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SUMMARY
September 7, 2010

Clearly, this is a time of both crisis and opportunity. The continuing County budget crisis threatens our Regional Parks and Open Space System. Either we rise to the challenge of funding our Regional Parks and Open Space System or bear witness to the loss of our magnificent public Parkways and Open Space throughout the Sacramento region. The Grassroots Working Group is a response to this crisis.

Mandated Time Line: County Regional Parks Department staff has advised that any proposal needing voter approval must be submitted to the voters at the November 2012 general election. 

Grassroots Working Group: Membership of the Grassroots Working Group is listed in the report. Persons serving on the Grassroots Working Group serve as individuals.

	Trust for Public Land: The Trust for Public Land (TPL) has been engaged to provide (a) feasibility research for options selected by the Working Group, (b) conduct professionally administered, statistically valid public opinion survey through telephone interviews of randomly selected voters in Sacramento County, and (c) provide recommendations for a finance strategy, ballot language, including legal parameters, examples of successful ballot questions and assist in presentation of results.  Major milestones for the TPL work and associated Grassroots Working Group activities are as follows:

●
	Conduct Feasibility Study and submit Draft Report to the Grassroots Working Group
	November 1, 2010

	●
	Complete Public Opinion Survey
	December 10, 2010

	●
	TPL provides recommendations to Grassroots Working Group
	December 21, 2010

	●
	Grassroots Working Group provides recommendations to public and Board of Supervisors
	January 28, 2011

	●
	Summit Meeting for public consideration of Grassroots Working Group recommendations
	February 5, 2011


Save the American River Association (SARA): The Board of Directors of SARA, by Resolution, has recognized that preservation and protection of the American River Parkway requires a thriving, successful Regional Parks and Open Space System. SARA has recognized that the threat posed by the ongoing County budget crisis cannot be mitigated by actions limited to the Parkway alone.  SARA supports the Grassroots effort and provides administrative services to the Grassroots Working Group.

Successor Effort Needed: The Grassroots Working Group is the first step in the process to secure adequate, stable, long-term funding for our Regional Parks and Open Space System. The outcome of will be a recommended solution, provided by the Grassroots Working Group, during the first Quarter of 2011. The intention is to then turn the project over to a successor effort that will move forward and develop any needed campaign for a successful result on the November, 2012 ballot.

It is envisioned that the Grassroots Working Group, after completion of this first phase, will become an advocate for the solution recommended by the Group, monitor the development of any ballot measure(s) and campaign, and work to secure successful passage of ballot measure(s) that incorporate the recommendations of the Grassroots Working Group. 

Advisory Committee: An Advisory Committee has been formed to periodically review outputs from the Grassroots effort, provide feedback, offer suggestions regarding the Grassroots Working Group's efforts, and provide a forum for discussion. Persons who have volunteered to serve on the Advisory Committee are listed in the report. Persons serve on the Advisory Committee as individuals and not as representatives of the listed affiliation/interest.

Options Analysis: The Grassroots Working Group has, since first meeting on June 7, 2010, been analyzing options for securing adequate, stable, long term funding for our regional parks and open space lands and facilities.  A total of nine options were identified and five of the nine have been selected options for further study. 

The description of each of the options and basis of the sorting of the options is provided in the attachment to this report, “Disposition of Options Considered by the Working Group”, August 26, 2010.  A matrix summarizing the results of the Working Group analysis is included in the attachment.

Options for Further Study by TPL: The following options have been selected by the Grassroots Working Group. The selected options are not listed in any particular order or preference.

1.
New INDEPENDENT Regional Parks and Open Space District

2.
New DEPENDENT Regional Park and Open Space

3.
Non-Profit Conservancy

4.
Countywide Community Services District

5.
Continue County Department of Regional Parks (“No Project Option”)

Options NOT Recommended for Further Study: The following options are not proposed for further study. Discussion of the reasons for not selecting these options is provided in the attachment, “Disposition of Options Considered by the Working Group”, August 26, 2010 provided at the end of this Progress Report under “Discussion of Options Not Selected”.

1.
Co-operative Working Relationship among Parks and Open Space

2.
Form a new Community Facilities District

3.
County Service Area 11

4.
County Divests Responsibility for Parks except American River Parkway and Retains Open Space

Budget Estimate: The Estimate that will be provided to TPL for use in their work will be based upon an independent regional parks and open space district and will be accurate to within +30%  or -15%. The Grassroots Working Group will continue to review and refine this budget in parallel with the TPL work so that the Grassroots Working Group is confident that it is based upon efficient operation and maintenance and includes revenues from user fees and services charges to the maximum extent reasonably practicable.  Guiding principles for budget development are described in the report.

Education and Outreach: Education and outreach efforts have heretofore focused on fundraising to pay the costs of the TPL Proposal and establishment of the Advisory Committee described earlier.  Attention now shifts to include activities to inform the public of (a) the crisis facing our Regional Parks and Open Space System, (b) status of efforts to secure adequate, stable long term funding for our System, and (c) the solution recommended by the Grassroots Working Group. Fund raising efforts also shift to payment of the costs of Education and Outreach activities.
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To Secure Adequate, Stable, Long Term Funding for Our Regional Parks and Open Space System
PROGRESS REPORT NO. 1
September 7, 2010

The Grassroots Working Group to Secure Adequate, Stable, Long Term Funding for Our Regional Parks and Open Space System (the “Grassroots Working Group”) has its genesis in the consensus reached at the American River Parkway Coalition meeting held on March 12, 2010
.  This consensus identified the following five fundamental conclusions:

1.
The Regional Parks and Open Space System are important to the quality of life and economic future of the residents of Sacramento County.

