





RESOLUTION NO. _11-09

A RESOLUTION APPROVING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP NO. 650 FOR A
SIX-LOT SINGLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT AT 1335 GREENFIELD DRIVE IN THE
PENDING PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT - LOW ZONE

WHEREAS, the El Cajon City Council held a public hearing on January 27, 2009 to consider
Tentative Subdivision Map (TSM) No. 650, as submitted by Alan Austin for Mike Snyder, requesting a
six-lot residential subdivision in the pending Planned Residential - Low (PRD-Low) zone, at 1335
Greenfield Drive located on the south side of Greenfield Drive between North Second and Bostonia
Streets (APN: 484-120-19); and

WHEREAS, on January 5, 2009, the El Cajon Planning Commission approved Resolution No. 10532
and Resolution No. 10531 recommending City Council approval of Tentative Subdivision Map No. 650
and companion item Planned Residential Development No. 66, subject to conditions.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EL CAJON
AS FOLLOWS:

A. The City Council finds that:
1. The proposed subdivision is categorically exempt from environmental review in accordance with

Section 15332, Class 32 of CEQA Guidelines. Class 32 provides an exemption for infill
development projects provided that all of the following criteria are met:

a. The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable
general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.
b. The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five

acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.

C. The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.

d. Approval of the project would not resultin any significant effects relating to traffic, noise,
air quality, or water quality.

e. The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

2. The proposed map is consistent with the General Plan. The proposed project density of 8.7
dwelling units per acre is consistent with the General Plan designation of “Low Density
Residential” which allows 3 to 10 dwelling units per acre.

3. The design and improvement of the proposed subdivision are consistent with the General Plan.
The design of the project is consistent with the Low-Density Residential General Plan
designation.

4. The site is physically suitable for the type of development. The site is a relatively flat bare and
rectangular piece of residentially zoned property thatis surrounded by other residentially zoned
and developed property. Therefore, it is physically suitable for the proposed residential
development.

(Continued on Page 2)
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5. The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of development. The proposed residential
density is consistent with the General Plan designation for the subject site.

6. The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause substantial
environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. The
subject property is not environmentally sensitive and there are no fish or wildlife populations that
would be harmed by the residential development of the subject property.

7. The design of the subdivision or type of improvements will conflict with easements, acquired by
the public at large for access through or use of, property within the proposed subdivision. The
proposed tentative subdivision map will not conflict with any easements.

B. The City Council hereby APPROVES Tentative Subdivision Map No. 650, subject to the
following conditions.

1. All conditions listed in Planning Commission Resolution No. 10532 are conditions applicable to
this tentative map approval, as if written herein.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of El Cajon, California at an Adjourned
Regular Joint City Council/Redevelopment Agency Meeting held this 27" day of January, 2009, by the
following vote to wit:

AYES : Lewis, Hanson-Cox, Kendrick, Wells
NOES : McClellan

ABSENT : None

DISQUALIFY : None

MARK LEWIS
Mayor of the City of El Cajon

ATTEST:

KATHIE RUTLEDGE, CMC
City Clerk

| hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a full and true copy of Resolution No. 11-09 of the
Resolutions of the City of El Cajon, California, as adopted by the City Council at the Adjourned Regular
Joint Meeting of the City Council/Redevelopment Agency on the 27™ day of January, 2009.

Kathie Rutledge, CMC, City Clerk

1/27/08 (item 100)
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S FES 18
DATE: January 28, 2009
TO: Mayor Lewis, Mayor Pro Tem Wells,

Councilmembers Hanson-Cox, Kendrick, and McClellan

FROM: Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: New Municipal Drainage Fee; Revision to Sewer Fees

RECOMMENDATION: That the City Council:

1.

2.

Set Public Hearings regarding a New Drainage Fee and revisions to the
existing Sewer Fees, each for 7 PM on April 28, 2009.

Accept the report of the Director of Public Works containing an estimation of
the costs to provide storm water services, and the relationship of these costs
to each parcel in the City of El Cajon (the “Engineer’s Report”).

. Direct staff to prepare and mail Notices of Public Hearings for both theNew

Drainage Fees and the revised Sewer Fees in accordance with Proposition
218 and the criteria specified in this Agenda Report.

Direct Staff to draft an ordinance to create a New Drainage Fee and to revise
the current Sewer Fees in accordance with Proposition 218 and the criteria
described in this Agenda Report.

Adopt the next resolution in order declaring the intention to establish fees
and charges for storm drainage services, setting a time and place for a public
hearing thereon.

BACKGROUND:

The current sewer rates in El Cajon derive from Ordinance 4366 (adopted September 1, 1992)
and Ordinance 4372 (adopted November 24, 1992). These ordinances set the rates for five
classes of sewer service (single and multi-family residential as well as low, medium and high
strength commercial). Except for a few minor changes in how bills are calculated, the City
has followed the rate structure of these two ordinances for the past sixteen years.
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Both 1992 ordinances specified that the rates would increase by 7.5% each year on October
1st. The City implemented each scheduled rate increase through October 1, 1999. The
following year the City Council decided not to implement the 7.5% annual rate increase by
suspending the annual increase, and has suspended annual increases since that time.

The City has no fee or charge for service for the collection of drainage through the municipal
drainage system. Since 1992 (and probably for many years before then), all revenue of the
Sanitation Fund, and later the Wastewater Fund, has derived from charges and fees related
to sewage service, as well as interest income on the fund balance. Through the annual
operating budgets, this revenue has been used to fund expenses related to both sewer and
drainage.

When Proposition 218 took effect in 1997, it added several new requirements to the California
Constitution relative to fees, assessments and charges for service. The following three
provisions apply directly to fees such as sewer charges.

o Revenues derived shall not exceed the funds required to provide the service.

e Revenues derived from a fee shall not be used for any purpose other than that for
which the fee was imposed.

e The amount of the fee shall not exceed the proportional cost of the service.

Splitting the current Wastewater Enterprise into a Sewer Enterprise and a Drainage
Enterprise, along with dividing the fee revenue between the two new funds, will allow the
City to create a more accurate nexus between the fees paid by our customers and the services
that those customers receive. The more precise nexus will bring the City much closer to the
spirit of Proposition 218, particularly as regards to having our customers only pay for their
proportional costs of service.

Accordingly, staff recommends that the City Council consider lowering the sewer fees to the
level needed to recoup only the annual expenses of the municipal sewer system and create
new drainage fees to recoup the annual expenses of the municipal storm drain system
(including NPDES compliance). In the overall, these changes would be revenue neutral, since
we would lower annual sewer revenue by the amount of revenue generated by the new storm
water fees.

If approved, El Cajon would, in the future, apportion these sewer and storm water charges
using different calculations of proportional benefit. Consequently, the total of the sewer and
storm water charges for individual parcels will not equal the sewer charges currently paid by
the parcel owners. In general terms, the sum of the sewer fee and the new drainage fee will
likely be less than the current sewer charges for a smaller parcel of land and will likely be
more than the current sewer charges for a larger parcel of land. Having said that, the future
charges would more equitably represent the proportional benefit received by each parcel.

The revised sewer charges would equal 75% of the current sewer charges, except where
impacted by the minimum sewer service charge.

The Drainage Fee calculation, contained in the Engineer’s Report, on file with the City Clerk’s
office, will be based upon the relative storm water runoff coming from each parcel. This
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provides the fairest method of defining proportional benefit for a storm water related fee. The
Rational Method, commonly used by engineers to quantify runoff when designing storm
drains, is used to calculate relative runoff from each parcel.

The Rational Method consolidates the combined effects of impervious area (based on land use)
and soil type (unpaved areas are not completely pervious, so they also create runoff) into a
single runoff coefficient, “C”, which denotes the percentage of rainfall that will run off the
surface of the parcel under consideration. Quite simply, under the Rational Method, the
runoff leaving the parcel is proportional to the “C” Factor multiplied by the area of the parcel.

The Drainage Fee for each parcel is determined by the product of the parcel area times the
«” Factor times the Citywide Drainage Factor, determined to be $0.015 per square foot of
land.

Drainage Fee = Area x “C” x $0.015

Example:

Lot Area = 10,000 square feet
Zone = R-1-6
“C” Factor = 0.56

Drainage Fee = 10,000 x 0.56 x 0.015 = $84.00 / year

Exemptions

All parcels in the city owned by the United States of America, State of California, County of
San Diego, Metropolitan Transit System, and City of El Cajon that are designated as public
rights of way will be exempt from the drainage fee. In addition the City Attorney has
determined that those properties owned by the County of San Diego, which have existing
storm water management plans are exempt from that portion of the fee attributable to the
City’s storm water program. This generally includes the airport (but not industrial) functions
of Gillespie Field, the County’s corporation yard, and other properties that the County has
identified as being subject to its own programs. However, these properties remain subject to a
portion of the fee based on the use of City drainage facilities, which will require ongoing
maintenance, repairs, and services.

The Process — Complying With Proposition 218

Under Proposition 218, fees for storm water related services must undergo the full noticing,
public hearing, and majority protest procedure followed by a formal protest ballot.
Proposition 218 specified several criteria for the election to impose a property related fee:

e Notices containing the details and amounts of the proposed fee shall be mailed to the
parcel owners at least 45 days before the public hearing on the assessment.

¢ The agency must hold a public hearing on the imposition of any proposed fee. If the
majority of affected property owners submit written protests at the public hearing, the
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proposal must be dropped.
e Absent a majority protest at the public hearing, at least another 45 days later the
agency shall conduct a protest ballot of affected property owners.

The statutory deadline for placing fees in the tax roll is August 10. We will need to provide
the County Tax Collector with a City Council resolution/ ordinance approving the fees and a
file containing a listing of each parcel and it’s respective drainage fee.

Following is a proposed calendar for meeting these requirements:

e City Council meeting Feb. 24 — Direct staff to initiate the establishment of a New
Municipal Drainage Fee separate from the Sewer Fee. Schedule the Public Hearings for
both.

e March 10 — Mail the written notice of the proposed fee.

e Wait 45 days

e City Council meeting April 28 — Hold Public Hearing to determine if a majority protest
exists

e May 4 — Mail ballots (if there is not a majority of protests to the new fee)
o Wait 45 days

e City Council meeting June 23 — Tabulate ballots. With voter approval, adopt new
ordinance establishing the Municipal Drainage Fee. Direct staff to place the new fees on
the tax rolls.

e August 10 — Deadline to deliver fee information to County Tax Collector.

A similar procedure will be conducted for the revised sewer fees except that while revisions to
the sewer fees require the protest hearing, they are not subject to the mailed ballot
requirements that the Drainage Fees require.

FISCAL IMPACT: This proposal will be revenue neutral for the City. The City will incur
one time expenses, to be paid by the Wastewater Enterprise Fund, associated with the
implementation for printing, mailing, customer support, and placing the billing on the County
Assessor’s rolls.

PREPARED BY: APPROVED BY:
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Rob Turner Kathi Henry {
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS CITY MANAGER



CITY OF EL CAJON

MEMORANDUM
DATE: February 17, 2009
TO CITY MANAGER
FROM: DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS

SUBJECT:  Preliminary Engineer’s Report on a Proposed Drainage Fee

1. Background — A Brief History From 1992 To Date

The current sewer rates in El Cajon derive from Ordinance 4366 (adopted September 1,
1992) and Ordinance 4372 (adopted November 24, 1992). These ordinances set the rates
for five classes of sewer service (single and multi-family residential as well as low,
medium and high strength commercial). Except for a few minor changes in how bills are
calculated, the City has followed the rate structure of these two ordinances for the past
sixteen years.

Both 1992 ordinances specified that the rates would increase by 7.5% each year on
October 1%. The City implemented each scheduled rate increase through October 1,
1999. The following year the City Council decided not to implement the 7.5% annual
rate increase, suspending the collection of the increase, and no increases have occurred
since that time as a result of annual suspensions in the automatic increases.

A review of past budgets shows that prior to 2002 the City segregated sewer revenues
into a special revenue account (Sanitation Fund - Fund 42). The City then used that
revenue to fund expenses in four cost centers:

e Sanitation Disposal (42-0730) ~ Expenses associated with the transportation and
disposal of sewage.

e Sanitation Maintenance (42-0731) — Expenses associated with maintaining both
the municipal sewage collection system and the municipal storm drain system.
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e Sanitation Maintenance (42-0732) — Employee benefit expenses associated with
maintaining both the municipal sewage collection system and the municipal storm
drain system.

e Sanitation Major Capital Projects (42-0735) — Expenses associated with capital
maintenance and repair of the municipal sewage collection system and the
municipal storm drain system.

During the period 2001 to 2003 the Sanitation Fund evolved somewhat due to regulatory
changes. In response to the municipal storm water permit issued to El Cajon by the
Regional Board in 2001, the City declared street sweeping as a best management practice
and moved the sweeping expenses from the General Fund into the Sanitation Fund (fiscal
year 2001-02) and the following year (fiscal year 2002-03) created a new cost center for
expenses related to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
compliance, funding it from the Sanitation Fund. Also during fiscal year 2002-03, the
City changed the Sanitation Fund, a special revenue fund, into the Wastewater Fund, an
enterprise fund, to respond to the accounting requirements of GASB 34.

The City has no fee or charge for service for the collection of drainage through the
municipal drainage system. Since 1992 (and probably for many years before then) all
revenue of the Sanitation Fund, and later the Wastewater Fund, has derived primarily
from charges and fees related to sewage service, as well as interest income on the fund
balance.

2. The Problem

When Proposition 218 took effect in 1997 it added several new requirements to the
California Constitution relative to fees, assessments and charges for service. The
following three provisions apply directly to fees such as sewer charges.

e Revenues derived shall not exceed the funds required to provide the service.

o Revenues derived from a fee shall not be used for any purpose other than that for
which the fee was imposed.

e The amount of the fee shall not exceed the proportional cost of the service.

The language of Proposition 218, Section 5(a), specifically exempted certain charges so
long as they existed on July 1, 1997, but not future increases in those charges:

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the following assessments existing on the
effective date of this article shall be exempt from the procedures and
approval process set forth in Section 4.

(a) Any assessment imposed exclusively to finance the capital costs or
maintenance and operation expenses for sidewalks, streets, sewers, waler,
flood control, drainage systems or vector control. Subsequent increases in
such assessments shall be subject to the procedures and approval process
set forth in Section 4.



Since our current rates stem from the 1992 ordinance, Proposition 218 probably exempts
them from its provisions. Although we do not propose to raise rates now, we may need
to in the future. When that occurs, the City must meet the provisions of Proposition 218.
We should change our fee structure now to align our fees with Proposition 218, while we
can make the changes revenue neutral to our customer base. If we wait to make the
changes in conjunction with some future rate increase, we risk mixing several issues into
one and confusing the property owners who vote on any fee proposal.

3. Past Expenses
Table 1 summarizes the expense history of the Wastewater Enterprise for the past four

fiscal years. Account 650710 encompassed only sewer related expenses, while accounts
650740 and 650750 paid only for drainage related expenses. The remaining two

operating accounts, 650720 and 650730, funded both sewer and drainage expenses.

