.0% |Buena Park 12.0% |Rancho Cordova 12.0%
Beverly Hills 14.0% |Burlingame 12.0% |Rohnert Park 12.0%
Inglewood 14.0% |Calabasas 12.0% |Sacramento 12.0%
Los Angeles 14.0% |Calistoga 12.0% |Saint Helena 12.0%
Oakland 14.0% |Campbell 12.0% |San Bruno 12.0%
San Francisco 14.0% |Citrus Heights 12.0% |San Juan Bautista 12.0%
Santa Monica 14.0% |Commerce 12.0% |San Mateo 12.0%
Palm Springs 13.5% |Culver City 12.0% |San Pablo 12.0%
Blythe 13.0% |Desert Hot Springs 12.0% |Santa Barbara 12.0%
Del Mar 13.0% |East Palo Alto 12.0% |Sausalito 12.0%
Garden Grove 13.0% |Elk Grove 12.0% |Seaside 12.0%
Mammoth Lakes 13.0% |Emeryville 12.0% |West Sacramento 12.0%
Riverside 13.0% |Fresno 12.0% |Windsor 12.0%
Solana Beach 13.0% |Half Moon Bay 12.0% |Yountville 12.0%
Artesia 12.5% |Hawthorne 12.0% |Ontario 11.8%
Barstow 12.5% |Healdsburg 12.0% |West Hollywood 11.5%
Pasadena 12.1% |Kingsburg 12.0% |Cathedral City 11.0%
Agoura Hills 12.0% |Long Beach 12.0% |Gardena 11.0%
Alhambra 12.0% |Malibu 12.0% |La Quinta 11.0%
American Canyon 12.0% |Marina 12.0% |Norco 11.0%
Avalon 12.0% |Millbrae 12.0% |Santa Ana 11.0%
Bakersfield 12.0% |Monterey Park 12.0% |Torrance 11.0%
Banning 12.0% |Napa 12.0% |Vallejo 11.0%
Berkeley 12.0% |Pacifica 12.0% |San Diego 10.5%
Brisbane 12.0% |Palo Alto 12.0% Total: 74 cities

What authority is required to increase this tax?

e General purpose. If the revenues will be used for general purposes, majority voter
approval is required. This must occur at the same time as regular Council elections, unless
the Council declares an emergency by unanimous vote (in this case, the election may be
held at any time).

e Special purpose. If the revenues will be “earmarked” for a specific purpose, two-thirds
voter approval is required. This election can be held at any time.

How can these revenues be used?

With majority voter approval, they can be used for any legitimate government purpose, such as
parks, street maintenance, recreation, police or fire; or with two-thirds voter approval, they must
be used for specifically dedicated purposes.

How are these revenues collected?

Operators of “transient lodgings” (typically hotels and motels) are responsible for collecting TOT
from the occupants and remitting it monthly to the City. As such, since this revenue source is
already in place and no changes in collection method are required if the rate is increased,
collection of added revenue from a rate increase can be easily implemented.
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When could an increase be effective?

Theoretically, an increase could be implemented immediately upon voter approval. However,
an effective date that is 90 to 120 days from the date of adoption is recommended in order to
ensure a smooth transition for the hotels and motels as they quote prices to tour companies for

future bookings.
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ATTACHMENT 2

PREPARING FOR SUCCESSFUL REVENUE MEASURES

OVERVIEW

For the past thirty-five years, the California has been on the path to a new era of governance,
with fundamental changes in the way that decisions are made. While this is occurring at all
levels, it is perhaps most pronounced for local agencies, since they are the level of government
closest to the people, and the one most susceptible to these changes. The following is a brief
overview of this change and it how directly affects the ability of local agencies to preserve their
fiscal health while at the same time deliver important day-to-day services, adequately maintain
existing facilities and infrastructure, and achieve important community goals and capital
improvements.

REPRESENTATIVE VERSUS DIRECT DEMOCRACY

One of major “mega-trends” affecting governance is a fundamental change in the way that
decisions are made. Over the last thirty-five years, there has been a decided shift from
“representative democracy” to “direct democracy,” especially in local government finance.

Proposition 13 did not start this trend, but it certainly resulted from it. Since its passage over 30
years ago in November 1978, there have been an increasing number of citizen-approved limits
on the ability of elected officials at the local level to make resource decisions on behalf of the
community. While Proposition 218 was the most recent (and sweeping) of these, it was simply
the last in a long line of expenditure and revenue limitation ballot measures.