2.
Sacramento County government is unable to provide adequate, long term, stable funding for the Regional Parks and Open Space System.

3.
Sacramento County government has the duty, which is on par with the other duties of the Board of Supervisors, to preserve the Regional Parks and Open Space System assets and to protect these assets from damage.

4.
Sale, transfer, or other disposition of Regional Parks and Open Space System lands or facilities to overcome County budget problems is unacceptable.

5.
Sacramento County government, cities and other local agencies should endorse, support, and facilitate Grassroots’ efforts to develop adequate, long term, stable funding option(s) for the County Regional Parks and Open Space System so that the public can make a decision regarding the future of the Regional Parks and Open Space System.

Clearly, this is a time of both crisis and opportunity. The continuing County budget crisis threatens our Regional Parks and Open Space System. Either we rise to the challenge of funding our Regional Parks and Open Space System or bear witness to the loss of our magnificent public Parkways and Open Space throughout the Sacramento region. The Grassroots Working Group is a response to this crisis.

The County Mandated Time Line

 A fundamental problem is that our Regional Parks and Open Space System is facing a financial crisis.  It is clear that a part of the solution will rest with the public as it considers additional taxes or fees to provide adequate, stable long term funding for the operation and maintenance of our Regional Parks and Open Space System.  The other parts are (1) finding more efficient ways of operating and maintaining our Regional Parks and Open Space System and (2) securing revenues from other sources(e.g. user fees and charges, grants) to the maximum extent reasonably practicable.

County Regional Parks Department staff
 has reported that the County is insisting that any proposal needing voter approval be submitted to the voters at the November 2012 general election. This mandate has become a guide post for the conduct of the Grassroots Working Group. 

The Trust for Public Land (TPL)

On March 24, 2010, a meeting of American River Parkway stakeholders was held with representatives of The Trust for Public Lands (“TPL”) to discuss how to proceed.  As a result of this meeting, TPL was requested to submit a proposal for consideration. TPL was invited to the stakeholder meeting at the recommendation of members of the Board of the American River Natural History Association (ARNHA) and Save the American River Association (SARA).

The Trust for Public Land (TPL) is a national, nonprofit, land conservation organization that conserves land for people to enjoy as parks, community gardens, historic sites, rural lands, and other natural places, ensuring livable communities for generations to come. Since 1972, TPL has worked with willing landowners, community groups, and national, state, and local agencies to complete close to 4,000 land conservation projects in 47 states, protecting 2.8 million acres. Since 1994, TPL has helped states and communities craft and pass over 380 ballot measures, generating $36 billion in new conservation-related funding.

TPL has performed work for the City of Sacramento
. The Trust for Public Land has protected land throughout the diverse Central Valley area. Some examples of their work are San Joaquin River Parkway, Tuolumne River Regional Park, Tulare Lake Land Retirement Program, and Butte Sink Wetlands.  Additional information can be found at http://www.tpl.org/.

TPL was selected before the identification of options for further study because of its reputation, experience, quality of work, and willingness to help address the crisis facing our Regional Parks and Open Space System.  The timeline subsequently mandated by Sacramento County (i.e. any decision by the voters must be submitted to the voters at the November 2012 general election) has not allowed for a formal request for proposals process.
The TPL Proposal

TPL submitted a proposal to SARA which was approved by the SARA Board of Directors on June 15, 2010.  This proposal provides for:

 (a)
Feasibility Research: Duration = 8 weeks.  Budget = $7,500

 Research and analysis focused on broad based tax and bond mechanisms capable of generating significant funding at the local level that are practical and have been proven. TPL will examine up to four scenarios.  For each local funding option, TPL will examine the legal framework, revenue raising capacity, the fiscal impact to government budgets and taxpayers, and how such options are implemented.  TPL will also provide examples of where and how these mechanisms have been used by other jurisdictions in California. The objective is to provide a fact-based reference document to be used as a shared information source and frame of reference for use in evaluating available financing mechanisms from an objective vantage point.

(b)
Public Opinion Survey: Duration = 2 – 4 weeks. Budget = $17,000 to $24,000 


After completing the Feasibility Research, TPL will contract with Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin & Metz, a qualified public opinion survey firm, to conduct a professionally administered, statistically valid public opinion survey through telephone interviews of randomly selected voters in Sacramento County.  The polling will be designed to test (i) level of support for a conservation funding mechanism, (ii) alternative funding sources and amounts, (iii) purposes for use of funds that voters find most compelling, (iv)  the timing for submittal of questions to the voters, and (v) various governance possibilities and accountability measures.  The latest polling known to be available is from 2007.

(c)
Presentations & Recommendations: Duration = 2 weeks.  Budget = $6,000


TPL will provide recommendations for a finance strategy, ballot language including legal parameters, examples of successful ballot questions, and consultation with legal counsel as necessary.  TPL will assist in development of presentations and participate in a limited number of presentations, including presentations to the public.

Major Schedule Milestones

The schedule for the TPL work and associated Grassroots Working Group activities are listed in Table 1, “Major Milestones for TPL and Working Group Activities”.