Wastewater Enterprise Expense History
Table 1

Labor Account  FY 04-05 FY 05-06 FY 06-07 FY 07-08
Wastewater Disposal 650710 $203,767 $176,066 $157,527 $145,267
\Wastewater Maintenance 650720 $1,064,296 $1,135,456 $1,270,195 $1,350,968
Customer Service 650730 $178,610 $213,996 $250,552 $261,419
Sweeping Maintenance 650740 $224,627 $228,277 $242,039 $254,698
NPDES Compliance 650750 $561,473 $533,487 $550,856 $713,364
Total Labor Costs $2,232,773 $2,287,282 $2,471,169 $2,725,716
Materials, Services, Supplies FY 04-05 FY 05-06 FY 06-07 FY 07-08
Wastewater Disposal 650710 $7,971,169 $7,992,746 $7,353,020 $8,729,998
Wastewater Maintenance 650720 $360,658 $400,312 $377,542 $401,354
Customer Service 650730 $212,723 $214,047 $226,400 $219,241
Sweeping Maintenance 650740 $144,303 $192,462 $208,346 $209,345
NPDES Compliance 650750 $222,836 $183,639 $254,876 $397,242
Total Mat. & Svcs. Costs $8,911,689 $8,983,206 $8,420,184 $9,957,180
Capital Outlay Various $38,825 $24,367 $55,285 $74,766
Vehicle Replacement 650950 $77,415 $487 $50,668 $0
Capital Maintenance 650900 $1,136,770 $1,076,122 $1,130,993 $962,345
Total Expenses All $12,397,472  $12,371,464 $12,128,299  $13,720,007
Sewer Expenses $9,807,236 $9,792,508 $9,313,843 $10,580,870
Drainage Expenses $2,590,236 $2,578,956 $2,814,450 $3,139,137
Total Expenses $12,397,472 $12,371,464  $12,128,299  $13,720,007
Sewer Expenses 79% 79% 77% 77%
Drainage Expenses 21% 21% 23% 23%
Total Expenses 100% 100% 100% 100%

The capital outlay, vehicle replacement, and capital maintenance accounts also paid for
both sewer and drainage related expenses. The bottom of Table 1 apportions the
expenses of each fiscal year into estimated sewer expenses and estimated drainage
expenses based upon an analysis of the actual expense data. The table does not include
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4. Past Revenues

Table 2 summarizes the revenue history of the Wastewater Enterprise for the past four
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Wastewater Enterprise Revenue History

Table 2
Account FY 04-05 FY 05-06 FY 06-07 FY 07-08

Licenses and Permits

Industrial Waste Permit 4470 $9,251 $10,742 $16,315 $7.950
Charges For Service

Septic Tank Fees 5060 $19,855 $16,969 $35,210 $671,497
Sewer Connection Fees 5061 $563,933 $375,694 $430,774 $136,387
Sewer Wet Tap Fees 5062 $2,985 $2,590 $4,320 $6,000
Sewer Service Charges 5063 $11,071,732  $10,980,979 $11,730,574  $11,342,292
Services - Imported Flow 5064 $221 $40 $60 $132
Stormwater Fees 5065 $25,650 $41,880 $45,737 $53,228
Subtotal $11,684,375 $11,418,152 $12,246,674  $12,209,537
Interest Earnings 5310 $916,582 $918,343 $1,278,810 $1,305,766
Unrealized Inv. Gain Loss 5330 ($163,151) ($41,922) $158,113 $175,235
Subtotal $753,432 $876,421 $1,436,923 $1,481,001
Citations 5512 $4,550 $1,100 $900 $1,860
Compliance Fees 5513 $5,252 $14,037 $9,600 $7,200
Subtotal $9,802 $15,137 $10,500 $9,060
Misc. Revenue 6090 $126,200 $26,890 $392,100 $91,300
Misc. Sewer Reimb. 6520 $1,037 $101,780 $2,522 $1,407
Misc. Drainage Reimbs. 6520 $318 $0 $0 $142,827
Total $12,584,415  $12,449,123 $14,105,035 $13,943,082

Accounts 5063, 5310, and 5330 have for many years been used to fund both sewer and

drainage activities. These are the revenue acc
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revenue to drainage. It then calculates how much of the sewer service charge revenue
went to fund drainage expenses.

Drainage Related Revenues
Table 3
Account  FY 04-05 FY 05-06 FY 06-07 FY 07-08

Current Drainage Revenues
Interest Earnings (25%) 5310 $188,358 $219,105 $359,231 $370,250
Stormwater Fees 5065 $25,650 $41,880 $45,737 $53,228
Citations 5512 $4,550 $1,100 $900 $1,860
Compliance Fees 5513 $5,252 $14,037 $9,600 $7,200
Misc. Drainage Reimbs. 6520 $318 $0 $0 $142,827
Current Drainage Revenues $224,128 $276,122 $415,468 $575,366
Total Drainage Expenses ($2,590,236) ($2,578,956) ($2,814,450) ($3,139,137)
Drainage Revenue Need $2,366,108 $2,302,834 $2,398,982 $2,563,771
Need As % Of Sewer Service Charge 21% 21% 20% 23%

Remaining Sewer Related Revenues Vs. Sewer Expenses
Total Sewer Revenues $9,994,179 $9,870,167 $11,290,585 $10,803,945
Total Sewer Expenses $9,807,236 $9,792,508 $9,313,849  $10,580,870
Excess (Shortfall) $186,943 $77,6569  $1,976,736 $223,075

5. Estimated Drainage Budget

Table 4 apportions [ Egtimated Future Drainage Rev. & Exp.

the $3.181 million Table 4

in estimated |pavenues

drainage expenses, |[Traditional Drainage Revenues $400,000 12.37%

determined above |proposed Drainage Fee Revenues $2,834,000 87.63%

in Section 3, to the

various drainage |Total Proposed Drainage Revenues $3,234,000 100.00%

related activities.

It also estimates

the future I[E)?;ig;:sMaintenance $890,000 27.98%
. , . (

gfgﬁ;‘;r;alrevenues Customer Service $120,000 3.77%

Sweeping Maintenance $465,000 14.62%

at $400K per year. |NpDES Compliance $1,111,000 34.93%

This number is |Capital Outlay $25,000 0.79%

slightly less than |Vehicle Replacement $20,000 0.63%

that actually |Capital Maintenance $550,000 17.29%

received in the last

two fiscal years in Total Expected Drainage Expenses $3,181,000 100.00%

anticipation of lower interest income. Finally it estimates the amount of revenue that the
proposed drainage fee must generate in order to pay for the annual drainage expenses.
Based upon these calculations, the proposed citywide drainage fee must generate $2.781
million per year.

\ 37



6. Structuring The Drainage Fee

Under the current proposal El Cajon will lower its sewer fee to the 75% of the current fee
(excluding the current $1 per month billing charge). In an average rainfall year the new
sewer rate will generate an estimated $8.343 million in sewer service revenue. Combined
with other existing sewer revenue streams and interest income, the city will realize an
estimated $10.366 million in total annual sewer revenue against an estimated $9.543
million in annual sewer expenses. The difference between expected sewer revenues and
expenses will help fund the ramp up in sewer capital maintenance projects recently
identified in the sewer master plan.

The proposed new drainage fee would recoup the annual expenses of the municipal storm
drain system (including NPDES compliance) by generating an estimated $2.781 million
in annual revenue. This amount equals the 25% sewer fee reduction. Combined with
other existing drainage revenue streams and interest income, the city will realize $3.181
million in annual drainage revenue against an estimated $3.181 million in annual
drainage expenses.

In the overall these changes will be revenue neutral, since the city will lower annual
sewer revenue by the amount of revenue generated by the new storm water fee.

Going forward, El Cajon will apportion these sewer and drainage charges using different
calculations of proportional benefit. Consequently, the total of the sewer and storm water
charges for individual parcels will not equal the sewer charges currently paid by the
parcel owners. Having said that, the future charges would more equitably represent the
proportional benefit received by each parcel.

A calculation based upon the relative storm water runoff coming from each parcel
provides the fairest method of defining proportional benefit for a storm water related fee.
There are several methodologies for estimating runoff rates for any given area of land and
rainfall. Probably the fairest method, as well as the easiest one to understand and explain
to non-engineers, is the so-called Rational Method. Engineers commonly use this method
to quantify runoff when designing storm drains. Both the City of El Cajon Improvement
Standards and the County of San Diego Hydrology Manual recognize and accept the
Rational Method for the design of such drainage works.

The Rational Method consolidates the combined efforts of impervious area (based on
land use) and soil type (unpaved areas are not completely pervious, so they also create
runoff) into a single runoff coefficient, “C”, which denotes the percentage of rainfall that
will run off the surface of the parcel under consideration. Quite simply, under the
Rational Method the runoff leaving a parcel is proportional to the “C” factor multiplied
by the area of the parcel. The finite volume of runoff will vary based upon the design
storm frequency and duration under consideration, but the proportional contribution of
each parcel will remain constant regardless of the size of the rain event.

This report bases its determination of proportional benefit upon Table 3-1 of the County
of San Diego Hydrology Manual. This table of “Runoff Coefficients For Urban Areas”
was published in 2001 and represents much more current data than the older table in the
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City of El Cajon Improvement Standards. We anticipate that El1 Cajon will adopt the
County hydrology standards next year as part of the update to our drainage master plan.

Table 5 apportions the entire land area of the City of El Cajon by land use zone, lists the
«0” coefficient for each land use zone, and lists the fee apportionment for each land use
zone.

The table does not include the land areas comprising the public rights of way. This
presumes that all parcels in the city share proportionately in the runoff created by the
streets and alleys.

The table does include all parcels owned by the City of El Cajon and any other
governmental entity.

The table gives a 50% credit to those areas owned by the County of San Diego and for
which the county currently administers and pays for NPDES compliance and best
management practices associated with NPDES, primarily Gillespie Airfield. The City of
El Cajon owns and maintains the drainage infrastructure serving these areas, so a 50% fee
is appropriate. The table reflects no such credit for all county owned areas where the
City of El Cajon administers the NPDES activities.

| 43"5 L

Rob Turner
Director of Public Works
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Table 5

City Wide Drainage Factor 0.015|per square foot
Total Zone Area e
CITY ZONE (SF) Factor $ per Zone

0O-S 2,995,450.17 0.36 $16,175.43
0O-S-H 1,627,292.33 0.36 $8,787.38
R-E-40 382,681.06 0.39 $2,238.68
R-E-40-H 4,993,256.08 0.39 $29,210.55
R-E-20 9,167,294.65 0.45 $61,879.24
R-E-20-H 3,841,380.37 0.45 $25,929.32
PRD-LOW-LOW 147,638.30 0.47 $1,040.85
PRD-LOW-LOW-H 557,176.96 0.47 $3,928.10
R-S-14 5,891,968.42 0.48 $42,422.17
R-S-14-H 6,808,186.06 0.48 $49,018.94
R-S-14-H-MH 303,647.04 0.48 $2,186.26
R-S-9 22,732,555.34 0.51 $173,904.05
R-S-9-H 12,857,359.21 0.51 $98,358.80
R-1-6 89,702,692.29 0.56 $753,502.62
R-1-6-H 9,776,838.19 0.56 $82,125.44
R-1-6-MH 217,990.03 0.56 $1,831.12
R-2-R 5,798,744.68 0.56 $48,709.46
R-2-R-MH 682,131.51 0.56 $5,729.90
PRD-LOW 2,799,815.78 0.58 $24,358.40
PRD-LOW-H 336,911.23 0.58 $2,931.13
R-2 3,5639,131.47 0.58 $30,790.44
R-2-H 260,621.81 0.58 $2,267.41
R-2-MH 1,043,623.81 0.58 $9,079.53
R-3-R 3,512,310.40 0.64 $33,718.18
R-3-R-H 12,608.91 0.64 $121.05
R-3-R-MH 0.00 0.64 $0.00
PRD-LOW-MED 634,218.72 0.65 $6,183.63
PRD-MED 51,879.70 0.67 $521.39
R-3 26,633,674.36 0.67 $267,668.43
R-3-H 151,412.42 0.67 $1,521.69
R-3-MH 2,128,021.80 0.67 $21,386.62
R-4 1,629,968.42 0.72 $17,603.66
C-1 4,358,864.23 0.79 $51,652.54
C-1-H 111,775.53 0.79 $1,324.54
R-5 45,271.13 0.79 $536.46
C-2 14,959,911.39 0.82 $184,006.91
C-2-H 372,237.12 0.82 $4,578.562
C-R 10,021,921.94 0.82 $123,269.64
C-M 4,159,469.11 0.85 $53,033.23
O-P 3,782,600.83 0.85 $48,228.16
O-P-H 1,021,291.69 0.85 $13,021.47
M 30,489,826.80 0.87 $397,892.24
M-H 467,652.88 0.87 $6,102.87
P 103,921.76 0.87 $1,356.18
*Gillespie Field 14,289,849.85 0.87 $93,241.27
*HOA Open Space 5,668,722.91 0.36 $30,611.10

TOTALS 311,071,798.69 SF $2,833,984.98
*Reduced by 50%
*PRD-LOW-H 113,140.99
**R-S-9 4,399,119.37
**R-S-9-H 1,156,462.55
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DATE: February 17, 2009

TO: Mayor Lewis, Mayor Pro Tem Wells,
Councilmembers Hanson-Cox, Kendrick, and McClellan

FROM: Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: No Parking — Grossmont College Drive at Nugent Court

RECOMMENDATION: That the City Council adopt the next RESOLUTION in
order and establish the following “No Parking” zone:

Along the southerly curbline of Grossmont College Drive beginning at
a point 42 feet west of the westerly extended curbline of Nugent Court
thence west a distance of 50 feet.

BACKGROUND: This is a request, from a resident writing on behalf of her
neighbors on Nugent Court. In her request, she explains that many of the
students from Grossmont College are parking in the residential areas around the
college due to the closure of a large on-campus parking area (during construction
of a parking structure). In this area, vehicles parking along Grossmont College
Drive tend to block sight distance for vehicles exiting from Nugent Court onto
Grossmont College Drive during certain times of the day and days of the week.

An interview was attempted with the property owner, who could be the most
affected by this action, however staff was unable to make contact, and
subsequently, a notice was left at the home. A parking study indicated that
parking in the area is often at 100% during certain hours of the day. According to
a three (3) year accident review, there have been no accidents at this location
(where a report would have been taken). Due to the number of vehicles using this
street (Nugent Court), the number of vehicles parking in this area, combined with
the reduced sight distance, and other uncontrollable factors this request appears
to meet the Council’s approved policy for the establishment of “No Parking zones”.

The attached drawing shows, in order to establish a “No Parking” zone based



Council AGENDA February 24, 2009
Page 2

solely on sight distance, the amount of No Parking would be 100 feet. However,
based on past Traffic Commission practices, lesser zones have been established in
order to provide some sight distance while reducing the amount of on-street
parking removal.

FISCAL IMPACT: Approximately $100.00 for initial installation and routine
maintenance costs.

