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FY 2010 Category Amount Description

Contingency 43,000$               Increase base budget  - City Council Contingency

Contingency 84,100                 Increase base budget  - City Manager Contingency

Salary/Benefits 794,068               Move PAPOA Salary Increase Deferral to Police Department

Non-Salary (132,182)              One half of estimated General Fund utility savings for sustainability efforts

Non-Salary (35,500)                20 percent reduction to General Fund travel expense

Non-Salary 1,900,000            Reduce Bridge Options $1.9  million

Transfer (1,000,000)           Reduce General Fund transfer to Capital Fund - additional $1million

Non-Salary (136)                     Rounding difference

1,653,350            

(1,653,350)$         

Non-Salary 32,000$               Increase for Sustainability programs
32,000                 

(32,000)$              

Non-Salary (11,000)$              Decrease increase for outside CAO evaluator
(11,000)                

11,000$               

Revenue 95,941$               Restore Family Resources Program Revenue

Revenue (150,000)              Remove parking revenue for Baylands and Foothills Parks

Revenue 148,170               Increase Revenue for Golf Course
Source Changes 94,111                 

Salary/Benefits 95,941                 Restore Family Resources Program expense
Non-Salary (11,099)                Decrease expense for Golf Course
Various 41,000                 Restore Funding for Twilight Concert Series

125,842               

(31,731)$              

Revenue 236,000$             Restore BLS program revenue
Source Changes 236,000               

Various 108,000               Restore BLS program expense

108,000               

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

Exhibit B

CITY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 

GENERAL FUND

NON-DEPARTMENTAL

Use Changes

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

Use Changes

CITY COUNCIL

COMMUNITY SERVICES

FIRE

Use Changes

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

Use Changes

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

CITY MANAGER

Use Changes
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FY 2010 Category Amount Description

Exhibit B

CITY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 

128,000$             

PLANNING & COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT

Salary
Salary and Benefits (236,280)$            Eliminate 1.0 FTE Assistant Director of Planning & Community Environment

(236,280)              

236,280$             

Salary and Benefits (794,068)$            PAPOA Salary Increase Deferral
(794,068)              

794,068$             

Salary and Benefits (24,835)$              Reallocate 0.25 FTE Administrative Associate III to Capital Projects Fund

Salary and Benefits (21,325)                Reallocate 0.25 FTE Administrative Associate I to Capital Projects Fund

(46,160)                

46,160$               

Revenue (564,487)$            Reduction of Transfer from General Fund to Capital Project Fund and various 
funding sources for projects

Use Changes (564,487)              
Salary and Benefits 24,835                 Reallocate 0.25 FTE Administrative Associate III from General Fund- Public 

Works
Salary and Benefits 21,325                 Reallocate 0.25 FTE Administrative Associate I from General Fund- Public 

Works
Non-Salary 535,513               CIP Project PD-07000 (Mobile Command Vehicle) $300,000; PL-11000 

(Highway 101 Pedestrian/Bicycle Overpass/Underpass Project) $100,000; PE-
86070 (Street Maintenance Project) $135,513

Use Changes 581,673              

(1,146,160)$         Capital Fund Reserve

GENERAL FUND CIP 

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

PUBLIC WORKS

Use Changes

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

POLICE

Use Changes

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

Use Changes
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FY 2010 Category Amount Description

ENTERPRISE FUNDS

ELECTRIC FUND

Revenue  $    (100,000) Decrease Central Valley Project Operations and 
Maintenance Loan Repayments 

Revenue (140,382) Decrease in net sales from City sustainability savings
 Revenue Changes (240,382)

Non-Salary (100,000) Decrease Central Valley Project Operations and 
Maintenance Loan Advances 

Non-Salary (18,868) Decrease in utility and vehicle charges from City 
sustainability savings

 Use Changes (118,868)

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves (121,514)

 Fund Balancing Entries 
176,618 Change in Fund Balance - Supply
(28,132) Change in Fund Balance - Distribution

(270,000) Change in Fund Balance - Calaveras
 Total Electric Fund (121,514)

 GAS FUND 7

Revenue  $     142,000 Increase net sales to reflect correction
Revenue (155,282) Decrease in net sales from City sustainability savings

 Revenue Changes (13,282)

Non-Salary 135,700 Increase demand-side management program expenditures
Non-Salary (1,384) Decrease in utility and vehicle charges from City 

sustainability savings
 Use Changes 134,316 

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $    (147,598)

 Fund Balancing Entries 
(147,598) Change in Fund Balance

 Total Gas Fund  $    (147,598)

 WATER FUND 7

Revenue (29,133) Decrease in net sales from City sustainability savings
 Revenue Changes (29,133)

Exhibit B
CITY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 
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FY 2010 Category Amount Description

Exhibit B
CITY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 

Non-Salary           45,279 Increase demand-side management program expenditures
 Use Changes           45,279 

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $      (74,412)

 Fund Balancing Entries 
(74,412) Change in Fund Balance

 Total Water Fund  $      (74,412)

WASTEWATER COLLECTION FUND

Revenue  $       20,000 Increase net sales to reflect correction
 Revenue Changes 20,000 

Non-Salary (250,000) Decrease in operating transfers to Refuse Fund for CIP RF-
10003 Drying Beds, Material Storage and Transfer Area 
(moved to FY 2011)

 Use Changes (250,000)

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $     270,000 

 Fund Balancing Entries 
270,000 Change in Fund Balance

 Total Wastewater Collection Fund  $     270,000 

 REFUSE FUND 

Revenue  $    (500,000) Decrease in CIP reimbursements from Wastewater 
Collection Fund and Storm Drainage Fund for CIP RF-
10003 Drying Beds, Material Storage and Transfer Area 
(moved to FY 2011)

 Revenue Changes (500,000)

Non-Salary (750,000) Decrease in CIP expenditures for CIP RF-10003 Drying 
Beds, Material Storage and Transfer Area (moved to FY 
2011)

 Use Changes (750,000)

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $     250,000 

 Fund Balancing Entries 
250,000 Change in Fund Balance

 Total Refuse Fund  $     250,000 
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FY 2010 Category Amount Description

Exhibit B
CITY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 

 STORM DRAIN FUND 

Non-Salary  $    (250,000) Decrease in operating transfers to Refuse Fund for CIP RF-
10003 Drying Beds, Material Storage and Transfer Area 
(moved to FY 2011, and not to be funded by Storm 
Drainage Fund)

 Use Changes (250,000)

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $     250,000 

 Fund Balancing Entries 
250,000 Change in Fund Balance

 Total Storm Drain Fund  $     250,000 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT FUND

Non-Salary  $    (182,357) Decrease in utility and vehicle charges from City 
sustainability savings

 Use Changes (182,357)

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $     182,357 

 Fund Balancing Entries 
182,357 Change in Fund Balance

 Total Wastewater Treatment Fund  $     182,357 

INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS

Revenue (10,129)$      Decrease in reimbursements from City sustainability savings
(10,129)        

(10,129)$      

VEHICLE REPLACEMENT FUND

Revenue Changes

Net Changes To (From) Reserves
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FY 2010 Category Description

Transfer (220,000)$        Decrease in CIP expenditures for CIP PE-06007 Park Restroom Installation 
(Deferred)

Transfer (100,000)          Decrease in CIP expenditures for CIP PE-07007 Cubberley Turf Renovation 
(Funding moved to FY2009)

(320,000)          

320,000$          

Non-Salary 100,000$          Allocate budget for Affordable Housing projects in FY2010
100,000            

(100,000)$        

Exhibit B

CITY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 

Use Changes

SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS

DEVELOPER'S IMPACT FEES

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

HOUSING IN-LIEU FUNDS

Amount

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

Use Changes
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FY 2011 Category Amount Description

Contingency 43,000$            Increase base budget  - City Council Contingency

Contingency 84,100              Increase base budget  - City Manager Contingency

Non-Salary (132,182)           One half of estimated General Fund utility savings for sustainability efforts

Non-Salary (35,500)             20 percent reduction to General Fund travel expense

Non-Salary (135)                  Rounding difference

(40,717)             

40,717$            

Non-Salary 32,000$            Increase for Sustainability programs
32,000              

(32,000)$           

Non-Salary (11,000)$           Decrease increase for outside CAO evaluator
(11,000)             

11,000$            

Revenue 95,941$            Restore Family Resources Program Revenue

Revenue (150,000)           Remove parking revenue for Baylands and Foothills Parks

Revenue 148,170            Increase Revenue for Golf Course
Source Changes 94,111              

Salary/Benefits 95,941              Restore Family Resources Program expense
Non-Salary (11,099)             Decrease expense for Golf Course
Various 41,000              Restore Funding for Twilight Concert Series

125,842            

(31,731)$           

Revenue 236,000$          Restore BLS program revenue
Source Changes 236,000            

Various 137,571            Restore BLS program expense

137,571            

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

FIRE

Use Changes

COMMUNITY SERVICES

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

Use Changes

GENERAL FUND

Use Changes

NON-DEPARTMENTAL

Exhibit B

CITY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 

Use Changes

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

CITY MANAGER

Use Changes

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

CITY COUNCIL
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FY 2011 Category Amount Description

Exhibit B

CITY OF PALO ALTO

AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 

98,429$            

PLANNING & COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT

Salary
Salary and Benefits (236,280)$         Eliminate 1.0 FTE Assistant Director of Planning & Community Environment

(236,280)           

236,280$          

Salary and Benefits (24,835)$           Reallocate 0.25 FTE Administrative Associate III to Capital Projects Fund

Salary and Benefits (21,325)             Reallocate 0.25 FTE Administrative Associate I to Capital Projects Fund
(46,160)             

46,160$            

Salary and Benefits 24,835$            Reallocate 0.25 FTE Administrative Associate III from General Fund- Public 
Works

Salary and Benefits 21,325              Reallocate 0.25 FTE Administrative Associate I from General Fund- Public 
Works

Use Changes 46,160              

(46,160)$           Capital Fund Reserve

Use Changes

PUBLIC WORKS

Use Changes

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

Net Changes To (From) Reserves

GENERAL FUND CIP 

Net Changes To (From) Reserves
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FY 2011 Category Amount Description

ENTERPRISE FUNDS

ELECTRIC FUND

Revenue  $   2,551,259 Increase net sales to reflect correction
        (400,000) Decrease Central Valley Project Operations and Maintenance 

Loan Repayments 
Revenue (140,382) Decrease in net sales from City sustainability savings

 Revenue Changes       2,010,877 

Non-Salary         (400,000) Decrease Central Valley Project Operations and Maintenance 
Loan Advances 

Non-Salary (18,868) Decrease in utility and vehicle charges from City 
sustainability savings

 Use Changes         (418,868)

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $   2,429,745 

 Fund Balancing Entries 
         106,618 Change in Fund Balance - Supply

        (200,000) Change in Fund Balance - Calaveras
      2,523,127 Change in Fund Balance - Distribution

 Total Electric Fund  $   2,429,745 

 GAS FUND 7

 $      142,000 Increase net sales to reflect correction
Revenue (155,282) Decrease in net sales from City sustainability savings

 Revenue Changes           (13,282)

Non-Salary          146,440 Increase demand-side management program expenditures
Non-Salary (1,384) Decrease in utility and vehicle charges from City 

sustainability savings
 Use Changes          145,056 

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $    (158,338)

 Fund Balancing Entries 
        (158,338) Change in Fund Balance

 Total Gas Fund  $    (158,338)

 WATER FUND 7

Revenue (29,133) Decrease in net sales from City sustainability savings
 Revenue Changes (29,133)

Non-Salary  $        80,279 Increase demand-side management program expenditures
 Use Changes            80,279 

Exhibit B

CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 
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FY 2011 Category Amount Description

Exhibit B

CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $    (109,412)

 Fund Balancing Entries 
        (109,412) Change in Fund Balance

 Total Water Fund  $    (109,412)

WASTEWATER COLLECTION FUND

Non-Salary  $      375,000 Increase in operating transfers to Refuse Fund for CIP RF-
10003 Drying Beds, Material Storage and Transfer Area 
(moved from FY 2010)

 Use Changes          375,000 

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $    (375,000)

 Fund Balancing Entries 
        (375,000) Change in Fund Balance

 Total Wastewater Collection Fund  $    (375,000)

 REFUSE FUND 

Revenue  $      375,000 Increase in CIP reimbursements from Wastewater Collection 
Fund for CIP RF-10003 Drying Beds, Material Storage and 
Transfer Area (moved from FY 2010)

 Revenue Changes          375,000 

Non-Salary          750,000 Increase in CIP expenditures for CIP RF-10003 Drying Beds, 
Material Storage and Transfer Area (moved from FY 2010)

 Use Changes          750,000 

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $    (375,000)

 Fund Balancing Entries 
        (375,000) Change in Fund Balance

 Total Refuse Fund  $    (375,000)

WASTEWATER TREATMENT FUND

Non-Salary  $    (182,357) Decrease in utility and vehicle charges from City 
sustainability savings

 Use Changes (182,357)

 Net Changes To (From) Reserves  $      182,357 
 ` 
 Fund Balancing Entries 

182,357 Change in Fund Balance
 Total Wastewater Treatment Fund  $      182,357 
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FY 2011 Category Amount Description

Exhibit B

CITY OF PALO ALTO
AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY MANAGER'S 2010 AND 2011 PROPOSED BUDGET 

INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS

Revenue (10,129)$       Decrease in reimbursements from City sustainability savings
(10,129)         

(10,129)$       

VEHICLE REPLACEMENT FUND

Revenue Changes

Net Changes To (From) Reserves
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Summary of Position Changes

Operating Budget FY 2010-2011 City of Palo Alto 1

Draft Revision: 446     User: cparas
Timestamp: June 8, 2009 3:13 pm

Summary of Position Changes
FTE

GENERAL FUND

2008-09 ADOPTED BUDGET 651.47

2 0 08 - 09  BAO  Pos i t i o n  Adj us tm e nt s
Deputy Director, Administrative Services (ASD) (0.20)

Jr. Museum & Zoo Lead Instructor (CSD) (2.25)

Program Assistant I (CSD) 2.25

Arborist (PLA) 1.00

Manager, Economic Resources (PLA) (1.00)

Manager, Economic Development & Redevelopment (PLA) 1.00

Managing Arborist (PLA) (1.00)

Community Service Officer - Lead (POL) (1.00)

Supervisor, Police Services (POL) 1.00

Project Engineer (PWD) (1.00)

Supervising Project Engineer (PWD) 1.00

Tree Maintenance Person (PWD) 1.00

Tree Trimmer/Line Clearer (PWD) (1.00)

2008-09 ADJUSTED TOTAL 651.27

2009-10  New Posit ions
Deputy City Manager (CMO, PLA) 1.00

Administrative Associate III (CSD) 0.25

2009-10 Total New Positions 1.25

2009-10  Reclassif ied Po siti ons
Producer Arts/Science (CSD) 1.00

Program Assistant I (CSD) (1.00)

Supervisor Open Space (CSD) 1.00

Senior Ranger (CSD) (1.00)

Administrative Associate III (CSD) 0.50

Administrative Associate I (CSD) (0.50)

Program Assistant I (CSD) (2.25)

Jr. Museum & Zoo Educator (CSD) 2.25

Human Resources Assistant - Conf (HRD) 1.00

Manager, Employee Relations (HRD) (1.00)

EXHIBIT D



Summary of Position Changes

City of Palo Alto Operating Budget FY 2010-20112

Draft Revision: 446     User: cparas
Timestamp: June 8, 2009 3:13 pm

Business Analyst (LIB) 1.00

Coordinator, Library Programs (LIB) (1.00)

Building/Planning Technician (PLA) 1.00

Permit Specialist (PLA) (1.00)

Crime Analyst (POL) 1.00

Police Records Specialist II (POL) (1.00)

Program Coordinator (POL) 1.00

Program Assistant I (POL) (1.00)

2009-10 Total Reclassified Positions 0.00

2 0 09 - 10  R e a ll o c ated  Po s i ti o n s
ASD reallocation to Other Funds (0.08)

ASD reallocation to Enterprise Funds (4.68)

PLA reallocation from Other Funds 0.05

PWD reallocation to Other Funds (3.80)

PWD reallocation to Enterprise Funds (0.20)

2009-10 Total Reallocated Positions (8.71)

2009-10  El iminated Posit ions
Manager, Communications (CMO) (1.00)

Senior Administrator (CMO) (1.00)

Accounting Specialist (ASD) (1.00)

Storekeeper (ASD) (1.00)

Golf Course Maintenance Person (CSD) (1.00)

Producer Arts/Science Programs (CSD) (0.50)

Program Assistant I (CSD) (1.00)

EMS Chief (FIR) (1.00)

EMT Basic (FIR) (3.00)

Coordinator, Library Programs (LIB) (1.00)

Senior Librarian (LIB) (0.50)

Administrative Associate II (PLA) (1.00)

Assistant Director, Planning and Community Environment (PLA) (1.00)

Plan Checking Engineer (PLA) (1.00)

Police Officer (POL) (1.00)

Police Records Specialist II (POL) (1.00)

Volunteer Coordinator (POL) (0.50)

Engineer (PWD) (0.90)

Engineering Technician III (PWD) (0.90)

FTE
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Draft Revision: 446     User: cparas
Timestamp: June 8, 2009 3:13 pm

Building Inspector Specialist (1.00)

Building Plan Technician (1.00)

2009-10 Total Eliminated Positions (21.30)

2009-10 TOTAL PROPOSED GENERAL FUND POSITIONS 622.51

ENTERPRISE FUNDS

2008-09 ADOPTED BUDGET 350.36

2 0 08 - 09  BAO  Pos i t i o n  Adj us tm e nt s
Administrator, Refuse (PWD) 1.00

Business Analyst (PWD) 0.13

Coordinator Recycling (PWD) (2.00)

Coordinator Zero Waste (PWD) 2.00

Senior Technologist (PWD) 0.13

Technologist (PWD) (0.13)

Business Analyst (UTL) 1.87

Coordinator, Utility Projects (UTL) 1.00

Deputy Director, Administrative Services (UTL) 0.20

Electric Project Engineer (UTL) (2.00)

Project Manager (UTL) (1.00)

Senior Market Analyst (UTL) (1.00)

Senior Technologist (UTL) (0.13)

Supervising Electric Project Engineer (UTL) 2.00

Technologist (UTL) (0.87)

2008-09 ADJUSTED TOTAL 351.56

2009-10  Reclassif ied Po siti ons
Industrial Waste Assistant Inspector (PWD) 1.00

Engineering Technician I (PWD) (1.00)

Customer Service Specialist - Lead (UTL) 1.00

Utilities Field Service Representative (UTL) (1.00)

Restoration Lead (UTL) 1.00

Equipment Operator (UTL) (1.00)

FTE
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Summary of Position Changes

City of Palo Alto Operating Budget FY 2010-20114

Draft Revision: 446     User: cparas
Timestamp: June 8, 2009 3:13 pm

Meter Shops Lead (UTL) 1.00

Gas Systems Technician (UTL) (1.00)

2009-10 Total Reclassified Positions 0.00

2 0 09 - 10  R e a ll o c ated  Po s i ti o n s
ASD reallocation to Enterprise Funds 4.68

PWD reallocation to Enterprise Funds 0.20

2009-10 Total Reallocated Positions 4.88

2009-10  El iminated Posit ions
Engineer (PWD) (0.10)

Engineering Technician III (PWD) (0.10)

2009-10 Total Eliminated Positions (0.20)

2009-10 TOTAL PROPOSED ENTERPRISE FUND POSITIONS 356.24

OTHER FUNDS

2008-09 ADOPTED BUDGET 72.77

2 0 08 - 09  BAO  Pos i t i o n  Adj us tm e nt s
Senior Technologist (Technology Fund) (2.00)

Technologist (Technology Fund) 2.00

Engineer (Capital Fund) (1.00)

Project Engineer (Capital Fund) 1.00

2008-09 ADJUSTED TOTAL 72.77

2 0 09 - 10  R e a ll o c ated  Po s i ti o n s
ASD reallocation to Equipment Management 0.08

PLA reallocation from Special Revenue to General Fund (0.05)

PWD reallocation to Capital 3.80

2009-10 Total Reallocated Positions 3.83

2009-10 TOTAL PROPOSED OTHER FUNDS POSITIONS 76.60

2009-10 TOTAL PROPOSED CITYWIDE POSITIONS 1055.35

FTE
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Table of Organization

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
 Adjusted

Budget

2009-10
 Proposed 

Budget

2009-10
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept

Budget

2010-11 
Budget
Change

GENERAL FUND

Cit y Atto rney
Assistant City Attorney 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

City Attorney 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Claims Investigator 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.60 0.00

Deputy City Attorney 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Legal Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Legal Secretary - Confidential 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Secretary to City Attorney 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Assistant City Attorney 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Senior Deputy City Attorney 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Senior Legal Secretary 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

TOTAL CITY ATTORNEY 10.60 10.60 10.60 0.00 10.60 0.00

Cit y  Audito r
Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Auditor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

City Auditor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Deputy City Auditor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Senior Auditor 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

TOTAL CITY AUDITOR 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Cit y  C lerk
Administrative Associate III 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Assistant City Clerk 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

City Clerk 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Deputy City Clerk 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Parking Examiner 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.00

TOTAL CITY CLERK 6.75 6.75 6.75 0.00 6.75 0.00
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Cit y  Manager
Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate I 1.50 1.50 1.50 0.00 1.50 0.00

Administrative Associate II 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant City Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant to City Manager 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

City Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Deputy City Manager (35) 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.00

Executive Assistant to the City Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Communications (1) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Public Communication Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Administrator (2) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

TOTAL CITY MANAGER 11.50 11.50 10.00 (1.50) 10.00 0.00

Ad mini st rat ive S er vi ces  
Depar t ment
Accounting Specialist (3), (20) 11.00 11.00 8.00 (3.00) 8.00 0.00

Accounting Specialist - Lead 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Administrative Assistant 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.00 0.93 0.00

Administrative Associate III 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.00 0.96 0.00

Assistant Director, Administrative Services 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.60 0.00

Assistant  Storekeeper 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Business Analyst 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.00

Buyer 1.95 1.95 1.95 0.00 1.95 0.00

Contracts Administrator 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Deputy Director, Administrative Services 1.00 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.80 0.00

Director, Administrative Services 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00

Graphic Designer 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Accounting 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Budget 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Purchasing/Contract Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Real Property 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Payroll Analyst 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00
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Real Property Analyst 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Real Property Agent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Senior Accountant  (21) 4.00 4.00 3.00 (1.00) 3.00 0.00

Senior Business Analyst 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Senior Financial Analyst  (22) 7.91 7.91 6.91 (1.00) 6.91 0.00

Senior Buyer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Staff Accountant  (23) 3.00 3.00 2.00 (1.00) 2.00 0.00

Staff Secretary 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Storekeeper (4) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Storekeeper - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Warehouse Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 49.15 48.95 41.95 (7.00) 41.95 0.00

Co mmunity S er v ices  Depar tment
Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate I (38) 2.50 2.50 2.00 (0.50) 2.00 0.00

Administrative Associate III (38), (39) 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.00

Administrator Special Events 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Arts and Culture Division Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Building Serviceperson 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Building Serviceperson - Lead 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Coordinator, Child Care 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Coordinator, Recreation Programs (5) 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Cubberley Center and Human Svc Div Mgr 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Director, Community Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Division Manager, Golf & Parks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Division Manager, Recreation & Golf 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Division Manager, Rec and Youth Sciences 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Golf Course Equipment Mechanic 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Golf Course Maintenance Person (41) 5.00 5.00 4.00 (1.00) 4.00 0.00

Inspector, Field Services 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Jr. Museum & Zoo Lead Educator (42) 0.00 0.00 2.25 2.25 2.25 0.00

Jr. Museum & Zoo Lead Instructor 2.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
 Adjusted

Budget

2009-10
 Proposed 

Budget

2009-10
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept

Budget

2010-11 
Budget
Change

EXHIBIT D



Table of Organization

City of Palo Alto Operating Budget FY 2010-20118

Draft Revision: 446     User: cparas
Timestamp: June 8, 2009 3:13 pm

Management Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Arts 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Open Space and Parks Division Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Park Maintenance Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Park Maintenance Person 11.00 11.00 11.00 0.00 11.00 0.00

Park Ranger 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Parks and Open Space Assistant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Parks Crew - Lead 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Producer Arts/Science Programs (6), (31) 12.25 12.50 13.00 0.50 13.00 0.00

Program Assistant I  (28), (31), (42) 9.75 12.00 7.75 (4.25) 7.75 0.00

Program Assistant II 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Senior Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Ranger (32) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Sprinkler System Repairer 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Superintendent, Golf Course 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Superintendent, Parks 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Junior Museum 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Open Space (32) 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 0.00

Supervisor, Parks 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Recreation Program 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Theater Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Volunteer Coordinator 0.75 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00

TOTAL COMMUNITY SERVICES 96.50 96.50 94.25 (2.25) 94.25 0.00

Fi re
Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate II 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Battalion Chief 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief/Fire Marshal 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.00 0.84 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief EMT 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief OPS/Support 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

EMS Chief (7) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

EMS Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
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EMT Basic  (8) 3.00 3.00 0.00 (3.00) 0.00 0.00

Fire Apparatus Operator 30.00 30.00 30.00 0.00 30.00 0.00

Fire Captain 27.00 27.00 27.00 0.00 27.00 0.00

Fire Chief 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Fire Fighter 45.00 45.00 45.00 0.00 45.00 0.00

Fire Inspector 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Hazardous Materials Fire Apparatus Operator 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hazardous Materials Fire Captain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hazardous Materials Fire Fighter 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hazardous Materials Inspector 1.90 1.90 1.90 0.00 1.90 0.00

Hazardous Materials Specialist 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.00 0.95 0.00

OES Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Paramedic Captain 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paramedic Fire Fighter 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paramedic Inspector 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paramedic Operator 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Training Captain 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

TOTAL FIRE 126.69 126.69 122.69 (4.00) 122.69 0.00

Hu man R esou rces D ep ar t ment
Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrator, Human Resources 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Assistant Director Human Resources 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Director, Human Resources 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Human Resources Assistant - Conf (33) 4.00 4.00 5.00 1.00 5.00 0.00

Human Resources Representative 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Manager, Employee Relations (33) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Manager, Human Resources & Development 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Manager, Risk and Benefits 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Senior Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

TOTAL HUMAN RESOURCES 16.00 16.00 16.00 0.00 16.00 0.00
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Librar y Depar t ment
Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Director, Library Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Business Analyst (34) 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Coordinator, Library Circulation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coordinator, Library Programs (9), (34) 3.00 3.00 1.00 (2.00) 1.00 0.00

Director, Libraries 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Division Head, Library Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Librarian 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Library Assistant 5.50 5.50 5.50 0.00 5.50 0.00

Library Associate 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Library Specialist 8.00 8.00 8.00 0.00 8.00 0.00

Manager, Main Library Services 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Management Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Librarian (10) 9.25 9.25 8.75 (0.50) 8.75 0.00

Supervisor, Librarian 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

TOTAL LIBRARY DEPARTMENT 43.75 43.75 42.25 (1.50) 42.25 0.00

Planning Depar t ment
Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate I 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Administrative Associate II (11) 4.80 4.80 3.80 (1.00) 3.80 0.00

Administrative Associate III 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrator, Planning & Comm Envir 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Arborist 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Building Official 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Director, Planning & Comm Envir 
(40)

1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Assistant Engineer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Associate Engineer 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Building Inspector 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Building Inspector Specialist (12) 3.00 3.00 2.00 (1.00) 2.00 0.00

Building/Planning Technician (13), (29) 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00
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Chief Building Official 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Chief Planning and Transportation Official 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Chief Transportation Officer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

City Traffic Engineer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Code Enforcement Officer 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Coordinator, Transp Sys Mgmt 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00

Deputy City Manager (35) 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.00

Director, Planning and Comm Envir 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Engineer 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Engineering Technician II 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Economic Resources 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Manager, Economic Devlpmt & Redevlpmt 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Planning 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Managing Arborist 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Permit Specialist (29) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Planner (30) 6.00 6.00 6.05 0.05 6.05 0.00

Plan Checking Engineer (14) 3.00 3.00 2.00 (1.00) 2.00 0.00

Project Engineer 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Planner 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00

Supervisor, Building Inspection 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Transportation Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Transportation Project Manager 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL PLANNING AND COMMUNITY 
ENVIRONMENT

53.30 53.30 48.85 (4.45) 48.85 0.00

Po li ce  Depar tment
Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate II 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Animal Attendant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Animal Control Officer 4.50 4.50 4.50 0.00 4.50 0.00

Animal Services Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Animal Services Specialist II 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Chief of Police 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
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Business Analyst 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Chief Communications Technician 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Code Enforcement Officer 1.50 1.50 1.50 0.00 1.50 0.00

Communication Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Community Service Officer 9.00 9.00 9.00 0.00 9.00 0.00

Community Service Officer - Lead 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coordinator, Police Technical Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Court Liaison Officer 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Crime Analyst (36) 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 0.00

Parking Enforcement Officer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Parking Enforcement Officer - Lead 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Police Agent 19.00 19.00 19.00 0.00 19.00 0.00

Police Captain 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Police Chief 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Police Lieutenant 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Police Officer (15) 51.00 51.00 50.00 (1.00) 50.00 0.00

Police Officer Training 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Police Records Specialist I 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Police Records Specialist II   (16), (36) 9.00 9.00 7.00 (2.00) 7.00 0.00

Police Records Specialist - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Police Sergeant 14.00 14.00 14.00 0.00 14.00 0.00

Police Trainee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Program Assistant I  (37) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Program Assistant II 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Program Coordinator (37) 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Property and Evidence Technician 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Public Safety Dispatcher I 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Public Safety Dispatcher II 14.00 14.00 14.00 0.00 14.00 0.00

Public Safety Dispatcher - Lead 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Safety Officer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Senior Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Superintendent, Animal Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Animal Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
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Supervisor, Police Services 2.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Veterinarian 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Veterinarian Technician 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Volunteer Coordinator (17) 1.00 1.00 0.50 (0.50) 0.50 0.00

TOTAL POLICE 164.00 164.00 161.50 (2.50) 161.50 0.00

Public  Work s Depar t ment
Accounting Specialist (20) 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00

Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate I  (24) 3.50 3.50 1.70 (1.80) 1.70 0.00

Administrative Associate II  (25) 2.00 2.00 1.80 (0.20) 1.80 0.00

Administrative Associate III  (26) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Administrator, Public Works  (27) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Assistant Director Public Works 1.10 1.10 1.10 0.00 1.10 0.00

Associate Engineer 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.00

Building Serviceperson 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Building Serviceperson - Lead 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Coordinator, Public Works Projects 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Deputy Director, Public Works Operations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Director, Public Works/City Engineer 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Electrician 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Engineer (18) 1.20 1.20 0.30 (0.90) 0.30 0.00

Engineering Technician III (19) 4.20 4.20 3.30 (0.90) 3.30 0.00

Equipment Operator 3.46 3.46 3.46 0.00 3.46 0.00

Equipment Parts Technician 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Facilities Assistant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Facilities Carpenter 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Facilities Electrician 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Facilities Maintenance - Lead 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Facilities Mechanic 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00

Facilities Painter 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Heavy Equipment Operator 1.90 1.90 1.90 0.00 1.90 0.00

Heavy Equipment Operator - Lead 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.00

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
 Adjusted

Budget

2009-10
 Proposed 

Budget

2009-10
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept

Budget

2010-11 
Budget
Change

EXHIBIT D



Table of Organization

City of Palo Alto Operating Budget FY 2010-201114

Draft Revision: 446     User: cparas
Timestamp: June 8, 2009 3:13 pm

Inspector, Field Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Instrument Electrician 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Manager, Facilities Maintenance 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.80 0.00

Manager, Maintenance Operations 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.12 0.00

Managing Arborist 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Project Engineer 1.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Project Manager 1.75 1.75 1.75 0.00 1.75 0.00

Senior Accountant (21) 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00

Senior Administrator 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.00 0.90 0.00

Senior Engineer 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.00 0.30 0.00

Senior Financial Analyst (22) 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.00

Senior Project Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Staff Accountant (23) 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00

Superintendent, Public Works Operations 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.60 0.00

Supervising Project Engineer 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Building Services 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisor, Facilities Management 1.95 1.95 1.95 0.00 1.95 0.00

Supervisor, Inspec/Surveying, Public Works 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.80 0.00

Surveying Assistant 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.00 0.78 0.00

Surveyor, Public Works 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.00 0.78 0.00

Traffic Control Maintainer - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Traffic Control Maintenance I 1.94 1.94 1.94 0.00 1.94 0.00

Traffic Control Maintenance II 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Tree Maintenance Assistant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Tree Maintenance Person 1.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Tree Trimmer/Line Clearer 8.00 7.00 7.00 0.00 7.00 0.00

Tree Trimmer/Line Clearer Assistant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Tree Trimmer/Line Clearer - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

TOTAL PUBLIC WORKS 69.23 69.23 63.67 (5.56) 63.67 0.00

GENERAL FUND AUTHORIZED 
POSITIONS

651.47 651.27 622.51 (28.76) 622.51 0.00
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Fo ot notes :

1 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Manager, Communications due to budget constraints

2 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Senior Administrator due to budget constraints

3 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Accounting Specialist due to budget constraints

4 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Storekeeper due to budget constraints

5
Elimination of 1.0 FTE Coordinator, Recreation Programs due to budget constraints; Added back by Finance 
Committee

6 Elimination of 0.5 FTE Producer Arts/Science Programs due to budget constraints

7 Elimination of 1.0 FTE EMS Chief due to budget constraints

8 Elimination of 3.0 EMT Basic due to budget constraints

9 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Coordinator, Library Programs due to budget constraints

10 Elimination of 0.5 FTE Senior Librarian due to budget constraints

11 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Administrative Associate II due to budget constraints

12 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Building Inspector Specialist due to budget constraints.

13 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Building Plan Technician due to budget constraints.