There are a number of possible explanations for this change:

e Lack of leadership (or at least the perception) by elected and appointed officials on
important issues to the nation, state and community.

e Increasing distrust of government in general.

e Loss of community identity (and support) as places of work and home have become
increasingly separated.

¢ Increasing frustration with the inability to affect government at the state and federal level,
and an over-compensation at the one level — local government — where voters feel they can
make a difference.

e Improved information about public issues, resulting in less reliance on others to make
decisions on our behalf.

e Increased influence of highly-organized and well-financed special interest groups through
the initiative process.

Whatever the reason, the reality is that there has been a major shift to direct citizen decision-
making in a broad range of issues previously thought to be too “technical” for this. While this
has occurred in a number of areas such as insurance and campaign financing, it is especially
prevalent in “ballot box budgeting.” Citizens are no longer willing to give their proxy on financial
issues to elected officials, or to their interest group representatives on “blue ribbon” committees.
City finance is an issue they want to decide directly for themselves.

How does this shift affect the City’s long-term fiscal health? Stated simply, the local
agencies will need broad-based community support — in evidence on Election Day — to
implement new revenue sources. In this new model of direct democracy, creating support

-7-
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among elected officials and community leaders — even if it broadly crosses a number of interest
groups — is no longer enough.

And based on the experience of local agencies that have been successful with revenue ballot
measures, achieving this support at the ballot box (the only place it matters) requires two key
ingredients: a compelling vision of how the new revenues would be used; and an effective way
of communicating this vision to likely voters.

PROSPECTS IN THE POST PROPOSITION 218 ENVIRONMENT

Under Proposition 218 adopted in November of 1996, the ground rules for municipal finance
were fundamentally changed. In short, any major, broad-based revenue program will require
voter approval. In the case of tax revenues, majority voter approval is required for general-
purpose taxes; and two-thirds voter approval for special taxes. Assessments are still possible
for selected services; however, they are limited in the kinds of services that can be funded
through them (these typically fall into more traditional services such as streets, sidewalks and
sewers where costs and benefits can be closely linked); and there are rigorous “assessment
ballot” procedures. Any form of citywide assessment district with simple apportionment factors
is virtually prohibited.

Limited Opportunities for Elected Officials to Increase Revenues

There are a limited number of areas where revenues can be raised by the elected officials
without voter approval, such as user fees. Along with these, grant revenues and enhanced
economic development efforts can also play a role in augmenting a city’s fiscal capacity.
However, grant programs are few and far between; and those that remain are more competitive
than ever. Moreover, they are focused (appropriately) on the goals and priorities of the granting
agency, which may not be the same as the local agency’s. For this reason, while they can be
important in enhancing city projects and in providing funding for “pilot” programs, grant revenues
cannot be relied upon as a long-term financing source for high-priority programs and projects.

The same is true for even the most successful economic development programs: these are
long-term programs, which can typically take five to twenty years before a community sees the
benefits; and the results can never be guaranteed: while a city can be a partner in local
economic development efforts, ultimately a healthy economy depends on successful private
sector market decisions, which cities do not control.

Paramount Need for Broad-Based Community Support

Other than these limited resource options, local agencies will need strong community support —
in evidence on election day — for anything else it does in implementing new or increased
revenue sources.

Intensive, Community-Based Program Required for Success. Communities in California
have been successful in generating broad-based voter support for new revenues when:

e The driving factor has been responding to the community’s highest hopes and aspirations
about how to preserve or improve it as a place to live, work play.

e Orresponding to its deepest fears in light of serious fiscal or service problems of crisis
proportions.
-8-
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Although they were driven by very different factors — hopes versus fears — all of these
successful efforts share one thing in common: they were the result of extensive community-
based efforts, which included a combination of outreach tools, and professional assistance to
use them effectively such as:

e Focus groups.

e Professionally conducted, scientific surveys.
e Town hall meetings.

e Direct mailings and/or newspaper inserts.

e Strong follow-on advocacy group for ballot measure support.

Based on the experience of many cities and other local government agencies throughout the
State, if the need is compelling and it is effectively communicated, this effort is likely to be
successful. However, it requires commitment, resources (more on this later), time, and most
importantly, a strong community-based advocacy group that will aggressively raise funds and
campaign for the issue once it is on the ballot.