	TABLE 1

	Major Milestones for TPL and Working Group Activities

	●
	Conduct Feasibility Study and submit Draft Report to the Grassroots Working Group
	November 1, 2010

	●
	Complete Public Opinion Survey
	December 10, 2010

	●
	TPL provides recommendations to Grassroots Working Group
	December 21, 2010

	●
	Grassroots Working Group provides recommendations to public and Board of Supervisors
	January 28, 2011

	●
	Summit Meeting for public consideration of Grassroots Working Group recommendations
	February 5, 2011


Funding of the TPL Proposal
Total budget for the TPL work is $37,500. At the time of approval of the TPL Proposal on June 15, 2010, the SARA Board of Directors authorized expenditure of $8,000 as its contribution to the funding required for the TPL work and the American River Natural History Association committed $2,000 towards funding the TPL Proposal.  From that time until August 13, 2010, when the American Parkway Foundation contributed the last $10,000, funds were solicited from concerned citizens and organizations.  As of August 17, 2010, all funds needed to pay the costs identified in the TPL proposal are in SARA’s hands.

Save the American River Association (SARA)

The Board of Directors of Save the American River Association (SARA) on April 20, 2010, considered the conclusions reached by the American River Parkway Coalition and adopted a resolution
 finding, among other things, that “Preservation and protection of the American River Parkway requires a thriving, successful Regional Parks and Open Space System.”  SARA has recognized that the threat posed to our Regional Parks and Open Space System by the ongoing County budget crisis is also a very serious threat to the American River Parkway that cannot be mitigated by actions limited to the American River Parkway. 

The SARA Board resolution authorizes SARA participation in a Grassroots effort guided by the objectives of protection and preservation of the Regional Parks and Open Space System and development of adequate, long term, stable funding options and encouraged other interested groups, neighborhood associations, and individual citizens to join the effort.  In adopting the resolution, the SARA Board also declared that, regardless of the means or option that may be selected to provide adequate, long term, stable funding of the Regional Parks and Open Space System:

(a)
The American River Parkway shall be managed to balance the goals of (i) preserving naturalistic open space and protecting the environmental quality within the urban environment, and (ii) contributing to the provision of recreational opportunities in the Sacramento area; and

(b)
The American River Parkway Plan shall guide decisions affecting the Parkway, specifically addressing the preservation, use, development and administration of the Parkway.

SARA is providing administrative support to the Grassroots Working Group by receiving and disbursing funds for the Grassroots Working Group.  Donations earmarked for the Grassroots effort are restricted to use by the Grassroots Working Group.  This Progress Report and future Progress Reports are sent to contributors so that they can be apprised of progress.

SARA maintains a website at http://www.sarariverwatch.org/grassroots.html where information regarding the Grassroots activities can be found.

The Grassroots Working Group
The Grassroots Working Group held its first meeting on June 7, 2010. At that meeting, Group reviewed the TPL Proposal and the attached description of the Grassroots Process
.

The Grassroots Working Group is the first step in the process to secure adequate, stable, long-term funding for our Regional Parks and Open Space System. While funds necessary to pay the costs of the TPL Proposal are in hand, additional funds are needed to launch the outreach and education effort to inform the public of the crisis at hand, the options under consideration, and ultimately, the recommended solution.

Successor Effort

The outcome of this initial phase will be a recommended solution, provided by the Grassroots Working Group, and likely available during the first Quarter of 2011. The intention is to then turn the project over to a successor effort that will move forward to further develop detailed information and to develop the campaign for a successful result on the November, 2012 ballot.

It is envisioned that the Grassroots Working Group, after completion of this first phase, will become an advocate for the solution recommended by the Group, monitor the development of any ballot measure(s) and campaign, and work to secure successful passage of ballot measure(s) that incorporate the recommendations of the Grassroots Working Group. 

Grassroots Working Group Members

Grassroots Working Group members participate as individuals and not as representatives of their listed affiliation. Table 2, “Grassroots Working Group Members” lists the members in alphabetical order and their affiliation or interest. Working Group members can be contacted at info@sarariverwatch.org.  
	TABLE 2

	GRASSROOTS WORKING GROUP MEMBERS

	
	Name
	Affiliation/Interest

	1
	Lea Brooks
	Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA)

	2
	Rob Burness
	Environmental Council of Sacramento, Habitat 2020

	3
	Keith Coolidge (Alternate)
	American River Parkway Foundation (ARPF)

	4
	Bill Davis
	Save the American River Association (SARA)

	5
	Pablo Garza
	The Nature Conservancy (TNC)

	6
	Dennis Greenbaum (Alternate)
	American River Parkway Foundation (ARPF)

	7
	Lou Heinrich
	American River Natural History Association (ARNHA)

	8
	Gay Jones
	Butterfield Riviera East Community Assoc.(BRECA)

	9
	Charlea Moore
	Dry Creek Parkway, Gibson Ranch

	10
	Aimee Rutledge
	Sacramento Valley Conservancy

	11
	Warren Truitt
	Save the American River Association (SARA)

	12
	Betsy Weiland
	Save the American River Association (SARA)

	13
	Charlie Willard
	Pathways to Recreation

	14
	Leo Winternitz
	American River Parkway Foundation (ARPF)


Vision

The guiding vision of the Grassroots Working Group is an integrated system of regional parks and open space areas linked by a bicycle transportation network. A system that is safe, accessible, and well-maintained provides recreational and educational opportunities to Sacramento County’s diverse communities. This system will also incorporate farmlands and wildlands, thereby allowing the people of the Sacramento area to enjoy the health and welfare benefits of clean air and water, locally grown food, and abundant opportunities to fish, boat, paddle, row, walk, hike, bike, ride horses, observe nature and enjoy all types of recreation.