14 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Plan Checking Engineer due to budget constraints

15 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Police Officer due to budget constraints

16 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Police Records Specialist II due to budget constraints

17 Elimination of 0.5 FTE Volunteer Coordinator due to budget constraints

18 Elimination of 0.9 FTE Engineer due to budget constraints

19 Elimination of 0.9 FTE Engineering Technician III due to budget constraints

20
Transfer 0.04 FTE Accounting Specialist from Administrative Services to Public Works - General Fund, 0.46 FTE to 
Public Works - Enterprise Fund, and 1.5 FTE to Utilities

21
Transfer 0.02 FTE Senior Accountant from Administrative Services to Public Works - General Fund, 0.23 FTE to 
Public Works - Enterprise Fund, and 0.75 FTE to Utilities

22
Transfer 0.16 FTE Senior Financial Analyst from Administrative Services to Public Works - General Fund,  0.08 FTE 
to Equipment Management, and 0.16 FTE to Public Works - Enterprise, 0.6 FTE to Utilities

23
Transfer 0.02 FTE Staff Accountant from Administrative Services to Public Works - General Fund, 0.23 FTE to Pub-
lic Works - Enterprise Fund, and 0.75 FTE to Utilities

24 Transfer 1.8 FTE Administrative Associate I to Capital

25 Transfer 0.2 FTE Administrative Associate II to Public Works - Enterprise

26 Transfer 1.0 FTE Administrative Associate III to Capital
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27 Transfer 1.0 FTE Administrator, Public Works to Capital

28 Elimination of 1.0 Program Assistant I due to budget constraints

29 Reclassification of 1.0 FTE Permit Specialist to Building/Planning Technician

30 Transfer of .05 FTE Planner to Planning and Community Environment from Other Funds - Special Revenue

31 Reclassification of 1.0 FTE Program Assistant I to Producer Arts/Science

32 Reclassification of 1.0 FTE Senior Ranger to Supervisor Open Space

33 Drop 1.0 FTE Manager, Employee Relations and add Human Resources Assistant - Conf

34 Reclassification of 1.0 FTE Coordinator, Library Programs to Business Analyst

35 Add 1.0 FTE Deputy City Manager

36 Reclassification of 1.0 FTE Police Records Specialist II to Crime Analyst

37 Reclassification of 1.0 FTE Program Assistant I to Program Coordinator

38 Reclassification of 0.50 FTE Administrative Associate I to Administrative Associate III

39 Add 0.25 FTE Administrative Associate III

40 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Assistant Director, Planning & Community Environment

41 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Golf Course Maintenance Person due to budget constraints

42 Reclassification of 2.25 FTE Program Assistant I to Jr. Museum & Zoo Educator

ENTERPRISE FUNDS

Public  Work s Depar t ment

Refuse,  Storm Drai nage and 
Wastewater  Treatment
Accounting Specialist (3) 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.00

Administrator, Refuse 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Director, Public Works 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.00

Administrative Associate II  (7) 3.00 3.00 3.20 0.20 3.20 0.00

Asst Manager, Water Quality Control Plant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Associate Engineer 3.30 3.30 3.30 0.00 3.30 0.00

Associate Planner 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Business Analyst 1.00 1.13 1.13 0.00 1.13 0.00

Buyer 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Chemist 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Coordinator Environmental Protection 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coordinator Recycling 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Coordinator Zero Waste 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief/Fire Marshal 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00

Electrician 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Electrician - Lead 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Engineer (1) 1.10 1.10 1.00 (0.10) 1.00 0.00

Engineering Technician I (12) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Engineering Technician III  (2) 1.50 1.50 1.40 (0.10) 1.40 0.00

Environmental Specialist 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Equipment Operator 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.00 0.54 0.00

Executive Assistant 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Hazardous Materials Inspector 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00

Hazardous Materials Specialist 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00

Heavy Equipment Operator 5.90 5.90 5.90 0.00 5.90 0.00

Heavy Equipment Operator - Lead 3.15 3.15 3.15 0.00 3.15 0.00

Industrial Waste Assistant Inspector (12) 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Industrial Waste Inspector 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Industrial Waste Investigator 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Laboratory Tech, Water Quality Control Plant 2.50 2.50 2.50 0.00 2.50 0.00

Landfill Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Maintenance Mechanic 7.00 7.00 7.00 0.00 7.00 0.00

Manager, Environmental Compliance 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Environmental Control Program 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Manager, Laboratory Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Maintenance Operations 1.38 1.38 1.38 0.00 1.38 0.00

Manager, Solid Waste 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Water Quality Control Plant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Program Assistant I 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Program Assistant II 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Program Analyst 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Project Engineer 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Refuse Disposal Attendant 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Senior Accountant (4) 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.00

Senior Administrator 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.00
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Senior Chemist 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Engineer 2.45 2.45 2.45 0.00 2.45 0.00

Senior Financial Analyst (5) 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.00

Senior Industrial Waste Inspector 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Senior Mechanic, Water Quality Control 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Operator, Water Quality Control 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00

Senior Technologist 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.00

Staff Accountant (6) 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.00

Storekeeper 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Street Maintenance Assistant 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Street Sweeper Operator 7.00 7.00 7.00 0.00 7.00 0.00

Street Sweeper Operator - Lead 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Superintendent, Public Works Operations 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Supervisor, Public Works 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Water Quality Control Operations 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Surveying Assistant 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.00

Surveyor, Public Works 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.00

Technologist 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Traffic Control Maintenance I 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00

Truck Driver 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Quality Control Plant Operator I 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Quality Control Plant Operator II 16.00 16.00 16.00 0.00 16.00 0.00

Water Quality Control Plant Operator Trainee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL PUBLIC WORKS - ENTERPRISE 112.42 113.55 114.63 1.08 114.63 0.00

Uti l it ies  D epar t ment

Ad ministration,  Elec tric,  G as,  
Wastewater  Co llec tion and Water
Account Representatives 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Accounting Specialist (8) 1.00 1.00 2.50 1.50 2.50 0.00

Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate I 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Administrative Associate II 7.00 7.00 7.00 0.00 7.00 0.00
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Assistant Power Engineer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Assistant Resource Planner 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Associate Power Engineer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Associate Resource Planner 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Director Customer Support Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Director Utilities/Admin Svc 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Assistant Director Utilities/Engineering 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Director Utilities/Operations 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Director Utilities/Res Mgmt 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Business Analyst 1.00 2.87 2.87 0.00 2.87 0.00

Cathodic Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Cement Finisher 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Chief Electric Underground Inspector 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Chief Inspector Water, Gas, Wastewater 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Contracts Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Coordinator, Utility Safety & Security 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Coordinator, Utility Projects 3.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Customer Service Representative 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Customer Service Specialist 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Customer Service Specialist - Lead (13) 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 0.00

Deputy Director, Administrative Services 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief/Fire Marshal 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00

Director, Administrative Services 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.00

Director, Utilities 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Electric Project Engineer 3.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Electric Underground Inspector 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Electric Underground Inspector Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Electrical Assistant I 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Electrician 14.00 14.00 14.00 0.00 14.00 0.00

Electrician - Apprentice 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Electrician - Lead 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00

Engineer 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Engineering Manager, Electric 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
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Engineering Mgr, Water, Gas, Wastewater 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Engineering Technician III 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Equipment Operator (14) 2.00 2.00 1.00 (1.00) 1.00 0.00

Equipment Operator - Lead 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Field Service Person Water, Gas, Wastewater 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gas System Technician (15) 2.00 2.00 1.00 (1.00) 1.00 0.00

Hazardous Materials Inspector 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00

Hazardous Materials Specialist 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00

Heavy Equipment Operator 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00

Inspector, Field Services 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Lineperson/Cable Splicer 11.00 11.00 11.00 0.00 11.00 0.00

Lineperson/Cable Splicer - Apprentice 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Lineperson/Cable Splicer - Lead 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Lineperson/Cable Splicer - Lead Trainee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Lineperson/Cable Splicer - Trainee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Maintenance Mechanic 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Maintenance Mechanic - Welding 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager Utilities Telecommunication 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Electric Operations 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Energy Risk 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Field and Customer Service (16) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Manager, Customer Service and Meter Read-
ing (16)

0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Utilities Marketing Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Mgr, Util Operations Water, Gas, Wastewater 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Utilities Rates 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marketing Engineer 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Meter Reader 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00

Meter Reader - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Meter Shops Lead (15) 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Power Engineer 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Program Assistant I 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Project Engineer 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00
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Project Manager 1.75 0.75 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.00

Resource Planner 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Restoration Lead  (14) 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Accountant (9) 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.00

Senior Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Business Analyst 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Electric Project Engineer 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Senior Financial Analyst (10) 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.00

Senior Instrument Electrician 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Senior Market Analyst 2.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Mechanic 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Project Engineer 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Senior Resource Originator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Resource Planner 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00

Senior Technologist 1.00 0.87 0.87 0.00 0.87 0.00

Senior Utilities Field Services Representative 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Utility System Technician 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Senior Water System Operator 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Staff Accountant (11) 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.00

Storekeeper 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Supervising Electric Operations & Programs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervising Electric Project Engineer 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Supervisor Electric Systems 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Supervisor, Utility Construction Inspector 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisor, Util Meter Readers & Field Service 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisor, Water, Gas, Wastewater 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Supervisor, Water Transmission 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

System Operator Scheduler 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Technologist 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Tree Maintenance Person 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Utilities Accounting Technician 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Utilities Credit/Collection Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Utilities Engineer Estimator 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00
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Utilities Engineer Estimator - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Utilities Field Service Representative (13) 7.00 7.00 6.00 (1.00) 6.00 0.00

Utilities Installer/Repairer 11.00 11.00 11.00 0.00 11.00 0.00

Utilities Installer/Repairer Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Utilities Installer/Repairer - Welding 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Utilities Installer/Repairer - Lead 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Utilities Installer/Repairer - Lead Welding 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Utilities Key Account Representative 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Utilities Locator 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Utilities Rate Analyst 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Utilities System Operator 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Utility Compliance Technician 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Utility Compliance Technician - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Utility Market Analyst 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Utility System Technician 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Meter/Cross Connection Technician 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Water Meter Representative Assistant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Meter Repairer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water System Operator I 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water System Operator II 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

TOTAL UTILITIES 237.94 238.01 241.61 3.60 241.61 0.00

TOTAL ENTERPRISE FUNDS POSITIONS 350.36 351.56 356.24 4.68 356.24 0.00

Fo ot notes :

1 Elimination of 0.1 FTE Engineer due to budget constraints

2 Elimination of 0.1 FTE Engineering Technician III due to budget constraints

3 Transfer 0.46 FTE Accounting Specialist from Administrative Services to Public Works - Enterprise

4 Transfer 0.23 FTE Senior Accountant from Administrative Services to Public Works - Enterprise

5 Transfer 0.16 FTE Senior Financial Analyst from Administrative Services to Public Works - Enterprise

6 Transfer 0.23 FTE Staff Accountant from Administrative Services to Public Works - Enterprise
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7 Transfer 0.2 FTE Administrative Associate II from Public Works - General Fund to Public Works - Enterprise

8 Transfer 1.5 FTE Accounting Specialist from Administrative Services to Utilities

9 Transfer 0.75 FTE Senior Accountant from Administrative Services to Utilities

10 Transfer 0.6 FTE Senior Financial Analyst from Administrative Services to Utilities

11 Transfer 0.75 FTE Staff Accountant from Administrative Services to Utilities

12 Reclassification of 1.0 FTE Engineering Technician I to Industrial Waste Assistant Inspector

13 Reclassification of 1.0 Utilities Field Service Representative to Customer Service Specialist - Lead

14 Reclassification of 1.0 FTE Equipment Operator to Restoration Lead

15 Reclassification of 1.0 FTE Gas Systems Technician to Meter Shops Lead

16 Title change from Manager, Field and Customer Service to Manager, Customer Service and Meter Reading

OTHER FUNDS

Printing and Mail in g S er v ices
Buyer 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00

Mailing Services Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Offset Equipment Operator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Offset Equipment Operator - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor Reproduction and Mailing 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

TOTAL PRINTING AND MAILING 
SERVICES

4.05 4.05 4.05 0.00 4.05 0.00

Technology
Administrative Assistant 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00

Administrative Associate II 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate III 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00

Assistant Director, Administrative Services 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.00 0.40 0.00

Business Analyst 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.00 0.90 0.00

Chief Information Officer 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Desktop Technician 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Director, Administrative Services 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.00

Manager, Information Technology 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Senior Business Analyst 1.80 1.80 1.80 0.00 1.80 0.00
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Senior Technologist 15.00 13.00 13.00 0.00 13.00 0.00

Senior Financial Analyst 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.00

Technologist 2.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

TOTAL TECHNOLOGY 30.65 30.65 30.65 0.00 30.65 0.00

Eq ui pment  M anagement
Administrative Associate III 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Fleet Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Equipment Maintenance Service Person 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Fleet Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Fleet Services Coordinator 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Mobile Service Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Motor Equipment Mechanic  I 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Motor Equipment Mechanic  II 7.00 7.00 7.00 0.00 7.00 0.00

Motor Equipment Mechanic - Lead 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Project Engineer  (1) 0.10 0.10 0.00 (0.10) 0.00 0.00

Senior Engineer (2) 0.10 0.10 0.00 (0.10) 0.00 0.00

Senior Financial Analyst (3) 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00

Senior Fleet Services Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

TOTAL EQUIPMENT MANAGEMENT 16.20 16.20 16.08 (0.12) 16.08 0.00

Special  Revenue
Administrative Associate II 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

CDBG Coordinator 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Planner (7) 1.00 1.00 0.95 (0.05) 0.95 0.00

TOTAL SPECIAL REVENUE 1.20 1.20 1.15 (0.05) 1.15 0.00

Capit al
Administrative Associate I (4) 0.00 0.00 1.80 1.80 1.80 0.00

Administrative Associate III (5) 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Administrator, Public Works (6) 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Director, Public Works 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.00

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
 Adjusted

Budget

2009-10
 Proposed 

Budget

2009-10
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
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2010-11 
Budget
Change
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Associate Engineer 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.60 0.00

Cement Finisher 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Cement Finisher - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Engineer 3.70 2.70 2.70 0.00 2.70 0.00

Engineering Technician III 2.30 2.30 2.30 0.00 2.30 0.00

Heavy Equipment Operator 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Manager, Facilities Maintenance 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Manager, Maintenance Operations 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00

Landscape Architect Park Planner 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Program Assistant I 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Project Engineer  (5) 2.70 3.70 3.80 0.10 3.80 0.00

Project Manager 1.50 1.50 1.50 0.00 1.50 0.00

Senior Engineer (6) 2.15 2.15 2.25 0.10 2.25 0.00

Superintendent, Public Works Operations 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Supervisor, Facilities Management 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00

Supervisor, Inspection/Surv Public Works 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Surveying Assistant 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.00

Surveyor, Public Works 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.00

TOTAL CAPITAL 20.67 20.67 24.67 4.00 24.67 0.00

TOTAL OTHER FUNDS POSITIONS 72.77 72.77 76.60 3.83 76.60 0.00

Fo ot notes :
1 Transfer 0.1 FTE Project Engineer from Equipment Management to Capital

2 Transfer 0.1 FTE Senior Engineer from Equipment Management to Capital

3 Transfer 0.08 FTE Senior Analyst from Administrative Services to Equipment Replacement

4 Transfer 1.8 FTE Administrative Associate I from Public Works - General Fund to Capital

5 Transfer 1.0 FTE Administrative Associate III from Public Works - General Fund to Capital

6 Transfer 1.0 FTE Administrator, Public Works from Public Works - General Fund to Capital

7 Transfer 0.05 FTE Planner from Planning and Community Environment - General Fund to Special Revenue

TOTAL CITYWIDE POSITIONS 1,074.60 1,075.60 1,055.35 (20.25) 1,055.35 0.00

2007-08
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2008-09
 Adjusted

Budget

2009-10
 Proposed 

Budget

2009-10
Budget 
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EXHIBIT D



Table of Organization

City of Palo Alto Operating Budget FY 2010-201126

Draft Revision: 446     User: cparas
Timestamp: June 8, 2009 3:13 pm

Authorization is given to create, no more than 7.0 FTE temporary overstrength positions.  This is to facilitate 
organizational transitions and succession planning in the cases of long-term disability, retirement, and critical 
vacancies.  This action responds to the City Auditor's recommendation number four in the Audit of Workers 
Compensation (Issued 04-09-05).
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 Proposed 

Budget

2009-10
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Exhibit E

2009 FEE 2010 FEE

FIRE DEPARTMENT

H Fixed Medical Gases only or inert Compressed Gases 
only

 $401.00/annual each location plus 
other hazardous materials 
classification permit fees if 
applicable.

 $401.00/annual each location plus 
other hazardous materials 
classification permit fees if 
applicable.

Late Fee for Hazardous Materials Storage Permits 15% of total HazMat permit fee 
with a minimum charge of $128.00.

25% of total HazMat permit fee.

Fees charged for additional re-inspections after the first 
re-inspection.

 $240.00 for up to 2 hours/re-
inspection plus $120.00/hour 
(during business hours).

 $260.00 for up to 2 hours/re-
inspection plus $130.00/hour 
(during business hours).

After hours inspection fee (before or after normal 
business hours; weekends and holidays included, and is 
to be paid in advance of inspection)

 $138.00/hour, 4 hour minimum  $150.00/hour, 4 hour minimum

Christmas Tree Lot/Pumpkin Patch $120.00 $130.00 
Care Facility (including community, child day care and 
residential care for the elderly) Fire and Safety 
Inspections (CFC 111.4). Excludes residential elderly 
care facilities with six or fewer persons. 

$120.00/annual or each license 
renewal 

$130.00/annual or each license 
renewal 

 Care Facility Preinspection prior to final fire clearance $50.00 for facilities with 7-25 
clients; $100.00 for facilities with 
more than 25 clients.

$55.00 for facilities with 7-25 
clients; $110.00 for facilities with 
more than 25 clients.

Outside Cooking Booths $140.00 each occurrence $150.00 each occurrence

Use and Occupancy Fire Inspection $100.00 $114.00 

Standby fire watch or after-hours at fire or incident scene $120.00/hour $150.00/hour
High Rise Building; certificate of compliance inspection 
for each high rise building which is required by State law 
to be inspected and certified annually as meeting 
minimum compliance with applicable State of California 
fire and life safety standards for existing high rise 
buildings. (CFC 111.4.3)

$120.00/hour, 4/hr minimum $500/annual for up to 4 hours, 
$130.00 for each additional hour

Categorical exemption (CEQA) $459.00/3 hours $459.00/3 hours
Negative declaration (CEQA) $459.00/3 hours $459.00/3 hours
Environmental Impact Report (CEQA) $624.00/4 hours $624.00/4 hours
Additional approvals $287.00/each occurrence $287.00/each occurrence
Consultation fee $120.00/hour $130.00/hour

(Fire Prevention Bureau) When work is started without first obtaining a permit, an investigation fee in addition to the permit fee 
shall be collected whether or not a permit is then or subsequently issued.  The investigation fee shall be equal to the amount of the 
permit fee required.

Investigations/Consultations 

Inspection Fees 
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Exhibit E

Comprehensive Plan Maintenance Fee (Collected at Building 
Permit issuance as determined by Chief Building Official)

Address changes

Records Release Request Fee
Drawing Copy Fee

Electric Service Safety Inspection $75.00/hour

Inspections and investigations for which no fee is specifically 
indicated (2 hour minimum)

Geo-Tech Report Review (1-hour minimum)
Microfilm Copy/Print
Microfilming  (To Film) Document Retention
Real Property Research Fee (1-hour minimum) (3 hour 
minimum)

Record Management Fee

Re-inspection Fee-Single Family Residential

Re-inspection Fee (Major Project) Multi-Family Residential 
and Non-Residential
Permit Automation Fee (applies to all applications & permits)

Permit Reactivation (final inspection only) /Extension

Temporary Occupancy Inspection (Minor project) Single 
Family Residential

Temporary Occupancy Inspection (Major project)  Multi-
Family Residential and Non-Residential

Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of Use  Use and 
Occupancy

Certificate of Use and Occupancy Replacement Only

$40.00/request

$75.00 each for secondary inspection 
types; $275.00 each for primary 
inspection types

$275.00 each

Please look under the Planning Department, Planning Division section.  
Delete

$73.00 per hour $114.00/hour

$335.00/each$335.00/each

$53.00 each

General  and Miscellaneous Fees

$90.00/hour $145.00/hour

$183.00/hour Delete

$170.00 plus Other Application Fees 
on page 17-7

$200.00 single address; $100.00 
each additional address  plus Other 
Application Fees on page 17-7 

 Delete

Inspections and investigations outside of normal business 
hours (2-hour minimum)

$180.00/hour

$253.00 each

$2.00 per application or permit

$0.44 per $1,000.00 construction 
valuation

$0.44 per $1,000.00 construction 
valuation

$3.00/sheet $3.00/plan sheet

$180.00/hour for OT at 1.5x   
$202.00/hour for OT at 2.0x

$36.00/request

$3.00/sheet $3.00/sheet

PLANNING & COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
Inspection Services  Building Division

Whenever work is started without application approval, an investigation fee in addition to the permit fee shall be collected whether or not 
a permit application is then or subsequently approved.  The investigation fee shall be equal to the amount of the application fee required.

2010 FEE2009 FEE

$256.00 $110.00 

$800.00/each

$110.00 

$335.00 or reactivation fee per 
PAMC Section 16.04.070 (whichever
is less)

$2.00 per application or permit

$335.00 or reactivation fee per 
PAMC Section 16.04.100 (whichever 
is less)

Use and Occupancy Permits

$800.00/each
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Exhibit E
POLICE DEPARTMENT

Animal Services

2009 FEE 2010 FEE

Bandage paw
Robert Jones
Splint

Cite CPV test
Azostick or Dextrostick
Heartworm test
DTM
Fecal
FeLV/FIV test
Multistix urinalysis
PCV
PCV/TP
Skin scraping
Reference Lab (CVD)

Kennel, birds, or animals
Breeding permit - cat, dog, or bird
Dangerous animal including microchip
Livery stable, boarding stable
Livestock
Pet Shop/Groomer
Pet Show or Fun Match
Pony ride, pony ring
Riding academy
Traveling menagerie or zoo
Spay and Neuter Clinic Fees Resident Non-Resident Resident Non-Resident

Cat Neuter (male)**
Cat Spay (female)**

         0-30 pounds
        31-50 pounds
        51-75 pounds
       76-99 pounds
      100 pounds and over

Labwork

Permits (annual fee or per event)

Dog Neuter (male)**

$60.00 
$65.00 

$60.00 
$65.00 

$35.00 
$15.00 
$35.00 

$25.00 $25.00 
Bandages/Splints

$30.00 
$25.00 
$25.00 

$25.00 

$15.00 
$15.00 
$25.00 

$25.00 
$25.00 
$15.00 
$15.00 

$35.00 
$15.00 
$35.00 
$30.00 

$20.00 
200% of our cost

$90.00 
$50.00 

$90.00 
$50.00 

200% of our cost
$20.00 

$150.00 
$90.00 
$15.00 
$90.00 
$30.00 
$90.00 
$90.00 
$90.00 

$150.00 
$90.00 
$15.00 
$90.00 
$30.00 
$90.00 
$90.00 
$90.00 

$50.00 
$60.00 

$55.00 
$75.00 

$70.00 $75.00 
$80.00 $85.00 
$90.00 $95.00 

$105.00 $110.00 
$130.00 $150.00 
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Exhibit E
POLICE DEPARTMENT

Animal Services

2009 FEE 2010 FEE

      0 - 30 pounds
     31 - 50 pounds
     51 - 75 pounds
76-99 pounds  
100 pounds and over
Rabbit Neuter
Rabbit Spay (female)
Rats, Guinea Pigs (male)
Clinic Board Fee per day – all animals 
(Special arrangements required)
Late fee for Spay and Neuter Pickup
48 hour cancellation fee (non-refundable)

No show fee (non-refundable)

Birds, small animals
Domestic animals to 20 lbs.
Dogs 21 to 75 lbs.
Dogs 76 pounds and over

Nail Clip
Droncit injection (tapeworms)
Dewclaw removal (per dewclaw)
Deciduous teeth extraction (per tooth)
Umbilical hernia

Cryptorchid plus neuter fee
Pre-surgical labwork
Obesity fee plus spay fee
Pregnancy fee plus spay fee
Ear mite treatment

Heartworm

Leukemia/FIV Combo test

Services performed by the City Veterinarian in conjunction with spay and neuter surgeries

Services performed by the City Veterinarian in conjunction with spay and neuter surgeries

$95.00 $100.00 
$110.00 $115.00 
$120.00 $135.00 
$150.00 
$50.00 

Testing
$25.00 with surgery only $25.00 with surgery only

$25.00 with surgery only $25.00 with surgery only

$85.00 $90.00 
Dog Spay (female)**

$60.00 
$45.00 

$170.00 
$55.00 
$75.00 
$45.00 

$15.00 $15.00 

$20.00 

$20.00 

$20.00 

$20.00 

$40.00/animal $40.00/animal

$35.00 
Euthanasia Fees (includes animal disposal)

$70.00 
$100.00 
$120.00 

$35.00 
$70.00 

$100.00 
$120.00 

$5.00 $5.00 
$15.00 $15.00 
$30.00 $30.00 
$20.00 $20.00 

$35.00 - $65.00 $35.00 - $65.00

$15.00 - $75.00 $15.00 - $75.00
150 percent of cost 150 percent of cost

$10.00 - $20.00 $10.00 - $20.00
$15.00 - $50.00 $15.00 - $50.00

$20.00 $20.00 
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Certificate of Compliance /Certificate of 
Correction/Map Amendment
Construction in Public Right-of-Way                       
(including public or private subdivision streets)

Improvement Plan Review

   Pavement Condition
Excellent (Pavement Score 94-100)
Good (Pavement Score 81-93) 
Fair  (Pavement Score 63-80)
Poor  (Pavement Score 0-62)
Service Lateral Connection  - Per Trench

Dumpster, Container
Fence
Non-residential Long Term > 5 days
Residential
Non-residential Short Term < 5 days
Non-residential 1 Day
VTA Bus Shelters' Installation/Relocation
Flood variance fee

   101-1,000 cubic yards

   1,001-10,000 cubic yards

   10,001 cubic yards or more

$15.00 per sq. ft. of trench $15.00 per sq. ft. of trench

$135.00 $135.00 
$850.00 $850.00 

$1,000.00 

$3,000.00 $3,000.00 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

Engineering

2009 FEE 2010 FEE

Fees

$5.00 per sq. ft. of trench

*Based on Pavement Maintenance Management System

Encroachment Permit

$240.00 minimum, or 5% of contract 
work 

Initial deposit of $1,000.00, 100 percent 
of processing costs will be recovered 
plus any permit fees per the Municipal 
Fee Schedule.

Initial deposit of $1,000.00, 100 percent 
of processing costs will  be recovered 
plus any permit fees per the Municipal 
Fee Schedule.

$240.00 minimum, or 5% of contract 
work 

$1,000.00 
$5.00 per sq. ft. of trench

Street Cut Fee

$135.00 $135.00 

$425.00 $425.00 
$400.00 $400.00 

$1,310.00 for the first 1,000 cubic 
yards, plus $130.00 for each additional 
1,000 or fraction thereof.

$1,310.00 for the first 1,000 cubic 
yards, plus $130.00 for each additional 
1,000 or fraction thereof.

$315.00 $315.00 

Excavating, Grading and Fill Permits

$200.00 $200.00 

$130.00 for the first 100 cubic yards, 
plus $130.00 for each additional 100 
yards, or fraction thereof.

$130.00 for the first 100 cubic yards, 
plus $130.00 for each additional 100 
yards, or fraction thereof.

$2,485.00 for the first 10,000 cubic 
yards, plus $130.00 for each additional 
10,000 cubic yards or fraction thereof.

$2,485.00 for the first 10,000 cubic 
yards, plus $130.00 for each additional 
10,000 cubic yards or fraction thereof.

$10.00 per sq. ft. of trench $10.00 per sq. ft. of trench
$7.50 per sq. ft. of trench $7.50 per sq. ft. of trench

City cost plus 15% City cost plus 15%
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Flood Zone Determination Letter
Temporary Elevation Benchmarks
Temporary Discharge to Storm Drain from 
Construction Site Dewatering

   Plan Check Fee
   Inspection Fee

Construction and Repair
Sweeping Services
Traffic Control/Graffiti Services
Tree Services
Supervision

Newsrack Impoundment Fee

Street trees-new trees for subdivisions

Tree Removal (any tree requiring removal)

Tree Inspection for private development

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Storm Drain

2009 FEE 2010 FEE
Fees

$55.00 per letter $55.00 per letter
$270.00 per benchmark $270.00 per benchmark
$135.00 per request to discharge + 
$80.00 per month of discharge to storm 
drain.

$135.00 per request to discharge + 
$80.00 per month of discharge to storm 
drain.

Storm Water Fees for Development Project Subject to PAMC Chapter 16.11 (C.3 Regulations)
$800.00 per project $800.00 per project
$320.00 per inspection (up to 4 hours) 
+ $80.00 per hour thereafter.

$320.00 per inspection (up to 4 hours) + 
$80.00 per hour thereafter.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Operations

2009 FEE 2010 FEE
Maintenance and Repair Charges 

For services provided by Public Works/Operations to support an unbudgeted special event, repair damage to public property (ie: 
graffiti clean-up) or to bill other outside agencies for services (i.e. Caltrans for street sweeping El Camino Real).  Also used to 
determine inter-departmental charges for employee services to other departments.

STRAIGHT:  $86.40   OT:  $ 172.70 STRAIGHT:  $86.40   OT:  $172.70
STRAIGHT:  $88.50   OT:  $ 176.80 STRAIGHT:  $88.50   OT:  $176.80
STRAIGHT:  $78.80   OT:  $157.60 STRAIGHT:  $78.80   OT:  $157.60
STRAIGHT:  $72.70   OT:  $145.40 STRAIGHT:  $72.70   OT:  $145.40
STRAIGHT:  $85.00   OT:  $119.40 STRAIGHT:  $85.00   OT:  $119.40

Special Fees
$50.00 for the first day of 
impoundment, plus $3.00 for each 
subsequent day of impoundment

$50.00 for the first day of 
impoundment, plus $3.00 for each 
subsequent day of impoundment

$100.00/tree $100.00/tree
Street Tree Destruction
To determine fee, the trunk diameter is to be measured 4.5 feet above ground level.  If the tree is multi-trunk, use 1.5 times the 
diameter of the largest trunk to determine fee.  If there is tree damage 4-5 feet above ground level, trunk diameter is to be measured 1 
foot above ground level and 1 inch is to be subtracted from the diameter to determine fee.

$100.00/inch of trunk diameter plus 
planting installation

$100.00/inch of trunk diameter plus 
planting installation

$100.00/inch of damage (Trees will be 
assessed a fee by measuring damage at 
the widest diameter.)

$100.00/inch of damage (Trees will be 
assessed a fee by measuring damage at 
the widest diameter.)

$105 per inspection/minimum 2 visits
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Refuse Disposal Area Resident Commercial Resident Commercial
Classification of Vehicles

Passenger Car or Station Wagon $10.00 (Less than 
one cubic yard)

$25.00 (less than 
one cubic yard)

$15.00 (Less than 
one cubic yard)

SUSPENDED- 
$25.00 (less than 
one cubic yard)

(minimum charge) (minimum charge) (minimum charge) (minimum charge)

$20.00/cy (one 
cubic yard or more)

$25.00/cubic yard 
(1 cubic yard or 
more)

$25.00/cy (one 
cubic yard or more)

SUSPENDED- 
$25.00/cubic yard 
(1 cubic yard or 
more)

Other Two-Axle Vehicle or Trailer

Load less than  0.5 cubic yard $10.00 $15.00 $15.00 
SUSPENDED- 
$15.00

Load 1 cubic yard $20.00 $25.00 $25.00 
SUSPENDED- 
$25.00

Load 1 cubic yard or more $20.00 each cubic 
yard plus $10.00 
for fractions 
greater than 0.5 
cubic yard

$25.00 each cubic 
yard plus $15.00 
for fractions 
greater than 0.5 
cubic yard 

$25.00 each cubic 
yard plus $10.00 
for fractions 
greater than 0.5 
cubic yard

SUSPENDED- 
$25.00 each cubic 
yard plus $15.00 
for fractions greater 
than 0.5 cubic yard 

Three or More Axle Vehicles

Load less than 1 cubic yard $30.00 $35.00 $30.00 
SUSPENDED- 
$35.00

Load 1 cubic yard or more $30.00 each cubic 
yard plus $15.00 
for fractions 
greater than 0.5 
cubic yard

$35.00 each cubic 
yard plus $18.00 
for fractions 
greater than 0.5 
cubic yard

$30.00 each cubic 
yard plus $15.00 
for fractions 
greater than 0.5 
cubic yard

SUSPENDED- 
$35.00 each cubic 
yard plus $18.00 
for fractions greater 
than 0.5 cubic yard

Materials Resident Commercial Resident Commercial
Compostable Materials (per landfill  acceptance 
list)

$15.00/cubic yard $20.00/cubic yard 
(non-residents only 
allowed to bring 
compostable 
materials)

$15.00/cubic yard $25.00/cubic yard 
(non-residents only 
allowed to bring 
compostable 
materials)

Specific Additional Fees
Appliances

Freezer $25.00 $30.00 $35.00 $40.00 
Pallets $1.00 each $1.00 each $5.00 each $5.00 each
Refrigerator, Water Heater or Trash Compactor $25.00 $30.00 $35.00 $40.00 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Refuse

2009 FEE 2010 FEE

2009 FEE 2010 FEE
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Appliances
Washer, Dryer or Stove $25.00 $30.00 $25.00 $30.00 

     Microwave Ovens $5.00 $10.00 $5.00 $10.00
Air Conditioners, Furnaces $25.00 $30.00 $25.00 $30.00 
Mattress or Box Spring $15.00 each $20.00 each $15.00 each $20.00 each
Special Handling $15.00 plus 

disposal fee
$25.00 plus 
disposal fee

$15.00 plus 
disposal fee

$25.00 plus 
disposal fee

Tire, 36" diameter or less $10.00 each $15.00 each $20.00 each $25.00 each
Upholstered or Stuffed Furniture $15.00 each $20.00 each $15.00 each N/A
Asphalt/concrete/rock $25.00/cubic yard $40.00/cubic yard $25.00/cubic yard $40.00/cubic yard
In three axle vehicles $30.00/cubic yard $40.00/cubic yard $30.00/cubic yard $40.00/cubic yard
Dirt from commercial loads (only accepted as 
needed)

$35/cubic yard

Uncovered or untarped loads $20.00/8x10 tarp $20.00/8x10 tarp $20.00/8x10 tarp $20.00/8x10 tarp

Administrative Fee for Construction & Demolition 
Ordinance  Commercial and Multi-Family

$225.00/permit $225.00/permit $225.00/permit $225.00/permit

Single Family Residence > $75,000 $200.00/permit
Single Family Residence $25,000 to $75,000 1 $75.00/permit

Materials Per Load of 1000 
gal or less

Each Additional   
500 gal

Per Load of 1000 
gal or less

Each Additional   
500 gal

Septic Tank Waste and Portable Toilet Pumpings $60.00 $30.00 $60.00 $30.00 

Grease Trap Waste $100.00 $50.00 $100.00 $50.00 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Refuse

2009 FEE 2010 FEE

(No Loads in excess of 2 cubic yards accepted)
Special Fees Construction & Demolition Program Fees

Additional refuse rates can be found in Utility Rate Schedules R.
1 The Single Family Residence $25,000 to $75,000 category for the C&D permit fees will not be effective until 01/01/10.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Wastewater Treatment

2009 FEE 2010 FEE
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Exhibit E

Fee Non-Resident Fee Fee Non-Resident Fee
Cancellation Fee
Special Use Permit
Banner Space Rental None None $25.00 - 

$100.00/week
$37.50 - 
$150.00/week

Foothill College Parking at Cubberley 
Community Center Daily Fee

None None $3.00 - $5.00/day $3.00 - $5.00/day

Foothill College Parking at Cubberley 
Community Center Term Pass

None None $25.00 - $50.00/ 
term

$25.00 - $50.00/ 
term

Auditorium $85.00/hour $127.50/hour $85.00/hour $127.50/hour
Courtyard $55.00/hour $82.50/hour $55.00/hour $82.50/hour
Green Room $36.00/hour $54.00/hour $36.00/hour $54.00/hour
Kitchen  $24.00/hour $36.00/hour $24.00/hour $36.00/hour
Meeting Room $55.00/hour $82.50/hour $55.00/hour $82.50/hour
Sculpture Garden  $73.00/hour $109.50/hour $73.00/hour $109.50/hour

Class IV - Individuals, Groups, Organizations, and Businesses not charging fees:  Basic rental fees apply.  Upon verification, 
Palo Alto residents, groups, organizations, and businesses may receive a 33 percent discount on basic facility rental rates.  
Only facility rental rates may be reduced and all other fees, such as staffing and equipment, are charged at the full rate.

One-third of total charges

Individual Spaces

Classifications of Use and Fees

Class III - Non-Profit Organizations:  IRS recognized non-profit organizations may receive a 50 percent reduction on basic facility 
rental rates upon verification.  Only facility rental rates may be reduced and all other fees, such as staffing and  equipment, are 
charged at the full rate.  Non-profit organizations charging or collecting fees or raising funds are not eligible for reduced rates and 
basic fees will apply.  This does not apply to class registration fees.

One-third of total charges

Note: Reservations are set by facility managers at respective facilities.  The Director of Community Services or designee, may 
authorize hourly facility rental discounts up to 25 percent.

$300.00 - $2,000.00

Class V - Business or Commercial Use:  Individuals, groups, organizations, and businesses charging, collecting, or raising funds 
may rent facilities and equipment at the basic rate plus 75 percent.  The Art Center is not available for CLASS V usage.

Art Center*

Rentals and Reservations

Class I - City Use:  Priority is given for official City activities and programs.  No charge for facility rental, equipment, or special 
uses.
Class II - Governmental Agency and City-Sponsored Activities:  No charge for facility rental for events or activities, however, 
fees for attendants, equipment rental, and special uses may apply.  (Note:  City facility use for City co-sponsored groups will be 
considered on a case by case basis.)

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

$300.00 - $2,000.00

2009 FEES 2010 FEES
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DOMESTIC REFUSE COLLECTION 
 

UTILITY RATE SCHEDULE R-1 
 

 
CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-01-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No.R-1-1 dated 7-01-08  Sheet No. R-1-1 
 
 

A. APPLICABILITY: 
 

This schedule applies to each occupied domestic dwelling as required by City ordinance.  An 
occupied dwelling unit is defined as any home, apartment unit, cottage, flat, duplex unit, having 
kitchen, bath, and sleeping facilities, and to which gas or electric service is being rendered. 

 
B. TERRITORY: 
 

Within the incorporated limits of the City of Palo Alto and on land owned or leased by the City.  
 
C. RATES: 
 

Separate single-family domestic dwelling and apartment dwellings. 
 
  
Curbside Monthly Collection Cost * 

Collection Frequency Per Week 
            Number of  

Cans/Carts One Two Three 
  
Mini-can/20-gallon cart ** 15.00  
 
1/32-gallon cart 31.00*** 
 
2/64-gallon cart 64.00 143.00 222.00 
 
3/96-gallon cart 96.00 207.00 318.00 
  
4/two 64-gallon carts 128.00 271.00 414.00 
 
5/64 + 96-gallon carts 160.00 335.00 510.00 
 
6/two 96-gallon carts 192.00  399.00 606.00 
 
 
 
 
              * Back/side yard collection available for an additional charge.  
              ** Mini-can service cannot be combined with any other can service. 
 *** Standard can service is one 32-gallon can or a 32-gallon cart. 
 
    



DOMESTIC REFUSE COLLECTION 
 

UTILITY RATE SCHEDULE R-1 
(Continued) 

 
CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-01-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No.R-1-2 dated 7-01-08  Sheet No. R-1-2 
 
 

D. SPECIAL ITEM CHARGES: 
 

1.  Stove/washer/dryer/water heater pick up *...................................................................... 25.00 
2.  Freezer/refrigerator/air conditioner/garbage compactor pick up *.................................. 35.00 
3.  Upholstered furniture pick up (per unit) * ....................................................................... 15.00 
4.  Mattress pick up *............................................................................................................ 15.00 
5.  Tire pick up (per tire, limit of 4 tires) * ........................................................................... 20.00 
6.   Pallet pick up * ................................................................................................................ 5.00 
7. Microwave Oven pick up*...............................................................................................     5.00 
 
* “Surcharge special” fee applied when not collected under the Annual On-Call Community  Clean-
up Program guidelines.  
 

E. SPECIAL LABOR CHARGES: 
 
1. 
2. 