This last issue cannot be stressed enough. Under State law, cities have broad discretion in
using their funds for professional assistance in researching issues, conducting surveys and
developing voter support strategies. However, once an issue becomes a formal ballot measure,
cities cannot participate as an advocate in any way. In short, unless there is a strong
community-based group who is willing to aggressively raise funds and campaign for the
measure, it is not likely to pass.

ELEMENTS OF A SUCCESSFUL REVENUE MEASURE
Three are three major steps in preparing for a successful revenue measure:

o Feasibility Assessment. Conduct public opinion research and assess the likelihood of a
successful revenue measure.

e Education Program. If the public opinion research is favorable, develop and implement an
educational campaign on why new revenues are needed.

o Ballot Measure. Place the measure on the ballot if there is a community-based group that
will aggressively campaign for its passage.

The following further summarizes the components of each of these steps. It is important to
stress that while the City can take the lead on these three tasks in preparing for the measure,
once it is placed on the ballot it can no longer be an active participant in the process or commit
resources to its passage in any way. For this reason even, though the results of the first two
steps may have been very positive, placing the measure on the ballot should only occur if there
is a community-based group has emerged that will campaign for its passage.

Feasibility Assessment

The first step in preparing the feasibility assessment is to hire a qualified team of a public
opinion research firm and a revenue measure advisor. The results of the public opinion

-9-
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research are invaluable in assessing at the very beginning if there is adequate voter support for
a new revenue measure. While support can subsequently be built (or maintained) through an
education program, if there is very low support initially, an education campaign is unlikely to be
successful in gaining voter support on Election Day.

The public opinion survey will typically surface three key issues:

o How does the community feel about the agency and the services it delivers today?
The experience from revenue measures in other communities shows that it is very difficult to
gain voter support for new revenues where there isn’t already a high level of satisfaction
with city services and trust in its government. In short, if voters do not feel that current
revenues are being used wisely, they are not likely to approve more.

o What programs are most likely to attract voter support? \What do voters see as the
biggest problems in the community, and would be likely to approve additional funding for:
Public safety? Street maintenance? Parks and recreation? What messages would be most
effective in community the need for additional resources? On the other hand, which service
areas are least likely to attract voter support? And what are the reasons why voters would
not support a revenue measure?

e What revenues would voters most likely support? There is a wide range of new revenue
options available to cities in California. Which of these is most likely to attract to attract the
most voter support? And how does support change based on the rate and level of revenue
generated? In the final analysis, each of these revenue options has underlying
philosophical reasons that might make them desirable, such as added revenue diversity (like
utility users tax), stability (parcel tax) or shifting the tax burden to non-residents (transient
occupancy tax or sales tax); however, the best candidate for a successful measure is
probably the one that voters are the most supportive of at the outset.

From the results of this research, local agencies can evaluate the feasibility of a revenue
measure; and if it is, determine the elements of an effective education program (which is the
next step).

Public opinion research for revenue ballot measures and evaluation typically costs about
$25,000 and take 60 to 90 days to complete.

Public Information Program

Before placing a measure on the ballot, this next step is essential in communicating the need for
additional revenues to likely voters. It will probably include:

e Refining the new revenue purposes and uses.

e Selecting the financing mechanism.

o Developing and implementing a public education program.

o Conducting additional survey research (tracking poll) to assess shifts in support.

-10 -
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Refining the Measure

Based on the result of the public opinion survey, local agencies will need to decide which items
to fund in the measure. This includes making a key strategic decision: should this be a majority
or two-thirds voter approval measure? General-purpose tax measures only require majority
voter approval, while special taxes (general obligation bond measures), where the proceeds are
restricted as to their use, require two-thirds voter approval.

On its surface, passage of a majority voter approval measure would appear “humerically”
easier; however, since its proceeds cannot be earmarked for a specific purpose, it can be
difficult to communicate the need for the measure, when in essence it calls for raising taxes for
no particular reason. On the other hand, while it is obviously a greater challenge to gain two-
thirds than maijority voter approval, it has the advantage of communicating a more focused (and
compelling) reason for added revenues.