Mission

The Mission of the Grassroots Working Group is to identify an appropriate structure to manage our regional parks and open space system linked by a non-motorized transportation network, coupled with a reliable funding stream that adequately provides for the operations, maintenance, and expansion of the system.

Meetings

The Grassroots Working Group is NOT a governmental entity. However, Grassroots Working Group meetings are open to the public unless the Working Group determines a closed session is appropriate to the work of the Grassroots effort. 

Members of the public and Advisory Committee attend as observers and will be afforded a place on the agenda to provide comments to the Working Group.  Otherwise, members of the public and the Advisory Committee should not expect to participate in Working Group deliberations unless requested to do so by the Working Group. 

The results of the Working Group effort are expected to be the subject of future public meetings by governmental agencies before any final decision is made. Every effort is made to make Grassroots Working Group meeting agendas available to the public at the same time that agendas are provided to Working Group members.

The Advisory Committee

An Advisory Committee has been formed to periodically review outputs from the Grassroots effort, provide feedback, offer suggestions regarding the Grassroots Working Group's efforts and provide a forum for discussion. Persons who have volunteered to serve on the Advisory Committee are listed in alphabetical order in Table 3, “Advisory Committee Membership, August 26, 2010”. Persons serve on the Advisory Committee as individuals and not as representatives of the listed affiliation/interest.

	TABLE 3

	ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

	August 26, 2010

	
	Name
	Community
	Zip
	Affiliation/Interest

	1
	Katie Baygell
	Carmichael
	95608
	ARNHA & ARP Equestrian Patrol

	2
	Dave & Maxine Clark
	Carmichael
	95608
	American River Parkway

	3
	Ginger Enrico
	Rancho Cordova
	95670
	Sun River Neighborhood

	4
	Marilyn Evans
	Sacramento
	95864
	Friends of Mather Park

	5
	Jane Hagedorn
	Sacramento
	95864
	Regional Parks & Open Space

	6
	Jude Lamare
	Sacramento
	95814
	ECOS

	7
	Joseph Larzalere
	Sacramento
	95819
	Regional Parks & Open Space

	8
	Chris Lewis
	Carmichael
	95608
	California Native Plant Society

	9
	Dave Lydick
	Fairfield
	94534
	Regional Parks & Open Space

	10
	Clyde MacDonald
	Sacramento
	95818
	Water Forum

	11
	Shelley Mathews
	Fair Oaks
	95628
	American River Parkway

	12
	Ted Robinson
	Sacramento
	95864
	County Parks & Rec Commission

	13
	Mike Savino
	Sacramento
	95822
	Save Our Sandhill Cranes

	14
	Robert & Lyvonne Sewell
	Sacramento
	95816
	Friends of the Riverbank

	15
	Dave Tamayo
	Sacramento
	Unk
	Park Commissioner City of Sacramento

	16
	Mary Tappel
	Sacramento
	95838
	American River Parkway

	17
	Paul Tebbel
	Sacramento
	95811
	Friends of the River


It is expected that meetings of the Advisory Committee would be held, as desired by a majority of the Advisory Committee, or requested by the Working Group, to obtain feedback on a particular matter. 

Grassroots Working Group meeting agendas are provided to Advisory Committee members so they may determine whether or not to attend specific Working Group Meetings. Also, the Working Group will issue periodic status reports to keep the Advisory Committee informed. 

The Advisory Committee will also need to consider what role it wishes to play in the successor effort described above.

Disposition of Options Considered by the Working Group

The Grassroots Working Group has, since first meeting on June 7, 2010, considered options for securing adequate, stable, long term funding for our regional parks and open space lands and facilities.  A total of nine options were identified and five of the nine have been selected for further study. 

The description of each of the options and basis of the sorting of the options is provided in the attachment to this report, “Disposition of Options Considered by the Working Group”, August 26, 2010.  A matrix summarizing the results of the Working Group analysis is included in the attachment.

Options for Further Study by TPL
The following options were selected by the Grassroots Working Group, at its meeting on August 13, 2010, for further study by TPL.  The selected options are not listed in any particular order or preference.

1.
New INDEPENDENT Regional Parks and Open Space District

2.
New DEPENDENT Regional Park and Open Space

3.
Non-Profit Conservancy

4.
Countywide Community Services District

5.
Continue County Department of Regional Parks (“No Project Option”)

Options NOT Recommended for Further Study

1.
Co-operative Working Relationship among Parks and Open Space

2.
Form a new Community Facilities District

3.
County Service Area 11

4.
County Divests Responsibility for Parks except American River Parkway and Retains Open Space

Discussion of the reasons for not selecting these options is provided in the attachment, “Disposition of Options Considered by the Working Group”, August 26, 2010 provided at the end of this Progress Report under “Discussion of Options Not Selected”.

Budget Estimate
Development of an estimated budget for an independent regional parks and open space district has begun.  This budget will identify costs and revenues using the following principles:

1.
The Initial Budget Estimate will be based upon a service plan that provides services equivalent to those services provided under the County’s FY 2008/09 budget for the Regional Parks Department and using estimates of salaries and benefits that are deemed to be competitive in the market place.

2.
Consideration will be given to additions to the Initial Budget Estimate for additional services that are demonstrated to be needed to achieve industry standards for properly operated and maintained regional parks and open space systems.

3.
Consideration will be given to further additions to the Initial Budget for additional services, lands, or system features needed for rational expansion and connectivity of the existing regional parks and open space system.