Return trip (for services missed)……………………………………………………......  24.00 
Urgent special (per cubic yard charge, outside of routine services) ………………....... 55.00 

3.  Miscellaneous 1 person service rate .......................................................................... 2.20/min 
4. Miscellaneous 2 person service rate .......................................................................... 3.20/min 
5.  Surcharge special ………………………………………………………………….. ...... 77.00 
6.  Repair rate................................................................................................ 2.20/min + material 
7. Hand pick up (per cubic yard)……………………………………………………… ..... 56.00 
8.  Extra can (curbside)……………………………………………………………… ........... 10.00 
9.  Extra can (backyard)………………………………………………………………........ 15.00 
10. Back/side yard collection of garbage, recyclables & yard trimmings (monthly charge  
 per residence) ……………………………………………………..................................   4.00 
11. Hard to service area (monthly charge per premise)……………………………….........  15.00 
12. Collection from special events (garbage, recyclables & compostables)……………….  750.00 
 

F. SPECIAL CART CHARGES: 
 
1.  20 gallon cart rental …………………………………………………………………. ... 3.00 
2. 32 gallon cart rental …………………………………………………………………. ...  3.00 
3.  64 gallon cart rental …………………………………………………………………. ... 3.00 
4.  96 gallon cart rental …………………………………………………………………. ... 3.00 
5.  20-gallon cart purchase……………………………………………………………….... 60.00 
6.  32 gallon cart purchase…………………………………………………………… ........ 51.00 
7.  64 gallon cart purchase……………………………………………………………. ...... 57.00 
8.  96 gallon cart purchase…………………………………………………………….. ...... 62.00 
9.  Cart wash ………………………………………………………………………….. ...... 25.00 
10  Cart clean out (by hand)……………………………………………………………....... 15.00 
11  Recycling cart contamination (entire cart dumped)………………………………......... 30.00 
12. Cart exchange (one exchange allowed per cart each calendar year at no cost) ……...... 20.00 



CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-01-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No.R-1-3 dated 7-01-08  Sheet No. R-1-3 
 
 
 

13. Monthly key service (customer provided lock) ………………………………………. . 15.00 
14. Lock (Collector provided) ………………………………………………………….. .... 25.00 
15. Cart lock installation………………………………………………………………........ 40.00 

{End} 



COMMERCIAL REFUSE COLLECTION 
 

UTILITY RATE SCHEDULE R-2 
 
 

 
CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-01-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No.R-2-1 dated 7-01-08  Sheet No. R-2-1 
 
 

A. APPLICABILITY: 
 

This schedule applies to all occupied establishments other than domestic dwellings as required 
by City ordinance. An occupied establishment is defined as one to which gas or electric service 
is being rendered. 

 
B. TERRITORY: 
 

Within the incorporated limits of the City of Palo Alto and on land owned or leased by the City.  
 
C. RATES: 
 
 

Monthly 
Collection Cost 

 
 Collection Frequency per Week 

Number of 
Cans/Carts One Two Three Four Five Six

1/32-gallon cart             $31.00 
 

2/64-gallon cart 64.00* $143.00 $222.00 $301.00 $380.00 $459.00
3/96-gallon cart 96.00 207.00 318.00 429.00 540.00 651.00
4/two 64-gallon carts 128.00 271.00 414.00 557.00 700.00 843.00
5/64 + 96-gallon carts 160.00 335.00 510.00 685.00 860.00 1035.00
6/two 96-gallon carts 192.00 399.00 606.00 813.00 1020.00 1227.00
 
* Standard service is two cans or one 64-gallon cart. 
 
   
 



COMMERCIAL REFUSE COLLECTION 
 

UTILITY RATE SCHEDULE R-2 
(Continued) 

 

 
CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-01-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No.R-2-2 dated 7-01-08 Sheet No. R-2-2 
 
 

D. SPECIAL ITEM CHARGES: 
  

1. Stove/washer/dryer/heater pick up *................................................................................ 25.00 
2.  Freezer/refrigerator/air conditioner/ garbage compactor  pick up * ................................ 35.00 
3. Upholstered furniture pick up * ....................................................................................... 15.00 
4. Mattress pick up *............................................................................................................ 15.00 
5. Tire pick up (per tire, limit of 4 tires) * ........................................................................... 20.00 
6.  Pallet pick up *................................................................................................................. 5.00 
7. Microwave Oven*....……………………………………………………………………     5.00 

 
* “Surcharge special” fee applied when not collected under the Annual On-Call Community  
Clean-up Program guidelines. Garbage compactor refers to under the counter type typically 
found in kitchen areas.   

 
E. SPECIAL LABOR CHARGES: 
 

1.  Return trip (for services missed, with request for same day service)……………... ....... 36.00 
2.  Return trip (for services missed, with request for next day service) ……………. ......... 24.00 
3.  Urgent special (per cubic yard charge, outside of routine services) ……………........... 55.00 
4. Miscellaneous 1 person service rate……………………………………….. ............ 2.20/min 
6. Miscellaneous 2 person service rate………………………………………. ............. 3.20/min 
7.  Surcharge special …………………………………………………………………. ....... 77.00 
8. Repair rate …………………………………………..................................2.20/min + material 
9. Hand pick-up (per cubic yard)……………………………………………………. ........ 56.00 
10. Extra can …….………………………………………………………………………….. 15.00 
11. Hard to service area (monthly charge per premise)……………………………….........  15.00 
12. Collection from special events (garbage, recyclables & compostables) ……………..... 750.00 

 
F. SPECIAL CART CHARGES: 
 

1. 32 gallon cart rental………………………………………………………………… .... 3.00 
2.  64 gallon cart rental …………………………………………………………………. ... 3.00 
3.  96 gallon cart rental………………………………………………………………… ..... 3.00 
4.  32 gallon cart purchase……………………………………………………………. ....... 51.00 
5. 64 gallon cart purchase …………………………………………………………… ....... 57.00 
6.  96 gallon cart purchase …………………………………………………………… ....... 62.00 
7.  Cart wash …………………………………………………………………………. ....... 25.00 
8.  Cart clean out (by hand)…………………………………………………………..  ....... 15.00 
9. Recycling cart contamination (entire cart dumped)……………………………….. ...... 30.00 
10. Cart exchange (one exchange allowed per cart each calendar year at no cost) …... ....... 20.00 
11. Monthly key service (customer provided lock) ……………………………………… .. 15.00 
12. Lock (Contractor provided)………………………………………………………….... . 25.00 



 
CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-01-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No.R-2-3 dated 7-01-08 Sheet No. R-2-3 
 
 
 

13. Cart lock installation………………………………………………………………........ 40.00 
14. Commercial customers are allowed 96 gallons of compostable cart service for no additional 
fees. Each additional 32-gallon increment will be charged .................................................. 20.00 
 
 
 
  {End} 



COMMERCIAL REFUSE COLLECTION 
 

UTILITY RATE SCHEDULE R-3 
 

 
CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-1-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No. R-3-1 dated 7-01-08 Sheet No. R-3-1 
 
 

1

 A. APPLICABILITY: 
 

This schedule only applies to bins and debris boxes rented from the City’s designated contractor. 
 
B. TERRITORY: 
 

Within the incorporated limits of the City of Palo Alto and on land owned or leased by the City.  
 
C. RATES: 
  

BINS
Monthly 

Bin Collection Cost  
(Standard Garbage and/or Compostables Service)* 

 
Collection Frequency 

 
 Size Monthly 
 (cubic 1x/week 2x/week 3x/week 4x/week 5x/week 6x/week Bin 
 yards)       Rental 
 
 1 156.00 318.00 480.00 641.00 803.00 964.00 39.00 
 1.5 213.00 438.00 664.00 889.00 1,114.00 1,339.00 39.00 
 2 270.00 558.00 848.00 1,137.00 1,425.00      1,714.00               50.00
 3 382.00 798.00 1,213.00 1,629.00 2,046.00 2,462.00 64.00 
 4 508.00 1,026.00 1,595.00 2,139.00 2,681.00 3,224.00 64.00 
 5 620.00 1,291.00 1,960.00 2,631.00 3,302.00 3,972.00 78.00
 6 746.00 1,545.00 2,341.00 3,139.00 3,937.00      4,734.00            78.00 
 8 973.00 2,023.00 3,075.00 4,128.00 5,180.00      6,232.00               102.00
  
 
 
*Bins for compostables will receive a ten percent discount per month. Compostable materials include 
yard trimmings, food waste, compostable paper, compostable plastics and untreated wood.



CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-1-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No. R-3-2 dated 7-01-08 Sheet No. R-3-2 
 

2

DEBRIS BOXES  
 
Garbage and Construction & Demolition (C&D) Materials* 

 
On-Call Service 

 7 CY 15 CY 20 CY 30 CY 40 CY 

Delivery $136.00 $136.00 $136.00 $136.00 $136.00

Service 591.00 591.00 686.00 878.00 957.00

Total 727.00 727.00 822.00 1,014.00 1,093.00

Non-use ** $76.00 $76.00 $76.00 $76.00 $76.00
Minimum  
Overfull 52.00 52.00 69.00 86.00 104.00
Abandoned  
Service 69.00 69.00 69.00 69.00 69.00

 
* Additional contaminated charge of  $170.00 may apply on debris boxes used for construction and demolition materials  
**Within a seven (7) day period 
 
 
 

Permanent Service 
 Collection Frequency  

Size 1x/week 2x/week 3x/week 
Monthly Box 

Rental 

15 CY  $ 2,305.00 $ 4,610.00  $  6,916.00  $ 140.00
20 CY 2,804.00 5,608.00 8,411.00 186.00
30 CY 3,601.00 7,201.00 10,802.00 279.00

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



COMMERCIAL REFUSE COLLECTION 
 

UTILITY RATE SCHEDULE R-3 
(Continued) 

 

 
CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-1-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No. R-3-3 dated 7-01-08 Sheet No. R-3-3 
 
 

 
Source Separated Recyclable Materials* 

 

On-Call Service 
 7 CY 15 CY 20 CY 30 CY 40 CY 

Delivery** $ 126.00 $ 126.00 $ 126.00 $ 126.00 $ 126.00

Service 410.00 410.00 476.00 610.00 665.00

  

Non-use *** $76.00 $76.00 $76.00 $76.00 $76.00
Minimum  
Overfull 52.00 52.00 69.00 86.00 104.00
Abandoned  
Service 69.00 69.00 69.00 69.00 69.00

 
 

Permanent Service  
 Collection Frequency  

Size 1x/month 2x/month 3x/month 
Monthly Box 

Rental 

15 CY  $      390.00  $      780.00  $       1,170.00 $     140.00
20 CY 455.00 910.00 1,365.00 186.00
30 CY 488.00   976.00 1,465.00 279.00

 
 
 
* Source separated recyclable materials means recyclable materials, which are separated from solid waste by 
the generator at the location where it was created, not mixed with or containing more than incidental solid 
waste, as determined by the Director. Source separated single recyclable materials are source separated 
recyclable materials that can be directly marketed as a distinct single commodity, as determined by the 
Director. 
 
** A delivery fee or a monthly box rental fee will be assessed depending on customer’s service needs  
*** Within a seven (7) day period 



CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-1-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No. R-3-4 dated 7-01-08 Sheet No. R-3-4 
 

4

 
 
 

DETACHABLE CONTAINER RENTAL: 
 

Cubic Yard Per Month
 

1 ..................................................................................................................... 39.00 
1.5 ..................................................................................................................... 39.00 
2 ..................................................................................................................... 50.00 
3-4 ..................................................................................................................... 64.00 
5-6 ..................................................................................................................... 78.00 
8-10 ..................................................................................................................... 102.00 
15 ..................................................................................................................... 140.00 
20 ..................................................................................................................... 186.00 
30 ..................................................................................................................... 279.00 
40 ..................................................................................................................... 279.00 
 
 

SPECIAL PROVISION: 
 
The monthly charge to multi-unit apartment dwellings will be billed to the owner. 
 
D. SPECIAL ITEM CHARGES: 
 

1. Stove/washer/dryer/water heater pick up *...................................................................... 25.00 
2. Freezer/refrigerator/air conditioner/garbage compactor pick up *.................................. 35.00 
3. Upholstered furniture pick up * ....................................................................................... 15.00 
4. Mattress pick up *............................................................................................................ 15.00 
5. Tire pick up (per tire, limit of 4 tires) * ........................................................................... 20.00 
6.  Pallet pick up * ................................................................................................................ 5.00 
7. Microwave Oven*………………………………………………………………………      5.00 
 
* Surcharge special applied when not collected under the Annual On-Call Community  Clean-up 
Program guidelines.  Garbage compactor refers to under the counter type typically found in kitchen 
areas.   
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CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
   
 Effective 7-1-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No. R-3-5 dated 7-01-08  Sheet No. R-3-5 
 
 
 

 
E. SPECIAL LABOR CHARGES: 

 
1. Urgent special (per cubic yard charge, outside of routine services)............................. 55.00 
2. Miscellaneous 1 person service rate .......................................................................... 2.20/min 
3. Miscellaneous 2 person service rate .......................................................................... 3.20/min 
4. Surcharge special …………………………………………………………………. ....... 77.00 
5. Repair rate …………………………………………………………....... 2.20/min + material 
6. Hand Pick up (per cubic yard) ………………………………………………….. .......... 56.00 
7. Collection from special events (garbage, recyclables & compostables) ……………. ... 750.00 
 

F. SPECIAL BIN CHARGES: 
 
1. Temporary bin-delivery (1)………………………………………………………… ..... 80.00 
2. Temporary bin-delivery (2) ……………………………………………………… ........ 110.00 
3. Temporary bin-delivery (3) ……………………………………………………… ........ 141.00 
4. Temporary bin-delivery (4) ……………………………………………………… ........ 220.00 
5. Temporary bin-weekly fee …………………………………………………………...... 25.00 
6. Bin wash ……………………………………………………………………………...... 40.00 
7. Monthly key service (customer provided lock) ……………………………………… .. 15.00 
8. Lock (Contractor provided) ………………………………………………………… .... 25.00 
9. Auto-bar lock installation ……………………………………………………… ........... 200.00 
10. Bins for compostables services will receive a ten percent discount per month ….......... 10 %  
 

G. SPECIAL DEBRIS BOX CHARGES: 
 
1.  Drop-box delivery ………………………………………………………………........... 136.00 
2. Additional fee for delivery to Service Area 2 ………………………………………..... 62.00 
3.  Drop-box non-use………………………………………………………………….. ..... 76.00 
4.  15 yd box-overfull ………………………………………………………………….. .... 52.00 
5. 20 yd box-overfull ………………………………………………………………… ...... 69.00 
6.  30 yd box-overfull …………………………………………………………………. ..... 86.00 
7. 40 yd box-overfull………………………………………………………………… ....... 104.00 
8. Special debris box service between 12 PM to 6 PM ………………………………....... 77.00 
9. Special debris box service between 6 PM to 12 AM ……………………………. ........ 155.00 
10. Special debris box service on Saturday before 12 PM ……………………………. ...... 77.00 
11. Special debris box service on Sunday before 6 PM ……………………………............ 233.00 
12. Special debris box service on Sunday, 6 PM to 12 AM ……………………….. ........... 310.00 
13. Contaminated loads of construction and demolition recycling materials………............ 170.00 



 
CITY OF PALO ALTO UTILITIES 
Issued by the City Council 
 
 
 Effective 7-1-2009 
Supersedes Sheet No. R-3-6 dated 7-01-08 Sheet No. R-3-6 
 
 
 

14. On-call compactor………………………………………………………………… ....... 58.00 
15. Compactor/ drop box wash……………………………………………………….. ....... 82.00 
16. Compacted garbage (per compacted cubic yard) …………………………………….... 64.00 

             
 {End} 
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* * * NOT YET APPROVED * * * 

090526 mb 8261010 
 

Resolution No. ____ 
Resolution of the Council of the City of Palo Alto 
Amending the 2008-2009 Compensation Plan for 
Management and Professional Personnel Adopted by 
Resolution No. 8844 to Change the Title of One

Classification 
 
 

The Council of the City of Palo Alto does RESOLVE as follows: 
 
SECTION 1. Pursuant to the provisions of Section 12 of Article III of the 

Charter of the City of Palo Alto, the Compensation Plan for Management and Professional 
Personnel and Council Appointees adopted by Resolution No. 8844, is hereby amended to 
change the title of one classification as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated 
herein by reference, effective with the pay period including July 1, 2009. 

 
SECTION 2. The Director of Administrative Services is authorized to 

implement the amended compensation plan as set forth in Section 1. 
 
SECTION 3. The Council finds that this is not a project under the California 

Environmental Quality Act and, therefore, no environmental impact assessment is necessary. 
 

INTRODUCED AND PASSED:  
 
AYES:  
 
NOES:  
 
ABSENT:   
 
ABSTENTIONS: 
 
ATTEST:     
 
___________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk     Mayor 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:   APPROVED: 
 
___________________________  ______________________________ 
Deputy City Attorney    City Manager 
 
      _____________________________ 
      Director of Administrative Services 
  
      ____________________________ 
      Director of Human Resources 



* * * NOT YET APPROVED * * * 

090526 mb 8261010 
 

 EXHIBIT A 
 

2008-2009 Management/Professional Compensation Plan Changes 
 

Job 
Code 

Classification Title Grade 
Code 

Control 
Point 

Approx. 
Annual 

Hourly 

179 
Manager, Customer Service and Meter 
Reading 
(Title change from Manager, Field & Customer 
Service) 

30 10,215 122,575 58.93 
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* * * NOT YET APPROVED * * * 

090605 mb 8261011 
 

Resolution No. ____ 
Resolution of the Council of the City of Palo Alto 
Amending the 2006-2009 Compensation Plan for Classified 
Personnel (SEIU) Adopted by Resolution No. 8658 To Add 
Five New Classifications and Change the Compensation

for Two Existing SEIU Classifications 
 
 

The Council of the City of Palo Alto does RESOLVE as follows: 
 
SECTION 1. Pursuant to the provisions of Section 12 of Article III of the 

Charter of the City of Palo Alto, the Compensation Plan for Classified Personnel (SEIU), 
adopted by Resolution No. 8658, is hereby amended to add five new classifications and change 
the compensation for two existing SEIU classifications as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto 
and incorporated herein by reference, effective with the pay period including July 1, 2009. 

 
SECTION 2. The Director of Administrative Services is authorized to 

implement the amended compensation plan as set forth in Section 1. 
 
SECTION 3. The Council finds that this is not a project under the California 

Environmental Quality Act and, therefore, no environmental impact assessment is necessary. 
 

INTRODUCED AND PASSED: 
 
AYES:  
 
NOES:  
 
ABSENT:  
 
ABSTENTIONS: 
 
ATTEST:     
 
___________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk     Mayor 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:   APPROVED: 
 
___________________________  ______________________________ 
Deputy City Attorney    City Manager 
 
      _____________________________ 
      Director of Administrative Services 
  
      ____________________________ 
      Director of Human Resources 



* * * NOT YET APPROVED * * * 

090605 mb 8261011 
 

EXHIBIT A 
 

2006-2009 SEIU Compensation Plan Changes 
 

Job 
Code 

Classification Title Step Top Step 
Monthly 

Approx. 
Annual 

Hourly 

TBD Industrial Waste Technician 
(New position) 5 5,487 65,844 31.66 

TBD Restoration Lead 
(New position) 5 6,186 74,235 36.69 

TBD Meter Shop Lead 
(New position) 5 5,673 68,081 32.73 

TBD Junior Museum & Zoo Educator 
(New position) 5 5,224 62,691 30.14 

TBD Program Coordinator 
(New position) 5 5,467 65,603 31.54 

271 Utility Locator 
(Salary range adjustment) 5 5,463 65,562 31.52 

258 Industrial Waste Investigator 
(Salary range adjustment) 5 6,830 81,956 39.40 
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General Fund Summary

Operating Budget FY 2010-2011 City of Palo Alto 1

Draft Revision: 792     User: jeremyh
Timestamp: June 8, 2009 12:57 pm

General Fund Summary
 

FUND SUMMARY

($000)
2007-08 
Actuals

2008-09 
Adopted 
Budget

2008-09 
Adjusted 
Budget

2009-10 
Proposed 

Budget

2009-10 
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept 

Budget

2010-11 
Budget 
Change 

Revenues
Sales Tax 22,622 22,402 20,265 19,650 (615) 20,050 400

Property Tax 23,107 23,510 25,098 25,752 654 26,102 350

Transient Occupancy Tax 7,976 8,424 7,700 7,000 (700) 7,300 300

Utility Users Tax 10,285 10,783 11,024 11,250 226 12,304 1,054

Other Taxes and Fines 7,847 8,816 6,116 5,633 (483) 5,737 104

Charges for Services 18,922 20,849 19,918 20,238 321 20,596 357

Permits and Licenses 5,221 5,767 5,180 5,056 (123) 5,131 75

Return on Investment 4,480 2,348 1,900 1,900 0 1,900 0

Rental Income 13,591 13,426 13,121 13,655 533 13,655 0

From other agencies 229 86 144 92 (52) 92 0

Charges to Other Funds 10,914 10,952 10,999 10,643 (356) 10,957 313

Other Revenue 2,316 1,531 2,207 1,538 (670) 1,502 (35)

TOTAL REVENUES $127,509 $128,894 $123,672 $122,407 $(1,265) $125,326 $2,918

Operating Transfers-In 17,228 17,677 17,677 19,664 1,987 18,709 (955)

TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS $144,738 $146,571 $141,349 $142,071 $722 $144,035 $1,963
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Expenses
City Attorney 2,665 2,778 2,775 2,569 (207) 2,614 46

City Auditor 870 931 898 999 100 1,020 21

City Clerk 1,344 1,260 1,329 1,512 184 1,227 (285)

City Council 234 315 328 269 (59) 271 2

City Manager 2,249 2,231 1,964 2,395 431 2,395 0

Administrative Services 7,301 7,153 9,054 6,761 (2,293) 6,889 128

Community Services 21,234 21,600 20,883 21,876 993 22,272 396

Fire 23,981 24,260 24,384 25,166 783 26,161 995

Human Resources 2,706 2,822 2,849 2,837 (13) 2,898 61

Library 6,821 6,570 6,385 6,318 (67) 6,521 203

Planning and Community 
Environment

9,658 10,419 10,222 9,858 (365) 9,745 (113)

Police 29,425 29,831 29,694 29,998 304 31,328 1,330

Public Works 12,923 13,859 13,526 13,484 (42) 13,768 284

Non-Departmental 7,417 7,980 5,429 6,925 1,495 8,230 1,306

TOTAL EXPENSES $128,829 $132,009 $129,722 $130,967 $1,245 $135,341 $4,374

Operating Transfers Out 1,121 1,169 1,169 1,128 (41) 1,122 (6)

Transfer to Infrastructure 11,807 12,131 14,648 9,900 (4,747) 10,248 348

TOTAL USE OF FUNDS $141,758 $145,308 $145,538 $141,995 $(3,543) $146,711 $4,716

NET SURPLUS (DEFICIT) $2,980 $1,263 $(4,189) $76 $4,265 $(2,676) $(2,753)

FUND SUMMARY

($000)
2007-08 
Actuals

2008-09 
Adopted 
Budget

2008-09 
Adjusted 
Budget

2009-10 
Proposed 

Budget

2009-10 
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept 

Budget

2010-11 
Budget 
Change 
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EXPENDITURES BY 
CATEGORY 2007-08

Actuals

2008-09
Adjusted
Budget

2009-10
Proposed

Budget

2009-10
Budget
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-in-

Concept 
Budget

2010-11
Budget 
Change

Salaries and Benefits 91,307,769 88,230,249 92,717,073 4,486,824 96,361,039 3,643,966

Contract Services 9,406,906 12,565,775 9,048,314 (3,517,461) 9,804,411 756,097

Supplies and Materials 3,026,398 3,572,545 3,479,939 (92,606) 3,479,839 (100)

General Expense 9,176,091 9,433,128 10,192,501 759,373 9,869,501 (323,000)

Rents and Leases 741,460 702,907 740,486 37,579 740,486 0

Facilities and Equipment Pur-
chases

465,163 430,401 472,104 41,703 472,104 0

Allocated Charges 14,705,553 14,786,596 14,316,318 (470,278) 14,613,245 296,927

Operating Transfers Out 1,121,406 1,168,991 1,128,274 (40,717) 1,121,819 (6,455)

Transfer to Infrastructure 11,806,905 14,647,577 9,900,212 (4,747,365) 10,248,460 348,248

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $141,757,651 $145,538,169 $141,995,221 $(3,542,948) $146,710,904 $4,715,683

RESERVES

($000)
2007-08 
Actuals

2008-09 
Adopted 
Changes

2008-09 
BAO’s 

Projected
06/30/09

2009-10 
Projected 
Changes

Projected
06/30/10

2010-11 
Projected 
Changes

Projected
06/30/11

Reserves
Budget Stabilization Reserve (BSR) Activity:

BSR 26,102 263 (4,535) 21,830 76 21,906 (2,676) 19,230

Other Reserve Activity:

Public Safety Building 1,000 (1,000) 0 0 0

Encumbrance & Reappropriation 4,464 4,464 4,464 4,464

Equity Transfer Stabilization 3,528 3,528 3,528 3,528

Inventory of Materials & Supplies 2,999 2,999 2,999 2,999

Notes Receivable & Prepaid Items 4,287 4,287 4,287 4,287

TOTAL RESERVES $41,380 $1,263 $(5,535) $37,108 $76 $37,184 $(2,676) $34,508
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FY 2010 Enterprise Fund Summary
 

FUND SUMMARY

($000)
Electric

Fund

Fiber 
Optic 
Fund

Gas
Fund

Wastewater 
Collection 

Fund
Water 
Fund

Refuse 
Fund

Storm 
Drainage 

Fund

Wastewater 
Treatment 

Fund Total 

Revenues
Net Sales 113,765 2,734 44,222 14,443 28,948 32,415 5,366 21,485 263,377

Interest Income 5,024 256 1,010 552 1,265 487 217 423 9,234

Other Income 11,155 0 693 994 814 4,181 68 80 17,984

Bond Proceeds 0 0 0 0 35,000 0 0 0 35,000

TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS $129,944 $2,990 $45,925 $15,988 $66,027 $37,083 $5,651 $21,987 $325,595

Expenditures
Utility Purchases and 
Charges

77,697 0 26,859 7,933 10,354 15,047 0 0 137,890

Salaries and Benefits 11,343 635 4,370 1,791 5,411 4,586 1,034 9,363 38,532

Contract Services 4,274 115 802 246 593 6,931 374 1,979 15,313

Supplies and Materials 776 18 521 227 490 460 99 1,755 4,345

Facilities and Equipment 
Purchases

99 0 63 5 10 19 12 10 218

General Expense 3,592 19 595 59 330 385 148 251 5,379

Rents and Leases 3,762 15 326 210 2,193 4,310 6 0 10,823

Allocated Charges 7,331 363 3,316 1,737 2,992 3,817 619 4,432 24,606

Debt Service 7,859 0 947 129 775 607 949 816 12,081

Subtotal $116,732 $1,165 $37,797 $12,338 $23,147 $36,162 $3,240 $18,606 $249,188

Equity Transfer 11,120 0 5,300 0 0 0 0 0 16,420

Capital Improvement Pro-
gram

8,535 400 2,389 3,946 27,414 0 1,700 1,700 46,084

Operating Transfers Out 692 11 367 97 258 333 683 153 2,594

TOTAL USE OF FUNDS $137,079 $1,577 $45,853 $16,381 $50,819 $36,495 $5,624 $20,458 $314,285

TO/FROM RESERVES $(7,135) $1,414 $72 $(393) $15,207 $588 $27 $1,529 $11,309
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FY 2011 Enterprise Fund Summary
 

FUND SUMMARY

($000)
Electric

Fund

Fiber 
Optic 
Fund

Gas
Fund

Wastewater 
Collection 

Fund
Water 
Fund

Refuse 
Fund

Storm 
Drainage 

Fund

Wastewater 
Treatment 

Fund Total 

Revenues
Net Sales 129,790 2,734 50,448 15,165 30,973 32,415 5,366 22,559 289,449

Interest Income 5,024 256 1,010 552 1,265 487 217 423 9,234

Other Income 12,081 0 655 1,003 824 4,556 68 84 19,270

TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS $146,894 $2,990 $52,113 $16,720 $33,062 $37,458 $5,651 $23,066 $317,953

Expenditures
Utility Purchases and 
Charges

84,015 0 27,356 8,330 12,067 14,797 0 0 146,565

Salaries and Benefits 11,353 636 4,373 1,793 5,416 4,593 1,042 9,374 38,579

Contract Services 4,373 115 832 246 593 6,931 374 2,029 15,492

Supplies and Materials 776 18 521 227 490 460 99 1,837 4,427

Facilities and Equipment 
Purchases

99 0 63 5 10 19 12 10 218

General Expense 3,986 19 668 64 375 385 152 261 5,910

Rents and Leases 3,762 15 326 210 2,193 4,310 6 0 10,823

Allocated Charges 7,390 366 3,346 1,757 3,054 3,987 631 4,798 25,329

Debt Service 8,953 0 947 129 775 607 950 815 13,176

Subtotal $124,707 $1,169 $38,430 $12,762 $24,972 $36,089 $3,266 $19,123 $260,519

Equity Transfer 11,530 0 4,930 0 0 0 0 0 16,460

Capital Improvement Pro-
gram

9,890 400 7,908 3,960 8,173 7,650 1,792 2,550 42,323

Operating Transfers Out 819 24 396 565 223 313 603 18 2,962

TOTAL USE OF FUNDS $146,946 $1,593 $51,665 $17,287 $33,368 $44,052 $5,661 $21,692 $322,264

TO/FROM RESERVES $(52) $1,397 $448 $(568) $(306) $(6,594) $(11) $1,374 $(4,311)
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Enterprise Fund Reserves
 

RESERVES

 
($000)

2009-10
Projected 
Beginning 

Balance
2009-10
Changes

2009-10
Projected 

Ending 
Balance

2010-11
Changes

2010-11
Projected 

Ending 
Balance

2009-10
Reserve 

Guideline
Range

2010-11
Reserve 

Guideline
Range

Electric Fund
Emergency Plant Replacement 1,000 0 1,000 0 1,000 1,000 (min.) 1,000 (min.)

Distribution Rate Stabilization 6,703 2,057 8,760 2,473 11,233 9,163 - 22,908 9,762 - 24,406

Supply Rate Stabilization 34,285 (8,866) 25,419 (2,909) 22,510 38,849 - 77,697 42,008 - 84,015

Calaveras 64,535 (326) 64,209 384 64,593 60,641 - 84,224 58,600 - 81,388

Public Benefit 1,669 0 1,669 0 1,669

Central Valley O&M 22 0 22 0 22

Underground Loan 709 0 709 0 709

Subtotal $108,923 $(7,135) $101,788 $(52) $101,736

Gas Fund
Emergency Plant Replacement 1,000 0 1,000 0 1,000 1,000 (min.) 1,000 (min.)

Distribution Rate Stabilization 4,662 1,347 6,009 (16) 5,993 3,578 - 8,946 4,376 - 10,940

Supply Rate Stabilization 8,513 (1,275) 7,238 464 7,702 9,401 - 20,144 9,575 - 20,517

Debt Service Reserve 952 0 952 0 952

Subtotal $15,127 $72 $15,199 $448 $15,647

Wastewater Collection 
Fund
Emergency Plant Replacement 1,000 0 1,000 0 1,000 1,000 (min.) 1,000 (min.)

Rate Stabilization 4,660 (393) 4,267 (568) 3,699 2,865 - 7,162 3,012 - 7,530

Subtotal $5,660 $(393) $5,267 $(568) $4,699

Water Fund
Emergency Plant Replacement 1,000 0 1,000 0 1,000 1,000 (min.) 1,000 (min.)

Rate Stabilization 3,107 10,907 14,014 3,194 17,208 5,762 -14,405 6,167 -15,418

Bond Proceeds (Restricted) 0 4,300 4,300 (3,500) 800

Debt Service Reserve 780 0 780 0 780

Subtotal $4,887 $15,207 $20,094 $(306) $19,788

Refuse Fund
Rate Stabilization (736) 290 (446) (192) (638) 3,242 - 6,483 3,242 - 6,483

Landfill Closure and Postclo-
sure Care Liability

7,907 298 8,205 (6,402) 1,803
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Landfill Corrective Action 
Reserve

636 0 636 0 636

Subtotal $7,807 $588 $8,395 $(6,594) $1,801

Storm Drainage Fund
Rate Stabilization 400 27 427 (11) 416

Subtotal $400 $27 $427 $(11) $416

Wastewater Treatment 
Fund
Emergency Plant Replacement 2,160 0 2,160 0 2,160 2,160 (max.) 2,160 (max.)

Rate Stabilization (6,464) 1,529 (4,935) 1,374 (3,561) 3,199 - 6,397 3,358 - 6,717

Bond Proceeds (Restricted) 9 0 9 0 9

Subtotal $(4,295) $1,529 $(2,766) $1,374 $(1,392)

Fiber Optics Fund
Emergency Plant Replacement 1,000 0 1,000 0 1,000 1,000 (min.) 1,000 (min.)