In general, majority-voter approval measures are more successful when the purpose is to
address a “fiscal crisis” in just meeting revenue needs to continue delivering essential day-today
services. That said, the more nuanced approach of making an already good community better
via general purpose measure has also been successful. Two-thirds voter approval measures
are more likely when the purpose is to improve services or make community improvements, like
a library, fire station, street improvements, senior center or athletic fields.

One variation on this approach is the “A/B” measure, which has been successfully used in a few
cases. This is a dual-component measure: the “A” measure function is simply an “advisory”
vote on specific projects, asking of voters would support certain uses if new revenues were to
become available. The “B” measure asks voters to approve a general-purpose revenue
measure, but in the context of the specific project or programs identified in Measure “A,” with the
expectation that elected officials would be committed to using the new general revenues for
these specific purposes. As such, “A/B” measures provide some specificity—although via a
non-binding advisory measure, which can be appealing to the electorate. However, they need
to be carefully structured from a legal standpoint; and because they are two separate measures
with slightly different messages, it may be more difficult to conduct an effective campaign.

In short, regardless of whether it is a majority or two-thirds measure, the local agency needs to
communicate a compelling reason for why it needs added revenues.

Developing Key Messages
Once a city has determined the basic strategy (majority or two-thirds voter approval) and refined
the funding items, assigned costs and select a funding mechanism, key messages are

developed that:

e Address the need for such a measure, and why now—make the case that this is a
necessary, responsible fiscal plan.

e If a two-thirds measure, include specifics of the items to be funded.

o Establish protections for ensuring money will be spent responsibly, such as sunset
provisions, audit requirements and perhaps a citizen oversight committee.

-11 -
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Building Community Support

Opinion Leaders. Depending on the funding mechanism and uses identified for the measure,
building community consensus is essential. Early in this process, key constituents,
stakeholders, business leaders and other public officials should be contacted and their support,
questions or opposition evaluated. This also begins to identify possible members of the
community-based group that will be essential later in advocating for passage of the measure.

Public Information Program. An effective public information program includes the following
communications components:

o Personal meetings with external “Opinion Leaders” to educate them on the funding needs
contained in the Measure and obtain input.

e A series of non-partisan, information-only mailings to Opinion Leaders, again about the
City’s funding needs.

e A series of non-partisan, information-only mailings to constituents determined by the public
opinion survey as needing more information about the City’s funding needs.

o A Free Media plan that includes (but is not limited to): non-partisan guest columns, “op-eds”

and stories in neighborhood newsletters or other local outlets about the City’s funding

needs.

o Where appropriate, “fixed site visibility” activities where constituents and/or City
representatives table or otherwise distribute non-partisan information about a potential
revenue measure.

o A Speakers Bureau primarily led by constituents to make presentations to key community
organizations as needed.

As part of the City’s Media/Communications Plan, information-only fact sheets, brochures,
letters, newsletters and guest columns are developed for mailing and distribution. Where time
permits, these communications seek citizen input in an “interactive” manner.

Ideally, before placing a revenue measure on the ballot, the local agency’s public information
program has:

¢ Shifted public opinion further towards support of a possible revenue measure.

o Yielded letters and cards providing the City with guidance on how to further refine the
measure.

e Answered questions about the City’s funding needs.

o Generated greater community awareness before taking action to place a revenue measure
on the ballot.

-12-
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Additional Public Opinion Research

Following the public information program, the local agency should conduct another scientific
public opinion survey—which could be an abbreviated version also known as a “tracking poll"—
just before placing the measure on the ballot. The purpose of this follow-on public opinion
research is a final “litmus test” in ensuring that there is substantial voter approval at this point,
and confirming financial thresholds: that the City is not asking for too little or too much money
for the measure.

Conducting this research close to the time that the City makes a final decision in going forward
with a ballot measure is the final opportunity to evaluate where the electorate is, and to make
adjustments in the measure as necessary—including not going forward at all.

Timing and Implications of Other Ballot Measures and Issues

If the measure is for general-purpose revenues (majority voter approval), then it must be held in
conjunction with Council elections (unless the Council unanimously declares an emergency). A
two-thirds voter approval election can be held at any time.

Cost and Timing

An effective public information program will take 90 to 180 days before placing the measure on
the ballot, and is likely to cost $30,000 to $100,000 for direct mailings, follow-up public opinion
research and professional assistance in preparing the public information program

Placing the Measure on the Ballot

The local agency’s final action is to place the item on the ballot. As noted above, after this the

agency cannot commit any resources in advocating for its passage. For this reason, even if all
the other factors to-date have been favorable, the agency should seriously consider not placing
the measure on the ballot if by this time an effective community-based group has not emerged

that will be campaign aggressively for its passage.