PREPARED BY: APPROVED BY:

TZLY%’ tbk/’“/ #&}%3L£J€A¢4%\
Rob Turner Kathi Henry U
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS CITY MANAGER
Attachments
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TO: THE CITY COUNCIL OF EL CAJONGRECEE " Nision

ON BEHALF OF THE NEIGHBORS ON NUGENT COURT, I’AM REQUESTING
THAT THE CITY PAINT A RED CURB ON GROSSMONT COLLEGE DRIVE AT
LEAST TWO CAR LENGHTS WEST FROM THE CORNER OF NUGENT COURT.

THE REASONS ARE : WHEN THE CARS COME OFF THE FREEWAY RAMP OR
OUT OF THE CAMPUS ON TO GROSSMONT COLLEGE DR. AND GO EAST TO
FANITA IT IS ALMOST IMPOSSIBLE TO SEE THE CARS APPROACHING OUR
CORNER, UNTIL THEY ARE RIGHT ON TOP OF US, GROSSMONT BECOMES A
ONE LANE THROUGH THIS AREA

BECAUSE THE TRAFFIC COMING UP FANITA TENDS NOT TO STOP AT THE
STOP SIGN AT THE CORNER, WE ARE CAUGHT IN THE MIDDLE TRYING NOT
TO GET HIT FROM EITHER WAY.

SOMEDAY A CAR IS GOING TO GET BROADSIDED BEAUSE OF THE SAFETY
HAZARD CAUSED BY THIS BLIND AREA ON GROSSMONT DR.

THE STUDENTS PARKING ON GROSSMONT DR. ARE THE ONES WHO HAVE
BEEN PARKING THERE BEFORE THE NEW PARKING GARAGE ON CAMPUS
WAS STARTED,THEY TEND TO NOT WANT TO PAY THE PARKING FEES,
AND USE OUR STREETS FOR SCHOOL PARKING

RECENTLY, SERGE DESROSIERS, FROM THE CITY TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
DEPARTMENT, CAME OUT AND TOOK PHOTOS, SHOWING THE PROBLEM,

GROSSMONT COLLEGE DR. ACROSS THE STREET FROM THIS CORNER IS
ALL PAINTED RED.

SINCERELY / y
%ﬁo a/;/( /?W //QZ@//M\/

DOROTHY McRA]
1099 NUGENT CT
EL CAJON, 92020

CC: TREV HOLMAN

/
&\
e}
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Parking Study On South Side of

Grossmont College Dr.

West of Nugent Ct.

0 E: February 10,2009
No. 8:00 AM 10:00 AM 12:00 Noon 2:00 PM 4:00 PM USAGE
1 SBJUS94 Same Vehicle Same Vehicle - - 60
2 S7ZA028 | SameVehicle | 47JU920 | SemeVehicle | SFIR401 | 100
3 SVMD3528 4TLT795 Same Vehicle Same Vehicle Same Vehicle 100
4 SWAK716 Same Vehicle Same Vehicle Same Vehicle Same Vehicle 100
5 6FNL276 Same Vehicle Same Vehicle Same Vehicle 80
6 6Y38319 Same Vehicle Same Vehicle TE57995 Same Vehicle 100
7 4EAU194 Same Vehicle Same Vehicle Same Vehicle Same Vehicle 100
s | 4TDS709 5YJC049 | SameVehice | S5UPF584 5A94810 | 100
9 6DVB793 Same Vehicle Same Vehicle Same Vehicle Same Vehicle 100
Average = | 93.3%




On February 13, 2009 I left this
notice at the front door of 1084
Nugent Ct. because the owner/tenant
not not home.

Serge Desrosiers

NOTICE

February 13, 2008

TO: Property Owner/Tenant at 1084 Nugent Ct:

SUBJECT: Proposed No Parking Zone on
The south side of Grossmont College Dr. just
West of Nugent Ct.

On Tuesday, February 24, 2009, at 3:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, the City of El Cajon

City Council will be considering the subject item. As owner/tenant in this area, you may be

affected by the proposal. Therefore, you may want to attend this meeting.

For more information, or if you would like to offer your opinion on this matter before the

meeting, please contact the Traffic Engineering Division at 441-1653 before Februay 20, 2009.
CITY OF EL CAJON

PUBLIC WORKS
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING

WM\
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DATE: February 17, 2009

TO: Mayor Lewis, Mayor Pro Tem Wells
Council Members Hanson-Cox, Kendrick, and McClellan

FROM: Director of Community Development
SUBJECT: Initiation of Zoning Text Amendment Pertaining to Blood Plasma Centers
RECOMMENDATION: That the City Council:

1. Move to adopt the next RESOLUTION in order to consider a zoning text amendment to
consider changing the regulations pertaining to Blood Plasma Centers; and

2 Direct the Director of Community Development to schedule Public Hearings before the
Planning Commission and City Council to consider this amendment.

BACKGROUND: The City zoning ordinance allows both medical labs and blood banks on properties
zoned Office Professional (O-P) as permitted uses, but does not allow blood plasma centers (which are
a type of medical lab) in the O-P zone, even with a conditional use permit. Conversely, the zoning
ordinance allows blood plasma centers on properties zoned General Commercial (C2) with a
conditional use permit, an area primarily intended for retail / service uses that generate sales taxes.

Staff is requesting the City Council initiate a zoning text amendment study to consider whether plasma
centers should be allowed, subject to a conditional use permit in the O-P zone and / or prohibited
outright in the C2 zone. This request is being made at this time because the increased growth in the
bio-technology industry, coupled with the need for the location of smaller, highly technical, laboratory
facilities, has resulted in at least one local business (that develops medical products that rely on
research conducted on blood plasma) to seek to locate a plasma center with 60 new jobs in the City. It
has been demonstrated to staff that the types of buildings best suited for this medical lab use appear to
be located in the O-P zone rather than the C2 zone.

FISCAL IMPACT: None.

PREPARED BY: APPROVED BY:
m 4‘49\/%'\ kb‘ S k)&ﬁfi{%&a/zaa
Melissa Ayres v Kathi Henry J

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR CITY MANAGER
ATTACHMENT:

Proposed Resolution

42



RESOLUTION NO. -09

A RESOLUTION OF INTENTION TO CONSIDER AMENDING THE ZONING
ORDINANCE TEXT PERTAINING TO BLOOD PLASMA CENTERS.

WHEREAS, The City zoning ordinance allows both medical labs and blood banks on
properties zoned Office Professional (O-P) as permitted uses, but does not allow blood plasma
centers (which are a type of medical lab) in the O-P Zone, even with a conditional use permit.
Conversely, the zoning ordinance allows blood plasma centers on properties zoned General
Commercial (C2) with a conditional use permit, an area primarily intended for retail / service
uses that generate sales taxes; and

WHEREAS, blood plasma centers may be more appropriately located in buildings
designed for professional office use, free from retail traffic, which buildings are more likely to
be located in the Office Professional (O-P) Zone; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 17.72 of the Municipal Code provides that zoning text
amendments can be initiated by the City Council upon adoption of a Resolution of Intention.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EL
CAJON AS FOLLOWS:

A. The City Council hereby initiates a zoning text amendment to consider whether the
regulations pertaining to plasma centers should be modified.

B. Pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 17.72, the Community Development Director is
directed to schedule Public Hearings before the Planning Commission and City
Council to consider this matter further.

2/24/09 ~ ltem 4.4

Reso of Intent — Zoning Text Amendment
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Agenda Report
DATE: February 19, 2009

TO: Mayor Lewis, Mayor Pro Tem Wells,
Councilmembers Hanson-Cox, Kendrick, and McClellan

FROM: City Manager

SUBJECT: Agreement with MTS to Regulate Taxicab Service within El Cajon

RECOMMENDATION: That the City Council review the report and decline to make
changes to the current regulating authority at this time.

BACKGROUND: Since 1984, the City of El Cajon has had an ongoing agreement with
MTS to regulate taxicab service within El Cajon. The regulation involves licensing of the
cabs and drivers, determining the appropriate number of vehicles to license and the
method for distributing those licenses, inspecting the cabs for mechanical functionality
and cleanliness, determining the rate of fare to be charged, handling any complaints
from the public, and assuming liability not solely limited to the taxi cab company. The
City does not pay for this service and in return, MTS retains the licensing fee. This
agreement has worked well for more than twenty years.

Recently the taxi drivers operating in the City have begun to express dissatisfaction with
several aspects of the MTS program. The issuance of licenses (medallions) to operate in
the city of San Diego is the biggest problem. San Diego only allows a limited number of
medallions to be issued in San Diego, whereas those issued to operate in East County
are not limited. East County cabs cannot pick up fares in San Diego, but San Diego
based cabs can pick up fares throughout the East County, creating an advantage for the
San Diego operators. Because a majority of the medallions go to companies based in
San Diego there are a disproportionate number of San Diego cabs with basically
unlimited service areas compared to those cabs based in East County. Additionally, the
cab drivers believe the license fee MTS is charging is excessive and that the inspection
process is overly burdensome.

Staff has met several times with the drivers and representatives of MTS. Council
member McClellan, who is the City’s representative to MTS, has also met with this
group. MTS denies that there is an excessive fee issue as they (like the City) are only
allowed to charge what it costs them to provide the service and they feel their inspection
process is warranted due to the liability involved with mechanical defects. However,

4



MTS does not object to the City resuming authority for the regulation of taxicabs in El
Cajon.

In order to resume the regulation of these vehicles for hire, the city will have to adopt an
ordinance that will establish a system to issue licenses to approximately 40 vehicles,
provide inspection services on at least an annual basis for all licensed taxicabs, establish
a complaint system, and respond to violations. This process will likely be operated
through the City’s Police and Public Works Departments. Additionally, taxicab
regulation will be part of the City’s comprehensive liability insurance program and will
likely require an additional premium.

At this time the City is not in a position to take on additional responsibilities, especially
those involving the Police Department. The City continues to operate with a hiring freeze
and is losing employees through attrition. We are at this time trying to maintain our
essential city services. We recognize that the current state of the economy is creating a
hardship for all business and taxicab operators are no exception to these difficult times.
The fact that San Diego does not allow open competition in their city is unfortunate;
however, staff feels that MTS is providing the service necessary at this time to provide
taxi service to our residents, and in the most efficient means possible, resulting in a
much more reasonable license fee. Staff will continue to work with the local taxi drivers
and MTS to resolve any administrative disputes pertaining to inspections of vehicles.

FISCAL IMPACT: There will be no impact to the General Fund. If the City Council
wishes to proceed with an Ordinance, staff will draft one and establish the relative cost
for regulating vehicles for hire. That cost will be passed on to the operator through the
license fee.

PREPARED BY:

KOG \Q&w\ui
Kathi Henry U
City Manager

M5
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10 a.m. to 12 noon 2 !
SANDAG Board Room Q, % -
401 B Street, 7" Floor ~ 1.Z -, £
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AGENDA HIGHLIGHTS

TransNet EARLY ACTION PROGRAM

FINANCING OPTIONS
COMPASS CARD STAT

US UPDATE

PLEASE TURN OFF CELL PHONES DURING THE MEETING

YOU CAN LISTEN TO THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
MEETING BY VISITING OUR WEB SITE AT WWW.SANDAG.ORG

MISSION STATEMENT

SANDAG builds consensus, makes strategic plans, ob
and builds public transit, and provides information on a broad range of topics pertinent to the
region's quality of life.

The 18 cities and county government are SANDAG serving as the forum for regional decision-making.

tains and allocates resources, plans, engineers,

San Diego Association of Governments - 401 B Street, Suite 800, San Diego, CA 92101-4231%
(619) 699-1900 - Fax (619) 699-1905 - www.sandag.org
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SANDAG

Welcome to SANDAG. Members of the public may speak to the Board of Directors on any item at
the time the Board is considering the item. Please complete a Speaker’s Slip, which is located in the
rear of the room, and then present the slip to the Clerk of the Board seated at the front table. Also,
members of the public are invited to address the Board on any issue under the agenda item entitled
Public Comments/Communications/Member Comments. Speakers are limited to three minutes. The
Board of Directors may take action on any item appearing on the agenda.

This agenda and related staff reports can be accessed at www.sandag.org under Meetings on the
SANDAG Web site. Public comments regarding the agenda can be forwarded to SANDAG via the e-
mail comment form also available on the Web site. E-mail comments should be received no later
than 12 noon, two working days prior to the Board of Directors meeting.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), SANDAG will accommodate persons
who require assistance in order to participate in SANDAG meetings. If such assistance is required,
please contact SANDAG at (619) 699-1900 at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting. To request
this document or related reports in an alternative format, please call (619) 699-1900, (619) 699-1904
(TTY), or fax (619) 699-1905.

SANDAG offices are accessible by public transit.
Phone 511 or see 511sd.com for route information.
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SECOND AVE. EXIT

DOWNTOQWN SAN DIEGO

N o e
* AT

=R el R !
R R Bl SE s e

airport \

v, GEDAR STREET

"

- BEECH STREET

S N S —

z
|
| <
3 X
L q
______ & AsTREET="10 N[SANDAG | — —
E 4 401 B STREET
] A ; SUITE 800 |
B} e LTl BSTRERT e
£ a . EERERE
FEROLLE o . . - @, w
il T - & : ey
ROUTE 992 BUS FROM AIRPORT ____ e 3 ; ™
— T BROADWAY l
i
2 Rev010909

1



**REVISED**

BOARD OF DIRECTORS POLICY AGENDA
Friday, February 13, 2009

ITEM # RECOMMENDATION

1. PUBLIC COMMENTS/COMMUN!CATIONS/MEMBER COMMENTS

Members of the public shall have the opportunity to address the Board on any issue
within the jurisdiction of SANDAG. Anyone desiring to speak shall reserve time by
completing a “Request to Speak” form and giving it to the Clerk of the Board prior
to speaking. Public speakers should notify the Clerk of the Board if they have a
handout for distribution to Board members. Speakers are limited to three minutes.
Board members also may provide information and announcements under this
agenda item.

REPORTS (2 through 4)

+2. TransNet EARLY  ACTION PROGRAM  FINANCING OPTIONS APPROVE
(Renée Wasmund)*

With the current liquidity instrument for $300 million of the $600 million in bonds
issued in March 2008 approaching the expiration of its one-year term, several
options for replacement were considered by the SANDAG finance team and its
advisors. This report presents a summary of the options considered and asks that the
Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to amend the current agreement
with J.P. Morgan to renew the liquidity facility on Series A and B bonds for 364 days
through March 25, 2010, at arate of 105 basis points (1.05%).

j;jA_._ PROPQOSED A_MENDMENT TO TransNet EXISTING INTEREST RATE APPROVE
SWAPS (Renée Wasmund; Keith Curry and Andrew McKendrick, PEM)*

The current market conditions have created an unusual situation that may be an
opportunity for SANDAG to lower our borrowing costs by amending two of the
three existing TransNet interest rate swaps. The Board of Directors is asked to concur
with the recommendation from our financial advisor, Public Financial Management
to solicit_interest_to possibly amend the existing interest rate swaps. Further
discussion_and_action by the Board will be scheduled for the February 27, 2009,

Board meeting.