Rate Stabilization 6,314 1,414 7,728 1,397 9,125 547 - 1,367 547 - 1,367

Subtotal $7,314 $1,414 $8,728 $1,397 $10,125

TOTAL RESERVES $145,823 $11,309 $157,132 $(4,312) $152,820

Emergency Plant Replacement 7,160 0 7,160 0 7,160

Rate Stabilization 61,444 7,037 68,481 5,206 73,687

Bond Proceeds (Restricted) 9 4,300 4,309 (3,500) 809

Debt Service Reserve 1,732 0 1,732 0 1,732

Calaveras 64,535 (326) 64,209 384 64,593

Public Benefit 1,669 0 1,669 0 1,669

Central Valley O&M 22 0 22 0 22

Underground Loan 709 0 709 0 709

Shasta Rewind Loan 0 0 0 0 0

Conservation Loan 0 0 0 0 0

Landfill Corrective Action 
Reserve

636 0 636 0 636

Landfill Closure and Postclo-
sure Care Liability

7,907 298 8,205 (6,402) 1,803

TOTAL RESERVES $145,823 $11,309 $157,132 $(4,312) $152,820

RESERVES

 
($000)

2009-10
Projected 
Beginning 

Balance
2009-10
Changes

2009-10
Projected 

Ending 
Balance

2010-11
Changes

2010-11
Projected 

Ending 
Balance

2009-10
Reserve 

Guideline
Range

2010-11
Reserve 

Guideline
Range
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2010-14 CIP Summary by Fund
($000)

Fund Category  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14 Total

CAPITAL FUND $67,421 $17,442 $28,406 $8,599 $8,557 $130,425

Total Reimbursements (56,193) (4,502) (19,655) (2,774) (2,835) $(85,959)

NET CAPITAL FUND $11,228 $12,941 $8,750 $5,825 $5,722 $44,466

VEHICLE REPLACEMENT FUND $670 $0 $0 $0 $0 $670

Total Reimbursements 0 0 0 0 0 $0

NET VEHICLE REPLACEMENT FUND $670 $0 $0 $0 $0 $670

TECHNOLOGY FUND $943 $3,433 $283 $283 $283 $5,225

Total Reimbursements (589) (1,699) (133) (133) (133) $(2,687)

NET TECHNOLOGY FUND $355 $1,734 $150 $150 $150 $2,539

ELECTRIC FUND $8,535 $9,890 $9,365 $9,595 $9,465 $46,850

Total Reimbursements (1,025) (940) (1,695) (1,800) (1,860) $(7,320)

NET ELECTRIC FUND $7,510 $8,950 $7,670 $7,795 $7,605 $39,530

FIBER OPTICS FUND $400 $400 $400 $400 $400 $2,000

Total Reimbursements (200) (200) (200) (200) (200) $(1,000)

NET FIBER OPTICS FUND $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $1,000

GAS FUND $2,389 $7,908 $7,621 $7,982 $5,175 $31,075

Total Reimbursements (738) (700) (710) (720) (730) $(3,598)

NET GAS FUND $1,651 $7,208 $6,911 $7,262 $4,445 $27,477

WATER FUND $27,414 $8,173 $5,067 $6,338 $5,617 $52,609

Total Reimbursements (23,249) (4,259) (767) (709) (718) $(29,701)

NET WATER FUND $4,165 $3,914 $4,300 $5,629 $4,899 $22,908
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WASTEWATER COLLECTION FUND $3,946 $3,960 $4,065 $4,175 $4,331 $20,477

Total Reimbursements (721) (730) (740) (750) (761) $(3,702)

NET WASTEWATER COLLECTION 
FUND $3,225 $3,230 $3,325 $3,425 $3,570 $16,775

REFUSE FUND $0 $7,650 $0 $0 $0 $7,650

Total Reimbursements 0 (375) 0 0 0 $(375)

NET REFUSE FUND $0 $7,275 $0 $0 $0 $7,275

WASTEWATER TREATMENT FUND $1,700 $2,550 $2,650 $2,700 $2,750 $12,350

Total Reimbursements 0 0 0 0 0 $0

NET WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
FUND $1,700 $2,550 $2,650 $2,700 $2,750 $12,350

STORM DRAINAGE FUND $1,370 $1,462 $2,174 $2,281 $2,364 $9,651

Total Reimbursements 0 0 0 0 0 $0

NET STORM DRAINAGE FUND $1,370 $1,462 $2,174 $2,281 $2,364 $9,651

TOTAL CIP COSTS (ALL FUNDS) $114,789 $62,868 $60,030 $42,353 $38,942 $318,982

Total Reimbursements (82,715) (13,405) (23,900) (7,086) (7,237) $(134,341)

NET CIP COSTS $32,074 $49,464 $36,130 $35,267 $31,705 $184,640

($000)
Fund Category  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14 Total
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CIP General  Fund Financial Summary
FUND SUMMARY

($000)
2007-08 
Actuals

2008-09 
Adopted 
Budget

2008-09 
Adjusted 
Budget

2009-10 
Proposed 

Budget

2009-10 
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept 

Budget

2010-11 
Budget 
Change 

Revenues
Bond Proceeds 0 0 0 54,381 54,381 1,400 (52,981)

Other Agencies 96 303 521 768 247 55 (713)

State of California 2,003 0 1,011 136 (875) 0 (136)

Federal Grants 1,152 0 0 150 150 0 (150)

Stanford University 0 34 34 17 (16) 0 (17)

Investment Income 1,028 1,045 1,045 838 (207) 770 (68)

Other Revenue 261 400 400 0 (400) 0 0

SUBTOTAL REVENUES $4,540 $1,781 $3,010 $56,289 $53,280 $2,225 $(54,065)

Operating Transfers In
General Fund 11,807 12,131 14,648 9,900 (4,747) 10,248 348

Street Improvement Fund 756 1,170 485 750 265 850 100

Developers Impact Fee-Park 
Fund

620 320 1,090 0 (1,090) 220 220

Utility Funds 950 240 1,371 86 (1,285) 230 144

California Avenue Parking Dis-
trict Permits Fund

94 0 0 67 67 0 (67)

Charleston Arastradero Safety 
Impact Fees Fund

82 82 82 82 0 82 0

Law Enforcement Services 
Fund

100 0 0 0 0 0 0

SUBTOTAL OPERATING 
TRANSFERS IN $14,408 $13,942 $17,676 $10,885 $(6,791) $11,630 $745

TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS $18,948 $15,723 $20,686 $67,174 $46,489 $13,855 $(53,320)

Expenses
Salaries and Benefits 2,568 2,819 2,861 3,479 618 3,482 3

Capital Project Expenditures 19,058 17,404 26,605 63,943 37,338 13,960 (49,982)

Sustainability Contingency 0 400 400 0 (400) 0 0

SUBTOTAL EXPENSES $21,626 $20,622 $29,866 $67,421 $37,555 $17,442 $(49,979)

Operating Transfers Out 118 0 2,551 0 (2,551) 0 0

TOTAL USE OF FUNDS $21,744 $20,622 $32,417 $67,421 $35,004 $17,442 $(49,979)

NET TO (FROM) RESERVES $(2,795) $(4,899) $(11,731) $(247) $11,484 $(3,587) $(3,341)
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INFRASTRUCTURE 
RESERVE YEAR-END 
BALANCE

$17,894 $11,594 $5,457 $5,210 $(247) $1,623 $(3,587)

FUND SUMMARY

($000)
2007-08 
Actuals

2008-09 
Adopted 
Budget

2008-09 
Adjusted 
Budget

2009-10 
Proposed 

Budget

2009-10 
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept 

Budget

2010-11 
Budget 
Change 
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2010-14 Capital Improvement Projects
($000)

CIP 
Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 

KEY
Shaded areas denote new projects
TBD To Be Determined
Italicized  text indicates reimbursement

Capital Fund

L and and Land Improvements

AS-08000 Acquisition of Los Altos 
Treatment Plant Site

2,216 $2,216

General Fund (2,216) $(2,216)

AC-86017 Art in Public Places 50 50 50 50 50 $250

General Fund (50) (50) (50) (50) (50) $(250)

NET TOTAL LAND AND LAND 
IMPROVEMENTS $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Bu ildings and Faci l i t i es

PF-10000 Civic Center Chiller Drive 
Replacement

125 $125

Enterprise Funds (3) $(3)

PE-09005 Downtown Library Improve-
ments

3,500 $3,500

Bonds (3,500) $(3,500)

PE-09010 Library & Community Center 
- Temporary Facilities

75 $75

PF-10002 Lot J Structure Repair 75 $75

PE-11000 Main Library New Construc-
tion and Improvements

1,400 16,900 $18,300

Bonds (1,400) (16,900) $(18,300)

PE-09006
Mitchell Park Library and 
Community Center New 
Construction

47,000 $47,000

Bonds (47,000) $(47,000)

CC-10000 Replacement of Gym B 
Bleachers

56 $56

PE-10002 Ventura Community Center 
and Park

200 135 $335

PF-93009 Americans with Disabilities 
Act Compliance

75 150 150 100 100 $575
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PF-07000 Art Center Electrical & 
Mechanical Upgrades

2,600 $2,600

PF-07002 Baylands Interpretive Center 
Improvement

267 $267

PF-01003 Building Systems Improve-
ments

100 100 100 100 100 $500

PF-09000 Children's Theatre Improve-
ments

100 500 $600

PE-09003 City Facility Parking Lot 
Maintenance

100 100 100 100 $400

PF-01002 Civic Center Infrastructure 
Improvements

4,176 1,546 1,460 $7,182

Enterprise Funds (84) (31) (29) $(144)

PF-06004 Cubberley Restroom 
Upgrades

300 $300

CC-09001
Dimmer Replacement and 
Lighting System Replace-
ment

145 $145

PF-02022 Facility Interior Finishes 
Replacement

80 80 80 80 $320

PF-05003 Foothills Park Interpretive 
Center Improvements

210 $210

PF-05002 Municipal Service Center 
Improvements

641 $641

Enterprise Funds (199) $(199)

AC-09002 New Sound System for Lucie 
Stern Community Theatre

200 $200

General Fund (200) $(200)

AC-09001
Replacement of Children 
Theatre Audio and Visual 
Monitoring Systems

100 $100

General Fund (50) $(50)

Others (50) $(50)

PF-10001 Rinconada Pool Plaster 200 $200

PF-00006 Roofing Replacement 150 165 150 150 150 $765

PF-06001 Ted Thompson Garage 
Improvements

67 $67

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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California Avenue Parking 
Permits Fund

(67) $(67)

PF-06002 Ventura Buildings Improve-
ments

90 600 $690

NET TOTAL BUILDINGS AND 
FACILITIES $5,291 $6,254 $3,111 $530 $530 $15,716

Parks  and O pen Space

AC-10000 Junior Museum and Zoo 
(JMZ) New Bobcat Habitat

575 $575

Others (505) $(505)

PE-11003 Monroe Park Improvements 250 $250

PE-11004 Scott Park Improvements 100 $100

OS-09002 Baylands Emergency Access 
Levee Repair

175 $175

PG-06003
Benches, Signage, Fencing, 
Walkways, and Perimeter 
Landscaping

100 100 150 150 150 $650

PE-06010 City Parks Improvements 330 440 200 $970

PE-07004 Cogswell Plaza Improve-
ments

150 $150

OS-07000 Foothills Park Road 
Improvements

125 150 $275

PE-07001 Hopkins Park Improvement 95 $95

OS-09001 Off-Road Pathway Resurfac-
ing and Repair

100 100 100 100 $400

OS-00002 Open Space Lakes and 
Ponds Maintenance

50 50 60 $160

OS-00001 Open Space Trails and 
Amenities

116 116 136 150 164 $682

PG-09002 Park and Open Space Emer-
gency Repairs

75 75 75 75 75 $375

PE-06007 Park Restroom Installation 220 220 220 220 $880

Development Impact Fees (220) (220) (220) (220) $(880)

PE-08001 Rinconada Park Improve-
ments

775 $775

PG-98001 School Playing Field Irriga-
tion

100 85 100 100 125 $510

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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Others (50) (43) (50) (50) (63) $(255)

PG-06001 Tennis and Basketball Court 
Resurfacing

55 55 55 55 55 $275

Others (13) (13) (13) (13) (13) $(63)

NET TOTAL PARKS AND OPEN 
SPACE $679 $1,971 $1,084 $1,008 $854 $5,595

St reet s and Sidewalk s

PE-10006 Bridge Rail, Abutment, and 
Deck Repairs

300 $300

PL-11000
Highway 101 Pedestrian/
Bicycle Overpass/Under-
pass Project

100 $100

PE-06006 Alma Street Landscape 
Improvements

316 $316

PL-04010 Bicycle Transportation Plan 
Implementation Project

50 50 50 50 50 $250

PL-05003 College Terrace Traffic 
Calming

50 $50

General Fund (50) $(50)

PL-00026 Safe Routes to School 100 100 100 100 $400

Gas Tax Fund (100) (100) (100) (100) $(400)

PE-00104 San Antonio Medians 40 630 $670

PO-89003 Sidewalk Repairs 718 717 695 674 654 $3,458

PO-05054 Street Lights Improvements 120 125 130 135 140 $650

General Fund (120) (125) (130) (135) (140) $(650)

PE-86070 Street Maintenance 1,939 1,804 1,804 1,804 1,804 $9,154

Gas Tax Fund (750) (750) (750) (750) (750) $(3,750)

State Grant (136) $(136)

PE-06011 Street Median Improve-
ments

156 156 156 $468

PL-05030 Traffic Signal Upgrades 155 160 165 170 $650

General Fund (155) (160) (165) (170) $(650)

NET TOTAL STREETS AND 
SIDEWALKS $2,261 $2,450 $2,271 $1,934 $1,914 $10,830

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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M is cel laneou s

PO-10002 Downtown Tree Grates 300 $300

AS-10000 Salaries and Benefits - Gen-
eral Fund CIP Projects

3,479 3,482 3,539 3,645 3,754 $17,898

General Fund (1,182) (1,217) (1,254) (1,291) (1,330) $(6,273)

AS-10001 Sustainability Contingency 400 $400

FD-09001 Fire Apparatus Equipment 
Replacement

69 $69

General Fund (52) $(52)

Stanford (17) $(17)

PD-07000 Mobile Command Vehicle 300 $300

Federal Grant (150) $(150)

Local Agency Grant (150) $(150)

NET TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS $2,997 $2,265 $2,285 $2,354 $2,424 $12,324

CAPITAL FUND $67,421 $17,442 $28,406 $8,599 $8,557 $130,425

TOTAL REIMBURSEMENTS $(56,193) $(4,502) $(19,655) $(2,774) $(2,835) $(85,959)

NET CAPITAL FUND $11,228 $12,941 $8,750 $5,825 $5,722 $44,466

Vehicle Replacement Fund

M is cel laneou s

VR-07001
Automated Motor Pool Res-
ervation and Vehicle Key 
Management System

25 $25

VR-07002 Diesel Truck Engine Emis-
sions Retrofits

360 $360

VR-06801
Replace City-wide Fuel 
Transaction and Inventory 
Management System

85 $85

VR-04010 Vehicle Maintenance Facility 
Upgrades

200 $200

NET TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS $670 $0 $0 $0 $0 $670

NET VEHICLE REPLACEMENT FUND $670 $0 $0 $0 $0 $670

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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Technology Fund

Technology

TE-10000 Collections Software 80 8 8 8 8 $112

TE-10001
Utilities Customer Billing 
System Continuous 
Improvements

250 1,000 $1,250

Enterprise Funds (250) (1,000) $(1,250)

TE-99010 Acquisition of New Comput-
ers

75 75 75 $225

TE-02015 Citywide GIS Data, Infra-
structure & Applications

259 200 200 200 200 $1,059

Enterprise Funds (172) (133) (133) (133) (133) $(704)

TE-08002 Electronic Patient Care 
Report (ePCR)

20 $20

Stanford (5) $(5)

TE-07000
Enterprise Application Infra-
structure Upgrade (for-
merly CIS/SAP Transition)

135 75 $210

Enterprise Funds (90) (50) $(140)

TE-06001 Library RFID Implementa-
tion

800 $800

TE-05000 Radio Infrastructure 
Replacement

200 1,250 $1,450

Enterprise Funds (40) (250) $(290)

Stanford (32) (200) $(232)

TE-00010 Telephone System Replace-
ment

100 $100

Enterprise Funds (66) $(66)

NET TOTAL TECHNOLOGY $355 $1,734 $150 $150 $150 $2,539

TECHNOLOGY FUND $943 $3,433 $283 $283 $283 $5,225

TOTAL REIMBURSEMENTS $(589) $(1,699) $(133) $(133) $(133) $(2,687)

NET TECHNOLOGY FUND $355 $1,734 $150 $150 $150 $2,539

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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Electric Fund

D i stribu ti on System -  Cus to mer Desi gn and Co nnec t ion S er vices

EL-10008 Advanced Metering Infra-
structure (AMI) System

210 $210

Enterprise Funds (140) $(140)

EL-89028 Electric Customer Connec-
tions

1,800 1,900 2,000 2,100 2,205 $10,005

Others (750) (800) (850) (900) (950) $(4,250)

NET TOTAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM - 
CUSTOMER DESIGN AND 
CONNECTION SERVICES

$1,120 $1,100 $1,150 $1,200 $1,255 $5,825

Distr ibution System -  System Improvements

EL-14000 Coleridge/Cowper/Tenny-
son 4/12 kV Conversion

40 $40

EL-08000 E. Charleston 4/12 kV Con-
version

100 450 $550

EL-08002 E. Meadow/Alma/Loma 4/12 
kV Conversion

500 500 $1,000

EL-13000 Edgewood / Wildwood 4 kV 
Tie

50 300 $350

EL-98003 Electric System  Improve-
ments

2,000 2,100 2,200 2,300 2,400 $11,000

Others (135) (140) (145) (150) (160) $(730)

EL-02011 Electric Utility GIS 400 $400

EL-11004 Hewlett Subdivision Rebuild 
Los Trancos Road

400 $400

EL-09002 Middlefield / Colorado 4/12 
kV Conversion

20 150 250 $420

EL-09000 Middlefield Underground 
Rebuild

75 550 $625

EL-11007 Rebuild Greenhouse Condo 
Area

150 350 $500

EL-12000 Rebuild UG District 12 80 1,000 200 $1,280

EL-11003 Rebuild UG District 15 350 400 $750

EL-09003 Rebuild UG District 17 
(Downtown)

500 $500

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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EL-11006 Rebuild UG District 18 350 $350

EL-11008 Rebuild UG District 19 500 $500

EL-11005 Rebuild UG District 22 300 $300

EL-10006 Rebuild UG District 24 500 750 $1,250

EL-13002
Relocate Quarry Road/Hop-
kins Subtstations 60 kV Line 
(Lane A & B)

100 750 $850

EL-02010 SCADA System Upgrades 25 30 250 40 45 $390

EL-11000 Seale/Waverley 4/12 kV 
Conversion

35 350 $385

EL-11002
St. Francis/Oregon/Ama-
rillo/Louis 4/12 kV Conver-
sion

450 $450

EL-89044 Substation Facility Improve-
ments

155 160 165 170 175 $825

EL-89038 Substation Protection 
Improvements

240 250 250 260 270 $1,270

EL-11001 Torreya Court Rebuild 100 $100

EL-08001
UG District 42 - Embarcad-
ero Rd. (Between Emerson & 
Middlefield)

150 2,000 $2,150

Others (750) $(750)

EL-11009 UG District 43 - Alma/
Embarcadero

150 2,000 500 $2,650

Others (700) $(700)

EL-06002 UG District 45 - Downtown V 1,000 150 $1,150

EL-12001 UG District 46 - Charleston/
El Camino Real

150 2,000 150 $2,300

Others (750) $(750)

NET TOTAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM - 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS $6,180 $6,935 $5,600 $5,670 $5,420 $29,805

G eneral  Ser v ices  -  Street  Lights

EL-10009 Street Light System Conver-
sion Project

100 800 800 800 800 $3,300

NET TOTAL GENERAL SERVICES - 
STREET LIGHTS $100 $800 $800 $800 $800 $3,300

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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G eneral  S er v ices  -  Communications

EL-89031 Communications System 
Improvements

110 115 120 125 130 $600

NET TOTAL GENERAL SERVICES - 
COMMUNICATIONS $110 $115 $120 $125 $130 $600

ELECTRIC FUND $8,535 $9,890 $9,365 $9,595 $9,465 $46,850

TOTAL REIMBURSEMENTS $(1,025) $(940) $(1,695) $(1,800) $(1,860) $(7,320)

NET ELECTRIC FUND $7,510 $8,950 $7,670 $7,795 $7,605 $39,530

Fiber Optics Fund

Co mmerc ial  Telecommunications

FO-10000
Fiber Optics Customer Con-
nections (formerly EL-
06006)

200 200 200 200 200 $1,000

Others (200) (200) (200) (200) (200) $(1,000)

FO-10001
Fiber Optics Network Sys-
tem Improvements(formerly 
EL-06005)

200 200 200 200 200 $1,000

NET TOTAL COMMERCIAL 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $1,000

FIBER OPTICS FUND $400 $400 $400 $400 $400 $2,000

TOTAL REIMBURSEMENTS $(200) $(200) $(200) $(200) $(200) $(1,000)

NET FIBER OPTICS FUND $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $1,000

Gas Fund

M is cel laneou s

GS-10002 General Shop Tooling 64 $64

Enterprise Funds (48) $(48)

NET TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS $16 $0 $0 $0 $0 $16

D i stribu ti on System -  Cus to mer Desi gn and Co nnec t ion S er vices

GS-80017 Gas System Extensions 690 700 710 720 730 $3,550

Others (690) (700) (710) (720) (730) $(3,550)

NET TOTAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM - 
CUSTOMER DESIGN AND 
CONNECTION SERVICES

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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Distr ibution System -  System Improvements

GS-10003 Cathodic Current Interrupt-
ers

300 $300

GS-11001 Gas Station 4 Rebuild 215 $215

GS-14000 GMR - Project 24 492 $492

GS-03007 Directional Boring Equip-
ment

60 64 $124

GS-02013 Directional Boring Machine 40 185 45 250 $520

GS-80019 Gas Meters and Regulators 286 297 306 315 325 $1,529

GS-10000 Gas Station 3 Rebuild 207 $207

GS-09002 GMR - Project 19 5,800 $5,800

GS-10001 GMR - Project 20 644 5,970 $6,614

GS-11000 GMR - Project 21 457 6,150 $6,607

GS-12001 GMR - Project 22 468 3,200 $3,668

GS-13001 GMR - Project 23 482 $482

GS-03008 Polyethylene Fusion Equip-
ment

32 34 $66

GS-03009 System Extensions - Unreim-
bursed

158 162 167 172 178 $837

NET TOTAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM - 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS $1,635 $7,208 $6,911 $7,262 $4,445 $27,461

GAS FUND $2,389 $7,908 $7,621 $7,982 $5,175 $31,075

TOTAL REIMBURSEMENTS $(738) $(700) $(710) $(720) $(730) $(3,598)

NET GAS FUND $1,651 $7,208 $6,911 $7,262 $4,445 $27,477

Water Fund

D i stribu ti on System -  Cus to mer Desi gn and Co nnec t ion S er vices

WS-80013 Water System Extensions 400 410 420 430 440 $2,100

Others (682) (692) (700) (709) (718) $(3,501)

NET TOTAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM - 
CUSTOMER DESIGN AND 
CONNECTION SERVICES

$(282) $(282) $(280) $(279) $(278) $(1,401)

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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Distr ibution System -  System Improvements

WS-14001 WMR - Project 28 324 $324

WS-08002 Emergency Water Supply 
Project

22,500 3,500 $26,000

Bonds (22,500) (3,500) $(26,000)

WS-09000 Seismic Water Tank Valve 550 $550

WS-02014 W-G-W Utility GIS Data 100 100 100 $300

Enterprise Funds (67) (67) (67) $(200)

WS-80015 Water Meters 203 209 215 222 229 $1,078

WS-07001 Water Recycling Facilities 265 500 750 2,000 1,150 $4,665

WS-80014 Water Service Hydrant 
Replacement

259 212 217 222 229 $1,139

WS-09001 WMR - Project 23 2,845 $2,845

WS-10001 WMR - Project 24 292 2,950 $3,242

WS-11000 WMR - Project 25 292 3,060 $3,352

WS-12001 WMR - Project 26 305 3,150 $3,455

WS-13001 WMR - Project 27 314 3,245 $3,559

NET TOTAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM - 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS $4,447 $4,196 $4,580 $5,908 $5,177 $24,309

WATER FUND $27,414 $8,173 $5,067 $6,338 $5,617 $52,609

TOTAL REIMBURSEMENTS $(23,249) $(4,259) $(767) $(709) $(718) $(29,701)

NET WATER FUND $4,165 $3,914 $4,300 $5,629 $4,899 $22,908

Wastewater Collection Fund

M is cel laneou s

WC-09002 Root Treatment, Sediment, 
and Dewatering Container

30 30 30 33 33 $156

NET TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS $30 $30 $30 $33 $33 $156

D i stribu ti on System -  Cus to mer Desi gn and Co nnec t ion S er vices

WC-80020 Sewer System Extensions 321 330 340 350 361 $1,702

Others (721) (730) (740) (750) (761) $(3,702)

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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NET TOTAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM - 
CUSTOMER DESIGN AND 
CONNECTION SERVICES

$(400) $(400) $(400) $(400) $(400) $(2,000)

Distr ibution System -  System Improvements

WC-99013 Sewer Lateral/Manhole 
Rehab/Replacement

640 560 565 570 617 $2,952

NET TOTAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM - 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS $640 $560 $565 $570 $617 $2,952

Co llec tion System -  System Improvements

WC-14001 WW Collection Sys. Rehab/
Aug. Project 27

320 $320

WC-12001 WW Collection Sys. Rehab/
Aug.  Project 25

300 2,912 $3,212

WC-13001 WW Collection Sys. Rehab/
Aug.  Project 26

310 3,000 $3,310

WC-09001 WW Collection Sys. Rehab/
Aug. Project 22

2,675 $2,675

WC-10002 WW Collection Sys. Rehab/
Aug. Project 23

280 2,750 $3,030

WC-11000 WW Collection Sys. Rehab/
Aug. Project 24

290 2,830 $3,120

NET TOTAL COLLECTION SYSTEM - 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS $2,955 $3,040 $3,130 $3,222 $3,320 $15,667

WASTEWATER COLLECTION FUND $3,946 $3,960 $4,065 $4,175 $4,331 $20,477

TOTAL REIMBURSEMENTS $(721) $(730) $(740) $(750) $(761) $(3,702)

NET WASTEWATER COLLECTION 
FUND $3,225 $3,230 $3,325 $3,425 $3,570 $16,775

Refuse Fund

M is cel laneou s

RF-11001 Landfill Closure 6,700 $6,700

NET TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS $0 $6,700 $0 $0 $0 $6,700

Co llec tion System -  System Improvements

RF-10003 Drying Beds, Material Stor-
age and Transfer Area

750 $750

Enterprise Funds (375) $(375)

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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RF-10002 Flare Relocation Project 200 $200

NET TOTAL COLLECTION SYSTEM - 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS $0 $575 $0 $0 $0 $575

REFUSE FUND $0 $7,650 $0 $0 $0 $7,650

TOTAL REIMBURSEMENTS $0 $(375) $0 $0 $0 $(375)

NET REFUSE FUND $0 $7,275 $0 $0 $0 $7,275

Wastewater Treatment Fund

M is cel laneou s

WQ-10001 Plant Master Plan 500 $500

NET TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS $500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500

Wastewater  Treatment -  System Improvements

WQ-04011 Facility Condition Assess-
ment & Retrofit

1,000 1,000 1,050 1,100 $4,150

WQ-80021 Plant Equipment Replace-
ment

1,100 1,450 1,550 1,550 1,550 $7,200

WQ-80022 System Flow Meter 100 100 100 100 100 $500

NET TOTAL WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT - SYSTEM 
IMPROVEMENTS

$1,200 $2,550 $2,650 $2,700 $2,750 $11,850

NET WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
FUND $1,700 $2,550 $2,650 $2,700 $2,750 $12,350

Storm Drainage Fund

Co llec tion System -  System Improvements

SD-13002
Matadero Creek Storm 
Water Pump Station and 
Trunk Lines Improvements

315 $315

SD-11101
Channing Avenue/Lincoln 
Avenue Storm Drain 
Improvements

820 895 1,590 1,680 1,430 $6,415

SD-06104
Connect Clara Drive Storm 
Drains to Matadero Pump 
Station

$

SD-10101 Southgate Neighborhood 
Storm Drain Improvements $

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 
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SD-06101
Storm Drain System 
Replacement and Rehabili-
tation

550 567 584 601 619 $2,921

NET TOTAL COLLECTION SYSTEM - 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS $1,370 $1,462 $2,174 $2,281 $2,364 $9,651

NET STORM DRAINAGE FUND $1,370 $1,462 $2,174 $2,281 $2,364 $9,651

($000)
CIP 

Number Project Title  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12  2012-13  2013-14  Total 

APPENDIX 3



Draft Revision: 171     User: ajavelo
Timestamp: June 4, 2009 10:24 am

Capital Budget FY 2010-2011 City of Palo Alto 88

APPENDIX 3
PL-11000Highway 101 Pedestrian/Bicycle Overpass/Underpass Project NEW

HIGHWAY 101 PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE OVERPASS/
UNDERPASS PROJECT (PL-11000)

CIP FACTS:

• New  

• Project Status:  Pre-Design

• Timeline:  FY 2010-2012

• Overall Project Completion:  0%

• Percent Spent:  0.00%

• Managing Department:  Planning and Commu-
nity Environment

• Comprehensive Plan:  Policies L-7, L-46, L-64, L-
68, T-1,T-14 and T-17. Goals C-5, C-29, C-30, T-3 
and T-14. Programs T-18, T-19, T-16, T-17, T-18, T-
26, C-23, C-27, C-25 and C-28.

• Board/Commission Review:  ARB, PRC, PTC

IMPACT ANALYSIS:

• Environmental:  This project may require Envi-
ronmental Assessment.

• Design Elements:  This project may require ARB, 
PRC and PTC review.

• Operating:  Operating impacts will be assessed 
during the feasibility study phase.

• Telecommunications:  None

Description: This project will conduct a feasibility study for a year-round 
pedestrian/bicycle grade separated crossing of Highway 101 in Palo Alto 
to provide connectivity from residential and commercial areas in south 
Palo Alto to the Palo Alto Baylands Nature Preserve, East Bayshore and 
San Antonio businesses, and the regional Bay Trail network of bike trails.  
The project will be located in Palo Alto in the Highway 101 corridor north 
of the San Antonio Road interchange.

Justification: The need for a new year-round pedestrian/bicycle 
crossing of Highway 101 in south Palo Alto was identified in the Bicycle 
Transportation Plan and the updated Baylands Master Plan. The existing 
current Adobe Creek undercrossing is a seasonal facility that  is only 
available 6 months during the year (April 15 to October 15). The grade 
separation will provide connectivity between the south Palo Alto 
residential areas and the Baylands recreational and employment areas.

Consultant Services Scope: Consultant services, including 
architectural, civil and structural engineering may be required.

FUTURE FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 Total Funding

Pre-Design Costs $100,000 $100,000

Design Costs

Construction Costs

Other

Total Budget Request $100,000 $100,000

Revenues:

Source of Funds: Infrastructure Reserve
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PE-86070Street Maintenance

STREET MAINTENANCE (PE-86070)

CIP FACTS:

• Continuing  

• Project Status:  Construction

• Timeline:  FY 2010-2014

• Managing Department:  Public Works

• Comprehensive Plan:  Policy C-24

• Board/Commission Review:  PTC

IMPACT ANALYSIS:

• Environmental:  This project is categorically 
exempt from CEQA under Section 15301.

• Design Elements:  This project will make rea-
sonable efforts to match existing pavement.

• Operating:  This project will reduce street main-
tenance costs.

• Telecommunications:  None

Description: This project provides for annual resurfacing, slurry seal, 
crack seal and reconstruction of various city streets recommended in the 
City Auditor's report on street maintenance. The list of streets to be 
included in this project will be prioritized and coordinated with Utilities 
Department undergrounding projects.

Justification: The Pavement Maintenance Management System (PMMS) 
has identified streets requiring maintenance. This program 
systematically schedules the highest priority repairs. By providing a 
systemized method of bi-annually rating streets for improvements and a 
yearly maintenance program, the City addresses the need to provide a 
functioning street system while reducing the maintenance backlog.

Supplemental Information: Revenues generated from the Street Cut 
Fees, estimated to be $500,000 for Fiscal Year 2010 through Fiscal Year 
2014, also support the street maintenance program. This amount is 
included in the transfers from the General Fund to the Capital Project 
Fund.

Due to anticipated reduction in gas tax revenues, the proposed 
appropriation for the street maintenance project is reduced by almost 
$0.4 million when compared to the prior year level. This appropriation 
will be reviewed at the end of the fiscal year, and will be adjusted based 
on the actual gas tax revenues received.

Proposition 42 of the State of California also provided $135,513 for the 
street maintenance program.

PRIOR YEARS

PY Budget ongoing

PY Actuals as of 12/31/2008 $0

FUTURE FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 Total Funding

Pre-Design Costs

Design Costs $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $250,000

Construction Costs $1,889,148 $1,753,635 $1,753,635 $1,753,635 $1,753,635 $8,903,688

Other

Total Budget Request $1,939,148 $1,803,635 $1,803,635 $1,803,635 $1,803,635 $9,153,688

Revenues: $885,513 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $3,885,513

Source of Funds: Infrastructure Reserve with the following reimbursements: Gas Tax Fund($3,750,000); State 
Grant($135,513)
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PD-07000Mobile Command Vehicle

MOBILE COMMAND VEHICLE (PD-07000)

CIP FACTS:

• Continuing  

• Project Status:  Design

• Timeline:  FY 2010-2011

• Overall Project Completion:  0%

• Percent Spent:  0.00%

• Managing Department:  Police Department

• Comprehensive Plan:  Goal N-10, Policies N-53, 
N-55

IMPACT ANALYSIS:

• Environmental:  Categorically exempt from 
CEQA under Section 15301.

• Design Elements:  None

• Operating:  There will be annual operating and 
replacement costs.

• Telecommunications:  Vehicle will equipped 
with radio, phone and laptop computer.

Description: This project will acquire a Mobile Command Vehicle. This 
vehicle is designed to provide a self-contained, self-supporting 
command and communications center at a natural, man-made disaster 
or police critical incident events.  The mobile command vehicle has 
separate dispatch center capabilities, on-line computer availability, 
galley and restroom facilities, and workstation and conference rooms.

Justification: The City of Palo Alto does not have the capability to 
operate a fully functional dispatch and command center away from Civic 
Center in the event of a critical incident or major crime.  Events that 
require on-scene coordination can last for hours or days.  This unit would 
provide a secure area to conduct investigations and crisis response.  This 
vehicle would also contain a temporary dispatch center that could 
operate with its own generator.

Supplemental Information: In 2006, Council authorized the 
expenditure of $400,000 to purchase a mobile command vehicle.  
During the needs assessment phase, it was determined that with 
$400,000, the City could build a suitable vehicle to manage a significant 
police or fire incident within the City. The needs assessment also 
concluded that with additional funds, the City could build a vehicle that 
could be used as a regional asset that could respond to a large scale 
incident wherever it might be needed in the Bay Area. The vehicle would 
be outfitted with the latest of technology including cellular/tellular, Wi-
Fi, linked to satellite and the E-Comm networks, able to provide video 
and voice to EOCs, have the capabilities to communicate on all three 
radio frequency bands (UHF/VHF/700-800), and create interoperable talk 
groups.

The Homeland Security Grant Program (HSGP) and the Bay Area Urban 
Area Security Initiative (UASI) Program each provide a grant of $150,000; 
totaling $300,000 as additional funding.
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MOBILE COMMAND VEHICLE (PD-07000) 
CONTINUED

PRIOR YEARS

PY Budget $400,000

PY Actuals as of 12/31/2008 $0

FUTURE FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 Total Funding

Pre-Design Costs

Design Costs

Construction Costs

Other $300,000 $300,000

Total Budget Request $300,000 $300,000

Revenues: $300,000 $300,000

Source of Funds: Infrastructure Reserve with the following reimbursements: Federal Grant($150,000); Local 
Agency Grant($150,000)
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APPENDIX 3
AS-10000Salaries and Benefits - General Fund CIP Projects NEW

SALARIES AND BENEFITS - GENERAL FUND CIP 
PROJECTS (AS-10000)

CIP FACTS:

• New  

• Project Status:  Other

• Timeline:  FY 2010-2014

• Managing Department:  Administrative Ser-
vices

• Comprehensive Plan:  Not Applicable

• Board/Commission Review:  Not Applicable

IMPACT ANALYSIS:

• Environmental:  Not Applicable

• Design Elements:  Not Applicable

• Operating:  Not Applicable

• Telecommunications:  Not Applicable

Description: This project is a placeholder for the estimated salaries and 
benefit costs of City staff assigned to manage General Fund CIP projects. 
As part of the  year-end process, this amount will be allocated to all 
General Fund CIP projects that are charged with the actual costs of 
salaries and benefits.  At the end of each fiscal year, any unused balance 
will be returned to the Infrastructure Reserve.

Justification: Salaries and benefits costs of City staff assigned to 
manage CIP projects are associated costs in the completion of CIP 
projects. As such, these costs are capitalized and are added to the total 
costs of a project.

FUTURE FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 Total Funding

Pre-Design Costs

Design Costs

Construction Costs

Other $3,478,545 $3,481,758 $3,538,665 $3,644,825 $3,754,170 $17,897,963

Total Budget Request $3,478,545 $3,481,758 $3,538,665 $3,644,825 $3,754,170 $17,897,963

Revenues: $1,182,000 $1,217,000 $1,253,510 $1,291,115 $1,329,849 $6,273,474

Source of Funds: Infrastructure Reserve with the following reimbursements: General Fund($6,273,474)
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RF-10003Drying Beds, Material Storage and Transfer Area

DRYING BEDS, MATERIAL STORAGE AND TRANSFER 
AREA (RF-10003)

CIP FACTS:

• Continuing  

• Project Status:  Construction

• Timeline:  FY 2009-2010

• Overall Project Completion:  0%

• Percent Spent:  0.00%

• Managing Department:  Public Works

• Comprehensive Plan:  Policy N-37

• Board/Commission Review:  ARB

IMPACT ANALYSIS:

• Environmental:  Possible exemption.

• Design Elements:  This project may be subject 
to ARB review.

• Operating:  None

• Telecommunications:  None

Description: This project includes designing and implementing two 
bunker storage-transfer systems for dry and wet materials. The project 
will also evaluate potential non-park land sites for these activities.  The 
dry system will be used to store inert solids and leaves from municipal 
operation construction projects and street sweeping. The wet system 
will be used for storm drain and sanitary sewer debris from Vac-con 
trucks.

Justification: This project will be developed in anticipation of the 
landfill closure in 2011.

Supplemental Information: Feasibility of processing other wet 
construction materials and allowing contractors to use the systems will 
be considered during the design phase.
Refuse, Storm Drainage, and Wastewater Collection Funds will share 
equally the construction costs.

PRIOR YEARS

PY Budget $125,000

PY Actuals as of 12/31/2008 $0

FUTURE FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 Total Funding

Pre-Design Costs

Design Costs

Construction Costs $750,000 $750,000

Other

Total Budget Request $750,000 $750,000

Revenues: $375,000 $375,000

Source of Funds: Refuse Fund with the following reimbursements: Wastewater Collection Fund($375,000)
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FY 2010 Special Revenue by Fund
FUND SUMMARY

($000)

Community 
Develop. 

Funds

Street 
Improve-

ment
Funds

Federal & 
State 

Revenue 
Funds

Housing 
In-Lieu 
Funds

Special 
Districts 

Funds

Traffic 
Mitigation 
& Parking 

In-Lieu 
Funds

Public 
Benefits 
Funds

BID
 Funds

Total 
Special 

Revenue 
Funds

Revenues
Gas Tax 1,127 1,127
Federal and State Grants 656 1,000 1,656
Parking Permit/In-Lieu Fees 750 1,120 282 2,152
Development Impact Fees 553 553
Interest Income 216 5 6 137 28 69 28 2 491
Operating Transfers 5 5
Other Revenue 147 547 280 974
Business Improvement District 
(BID) Special Assessment

160 160

TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS $769 $1,132 $814 $2,434 $1,148 $631 $28 $162 $7,118

Expenditures
CDBG Project Expenditures 1,692 1,692
CDBG Administration Cost 
Recovery

150 150

Planning / Public Works 
Department Transfer for Street 
Improvement Cost Recovery

292 292

Community Development 
Funds CIP Transfer

0

Charleston-Arastradero Funds 
CIP Transfer

83 83

Street Improvement Fund CIP 
Transfer

750 750

Parking Facilities Debt Service 
Transfer

80 80

Parking Garage Maintenance/
Operations Transfer to GF

1,044 1,044

Parking Lot Sweeping Transfer 
to Refuse Fund

140 140

Parking Facilities Transfer to 
Capital Projects Fund

66 66

CDBG Projects Transfer from 
HIP Revenues

5 5

Below Market Rate (BMR) Pro-
gram Management Contract

225 225

BMR Loan Program 350 350
Residential Housing In-Lieu 2,015 2,015
Commercial Housing In-Lieu 100 100
Senior Services Grant 28 28
BID Operating Expense 160 160
TOTAL USE OF FUNDS $83 $1,042 $1,847 $2,690 $1,330 $0 $28 $160 $7,180

NET TO (FROM) RESERVES $686 $90 $(1,033) $(256) $(182) $631 $$0 $2 $(62)
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FY 2011 Special Revenue by Fund
FUND SUMMARY

($000)

Community 
Develop. 