RESOURCES AND TIMING

The following summarize the general timing and resource requirements to prepare for a
successful revenue measure:

Task Time Cost

Select research/advisor team 30 to 90 Days

Conduct public opinion research and evaluate results; 30 to 60 Days $25,000

make “go/no-go” decision in proceeding further.

If “go:” Develop and implement public information 90 to 180 Days $30,000 to $100,000

campaign.

Evaluate results and make decision on placing 30 Days

measure on the ballot.

If “yes:” Vote on measure. 90 Days

TOTAL 9 to 15 Months $25,000 to $125,000
-13-
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As reflected above, from the time a decision is made to seriously consider a revenue measure,
9 to 15 months are required to effectively prepare for one.

SUMMARY

Preparing for a successful revenue measure in this era of “direct democracy” requires an
approach that will engage the local voters in the decision-making process. Gaining this
support—in evidence on Election Day—requires more than a compelling need: it also requires
communicating this need in a compelling way. And this requires effective preparation by the
local agency—doing its homework, and allocating adequate time and resources to this
endeavor—before placing revenue measure on the ballot (which is within the control of the local
agency); and an effective community-based group that will campaign for its passage afterwards
(which is not).
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ATTACHMENT 3
GENE BREGMAN & ASSOCIATES ' 2425 Potter Street, Suite 5G

Soquel, CA 95073
Tel, 831.465.9700
info@GeneBregmanAndAssociates.com

GENE’'S TAKE ON...

For more than thirty years, company founder Gene Bregman has conducted well over a thousand surveys
on legislative and ballot issues, for candidates for elective office at virtually all levels of electoral politics,
and on non-political subjects such as public policy research, business and consumer research, employee
surveys, litigation consulting and in many other areas. He and his firm have conducted public opinion
research in every state in the nation and throughout California. Clients have included governmental
agencies, municipalities, public interest and community organizations, school districts, political candidates

and private industry.

One of the benefits of vur experience is that in all our surveys, we
make sure that we talk to the right people and ask the right
questions. We are known for being on target with our results, and
while our data, our interpretations and our conclusions are objective
and unbiased, our advice is not. Clients who hire us should expect
our interpretation of the data to help them make decisions that lead
them to successful campaigns. Clients hire us to tell them if they can
win and then to give them the advice that helps them do so.

Although we do not feel that a “won-lost” record is really
appropriate for a polling firm, others do not agree. Therefore, at last
count, Gene Bregman & Associates has a winning percentage over
the last decade of approximately 86%, including a recent streak

L«*Far mare than 20 years Gene Bregman
has provided Cerrell Associates with
responsive, insightful and well-crafted
research on numerous candidate and
Issue-related projects. He understands
the problems, asks the right questions,
and interprets the data in a manner that
gels to the heart of an issue. Above all,
he Is always 100% professional.”

A ~Hal Dash, President
Cerrell Associates, Inc

consisting of victories in 43 of 45 elections for education clients and currently, 4 for 4 in victories for

hospitals and healthcare districts.
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Others may charge more,
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"Epleasure ) has passed. The votors of
- the Ripon Unified School District have
; appmvod spending ten million dollars to
- Improve our high school and to help
Mﬂrlhemwucdon of a much needed
afemenury school. And we could not
_have done it without your help. The
. wk you did was invaluable in getting
L our message out to the voters. On
. behalf of the Yes on Measure |
- Campaign Commitiee, the Board of
Edueation, and the Ripon community, |
wpm to thank you very much.”

2 ',' " ~Dennls Bltters
4Ry Campaign Chairman
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) for Ripon Schools
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BIOGRAPHY - GENE BREGMAN, PRINCIPAL

Gene Bregman has conducted public opinion, political and
marketing research for more than thirty years. He began his career
in his native New York City, in 1970. Shortly after moving to San
Francisco in 1971, he became a project director with Public Response
Associates, where he later rose to become company vice-president.
He left to form Gene Bregman & Associates in January, 1980.