+3. COMPASS CARD STATUS UPDATE (James Dreisbach-Towle) INFORMATION

Staff will update the Board of Directors on the status of Compass Card system
deployment. Two issues have been identified in the full system testing conducted to
date: intermittent software problems with stand-alone validators on contract and
suburban buses, and inconsistent test results when cards are tapped for rides on and
transfers between services. The vendor, Cubic Transportation, has developed a
patch to the software, which is currently undergoing testing. Cubic is performing a
quality assurance test on the entire system. SANDAG, Metropolitan Transit System,
and North County Transit District staffs will need to do additional testing beyond
March 1, 2009, to ensure the system’s stability and operational readiness. All three
agencies are still working toward the complete system launch on July 1, 2009.

4. CLOSED SESSION: CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL CONCERNING
INITIATION OF LITIGATION

Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(c) - ONE POTENTIAL CASE

5. UPCOMING MEETINGS
The next Business meeting of the Board of Directors is scheduled for Friday,
February 27, 2009, at 9 a.m. The next Policy meeting of the Board of Directors is

scheduled for Friday, March 13, 2009, at 10 a.m.

6. ADJOURNMENT

+ next to an agenda item indicates an attachment
* next to an agenda item indicates a San Diego Regional Transportation Commission item
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Agenda Report
DATE:  February 13, 2009 |
TO: Mayor Pro Tem Wells, Councilmembers Hanson-Cox,

Kendrick, and McClellan

FROM: Mayor Lewis

SUBJECT: Economic Development Advisory Committee

RECOMMENDATION: That the City Council appoint two members to an Economic
Development Advisory Committee to work with staff on applicable economic development
1ssues.

BACKGROUND: At arecent City Council meeting, the City Council approved an agreement
with Buxton Company to begin work on identifying key retailers that are currently in
expansion mode and may be a good fit for the City of El Cajon. The company will also prepare
marketing packets and set the City up with interviews with these retailers in the near future.
City Council members have expressed an interest in being a part of these discussions. If the
City Council is agreeable, an advisory committee may be established to work with staff in
developing the Buxton strategy as well as other matters involving economic development
strategies that may be timely.

FISCAL IMPACT: None.

PREPARED BY:

S g

Mark Lewis
MAYOR
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DATE: February 19, 2009
TO: Mayor and City Council
FROM: Mayor Pro Tem Bill Wells

SUBJECT: Council Activities Report

RECOMMENDATION:

That the City Council accept and file the following report of Council/Mayor activities attended
during the current agenda period. :

BACKGROUND:

Government Code Section 53232.3(d) requires members of a legislative body to provide brief
reports on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency at the next regular meeting of the
legislative body.

REPORT:

Since the last City Council meeting, | have attended the following events on behalf of the City of El
Cajon:

February 17, 2009 - Meeting with developer David Weiland

February 17, 2009 - Meeting with Mark Robak, METRO JPA

February 19, 2009 - Meeting with Mayor Lewis

February 19, 2009 - Meeting with Redevelopment/Housing Director Cooksy
February 20, 2009 - Pick up Materials from City Hall

February 24, 2009 - ~ City Council Advisory Meeting 1:30 p.m.

February 24, 2009 - Agenda Meeting, City Council Meetings 3:00 & 7:00 p.m.

| will be happy to answer any questions you may have.
SUBMITTED BY,

AN 2

‘\[)w(// ét) fé/yz/J
Bill Wells
Mayor Pro Tem

=
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Jillian Hanson-Cox

COUNCIL ACTIVITIES
(from Feb 9 to Feb 23, 2009)

Mon, 02/09/09 - League of CA Cities

Tues, 02/10/09 - Mike Cully, San Diego East County Chamber of Commerce
City Council Meeting

Wed, 02/11/09 - Diane Jacob’s, State of the County Address

Thur, 02/12/09 - Betty Brice, Constituent

Thur, 02/19/09 - CDC “A Toastto... Gala” Committee Meeting

Frii 02/20/09 - SANDAG “Public Safety” meeting
City Hall to pick up mail and Council book

Mon, 02/23/09 - El Cajon Citizen of the Year
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DATE: February 17, 2009
TO: Mayor and City Council
FROM: Councilmember Kendrick

SUBJECT: Council Activities Report

RECOMMENDATION:

That the City Council accept and file the following report of Council/Mayor activities attended
during the current agenda period.

BACKGROUND:

Government Code Section 53232.3(d) requires members of a legislative body to provide brief
reports on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency at the next regular meeting of the
legislative body.

REPORT:

Since the last City Council meeting, | have attended the following events on behalf of the City of El
Cajon:

February 17, 2009 - Pick up material from City Hall

February 21, 2009 - Pick up material from City Hall

February 24, 2009 - City Council Advisory Meeting 1:30 p.m.
February 24, 2009 - City Council Meeting — 3:00 and 7:00 p.m.

| will be happy to answer any questions you may have.

SUBMITTED BY,

Q ﬂ“)\’"\‘ KZ”’LC!’?/Z& ) o
Gary Kehdrick é, :
Councilmember .
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DATE: February 18, 2009
TO: Mayor and City Council
FROM: Councilmember McClellan

SUBJECT: Council Activities Report

RECOMMENDATION:

That the City Council accept and file the following report of Council/Mayor activities attended
during the current agenda period.

BACKGROUND:

Government Code Section 53232.3(d) requires members of a legislative body to provide brief
reports on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency at the next regular meeting of the
legislative body.

REPORT:

Since the last City Council meeting, | have attended the following events on behalf of the City of El
Cajon:

February 19, 2009 - MTS Meeting

February 20, 2009 - Pick up materials from City Hall

February 24, 2009 - City Council Advisory Meeting 1:30 p.m.
February 24, 2009 - City Council Meetings, 3:00 and 7:00 p.m.

| will be happy to answer any questions you may have.

SUBMITTED BY,
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Councilmember N e
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US SENATE CONTINUES DEBATE ON ECONOMIC RECOVERY ACT
FEDERAL AGENCIES GEAR UP TO PROCESS FUNDS

The United States Senate continues to debate the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009. The stimulus package, which has grown to nearly $940 billion, drew opposition from
moderates this week. Unlike the House, the Senate will not have enough votes to pass the
package without some Republican support. Democratic moderates indicated late Thursday that
they were close to a deal that would decrease the price tag of the package and garner support
from enough Republicans to pass the legislation. For more, see Page 2.

LEAGUE REPRESENTATIVES TESTIFY IN LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS LOCAL
BUDGET CONDITIONS AND TRANSPORTATION FUNDING ISSUES

League representatives testified Wednesday at two separate legislative informational hearings,
one reviewing local government finance held jointly by the Assembly Local Government
Committee and the Assembly Budget Subcommittee #4 on State Administration, the other on
state transportation funding held by the Assembly Transportation Committee.

For more, see Page 2.

000000000000000000000000000000060000
SENATE PRESIDENT INDICATES BUDGET VOTE MAY BE NEAR

State Senate President Pro Tempore Darrell Steinberg was reported yesterday as saying that
both the Assembly and Senate would meet sometime next week to vote on a budget, even as he
cautioned that no final agreements on a budget deal had been reached. For more, see Page 3.
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‘Economy’ Continued from Page 1...

Majority Leader Harry Reid expressed cautious optimism that the Senate vote will happen later
today, with a firm deadline of Sunday. Once the Senate passes the bill, it will go to the conference
committee where a small committee will reconcile differences between the House and Senate
versions. House and Senate leadership are still hopeful that they will send the final bill to the
President by the end of next week.

Federal Transportation Agencies Release Online Guides

In the meantime, federal agencies are gearing up to process and distribute the funds quickly.
This week, the Department of Transportation announced that it created a team to oversee
transportation infrastructure spending in the economic stimulus package. The team will work to
make funds available quickly, craft reporting standards for accurate monitoring, and ensure that
all transparency and accountability standards are met.

Transportation agencies, including the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA), have already posted online guides on how to speed the pace of
transportation spending. The FHWA spending guidance is available at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/economicrecovery/index.htm. FTA's guidance can be found at
hitp:/fwww fta.dot.govindex_9118.html.

‘Hearings’ Continued from Page 1...

League First Vice President Ken Cooley, vice mayor of the city of Rancho Cordova, provided the
lead testimony for the League detailing the many difficult budget conditions that cities are facing
across the state. Cooley was joined on a panel of city officials by Scott Nassif, president of the
League’s Desert Mountain Division and mayor pro tem of the town of Apple Valley, and Tony
Santos, mayor, city of San Leandro. Also attending the hearing to provide a brief overview for
new committee members on the basics of city and county finance was League fiscal policy
advisor Michael Coleman. Cooley and the other city representatives detailed the service cuts and
layoffs cities are making to cope with the economic downturn, and highlighted the importance in
protecting local funding for services and infrastructure. Two witnesses also appeared on behalf of
the California State Association of Counties (CSAC) to deliver remarks.

The committee members, led by Assembly Member Anna Caballero (D-28, Salinas), chair of the
Local Government Committee and Assembly Member Juan Arambula (D-31 ,Fresno), chair of the
Budget Subcommittee #4 on State Administration, asked questions and relayed their concerns
about local budget conditions. They also asked the city and county representatives for their
suggestions to help alleviate cities’ fiscal difficulties and ways to stimuiate local economies. In
response, Cooley said that having the state adopt a budget quickly that addressed the state’s
deficit without taking more local revenue that would compound local budget difficulties was the
most important step. Cooley also advocated for the expedited release of the infrastructure bond
funds, protecting funding for redevelopment agencies, and not passing any new mandates on
local government, including those that expected locals to recover their costs by levying additional
fees. These themes were echoed by other witnesses. Nassif also shared several ideas from cities
in the League’s Desert Mountain Division, which included having transportation projects selected
at the county level rather than by the California Department of Transportation and temporarily
suspending the costs associated with AB 32 and SB 375. Santos advocated for restoring the
Vehicle License Fee. The hearing ended on a positive note with committee members stating their
appreciation for the discussion and looking forward to working with the League and CSAC on
measures which could relieve costs and limit additional mandates on local government.

At the Assembly Transportation Committee hearing, Wayne Lewis, assistant Public Works
director for the city of Fairfield represented the League. Lewis shared with the committee, chaired
by Assembly Member Mike Eng (D-49 Monterey Park), the many challenges cities face when
there is no predictable funding for transportation. The committee discussed the need for a
permanent, protected funding source for maintenance for highways and local streets and

roads. Several of the new committee members expressed their support and appreciation for what
cities are doing to adjust during these difficult fiscal times. The committee members also stated
their interest in receiving suggestions from cities on speeding up project delivery.



‘Budget’ Continued from Page 1...

The announcement was welcomed by most Capitol-watchers, even as a state of high anxiety
continues over the extent of program cuts and whether revenue increases could be structured to
win the two-thirds needed for passage.

The “Big Five” budget discussions did occur this week, but little or no information about the
details of a budget package had emerged.

The League and cities continue to reiterate to legislators the importance of the state solving its
budget problems without borrowing, shifting or taking local revenues. (See “League Testifies at
Legislative Budget and Transportation Hearing”, p. 1.)

Comments Regarding the New IRS Withholding Requirements Are Due By March
5, 2009

Cities that enter into large contracts for services or property have until March 5, to comment on
new tax withholding requirements being drafted by the federal Internal Revenue Service (IRS).

The regulations will implement provisions of the Tax Increase Prevention and Reconciliation Act
(TIPRA), passed in 2005.

TIPRA's Subsection (3402(t)) requires any local government that pays $100 million or more in a
calendar year to persons providing property or services to the government, including individuals,
trusts, estates, partnerships, associations, and corporations, will be required to withhold 3 percent
federal income tax. If the local government fails to withhold the tax required, it becomes liable for
the payment of the tax. Withholding is required at the time of payment, and applies to all
payments in any form (cash, check, credit card or payment card) with the exceptions listed below.

The provisions will go into effect beginning Dec. 31, 2010.

TIPRA is most commonly remembered for extending the reduced tax rates on capital gains and
dividends, and reducing the alternative minimum tax requirements. The requirement does not
apply to payments under contracts signed prior to Dec. 31, 2010.

Cities should note the following exceptions from the withholding requirement:

1. Payments otherwise subject to withholding, such as wages.

2. Payments for retirement benefits, unemployment compensation, or social security.

3. Payments subject to backup withholding, if the required backup withholding is actually
performed.

4. Payments for real property.

5. Payments of interest.

6. Payments to other government entities, foreign governments, tax exempt organizations,
or Indian tribes.

7. Payments made under confidential or classified contracts, as described in IRC
6050M(e)(3).

8. Payments made by a political subdivision of a state, or instrumentalities of a political
subdivision of a state that make annual payments for property or services of less than
$100 million.

9. Public assistance payments made on the basis of need or income. However, assistance
programs based solely on age, such as Medicare, are subject to the requirements.

10. Payments to employees in connection with service, such as retirement plan contributions,
fringe benefits, and expense reimbursements under an accountable plan.

11. Payments received by nonresident aliens and foreign corporations.

12. Payments made by Indian tribal governments.

13. Payments in emergency or disaster situations.



To submit comments electronically or request a public hearing, go to www.regulations.gov and

search for (IRS REG-158747-06).

The State Announces Riverside as an ‘Emerald City’

Bridgett Luther, director of the Department of Conservation
presents Ron Loveridge, mayor of Riverside with a
proctamation, designating the city of Riverside as an "Emerald
City.” Photo by, Michael J. Elderman

On Tuesday, Feb. 3, at the city council
evening session in Riverside, the state
designated the city of Riverside as an
“Emerald City.” This recognition is for
sustainable green initiatives and a
commitment to help the state achieve
multiple state environmental priorities. The
California Department of Conservation
(DOC) recently announced that Riverside

“will be the first city in the state to be

designated an “Emerald City" in its
Emerald Cities Pilot Project.

“We chose Riverside because of
extraordinary efforts in sustainable
activities in many environmental areas,
including renewable energy,” said Bridgett

Luther, director of the California Department of Conservation. “At the end of the pilot, DOC will
create an implementation ‘road map’ to help cities move toward a more sustainable future. It will
help California cities achieve what Riverside is already close to achieving.”

According to state officials, Riverside will be one of two cities in the pilot project that will gauge
their sustainable land uses and development principles; energy conservation and efficiency;
water conservation and quality; environmental health of citizens: air quality; and waste reduction
and recycling rates. The city of Tracy in Central California is the other city.

“This didn’t happen by accident,” said Riverside Mayor Ronald Loveridge. “Our Green Action Plan

was not created to sit on a shelf for show; it's a rea

l-world guideline for our environmental future.

It brings government, businesses and the community together to achieve a cleaner, greener

Riverside.”

Every city department has had a hand in the Emerald City claim, said Riverside’s Sustainability
Officer Mike Bacich. “Riverside Public Utilities, Public Works, Parks, General Services —to name
a few — have worked together to get Riverside to this point,” he said. “We are all working on this

together.”