Funds

Street 
Improve-

ment
Funds

Federal & 
State 

Revenue 
Funds

Housing 
In-Lieu 
Funds

Special 
Districts 

Funds

Traffic 
Mitigation 
& Parking 

In-Lieu 
Funds

Public 
Benefits 
Funds

BID
 Funds

Total 
Special 

Revenue 
Funds

Revenues
Gas Tax 1,127 1,127
Federal and State Grants 656 1,000 1,656
Parking Permit/In-Lieu Fees 750 1,120 282 2,152
Development Impact Fees 553 553
Interest Income 216 5 6 137 28 69 28 2 491
Operating Transfers 5 5
Other Revenue 147 317 280 744
Business Improvement District 
(BID) Special Assessment

160 160

Loan Payoff 230 230
TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS $769 $1,132 $814 $2,434 $1,148 $631 $28 $162 $7,118

Expenditures
CDBG Project Expenditures 1,692 1,692
CDBG Administration Cost 
Recovery

150 150

Planning / Public Works 
Department Transfer for Street 
Improvement Cost Recovery

292 292

Community Development 
Funds CIP Transfer

220 220

Charleston-Arastradero Funds 
CIP Transfer

82 82

Street Improvement Fund CIP 
Transfer

850 850

Parking Facilities Debt Service 
Transfer

80 80

Parking Garage Maintenance/
Operations Transfer to General 
Fund

1,069 1,069

Parking Lot Sweeping Transfer 
to Refuse Fund

140 140

CDBG Projects Transfer from 
HIP Revenues

5 5

Below Market Rate (BMR) Pro-
gram Management Contract

225 225

BMR Loan Program 350 350
Residential Housing In-Lieu 1,915 1,915
Commercial Housing In-Lieu 100 100
Senior Services Grant 28 28
BID Operating Expense 160 160
TOTAL USE OF FUNDS $302 $1,142 $1,847 $2,590 $1,290 $0 $28 $160 $7,359

NET TO (FROM) RESERVES $467 $(10) $(1,033) $(156) $(142) $631 $0 $2 $(241)
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Consolidated Special Revenue Funds

FUND SUMMARY

($000)
2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
Adjusted
Budget

2009-10
Proposed

Budget

2009-10
Budget
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept 

Budget

2010-11
Budget
Change

Revenues
Gas Tax 1,114 746 1,127 381 1,127 0
Federal and State Grants 120 1,101 1,000 (101) 1,000 0
Federal CDBG 386 676 656 (20) 656 0
Housing In-Lieu 438 1,220 750 (470) 750 0
Traffic Mitigation Fees 374 282 282 0 282 0
Developer Impact Fees 2,045 553 553 0 553 0
Parking Mitigation Fees 1,179 1,168 1,120 (48) 1,120 0
BID Assessment 135 160 160 0 160 0
Interest Income 907 491 491 (1) 491 0
Other Revenue 296 1,660 975 (685) 975 0

SUBTOTAL REVENUES $6,994 $8,057 $7,113 $(944) $7,113 $0

Operating Transfers From:
Housing Improvement 33 5 5 0 5 0

SUBTOTAL OPERATING 
TRANSFERS IN $33 $5 $5 $0 $5 $0

TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS $7,027 $8,062 $7,118 $(944) $7,118 $0

Expenses
General Expense 6,808 6,897 4,720 (2,177) 4,620 (100)

Operating Transfers To:
General Fund 1,086 1,346 1,336 (10) 1,362 25
CDBG 33 5 5 0 5 0
Debt Service 80 80 80 0 80 0
CIP 1,651 1,657 899 (758) 1,152 253
Refuse 222 116 140 25 141 0

SUBTOTAL OPERATING 
TRANSFERS $3,072 $3,204 $2,461 $(743) $2,739 $279

TOTAL USE OF FUNDS $9,880 $10,101 $7,180 $(2,920) $7,359 $179

NET TO (FROM) RESERVES $(2,854) $(2,039) $(62) $1,977 $(241) $(179)
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MayView Health Center - Health Care Food Bank for 
low-income 18,000 19,740 17,100 17,100

Momentum for Mental Health (3) 27,000 41,000 25,650 25,650
Senior Adult Legal Assistance 9,000 9,300 8,550 8,550
Youth Community Service 16,800 16,800 15,960 15,960
Catholic Charities - 46,486 - -
Inn Vision - 57,500 - -
Family and Children Services - 20,000 - -
Opportunity Health Center - 37,000 - -
PARCA - 20,000 - -
Pathways - 19,671 - -
Stevenson House - 30,000 - -
The Health Trust - 7,500 - -
Vista Center - 30,000 - -

Two-Year Contractors Subtotal 300,453 641,997 285,430 285,430

TOTAL $1,168,897 $641,997 $1,110,452 $0 $1,110,452

(1) Not part of the Human Services Resource Allocation Process

(2) Name change: from Community Association for Rehabilitation to Abilities United

(3) Name change: from  Alliance for Community Care to Momentum for Mental Health

GO LF CO URSE FINANCIAL S UMM ARY
2006-07 
Actuals

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
Projected

2009-10 
Proposed 

Budget

Reve n u e s
Tournament fees $2,852 $2,227 $2,524 $3,600
Green Fees 2,148,397 2,169,229 2,112,829 2,194,250
Monthly play cards 167,005 161,368 148,909 170,000
Driving range 353,691 346,447 405,343 415,000
Cart/club rentals 311,320 345,656 362,939 370,000
Proshop lease 26,738 28,738 30,253 32,000
Restaurant lease 58,956 58,732 58,732 67,200
Restaurant Utilities 25,920 25,920 25,920 25,920
Interest Income - Debt Service 8,922 33,629 30,000 32,200

Tot al  R eve n u e $3,103,801 $3,171,946 $3,177,450 $3,310,170

E x pe n d i tu r es
Operating Expenses

HU MAN SERV ICE 
CONTRACTS

Adopted 
Budget
2008-09

Agency 
Requests 
2009-10

Proposed-in-Concept
Budget
2009-10

Ongoing One-Time Total
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Salaries 481,416 536,618 461,841 493,493
Benefits 398,093 415,168 385,677 394,422
Miscellaneous

Supplies and Materials 163,827 129,891 125,000 181,853

General Expense - 1,944 2,153 1,988

Rents and Leases - - - 300

Facilities and Equipment  Purchases - 4,015 1,056 5,000

Allocated Charges 415,143 424,936 470,000 479,719

Subtotal 1,458,479 1,512,572 1,445,727 1,556,775

Contract Services
Miscellaneous 40,729 40,352 40,000 72,930
Range fees 132,536 138,579 154,030 157,700
Cart rentals 113,674 131,789 145,176 148,000
Club rentals 6,438 6,473 6,797 6,800
Fixed management fees 337,835 340,435 341,947 345,333

Credit card fees 33,000 33,000 35,000 46,000

Subtotal 664,212 690,628 722,950 776,763

Tot al  O p er ati n g  E x pe n ses $2,122,691 $2,203,200 $2,168,677 $2,333,538

I n co m e Fr o m O p er atio n s $981,110 $968,746 $1,008,772 $976,632

Debt Expenses
Debt Service 558,211 559,795 555,686 560,674

Loan payment to General Fund  for CIP Projects PG-08001 
and PG-07700

- 94,849 94,849 94,849

Subtotal 558,211 654,644 650,535 655,523

Cost Plan Charges 379,884 337,590 329,322 312,500

Ne t In c o m e (L os s) $43,015 $(23,488) $28,916 $8,609

GO LF CO URSE FINANCIAL S UMM ARY
2006-07 
Actuals

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
Projected

2009-10 
Proposed 

Budget
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Real Property Analyst 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Real Property Agent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Senior Accountant  (21) 4.00 4.00 3.00 (1.00) 3.00 0.00

Senior Business Analyst 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Senior Financial Analyst  (22) 7.91 7.91 6.91 (1.00) 6.91 0.00

Senior Buyer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Staff Accountant  (23) 3.00 3.00 2.00 (1.00) 2.00 0.00

Staff Secretary 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Storekeeper (4) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Storekeeper - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Warehouse Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 49.15 48.95 42.95 (6.00) 42.95 0.00

C om m u n i ty  S er v ic es  D ep ar tm e n t

Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate I (38) 2.50 2.50 2.00 (0.50) 2.00 0.00

Administrative Associate III (38), (39) 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.00

Administrator Special Events 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Arts and Culture Division Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Building Serviceperson 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Building Serviceperson - Lead 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Coordinator, Child Care 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Coordinator, Recreation Programs  (5) 5.00 5.00 4.00 (1.00) 4.00 0.00

Cubberley Center and Human Svc Div Mgr 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Director, Community Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Division Manager, Golf & Parks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Division Manager, Recreation & Golf 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Division Manager, Rec and Youth Sciences 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Golf Course Equipment Mechanic 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Golf Course Maintenance Person 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Inspector, Field Services 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Jr. Museum & Zoo Lead Instructor 2.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Management Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
 Adjusted

Budget

2009-10
 Proposed 

Budget

2009-10
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept

Budget

2010-11 
Budget
Change
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Manager, Arts 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Open Space and Parks Division Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Park Maintenance Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Park Maintenance Person 11.00 11.00 11.00 0.00 11.00 0.00

Park Ranger 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Parks and Open Space Assistant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Parks Crew - Lead 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Producer Arts/Science Programs (6), (31) 12.25 12.50 13.00 0.50 13.00 0.00

Program Assistant I  (28), (31) 9.75 12.00 10.00 (2.00) 10.00 0.00

Program Assistant II 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Senior Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Ranger (32) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Sprinkler System Repairer 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Superintendent, Golf Course 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Superintendent, Parks 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Junior Museum 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Open Space (32) 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 0.00

Supervisor, Parks 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Recreation Program 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Theater Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Volunteer Coordinator 0.75 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00

TOTAL COMMUNITY SERVICES 96.50 96.50 94.25 (2.25) 94.25 0.00

Fir e

Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate II 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Battalion Chief 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief/Fire Marshal 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.00 0.84 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief EMT 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief OPS/Support 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

EMS Chief (7) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

EMS Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

EMT Basic  (8) 3.00 3.00 0.00 (3.00) 0.00 0.00

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
 Adjusted

Budget

2009-10
 Proposed 

Budget

2009-10
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept

Budget

2010-11 
Budget
Change
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FU ND SUM MARY

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
Adjusted
Budget

2009-10
Proposed

Budget

2009-10
Budget
Change

%
Chg

2010-11
Proposed-in-

Concept
Budget

2010-11
Budget
Change

%
Chg

Net Sales 91,252,342 104,403,287 113,765,304 9,362,017 9% 129,789,675 16,024,371 14%
Interest Income 9,952,970 6,111,300 5,024,100 (1,087,200) (18%) 5,024,100 0 0%
Other Income 11,356,850 15,918,201 11,294,930 (4,623,271) (29%) 12,220,930 926,000 8%

TOTAL FUND REVENUES $112,562,162 $126,432,788 $130,084,334 $3,651,546 3% $147,034,705 $16,950,371 13%
Administration 5,978,795 5,960,673 6,024,113 63,440 1% 6,074,674 50,561 1%
General Services

CIP 232,315 (37,439) 210,000 247,439 (661%) 915,000 705,000 336%
Operations 1,430,531 1,852,250 1,267,588 (584,662) (32%) 1,268,268 680 0%

Resource Management
Purchases 71,064,824 86,967,397 77,697,251 (9,270,146) (11%) 84,015,364 6,318,113 8%
Operations 1,232,023 3,105,321 4,995,524 1,890,203 61% 4,996,989 1,465 0%

Customer Support Services 1,572,923 1,624,532 1,703,400 78,868 5% 1,704,688 1,288 0%

Distribution System
Systems Improvement(CIP) 10,010,265 7,504,435 6,315,000 (1,189,435) (16%) 7,075,000 760,000 12%
Customer Design and Con-
nection Services(CIP)

2,895,324 2,319,611 2,009,999 (309,612) (13%) 1,899,999 (110,000) (5%)

Operations 8,437,411 10,047,238 10,674,666 627,428 6% 10,738,424 63,758 1%
Demand-side Management 
(DSM)

2,820,567 5,028,683 3,031,003 (1,997,680) (40%) 3,476,002 444,999 15%

Debt Service 8,554,050 8,992,000 7,859,000 (1,133,000) (13%) 8,953,000 1,094,000 14%
Equity Transfer 8,997,757 9,267,689 11,120,000 1,852,311 20% 11,530,000 410,000 4%
Rent 3,438,265 3,252,664 3,498,101 245,437 8% 3,498,101 0 0%
Operating Transfers Out 3,890,341 3,336,836 692,072 (2,644,764) (79%) 819,340 127,268 18%

TOTAL FUND EXPENDITURES $130,555,391 $149,221,890 $137,097,717 $(12,124,173) (8%) $146,964,849 $9,867,132 7%

TO/FROM RESERVES $(17,993,229) $(22,789,102) $(7,013,383) $15,775,719 $69,856 $7,083,239



Gas Fund
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FU ND SUM MARY

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
Adjusted
Budget

2009-10
Proposed

Budget

2009-10
Budget
Change

%
Chg

2010-11
Proposed-in-

Concept
Budget

2010-11
Budget
Change

%
Chg

Net Sales 48,100,128 50,347,000 44,222,000 (6,125,000) (12%) 50,448,000 6,226,000 14%
Interest Income 1,341,995 735,700 1,009,500 273,800 37% 1,009,500 0 0%
Other Income 918,882 782,680 848,680 66,000 8% 810,680 (38,000) (4%)

TOTAL FUND REVENUES $50,361,005 $51,865,380 $46,080,180 $(5,785,200) (11%) $52,268,180 $6,188,000 13%
Administration 3,578,674 3,017,037 2,816,970 (200,067) (7%) 2,841,989 25,019 1%
Resource Management

Purchases 27,219,686 27,899,673 26,858,750 (1,040,923) (4%) 27,355,569 496,819 2%
Operations 506,913 1,158,914 1,132,002 (26,912) (2%) 1,162,515 30,513 3%

Customer Support Services 974,584 1,131,032 1,226,738 95,706 8% 1,227,698 960 0%
Distribution System

Systems Improvement(CIP) 4,646,359 6,759,143 1,699,002 (5,060,141) (75%) 7,208,002 5,509,000 324%
Customer Design and Con-
nection Services(CIP)

947,942 665,861 690,000 24,139 4% 700,000 10,000 1%

Operations 3,438,000 4,002,655 4,021,168 18,513 0% 4,028,046 6,878 0%
Demand-side Management 
(DSM)

332,465 505,545 581,001 75,456 15% 654,001 73,000 13%

Debt Service 534,671 948,517 946,716 (1,801) 0% 946,613 (103) 0%
Equity Transfer 3,043,938 3,135,257 5,300,000 2,164,743 69% 4,930,000 (370,000) (7%)

Rent 161,492 204,560 215,371 10,811 5% 215,371 0 0%
Operating Transfers Out 838,422 1,723,266 366,678 (1,356,588) (79%) 396,343 29,665 8%

TOTAL FUND EXPENDITURES $46,223,146 $51,151,460 $45,854,396 $(5,297,064) (10%) $51,666,147 $5,811,751 13%

TO/FROM RESERVES $4,137,859 $713,920 $225,784 $(488,136) $602,033 $376,249
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FU ND SUM MARY

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
Adjusted
Budget

2009-10
Proposed

Budget

2009-10
Budget
Change

%
Chg

2010-11
Proposed-in-

Concept
Budget

2010-11
Budget
Change

%
Chg

Net Sales 25,996,196 26,516,951 28,947,500 2,430,549 9% 30,972,500 2,025,000 7%
Interest Income 1,628,482 1,015,200 1,265,200 250,000 25% 1,265,200 0 0%
Other Income 1,665,415 977,434 843,067 (134,367) (14%) 853,067 10,000 1%
Bond Proceeds 0 35,000,000 35,000,000 0 0% 0 (35,000,000) (100%)

TOTAL FUND REVENUES $29,290,093 $63,509,585 $66,055,767 $2,546,182 4% $33,090,767 $(32,965,000) (50%)
Administration 1,996,996 2,311,272 2,451,446 140,174 6% 2,484,407 32,961 1%

Resource Management
Purchases 8,362,964 8,701,000 10,354,000 1,653,000 19% 12,067,000 1,713,000 17%
Operations 350,098 646,888 744,454 97,566 15% 754,867 10,413 1%

Customer Support Services 1,174,257 1,414,763 1,546,222 131,459 9% 1,582,198 35,976 2%
Distribution System

Systems Improvement(CIP) 3,389,208 13,025,466 27,013,999 13,988,533 107% 7,762,999 (19,251,000) (71%)
Customer Design and Con-
nection Services(CIP)

477,177 346,025 400,001 53,976 16% 410,001 10,000 2%

Operations 3,919,744 5,045,122 5,169,185 124,063 2% 5,201,499 32,314 1%

Debt Service 437,458 776,059 774,586 (1,473) 0% 774,501 (85) 0%
Equity Transfer 2,589,278 2,666,956 0 (2,666,956) (100%) 0 0 0%
Rent 1,787,894 1,919,052 2,107,405 188,353 10% 2,107,405 0 0%
Operating Transfers Out 459,693 2,255,809 258,050 (1,997,759) (89%) 223,127 (34,923) (14%)

TOTAL FUND EXPENDITURES $24,944,767 $39,108,412 $50,819,348 $11,710,936 30% $33,368,004 $(17,451,344) (34%)

TO/FROM RESERVES $4,345,326 $24,401,173 $15,236,419 $(9,164,754) $(277,237) $(15,513,656)



Wastewater Collection Fund
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With a wastewater rate increase of 5 percent in Fiscal Year 2011, the Wastewater Collection RSR ending balance 
is projected to be approximately $3.7 million, which is above the minimum guideline level of $3.0 million and 
below the maximum guideline level of $7.5 million.
 

PROGRAM UPDATE

In order to improve service to our customers, the Department contracted with an outside vendor for 
wastewater calls. Customer surveys assist in the monitoring of this contract to ensure continued customer 
satisfaction. Implementation of this contract has allowed staff to increase activities in capital and operating 
services to customers with favorable customer satisfaction results. 

 
 

FU ND SUM MARY

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
Adjusted
Budget

2009-10
Proposed

Budget

2009-10
Budget
Change

%
Chg

2010-11
Proposed-in-

Concept
Budget

2010-11
Budget
Change

%
Chg

Net Sales 14,105,874 13,708,652 14,442,683 734,031 5% 15,165,417 722,734 5%
Interest Income 818,401 469,500 551,500 82,000 17% 551,500 0 0%

Other Income 1,703,140 1,148,200 993,600 (154,600) (13%) 1,002,600 9,000 1%

TOTAL FUND REVENUES $16,627,415 $15,326,352 $15,987,783 $661,431 4% $16,719,517 $731,734 5%
Administration 1,284,401 1,422,191 1,343,702 (78,489) (6%) 1,355,184 11,482 1%
Customer Support Services 76,483 182,792 288,569 105,777 58% 288,796 227 0%
Collection System

Treatment Plant Charges 7,055,856 7,538,646 7,933,408 394,762 5% 8,330,078 396,670 5%
Systems Improvement(CIP) 3,848,715 3,015,667 2,985,000 (30,667) (1%) 3,070,000 85,000 3%
Customer Design & Connec-
tion(CIP)

388,936 951,882 961,000 9,118 1% 890,000 (71,000) (7%)

Operations 2,414,959 2,558,213 2,529,078 (29,135) (1%) 2,544,457 15,379 1%
Debt Service 72,549 128,534 129,003 469 0% 129,266 263 0%
Rent 85,633 108,645 114,536 5,891 5% 114,536 0 0%
Operating Transfers Out 481,616 668,259 96,620 (571,639) (86%) 564,741 468,121 484%

TOTAL FUND EXPENDITURES $15,709,148 $16,574,829 $16,380,916 $(193,913) (1%) $17,287,058 $906,142 6%

TO/FROM RESERVES $918,267 $(1,248,477) $(393,133) $855,344 $(567,541) $(174,408)





















PLANNING& TRANSPORTATION             
COMMISSION  

   MINUTES 
 

==================MEETINGS ARE CABLECAST LIVE ON GOVERNMENT ACCESS CHANNEL 26====================== 
 

 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Wednesday, May 6, 2009 
Special Meeting at 4:00 PM 

Council Chambers, Civic Center, 1st Floor 
250 Hamilton Avenue 

Palo Alto, California 94301 
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioners: Staff: 
Daniel Garber - Chair  Julie Caporgno, Chief Planning and Transp. Official 
Samir Tuma – V-Chair Cathy Siegel, Advance Planning Manager 
Susan Fineberg  Chitra Moitra, Planner 
Arthur Keller Lisa Green, Admin. Associate 
Lee I. Lippert  
Fabio Rosati 
Karen Holman - absent 
 
AGENDIZED ITEMS: 
 

1. Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 2009 through 2012. 
 

22 
23 

Chair Garber:  Would the secretary call roll, Lisa, whenever you are ready?  Thank you. 
 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

Greg Betts, Acting Director of Community Services:  Chairman Garber, if I could, I would like 
to introduce Commissioner Deidre Crommie from the Park and Recreation Commission.  As has 
been our practice, we invite a representative of the Park and Recreation Commission to be here 
to answer any questions about park-related projects. 
 

29 
30 

Chair Garber:   Thank you, Greg.  Thank you for coming. 
 

31 
32 

Commissioner Deidre Crommie:  Thank you. 
 

33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Chair Garber:   Before we get started, this would be the time where if anyone needs to speak to 
the Commission on a topic not on the agenda, we would hear it.  I am seeing no cards, so I’m 
assuming we have none.   
 
The first item is the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 2009 through 2012.  This is the review 
and recommendation of the Capital Improvement Program for Comprehensive Plan consistency.   
 

40 
41 

Julie Caporgno, Advanced Planning Manager:  Can I interrupt?  That’s tonight’s Agenda. 
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1  
2 
3 

Chair Garber:  Oh, this is just the Study Session. 
 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

Ms. Caporgno:  Yeah, this is so that the Agenda, I can yes. 
 
STUDY SESSION: 
 
Capital Improvement Program Study Session with Department Representatives. 
 
Commission Action:  Commission provided comments to Dept. representatives. 
 

12 
13 
14 

Chair Garber:   So this is the Study Session of the 2009-2014 Capital Improvement Program that 
is taking place.  And, Julie, would you like to introduce us to this session? 
 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Ms. Caporgno:  Yes, I would be glad to.  Thank you, Chair Garber.  This is a little bit different 
format from previous annual reviews of the CIP.  Previously, you had a committee that reviewed, 
took or discussed the CIP with the different representatives from the departments who have 
projects and then that committee reported back to the full Commission, and then the Commission 
deliberated on consistency with the CIP and the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
This last year you requested a change, and so this is the first year we are instituting that, and 
what we are going to do this afternoon is we have asked Mike Sartor, who is Assistant Director 
of Public Works; Tomm Marshall from Utilities; and Greg Betts, Acting Director of Community 
Services, to be here to kind of explain their projects, the new CIPs in particular, and also to 
respond to any questions that you may have as to how those projects relate to the Comprehensive 
Plan, and also if there are an other projects that you would like some information regarding.  And 
then this evening you will convene to deliberate on the consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
and the CIP.  The department representatives will not be here this evening, and so I would hope 
that you could focus this afternoon on any issues that you think are really relevant so that you 
understand those projects so that you can make that decision this evening.   
 
Sharon Bozman, from Budget, is here also, and she was just going to give you a little bit of an 
overview as to the budget process.  And, before I introduce her, or have her come forward, I was 
going to introduce Cathy Siegel and Chitra Moitra.  They are the ones on the Planning Staff who 
have been working on this process this year, so they are here to kind of facilitate of there are any 
questions as to how Planning is involved in the budget issues that were addressed and the 
information that you have before you.  They prepare and work with Budget to prepare the 
spreadsheet that was distributed to you yesterday.  Sharon. 
 

40 
41 
42 
43 
44 

Chair Garber:   Just before you start, I will remind everyone at the table that the microphones are 
very sensitive and so we should be careful with the shuffling of our papers because it will mask 
our words, and anyone that does need to speak needs to come to the table in order for it to be 
recorded.  For the record, we will note that Commissioner Susan Fineberg is joining us.  Sharon. 
 
Sharon Bozman, Budget Manager:  Chairman Garber and Commission members, I’m Sharon 
Bozman.  I’m the Budget Manager here at the City.  I thought I would just, very quickly go over 

45 
46 
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10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

how new projects get introduced into the Budget book, what they are, and then there are a few at 
places items we have for you to help you deliberate today.   
 
The definition of what we decide are new projects are projects that have not been in the book, in 
our proposed Budget before.  They are just being introduced the first year in the Five-year Plan, 
and they may or may not be funded in the first year.  It might be a project that we are putting in 
and maybe we were going to fund it in the second year, or maybe even the fifth year out.  So you 
have a little worksheet in front of you that lists all the new projects that are being introduced this 
year in the 2010-2014 Proposed Budget Plan, and there on the worksheet is a corresponding page 
number where you can find that within the Budget document.   
 
There are two additional new projects that are listed on your worksheet that are not included in 
the Proposed Budget Plan.  They were a little bit late.  The first one, you have a copy of that in 
your attachment.  That’s the Venture Community Center and Park.  It’s PE1002.  You have a 
CIP page attached to your worksheet.  The dollars have been included in the budget.  It’s just the 
CIP page was missed being printed.   
 
There was one additional project that just came up, I believe, yesterday.  It’s PL1100 Bicycling 
and Walking Access and Circulation, Baylands Master Plan, and the project is detailed on your 
worksheet.  I have a draft, a very rough draft, CIP page for you, so I’m going to pass that out.   
 

22 
23 

Chair Garber:  That would be the fourth line from the bottom _________________. 
 

24 
25 

Ms. Bozman:  Yes, on page _________________.  This is on page four. 
 

26 
27 
28 

Chair Garber:  And what line would the other project be that was new?  I’m looking at the page 
number, and it’s 113.  Yes, I see that.  There was a page number on there that was 113. 
 

29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

Ms. Bozman:  The page number printed does not necessarily correlate to the … yeah, so let me 
pass that _________________.  So both of these projects will be included in the Adopted Book.   
 
There was one additional request, I believe, from Commissioner Fineberg on 2009 Adopted CIP 
Projects that this information is not in the Proposed Book.  It was going to be included in the 
Adopted Book, but I brought that for you today as well.   
 

36 
37 

Chair Garber: So this one is not on the list yet either? 
 

38 
39 
40 

Ms. Bozman:  This is just a summary of last year’s projects that might help you with your 
deliberations.  That’s all I had for you today.   
 

41 
42 

Chair Garber:  Thank you. 
 
Ms. Caporgno:  I’m going to introduce Mike and Tomm and Greg.  What I would like them to do 
is just kind of briefly discuss with you, or describe to you, the new projects that are coming 
forward from Utilities, Community Services and Public Works, but before I do, I just wanted to 
make sure that everybody knows that we have to end, and we have to get out of here by 5:45, and 

43 
44 
45 
46 
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so I’m hoping that everybody uses their time very judiciously.  We will be reconvening at 6:30, 
but again that’s just the full Commission to deliberate on the CIP itself and conformity with the 
Comprehensive Plan and we will not have the benefit of the department representatives.   
 
Also, if you could try to focus questions on conformity or trying to understand better the projects 
so that you can understand if they do or don’t conform to the Comprehensive Plan.  Mike, do you 
want to go first, or … 
 

9 
10 
11 

Mike Sartor, Assistant Director of Public Works:  Well, actually, I will defer to Tomm because 
the first six projects on the first sheet are his.  Let’s go through it project by project and then … 
 

12 
13 

Tomm Marshall, Utilities:  I’d be more than happy to.   
 

14 
15 
16 
17 

Ms. Caporgno: And I’m just going to add one thing,  Gayle Likens is here also to the CIP 
project Sharon had mentioned about the bicycle project that we just had.  Gayle is here to 
respond to any questions you might have regarding the project.  Tom. 
 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

Mr. Marshall:  Okay, I’ll start off here on the first project on here, the EL100008, Advanced 
Metering and Structure and what that project is, is in the first year we are doing a study, 
basically, but long-term we are going to be looking into advanced metering infrastructure to 
provide additional information to consumers on energy usage.  It would also be providing 
additional information to the Utility in terms of outage control and other issues related to making 
that meter a little smarter.  It will also allow us to read meters remotely.  It lists some of the 
compound policies, auto-usage bullets and essentially our meter readers having to go out and 
collect the data.  And on the energy side, it’s going to provide energy conservation or 
information on energies that consumers can make decision on energy conservation.  Anyway, if 
you want to go one by one with any questions on them.   
 

29 
30 

Commissioner Keller:  So this is study.  It’s not actually implementing the project. 
 

31 
32 
33 
34 

Mr. Marshall:  That’s correct.  I mean, it will probably … in the following year, it will probably 
mean putting additional money in once the study is complete in order to determine what we are 
going to do next. 
 

35 
36 
37 

Commissioner Rosati:  Will it include getting bids from different potential providers, or just a 
scoping of the need? 
 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 

Mr. Marshall:  Well, what we are probably going to do, is we are going to do a scoping study, 
and then people will be able to bid on the scoping study, and then once that scoping study is done 
we will set up a project date Request for Bids (RFB) that will go out and that’s when we’ll be 
able to … it will probably be an RFP in this case, Request for Proposals, because we will want to 
have more control over exactly what who we award the contract to and what services it will be 
providing. 
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Chair Garber:  And, as a reminder for everyone, although we are all the way around the table, we 
should have the Chair recognize you so that when they do the notes they know who is speaking.  
So, sorry, not to interrupt, but go ahead.  Commissioner Lippert. 
 

5 
6 
7 

Commissioner Lippert:  And will it also, especially on the electrical side, will it also/will the 
RFP include peak demand metering, or looking at that? 
 

8 
9 

10 

Mr. Marshall:  Any pricing kind of question will provide pricing singles on an ongoing basis.  Is 
that kind of what you are asking?  Or are you asking about pricing? 
 

11 
12 
13 

Commissioner Lippert:  I guess, I’m … you know, will it look at the pricing issue?  In other 
words, during daytime hours versus nighttime hours there are different … 
 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Mr. Marshall:  Right, time-of-use pricing, I guess, that’s the buzzword for that.  Yeah, we are 
going to be looking at that as implementing the time-of-use pricing.  Right now, we don’t do it 
on the residential.  There is some time-of-use on commercial although it’s an option now for 
commercial customers. 
 

19 
20 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller.  
 

21 
22 
23 

Commissioner Keller:  Will it enable, and I’m not saying that you have to adopt it, but will it 
enable vehicle-to-grid technology if that becomes widespread in vehicles? 
 

24 
25 
26 

Mr. Marshall:  That’s going to be part of the study.  We are going to be looking at vehicle-to-grid 
technologies.   
 

27 
28 

Commissioner Keller:  Thank you. 
 

29 
30 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
  

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

Commissioner Fineberg:  On Page 139 of our CIP document, when it discusses this, it says that it 
is going to cover the six meter reading routes and the currently the usage Recorded by these 
meters is being read remotely.   Is it only going to be for six routes?  How many total are there?  
Where will those six routes be? 
 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Mr. Marshall:  Yeah, I think it’s going to be a broader study as to what we are going to do with 
the _________________.  It’s not going to be limited.  I think we are just going to do the study 
now, and then the results of that study will be coming back for Council on recommendation on 
what to do next. 
 

41 
42 
43 

Commissioner Fineberg:  I’m just wondering though, if they are already Recording these 
remotely, are these for commercial buildings?  Or is this residential? 
 

44 
45 

Mr. Marshall:  What page are you on. 
 
Commissioner Fineberg:  139. 46 
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Mr. Marshall:  Existing, we have an AMR (Automatic Meter Reading) project in place, and 
that’s what you are talking about here is that we’ve got six routes currently on the automatic 
meter reading. 
 

6 
7 

Commissioner Fineberg:  So this will be rolling out from the pilot to the rest of the City then? 
 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

Mr. Marshall:  Well, it’s more than that.  The AMR is really limited to reading-only.  These 
newer metering infrastructures have two-way communication where we are actually transmitting 
back to customers so they can make decisions.  So some of this AMR pilot, this automatic meter 
reading pilot will be probably dismantled when we move to AMI, but we are/we have 
implemented sections of the automatic meter reading.   
 

14 
15 

Chair Garber:  Tom, how many of these items are yours?  How many of the new projects? 
 

16 
17 

Mr. Marshall:  Seven or so. 
 

18 
19 
20 
21 

Chair Garber:  Okay, just to set expectations here, we’ve got over _________________ 90 
minutes, so if you’ve got seven, you are going to have essentially 21 minutes.  So you’ve used 
five.  Commissioners, you get about another 15 minutes with Tomm here.   
 

22 
23 

Mr. Marshall:  Some of these will be quick.   
 

24 
25 

Chair Garber:  Okay, are we ready to move on to the next? 
 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

Mr. Marshall:  Okay, Street Light System Conversion.  We are doing an LED trial on our street 
lighting for energy saving regions, so we are going to be looking at the technology for that, and 
this is what this _________________ are, initial roll-out, and then we are going to making 
recommendations to Council on whether to proceed with an LED roll-out to the entire City. 
 
Okay, the next one on here is Collridge/Cowper/Tennyson 4/12kV Conversion.  That’s just a 
voltage conversion.  Usually, when we do a voltage conversion we have energy savings because 
of the higher voltage.  We also do it to refurbish our facilities, but there is essentially no change 
to the facilities, but we are just changing the voltage of them. 
 

36 
37 

Commissioner Keller:  And this is not out for several years? 
 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

Mr. Marshall:  Yes, it’s out, future years. 
 
General Shop Tooling.  It probably shouldn’t have been on here, but it’s just buy new capital 
tools for our shop and the office.   
 
The next one is, Cathodic Current Interrupters.  Those are new devices we are putting on our 
cathodic protection system of our steel gas pipelines.  It allows us to interrupt the current and do 
some required testing.  So it’s just adding a new device.  I don’t know that it has any, and it 
probably has some energy savings with it, but there are really not any major impacts with that. 
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Commissioner Keller:  Is this to keep sparks out of the gas lines? 
 

4 
5 
6 

Mr. Marshall:  No, it’s not about sparks.  It’s a body protection issue.  It induces a small current 
on your metallic pipeline and it keeps them from corroding away. 
 

7 
8 

Commissioner Keller:  I see.  Okay. 
 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

Mr. Marshall:  So this is just an interrupter, and it has to do with the testing of it, how you test to 
make sure that this system is working properly. 
 
The next one is Gas Station 4 Rebuild, and that’s an existing gas station but we are going to 
reduce the pressure from PG&E.  They deliver one pressure, and we reduce that pressure to our 
distribution delivery.  These stations are old and we are rebuilding them with new regulators.   
 

16 
17 
18 

Commissioner Keller:  I’m assuming you are referring to a natural gas station as opposed to one 
that pumps gasoline. 
 

19 
20 

Mr. Marshall:  Correct.   
 

21 
22 
23 

Commissioner Keller:  You might want to put the name Natural Gas as opposed to this, so 
people would know it’s not for fueling cars. 
 

24 
25 

Chair Garber:  And that was Commissioner Keller. 
 

26 
27 

Commissioner Keller:  Sorry. 
 

28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

Mr. Marshall:  Let’s see, the next one is GMR (Gas Main Replacement).  That’s a Project 24 
issue, so the next project we have is routine projects where we are going out and replacing 
deteriorating gas facilities, either material that is degrade or steel pipe that is corroded to the 
point that it needs to be replaced. 
 

33 
34 

Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma had a question. 
 

35 
36 

Mr. Marshall:  Okay.   
 
Vice-Chair Tuma:  It is … with respect to this item as well as item WS-14001, and the issue 
which I know is one that you guys hear all the time, but I feel I need to bring it up.  It was 
brought to my attention by several people in our neighborhood, and that has to do with, and I 
know it says specifically in here that there is going to be coordination with the paving folks, as 
we follow along, and we are going to try and do these things simultaneously.  There is a project 
currently going on in Barron Park in my neighborhood, down my street, and we’ve had a number 
of residents who have expressed this concern because there are streets being torn up that were 
paved not too long ago, and so this item, as well as the other one that I referred to, are both 
opportunities for that coordination.  There was a lot of discussion at a recent meeting in our 
neighborhood, and the questions were asked about why is this happening.  One of the answers, 

37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
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much to my surprise, that was given was, well, there are two different departments, and we don’t 
always coordinate on these things.  And I’d be happy to share details with you offline about that, 
but these are opportunities to make sure that we are not tearing up streets that we just paved, and 
so I wanted to bring that to your attention on these two items. 
 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

Mr. Marshall:  Yeah, just in responding.  You are probably talking about Matadero, I assume, 
because that issue has come up, and I think we responded to several issues in and around 
Matadero and that’s a particular case that arose.  We do coordinate, and Mike can attest to that, 
but that was special case where the condition of the facilities were determined after the street had 
already been paved several years ago, five or six years ago that paving took place, and there was 
a video inspection program that we had done. 
 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Honestly, I think it’s more of a Public Relations issue.  I think you guys do, 
and actually are fairly diligent in trying to assess these things out, but when you have people in 
the public saying to the neighborhood, well, we just don’t know how to coordinate on these 
things, I think that that’s an opportunity for improvement.   
 

18 
19 

Mr. Marshall:  I would like to hear more, but maybe not here. 
 

20 
21 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Yes, exactly. 
 

22 
23 

Commissioner Keller:  Is that a City staff person that said that? 
 

24 
25 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Yep. 
 

26 
27 

Commissioner Keller:  All right, that’s ….  
 

28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  But I don’t want to take up a lot of the Commission’s time with it, but these 
two items are opportunities to both, when you are doing the work as well as talking to the public, 
to make sure that the public understands what is going on, and that is the context in which I 
wanted to mention that. 
 