4.
The Final Budget Estimate  will be based upon means and methods for organization and performance of work using objective measures of efficient ways of operating and maintaining the Regional Parks and Open Space systems and include salaries and benefits that are demonstrated to be competitive in the market place.

5.
The Final Budget Estimate will include revenues from user fees, and service charges and sources other than taxes or assessments to the maximum extent reasonable practicable and consistent with securing adequate, stable, long term funding.

The Estimate that will be provided to TPL for use in their work will be based upon an independent regional parks and open space district and will be accurate to within +30%  or -15%. The Grassroots Working Group will continue to review and refine this budget in parallel with the TPL work so that the Grassroots Working Group is confident that the Budget Estimate is based upon salaries and benefits that are competitive, use of efficient operation and maintenance practices, and includes revenues from user fees and services charges to the maximum extent reasonably practicable consistent with securing, adequate, stable long term funding.  

The Grassroots Working Group is seeking assistance from experienced and knowledge individuals to assist in the review of the budget estimate proposals and to provide suggestions to the Working Group for modification or acceptance of estimates.

Education and Outreach

Education and outreach efforts have heretofore focused on fundraising to pay the costs of the TPL Proposal and establishment of the Advisory Committee described earlier.  Attention now shifts to include activities to inform the public of (a) the crisis facing our Regional Parks and Open Space System, (b) status of efforts to secure adequate, stable long term funding for our System, and (c) the solution recommended by the Grassroots Working Group. Fund raising efforts also shift to payment of the costs of Education and Outreach activities.

Initial efforts are focused on development of cogent responses to the following questions that will serve as the foundation for preparation of materials used in the education and outreach activities.

1.
How does our Regional Parks and Open Space System benefit people?

2.
How does our Regional Parks and Open Space System protect water supplies?

3.
How does our Regional Parks and Open Space System provide wildlife and wildlife habitat protection that benefits people?

4.
How does our Regional Parks and Open Space System preserve working farms and ranches, particularly small family farms and ranches?

5.
How does our Regional Parks and Open Space System benefit future generations? What is the legacy that we will provide future generations?

6.
What is the recreational value, in specifics, of our Regional Parks and Open Space System (e.g. hiking, biking, camping, fishing, hunting, viewing wildlife, enjoying nature, paddling, boating, riding horses)?

7.
How important is access to our Regional Parks and Open Space System to other than dedicated outdoor enthusiast (e.g. hikers, bicyclists, etc.)

8.
What is the shared responsibility of the residents of the incorporated and unincorporated areas of Sacramento County with respect to our Regional Parks and Open Space System?

9.
How does our Regional Parks and Open Space System benefit public health?

10.
What role does our Regional Park and Open Space System play in the economic health of the area?

It is possible that fully developed answers to all of the above may not be achievable due to limitations in available information.  In such event, the best possible answers will be used and, as appropriate, need for further research or data will be noted.

Additionally, individual members of the Grassroots Working Group are attending meetings of neighborhood associations, service clubs and other organizations to present information regarding the Grassroots effort.  Members of the Group are also distributing information at various locations within park lands and communities and have secured publication of information in community newspapers (e.g. North County News, August 2010) and neighborhood newsletters (e.g. Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association, August 2010).  Meetings are continuing with elected officials and staff of public agencies to update them on the Grassroots effort.  In this latter regard, the Grassroots Working Group provided an update to the County Parks and Recreation Commission on August 26, 2010.  

Next Progress Report
A firm date for publication of the next Progress Report has not been established.  The intent, however, is to publish Progress Reports when significant results are obtained.  In the meantime, it is suggested that http://www.sarariverwatch.org/grassroots.html be monitored for information as work progresses.

Attachment:

“Disposition of Options Considered by the Working Group” dated August 21, 2010, including the matrix “Grassroots Working Group Analysis of Options” dated August 13, 2010. 
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Grassroots Working Group

To Secure Adequate, Stable, Long Term Funding for Our Regional Parks and Open Space System
DISPOSITION OF OPTIONS CONSIDERED BY THE WORKING GROUP
August 26, 2010

The Grassroots Working Group has, since first meeting on June 7, 2010, considered options for securing adequate, stable, long term funding for our regional parks and open space lands and facilities.  The Working Group has considered a total of nine options and has selected options for further study and identified the options which the Working Group does not believe should be given further consideration.  The basis of the sorting of the options is provided in the attachment to this report.  

During the course of work, the Working Group became aware of changes to the California Government Code (Section 61000 et seq.) that have been enacted since the memo report by M. Holly Gilchrist, Supervising Deputy County Counsel
. This change relates to Community Services Districts (CSD).  The consensus of the Working Group is that the CSD option should be included as an option for further study so that additional information can be obtained from the work to be performed by TPL.  

OPTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
The following options were selected by the Grassroots Working Group, at its meeting on August 13, 2010, for further study by TPL.  The selected options are not listed in any particular order or preference.

1.
New INDEPENDENT Regional Parks and Open Space District - Formation of a new regional parks and open space district that encompasses all incorporated and unincorporated territory in Sacramento County as an INDEPENDENT regional parks and open space district, such as East Bay Regional Parks District, with an independently elected 5 or 7 member governing body. One or more ballot measures would commit base level funding from County General Fund and identify needed additional revenue. See Item No. 1 below under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information regarding ballot measure. 

A majority vote of the people within the territory to be included is required to establish the district. Also, a proposal involving special taxes will require a 2/3 vote of approval and special benefit assessments will require approval by a majority vote +1 of affected property ownership interests.  Other requirements of Proposition 218 must also be met.