Luther formally invited the city to participate in the programs at a council meeting on Tuesday,
Feb. 3. She said that recycling programs often serve as “the gateway to green” for many cities
and encouraged Riverside to take its citywide recycling program to the next level.

“California is where movements like this start at the citizen level,” Luther said in the packed
council chambers, which included dozens of local students and environmental activists. “ltis all
coming together because green is our future. Cities that embrace sustainability will be the places

where people want to come to and live.”

Part of the Emerald City program will include building a “best practices book,” making more
information available to cities and counties via the Web and creating a “green toolbox” for
government agencies that want to do more with sustainability, Luther said. She also expects
Riverside officials to help her agency identify barriers to going green, including cost burdens,
regulatory roadblocks and a lack of communication between state agencies.

“I think this is going to be the state’s finest hour,” Luther said. “We are going to go great places

together.”



Riverside officials said they were pleased that Luther had recognized their efforts and they
pledged to work with the state to further sustainability in California.

“It shows that we are doing more than just talking about going green,” Riverside Council Member
Frank Schiavone said. “We're actually doing something about it.”

Luther's visit coincided with an update the same night of the city’s progress in carrying out of the
goals of its Clean and Green Sustainable Riverside Action Plan. The plan is divided into seven
categories encompassing such topics as energy, greenhouse gas emissions, waste reduction,
urban design, urban nature, transportation and water.

Of the plan’s 38 action items, 34 are either completed or on target, and the remaining four items
have been updated for further completion.

“Riverside has come a long way,” said Tim Maloney, a local landscape architect and member of a
group of citizens that provides input on the plan.

Established in 1895, Riverside Public Utilities is a consumer-owned water and electric utility
governed by a Board of nine community volunteers that provides high quality, reliable services to
over 106,000 metered electric customers and 63,400 metered water customers throughout the
city of Riverside. The utility is committed to increased use of renewable energy resources and
sustainable living practices that help reduce environmental impacts within the city of Riverside
and the state of California. For more information on our green events, go to:
www.greenriverside.com.

2009 League of California Cities Planners Institute, March 25 - 27

Don't miss out on this year's Planners Institute, filled with educational sessions designed to meet
the priorities of planning professionals, as well as invaluable strategy sessions and networking
opportunities. The Institute will be held on March 25-27 in Anaheim at the Marriott Hotel and
Conference Center. You will want to attend if you are a: Planning Director, Redevelopment
Director, Planning Commissioner, Planning Staff, Community Development Director, Mayor or
Council Member.

Mark your calendar to come see Keynote Speaker Van Jones, the Founder/CEOQ of Green For All
in Oakland. Jones testified before Congress at a hearing on Jan. 15 focused on creating jobs and
stimulating the economy through renewable energy and energy efficiency. Jones’ testimony can
be read at http://www.qreenforall,orq/bloq/qreen-for-alI~testiﬁes—before-conqress-qreen—the-
stimulus—and«create—a-olean—enerqy-coros#testimony~before—the—select‘

Below are featured workshops you won't want to miss!

California Environmental Quality Act 101 (CEQA Basics)

Preparing and Adopting Effective General Plans

Using Prop 1C and Other State Funds to Achieve Housing Element Goals
Urban Design: What Cities Can Do for You and What You Can Do for Your City
Group Homes vs. The Neighborhood — Can They Get Along?

Pianning Cities for a New Era

SB 375 — the Intersection of Climate Change, Land Use and Transportation
Housing Elements and Housing Laws: What Every Commissioner Should Know
Development Blueprint: A Look at Mixed-Use in Downtown Anaheim

Practical Solutions for Production of Affordable Workforce Housing

Using Performance Measurement to Deliver Efficient, Quality Development Review
Services

Best Practices in Local Affordable Multi-family Housing Preservation Strategies
« Bridging the Gap: City Planning and Available Water Supplies
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Register online today at www.cacities org/events. The registration and housing deadiine is
Tuesday, March 3. You must first register online before you will be sent the link to reserve hotel
nights. The Anaheim Marriott Hotel & Convention Center has lowered their housing price from
$189 to $169 (plus applicable state & local taxes per room night). If you have already registered
for the hotel, they will honor the lower price.

Register Now! Green CA Summit, March 16 - 18, 2009

Register now to attend the 3rd Annual Green California Summit, to be held March 16 — 18, 2009,
at the Sacramento Convention Center. You will gain insights that can help you conserve and cut
costs. The summit will provide information, training and resources that will increase
understanding of current environmental pressures and challenges and that will support the efforts
of both the government and private sectors to respond to these pressures in an efficient and
economically sustainable manner.

The summit offers six pre-conference workshops and 18 concurrent breakout sessions. The pre-
conference workshops are full-day (six-hour) sessions that will allow for in-depth exploration of
topics relevant to various aspects of green government. Pre-conference topics will cover Buying
Green, Green Fleets, Financing Renewable Energy Projects, LEED Project Management, Green
O&M and AB 32 Tool Kit for Local Government. Concurrent sessions will be 75 minutes in length
and feature ideas on transportation, energy, green building, green basics and climate change.

Discover hundreds of green products and services all in one place - talk to experts and get
intensive, hands-on education that's not available anywhere else! Free registration is offered to
attend the keynote speaker sessions and expo floor. Special group rates are available for teams
of four or more.

For questions please contact Cindy Dangberg at (916) 838-3339 or cdangberg@green-
technology.org. For more information please visit the Green Technology Summit Web site at
http://www.qreen-technoloqv.orq/qcsummit/attendees.htm.

Find a Bill, Legislators, Leg Committee, or Ask League Leg Staff

Visit (and bookmark!) the League’s Leqisiative Resources Web page

(www cacities.org/legresources). You'll find a roster and contact information for the League’s
legislative staff; the online Bill Search program, background materials on lobbying your
legislators, and more.
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Find a Bill, Legislators, Leg Committee, or Ask League Leg Staff

STATE BUDGET AGREEMENT APPEARS NEAR VOTE

A state budget deal appears close, and is anticipated to come up for vote in both houses this
weekend. Details are sketchy, as the bills comprising the budget are still being written. And the
deal being discussed could unravel if legislators balk at casting the two-thirds vote necessary in
each house for passage. So far information the League has obtained indicates that the final
package leaves cities’ revenues largely intact, which is very important given the many budget
difficulties at the local level. For more, see Page 2.

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT UPDATE
Bill to Be Sent to President this Weekend

This week, the United States Senate passed their version of the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The $828 billion package passed with a vote of 61-39 after
Democratic leaders worked with a small group of moderate Republican members to amend the
bill enough to win some republican votes. For more, see Page 2.
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD HOLDING
WEBCAST ON FEDERAL STIMULUS FUNDS

The State Water Resources Control Board will be holding an Economic Recovery Workshop
webcast on Wednesday, Feb. 18 from 1-3 p.m. to discuss potential funding from the federal
stimulus for the California Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF). The webcast will focus
on how applicants can prepare for funding and how to apply for the funds. According to CWSREF,
fund priorities will be focused on “shovel-ready” projects that will create jobs immediately.

For more, see Page 3.



‘Budget’ Continued from Page 1.

Preliminary information indicates that the state budget package will not suspend Proposition 1A
protections for local property and sales tax, nor will it shift or borrow additional funds from
redevelopment agencies. Furthermore, it will preserve local public safety funds (COPS, juvenile
justice and booking fees), providing the same allocations as occurred in the 2008-09 budget.

Key elements of the budget package have been widely reported in the press. The $41.6 billion
package is designed to resolve the state’s deficit problems for the current and upcoming fiscal
years. It consists of $15.8 billion in cuts, $14.3 billion in tax increases, $10.9 billion in
borrowing (lottery and revenue anticipation warrants). If California gets $10 billion in federal
stimulus money, cuts would drop by $1.2 billion, tax increases by $1.8 billion, and borrowing by
$5.5 billion.

This is not a pleasant state budget by any standard. The budget cuts are deep and painful,
particularly coming on top of deep cuts made in February 2008, and in the 2008-09 budget
adopted last September. Key cuts include $5 billion for K-12 education (less than Proposition 98
requires); 10 percent for UC and CSU: 10 percent for the Corrections Department’s medical
budget; and elimination of cost-of-living increases for CALWorks and SSI-SSP recipients. The
budget eliminates two paid holidays for state workers, and continues the Governor’s policy of
requiring state workers to take two unpaid furlough days each month. (The final number of
furlough days is still subject to negotiation.)

The budget also eliminates funding for local public transit agencies.

New Revenues Tied to Budget Reform. The package includes tax increases that would be in
place for two years, and an additional one to three years if a state spending restriction measure is
approved on the ballot. These consist of a 1 cent on the dollar increase in sales tax; increasing
vehicle license fees from current 0.65 percent of vehicle value to 1.15 percent; and increasing
gasoline taxes by 12 cents a gallon with proceeds dedicated to paying off transportation bonds. A
new 2.5 percent surcharge on tax liability would be imposed on the income tax, increasing to 5
percent if federal stimulus assistance to California is less than $10 billion. The package also
reduces tax credit for dependents from $309 to $99.

The package borrows tax revenues from Proposition 63 {tax on millionaires for mental health
services) and Proposition 10 (tobacco tax for early childhood education program championed by
then-actor Arnold Schwarzenegger).

Ultimately, Voters Have the Final Word. Voters would have to approve all the budget actions
that involve changes in programs established by voter-passed measures. These include
borrowing from the lottery, reducing school funding required by Prop. 98 and taking funds from
Prop. 10 and Prop. 63. Voters would also have to approve the proposed new spending cap.

The League will continue to gather information and a complete analysis and summary of the
budget will be released as the details become available.

‘Recovery Act’ Continued from Page 1...

Even before the Senate bill was approved, the White House met with Conference Committee
members to begin working out the differences between the Senate and House versions. Late
Wednesday it was announced that the Conference Committee had agreed to a $790 billion
recovery package. Final votes are expected to take place in the House today followed by the
Senate on Saturday. The President is expected to sign the bill on Monday.

Cities Need to be Working with Their Regional Transportation Agencies

The final legislation includes $29 billion for improvements to roads and bridges. While the specific
breakdown of funding has not been announced, we do know that the funding will flow through
metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs). Cities and counties will not receive a direct
allocation. As such, it is very important that cities are working with their MPO to secure funding
from the regional share.

W



League Members Act to Save Neighborhood Stabilization Account

On Monday, the League learned that the amendments agreed to in the Senate eliminated funding
for the Neighborhood Stabilization Fund (Fund), which cities use to address local foreclosure
problems. Rep. Maxine Waters (D-35) circulated a “Dear Colleague” letter sharing and
encouraging the Conference Committee to keep the $4.19 billion for the Fund in the final version
of the bill that will be sent to the President. After action from California cities, an additional five
California members signed onto the letter, and $2 billion was restored to the Fund in Conference
Committee.

California Congressman Suggests Partnering With Schools and Counties

On Thursday, the Monterey Division of the League received a briefing on the Economic Stimulus
Package via conference call with Rep. Sam Farr (D-17). On the call, Rep. Farr stressed the
importance that cities do everything in their power to bring as much stimulus money to their
region as possible. He suggested that this was the time to put all differences aside and work with
other government partners, such as schools and counties, to access every dollar that California
can use.

The League is continuing to follow the developments of the ARRA closely, and will continue to
release information as soon as it is available. Please visit our Economic Stimulus Updates Web
page (http://www.cacities org/index.jsp?displaytype=1 1&story=27580) for further information.

‘Webcast' Continued from Page 1...

The CWSRF Program provides low-interest loans and other financing mechanisms for
construction of publicly-owned wastewater treatment facilities, local sewers, sewer interceptors,
water recycling facilities, storm water treatment facilities, as well as, expanded use projects such
as implementation of nonpoint source (NPS) projects or programs, and development and
implementation of estuary Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plans (CCMPs).

CWSREF will potentially receive several hundred million dollars from the pending federal Economic
Stimulus Package. This webcast is to give potential applicants information on applying and
receiving funding from the CWSRF.

To access the webcast, go to: www.calepa.ca.gov/broadcast/ and select the video icon for the
SWRCB meeting. The link that goes directly to the meeting will not be added until 15 minutes
prior to the start of the workshop.

To submit questions for the workshop, e-mail CleanWaterSRF @waterboards ca.gov. Questions
will also be accepted during the webcast. In the subject line of your e-mail, indicate your question
is for the Webcast Workshop.

Your system will need to have the following video webcasting system requirements:

= Internet Explorer 4.1+ or Netscape 4.x+ Web browser

= Microsoft Windows Media Player client software

» |SDN, DSL, T1, cable modem or high-speed network connection

s Sound card

For further information, please go to: www.swrcb.ca.gov or call Kyra Ross, legislative
representative for the League of California Cities at (916) 658-8200.

AB 32 Implementation Update

Editor’s Note: On Jan. 30, we ran a story on AB 32 Implementation. Since then, we have received
a number of questions which prompted us to further clarify our original remarks. Therefore we
have revised and updated the story.

With the passage of the AB 32 Scoping Plan by the California State Air Resources Board (ARB)
in December, 2008 (see “Air Board Adopts Climate Change Scoping Plan” — Priority Focus, Dec.
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12, 2008); we now begin the two-year process to implement the proposals outlined in the plan.
On Jan. 29, the ARB provided an updated timeline of those ideas for 2009 and beyond.

in 2009 and 2010, the focus of the climate change work at the ARB and other state agencies will
be to adopt regulations implementing the Scoping Plan. ARB plans to continue to use their formal
structure of public workshops, draft regulations and formal comment periods for these
regulations. Under existing law, the regulations developed in the next two years, will go into effect
no later than Jan. 1, 2012.

The key requirements for any regulations developed in this process must meet the following:

= Use open public process for new regulations

= Minimize costs and maximize benefits

=  Protect low-income communities

= Complement existing smog and air toxics programs

= Minimize greenhouse gas emission leakage and administrative burdens

The measures listed below are contained within the ARB Scoping Plan and have either been
adopted by the ARB or are expected to go before the ARB for adoption in 2009 or 2010. Itis
important to note that with the exception of city operated landfills (landfill methane control); the
measures listed below are not local government mandates. Instead, they are listed here because

they are likely to apply to any type of building or facility (including those owned by a city) or raise
issues that may affect local decision-making.