33 
34 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Commissioner Fineberg:  I would concur with Vice-Chair Tuma’s observation.  In a different 
part of town, in my neighborhood, I’ve experienced the same kinds of things where the street 
gets dug up and paved and then dug up again, very shortly, and crosswalk stripes get painted, and 
then they come and scrape them a month later and repaint them.  So we can talk offline and I’d 
be happy to share details. 
 

41 
42 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Lippert. 
 
Commissioner Lippert:  Yeah, and I’m just going to say ditto.  I mean, I’m at Downtown North, 
and the same thing happens there where they put in, I guess, a new storm sewer line and then dug 
up the street again to put in a gas line and then to redo a gas line replacement, and it’s not 
important for you to defend here.   

43 
44 
45 
46 
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Mr. Marshall:  I think it’s important that we have some/we need to have more discussion, maybe 
at a different time to talk about why those things happen and what can be expected to happen and 
what maybe some expectations are, and maybe not realistic in terms of the work that has to be 
done and how it gets done, and so we could maybe have an offline discussion a little more.   
 

7 
8 
9 

10 

Commissioner Lippert:  The insult to injury was that, of course, Public Works which deals with 
road maintenance went and repaved the street and then, of course, it got dug up again right 
afterwards, but we can talk about it. 
 

11 
12 
13 
14 

Mr. Marshall:  It’s certainly an important issue for all/the whole community.  We want to have 
some dialogue on this to get some understanding in the community of what we have to do and 
what we can coordinate and what can’t be coordinated, and so we appreciate your comments.   
 

15 
16 

Chair Garber:  Anything else?  Tom? 
 

17 
18 

Mr. Marshall:  Am I done.  I think I have more. 
 

19 
20 

Mr. Sartor:  You have a couple more on the next page if you want to finish it. 
 

21 
22 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
  

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

Commissioner Keller:  Yes, with respect to this item, I notice that there is a summary page on 
Page 173 of the CIP booklet, and this item which is for 2013-2014, it’s says “various locations,” 
and I think that this is not appropriate notice for members of the community to know where their 
mains are going to be done.  In addition, I notice that the Charleston/Arastradero Corridor 
between El Camino and … 
 

29 
30 

Commissioner Fineberg:  What page? 
 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

Commissioner Keller:  Page 173.  It’s right behind the green sheet, the first opening page of the 
Gas Fund.  It just says “various locations” without those locations being identified, and I 
remember in the past we actually saw the locations, so I think that is a change which is not an 
improvement. 
 
Secondly, if you look at the stretch of Arastradero Road between El Camino and the far side of 
the Foothill Expressway that says 2012-2013.  I’m assuming that we moved that up because of 
the Charleston/Arastradero trial that’s supposed to be happening, I assume, sometime in the next 
year or so.  So that change should probably be noted in this and indicating when that has been 
moved up, if it’s been moved, if it’s been swapped or whatever, and not be identified as being 
that far out. 
 
And the third thing is that it would be helpful if this chart were not merely prospective for the 
future by year, but also indicated since you do have the history of what has happened in the 
recent past, for the last few years, if you could include those as well so that people were aware of 
what changed recently or what’s going on and it would give a context for showing a little bit 

 
   City of Palo Alto May 6, 2009 Page 9 of 70 



 

1 
2 
3 

more about your systematic program for improving the gas mains throughout the City on an as-
scheduled basis.  It to give some of that history it would be helpful. 
 

4 
5 

Mr. Marshall:  Okay.   
 

6 
7 

Commissioner Keller:  Do you have any response about the Arastadero Road? 
 

8 
9 

Mr. Marshall:  I’d have to go back and look at it.  I know we are coordinated on Arastadero. 
 

10 
11 

Mr. Sartor:  I think you guys have actually done that work over there. 
 

12 
13 

Mr. Marshall:  I think we did it already, so … 
 

14 
15 

Mr. Sartor:  So this is probably a typo on the … 
 

16 
17 

Mr. Marshall:  It got moved up, I think, after we … 
 

18 
19 

Mr. Sartor:  After we coordinated that. 
 

20 
21 

Mr. Marshall:  After we created the Budget, so we will go back and look. 
 

22 
23 
24 

Commissioner Keller:  Right, so that should be corrected in this so that people are aware that this 
actually happened.   
 

25 
26 

Mr. Marshall:  Yeah. 
 

27 
28 

Chair Garber:  I don’t understand.  They are doing it again.  Tom, keep going. 
 

29 
30 

Mr. Marshall:  Where was I?  Okay, I’m on the back page, I think.  I think that’s yours, Mike.   
 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

Mr. Sartor:  Okay, first up on the second page is the Matadero Creek Storm Water Pump Station 
and Trunk Lines.  This one is a Storm Drain Project that is associated with the Storm Drain 
Enterprise Fund and will be connecting, as the title describes, storm lines to that pump station to 
transport the water off the streets more efficiently into Matadero Creek.  Back to you, Tom, 
unless there are any questions. 
 

37 
38 
39 
40 

Commissioner Keller:  I assume that this would work even in periods of flooding?  Sorry.  I 
assume this will work even during periods when there is flooding, I mean, when there is high 
water, a hundred-year flood, this will still continue to work? 
 

41 
42 

Mr. Sartor:  Yeah. 
 

43 
44 

Commissioner Keller:  Thank you. 
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Mr. Marshall:  The next one is mine, it’s the Waste Water Collection System 
Rehabilitation/August Project 27.  Again, this is our routine sewer or wastewater rehabilitation 
projects replacing pipe etc.   
 
The one following that is Water Maintenance Replacement, Project 28.  Again, that is on the 
water mains, and it’s the replacement of the water mains and that’s the end of mine, unless there 
are questions. 
 

9 
10 

Chair Garber:  Okay. 
 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Greg Betts, Interim Director of Community Services:  Our first project is the Junior Museum and 
Zoo and the Bobcat Habitat at the zoo area of the Junior Museum.  This also includes not only a 
new enclosure for the bobcats but it includes walkways, some of the asphalt pathways around the 
zoo area, which will provide better ADA access for children and zoo visitors.  This project enacts 
Policy C-24 as many of our Community Service programs are to reinvest in aging facilities to 
improve their usefulness and appearance and avoid deferred maintenance of the City 
infrastructure.  This is a project that enjoys support from the Friends of the Junior Museum and 
Zoo that are contributing most of the $500,000 cost of this project.  So, in a way, this project also 
realizes the Comprehensive Plan goal of taking full advantage of outside revenue from public 
and private partnerships. 
 

22 
23 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg: 
 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Many, many of the projects, even though they appear to be in non-
Public Works areas of the City are managed by the Public Works Department.  I believe, for 
instance, lighting in the Children’s Theater, but this project is managed by Community Services.  
Is there something different about this project?  Or why is this being managed by Community 
Services and others might not be. 
 

30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Mr. Betts:  In some cases, Commissioner Fineberg, it depends on the scope of the project.  For 
example, the Park staff manages tennis court resurfacing because we have something that 
happens every single year, we have contractors in place, and we have a recipe, if you will, for 
being to manage that.  There are other projects that are more complex and that require either 
landscape architecture, more stringent reviews, or contracting out for the design services, so 
utilizing the two staff members of Public Works that are the landscape architect and the project 
manager that are more complex.  In this particular case, since this is a public/private partnership 
with the Friends of the Junior Museum and Zoo, we will have an agreement that allows the 
Friends to actually take charge of the habitat area, make the improvements and then turn the 
project back over to the City.  So it would involve less work on the City’s behalf. 
 

41 
42 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Okay, thank you. 
 

43 
44 
45 
46 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Rosati. 
 
____________:  I have a question of about funding.  When I read the description on page 107, it 
talks about the fact that the Friends of the Junior Museum are committed to funding this. 
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Mr. Betts:  Correct. 
 

4 
5 
6 

Mr. Rosati:  So, is the funding coming from the Friends of the Junior Museum or from the City, 
I’m just curious? 
 

7 
8 
9 

Mr. Betts:  $105,000 is coming from the Friends of the Junior Museum and Zoo, and $70,000 is 
a contribution from the City’s Infrastructure Reserve. 
 

10 
11 

Commissioner Keller:  You mean $505,000. 
 

12 
13 
14 
15 

Mr. Betts:  Maybe I said that wrong. 
 
Rosati:  Yeah. 
 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Mr. Betts:  Let me try again.  $505,000 from the Friends, $70,000 from the City.   
 
The next project is at the Cubberley Community Center.  The bleachers in the gymnasium are 
original to the Cubberley Community Center.  This project replaces those original wooden 
bleachers and not only upgrades the facility but it also provides better handicap access. 
 

22 
23 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller had a question on the previous. 
 

24 
25 
26 
27 

Commissioner Keller:  About the Junior Museum and Zoo, is the contract going to be let by the 
Friends of the Junior Museum and Zoo, or let by the Community Services Department (CSD) 
staff.   
 

28 
29 

Mr. Betts:  It will be led by the Friends of the Junior Museum. 
 

30 
31 

Commissioner Keller:  And does the City have any liability in terms of that? 
 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

Mr. Betts:  As part of our public/private partnerships, and we’ve had a few of these projects like 
Heritage Park, and we are also working with the Friends of Lytton Plaza, and the standards for 
insurance, for bonds, for both performance and bid bonds, are still required as though it was a 
City project. 
 

37 
38 

Commissioner Keller:  Okay, so all those issues have been handled? 
 

39 
40 

Mr. Betts:  Yes. 
 

41 
42 

Commissioner Keller:  Thank you. 
 

43 
44 
45 

Mr. Betts:  And I think I mentioned the replacement of the bleachers at Cubberley.  Believe me, 
with the splintering of those bleachers, this project is long overdue.   
 
Chair Garber:  We skipped over Administrative Services, or did we?   46 
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Commissioner Keller:  Not yet. 
 

4 
5 

Mr. Betts:  No. 
 

6 
7 

Ms. Bozman:  Mike, you’re on. 
 

8 
9 

Chair Garber:  Okay, yes, right, right.  Okay. 
 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Mike Sartor, Assistant Public Works Director:  The next project on your list is the Downtown 
Library Improvement Project.  That is one of the projects that was included in the recent Bond 
election and was passed in November.  So we have created a new project to capture that funding 
and scope of work. 
 

15 
16 

Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma. 
 

17 
18 
19 
20 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Just a question about that.  On Page 69, it says under Supplemental 
Information that I noticed this phrase, and this in several of these, “computers and furniture and 
furnishings will be provided from non-Bond funding.” 
 

21 
22 

Mr. Sartor:  Correct. 
 

23 
24 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  But is that something that we would see in the CIP? 
 

25 
26 
27 

Mr. Sartor:  No, the furniture, fixtures and equipment will be/funding for that will be raised by 
the Library Foundation and Friends of the Library, and provided separately. 
 

28 
29 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Okay. 
 

30 Chair Garber:  I’m sorry, Commissioner Keller.  
31 
32 
33 
34 

Commissioner Keller:  So a thought to what Vice-Chair Tuma said, and I assume that the 
furnishings and computers will be essentially purchased and donated to the City.  Is that the 
idea? 
 

35 
36 

Mr. Sartor:  That’s correct. 
 

37 
38 
39 
40 

Commissioner Keller:  Thank you.  So it’s actually not cash.  I think it would be helpful too, if 
that were quantified, just like it was done for the Junior Museum and Zoo, to sort of quantify that 
amount of … 
 

41 
42 
43 
44 

Mr. Sartor:  Well, we are actually, as part of the design project, working with the Friends and 
Foundation to identify what the order of magnitude will be for that, and so once we do that, we 
would be able to quantify.  We can’t give you that number right now. 
 

45 
46 

Commissioner Keller:  Okay. 
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Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma. 
 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Just along those lines, maybe in here, and just in general to help the public 
get their head around this, instead of talking about non-Bond funds, so that it would be non-City 
funds, or something like that.  I think that would, and I’m just thinking bigger in terms of getting 
them, and getting that stuff done, and this money is not coming from the City. 
 

8 
9 

10 
11 

Mr. Sartor:  The one caveat to that, Vice-Chair Tuma, is in the event that the Friends and 
Foundation cannot raise enough money, the City Council may need to look at funding separately, 
but that is not a commitment.   
 

12 
13 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller.  
 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Commissioner Keller:  I would agree with Vice-Chair Tuma.  It might be better to say 
“computers and furnishings are not allowed to be provided by Bond funding.  The Friends of the 
Palo Alto Libraries intends to raise the money to provide that” and then some sort of estimate of 
that would be helpful.  And I note that this is in contrast to what the Friends of the Junior 
Museum did where that was quantified and much more detailed. 
 
The second thing I’d like to point out is that, if you compare Page 68 with Page 69 in here, Page 
68 says “Board/Commission Review none” and Page 69 does not have the line 
“Board/Commission Review” and I noted some other ones are also missing that. 
 

24 
25 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Lippert. 
 

26 
27 

Commissioner Lippert:  It wouldn’t because it’s an existing building that is being rehabilitated. 
 

28 
29 
30 

Commissioner Keller:  Well, even if it doesn’t require review, the line should be there saying 
“none.”  I’m complaining about the line being missing and even if it’s not, it should so state.   
 

31 
32 

Mr. Sartor:  Okay. 
 

33 
34 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Commissioner Fineberg:  If the Friends of the Library were to donate, let’s say, significant 
furniture with a value in excess of $50,000 with a life in excess of the five or ten years to meet 
the Capital Tax, would and should those assets be tracked in the Capital Budgets, even if it is an 
external source of funding, so should that amount be tracked if those assets will be capitalized? 
 

40 
41 

Mr. Sartor:  I’m not sure I’m following your question.   
 

42 
43 
44 

Chair Garber:  I think that’s question for Cathy over here, because the issues you raised may not 
be really relevant to the Capital Plan is trying to capture, but those costs are caught on. 
 
Ms. Bozman:  Those are/it’s an Accounting issue, and there’s already set lives for furniture and 
fixtures, so furniture and fixtures don’t go within the realm of the CIP and that’s … 

45 
46 
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Mr. Sartor:  You know, this is not about the [voiced over] 
 

4 
5 

Ms. Bozman:  It’s an Accounting Regulation. 
 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

Commissioner Fineberg:  So let me ask it differently.  Will the Friends of the Library be 
donating, on this project or even Mitchell Park, when we get to it later, will there be any 
donations of assets that would be capitalized and are they/should they be tracked. 
 
Ms. Bozman:  Well, I think what Mike said is that this is still to be determined.  We don’t know 
yet.  They haven’t determined what they are going to be able to commit to, so I can’t answer that 
right now.  We don’t … 
 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Mr. Sartor:  We’ve actually given the Library Foundation and Friends a target number budget for 
furniture and fixtures included for all of the libraries and the community center, that they are 
raising money to attain.  The Capital Budget here tracks the Enterprise Fund and General Fund 
Infrastructure Reserve money that goes towards these projects.  The furniture, fixtures and 
equivalents are ancillary to that, and in addition to that, and it will become the property of those 
facilities, but not of debit against the Capital Fund, per se. 
 

21 
22 
23 

Ms. Bozman:  And, again, when you … for furniture, equipment and fixtures, unless it’s one 
piece that meets the test, you wouldn’t put it/you wouldn’t … you know, you don’t put it … 
 

24 
25 

Chair Garber:  What do you mean, put it?  Capital … 
 

26 
27 
28 
29 

Bozeman:  Capital Project.  You wouldn’t/you don’t do it all in one lump sum, so if you get 50 
desks that are worth in a total of $50,000, that’s not one asset.  Those types of things aren’t 
capitalized in that way. 
 

30 
31 

Chair Garber:  Mike, how many more items do you have. 
 

32 
33 

Mr. Sartor:  I have the rest of Page 3 and two more on Page four, so it looks like I’ve got ten. 
 

34 
35 

Chair Garber:  Keep going. 
 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Mr. Sartor:  Okay.  The next one, starting at the top of Page 3 is the Mitchell Park Library and 
Community Center.  Similarly to the last project, that is one of the Bone measure projects and we 
will essentially be demolishing the existing library and community center at Mitchell Park and 
rebuilding a new 50,000 square foot building to house both of those activities at Mitchell Park. 
 

41 
42 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
  
Commissioner Keller:  I notice that it lists the construction costs in the budget requests all being 
in 2009 and 2010.  Is there really a phasing of this?  I’d be thrilled to find the whole library and 
community center being finished by June of next year, but I somehow doubt that this is the case.  
Should be this be phased over a period of time, or how is that done? 

43 
44 
45 
46 
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Mr. Sartor:  No, actually, we need to show it in the year that we will be awarding the 
construction contract. 
 

5 
6 

Commissioner Keller:  Okay. 
 

7 
8 
9 

Chair Garber:  Again, this does not represent actual work time.  This is just when the dollars are 
recorded. 
 

10 
11 

Mr. Sartor:  This is when we need to have the money to sign a contract with the contractor. 
 

12 
13 

Commissioner Keller:  So when do you expect the library will be done? 
 

14 
15 

Mr. Sartor:  The completion date is sometime towards the end of 2011. 
 

16 
17 

Chair Garber:  I thought it was 2012. 
 

18 
19 

Mr. Sartor:  Or 2012. 
 

20 
21 
22 

Commissioner Keller:  All right.  Thank you.  And when will that come before the Planning 
Commission? 
 

23 
24 
25 

Mr. Sartor:  It will be coming before the Planning Commission several times in its duration.  I 
don’t … 
 

26 
27 

Chair Garber:  You don’t have the dates yet? 
 

28 
29 
30 

Mr. Sartor:  Actually, if I brought down my schedule, I think it’s coming before you and the 
Architectural Review Board this spring, or actually this summer. 
 

31 
32 

Commissioner Keller:  Okay.  Thank you. 
 

33 
34 

Mr. Sartor:  Or in the next few months for concept drawings. 
 

35 
36 

Commissioner Keller:  Thank you. 
 

37 
38 

Chair Garber:  Keep going. 
 
Mr. Sartor:  Okay.  The next one is associated with the Downtown and Mitchell Park Library 
Projects.  It’s providing temporary facilities for the administrative staff that is housed in the 
Downtown Library as well as the library at Mitchell Park, itself.  So the first phase will be to 
move the library administrative staff that are in the Downtown Library over to the Lucie Stern 
Center, and also the technical services staff that is there will go out to Cubberley at the 
auditorium there, and then when we get ready to demolish the Mitchell Park Library, we will be 
setting up a temporary Mitchell Park Library at the Cubberley Community Center Auditorium.  

39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
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So this project pays for those expenses.  It’s shown as a separate project in the CIP because of its 
non-Bond-able expenses, so we are having to fund that out of the Infrastructure Reserve Fund. 
 

4 
5 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

6 
7 
8 

Commissioner Keller:  Just a quick note, I’m presuming that there is no Commissioner Board 
review necessary, and it should so-state that in the CIP Fax box.   
 

9 
10 

Mr. Sartor:  Duly noted.   
 

11 
12 

Chair Garber:  Keep going.  Oh, I’m sorry.  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

13 
14 
15 

Commissioner Fineberg:  So if I understand it correctly, it’s providing temporary facilities in 
other existing buildings. 
 

16 
17 

Mr. Sartor:  Pardon me? 
 

18 
19 

Commissioner Fineberg:  It’s providing temporary facilities in other existing buildings? 
 

20 
21 

Chair Garber:  Yes. 
 

22 
23 

Mr. Sartor:  Yes. 
 

24 
25 

Chair Garber:  You might call it temporary occupancy. 
 

26 
27 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Okay. 
 

28 
29 

Mr. Sartor:  Yeah. 
 

30 
31 
32 
33 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Again, this may border more as an Accounting question, but what part 
of that meets the test for capitalization?  Will this asset have a life?  Is it not an operating 
expense? 
 

34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

Mr. Betts:  I might be able to help answer that.  In order to make, for example, the auditorium at 
Cubberley fit to be a library, there will be some improvements needed and, for example, bolting 
down the book stacks onto the floor, and then when the library is finished, and the book stacks 
are taken away, the floors will have to be patched and resurfaced.  And so there are some, and 
Cubberley as you may know, is an older facility and there are some accommodations for the 
public, improved lighting, looking at some of the window enhancements or the types of 
enhancements to make the building really function as a library. 
 

42 
43 

Commissioner Fineberg:  So those upgrades would remain then for the life of Cubberley. 
 

44 
45 

Mr. Betts:  Yeah. 
 
Commissioner Fineberg:  Some of them.  Okay. 46 
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Mr. Betts:  Think of them as tentative improvements.   
 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Chair Garber:  Yeah, and my experience with these sorts of Capital Budgets in other venues is 
that, although this typically is not something to be capitalized, it is typically tagged onto and 
made part of another Capital Project, because without it, the Capital Project cannot be done.  So 
it has been split up because probably the Bond, and it is actually in the Accounting world is 
probably part of the other project.  Sorry, Mike.  
 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Mr. Sartor:  Okay, any other questions?   
 
Okay, the next project is actually what we provided for you at places.  The project description is 
this separate sheet labeled 113 and the Ventura Community Center Park Project is to upgrade 
and renovate the playground and picnic area at the Ventura site and also put in a new irrigation 
system in the athletic field and renovate the turf there.   
 

17 
18 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

19 
20 
21 
22 

Commissioner Keller:  The description says that it has a water saving of 15-25 percent, and I’m 
wondering why the operating costs/why the project increases maintenance costs as opposed to 
decreasing them. 
 

23 
24 

Mr. Sartor:  I’ll defer to my colleague in the Community Services Department on that. 
 

25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Mr. Betts:  Let me see if I can split this up for you, Commissioner Keller.  The Maxicom 
controller for the irrigation system relies on a weather station.  We have a couple of weather 
stations in Palo Alto that monitor humidity, rainfall, wind speed, temperature and prescribe a 
certain amount of water, rather than just coming on every day for two hours, let’s say.   
 

30 
31 

Commissioner Keller:  I understand.  I have one of those at home. 
 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

Mr. Betts:  It comes on, you know, judiciously.  The increase cost for the playground is that the 
current playground that is there is probably about 15 years old, and as we put in new equipment 
that needs code, it needs both safety cold as well as ADA accessibility code, and it kicks in new 
standards for the frequency at which the playground equipment has to be inspected and every 
bolt, every slide component, everything has to be checked on at least a monthly basis, and so 
rather than having just a simple swing, for example, with a metal chain that currently needs to be 
checked maybe quarterly, we will have equipment that will need to be checked more frequently, 
and that is where we have to make sure that either the sand or the fiber that we put in the 
playground is kept to a certain level to ensure accessibility. 
 

42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

Commissioner Keller:  So that’s ironic.  We have to make sure that the new equipment is within 
spec monthly, but the old equipment that is unsafe only needs to be checked quarterly.  There is 
something weird about that not needing/not trying to check the old equipment that is more likely 
to be unsafe for potential damage on a more periodic basis, but I just want to point that out. 
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Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

Commissioner Fineberg:  There is a group of children who use that playground Sundays that are 
children with special needs, and many of them have physical handicaps.  Regarding the ADA 
compliance and the accessibility and the goals of our Comprehensive Plan to provide where there 
are special needs groups, whether they be seniors or children or handicapped, has there been 
extra care, or should there be extra care so that the needs of those special needs kids would be 
accommodated?  I’m thinking specifically some of the ADA compliance on playgrounds means 
that a child can roll up to the play structure and hold a hand-hold on the play structure, but there 
is nothing else they can do with it, other than hold it, versus there are other pieces of equipment 
that a kid in a wheelchair could actually use and roll on to and bounce on, or have a playful 
experience, as opposed to a legally compliant one. 
 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Mr. Sartor:  Absolutely. We are very aware of Palo Alto because of the school district which has 
an exceptionally high number of children with special needs, and a broad range of special needs, 
from autism to hearing impairment or whatever, and so we are very, very sensitive in looking at 
not just accessibility as it may relate to a wheelchair or non-wheelchair but we are looking at 
stimulus, we are looking at shade structures as it relates to children that are more sun-sensitive, 
and we are working with the Friends of the Palo Alto Parks for what is called a Universal Access 
Playground at Mitchell Park, and that project is still sort of in the conceptual phase. 
 

22 
23 
24 
25 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Okay, but regarding Ventura Park, that playground more than many 
has a regular population there that would be well-served.  So can that just be a consideration as it 
goes further? 
 

26 
27 

Mr. Sartor:  Absolutely. 
 

28 
29 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Thanks. 
 

30 
31 

Mr. Sartor:  That’s high on our radar. 
 

32 
33 

Chair Garber:  Commissioners, we are running into our time limit here.  Let’s keep moving.   
 

34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Mr. Sartor:  Okay, the next project Bridge Rail, Abutment and Deck Repairs.  That was put in 
here to address the railing at the Alma Street Bridge over crossing the Oregon Expressway that 
has been knocked down a couple of times, and we also have a requirement to resurface the decks 
at a number of bridges that are subject to a Caltrans review, so we will be doing an elastameric 
sealing on those bridges that are listed in the CIP.   
 

40 
41 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

42 
43 
44 
45 

Commissioner Keller:  Considering that the Alma/Oregon Expressway overpass bridge is over a 
County road, are we getting any funding from the County for doing that improvement?  Or is that 
entirely our bailiwick? 
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Mr. Sartor:  It’s actually our bridge.  The City of Palo Alto built the bridge and owns the bridge.  
We’ve actually had several meetings with the County and are appealing to them, so at this point 
it is our responsibility. 
 

5 
6 

Commissioner Keller:  Thank you. 
 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

Mr. Sartor:  The next project is the Main Library New Construction and Improvements, and 
again this is a Library Bond Project to renovate the main library and add about 4000 square feet 
of program space. 
 
The next project is the Improvements at Monroe Park.  I need to look this one up.   
 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Mr. Betts:  This is a project, Mike, to replace some of the/there is a circular pathway, asphalt 
pathway around the park, and it will/that has become cracked and is an issue with accessibilit7.  
There is a small playground area and like we mentioned just before, with Ventura, this will 
replace the playground equipment in Monroe Park.   
 

18 
19 

Mr. Sartor:  Thank you, Greg. 
 

20 
21 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Lippert. 
 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

Commissioner Lippert:  If I could back-step for just a minute.  Yeah, under, and I guess it’s the 
Main Library New Construction and Improvements, I guess in the Fax there it does not have the 
Board and Commissioner Review, does it have Board and Commission?  Oh, on the next page is 
the Board and Commission Review.  So we would review that … oh, that’s Mitchell Park.  So, 
where is the … would there be review if it was … 
 

28 
29 

Commissioner Keller:  Yes, there will. 
 

30 
31 
32 

Mr. Sartor:  Actually, the main library will have not only ARB and Planning Commission, but it 
will also have the Historic Resources Board Review. 
 

33 
34 

Commissioner Lippert:  Okay 
 

35 
36 

Mr. Sartor:  So we will correct that in the final version of this. 
 

37 
38 
39 
40 

Commissioner Lippert:  Well, the biggest question I guess I have is with regard to increasing it, 
and probably the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) would be increased significantly and maybe outside 
the PF Zone.   
 

41 
42 
43 

Mr. Sartor:  No, we’ve all/we’ve done an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on that project and 
that’s already been … 
 

44 
45 

Commissioner Lippert:  Great, okay, good. 
 
Mr. Sartor:  So we’ve got EIR plans on that.   46 
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Chair Garber:  Scott Park. 
 

4 
5 
6 

Mr. Sartor:  Scott Park Improvements.  That is on Page 116, and similar to Monroe Park, we will 
be doing upgrades to the play equipment and the play surfacing at Scott Park.  
 

7 
8 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

9 
10 
11 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Quick question.  How many of our City parks have already been 
upgraded and how many are still left? 
 

12 
13 

Mr. Sartor:  Let me defer to Greg on that. 
 

14 
15 
16 
17 

Mr. Betts:  You know, I’m sorry I don’t have an answer.  I’ll get back to you on that.  We are 
coming to the end, after a ten-year infrastructure program, and we are coming to the last of the 
playgrounds, but I’ll provide, through Staff, an answer to that question. 
 

18 
19 
20 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Is there a reason that the … if there are any aren’t listed, should they 
be in the windows that are ‘11, ‘12, ‘13 and ‘14? 
 

21 
22 
23 

Chair Garber:  They, and if I may answer briefly, they may be, but they/and if or unless they fit 
the budget this year, you wouldn’t see them.  
 

24 
25 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Okay. 
 

26 
27 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

Commissioner Keller:  Two things.  First of all, some of these things are several years out.  Some 
of these things we see several years out and I thinks some of these things we don’t, and I’ll have 
some generic comments about looking at things in the future in the latter session.  However, I 
noticed that we had some things last time about bathroom installations in some of the parks.  Is 
there any coordination being done between the upgrades to the parks for this kind of thing, and 
the installation of bathrooms, or does it make sense to keep it separate?  Is there synergy for 
coordinating them or is the coordination not helpful? 
 

36 
37 

Mr. Betts:  I guess the short answer is the coordination for the restrooms isn’t helpful. 
 

38 
39 

Commissioner Keller:  Okay, thank you. 
 

40 
41 

Mr. Betts:  It’s usually simply for the playgrounds. 
 
Mr. Sartor:  If I could answer and refer you, Commissioner Fineberg, to Page 103, there’s 
basically a Planning CIP program.  That would be PE-06010, for Park City Improvements, and 
basically this forecasts out over a period of the five-year CIP, the order in which parks are going 
to be improved.  As the parks come closer for funding, we then create individual projects for, for 
example, Hopkins Park or for Scott or Monroe, and they basically … that’s why you’ll look in 

42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
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columns 2009/2010, and it’s vacant, and this is because the dollar amounts that you may have 
seen from the columns from previous years has now been designated to individual projects.  So 
this will give you an idea of some of the four parks that are coming up in the near future. 
 

5 
6 
7 

Chair Garber:  So, for clarification, Greg, this sheet isn’t actually a project, it is descriptive of a 
program of projects that are otherwise articulated in the … 
 

8 
9 

Mr. Betts:  Right, more like a plan, if you will. 
 

10 
11 

Chair Garber:  Exactly. 
 

12 
13 

Mr. Betts:  Yeah. 
 

14 
15 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

16 
17 
18 

Commissioner Keller:  Is there a list somewhere of which parks have been done and which parks 
haven’t been done and for quite a while that is beyond the list here? 
 

19 
20 
21 

Mr. Sartor:  No, but as I mentioned to Commissioner Fineberg, I would be happy to supply that, 
go back and give you a chronology of our ten years of City Works projects. 
 

22 
23 

Commissioner Keller:  Great, thank you.   
 

24 
25 

Chair Garber:  Okay. 
 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

Commissioner Lippert:  Question, and it’s a fall-out on Commissioner Keller’s question since we 
are talking about parks, and we are going to leave parks in a minute, I hope.  It’s Page 113 in this 
book, Park Restrooms Installation, and it talks about the installation of these park restrooms.  Is 
that something that we are not supposed to comment on?  I don’t see that anywhere on the list? 
 

31 
32 

Chair Garber:  Is that one that had been improved in previous years, yes? 
 

33 
34 

Commissioner Lippert:  And so it’s beyond our scope, it’s not discussed?  Okay, thank you.   
 

35 
36 

Chair Garber:  Civic Center and Chiller Drive. 
 

37 
38 
39 

Mr. Sartor:  This is a fairly simple project.  We are going to be replacing the air conditioning 
drive unit in the Civic Center with this project, with variable drive ______________. 
 

40 
41 

Chair Garber:  Lot J Structure Repair. 
 

42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

Mr. Sartor:  Okay, this one is, and I don’t know how many of you are familiar with the 
Cowper/Webster Garage, which is known as Lot J.  It is a steel frame building with wooden 
framing bolted to the metal, and a number of the actual wooden braces and architectural features 
are starting to fall apart and need to be replaced, so that is what this project is.   
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Chair Garber:  Those darn architects. 
 
_____________:  I thought it was core ten steel. 
 

5 
6 

Mr. Sartor:  I think the frame is, yes, but it’s got the wood mounted to it. 
 

7 
8 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

9 
10 
11 
12 

Commissioner Keller:  I’m wondering why there is not a comment on the Impact Analysis, both 
of the Chiller Drive, and the Lot J in reducing maintenance costs.  Presumably, these would 
reduce maintenance costs, for instance a comment about the need for repairing these things. 
 

13 
14 

Mr. Sartor:  That’s a good point.   
 

15 
16 

Commissioner Keller:  Thank you. 
 

17 
18 
19 

Mr. Sartor:  The next project for Public Works is to implement a program to install tree grades 
around the street trees in downtown that do not have them, so that’s what this project is. 
 

20 
21 

Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma. 
 

22 
23 
24 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Is there a similar project for Midtown and California Avenue areas where you 
have heavy pedestrian traffic? 
 

25 
26 
27 

Mr. Sartor:  Actually, we do have a separate CIP for California Avenue to do street tree 
replacements and tree grades. 
 

28 
29 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  And Midtown? 
 

30 
31 

Mr. Sartor:  Midtown, no, not at this point.   
 

32 
33 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Okay. 
 

34 
35 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

36 
37 
38 
39 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Has input been received from either the City tree arborist or the Public 
Works arborist or canopy regarding whether this is of benefit to the survival of the trees, or if 
there are any adverse effects to the health of the trees? 
 

40 
41 

Mr. Sartor:  Actually, this project was proposed by the Public Works arborist and canopy. 
 

42 
43 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Okay, great. 
 

44 
45 
46 

Mr. Sartor:  It’s their project.   
 
We have the Highway 101.  Do you want to take this one, Gayle? 
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Gayle Likens, Transportation Manager:  We are proposing to fund this project in the second year 
of the two-year CIP as a Feasibility Study to look at how to develop year-round pedestrian 
bicycle grade crossing of Highway 101.  We are not saying it’s an overpass or and underpass, but 
to look at the options. 
 

7 
8 

Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma. 
 

9 
10 
11 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  A couple of questions.  One is that I noticed that in the spreadsheet we have it 
indicates that there is a departmental review required.  Is that for the Feasibility Study? 
 

12 
13 

Ms. Likens:  Not for a Feasibility Study. 
 

14 
15 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Okay. 
 

16 
17 

Ms. Likens:  For the project. 
 

18 
19 
20 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Right, but not for a Feasibility Study, which is what we are looking at here, 
right? 
 

21 
22 

Ms. Likens:  That’s correct, but this … 
 

23 
24 

Mr. Sartor:  You wouldn’t be able to do an EIR for $100,000. 
 

25 
26 
27 
28 

Ms. Likens:  No, no.  No, actually, yeah, the cost for the next steps are substantially higher, but 
this is being created as a stand-alone CIP that would carry the project through the different 
phases of development. 
 

29 
30 
31 
32 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  The other thing is that this is budgeted for 2010-2011, and my understanding 
is that there are potentially significant funds available to actually do the project.  Is the timing of 
this study going to, in any way, inhibit or ability to go after those funds? 
 

33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Ms. Likens:  I don’t believe so, because the need for this facility has been identified in the Santa 
Clara County Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Bicycle Expenditure Program in the 
Valley Transportation Plan 2035.  We submitted it about a year ago with a fairly high cost 
estimate in what we understand to be the cost of building overpasses over the freeways at the 
time at $15 million, so there is a line item in the plan that would provide up to $10 million for 
this project, and we hoped … 
 

40 
41 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Right, I just don’t want to miss the vote on that one. 
 

42 
43 
44 

Ms. Likens:  No, and that’s a long-term plan, and so, and there may be other sources of funding, 
Federal funding if we have the opportunity to seek and get that. 
 

45 
46 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller: 
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Commissioner Keller:  In follow-up to Vice-Chair Tuma’s question, would doing this Feasibility 
Study facilitate garnering the County funds by allowing for the scoping of the project better and 
getting a better estimation of the cost? 
 

5 
6 
7 
8 

Ms. Likens:  Yes, absolutely.  Generally, grant funds are not available for feasibility studies, and 
it’s even better if you have your environmental clearance, and then you really have the ability to 
go after funds, so this is the first step in this process and it would help. 
 

9 
10 
11 

Commissioner Keller:  Great, and do you know whether there is potential for getting some 
funding from the Pennisula Gateway 2025 effort for this particular project? 
 

12 
13 
14 
15 

Ms. Likens:  Potentially, down the line, although we are not sure where that project is going at 
this point. The VTA funds are at least identified as a funding source and there is a line item in 
that plan for this project. 
 

16 
17 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Lippert. 
 

18 
19 
20 
21 

Commissioner Lippert:  Yeah, you mean those seasonal _________________ across 101, would 
that be more appropriate?  Actually, but under the reviews, wouldn’t Caltrans also have to 
review it because it crosses their right-of-way? 
 

22 
23 

Ms. Likens:  Of course. 
 

24 
25 

Commissioner Lippert:  So that would also be included in there? 
 

26 
27 
28 

Ms. Likens:  Possibly, if we are looking outside the City, it would be a process, so many other 
agencies would get involved. 
 

29 
30 
31 

Commissioner Lippert:  And then also if VTA has funds in it, would they … would … okay, 
great. 
 

32 
33 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Would it make sense, or is there a reason it would not, to include the 
words “year-round” in the description of the project so that it would read “the project will 
conduct a Feasibility Study for a year-round pedestrian bicycle grade separating crossing,” so it, 
and I’m reading this sheet that you just gave us today.   
 

39 
40 

Ms. Likens:  I didn’t put that in there. 
 

41 
42 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Oh, I’m sorry. 
 

43 
44 

Chair Garber:  It’s in the justifications. 
 

45 
46 

Commissioner Fineberg:  It’s in the justifications but not in the … 
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Ms. Likens:  We’d be happy to change that, absolutely. 
 

3 
4 
5 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Because that would accomplish a greater purpose than a subterranean 
one that floods for part of the year. 
 

6 
7 

Ms. Likens:  Yes.   
 