Formation of a new independent regional parks and open space district can be initiated by petition containing the signatures of not less than 5,000 registered voters within the territory of the proposed district or by action of two or more cities or a single city with at least 50,000 population.  The Board of Supervisors, after holding a hearing, acts within four weeks to either approving the petition in whole or in part or denying the petition.

2.
New DEPENDENT Regional Park and Open Space District – Formation of a new regional parks and open space district with the County Board of Supervisors as the governing body. One or more ballot measures would commit base level funding from County General Fund and identify needed additional revenue. See Item No. 1 below under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information regarding ballot measure. 


A majority vote of the people within the territory to be included in the new district is required to establish the district. Also, a proposal involving special taxes will require a 2/3 vote of approval and special benefit assessments will require approval by a majority vote +1 of affected property ownership interests.  Other requirements of Proposition 218 must also be met.


Formation of a new dependent regional parks and open space district is initiated by the County Board of Supervisors acting pursuant to Section 5506.10 of the California Government Code. The Board is to hold a hearing and adopt a resolution which among other things, specifies that all revenue generated by the regional district shall be allocated among all affected public agencies within the territory within the territory for expenditures consistent with the purposes specified in the law and to address the needs specified in Government Code Section 5539.10.  This option was previously considered by voters in Sacramento County as Measure B in the general election of November 1994 and was rejected by a vote of 52.2 % “No” vs. 47.8% “Yes”.

3.
Non-Profit Conservancy - Establish a new Non-Profit conservancy or negotiate the transfer of management and operational responsibility and revenues for parks and open space from the County to an existing non-profit organization.  Arrangements for establishing a new Non-Profit Conservancy would be established or negotiations with an existing non-profit would need to be completed. Base level funding would be established by negotiation and subject to annual budget process or no Base level funding would be provided.  Same applies to needed additional revenue.  One or more ballot measures may be needed to commit Base level or identify needed additional funding. See Item No. 1 below under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information in the event that a ballot measure is required. 


A proposal involving special taxes will require a 2/3 vote of approval and special benefit assessments will require approval by a majority vote +1 of affected property ownership interests.  Other requirements of Proposition 218 must also be met if a special tax or benefit assessment is involved. Taxing or assessment power would remain the province of the County. 

4.
Countywide Community Services District – Formation of a countywide community services district (CSD) initiated either by (a) petition signed by not less than 25% of registered voters in the County or (b) adoption of a resolution by the County Board of Supervisors, any city, or special district containing any territory to be included in the proposed CSD following a public hearing by the adopting body.  Action by Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) approving the formation of the CSD is required and will be conditioned specifically on voter or property owner approval of any special taxes or special benefit assessments needed to generate revenues sufficient for the CSD to operate. A ballot measure would commit base level funding from County General Fund and identify needed additional revenue. See Item No. 1 below under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information regarding ballot measure.


 Formation of a countywide CSD does not require the consent of the governing bodies of the cities or special districts within the county. However, there are many opportunities for other agencies to contest the formation of a CSD by way of the LAFCo process and to submit their own competing proposals.
 


Formation of a CSD does not require the consent of the voters if protests are NOT received by LAFCo from at least 25%, but less than 50%, of the registered voters or property owners within the proposed CSD.
  A 5-member CSD Board of Directors is however required to be elected.


Any proposal involving special taxes will require a 2/3 vote of approval and special benefit assessments will require approval by a majority vote +1 of affected property ownership interests.  See Item No. 1 below under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information. Other requirements of Proposition 218 must also be met.


The Working Group recognized that this option, as a result of the LAFCo proceedings, suffers from the same limitations with respect to “Timely by July 2012” as some of the options that have not been considered for further study.  The Working Group also understood that, while this option would allow creation of a new governance structure without an election, the possibility would exist that implementation of the CSD could occur without also achieving adequate, stable, long term funding of the Regional Parks and Open Space System.  It was the consensus of the Working Group that other factors were sufficiently offsetting that this option should be included in the options to be considered by The Trust for Public Land.  

5.
Continue County Department of Regional Parks (“No Project Option”) – This option would continue the existing County Department of Regional Parks with existing funding arrangements for the Regional Parks and Open Space System and provide a basis for comparison.  Base level funding and needed additional funding would be subject to the annual budget process. 


However, it is possible to overcome revenue problems if one or more ballot measures commit base level funding from the County General Fund and identify needed additional revenue. See Item No. 1 below under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information.


Any proposal involving special taxes will require a 2/3 vote of approval and special benefit assessments will require approval by a majority vote +1 of affected property ownership interests.  See Item No. 1 below under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information. Other requirements of Proposition 218 must also be met.

OPTIONS CONVERTED TO ANALYSIS FACTORS

During the course of the analysis by the Working Group, it became clear that two options were not separate and distinct options but were rather factors that should be used in the evaluation of the remaining options.

1.
Property Tax Revenue Dedicated by a Vote of the People - This would be very similar to the Park Charter Fund approved by the voters in Santa Clara County first in 1973 and most recently renewed in the 2006 Election.  

The electorate residing in the unincorporated and incorporated areas of Sacramento County would be asked to approve a ballot measure that would specify the annual transfer of an amount of money from the General Fund to a Regional Parks and Open Space Fund.  Base level of funding and/or needed additional revenue would be established by formula specified in the ballot measure as the amount that would be determined annually from a percentage of assessed valuation with separately specified percentages for acquisition, improvements and operation and maintenance. 
This option has converted to a factor for analysis of other options with the assumption that the amount of revenue to be dedicated will range from zero to either a Base Amount or an amount that will avoid the need for new taxes or special benefit assessments. 