While his main emphasis has always been, and continues to be,
political polling and related public opinion research, Gene has
designed and analyzed many different types of research in every
state in the nation. Some of these have included:

* Politically, being involved in a multitude of gubernatorial,
senatorial, congressional and local candidate campaigns, in
addition to well over 100 local ballot measure campaigns, most
of which have required a two-thirds vote for passage (and the
vast majority of which have been successful)

e Conducting public opinion research to help cities, counties and
various governmental agencies (schools, hospitals, libraries,
parks, etc.) assess how well they are doing with the public,
understand what is important to their constituents, and
ultimately, assist them in setting the priorities that meet the
needs and desires of the people they serve

* Being the principal researcher for three Knowledge, Attitudes,
Beliefs and Behavior studies among various ethnic minority
populations for the San Francisco Health Department, AIDS

Office, all of which had their results presented at International
AIDS conferences

» Designing the first exit polls ever conducted in California that
were used for predictive as well as analytical purposes

* Conducting an array of research techniques that fall under the
heading of “litigation consulting,” including jury simulations,
maock trials, juror surveys, change of venue surveys, etc.

» Conducting business-to-business surveys that help companies
understand their customers and their competition

e Surveying a company'’s érnployees on issues related to their
jobs and the workplace

* Testing consumer products such as cough drops, chewing gum,
mouthwash, soap, candy, soft drinks and others

Gene is a long-time member of the American Association for
Public Opinion Research, the American Association of Political
Consultants, and the Marketing Research Association. He is a

graduate of Case Western Reserve University, Cleveland, Ohio.
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Fairbank,
Maslin,
Maullin,
Metz &
Associates

FM3

Public Opinion Research
& Strategy

ATTACHMENT 4

TO: Steve Jesberg, City of Capitola Public Works Director

FROM: Richard Maullin

Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin, Metz & Associates (FM3)

SUBJ.; Community Survey Cost Estimates

DATE: December 21, 2011

Steve, thanks again for contacting FM3 regarding public opinion research for the City
of Capitola. As you know, my partner Dave Metz conducted a survey of Capitola
voters in 2008 regarding the local quarter cent sales tax, Measure D. We would be
pleased to look at the feasibility of other tax measures and renewal of Measure D, as
well as citizen satisfaction with the City’s service delivery, in a new survey this
coming year, 2012. Either Dave or I would be the lead researcher, and we would be
assisted by FM3 vice president Shakari Byerly, who also worked on the 2008 survey.

For the new survey, we suggest that we interview a random sample of 400 likely
November 2012 voters. This will provide results with an error margin of plus or minus
4.9 percent and will also allow us to analyze results by cross-tabulation in some detail.
The table below has our cost estimates for this survey at different survey lengths. Our
experience tells us a survey averaging 20 minutes is the most likely and useful scenario.
Prices include all services and full reporting, but excluding travel.

Sample size Length in Minutes Cost estimate
400 15 $20,000
400 20 $23,000
400 25 $27,000

A?M, /ﬁef)f”w“

2425 Colorado Avenue. Suite 180

Santa Monica, CA 20404
Phane: (310) 828-1183
Fax: (310) 453-6562

1999 Harrison Street Suite 1290

Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: (510) 451-9521
Fax: (510) 451-0384
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Item #: 6.G.

CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA REPORT

MEETING OF JANUARY 26, 2012
FROM: DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
DATE: JANUARY 20, 2012

SUBJECT: INCREASE EXISTING HALF TIME BUILDING INSPECTOR POSITIONS TO A
FULL TIME POSITION

RECOMMENDED ACTION: By motion take the following actions:

1. Approve increasing the existing half time Building Inspector positions to a permanent full
time position effective February 5, 2012; and

2. Approve a budget amendment resolution increasing expenditures in the Green Building
Fund by $12,500, reducing the Public Works Contract Services by $2,500, increasing the
Community Development Department revenues by $12,500 and increasing the Community
Development Department Personnel costs by $15,000 to cover the increased salary
expenditures for the remainder of fiscal year 2011/12.

BACKGROUND:

In October 2010 the City Council approved the creation of a Building Inspector position in the
Community Development Department and authorized filling it on a half time basis for fiscal year
2010/11. The position was filled on March 6, 2011 and was continued in the fiscal year 2011/12
budget as a half time position.

The currently employee filling this position, Mr. Brian Van Son, has proven to be an excellent
employee who has previous experience in related functions like code enforcement, storm water
inspections, and green building program implementation.