8 
9 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Commissioner Keller:  Maybe one way to do that is where in the description the first line says “a 
new pedestrian bicycle grade separated crossing,” if that word “new” were replaced by “year-
round” so people would not assume that you were assuming the conclusion.  It should be year-
round, but if it can be done with the under-crossing, right?  If it can’t be done with the under-
crossing, let’s be clear on that so that people don’t assume that you are ruling that out 
unnecessarily but ruling it out because it is infeasible.   
 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Chair Garber:  Collection Software. 
 
Ms. Bozman:  Our IT Manager is not here, but I will try to take this one on.  This would be 
replacing the software that our front desk, our revenue collections people use at the front lobby, 
upgrading that software.  I know that the software that they have currently is quite old and is not 
optimum for what they would us it for, so this is a program to upgrade and replace that software. 
 

24 
25 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

26 
27 
28 

Commissioner Keller:  I noted that this also does not have the Board Commission Review and I 
assume the answer is none or I assume this is not Utilities Advisory Commission (UAC), right? 
 

29 
30 

Ms. Bozman:  Right, this is Administrative Services. 
 

31 
32 
33 

Commissioner Keller:  And I assume the $8000 a year from 2010 through whatever is operating 
costs?  Is that maintenance?  What is that $8000? 
 

34 
35 

Ms. Bozman:  It might be a placeholder, just because the project stretches out for four years. 
 

36 
37 
38 

Commissioner Keller:  Well usually tech support is considered operating and not capital which is 
why I’m asking the question. 
 

39 
40 

Ms. Bozman:  We’ll have to get back to you.  I’m not an expert on this and I just know … 
 

41 
42 
43 

Commissioner Keller:  Would this reduce?  Would it be expected that this would reduce costs 
over whatever you currently have to do in terms of operating costs? 
 

44 
45 

Ms. Bozman:  I would expect that it’s there to increase efficiencies. 
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Commissioner Keller:  Yeah, so maybe the operating costs, and I presume the reason that you are 
doing this is because the operating costs would go down, or the revenue would go up. 
 

4 
5 

Ms. Bozman:  I would hope both.  Question? 
 

6 
7 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

8 
9 

10 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Would this yield more satisfied citizenry that get gentle reminders and 
come away with a better feel from their interactions with the City? 
 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

Ms. Bozman:  It would be a good goal.  I mean, again, I’m not the project manager on this one, 
so all I know is that the software that they use currently is quite old, so it might give the citizens 
a faster service, and the staff may be more able to access information, and that would lead to a 
better interaction and better experience. 
 

16 
17 
18 

Chair Garber:  Utilities Customer Billing.  I’m sorry, that’s where we were.  Scheduled Vehicle 
and Equipment Replacements. 
 

19 
20 

Ms. Bozman:  No, we missed one. 
 

21 
22 

Chair Garber:  Those are different. 
 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

Ms. Bozman:  The Utilities Customer Billing System Continuous Improvements Program.  We 
just completed implementation of moving from two separate systems for utilities customers, 
billing systems.  We had a banner system that the City had for many years.  We just finished an 
implementation where we moved onto Systems and Applications and Data Processing (SAP) for 
the Utilities Billing Module, so this is in addition to that.  This is just additional system 
improvements that may be needed over the next few years, upgrades and any additional module 
enhancements that after they go through the phase-in period and see that they might need. 
 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

Mr. Marshall:  That’s where we are going to have to do where we talked about time-of-use 
billing.  The current system, as we implement this, has not implemented time-of-use billing, so 
these are going to be the costs to implement time-of-use billing and other upgrades that we are 
going to need in SAP to do more detailed billing scenarios for the customers.   
 

36 
37 

Chair Garber:  So this is connected in some way to the metering project? 
 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

Mr. Marshall:  Yes, it will be, but we will need to implement things in the SAP software to allow 
the metering project to work, and there are other improvements in customer interfacing with 
compiling more options for paying bills and other things in the utilities system, and so that is 
what that will be doing. 
 

43 
44 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
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Commissioner Keller:  So it says in the Summary that annual maintenance cost is included, and 
that means that it would not increase?  It’s already included?  There is no increase in the annual 
maintenance cost? 
 

5 
6 

Mr. Marshall:  For SAP, yes.  Right. 
 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Commissioner Keller.  Okay, great, because maybe if the word “already” would indicate that this 
cost is not going up, per se, otherwise it is not clear.  I’m wondering why there are a bunch of 
these things collections software, utilities customer billing, and what is telecommunications, and 
why is it saying “not” on all of these things, including the previous page which says “telephone 
system replacement” which says “none” under “telecommunications,” and so I don’t understand 
what telecommunications is supposed to be and why it says “none” for a lot of these things there, 
and if anybody has the answer.  Maybe somebody should review these things and see whether 
there is a telecommunications issue and I’m wondering whether the, and what was the one that 
we had before? 
 

17 
18 
19 

Commissioner Fineberg:  For the Record, 268, and it’s titled “Telephone Systems Replacement,” 
but telecommunications is “none.” 
 

20 
21 

Commissioner Keller:  Exactly.   
 

22 
23 

Commissioner Fineberg:  That would be one where I would think there would be something. 
 

24 
25 
26 
27 

Mr. Marshall:  I could hazard a guess.  I think telecommunications where it’s something that 
needs a new telecommunications facility and might need new telephone connection or something 
like.  I don’t think it’s referring to … 
 

28 
29 

Chair Garber:  Well, there may be no impacts.  It says “impacts.”  There would be risks. 
 

30 
31 
32 
33 

Mr. Marshall:  Right, but the new telephone system, well, that’s a new telephone system, but you 
don’t have to re-establish new telephone lines _________________.  I’m only speculating, but I 
think that may be why. 
 

34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

Chair Garber:  Let’s move on.  Scheduled Vehicle and Equipment Replacements, Page 7, all the 
way at the bottom.   
 
Ms. Bozman:  I think actually we are done. 
 

39 
40 

Commissioner Keller:  This was not on the sheet.  I’m not sure what sheet. 
 

41 
42 

Ms. Bozman:  That one was actually pulled from the post budget. 
 

43 
44 

Chair Garber:  Okay, so we now have, nope, Commissioner Lippert. 
 
Commissioner Lippert:  Yeah, I found one that appears to be omitted, but maybe somebody can 
clarify this for me.  On Page 71, Foothills Park Interpretive Center Improvements.   

45 
46 
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Mr. Betts:  Well, Foothills Park is in the Open Space.  Generally, there is an PTC review for 
anything in the Open Space. 
 

5 
6 

Ms. Bozman:  If it was more than what they included in the prior year, if it’s not new this year.   
 

7 
8 

Commissioner Fineberg:  It won’t be until 2011. 
 

9 
10 

Ms. Bozman:  And, again, new …  
 

11 
12 
13 
14 

Commissioner Lippert:  Still, it’s missing, and it should say Board Commission Review.  It has 
ARB, PRC and it doesn’t have PTC and so that’s … I mean, we haven’t reviewed it, and I don’t 
think it has been up for review yet, has it? 
 

15 
16 
17 

Chair Garber:  Commissioners, we are at the end of our list, but we still have time left before we 
have to vacate this room.  Are there any general questions?  Vice-Chair Tuma.   
 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  I don’t have a question, but I have a comment and I recognize that we are 
going to be doing comments mostly later; however, we won’t have the Staff.  So this is my third 
year participating in this process.  The first two years were in the conference room in quiet 
session, and I have to say that from my perspective the set of materials and the way that we 
received them, and the way that they were outlined, were great.  I think we made a lot of 
improvements in terms of making our review easier and having this spreadsheet, and it would 
have been great to get it the day before, but nonetheless having it and the items that identified, 
and how it identified them, while our task goes beyond the new items, focusing it on the new 
items makes all the sense in the world and having the information made the review process, in 
my mind, a lot easier and a lot more straightforward.  Maybe it’s because I’ve done it a couple of 
times too, but I’m just … and congratulations on the materials.  I think it was great, and I really 
appreciate it.  I know a ton of work went into this.  I think you guys did a great job. 
 

31 
32 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Commissioner Keller:  I’d like to go back to the Ventura Community Center and Park item.  And 
the reason I’m going back to that one is because this specifically says the irrigation system is 
connected to a centralized weather base program, and yet it says “telecommunications none.”  So 
I assume that there does need to be a telecommunications connection between the irrigation at 
Ventura Community Center Park and where the centralized weather base irrigation controller 
that gets the satellite readings.   
 

40 
41 

Mr. Betts:  The controller units use cell phone technology, essentially wireless connections. 
 

42 
43 

Commissioner Keller:  I would consider that telecommunications. 
 

44 
45 
46 

Chair Garber:  However, not to defend the project, it may have no impact on the project or the 
resources being utilized for it, so it wouldn’t come up. 
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Mr. Betts:  It’s going into the same number that the other controllers are reporting to. 
 

3 
4 

Commissioner Keller:  Okay, well. 
 

5 
6 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

7 
8 
9 

10 

Commissioner Fineberg:  On that point, in the front of the book, and I’ve scouted for it, include a 
definition of what these CIP facts mean?  Because we are kind of asking for a translation of that 
and … 
 

11 
12 
13 

Ms. Bozman:  It does not, but that is a good point and we should add that in.  I think that’s a 
good point. 
 

14 
15 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

Commissioner Keller:  So a few comments.  Firstly, thank you very much for this spreadsheet.  
Just a slight request in the future.  Could you please put it in order by page number?  It’s a lot of 
easier to follow if you could flip pages in one order rather than back and forth, but it was very 
helpful. 
 
The second thing is that we know what we have but we don’t know what we don’t have, and 
there are a series of infrastructure studies, basically by the auditors, saying here is a list of the 
backlog of ten, twenty or thirty years’ worth of things that need to be done for Capital 
Improvements in the City and it seems to me that it’s hard and because that study was done, that 
I would like to see at the beginning of this project, the CIP each and every year, with a list of all 
of those CIPs that have been identified by the auditor and which ones have been covered in 
previous years, which ones are in the scope of the current CIP for the next five years and which 
ones are to be handled in the future with some unspecified date, or if you have an idea of when 
they might happen and some specified date.  This way, a member of the public, a member of the 
City Council, a member of the various commissions could identify, well, here is this project, and 
we know it’s going to happen sometime in the future, why isn’t it here, or maybe we should 
complain that it should be moved up higher priority, but essentially this is a roadmap of what is 
missing, and since no studies have been done, it would be helpful to have that roadmap clearly 
identified as a front section of this chart. 
 

36 
37 

Chair Garber:  Other questions?  Comments?  Julie? 
 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 

Ms. Caporgno:  Actually, Susan, I may get to you.  Commissioner Fineberg had submitted some 
questions and I think most of them would probably be better address at the next session we have 
with the Commission; however, there are two of them that really pertain to this, really, and I 
don’t know if you feel that they have been answered, but you had asked what are the future 
financial requirements of projects with budget amounts noted only, and if you had … 
 

44 
45 

Commissioner Fineberg:  We got to the _________________ and the library. 
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Ms. Caporgno:  Okay, and then the last question was this one about, is “in” supposed to be the 
last word on Page 7 in the last paragraph. 
 

4 
5 

Commissioner Fineberg:  That’s just a typo. 
 

6 
7 

Ms. Caporgno:  That’s what I thought, okay. 
 

8 
9 

Commissioner Fineberg:  We also got to Number 6, if you want to cross that one off. 
 

10 
11 

Ms. Caporgno:  Yeah, I knew that one. 
 

12 
13 

Commissioner Fineberg:  And 3. 
 

14 
15 
16 

Ms. Caporgno:  But the other ones are more I think that would deal with what you are going to 
do subsequent to this session. 
 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Following up though on, and if I can, following up on Commissioner 
Keller’s comment, and it’s sort of my question number two, and I’ll take the piece of it now that 
having Staff may benefit our conversation.  I went and looked at the Municipal Code that talks 
about what the purview of the PTC is regarding review of the Capital Improvement Program.  
The last sentence of it says, and let me just read it, it’s a quick paragraph. 
 
“The General Plan should be the guide for the Capital Improvement Program insofar as the 
Capital Improvement Program affects the physical development of the City.  The Planning 
Commission shall submit an Annual Report to the Council regarding the Capital Improvement 
Program which shall review each project for its conformity to the Master Plan and review the 
program as a whole in order to suggest any improvements in the economy or efficiency which 
might be affected through the combining of various projects and suggest any needed 
improvements which do not appear in the program.” 
 
So, it’s that last part I want to focus on, “suggesting any needed improvements which do not 
appear in the program.”  So, I absolutely concur with Commissioner Keller that we are blind to 
that because we don’t know what projects haven’t been included that haven’t gotten to us that 
won’t go to Council, and frankly I don’t even understand the entire process of how things go 
prioritized to get to here, and then I know they’ll go forward to Council Finance Committee and 
then Council will get them after that.  So, while I agree with Vice-Chair Tuma that the process 
we are doing this year is a huge improvement compared to the process we had last year, and I 
want to thank staff for that, and this is a great improvement, but I’d like to see additional 
information about what hasn’t been included and I don’t know if I could go so far as to ask now 
if there are pet projects that each of you has that didn’t make the list?  Or are you constrained 
from acting outside what’s written?  I don’t know what would be appropriate. 
 
Mr. Sartor:  Let me take a shot at that, Commissioner Fineberg.  This plan is a five-year plan, 
and we have attempted to include just about most of our major priorities in the five years, 
somewhere in the five years.  What gets funded in the first year is a function of sitting down and 
prioritizing those five years’ worth of projects and putting in what have the most critical health 

43 
44 
45 
46 
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10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

and safety components, co-compliance issues, the Bond projects of course are in there, and how 
much money do we have available.  So that’s how we prioritize the projects throughout the five-
year plan.  Now, we also have a broader and more comprehensive list of City needs that we’ve 
called the Infrastructure Backlog, and that goes out and takes  a look out about 20 years and 
trying to crystal-ball beyond 20 years of needs is nearly impossible, but we do have a list of 
streets that need to be paved.  We manage that on an annual basis.  We have a Pavement 
Management System so we track what streets need to be done and priorities of sidewalks, city 
buildings, city parks, and they are all there.  And kind of reflecting on what Greg was talking 
about, my staff meets with Greg’s staff on a regular basis.  We have monthly coordination 
meetings and we keep track of parks that have been improved and future parks that need to be 
improved, and those are kept on a spreadsheet.   
 
So I think that the short answer is that we sit down and we prioritize the projects on the basis of 
what is critical in terms of health and safety, what’s out of compliance with the law, and what 
projects do we have money for. 
 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Chair Garber:  If I might, and actually I’m going to say a few things Commissioner Keller, and 
then what I think, Commissioner Fineberg, is in part getting at is how can the Commission have 
input onto the priorities and projects that are chosen for the particular years that we are 
addressing? 
 

22 
23 

Commissioner Fineberg:  And the public? 
 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

Chair Garber:  So that activity all occurs at the beginning of the year, and if I’m recalling from 
years past, the various department heads have deadlines that are mid February or something of 
that sort to be able to get those proposals in and, as I understand it, they utilize any number of 
sources of inputs to determine that including various boards and commissions.  Those then get 
fed in to the plan at which point there is what is more commonly referred to in the trade as “horse 
trading” depending on the amount of funds that are available and a competing interest for 
priorities etc.  There isn’t any, to my knowledge, requirement for the Planning Commission to 
have any input into any of that at that time.  We simply review it at the other end to see that it 
broadly supports the Comprehensive Plan and on advice the Council then approves it.  
Commissioner Keller and then Commissioner Lippert. 
 

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

Commissioner Keller:  So I appreciate, and I’m pleased that you have a 20-year look forward, 
and I think that’s great and that kind of forward-looking position should be in the CIP and I think 
that, to the extent that that was available to be in the CIP plus a look back at what you’ve 
actually accomplished, would give appropriate notice to the citizenry and some boards and 
commissions so that if the general public felt that a particular project was a higher priority than 
the staff might have realized, then that could be incorporated into that process because right now 
there is no visibility into that at all, and I think to me making that available is part of what is 
listed here as “civic engagement for the common good.”  Giving the public information allows 
for that civic engagement, firstly. 
 
Secondly, I think that by putting it in this process at this stage it allows for the public to analyze 
it over the next few months so that they can provide that information in the summer and the fall 
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10 

for that input to go to the staff that is doing that prioritization.  So I don’t, and we may wish to 
have some sort of public hearing, some body may wish to have some public hearings in the fall 
to provide that, but publishing it as part of this, I think, would make this more useful. 
 
Thirdly, this document is not easily available in any reasonable form at this stage and it isn’t as 
far as I understand it published in general form until some time after it is officially adopted, and 
so public access to all of this information may be somewhat problematic in terms of getting the 
various drafts of this and getting a final form as adopted by the City Council, so we should 
explore how that can be done. 
 

11 
12 
13 
14 

Ms. Bozman:  If I might, this proposed budget is on the website, and it is available if someone 
wants to buy the document, or we will also have it on CD and available.  So this proposed 
document is available to the public. 
 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Commissioner Keller:  Great.  Thank you.  I want to get into, if I may, three particular pet ideas 
along the lines of things I think might be missing.  One, is the San Antonio Road Onramp onto 
101 Southbound and perhaps Gayle Likens might want to address the issue of the potentiality of 
such a project which would greatly improve health and safety in South Palo Alto.  What’s the 
prospects for having that done? 
 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

Ms. Likens:  Currently, that project of looking to put a Southbound Onramp to 101 on San 
Antonio and potentially closing the Charleston Southbound Onramp is not included in the 
current project that is underway which is an auxiliary lane project on Highway 101, adding lanes 
between the onramps and off-ramps to facilitate merging onto the freeway and off the freeway.  
That project is being managed by the VTA and they are working closely with Caltrans, but they 
did not include looking at the onramp situations at both Charleston and San Antonio, and they 
did not have the money to include it in that project.  They got money through Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) and they had to move forward with the project, but they have 
recognized that this needs to be a follow-up study and VTA staff have committed in writing to 
doing that because Caltrans has raised that issue, and they have operational problems on 
Southbound 101, especially at the Charleston Onramp, and looking at creating a new onramp at 
San Antonio would address some of those issues.  However, the City itself would have some 
issues and concerns that we would want full environmental analysis of that because of the 
impacts on our own surface streets.  So, it’s going to happen, but it’s not going to happen as part 
of the auxiliary lane project. 
 

37 
38 
39 

Commissioner Keller:  And am I correct in assuming that the auxiliary lane project will not do 
anything to preclude the onramp being built at some future time? 
 

40 
41 

Ms. Likens:  I don’t believe so, but I don’t know for a fact.  I don’t think so. 
 
Commissioner Keller:  Okay, I guess this question should be addressed to Mr. Marshall, and that 
is that the City has a program for utility under-grounding and I understand that this may have 
slowed down because of Pacific Bell, or whatever they are called now, no longer co-funding that, 
or what is the status is that, and how are the neighborhoods picked for which the under-
grounding is done? 

42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

 
   City of Palo Alto May 6, 2009 Page 33 of 70 



 

1  
2 
3 

Chair Garber:  Quickly, because we have two other Commissioners that have questions. 
 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Mr. Marshall:  Okay, so I’m going to have to go real quick.  It has slowed down somewhat 
recently because of the issues with AT&T and cooperating on projects, and so that is something 
that we are dealing with still.  We are trying to continue to do projects and we are choosing 
projects that they will participate in right now.  So, that was one question.  Let’s see, what else?  
And then you had a question about … 
 

10 
11 

Commissioner Keller:  The order in which they are chosen? 
 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Mr. Marshall:  They are chosen by the Rules and Regulations 17 which guides us in the selection 
of underground districts, although it’s a little iffy now because we can’t get participation with 
AT&T, and so that is going to have to be looked at.  We will have to go back and look at that 
rule and regulation on how they are selected. 
 
Chair Garber:  Okay, Commissioner Keller, if I can get you to hold off.  Let’s get 
Commissioners Commissioner Lippert

17 
 and Commissioner Fineberg and then come back to you. 18 

19  
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Commissioner Lippert:  Yeah, I wanted some follow-up on the conversation we were having 
previously about the 20-year backlog maintenance list.  I don’t know if I would agree with 
Commissioner Keller’s statement that this was included in the CIP or even referenced in the CIP, 
but I think what’s important here with regard to that list is that on that backlog list and the CIP 
work, in the beginning we talked about the coordination of roadwork along with CIP work that 
was being done, and so the road maintenance list really needs to be looked at or whatever Public 
Works is doing in the way of road maintenance work with utilities work that is being done and 
that was the concern that I think we had in the very beginning of this meeting.  And so that’s 
really maybe I think where some of the relevance of that backlog list might be. 
 

30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

Mr. Sartor:  It is.  The City of Palo Alto has a very rigorous Geographical Information System 
(GIS).  We have a program within that called Project Coordinator where every one of the Utility 
CIP projects are on that list and the upcoming street maintenance projects are on that same list.  
We meet with the Utility Department once a month.  We sit down and go over our five-year plan, 
our list of streets, and we coordinate the paving, so yes that does exist.   
 

36 
37 

Commissioner Lippert:  Thank you. 
 

38 
39 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 
Commissioner Fineberg:  I have a question about whether it would be appropriate or possible to 
add a project to the CIP list that would build levies to provide flood protection for the areas in 
the eastern part of Palo Alto that are particularly in tidal flood zones.  We have a CIP project OS-
09002 on Page 101 that is raising the level by about six inches of existing levies.  If that 
construction is consistent with our Comprehensive Plan and providing flood protection, public 
safety, emergency access is all desirable with our Comprehensive Plan, how can we justify 
excluding providing that same benefit to maybe an additional 5000 houses in the eastern part of 

40 
41 
42 
43 
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Palo Alto?  Each of those homes pays about $1000 a year in FEMA flood insurance.  Many of 
those homes will be between three and five feet underwater if there is a 100-year flood.  If those 
levies are breached, we are going to be in trouble, and I know the South Shoreline Study is 
working with Army Corp and there is a 40-year plan, but is there any possibility that the City can 
take control and do any work to improve the flooding conditions? 
 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Mr. Betts:  Yes, you have to understand that the levy system in Palo Alto is actually operated by 
three different agencies.  Part of it is the airport.  They recently raised their section of the levy 
two years ago, at 1-1/2 feet.  The Santa Clara Valley Water District owns the majority of the 
levies on the tidal basin.  They recently had a project to raise  the levies between the Baylands 
Athletic Center and the Friendship Bridge to East Palo Alto by two feet and that was four years 
ago.  The City of Palo Alto has actually had responsibility for just short sections of the levy 
including the section between the parking lot at the Lucie Evans Baylands Interpretive Center 
and the area that starts that property that is part of the airport.  We work in very close 
cooperation with the maintenance section of Santa Clara Valley Water District.  If we see 
erosion, ground squirrel holes, or if our emergency trucks don’t have access on the levies, the 
park rangers are the first line in terms of monitoring high tides, and so we notice areas that we 
have to sandbag, and the project that is currently in place is the only area that we are currently 
having the sandbags, so we’re trying to work between all three partners and the Joint Towers 
Authority to make sure that our levy system is … 
 

22 
23 
24 

Commissioner Fineberg:  So is there any reason we should not add a project that would provide 
flood protection and remove Eastern Palo Alto from the FEMA tidal flood plane? 
 

25 
26 
27 

Mr. Betts:  Well, the primary thing is that we don’t have the ownership of the levies and that is 
actually something that is funded through the Santa Clara Valley Water District. 
 

28 
29 
30 

Chair Garber:  I’m not sure that the levy would cause those lands to become declassified because 
of their location. 
 

31 
32 
33 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Absolutely, if Army Corp certifies it, it can be removed, and that 
requires a big deal, but it can be de-certified. 
 

34 
35 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller and then we are going to have to adjourn and … 
 

36 
37 
38 

Ms. Caporgno:  Yeah, we are.  There Deputy, City Manager and the City Clerk are anxious for 
us to get out of here. 
 
Commissioner Keller:  Okay, so with respect to Commissioner Fineberg’s comments, I believe 
that it is the Bayward levies and the inadequacy of those is the reason that 2400 homes in the 
proportion of Palo Alto nearest 101 are in the Bay floods, so having a CIP for that would 
certainly make sense as a placeholder.  Let me just quickly say that I’m wondering the extent to 
which we improve street patching.  When they are resurfaced they tend to, and I’ve noticed 
certainly in my neighborhood and other neighborhoods, they crack after they have been 
resurfaced and whether improved patching of the streets would mean that we could go longer 
between resurfacing the streets because in my neighborhood some things have happened over the 
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past five to ten years and they are already cracking up and there has not been any applying of the 
hot tar to keep them from cracking and coming up even further.  Is there something that can be 
done along that line? 
 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Mr. Sartor:  I’m not sure I understand.  I mean, we do various pavement treatments, ranging from 
total reconstruction to resurfacing to what we call preventive maintenance where we put in what 
you call hot tar, which is actually a slurry seal or the double coating of slurry seal on rock, and if 
you are asking if there is a better way to do it, we are doing the best we can. 
 

10 
11 
12 
13 

Commissioner Keller:  Well, let me suggest that you go and look at Mayview between the length 
of Mayview and Ross Road near Mayview where the pavement was done several years ago and 
it’s cracking and see if there is a better thing we can do, just as an example.   
 

14 
15 

Mr. Sartor:  We do survey every street throughout the city every year. 
 

16 
17 

Commissioner Keller:  Okay, well that … 
 

18 
19 
20 

Mr. Sartor:  And we do take a look at its pavement condition and it goes into the mix of priority 
for future. 
 

21 
22 
23 
24 

Commissioner Keller:  Well, the chunks are coming up from the street and I’m wondering 
whether if we can keep the chunks from coming up any further and whether the street will have a 
longer life. 
 

25 
26 

Mr. Sartor:  Understood.   
 

27 
28 
29 

Chair Garber:  Likely, a separate topic, but we need to adjourn.  We will reconvene in the 
Council.   
 

30 
31 

AT 6:30 PM:   
 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

Chair Garber:  This is the continuation of a previous session that was started at 4:00 p.m. this 
afternoon.  This would be the time for anyone from the public to speak to the Commission on 
any item before it.  I see now cards. We do not need to take roll again because we are all here.  
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS.  Members of the public may speak to any item not on the agenda 
with a limitation of three (3) minutes per speaker.  Those who desire to speak must complete a 
speaker request card available from the secretary of the Commission.  The Planning and 
Transportation Commission reserves the right to limit the oral communications period to 15 
minutes.  None. 
 
AGENDA CHANGES, ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS.  The agenda may have additional items 
added to it up until 72 hours prior to meeting time.   None. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
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Public Hearing: 
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1. Capital Improvement Program 2009-2012:   Review and recommendation of the 
Capital Improvement Program for Comprehensive Plan consistency. 

 
6 
7 
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10 

Chair Garber:  So this brings us to our first item which is the Capital Improvement Program for 
2009-2012, and the Commission has been asked to review and recommend the Capital 
Improvement Program relative to its consistency to the Comprehensive Plan.  Does Staff, and in 
this case Julie, have anything that she would like to add? 
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Ms. Caporgno:  I’ll make it very short, Chair Garber.  I had introduced, in the Study Session, 
Cathy Siegel and Chitra Moitra who worked with Budget this year to go over the individual and 
particularly the new CIP projects to identify conformity with the Comprehensive Plan and that 
information was included in a book that you have.  And tonight, really what we would like you 
to focus on is are the projects that were identified in the CIP, and particularly the new ones as we 
have stressed, because you have seen the old ones before, is there conformity with the 
Comprehensive Plan?   
 
I know that Commissioner Fineberg I had quoted earlier in the Study Session had quoted the 
Municipal Code and the charge of the Commission and that there were some others, and you can 
look at the context of the individual projects and how they fit with the other projects, and also if 
you have any suggestions for needed improvements, and that is definitely still valid that 
information from the Municipal Code; however, if you will note on there, it talks about “sell” 
versus “suggest” so that you have to make, in accordance with State Law and per City 
Ordinance, a determination as far as conformity to the Comprehensive Plan for the individual 
projects.  As far as looking at the context and how they relate to other projects and the idea of 
also needed improvements, those are things that you can make suggestions in your transmittal to 
the City Council that you feel that this would be advisable, but that is really the focus is the 
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
And then the other thing that we would like you to do is give some direction as to what you 
would like to include in the transmittal to the City Council.  We had provided the letter that you 
sent last year as an example, and it doesn’t mean that you have mirror that, or it doesn’t have to 
be very long, but you can work on it tonight, identify things that you would like to include and 
then Staff can draft a letter and run it past the Chair, or if you just give us some ideas we can 
prepare more of it and do most of the work and then run it past the Chair, but we do need that to 
be done quickly because the Finance Committee will be reviewing the CIP and needs to have 
your information for next week, and so we were hoping to get this completed in the next couple 
of days. 
 

41 
42 
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45 
46 

Chair Garber:  Just before we open this to Public Comment, let me draw your attention to 
question number one from Susan Commissioner Fineberg, which states, and this is from the 
Ordinance: 
 
“The General Plan should be the guide for the Capital Improvement Program insofar as the 
Capital Improvement Program affects the physical development of the City.  The Planning 
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Commission shall submit an Annual Report to the Council regarding the Capital Improvement 
Program which shall review each project for its conformity to the Master Plan and review the 
program as a whole in order to suggest any improvements in the economy or efficiency which 
might be affected through the combining of various projects and suggest any needed 
improvements which do not appear in the program.” 
 
Does this give the Commission and then therefore the Commissioners the opportunity to make 
specific recommendations for projects that should be included in the Capital Plan? 
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Ms. Caporgno:  Yes, it does.   For instance, you can suggest in your letter that you think that the 
levy project should be included in the CIP.  Now, that doesn’t mean, and I think the real issue for 
is, or from the City’s perspective is that we have to get a recommendation or  decision from you 
as to conformity with the Comprehensive Plan, but these other two items, the efficiencies, or the 
other projects, those are things that you can suggest and include in your letter and it’s up to you 
as to whether or not you want to do that. 
 

17 
18 
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Chair Garber:  All right.  Are there any other questions of Staff before I open the Session to the 
public?  Commissioner Lippert. 
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Commissioner Lippert:  I just want to review one other thing with you.  Prior to us receiving the 
CIP, it came before Council on their Agenda, and can you explain that?  That is a little different 
than normally. 
 
Ms. Caporgno:  This year the City Manager decided that he wanted to go to the full Council in a 
Study Session to discuss the CIP.  So normally you would receive that CIP and then it starts to 
go through the Finance Committee Process, and then the full Council sees it after it has gone 
through the Finance Committee, but he wanted to discuss it in general with the full Council 
before it was referred to you and then it went to the Finance Committee.  So that’s what 
happened and I think that was on April 28
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th. 
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Commissioner Lippert:  And can you enlighten us as to what the substance of that discussion 
was? 
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Ms. Caporgno:  My understanding, and I wasn’t there, but from what I have heard is that the CIP 
itself was not really discussed.  It was more just generally what issues the City Manager thought 
we were facing as far as the Budget, and how he generally was planning on addressing those, and 
I assume that one way that it does affect the CIP is that a portion of what he is envisioning to 
meet the shortfall that we have is to curtail some of the projects that we have or that are under 
consideration.  Now, I don’t know if those would be CIP projects or just projects in general, but 
that is probably the best and closest relationship as far as the to the CIP, but there weren’t any 
specific projects that were discussed.  
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Commissioner Lippert:  So I guess the line of questioning that I have here is, if in fact we have 
this CIP in front of us, have those deferred Budget and Capital Improvement Items been 
addressed in this document, or will they be addressed once we’ve completed our review? 
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Ms. Caporgno:  They will be addressed after you’ve completed your review.  So what will 
happen, or the next steps in the process are that you will be reviewing this and then making a 
recommendation and it goes as far as the conformity as well as if you have any other comments 
regarding the CIP in general, what should or shouldn’t be in there, how to I guess address more 
than one, or what Vice-Chair Tuma was saying earlier in trying to be efficient by making sure 
that if there are two departments working on a project that we address that as efficiently as 
possible.  But, you make that recommendation and then the Finance Committee is going to be 
reviewing that information that you have provided in addition to everything else that they have 
received including the City Manager’s comments and then they will be making a 
recommendation to Council as to what to include in the CIP, and then the Council acts on the 
CIP. 
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Chair Garber:  Commissioners Commissioner Fineberg and then Commissioner Keller. 
 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Thank you, Julie, for your comments earlier.  One clarification, when 
you were talking about if the Commission felt that a new project should be added, you 
mentioned that would be optional but we needed to make the determination as to the consistency 
with the Comprehensive Plan.  Did that consistency analysis apply to the entire program, the 
entire listing of CIP programs ?  Or, if there is an additional item, that we would have to make 
the determination in this hearing of that program, the additional program’s consistency? 
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Ms. Caporgno:  You have to make a finding of consistency with the book, all of the CIP projects, 
and what we have told you in the past is that and again this year, and you look at them 
individually.  That is the requirement and so you have found most of them to be consistent 
previously, so the new ones were why we were focusing you on those because you haven’t found 
them to be consistent yet.  But, if you were also recommending another project to be added to the 
CIP, then you would need to identify that it you felt was consistent too, because if the Council 
elected to incorporate that project, you would have to make that finding and that’s a charge and a 
State Law that the Commission finds the CIP to be consistent with the General Plan or 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

32 
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Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma had a follow-up. 
 
Vice-Chair Tuma:  I don’t see how that would be possible.  I mean, it would seem to me that the 
most we could do would be to recommend that a project be looked to be included in next year’s 
version.  I just don’t see how we could even begin to understand.  I mean, there could be a 
concept put forward, certainly, and I’m very supportive of that, but to take that concept and 
define it well enough to know whether it would also be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
seems to me to be well beyond the scope of anything we would be capable of doing without the 
input from Staff.  So I personally would have a great deal of problem saying that an idea that we 
came up with as something that should be included would be consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan without having that project scoped and do all of the other things that would go into it, but I 
think making a recommendation that it be included in next year’s CIP would certainly be 
appropriate, and then have it be worked as part of the process, but I don’t know, maybe I’m not 
getting it, but I just couldn’t see us doing that tonight with a project that hadn’t been vetted by 
Staff and others. 
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Ms. Caporgno:  And I agree with Vice-Chair Tuma.  I’m just saying that the process, if you were 
to recommend one to be included, you would have to find the conformity and or else it couldn’t 
be included, so I was just trying to make that clear. 
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Chair Garber:  When does the Council need to sign off on this? 
 
Ms. Caporgno:  I think it’s June 12th is the Adoption by Council.  In the next couple of weeks, 
the Finance Committee is going to, and actually the CIP goes to the Finance Committee next 
Wednesday, and then in a couple of weeks, or a month, it would be going to full Council. 
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Chair Garber:  Yeah, so there is no time to actually put a project together but the point is well 
taken that if we have recommendations of projects that can better serve and answer to the goals 
of the Comprehensive Plan, this would be a good time to hear those.  Commissioner Fineberg, do 
you have more?  Go ahead. 
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Commissioner Fineberg:  So if we are going to be attempting to add some conceptual projects, 
what manner procedurally would we arrive at some sort of agreement of which projects?  Do we 
do a Straw Poll?  Is it everybody gets to suggest whatever it is that their personal thoughts are?  
A formal vote?  Motions? 
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Chair Garber:  I guess, and let me take a stab at this, Julie.  I’m thinking that there are two pieces 
here.  One is the transmittal of the CIP to Council with comments that are specific to it.  Then, 
there is possibly a second part to that, or a second transmittal, that is a series of recommendations 
for study/projects for Staff to consider in the following year or some year.  You know, who 
knows?  Maybe it is more than actually could be scoped and put together in two weeks and 
presented, etc. etc., so maybe there isn’t a timepiece here, but maybe it’s simply a list of 
initiatives for staff to consider.  Suggestions? 
 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

Ms. Caporgno:  Can I, and I guess since you are considering this and you have recognized this, it 
probably would be impossible to recommend something to include in this year’s CIP and that 
maybe the Commission would, and you had at one point and I know it has kind of fallen by the 
wayside probably temporarily, but the report to Council from the Planning Commission that 
maybe you do something, and I’m not saying including in that, but at some process similar to 
that that maybe a group of you get together and identify what you think are projects that should 
be included for next year’s CIP and you do it early on so that you could give them something 
like in the fall of this year, so that the departments would have ample time to consider those, and 
that there would be some intervening time in which you could kind of vet them more carefully. 
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Chair Garber:  Let me try this out on you because Commissioner Fineberg’s suggestion is an 
important one which is how do you get to some sort of knowledge that the recommendation or 
the suggestion that is made by any one Commissioner is supported by any of the others? 
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So if we were to create a list, I think it would be very difficult for us on the fly to try and put 
together consensus on any one of those, but it seems to me that Staff would go away and take 
those recommendations, frame them in whatever format they should be and some very general 
scope put around them such that they can be considered against each other and then brought back 
to us for a Straw Poll or something of that sort. 
 
Commissioner Fineberg and then we will go to Commissioner Keller. 
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Commissioner Fineberg:  So I want to finish this discussion and I do have one more question.  I 
would agree with Vice-Chair Tuma that it will be difficult for us to determine with any certainty 
the consistency with the Comprehensive Plan of something that we introduced tonight, but that 
should not preclude our ability to complete what is our process as detailed in the Municipal Code 
and it specifically says that we submit an Annual Report.  It doesn’t say two or three of them, 
and it has “an Annual Report that includes a review of each project for its conformity,” and I’m 
going to paraphrase now, review of the program as a whole and to suggest any needed 
improvements, and I strongly feel that this should go as one report as the Municipal Code says it 
should.  That said, I also understand that with time constraints we may not be able to have the 
most perfected process this year, and as this year’s process is much better than last year’s, I think 
we can make as much progress as we reasonably can this year and then work to maybe 
incorporate a process that will address that added component for next year.  
 