AB 32 Scoping Plan Implementation Measure

Projected Million Type of
Date Measure Tons of Action
Responsible to be Projected GhG (Regulation,

Scoping Plan Lead State Adopted by Implementation | Reduction Voluntary, Proposal and Link to

Measure Agency Lead Agency | Date s by 2020 etc) Regulations

Paviey tailpipe ARB September 2009-2016 27.7 Regulation Regquires auto manufacturers to

emissions (AB 2004 reduce emissions from passenger

1493) vehicles starting in 2009.
www.arb.ca.govice/cemsicoms.ht
m

Ship ARB December 2010 0.2 Regulation Requires fleet operators to reduce

Electrification at 2007 at-berth emissions from vessels’

Ports™* engines at every California Port by
80 percent by 2020.
www.arb.ca.gov/ports/shorepower/
shorepower.htm

Tire Pressure ARB March 2009 2010 0.1 Regulation Would require automotive repair

Program™* dealers to perform a tire check and
inflate service as part of every
maintenance or repair service.
www arb.ca.gov/celtire-
pressure/tire-pressure. him

Low Carbon ARB April 2009 2010 15 Regulation Would require fuel providers in

Fuel Standard™ California to ensure that the mix of

) fuel they sell into the California

market meets low carbon
standards.
www.arb ca.gov/fuelsicfs/icfs htm |

Landfill ARB April 2009 2012 1 Regulation Would require landfills in California

Methane that have accepted waste since

Control** 1977 to meet requirements for
control of methane emissions.
www.arb ca.goviec/landfills/andfil
s.htm
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Projected Type of
Date Measure Tons of Action
Responsibie to be Projected GhG (Regulation,
Scoping Plan Lead State Adopted by implementation | Reduction Voluntary, Proposal and Link to
Measure Agency Lead Agency | Date s by 2020 ete) Regulations
Stationary ARB May 2009 2010 1" Regulation Would require facilities that own or
Equipment operate stationary refrigeration or
Refrigeration air conditioning systems with high
Management GWP refrigerants of 50 ibs or more
to monitor leakage of systems.
www .arb.ca.gov/cc/reftrack/reftrac
k.html
Green Buildings | DGS, ARB, Ongoing unknown 26 NA Includes update to state green
CEC, CPUC, building standard through the state
HCD building standards commission
http://www.bsc.ca.goviprpsd_stds/
default.him
Commercial CiwmMB 2010 unknown 5 Regutation Would require businesses that
Recycling generate solid waste to recycle
that waste.
www.ciwmb.ca.govi/climate/Recycli
ng/default.htm
Regional ARB, Local September Set targets by 5 NA Set regional emission targets in
Transportation Government 2010 2010. which metropolitan planning
Related Regional organizations must develop a plan
Greenhouse Planning to achieve
Gas Targets Agencies www.arb.ca gov/ce/rtac/rtac htm
ARB- California State Air Resources Board
CEC- California Energy Commission
CPUC- California Public Utilities Commission
DGS- California Department of General Services
HCD- California Department of Housing and Community Development
** Discrete Early Action ltems are required under AB 32 to be enacted and enforceable by January 1, 2010

A full timeline of all ARB implementation measures can be found at:
http://www.arb,ca.qov/cc/scopinqplan/meetinqs/()12909/sp measures implementation timeline 0
12909.pdf

CCS Fiscal Reform Task Force Holds First Meeting

State budget reform and restoration of local tax authority were identified as key issues to explore
by the newly formed Cities, Counties and Schools (CCS) Partnership Task Force on Fiscal
Reform. The group held its first meeting on Feb. 11, chaired by Richard Gordon, immediate past
president of the California State Association of Counties (CSAC) and San Mateo County
supervisor.

The Task Force is comprised of representatives from the League of California Cities, CSAC, and
the California School Boards Association (CSBA). it plans to work over the next months to
indentify ways to improve California’s budget process, its fiscal management and the relationship
between the state and local government.

The League is represented on the task force by Ken Cooley, League 1st vice president and
Rancho Cordova council member; Terry Henderson, La Quinta council member; Rod Gould,
Poway city manager; Bill Statler, director of Finance & Information Technology for the city of San
Luis Obispo; Mike Kasperzak, Mountain View council member; Allan Songstad, Laguna Hills
council member; Ed Tewes, Morgan Hill city manager; Jim Gray, Roseville council member; and
Don Saylor, mayor pro tem of the city of Davis.

In forming its priorities the task force is considering information collected from past studies which
have also sought reform. These include the California Constitution Revision Commission, the
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Speaker's Commission on State and Local Government Finance, Proposition 1A and the
Bipartisan Commission to Review California's Outdated Revenue Laws. (For more information
and links to other background materials please visit http://www.caforward.org/resources.)

Guest speakers at Wednesday's meeting included Fred Silva, senior policy consultant for
California Forward and Jim Wunderman, executive director of the Bay Area Council. Both spoke
about the need for reform and their ideas on how to achieve it.

Task force members requested that information such as each participating association’s ideas,
advocacy papers, and written summaries, be shared with the group, as well as a timeline for
completion of the group’s goals.

The task force plans to meet on the first Wednesday of each month rotating the meetings among
the Sacramento offices of the three associations. The partnership with the next meeting will be
held at CSAC.

For more information about the CCS Partnership Task Force on Fiscal Reform, visit
www.ccspartnership.org or contact Connie Busse, executive director at (916) 323-6011.

Speed Limit Setting Hearing Scheduled For Feb. 24

The California Traffic Control Devices Committee (CTCDC) will hold a special hearing to review
the on-going issue of speed limit-setting in local communities, and under what circumstances
speed limits can be altered to address local safety concerns. Cities are encouraged to attend and
provide input on how this issue will impact their transportation and public safety needs.

The meeting will be held on Tuesday, Feb. 24, at the Water Resources Building, located at 1416
9th Street in Sacramento. The agenda notice and a map are available at:
http:/fwww . dot.ca.gov/ha/traffops/signtech/newtech/index.htm.

For those cities who are not able to attend in person, you are encouraged to send written
correspondence expressing your views to Devinder Singh, executive secretary of the CTCDC, at:
Devinder Singh@dot.ca.gov.

The CTCDC is the vehicle by which the California Department of Transportation fulfills its
obligation to consult with local agencies and the public, before adopting rules and regulations
prescribing uniform standards and specifications for all official traffic control devices used in
California.

PPIC Survey Concerning the Economic Climate for Cities

California cities will have an important opportunity to make their economic issues and concerns
known if they participate in a new survey begin conducted by the Public Policy Institute of
California (PPIC).

The survey seeks to gather information about cities’ adjustment to the current fiscal and
economic climate. While there are a range of topics, it is not a long survey, and the League
recommends that your city take the time to complete it. Achieving a high response rate is very
important for this research, and PPIC will strive to elicit participation from as many cities as
possible, since it is important that the views of every type of city are represented in the study.

PPIC will contact city officials and supply a link to the survey questions. Instructions for the survey
will also be included, as you can respond to part of the survey and stop and come back to
complete it another time. Also, you are free not to answer a particular question or not participate
in the survey at all, although the League would greatly encourage participation.



PPIC abides by the strictest human subjects protection policies, and are committed to ensuring
the anonymity and confidentiality of respondents. Individuals and names will never be used in a
way that links responses to reports or findings or any PPIC publications, unless explicit
permission is received from the individuals concerned.

For further questions about the survey, please contact Max Neiman at neiman@ppic.org at (415)
291-4441 or Daniel Krimm at krimm@ppic.org at (415) 291-4423.

2009 Employee Relations Institute: Passport to Tomorrow, March 1213

Join us for the Employee Relations Institute, scheduled March 12-13 at the Westin San Francisco
Airport in Millbrae. We are sure this will be a rewarding event where human resource technicians,
specialists and analysts can learn, network, meet a mentor, and become interested in
participating in the League of California Cities legislative activities.

You won't want to miss keynote speaker Marty Sklar, imagineering ambassador, Walt Disney
Parks & Resorts. Sklar is the only active Disney employee who has participated in the opening of
all 11 Disney parks around the world. Additionally, he has written books that guide you through
the principles of what each park was built upon. Sklar has been speaking about leadership
principles for over 30 years. The Employee Relations Institute has a wonderful and dynamic
conference program that you won't want to miss! Register online today at
www.cacities.org/events. The registration and housing deadline has been extended to Feb. 27.

2009 League of California Cities Planners Institute - March 25-27

Register now for the League of California Cities Planners Institute scheduled March 25-27 in
Anaheimn at the Marriott Hotel and Conference Center. This year's Planners Institute is filled with
educational sessions designed to meet the priorities of planning professionals, as well as
invaluable strategy sessions and networking opportunities.

This educational event is newly approved for AICP credits from the American Planning
Association. For information and AICP credits go to:
hitp://lccannualconference.com/index.php?option=com content&task=view&id=159&Itemid=399

Don't miss Keynote Speaker Van Jones, the Founder/CEO of Green For All in Oakland. Jones
testified before Congress at a hearing on Jan. 15 focused on green jobs and economic stimulus
through renewable energy and energy efficiency. Jones’ testimony can be read at
http://oquAdemocracvinacﬁon,orq/dia/track.iso?v=2&c=CquRxAAGfD2v3F%2Bi\/G4oJ8YdevC
zZa.

At the hearing, Jones dispelled several myths about green jobs, and urged Congress to "move

aggressively from inspiration to implementation" - starting with fully funding the Green Jobs Act.
The hearing was held by the Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming,

chaired by climate champion Rep. Ed Markey, and focused on creating jobs and stimulating the
economy through renewable energy and energy efficiency.

Your program planning committee has sessions for the advanced and beginner planning
commissioners.

Fundamental courses include:
e Update on SB 375
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 101
Planning Commissioners' Role & Responsibilities
Finance 101
Housing Elements and Housing Laws: What every commissioner should know
How to run a meeting
How to read an environmental impact report (EIR)



Register online today at www.cacities.org/events and scroll down to the March calendar. The
registration and housing deadline is Tuesday, March 3. You must first register online before you
will be sent the link to reserve hotel nights.

You can save your city money! The Anaheim Marriott Hotel & Convention Center has lowered
their housing price from $189 to $169 (plus applicable state & local taxes per room night). If you
have already registered for the hotel, they will honor the lower price.

City Managers’ Department Present Top Awards in Field

Rob Braulik, former assistant city manager for the City of Rocklin and Sean Joyce, Irvine city
manager have been honored with the top awards in their field by the League of California Cities’
City Managers’ department.

Braulik was named the winner of the 2009 John H. Nail Award. The award, established in honor
and memory of longtime, highly regarded Monterey City Manager John H. Nail, is presented
annually to an outstanding municipal assistant who has contributed significantly to city
government and to the advancement of the community as a whole. Braulik was honored for his
work at the city of Rocklin and recognized for his diverse skills, breadth of experience, problem-
solving approach, passion for the community, and positive attitude.

Joyce was named recipient of the 2009 Award for the Advancement of Diverse Communities.

The award was established to honor a city manager who has successfully promoted and
encouraged the advancement of diversity within the community and the workplace through the
development and implementation of effective programs, policies, and/or practices. Joyce was
recognized for being a positive force, his ability to set examples for the community, and the
various diversity programs under his direction.

These prestigious awards were presented to Braulik and Joyce at the League's Annual City
Managers Department Conference in Monterey on Feb. 5, 2009.

Find a Bill, Legislators, Leg Committee, or Ask League Leg Staff

Visit (and bookmark!) the League’s Legislative Resources Web page

(www cacities.org/legresources). You'll find a roster and contact information for the League’s
legislative staff; the online Bill Search program, background materials on lobbying your
legislators, and more.
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February 17, 2009

TO: Mayor Lewis, Mayor Pro Tem Wells, and
Councilmembers Hanson-Cox, Kendrick, and McClellan

FROM: Fire Chief Mike Scott

SUBJECT: Adoption of Ordinance Defining Very High and High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones

RECOMMENDATION:

e That the City Council Approve the Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map
dated 01/27/2009

e That the City Council Approve the location of the map to be the Fire
Department Administrative Office and the Building and Fire Safety
Division in City Hall

o That the City Notify the relevant County Agencies of the location of
the map A

e Request the City Clerk to read the Title of the Ordinance

BACKGROUND:

California Government Code 51179(a) requires the City to designate, by ordinance,
very high fire hazard severity zones In its jurisdiction. The Cal Fire Director of
Forestry and Fire Protection recommended these zones. The City is also required to
specify the name, date, and location of the maps. Lastly, the City is required to post a
notice at the county recorder, county assessor, and county planning agency identifying
the location of the director’s map.

The objective of this process 1s to establish minimum regulations consistent with
nationally recognized standards for the safeguarding of life and property. These
regulations are intended to mitigate the risk to life and structures from the intrusion of
fire from wildland fire and to mitigate structure fires from spreading to wildland fuels.
The extent of these regulations is intended to be commensurate with the relative level
of hazard present.
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This code enhancement will only apply to new construction and is not retroactive. Most
of the areas defined in the map are already developed and therefore would affect very
few projects.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The cost for enforcement of this code enhancement will be recovered through fees
generated through the plan check process. Since this code enhancement applies to only
new construction in a mostly developed area, the fiscal impact will be minimal.

PREPARED BY: APPROVED BY:
wiile Sror Vortes Qa,,mag

Michael Scott Kathi Henry

Fire Chief CITY MANAGER
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Ordinance No.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EL CAJON
AMENDING CHAPTER 15.86 BY ADDING SECTION 15.86.060
REQUIRING THE DESIGNATION OF VERY HIGH FIRE HAZARD
SEVERITY ZONES AND WILDLAND URBAN INTERFACE AREAS.

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EL CAJON DOES HEREBY
ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: Section 15.86.060 is hereby added to Chapter 15.86 of the El
Cajon Municipal Code to read as follows:

15.86.060. Designation of Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone in
Local Responsibility Areas.

The City of EI Cajon hereby designates Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones and
Wildland Urban Interface Areas within its jurisdictional boundaries pursuant to
California Government Code Section 51179. The Very High Fire Hazard Severity
7ones and Wildland Urban Interface Areas designated by this ordinance are
designated on a map titted El Cajon Fire Hazard Severity Zones, dated January
27. 2009, and retained on file at the Fire Department Administrative Office and the
Building and Fire Safety Division in EI Cajon City Hall. This map is intended to
supersede other maps previously adopted by the City of El Cajon designating high
fire hazard areas.

SECTION 2. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 51179(g),
the City of El Cajon shall post a notice at the office of the county recorder, county
assessor, and county planning agency identifying the Fire Department
Administrative Office and the Building and Fire Safety Division in El Cajon City Hall
as the location of the map entitled El Cajon Fire Hazard Severity Zones. If the City
of El Cajon amends the map, the notice shall instead identify the location of the
amended map.

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall be effective thirty days following its
passage and adoption.

Desig of High Fire Hazard Zones

2/24/09 (item 13.1)

2/24/09 — First Reading
3/10/09 — Second Reading



14.1

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN AMENDMENT OF SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 341
TO ADD A MANAGEMENT OFFICE / RECREATION ROOM AND FIVE GARAGES TO
AN EXISTING 40-UNIT APARTMENT COMPLEX LOCATED ON
THE EAST SIDE OF FANITA DRIVE, BETWEEN FARRINGTON DRIVE AND
PROSPECT AVENUE, AND ADDRESSED AS 2525-2585 LUND STREET.

The City Council of the City of El Cajon does ordain as follows:

SECTION 1. On December 16, 2008, the City Council held a public hearing on a
request by Lund Street, L.L.C. to amend Specific Plan No. 341 to add a management
office / recreation room and five garages to an existing 40-unit apartment complex on
property located on the east side of Fanita Drive, between Farrington Drive and Prospect
Avenue, and addressed as 2525-2585 Lund Street (APN: 386-330-24). The applicant has
complied with all recommended pre-ordinance conditions of approval set-forth in Planning
Commission Resolution No. 10527 and the amended mylar modifying Specific Plan No.
341 has been received by the City.