DISCUSSION:

Due to current demand for increased services for green building, storm water inspections, recycling
enforcement and code enforcement, staff is recommending increasing the Building Inspector
position to a full time position at this time.

The City of Capitola has operated a green building program since 2008. There is a new state
green building program. The state program is being phased in and will be equivalent to the City’s
current program in January 2013. It has always been the City’s intent to expand the current green
building program to include a recognition program and well as offer more education to the applicant
regarding the benefits of not only meeting the minimum requirements but exceeding them. The
work to implement this new program will need to be completed prior to January 2013. Continuing
the City’s green building program to meet our needs after the state program is implemented, will
allow the City to continue to collect the current green building fee used for education and
implementation of green building concepts.
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The City of Capitola is also in the process of implementing regional storm water requirements. This
enforcement and implementation will take additional staff time and the City will be liable if these
efforts are not done correctly. Unfortunately this is another mandate which does not include a new
funding source to implement.

Beginning in July, State law will require enforcement of mandatory commercial and multi-family
recycling. The City will need to develop and distribute educational material on these new
regulations and perform periodic inspections the verify compliance for reporting to the State.

The issue of code enforcement particularly for signs has been raised by citizens and Council
Members. Having additional hours to work on both building code enforcement issues and sign code
enforcement will make it possible to correct many long standing violations. Sign enforcement is
always a program which needs to be handled correctly so that business owners and merchants do
not feel they are being singled out for enforcement. The time spent to develop and implement a
good program will pay off by far fewer complaints coming to the City Council.

The priorities for enforcement will be to start on 41 Avenue. he enforcement will then move to the
Village and Upper Village area. The enforcement program on 41 Avenue will take approximately 4
weeks starting the first part of February. The enforcement in the Village would start approximately
the first part of March. This schedule will allow the issue of A-Frame/Sandwich Board signs in the
Village to be addressed by the City Council before enforcement in the Village begins.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Increasing the Building Inspector position from part time to full time will cost $35,000 annually. For
the remainder of fiscal year 2011/12 the cost will be $15,000 which it is recommended be paid from
available funding from the Green Building Fund and Public Works Contract Services Fund for
Storm Water Management. For fiscal year 2012/13 and beyond a combination of funding sources,
including Building fees and the General Fund, will be used.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Draft Resolution

Report Prepared By: Steven Jesberg

Public Works Director
Reviewed and Fo d

By City Manager:

R:\Agenda Staff Reports\2012 Agenda Reports\01-26-12\6.G. Building Inspector_Report.docx
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DRAFT ATTACHMENT 1

RESOLUTION NO. __

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CAPITOLA
AMENDING THE 2011/2012 BUDGET INCREASING EXPENDITURES IN THE GREEN BUILDING
FUND BY $12,500, REDUCING THE PUBLIC WORKS CONTRACT SERVICES BY $2,500,
INCREASING THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT REVENUES BY $12,500 AND
INCREASING THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL COSTS BY
$15,000 TO COVER THE INCREASED SALARY EXPENDITURES FOR THE REMAINDER OF
FISCAL YEAR 2011/12 FOR A FULL TIME BUILDING INSPECTOR

WHEREAS, the current Building Inspector position is only filled half time; and

WHEREAS, the City has identified increased staffing demands for code enforcement,
green building implementation, solid waste recycling enforcement, and storm water construction
inspections; and

WHEREAS, the by increasing the Building Inspector position to full time these increased
demands can be addressed; and

WHEREAS, funding is available in the fiscal year 2011/12 budget to increase the
Building Inspector position to full time position; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
Capitola that the 2010/201 budget shall be amended to increasing expenditures in the Green
Building Fund by $12,500, reducing the Public Works Contract Services by $2,500, increasing
the Community Development Department revenues by $12,500 and increasing the Community
Development Department Personnel costs by $15,000 to cover the increased salary
expenditures for the remainder of fiscal year 2011/12

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Finance Director is directed to record these
changes into the City’s accounting records in accordance with appropriate accounting practices.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the above and foregoing resolution was passed and adopted
by the City Council of the City of Capitola at its regular meeting held on the 26™ day of January,
2012, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

Michael Termini, Mayor
ATTEST:

, CMC

Susan Sneddon, City Clerk
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