In Santa Clara County, the voters have mandated that revenue equivalent to $0.01425 per $100 of assessed valuation of all real and personal property in Santa Clara County be annually transferred from the County General Fund to a separate Parks Fund.  Santa Clara County voters also required that a minimum of 15% of the amount transferred by dedicated to acquisition and an additional minimum of 5% of the amount transferred be dedicated to park development. These features could be included in a ballot measure for any of the options selected for further study.

The Sacramento County Assessor’s office has advised that the 2010/2011 gross assessed value for the unincorporated area, including both secured and unsecured, is $48,288,728,894.
 Applying the Santa Clara County values to this assessed value would result in a FY 2010/2011 transfer amount of $6.881 million, a minimum acquisition amount of $1.032 million, and a minimum park development amount of $344,000.  These amounts are offered for illustrative purposes only and are not proposed for consideration at this time.

2.
Remove Section 71J Contracting Limitation from County Charter- This option has been changed to a factor titled “Subject to Section 71J of the County Charter”.  


Section 71J of the County Charter generally provides that the County may not contract for services if County employees are available to perform the work to be contracted.

OPTIONS NOT RECOMMENDED FOR FURTHER STUDY

1.
Co-operative Working Relationship among Parks and Open Space Authorities - Negotiate  a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) among the existing park districts, cities and Sacramento County.  Final arrangements require consent of each City Council and Board of Supervisors. Base level funding and needed additional revenue annually budgeted from County General Fund. Negotiations assumed to result in cost savings for County Regional Parks Department sufficient to avoid needed additional revenue. If this assumption is not realized, ballot measure will be needed.  See Item No. 1 below under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information if ballot measure is needed.


A proposal involving special taxes will require a 2/3 vote of approval and special benefit assessments will require approval by a majority vote +1 of affected property ownership interests.  Other requirements of Proposition 218 must also be met if a special tax or benefit assessment is involved.
2.
Form a new Community Facilities District- Establish a new Community Facilities District and negotiate arrangements for inclusion of territory within cities. Final arrangements require consent of each City Council and Board of Supervisor. Base level funding annually budgeted from County General Fund.  


If this assumption is not realized, a ballot measure will be needed to commit base funding and to secure needed additional revenue.  See Item No. 1 below under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information if ballot measure is needed. See Item No. 1 above under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information


A proposal involving special taxes will require a 2/3 vote of approval and special benefit assessments will require approval of a majority vote +1 of affected property ownership interests.  Other requirements of Proposition 218 must also be met if a special tax or benefit assessment is involved.
3.
County Service Area 11 - Activate latent powers for recreation and parks services for existing County Service Area No. 11 which includes only unincorporated area within the Urban Services Boundary and expand powers to include open space.  Negotiate arrangements for inclusion of territory within cities.  Final arrangements require consent of each City Council and Board of Supervisors. Base level funding annually budgeted from County General Fund.  If this assumption is not realized, a ballot measure will be needed to commit base funding and to secure needed additional revenue specified by ballot measure. See Item No. 1 above under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information


A proposal involving special taxes will require a 2/3 vote of approval and special benefit assessments will require approval by a majority vote +1 of affected property ownership interests.  Other requirements of Proposition 218 must also be met if a special tax or benefit assessment is involved.

4.
County Divests Responsibility for Parks except American River Parkway and Retains Open Space - Negotiate transfer of management, operational responsibility, and associated revenues for all parks, excepting the American River Parkway, from the County Department of Regional Parks to community recreation and park districts, or cities, or private entities and develop a more effective co-operative process (e.g. MOU, JPA) for the American River Parkway.  


County would retain management and operational responsibility for open space. Negotiations would need to provide for transfer of revenue from the County to the receiving entity and final arrangements would require consent of the governing body of each receiving entity and the Board of Supervisors. Base level funding for remaining Open Space responsibility would be budgeted from the County General Fund and is assumed to be achieved by cost savings resulting from success in divesting responsibility for operation and maintenance of parks. If this assumption is not realized, a ballot measure may be needed to secure additional funding.  See Item No. 1 above under “Options Converted to Analysis Factors” for additional information if ballot measure is needed.


A proposal involving special taxes will require a 2/3 vote of approval and special benefit assessments will require approval by a majority vote +1 of affected property ownership interests.  Other requirements of Proposition 218 must also be met if a special tax or benefit assessment is involved.

DISCUSSION OF OPTIONS NOT SELECTED
In reaching the above conclusions the Grassroots Working Group considered the factors listed in the attachment, “Grassroots Working Group Analysis of Options” dated August 13, 2010. In summary, the options not recommended for further study would:

1.
Not to be amendable to the time schedule mandated by the County (i.e. submittal to electorate at November 2012 election) because of complex negotiations related to governance and ballot measure provisions that would need to be successfully concluded by July 2012 in order to make a November 2012 general election. In addition to being time consuming, these negotiations could result in loss of the regional parks system and unforeseen consequences due to pressure to respond to the budget crisis facing the County government. 

2.
Be seen as allowing for diversion of tax and other revenues intended for the Regional Parks and Open Space System to other purposes or as generating new tax revenues for the County.

3.
Lead to the balkanization of the American River Parkway (based upon past experience with attempts to negotiate a joint powers agreement for the American River Parkway and the update process for the 2008 American River Parkway Plan).