SECTION 2. The City Council finds that the proposed amendment of Specific Plan
No. 341 to add a management office / recreation room and five garages to an existing 40-
unit apartment complex is consistent with and will still promote the systematic execution of
the General Plan, in that the proposed development follows sound design practices, and
that proper facilities and rights-of-way are recognized and respected on the development
plan.

SECTION 3. The City Council hereby amends Specific Plan No. 341 to add a
management office / recreation room and five garages to an existing 40-unit apartment
complex on property located on the east side of Fanita Drive, between Farrington Drive
and Prospect Avenue, and addressed as 2525-2585 Lund Street, as presented in the
revised specific plan site plan previously approved by the City Council on 12-18-2008.

SECTION 4. This ordinance shall be effective thirty days following its passage and
adoption.

2/24/09 (item 14.1)
SP 341 Amendment

02/10/09-First Reading
02/24/09-Second Reading
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DATE: February 24, 2009
TO: Mayor Lewis, Mayor Pro Tem Wells

Councilmembers Hanson-Cox, Kendrick, and McClellan
FROM: Director of Redevelopment and Housing
SUBJECT: 2009-10 CDBG and HOME ALLOCATIONS

RECOMMENDATION: That the City Council

Open the public hearing;
Accept and review testimony;
Close the public hearing;

Allocate funds to projects and programs that will be funded from the
FY 2009-10 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME grant programs;

o & ¢ ©

Staff will prepare a preliminary funding schedule reflecting the City Council’s decisions and
present it for final adoption in the One-Year Action Plan at the second public hearing scheduled for
April 14, 2009.

BACKGROUND:

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides funding to eligible
jurisdictions through the CDBG and HOME grant programs. Attached for Council’s review is
information pertaining to the City’s FY 2009-10 One Year Action Plan of the Consolidated Plan.

HUD has yet to provide entitlement grantees with allocation amounts for FY 2009-10 at this point.

As such, staff has anticipated funding at the same level as for FY 2008-09; $1,234,525. The HOME
allocation is also anticipated at the FY 2008-09 level of $759,051. The following report and
attachments have been prepared to assist the City Council in the review and selection of proposed
projects/services to be funded through these grant programs. It is also anticipated that there will
be approximately $902,547 in carryover from CDBG projects not completed in previous years and
$477,271 in HOME funds to re-allocate for FY 2009-10. The total available funds for allocation to
CDBG projects are $2,137,072 and $1,236,322 for HOME projects.

DISCUSSION:

As a recipient of CDBG and HOME for FY 2009-10, the City must submit a One-Year Action Plan
(Annual Plan) to HUD. The grant allocation forms the core of the One-Year Action Plan. Following
the allocation decision from the February 24, 2009 Public Hearing, a One-Year Action Plan will be

Page 1 of 13
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prepared and made available for public review and comments for a 30-day period. A Second Public
Hearing will then follow on April 14, 2009. Final City Council adoption of the One-Year Action
Plan is schedule for May 12, 2009. This final plan will then be submitted to HUD for approval.
Concurrent environmental clearances will be processed during the 30-day review period. Funds
should become available on or about July 1, 2009.

CONSOLIDATED PLAN PRIORITIES

Council adopted a Combined Housing Element and Consolidated Plan 2004-2010 in July 2004.
Currently, staff is working with a consultant to produce a new Consolidated Plan covering 2009-
2014. HUD regulations stipulate that the Consolidated Plan be updated every five years. The
Housing Element cycle has been extended, so the two plans will need to be prepared independently
in order to meet new state mandates and comply with existing HUD regulations. The priorities
from the existing Plan (2004-2010) are included as Attachment “A” to assist the Council in
prioritizing the allocation of the FY 2009-10 CDBG funds. The new Consolidated Plan document 1s
still in the planning stages and new priorities will be established at plan adoption. A new Housing
Element will not be required for a few years.

CDBG PROPOSALS

Through solicitation of public input, the City has received 16 requests for CDBG funding. All
requests were submitted by the December 19, 2009 deadline and meet the CDBG eligibility
regulations. The requests, including staff proposals, total $2,088,869. As in past years, the requests
for funding exceed the amount available for allocation by the City Council. The proposals and staff
recommendations have been summarized in Attachment B of this report. The complete Application
Binder is available in the City Clerk’s Office for City Council review. Please refer to Attachment “C”
for both CDBG and HOME Program eligibility requirements.

Due to the City’s continued budget uncertainties, staff has recommended the funding of primarily
eligible City projects and programs which would otherwise not be accomplished or would require
funding from the General Fund.

Capital (Public Facilities and Improvements - Minimum 65% of grant)

The City received seven (7) requests, including six (6) eligible requests from staff for capital projects
(Public Facilities Improvements and Housing Rehabilitation) totaling $1,420,053. In addition to
these requests, the City is obligated to reserve funds to repay the Section 108 loans for the
replacement of Fire Station #8 ($197,089) and the ladder truck acquisition ($87,846). These
obligations total $284,935. In keeping with prior Council action, staff recommendations emphasize
the funding of City projects.

In prior years, the City Council has allocated CDBG funds to continue ongoing projects before
funding new projects. The City proposals include continuations or expansion of ongoing projects or
programs. Staff recommends funding these requests:

o City Hall & Council Chambers ADA Improvements — $ 120,000: Funds will cover completion
of Phase II plan to complete ADA upgrades to City Hall including countertops, drinking
fountains, flooring stairs, handrails, etc.

¢ ADA Transition Plan — $390,053: Funds a consultant study to complete Phase IT of the City’s
ADA Plan. The project will identify and prioritize further CDBG expenditures for ADA
required upgrades.

¢ Renette Park Courtyard Refurbishment — $90,000: Funding will cover the cost of demolition
and replacement of uneven and defective concrete in the courtyard.

¢ Renette Center Roof & Tile Replacement — $250,000: Funding to replace the leaking roof on
the structure.
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¢ Mobile Home Rehabilitation Program — $250,000: Funding to provide loans to rehabilitate
mobile Homes.

¢ Renette Center Improvements — $250,000: Funding to replace the wood exterior, paint, clean
and seal brick, and refurbish center and gym interior.

In addition to the City-sponsored projects, one (1) request for Capital funds has been received from

an outside agency. Staff recommends funding the following Capital Improvement Project:

¢ TFamily Health Centers of San Diego — $70,000: Funding to install a playground for the
children of clients waiting for an appointment at 1111 W. Chase Avenue.

Public Services (Maximum 15% of grant)

The City received six (6) applications for public service programs, including one (1) staff request.
These requests total $473,574. Fifteen percent (15%) of the new grant is anticipated to be $185,179.
Staff recommends funding one (1) program:

¢ Community Policing: $185,179 be allocated to the Police Department for the Community
Policing Projects such as the Crime Free Multi Housing Program and Bike Patrol.

The other five (5) requests are ongoing existing services, some of which are a duplication of a
similar service provided through another applicant, or new programs. Due to the uncertainties
regarding the CDBG grant and the City’s budget, staff recommends not funding these requests:

¢ Set Free Baptist Fellowship of San Diego requests $50,000 to provide assistance to the
homeless for an interim period only. Once the homeless family or individual enters an
appropriate long-term program, the voucher ends.

¢ Meals on Wheels requests $7,000 to provide meals to low-income seniors within the City.

La Maestra — El Cajon Dental clinic requests $99,958 to replace old dental equipment.

Community Medical Transport requests $70,000 to provide medical transport to low income
patients in need of kidney dialysis.

¢ Crisis House requests $40,000 to provide case management and motel vouchers to the
homeless. They also work with Interfaith Shelter on a referral basis.

It should be noted that any applications funded from this group will impact funding to Community
Policing by a corresponding amount from the General Fund.

Administration (Maximum 20% of grant)

The City also received two (2) requests for administration funds, one (1) from staff. These requests
total $292,930. Federal regulations restrict administration funds to 20% of the total CDBG grant,
which is anticipated to be $246,905. Staff recommends funding these two (2) requests at the
following amounts:

¢ CDBG Administration: In order to fully administer the City’'s CDBG program, staff
recommends allocating $212,386 to the Redevelopment and Housing Department for FY 2009-
10, and to continue receiving 20% of program income during FY 2009-10 for administrative
expenses.

¢ TFair Housing Services: Center for Social Advocacy is requesting $46,025 and staff recommends
allocating $34,519 from CDBG funds (and $11,506 from HOME funds - see the discussion of
HOME funds below) to provide fair housing services in the City. HUD mandates Fair Housing
Services, and the Center for Social Advocacy continues to provide this essential service.
Additional information is provided under Attachment “D”.

HOME PROPOSALS
Unlike the CDBG program, the HOME program mandates a 10% Administration set-aside, a 15%
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CHDO set-aside, allows an optional allocation of 5% to a CHDO for an operating subsidy, and the
balance is for entitlement projects such as down payment assistance and housing rehabilitation.
Please refer to Attachment “C” for both CDBG and HOME Program eligibility requirements. The
City has received six (6) requests for HOME funding. All requests were submitted by the
December 19, 2008 deadline and meet the HOME eligibility regulations. The requests including
staff proposals total $1,171,923 for projects and programs and $64,399 for HOME Administration.
Staff recommendations for ongoing City-sponsored programs are included in Attachment “B”.

Administration (Maximum 10% of grant)

The anticipated amount (based on FY 2008-09) available in this category is $75,905 for
FY 2009-10. However, 10% of program income (loan repayments that include shared equity and
fees, but not principal) is automatically designated during each year as these payments are
received. Over time a small surplus has built up. As HOME Administration funds may only be used
for a very narrow range of activities (including fair housing services), staff is recommending that
$11,506 of HOME administration funds be used to fund the Center for Social Advocacy’s Fair
Housing Program. This is consistent with the current fiscal year, in which HOME funds were
allocated to the Center for Social Advocacy in conjunction with CDBG administrative funds for the
provision of Fair Housing services. Staff also recommends allocating the balance of $64,399 in this
category to the Redevelopment and Housing Department for the administration of the HOME
Program.

Certified Housing Development Organization Set-Aside Funding (Min. 15% of grant)

The HOME program requires that 15% of the grant be set aside for the production of affordable
housing opportunities by a Certified Housing Development Organizations (CHDO’s). The El Cajon
Community Development Corporation (ECCDC) as a qualified CHDO, has requested $113,858 for
the acquisition, rehabilitation and sale of three (3) single family residences to first time
homebuyers with household incomes in the very low to moderate income categories. Staff
recommends approval of this request.

Certified Housing Development Organization Operational Subsidy (Max. 5% of grant)

The HOME program allows up to 5% of the total grant amount to be allocated as an operating
subsidy to a recognized CHDO. El Cajon Community Development Corporation (ECCDC), which
has been funded with the maximum 5% since FY 2001-02, and again has requested 5% of the
HOME funds for FY 2009-10. This amount 1s anticipated to be $37,952 and is used for overhead
operational support. Staff supports this allocation.

Entitlement Projects (Affordable Housing Opportunities - Balance of grant)

The anticipated amount available in this category is $1,008,607. Staff recommends that $265,669
be allocated to the pool of funds for the various rehabilitation programs (Mobile Home and Single
Family), $265,667 be allocated to the First-Time Homebuyer Program, and $477,271 be allocated to
assist eligible first time homebuyers at the proposed new construction development of 26 units on
Ballantyne Street.

APRIL 14, 2009 - SECOND PUBLIC HEARING:

Staff will prepare a preliminary funding schedule for City Council consideration for the
April 14, 2009, public hearing. The following attachments provide additional information relevant
to the City’s FY 2009-10 Community Development Block Grant and HOME grant programs:

Attachment A Fact sheet summarizing priorities and providing the schedule for this process;

Attachment B Spreadsheet showing funding requests, staff recommendations, and total funds
available for FY 2009-10 in the CDBG and HOME Programs;

Attachment C Explanation of eligibility requirements for both CDBG and HOME projects; and
Attachment D Explanation of the City’s obligation to further fair housing as participant.
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FISCAL IMPACT:

As presented, the staff recommendations for the CDBG projects reflect a savings to the general
fund of $1,846,952. This includes $1,384,988 for capital projects, $185,179 for Community Policing,
and $276,785 in program administration cost. All CDBG and HOME administration allocations
will be used to pay for administrative costs of the projects and programs pursuant {o Federal law.

PREPARED BY: APPROVED BY:

N .

\\\;Q\\L\\& Q‘:\ 7@&\*&&% ] aﬁ‘f{q ¢ QL)E&M Lk
David D. Cooksy, Director Kathi J. Henry J
Redevelopment and Housing City Manager
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ATTACHMENT A

CITY OF EL CAJON
REDEVELOPMENT AND HOUSING DEPARTMENT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM
FACT SHEET 2009-10

l. Introduction

This FACT SHEET has been prepared to assist public officials and citizens to understand the COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK
GRANT (CDBG) program. Also, this FACT SHEET provides information as to how non-profit organizations may apply for CDBG funds
from the City of El Cajon and how those funds must be used to benefit the community.

1. Overview of Program
A.  Per Title | of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-383), as amended, the City of El Cajon
is entitled to receive federal CDBG funds on an annual basis. The purpose of the federal grant program is to assist cities,
such as El Cajon, with the development of decent housing and a suitable living environment for low and moderate-income
residents.
All CDBG-funded projects and programs must meet one or more of the following national objectives:
1) Benefit a majority of low/moderate income residents; or
2) Meet a community need having a particular urgency because existing conditions pose a serious and immediate
threat to the health and/or welfare of the community and no other financial resources are available to meet the
need. (A condition will be considered urgent or of recent origin if it developed or became critical within the 18-
month period preceding the application); or
3) Aid in the prevention or elimination of conditions of slum and blight.
NOTE: The City of El Cajon only uses the national objective to benefit a majority of low/moderate income residents.

B.  Additionally, projects must meet at least one of the priorities developed by the City of El Cajon. Briefly, they are:

Priority 1.1:  Conserve and improve existing affordable housing.

Priority 1.2:  Provide adequate sites for affordable housing.

Priority 1.3:  Assist in the development of affordable housing.

Priority 1.4: Remove governmental constraints.

Priority 1.5:  Promote equal housing opportunities.

Priority 2.1:  Evaluate support facilities and service needs of the homeless and near homeless, and identify appropriate
agencies and resources.

Priority 3.1:  Provide for new community facilities and improve the quality of existing community facilities to serve those of
lower income and/or with special needs.

Priority 3.2:  Provide needed community and supportive services ta those of lower income and/or with special needs.

Priority 3.3:  Provide for needed infrastructure improvements in low income target areas.

Priority 3.4:  Provide for the economic development needs of low income target areas and promote anti-poverty activities.

Priority 3.5:  Provide for necessary planning activities to develop and implement both housing and community

development plans to address anticipated needs.
The priorities are more fully explained in the Combined Housing Element and Consolidated Plan, 2004-2010, which is
available for $10/copy at the Redevelopment and Housing Department, 200 Civic Center Way, EI Cajon, CA 92020.

C. Also, the proposed project/program must be able to be measured according to the following objectives and outcomes:
PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT STANDARDS
Outcomes < S . S
Objectives ¥ Availability/ Accessibility Affordability Sustainability

Suitable Living Environment

Enhance suitable living
environment through
improved/ new accessibility

Enhance suitable living
environment through
improved/ new affordability

Enhance suitable living
environment through
improved/ new sustainability

Decent Housing

Create decent housing with
improved/ new availability

Create decent housing with
improved/ new affordability

Create decent housing with
improved/ new sustainability

Economic Opportunity

Provide economic
opportunity through
improved/ new accessibility

Provide economic
opportunity through
improved/ new sustainability

Provide economic
opportunity through
improved/ new affordability

NOTE: The City of EI Cajon has adopted the approach that if the activity serves a low/moderate income area, its outcome is
sustainability; if the activity serves specific low/moderate income clientele, its outcome is availability/accessibility; and if the
activity is for low/moderate income housing, its outcome is affordability.

Hi. Eligible Activity Categories
The following provides a list of activity categories that are eligible

is subject to very specific limitations.

¢ Acquisition of real property
Disposition of real property

Clearance activities
Public services
Interim assistance

o & O 5 &

for other federal grants
¢ Urban renewal completion

Public facilities and improvements

Payment of non-federal share of matching requirements

for funding under the CDBG program. Please note that each category

Relocation assistance

Loss of rental income (due to relocation)
Code enforcement

Housing services

Privately owned utilities

Construction of housing
Homeownership assistance

Facilitation of economic development
Technical assistance

8V

* & & & O & & o0
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ATTACHMENT A

¢ Assistance to institutions of higher education + Planning activities
¢ Rehabilitation and preservation activities + Program administration
V. Ineligible Activities

The following provides a brief summary of specific activities which would not be eligible for CDBG funding:
¢  Buildings, or portions thereof, used for the general conduct of government.

General government expenses.

Political activities.

Purchase of construction equipment.

Purchase of equipment, fixtures, motor vehicles, furnishings or other personal property that is not an integral structural fixture.

Exception: CDBG funds may be used to purchase or to pay depreciation or use allowances for such items when necessary for

use by the City or its subrecipients in the administration of activities assisted with CDBG funds or when such items constitute all

or part of the public service. Also, fire protection equipment is considered an “integral part” of a public facility; therefore, the

purchase of such equipment would be an gligible activity.

¢  Operating and maintenance expenses of public facilities with the exception of public service activities, interim assistance and
office space for CDBG program staff.

¢  Income payments for housing or any other purpose.

@ S o

V. Citizen Participation Plan
To encourage public participation in the development of the CDBG program, the City has adopted a Citizen Participation Plan which
outlines the procedures to be followed by public officials and private citizens to establish a statement of projects for a given program
year. The complete Citizen Participation Plan is available for review in the Redevelopment and Housing Department, 200 Civic Center
Way, El Cajon, CA 92020. A summary of the application process for CDBG funds is provided below for non-profit organizations and/or
private citizens who wish to participate in the City's program.
The application process for CDBG funding begins each year in the fall. A “Notice of Funding Availability” is mailed to all persons and
organizations that have been placed on the City's mailing list and published in the local newspaper of general circulation for review by
the public. The notice will provide information regarding the amount of funds available, the pracedures to follow for submitting proposals
to the City with a schedule of applicable activities and any additional information determined to be necessary by the program
coordinator.
In the “Notice of Funding Availability”, the City will request proposals from the community for projects to be funded through the CDBG
program. Organizations and private citizens will be given at least thirty (30) days to submit a proposal or make program
comments/suggestions to the Redevelopment and Housing Department, 200 Civic Center Way in El Cajon. Staff will determine whether
or not a proposed project is eligible for CDBG funding, then forward all eligible projects to the City Council for further consideration at
two (2) public hearings.
The City Council will select the projects to be funded through the CDBG program and include them in the One Year Action Plan that is
submitted to the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for additional review and final approval. if approved, Community
Development Block Grant funding will be available no later than September 1, for disbursement to the various non-profit organizations
and/or other public agencies who were selected to participate in the program.
For additional information of the Community Development Block Grant program and/or an application for funding, contact the
Redevelopment and Housing Department at (619) 441-1710.

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION SCHEDULE

November 3, 2008 Mail letter to notify interested parties of RFP.

Notice to newspaper: “Notice of Funding Availability and Request for Comments and Proposals”. To be
November 3, 2008 published November 1, 8, 15, and December 6, 13, 2007.

November 6, 2008 Begin mailing applications to community organizations.

November 13,14, 2008 | Technical Assistance Hours (1:00 ~ 5:00 p.m.)

December 19, 2007 Proposals from applicants for CDBG funds to be submitted to Redevelopment and Housing Department by

5:00 p.m.
January 15, 2008 Notify non-profit applicants regarding eligibility.
February 2, 2009 Notice to newspaper: “Notice of First Public Hearing" to be published Feb. 5, 12, and 19, 2009.
February 24, 2009 First Public Hearing at 7:00 p.m. to aliocate FY 2009-10 CDBG funds and to solicit public input.

Notice to newspaper: “Notice of Second Public Hearing”, to be published March 5, 12, and 19, 2009. Notice

March 2, 2009 includes full listing of approved projects, amounts and regulatory citations.

March 30, 2009 Notice to newspaper: “Notice of Public Review” for final adoption of One-Year Action Plan for FY 2009-10
' and to solicit public input; to be published Aprif 2, 9, and 16",

Second Public Hearing at 3:00 P.M. in Council Chambers. Includes: Staff report with allocations and

April 14, 2009 resolutions to be adopted with outline of action plan.

April 16, 2009 Begin contract negotiations with selected CDBG subrecipients.
May 12, 2009 Council Meeting: Adoption of One-Year Action Plan

May 15, 2009 One-Year Action Plan submitted to HUD for approval.

May 17-June 30, 2009 | HUD review period of One-Year Action Plan.

July 1, 2009 Begin Fiscal Year 2008-10.
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ATTACHMENT C

2009-10 BASIC ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT AND HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS
PROGRAM FUNDING

CDBG NATIONAL OBJECTIVE(S)

The proposed program must comply with applicable regulations and give maximum priority to activities that
meet one or more of the following national objectives.

« Benefit a majority (51%) of low/moderate income residents;

« Alleviate a serious and immediate threat to the health and/or welfare of the community. Threat
must be recent in origin or urgency (previous 18 months) and no other source of funds is
available for the program/project;

o Serves to prevent or eliminate conditions of slum and blight.
l. General Policies:

A. All Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funded activities must comply with one of
the following "Broad National Objectives;”
1. Any activity, other than rehabilitation, that is designed or located so that the majority
of the beneficiaries are low and moderate income residents.
2. Any activity which is carried outin and designed to upgrade a slum or blighted area:
a) the area meets the definition of slum, blighted, deteriorated, or deteriorating
under State or local law, or
b) there are objectively determinable signs of physical deterioration throughout
the area, and
c) there is a substantial number of deteriorating or dilapidated buildings or
improvements throughout the area, and
d) the activity is designed to address one or more of the conditions which
made the area eligible;
3. Any activity having particular urgency if the activity is designed to alleviate a serious

and immediate threat to the health or welfare of the community; the threat is of
recent origin or recently became urgent (within previous 18 months); and other
sources of funds are not available;

4. CDBG regulations require that in the aggregate, seventy percent (70%) of the City's
CDBG funds must be used for activities that benefit low and moderate income
persons.

B. Other eligible activities include:

1. Acquisition of real property;

2. Disposition of real property;

3. Public facilities and improvements (excluding buildings designed for the general use
of government); -

4. Clearance, demolition, and removal of buildings;

5. Public services (expenditures for public services may not exceed fifteen percent

(15%) of the annual grant). A public service is defined as any activity which does not
produce a direct physical change. For example, funds to administer a drug
rehabilitation program is classified as a public service expenditure. However, funds
to purchase a building in which the drug rehabilitation service is provided is classified
as an acquisition expenditure and would not be limited to the 15% maximum.

i Rehabilitation and Preservation Activities:

A. Types of Rehabilitation Activities
1. Acquisition of properties to rehabilitate for residential purposes;
2. Labor, materials, and other costs of rehabilitating property;
3. Improvements for efficient water and/or energy use,
4. Payment of initial homeowner warranty premiums;
B. Code enforcement in deteriorating or deteriorated areas when undertaken with other
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ATTACHMENT C

2009-10 BASIC ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT AND HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS
PROGRAM FUNDING

improvements to arrest the decline of an area;
C. Historic Preservation;
D. Renovation of Closed School Buildings.
Administrative Costs:
A Program Management Activities
B. Citizen Information
C. Fair Housing Counseling
D
E
F

i

Assistance to Facilitate Performance and Payment Bonding

Pre-construction Costs for new housing for low income persons

Planning activities which consist of all costs of data gathering, studies, analyses, and
preparation of comprehensive plans.

HOME ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

Under the HOME Investment Partnerships Program, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
allocates funds by formula among eligible State and local governments to strengthen public-private
partnerships and to expand the supply of decent, safe, sanitary and affordable housing, with primary attention
to rental housing, for very low-income and low-income families. Generally, HOME funds must be matched by
nonfederal resources. State and local governments that become participating jurisdictions may use HOME
funds to carry out multi-year housing strategies through acquisition, rehabilitation, and new construction of
housing and tenant-based rental assistance. Participating jurisdictions may provide assistance in a number of
eligible forms, including loans, advances, equity investments, interest subsidies and other forms of investment
that HUD approves.

Every family (100%) that derives benefits from the HOME program must be at or below 80% of the area
median income, and the funds must be used for affordable housing.

A minimum of fifteen percent (15%) of each year's allocation must be set aside by the participating jurisdiction
for Certified Housing Development Organizations (CHDO) to provide affordable housing opportunities.
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ATTACHMENT D

THE OBLIGATION TO FURTHER FAIR HOUSING IN THE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM FOR 2009-10

The Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban Development is required, by Title Vil
Section 808(e), to administer all programs and activities relating to housing and urban development
in a manner to further the purposes of Title VIII. Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, as
amended, prohibits any person from discriminating in the sale or rental of housing, the financing of
housing, or provision of brokerage services, because of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.
In 1983 Congress amended Title | of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, which
authorizes the federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. Section 104 (b)(2)
of that Act now states that CDBG grants "shall be made only if the grantee certifies to the
satisfaction of the Secretary that ... the grant will be conducted and administered in conformity with
Public Law 88-352 and Public Law 90-284, and the grantee will affirmatively further fair housing."
(Emphasis added).

The (updated) federal regulations governing and/or affecting the CDBG grantee's obligation to
affirmative further fair housing are found in the following paragraphs:

(1) 24 CFR 570.201(e) - Makes actions to further fair housing eligible expenditures of
the CDBG program under the "public services" category.

(2) 24 CFR 570.205(a) (4)(vii) - Makes certain actions to further fair housing eligible
expenditures of the CDBG program under the "planning” category.

(3) 24 CFR 570.206(c) - Makes actions to further fair housing eligible expenditures of
the CDBG program under the "program administration” category.

(4) 24 CFR 570.303(d) - Requires certification to be submitted with annual statement
that "grantee will affirmatively further fair housing".

(5) 24 CFR 570.506(g)(1) - Requires records to be maintained by grantee showing
actions taken to affirmatively further fair housing.

(6) 24 CFR 570.507(a) - Requires reporting of actions taken to affirmatively further fair
housing, reflecting statutory language.

(7) 24 CFR 570.601(b) - Statement of grantee's obligation to affirmatively further fair
housing.

(8) 24 CER 570.904(c) - Program review criteria for judging acceptable performance by
the grantee toward fulfilling the obligation to affirmatively further fair housing.

Altogether, the above cited paragraphs should make clear the seriousness of the obligation,
as well as the methods and resources for fulfilling said obligation.

Generally, CDBG recipients should choose actions which can provide a real impact by way of
reducing, eliminating or preventing housing discrimination and other impediments to equal housing
choice because of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. In the absence of published
instructions or criteria for judging the adequacy of grantees’ actions to affirmatively further fair
housing, HUD field offices try to exercise informed judgements based on the existing federal fair
housing law and the criteria shown in 24 CFR 570.904(c) of the proposed CDBG regulations.
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Actions are found to be satisfactory when they are substantive, affirmative, related in themselves to
race or color discrimination in housing, ongoing, and attributable to the grantee's CDBG program. In
general, acceptable activities can be either educational or enforcement or a combination of both. It
appears that the combination of educational and enforcement activities is most cost effective.

Recipients report many kinds of actions which they feel are responsive to meeting the CDBG
requirement to affirmatively further fair housing. However, oftentimes the actions, though laudable
for meeting other community needs, do not actually relate to fair housing. Very often grantees
confuse their very commendable and affirmative activities aimed at producing affordable housing
with those required in support of fair housing. The two are not the same. Fair housing relates to
race, color, or other unchangeable personal characteristics. Affordable housing relates to income.
Thus affordable housing initiative do not fulfill the CDBG fair housing requirement.

Housing counseling that is of a comprehensive general approach very seldom deals with fair
housing situations. This kind of counseling almost always deals predominantly with tenant/landlord
problems (deposits, evictions, etc.). Thus this kind of counseling hardly every meets the CDBG fair
housing requirement. Grantees often assume erroneously that where there is no evidence of
unlawful housing discrimination in their community there is no need to carry out affirmative actions to
further fair housing. The statutory requirement is not contingent upon such de facto evidence.
Furthermore, the required actions should help a discrimination-free community to remain that way.

The following are examples of acceptable activities which recipients have undertaken; activities, of
course, need not be limited to these examples. THESE EXAMPLES DO NOT REPRESENT AN
EXHAUSTIVE OR ALL INCLUSIVE LIST.

(1) Funding a local fair housing council to carry out a broad range of fair housing services,
including: (a) investigation of housing discrimination complaints; and, (b) community
education on rights and responsibilities of homeseekers, homeowners, and landlords with
regard to housing discrimination laws.

(2) Provision on an in-house Fair Housing Specialist, often in the City Attorney's Office, in order
to implement continued Fair Housing Program development and outreach. Program often
includes: Community-wide education program; investigation, counseling, and referral for
prosecution of housing discrimination complaints; affirmative action presentations to housing
industry and community groups with regard to fair housing; and, continued participationon a
Fair Housing Community Housing Resource Board (CHRB) to assist local Board of Realtors
and Builders in the implementation of the Voluntary Affirmative Marketing Agreement, i.e.
participation and support to CHRB that cost CDBG program or locality dollars and lead to
activities.

(3) Initiate a New Horizons Program establishing a community-wide task force of citizens and
groups interested in and affected by fair housing programs. The task force must develop a
fair housing strategy and action program which will be implemented by the City.

Page 13 of 13