4.
Not allow for future expansion of parks and open space lands and facilities nor improved connectivity within the county or future expansion of the system beyond the boundaries of Sacramento County.

5.
Not provide increased accountability to the public for the funding, operation and maintenance of the Regional Parks and Open Space System.

6.
Would continue the inefficiencies of the existing arrangements for maintenance and operation.

7.
Depend upon a governance structure without good models of successful implementation elsewhere in California.

8.
In addition to the foregoing, the option “County Divests Responsibility for Parks except the American River Parkway and Retains Open Space” the Working Group concluded that this option would mean:


(a)
Privatization of a public resource,


(b)
Loss of the Regional Parks system, and


(c)
Reduced opportunity for connectivity among the park and open space lands.

9.
Although in some instances it would appear that voter action to commit a base level of funding or to provide for needed additional revenue would be avoided, this conclusion is premised on the realization of the assumptions described in the definition of the option.  If these assumptions are not realized, then it is most likely that all options will require a ballot measure to secure base funding and/or additional needed revenue.

10.
For three of the four options not selected for further consideration, a new governmental agency may need to be created depending upon the outcome of negotiations. 


11.
On balance, the foregoing more than offset positive attributes of the options not selected for further evaluation.
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	Category:
	Options for Further Study
	Not Recommended for Further Study
	Text Item Number (8)
	
	

	Number (3)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	
	
	

	Line No.
	Factor 
(Not listed in any particular order)
	New INDEPENDENT Regional Parks and Open Space District
	New DEPENDENT Regional Parks and Open Space District
	Non-profit Conservancy
	Community Services District
	County Dept of Regional Parks
	County Divests Responsibility for Parks
	County Service Area #11
	New Community Facilities District
	Co-operative Working Relationship
	
	

	1
	Timely by July 2012
	Yes
	Yes
	 (1)
	No (4)
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	1
	

	2
	Good models for successful implementation elsewhere in CA
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	7
	

	3
	Some or all Tax revenues subject to diversion for other purposes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	2
	

	4
	Option May  be Seen as Allowing Diversion of Existing Parks and Open Space Revenues to other purposes
	No
	No
	Yes
	(7)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	2
	

	5
	Privatization of a Public Resource
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	8
	

	6
	Balkanization of American River Parkway
	No
	No
	No
	(1)(4)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	3
	

	7
	Loss of Regional Parks System
	No
	No
	No
	No
	(2)
	Yes
	 (1)
	(1)
	(1)
	1,8
	

	8
	Allow County Parks/Open Space to Grow within county
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	(2)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	4,8
	

	9
	Can expand beyond county boundaries
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	4,8
	

	10
	Produces governance stability
	Yes
	Yes
	NA(9)
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	11
	

	11
	Increased Accountability to the Public
	Yes
	(7)
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	5
	

	12
	Dedicated Revenue By Voter Action (6)
	Yes
	Yes
	(1)
	Yes
	(2)
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No (6)
	9
	

	13
	Subject to Section 71J of County Charter (6)
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	6
	

	14
	Requires Public Vote (i.e. Ballot Measure) for Governance
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	(5)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	11
	

	15
	Creates New Government Agency
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	(1)
	(1)
	(1)
	10, 11
	

	16
	Ballot Measure for Funding Seen as new taxes for County
	No
	Yes
	NA(9)
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	2
	

	17
	Allows for cross jurisdictional boundaries
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	(1)
	(1)
	(1)
	8
	

	18
	Could be more efficient than Existing
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	(1)
	No
	No
	No
	6
	

	See Following Page for Notes.
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	(1) Maybe. Depends upon outcome of negotiations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Maybe Depending upon amount of General Fund Revenue made available by Board of  Supervisors
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Number corresponds to the number in "Disposition of Options Considered by the Working Group", August 26, 2010.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) LAFCo process involves complex negotiations
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Maybe. If sufficient protest vote is received by LAFCo
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) See "Options Converted to Analysis Factors" in "Disposition of Options Considered by the Working Group", August 26, 2010.
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Maybe. Public may not perceive this as separate from County government.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Refers to the numbered items listed under “Discussion of Options Not Selected” in “Disposition of Options Considered by the Working Group”, August 26, 2010
	
	
	

	(9) NA = Not Applicable
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


� “Sacramento County Government Budget Problems and the County Regional Parks System”, March 22, 2010, which represents the consensus of the seventeen people present at the March 12, 2010 American River Parkway Coalition meeting. 


� Ms. Janet Baker, Director, Sacramento County Regional Parks Department


� “How Much Value Does the City of Sacramento Receive from Its Park and Recreation System”, The Trust for Public Land, 2009.


� “Resolution of the Board of Directors Save the American River Association (SARA) Regarding the County Government Budget Problems and the County Regional Parks System”, adopted April 20, 2010.


� “The Grass Roots Process to Secure Adequate, Stable, Long Term Funding for Our Regional Parks and Open Space System”, June 7, 2010.


� Memorandum from M. Holly Gilchrist, Supervising Deputy County Counsel, to Supervisor Susan Peters, Subject: Regional Parks Maintenance – Possible funding strategies, March 1, 2005.


� Email from William Burke, County Counsel’s Office, to Bill Davis, Grassroots Working Group, Subject: Community Services District and Cities & Special Districts”, August 13, 2010, 11:43 am.


� California Government Code Section 57075.


� Email from Hector Garcia-Gonzalez, Appraisal Support Section, Office of the Assessor, to Bill Davis, dated August 20, 2010, Re: Assessed Value – Unincorporated Area Only.