I don’t know if this could just be included as comments, but maybe we can find some quick way 
to include something with the idea that it tentatively might be considered in the future budgets. 
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Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller, you had a follow on. 
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Commissioner Keller:  Yes, firstly, I agree with Commissioner Fineberg that in general there 
should be one report and I greatly appreciate Commissioner Fineberg actually looking at the 
writing here because I have been trying to do things like this in the past and have been rebuffed 
in doing so, but thanks to Commissioner Fineberg’s actually finding the wording that we are 
supposed to do this, I feel somewhat vindicated. 
 
 A couple of things. 
 
Firstly, I am going to suggest this process for the future and then see how we can fit it in for this 
time.  The process that makes sense for the future is that the CIP document that we get include 
the backlog list as mentioned by Public Works and also include the chronology of past projects 
as mentioned by Public Works as Utilities and other staff have, and that is to give a bigger 
picture of what’s been done recently and what’s going to be done in the future.  We, then, get 
that document as part of the CIP document including future things not yet scheduled and past 
things done to get an idea of sort of where the lay of the land is on this.  We then review 
individual projects that are mentioned as actually defining projects in the CIP and compare those 
with conformity to the Master Plan, project by project and indicate which ones have problems in 
that respect. 
 
Chair Garber:  These would be the “new projects” that we were … 46 
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Commissioner Keller:  Well, new projects or if there are any errors in the olds ones, whatever, or 
to the extent that there have been revisions in the Comprehensive Plan in the intervening year 
that affect existing projects that may occur as well.  For example, if you make a modification to a 
Comprehensive Plan in that year and that therefore causes a lack of conformance in a project that 
has already been reviewed, and in other words, it happens both ways.   
 
In general, we would not have to re-review existing already known projects, but sometimes that 
may have to happen because of Comprehensive Plan changes, and I expect that when we have 
the Comprehensive Plan update to go through 2020 that at that point in time we will probably 
have to go through all the CIPs because there will be extensive changes made throughout, so 
hopefully that addresses that issue of whether it’s new projects or only old ones. 
 
 
The next thing is, with respect to reviewing the program as a whole in order to suggest any 
improvements in economy or efficiency which might be affected through combining of various 
projects, or suggesting any needed improvements that needed to be done in this program, and in 
general, I suggest that this be done through a series of Motions made at the equivalent of this 
meeting each year and that essentially if, for example, Commissioner Fineberg were to say she 
thinks we should consider as part of a CIP raising the levies in the Baylands in order to remove 
2400 homes from the flood plane, and that Motion should make some reference to why it is not 
unreasonable to the Comprehensive Plan, and then we vote on that up or down as a 
recommendation and that this be part of the efficiencies and improvements and things like that, 
and that those be individual Motions that we make, and then we collect the set of those Motions 
to be the recommendation to the Council as part of this. 
 
Now, I think that we are probably prepared to make some of those Motions tonight.  Maybe we 
are, maybe we are not, but we do not have the backlog list of future potential CIPs of sort of the 
20-year backlog, and we don’t have the chronology of past projects done, and what I’m 
suggesting is that as a way of jump-starting this process that towards the end of the summer, 
prior to Staff doing this iteration for the next year, that this come back to us with those listed 
items and that we, the Planning Commission, be given the opportunity to discharge this function 
with respect to future projects that we think are worthwhile including.  But, in general, and in the 
future, we can do all of that at the one annual meeting for review. 
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Chair Garber:  Commissioner Lippert. 
 
Commissioner Lippert:  Well, I want to start off by saying that the road somewhere is always 
paved with good intentions but in this case I don’t agree with my colleagues here.  In fact, to 
suggest projects without understanding, I think, the implications of those projects is really a folly 
of fools.  What really needs to be addressed here and I think is probably far more important is to 
find portions of the Comprehensive Plan which are falling short in terms of what the City has 
established as the roadmap by which the City is going to be developed.  By that what I mean, and 
I can give as a really good example is that, for instance in the Comprehensive Plan, it spells out 
that every neighborhood or every grouping of homes of I think it is a population of 5000 will 
have a park.  So if we were able to find that this policy was deficient in certain neighborhoods, 
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we could go ahead and within the purview of this body say we find that there is a grouping of 
5000 homes, or residences, or whatever that are lacking a public park.  Very specific, and we are 
not telling them how to budget for it, we are not telling them about a project, and we are not 
doing anything.  All that we are doing is identifying that there is a deficiency here in the 
Comprehensive Plan and what the CIP is, and that is in fact I believe the approach that they 
followed in terms of securing and making sure Heritage Park came about is that the South of 
Forest Avenue (SOFA) area was blocking a park for the number of homes that were planned on 
being developed there.   
 
Again, I think that like any good architectural or design project it’s problem-solving and the root 
of any sort of problem-solving is defining what the program is, and that should be the level to 
which we should be doing our investigation, not assigning specific projects.  So in Commissioner 
Fineberg’s, I guess, discussion here you were identifying a program of a flood zone or whatever, 
and that really is what should be identified and not the raising of the levies, because in fact we 
could be creating a greater problem.  
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Chair Garber:  Let me pull this back on track here.  First thing, let me ask my Commissioners 
let’s not attempt to define whether the process can or should be here.  Let’s create a 
subcommittee that will go away, make recommendations and bring those back to us and work 
with Staff to accomplish that, because I think that there are a lot of good ideas, but let’s not try 
and do this on the fly; let’s try and do it systematically and thoughtfully, and we can make that as 
part of our Motion as we go forward.   
 
If I can, let’s bring us back to comments that are specific to the projects that we have seen and 
comments that are germane to the questions and answers that we have received earlier this 
evening.  
 
I have lights from Commissioners Fineberg and Keller. 
  

30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

Commissioner Keller:  First of all, I want to underscore the comments that were made in the 
earlier session about the study for the crossing of 101 in the vicinity of Adobe Creek, if you will, 
and that this specifically be called out that it be year-round and perhaps even year-round should 
be part of the title of that new CIP so that it is unambiguous what is intended there. 
 
And I also would encourage to the extent that we create a committee to look at potential 
additions of CIP items to be considered by Staff and to come back at some point, and that this 
committee be given the backlog list that was mentioned by Public Works, and chronology of past 
projects going along those lines and comparison of those to the work of the various infrastructure 
studies that have been done in the past so that you can sort of cross-correlate and cross-track that 
so that in some sense there are various list of backlogged items and there are various lists of 
needed infrastructure items and it would be nice to have this committee be given all of that 
material so that it could and that material also be made public so that the public would have 
meaningful ways of participating in this discussion and also so that the Committee could note 
inconsistencies in that and understand those things which should have been identified and 
weren’t identified.  Thank you. 
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Chair Garber:  Thank you.  Vice-Chair Tuma.  I’m sorry, Commissioner Fineberg and then Vice-
Chair Tuma. 
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Commissioner Fineberg:  I would prefer to see tonight’s project fulfill our mission that is in the 
Municipal Code.  I know we are not going to be able to perfect a process tonight on the fly, but I 
think that we’ve identified already one, if not two, projects where there might be concurrence 
among Commissioners about their benefits and consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and I 
would not want to lose those. 
 
Let me get on to some specific comments about projects we discussed earlier.  The Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Access across Highway 101.  I agree that the language should stress the year-round 
access, whether that be in the title or the description, but not relegating it solely to, I believe it 
was the third paragraph on the page, and I support this new addition to the Budget.  I believe that 
it is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and Penny Ellson wrote us a Memo listing many 
specifics of its consistency.  Should that be read into the Record?  Should we have a Straw Poll 
as to that list either being adopted or Staff reviewing it? 
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Chair Garber:  Yeah, I don’t think we need to as part of the Record, but more importantly, it’s 
already part of the project that was submitted to us now by the City as opposed to Penny, is that 
correct? 
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Ms. Caporgno:  Correct, and I think what Commissioner Fineberg is suggesting is that we 
include all of the references to the other Comprehensive Plan policies that it is consistent with.  I 
mean, I think that the information that you had received from Staff had indicated a couple of 
those policies, but Penny had done a much more thorough analysis and provided many more 
references, and that we could include in  your Transmittal Letter that information. 
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Commissioner Fineberg:  Well said, thank you.  If we could do that, I would feel that would 
improve the documentation of how that crossing is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  I 
would … 
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Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg, Commissioner Keller would like to interject a comment 
there. 
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Commissioner Keller:  Does this have any Planning Commission review and/or Bicycle 
Advisory Commission review, because it only lists ARB and PRC? 
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Ms. Caporgno:  We will need to check on it.  I think part of it was that it was done very 
hurriedly, and so we will make sure that it is correct in whatever was sent to the Council. 
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Commissioner Keller:  Thank you. 
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Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma. 
 
Vice-Chair Tuma:  I would note that what the project that is listed here is just the Feasibility 
Study.  It is not the actual project of  creating the solution. 
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Ms. Caporgno:  Yeah, I agree with Vice-Chair Tuma, but I think that when Gayle mentioned that 
that’s why there was an Environmental Review, and we need to be consistent in that this is a 
Feasibility Study and we exclude the Environmental Review, and if it addresses the entire 
project, even though right now there is only $100,000 for Feasibility, that we need to address the 
other boards and commissions that will review it.   
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Commissioner Fineberg:  On the one-page sheet we were just given today, at the bottom section 
where it does say “impact and support analysis,” it does include that the design stage it may 
require ARB, PRC and PTC review so the ARB and PRC was only committee review in the top 
six lines. 
 
The comment that Commissioner Lippert made regarding any proposed additions for tonight, I 
absolutely agree with him that they not be so specific as to define a project but just be 
identification of problems that exist, Comprehensive Plan policies are not being upheld, and 
obviously the expectation would be that they would be considered in future CIPs.  He 
commented on the need for parks and where there are new populations that are not being served 
according to Comprehensive Plan criteria, and I would agree with that and would suggest that we 
consider a comment that generalizes that to include the question I had as my fifth question to 
Staff if we could look at the new developments that have happened in South Palo Alto including 
Vantage, Echelon, Classic, Altair, CT, CJL, Arbor Real, Summer Hill Homes at the Elks, Alma 
Plaza, Mayfield Mall and West Meadow Oaks, and anything else I have forgotten.  We’ve had a 
large number of new residents added in a very concentrated area and to my knowledge there has 
been very little, if not, infrastructure or amenities added to support that population.  So if we 
could identify the CIP projects that would improve these neighborhoods, provide new public 
gathering spaces, essential services and pedestrian amenities to encourage less reliance on the 
automobile and review Comprehensive Plan consistency with supporting that new population, I 
think that’s the kind of new, and I’m struggling with the wording because it is not a project, but a 
new suggestion that would allow the Comprehensive Plan to be better supported by the CIPs.  
And I am struggling with how we can determine the consistency our land use and community 
design when we don’t have the basic information to determine whether all the neighborhoods are 
being served adequately.   
 
So I would like to see an analysis of the CIP projects, both historic and proposed, that are broken 
down on a geographic basis, and that would allow us to determine whether there are adequate 
levels of service in things like parks, public infrastructure and pedestrian amenities, and that is it 
for now. 
 

39 
40 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 
Commissioner Keller:  Well, I agree with what Commissioner Fineberg said.  One of the 
interesting things with respect to parks is that I believe that so far the Park Impact Fees of 
developments have gone into improving parks in general and not towards acquiring parkland 
with the exception, I believe, of Heritage Park, which was part of the SOFA processes as 
observed and there hasn’t been the acquisition of parkland for any, as far as I can tell, of the 
developments that have so far been done in South Palo Alto, and so that is a big problem, and to 
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the extent that Parkland Impact Fees are only used for park improvements and not park 
acquisition that is an issue and to the extent to which Parkland Impact Fees are insufficient in 
order to be able to do the acquisition necessary, that is also a concern about the degree to which 
the nexus studies are appropriate there.   
 
I think that it may be possible at this meeting.  There seems to be the suggestion of flood 
protection for tidal flooding as a CIP.  There’s a potential for on-ramp from San Antonio Road 
onto 101 Southbound, which is entirely within the City of Palo Alto ignoring the issue of 
whether you close or do not close the southbound ramp from Charleston onto 101 in 
Mountainview.  Those are potential CIPs that I think we may be able to and I think are enough to 
move onto the radar screen so that we might be able to have Motions on those tonight and have 
them be studied.  I’m not sure that those need to be relegated to a committee.  I do think that the 
notion by Commissioner Lippert of identifying those areas in the City that are inadequately 
served by parks does require further review by a subcommittee, but I do think that these two 
particular items, the onramp and the flood protection are things that I think are well enough 
understood that we could recommend them for further study by Staff for inclusion in the future.   
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Chair Garber:  Commissioner Lippert. 
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Commissioner Lippert:  Well, I appreciate you understanding my point of view and where I was 
coming from.  That was really being used as an example, and not as a real live way of creating 
more work here.  It really was meant in the spirit of just giving an example as to how the process 
might work.  But, be that as it may, what I think is important here is that I do not have any desire 
to increase the bureaucracy, increase the workload of staff of this City and what I am looking for 
here, I think more than anything, is towards my Commissioners to do the heavy lifting, and by 
that what I mean is that rather than put it on Staff to find that where housing projects are being 
built and we have increased density, to look for where there are deficiencies in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  As a Commissioner, it is incumbent upon us to use those documents and 
to be familiar enough with the projects that we review and to have an understanding of the 
documentation that we can then go to the General Plan and be able to say with the CIP there is a 
deficiency or a problem here and be able to identify it.  It is not Staff’s responsibility to come 
forward with this work.  They have enough to do.  It is our job as Commissioners to sift through 
these documents to be able to do our own research and homework. 
 

35 
36 

Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma. 
 
Vice-Chair Tuma:  Okay, a few comments.  One is that I will echo the sentiments of 
Commissioners Keller and Fineberg with respect to PL-11000 which is the Bike Pedestrian 
Crossing.  I do want to make sure that with respect to the timing of this project, the project being 
the feasibility study that in our previous session I had asked Gayle Likens whether by putting it 
off to next year that we would in any way jeopardize the ability to get the addition $10 million or 
so dollars in funding and she said she didn’t think so.  I just want to make sure we are 100 
percent sure of that because I would just hate to see us not put $100,000 in the budget this year 
that could net us $10 million in the next or subsequent years.  So I think it’s really important that 
we take a look at that and make sure that putting the Feasibility Study off until next year does not 
jeopardize the funding option. 
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I would also again echo the sentiments of Commissioner Keller, in particular, with respect to 
getting a list of completed and backlogged projects going forward as a part of what we are 
looking at.  It gives us the ability to examine the program as a whole.   
 
I am struggling with us expanding our purview this evening from what we came in her doing 
without any advice from Council.  I think that while we have a section of Code section in front of 
us that appears to be on point, that I know from many years of practicing law that often times a 
section of a Code section without all of the context background and other information sometimes 
can lead you down the wrong path and I am not suggesting in any way that this is what we have 
here, but without seeing the whole Statute and without our legal counsel advising us on this, we 
could easily overstep our bounds.  Maybe it is just my legal training, but I am very cautious that 
we not do that because the context is not completely clear.  But, and like Commissioner Keller 
said, I do want to thank Commissioner Fineberg for pulling this out because these other elements 
do seem to be to get this whole CIP process more weight and it’s more interesting with more 
impact to look at the bigger picture instead of what we have done in years past, so I think that 
this is a movement in the right direction, but I would have a great deal of difficulty coming up 
with anything tonight that is a recommendation that we also say at the same time is consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan because what this is and specifically even in citing the Statute, the 
Statute says that we are to review projects for their conformity with the Comprehensive Plan and 
what I thought I understood Commissioner Fineberg saying is that we wouldn’t get to the level 
of a project, but rather would be talking more about a concept, and so I think that it is perfectly 
appropriate for us to talk about concepts, and even if we can come to some sort of consensus 
about what concept should be pursued, I think that that is great, but getting to the level of saying 
that it is defining it well enough to be able to determine whether it is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan seems to be well beyond the scope of what we would be able to do, and that 
would be something that I would have a great deal of trouble supporting, but I do want to move 
these ideas forward because I do agree with a couple of the ideas that have been mentioned thus 
far in terms of that they should be something that is moved forward.  I am just not prepared to 
either define it well enough to be a project and therefore say it is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan or to go down that route tonight, but I do want to try to find a way to move 
these ideas to Council, to Staff and get them as part of the process for the next year. 
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Chair Garber:  Commissioner Rosati, and then Chair Garber and Commissioner Keller. 
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Commissioner Rosati:  I have just a few comments.  One is that the CIP projects as presented 
this afternoon appear to me to be consistent in scope to the Comprehensive Plan.  I do not see 
anything that stands out that would not comply.  I also felt, as I think many of the other 
Commissioners feel, unable to comment as to whether the CIPs are appropriately prioritized, and 
I don’t think that is our mandate.  I do have a concern about prioritization in light of the possible 
funding shortfalls that the City is going to be facing, so I do think that the prioritization in 
particular in these days is a very important exercise and I would want the City and Council to be 
particularly thoughtful as to how that process would unfold if funds were restricted and what is 
the procedure by which we ensure that we focus on the most high priority CIPs for the City and 
for the Comprehensive Plan. 
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There is on set of CIPs, the library-related CIPs that in my opinion while on the surface appear to 
be consistent with the spirit of the Comprehensive Plan will require a lot of work as we see them 
unfold.  The definition of these projects is so high level at this stage that clearly we will want to 
eventually revisit them as they unfold.  There are so many ways to develop those projects and the 
impacts that they will have and how we start moving things around and what kind of disruption 
to the neighborhoods that they will have that I would advise the City Council to consider. 
 
I echo Vice-Chair Tuma’s comments on the concern for the CIP for the overpass/underpass and 
the access for pedestrians and bicycles through the Baylands.  As I was listening to Gayle’s 
presentation I kept asking myself couldn’t we just accelerate that study?  What would it take to 
that study earlier?  However, if it is deemed that the impact is neutral, there is no possibility of 
losing that funding and that there are other priorities and I would keep my comments around this 
out of the summary.  
 
Finally, and this is not in the context of the comments in the letter that the Chair would be 
writing, but I just wanted to support the comments made by Commissioner Lippert about how to 
approach mentally, the mental model for approaching and identifying new ideas, new 
suggestions, by basically really understanding the Comprehensive Plan and identifying where we 
may feel that the Comprehensive Plan is not being supported and starting at that level versus 
specific initiatives. 
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Chair Garber:  Well, I am not hearing anything that I am not agreeing with.  I think relative to 
solutions and moving the item forward my recommendation relative to Commissioner Fineberg’s 
lovely discovery of this particular wording in the Ordinance which I like others am thankful that 
she had found, I think finally gives us the leverage that we had and this Commission had 
attempted to find in the development of its Annual Report which has not been developed this 
year, but by finding this in the Ordinance it suddenly gives new meaning to what that Annual 
Report should be and how it should be cast, and gives weight to its development and its 
consistent issuance.  Therefore, I think in my mind, it is not a separate subcommittee but it is the 
next iteration of that subcommittee that would then incorporate the learnings and the work of the 
previous committees around the Annual Report deliverable and it would then answer this 
Ordinance directly. 
 
It seems to me that in addition to the objective that were stated for that committee before that you 
would also then add, and these may be somewhat redundant, but you add three other tasks. 
 
One, is to define the process for recommending projects for inclusion in the CIP annually.  Two, 
is to define the timing and cycle that that process would occur.  And then, three, define the 
review materials that Staff should be preparing for the PTC to make its findings which would 
then include things like backlog and new projects, etc.  
 
That said, I will weigh in with some of the other Commissioners that have spoken to that it is not 
the Commission’s role to define solutions but it is the Commission’s role to identify problems 
and/or deficiencies and/or opportunities to be raised to Staff to come back with solutions for our 
review.   
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That presumably would be made part of that subcommittee’s task, but I am not opposed to 
Recording the problems and deficiencies that have been mentioned this evening which include 
the flood protection issues, issues with safely entering southbound onto 101 from San Antonio 
and issues of deficiencies with parks especially in South Palo Alto, and then finally the problem 
that we have faced and have come to realize ever more keenly in the deficiencies of the way that 
we are modeling parking, not on a project level, but on a neighborhood level and the impacts that 
parking has. 
 
I think those are my comments.  I, like Commissioner Rosati, find nothing that does not support 
the Comprehensive Plan in the specific CIP at it has been presented to us and will, short of 
anyone else, make a Motion at the time that we are ready for that.  
 
Commissioner Keller, do you have other comments, and then I’ll invite any of the other 
Commissioners for their final comments and then we will move forward.  Julie. 
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Ms. Caporgno:  If anyone has any comments, I just wanted to address a couple of things that you 
have raised, so when you have concluded. 
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Chair Garber:  Sure, go ahead. 
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Ms. Caporgno:  Okay, thank you.  First of all, I don’t know if anybody noted 
Mr. Sartor never pointed this out, and I don’t know if this would satisfy some of the 
Commission’s concerns about backlog, but on Page 273 and 274 of the CIP booklet, there is a 
list of General Fund Infrastructure Backlog Summary and Infrastructure Future Needs Backlog.  
I don’t know why and maybe he was not aware that it was in here, and I don’t know how 
comprehensive that is, but there is some information as to the backlog projects.  And I just also 
wanted to mention this afternoon after I received Commissioner Fineberg’s email I did attempt to 
contact our City Attorney to do the very thing that Vice-Chair Tuma had asked about are there 
any restrictions on this and unfortunately he is at a conference this week, so I will check with 
him next week to find out if there are any restrictions as far as what the role of the Commission 
is related to the passage that Commissioner Fineberg pointed out.   
 
And then the final thing I wanted to mention is, and this gets a little bit at what Commissioner 
Lippert was saying as far as Staff workload, but some of the comments or some of the items that 
you have identified that you would like further information on are not within of the purview of 
the Planning Department and so I know that in the past there has been in previous Commissions 
this desire to have more information regarding parks, the amount of parkland available etc. and 
we had attempted several years ago to get that information from the Parks Department and it was 
unavailable and so some of this, even if the Commission would like these sorts of things, there 
are certain restrictions that we aren’t going to be able to necessarily get the information that you 
desire.  In some respects, it may be better to frame the concern that you feel that the City should 
be providing sufficient parks or land for new development and there has been additional new 
development over the past two years, and there have not been parks to support that, and so that 
that is one of the issues that should be addressed when funding for the CIPs is analyzed each 
year, something to that effect, so that you don’t have to necessarily have the data but you have 
the concept that is out there and you can include any sort of information that you transmit to 
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Council and that is just a suggestion and Staff would be more than happy to work with you when 
you convene the subcommittee, and I think you are probably now going to have to assign this, 
and my understanding and recollection is that former Commissioner Sanders was on the 
committee so probably another person will have to be participating on that committee. 
 

6 
7 

Chair Garber:  Thank you.  Commissioner Keller and then Commissioner Lippert. 
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Commissioner Keller:  Thank you.  The first thing is that there is the Committee for report to 
Council and I do believe that in particular the two items that have been brought up recently, the 
probable insufficiency of parks in South Palo Alto and to keep up with new development and the 
issues of parking requirements I think are appropriately within the purview of that report to 
Council based on analysis of those developments, and so I think that’s one way to handle it, and 
when the time comes I would be interested in making a Motion. 
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Chair Garber:  Commissioner Lippert and then Commissioner Fineberg. 
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Commissioner Lippert:  Sometimes one can’t see the forest for the trees, as they say, and I sort of 
digressed from commenting on the CIP previously and I would just like to take a moment to say 
that I’m in agreement that the CIP does an adequate job in terms of addressing the projects in 
terms of our policies in the General Comprehensive Plan and that it is consistent with that.  Just 
to comment on Commissioner Fineberg’s research here, I think that she has really done a great 
job in terms of digging up this paragraph here, and I believe that it is important that we do re-
examine that and perhaps do so as a topic of one of our future retreats in terms of looking at the 
CIP and how we address that procedure in the future. 
 
But I do want to speak about the efficiency that I believe that again we don’t always see the 
forest for the trees and I think that this year in particular, this new process has made us and our 
review of the CIP far more efficient than it has ever been in the past.  But, by the same token, I 
don’t think we should throw out the subcommittee of three that in fact the subcommittee of three, 
perhaps their work should begin after our Annual Report to the Council.  And the way I see this 
structure happening, listening to Chair Garber, is to begin with, when project comes forward to 
us like the project on East Meadow, or the Campus for Jewish Life, maybe that should be the 
trigger for something in the CIP that we see as deficient.  The problem with having the 
subcommittee is that it is only a group of three individuals and for them to identify where the 
deficiencies are and for other Commissioners to not be able to chime in because of the Brown 
Act, is a shortcoming in this process, and so by looking at Campus for Jewish Life and saying 
this is a really large development and we see the East Meadow Development and so on, and then 
be able to then say that we see a massing of housing here going in with no parkland associated 
with it yet they pay into the Quinby Act and the parkland fees, and then maybe that should begin 
to generate that as an item that the CIP subcommittee then begins to look at.  In other words, it 
has its own little process in which as we see these projects they then get packaged up with our 
Motion and just sent over to the CIP subcommittee.  That way, we have established a process by 
which we all have engaged in having something to say where we see there is a shortfall in the 
CIP, the Committee addresses it and is able then to bring it back without necessarily having a 
dialogue or violating the Brown Act, and thereby all of our concerns are heard, and I think that 
probably that should begin with the report to Council. 
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Commissioner Fineberg:  I’d like to start with the big picture by saying that the new CIP projects 
that we were presented appear to me as being consistent with the Comprehensive Plan as per the 
policies and programs that were noted in our handouts.  I would be able to Move or express 
support for consistency except for the parts where we are missing the review.  It’s unclear to me 
how we can proceed knowing that we are doing what we are charged with without having the 
advice of the City Attorney on this.  I am the first to admit that I am not a lawyer, but if I am left 
to my own devices to make my best interpretation of the Municipal Code it says that we are 
supposed to make an Annual Report to Council, and I am quoting this, “an Annual Report to 
Council regarding the Capital Improvement Programs.”  That, to me, is not to be commingled or 
substituted with our other Annual Report which was generated by a PTC Motion, I believe, three 
years ago and was defined, if I can roughly paraphrase it and correct me, that it was a document 
that the PTC could kind of be a canary in a coalmine and raise issues as an advanced warning of 
issues that need to be brought to Council’s attention. 
 
I think they have to remain two Annual Reports with distinct purposes, and I think because the 
Annual Report to the City Council that we create can be changed within our purview because we 
created it, I think that it’s perfectly fine to include comments there where we feel there are issues 
that are happening within the City that Council needs advance warning of, and I shouldn’t say 
warning because that is negative, but advanced notice of, and that these have been observed. 
 
That doesn’t absolve us of our responsibility to do what the Municipal Code says that we should 
do which includes an Annual Report about only the CIP programs that includes a section that 
suggests needed improvements, so if we send a report to Council without suggesting needed 
improvements that we might concur on, are we doing our duty, or are we failing to do our duty 
and I can’t answer that. 
 
I see several solutions.  One is we continue until we can get clear direction from the City 
Attorney, or we do as best as we can and we say whatever and we do a better job next year, and 
I’m frankly more comfortable with continuing because we don’t have clear instructions. 
 
Hold on, I should have said this other stuff first, but let me.  I’ll let you interject.  I wanted it on 
the Record that for a possible suggestion for a needed improvement that we consider a project, a 
concept or whatever the wording to provide flood protection in the tidal flood zones and that 
would be supported by Goal N-4 which is about Water Resources, Goal N-10 which is Natural 
Hazards and Policy and N-49 which I’m sorry I forgot to write down what it is, but that was 
Policy N-49, and I would concur with Commissioner Keller’s comment and also Vice-Chair 
Tuma’s comment about the question for advancing the timing of the funding for the bike and 
pedestrian ramp so that we not miss the opportunity for that $13-14 million, and that was it.  
Thank you. 
 

44 
45 

Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma and then Commissioner Rosati. 
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Vice-Chair Tuma:  Okay, so let me take a crack at how I think we can accomplish what 
Commissioner Fineberg is saying but not overstep our bounds.  I think maybe it’s pretty 
straightforward actually, and I am not making a Motion here, but I would envision a Motion that 
says something like we find that the CIP as it stands is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
and that we additionally suggest the following additional needed improvements that do not 
appear and then list the things that we have talked about and leave it at that, where we not going 
so far as to define them as a project, and we are not going so far as to say that the “needed 
improvements” which mirrors the language in the Statute are necessarily consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan, but yet we are sending a clear message that we think these things are 
needed and they need to be looked at so we don’t overstep our bounds but we meet the apparent 
requirements of the statute and we list those items that have been discussed and maybe there is a 
Motion that starts with this and we do some Friendly Amendments to make sure that these 
“needed improvements” get added to it, but I think I would be comfortable with a process like 
that where we stay within the consistency of the Comprehensive Plan for the items that are in the 
CIP and then we make some other suggestions that we’ve talked about and then we say that the 
following needed improvements should be examined and list those very specifically and then 
that becomes part of the Transmittal to Council.  That is maybe a way to bridge that. 
 
I do have one other thing I want to throw out there to see if the Commissioners think that it rises 
to the level of getting included as a specific item in our transmittal and I know that this is 
something that has been discussed every year that I have been on the Commission in the context 
of the CIP but nonetheless I think it’s an ongoing problem and I would suggest that we make a 
recommendation that Public Works and the Utilities Department re-examine their process for 
coordinating paving projects and improvement projects and further that they develop a strategy 
for communicating their rationale for doing what they are doing to the public, and I think that 
second piece is very important, because I found in previous discussion with Public Works that 
sometimes when you examine what has gone on, they would have had to have had a crystal ball 
to not make what appears to be a silly decision and in fact the decision that they’ve made is quite 
appropriate, but they did not know that X was going to happen, and it happened and so there you 
have. 
 
Often times, I don’t necessarily think that there may be inconsistencies where the coordination is 
not as good as it could be, and so I think that they should re-examine that, but I think they also 
need to develop strategies for where there is what appears to the public to be a mistake that in 
fact it is not and I think that if they do that they will actually save quite a bit of money because 
what happens is, and in certain instances this has happened at this time in my neighborhood, but 
it develops into this big brouhaha and they have to have meetings with the public and they have 
to talk about it, and so if they would just communicate that, and they did a very good job of 
communicating to us that they were going to do this project, but they could also say that they 
know that they just paved Matadero but here is why, and you leave it at that, and so I think that 
the consensus that I heard when we were in the other room was that people see this enough and 
sort of including it as one of the items that these guys should look at and figure out how to deal 
with, to me, rises to the level of being included in our Transmittal to Council.   
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Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller, a Motion perhaps? 
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Commissioner Keller:  Yes, thank you, I make the following Motion: 
 
First, that the Planning Commission finds that the new Capital Improvement Program Projects 
are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and we make the Amendment to PL-11000 with 
respect to year-round and that we suggest that this project should be accelerated if it turns out 
that this would be useful for obtaining the money from external sources. 
 
Second, with respect for suggestions for reviewing improvements in economy or efficiency 
which might be effective through the combining of various projects, we make the following two 
suggestions.  
 
The first suggestion is that Public Works and the Utilities Department do a better job of 
coordinating projects that impact the streets and better inform and solicit input from the public 
about prioritization of projects that impact the streets. 
 
The second suggestion is that Public Works Consider Improvements to street maintenance 
process that increases the life of streets and reduces the need for street resurfacing.   
 
Third, that the following suggestions of needed improvements that do not appear in the program 
are transmitted. 
 
One is consider of future CIP for tidal flood protection and, two, is the consideration of a future 
CIP that would involve an onramp from San Antonio Road onto Southbound 101. 
 
And number four, that the future iterations of the proposed Capital Budget, the CIP document, 
include the following four items. 
 
One, a backlog list of those things which have been identified by Public Works, Utilities and 
other departments as work that is expected to included in a future CIP. 
 
Second, the chronology of the past projects in the last several years to provide context for what 
has occurred. 
 
Third, a combined comprehensive map of all the projects listed on the CIP in one place so that 
we can identify the locations of the various projects on the City map. 
 
And fourth the infrastructure studies that were done in the past by the various auditors, and I’m 
not sure else did the infrastructure studies, but the summary of those listed items that need to be 
done appear and be cross-correlated with the list of chronology of past projects and the backlog 
list of future CIPs so that members of the public and the various Boards and Commissions and 
the Council can understand the list of the infrastructure study lists and which of those things are 
scheduled, have been scheduled or left to the future but are identified. 
 

44 
45 
46 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Point of Clarification, could you express that fourth point in ten words 
or less?  I got lost. 
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Commissioner Keller:  The fourth point was asking for four things.  I’m asking for the backlog 
list included in the future CIPs.  In other words, in this document will be four things.  One is the 
backlog list that they have identified, two is the chronology of past projects, three is a combined 
map of where all the projects appear on a single map in addition to the individual maps and four 
is a list of those items that have been identified in prior infrastructure studies by the auditor and 
other bodies within the Council and a cross-correlation of this list with the other lists. 
 

8 
9 

Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma. 
 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Additional Point of Clarification.  In the very beginning of your Motion you 
said that the new CIP projects are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  I believe that our 
charge is to make a recommendation or consensus as to whether the entire CIP is consistent with 
the Comprehensive plan, so perhaps you would want to clarify your Motion. 
 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

Commissioner Keller:   We haven’t done a review this time of those projects.  We’ve only done 
a review of the new projects and therefore I am not sure that we can say anything about the other 
projects unless we want to go back and review them or trust prior Commissions, but I think that 
our review has been limited to the new projects. 
 

20 
21 

Chair Garber:  Julie. 
 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

Ms. Caporgno:  The Commission’s role is to look at the entire CIP.  We were focusing you on 
the new ones for discussion with the department heads because we knew you had limited time 
and those are the ones you had no heard about previously, but the review you received the whole 
document because the charge of the Commission is to look at the entire document and then to 
reach some conclusion.  Now, admittedly, if these have not changed I would assumed that you in 
the past last year you found them to be consistent and they haven’t changed over the past year 
and that they should still be consistent this year, but your charge is to look at the entire 
document. 
 

31 
32 

Chair Garber:  Before we go on, we need a Second, or the Motion will die.  Is there a Second? 
 

33 
34 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Second. 
 

35 
36 

Chair Garber:  Good.  Would the Maker like to speak to his Motion? 
 

37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

Commissioner Keller:  Yes, thank you.  First of all, I would like to commend Staff and also the 
various presenters in the Study session.  I think that this process has been better than the previous 
processes that we have gone through and there have been certainly a number of improvements to 
this.  I think we can make a few more improvements that I have identified, but I think this has 
been a very helpful process and I think that having the entire Commission being able to interact 
with the various department heads, I think, has been a helpful improvement. 
 
I also appreciate that we are in a time of limited resources and that a great deal of evaluation 
occurs but not by us, but by Staff and by the Finance Committee of the City Council and by the 
City Council, and that it is not our job to prioritize, but it is our job to identify those things which 
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10 
11 
12 
13 

may have been overlooked and which should be considered and go through a prioritization 
process by the aforementioned bodies. 
 
Thirdly, I think that this as identified by Commissioner Fineberg, the more comprehensive 
review as we are doing, I think, does more justice to this process because it allows us to more 
inform and do a better job of recommending things to the Council based on our detailed analysis 
and one of the reasons that I’ve added these suggestions to the Motion is honor of my advisor for 
my PhD thesis who taught me that it is often better to ask for forgiveness than to ask for 
permission, and considering that we do not have the City Attorney there, I would rather be yelled 
at for doing the wrong thing than avoid making the Motion with these various things in it.  I 
think that we will be our own counsel, so to speak, and include our appropriate recommendations 
to Council. 
 

14 
15 

Chair Garber:  Would the Seconder like to speak to their Second? 
 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Yes, I would.  I think that the Motion as made allows us to move this 
forward and still accomplish what is our best attempt to satisfy as our charge as we see it in the 
Municipal Code.  I would like to make one Friendly Amendment that in number three the 
wording read specifically from the Municipal Code that there be this list of “suggest any needed 
improvements which do not appear in the program” and that we cite that wording from 
Municipal Code Section 19.04.040. 
 

23 
24 

Commissioner Keller:  That’s fine. 
 

25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

Commissioner Fineberg:  And secondly, as part of that, you stipulated two areas that we include 
and the first was the tidal flood protection and the second was the onramp, and I would like to 
add a third that if we can word it that the issue is adequacy of improvements in all neighborhoods 
as stipulated in the Vision Statement of Chapter Two which is the Land Use and Community 
Design with respect to the CIP projects that improve the neighborhoods, provide new public 
gathering spaces and this should be verbatim from the Comprehensive Plan, “providing new 
public gathering spaces, essential services, pedestrian amenities to encourage less reliance on the 
automobile,” and that is exactly as quoted from the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

34 
35 
36 

Commissioner Keller:  Could you cite where that is from in the Comprehensive Plan so that will 
make it easier for Staff. 
 

37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Sure, it’s Second Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan which is titled 
Land Use and Community Design and it’s the first paragraph that is titled the Vision Statement, 
and this is not in the Ordinance any more, but I am speaking to my Friendly Amendment, that the 
Vision Statement is where the framers of the Comprehensive Plan gathered up all the policies, all 
the goals, all the programs and tried to speak to what they are accomplishing.  We are not being 
asked right now to drill down for policies and programs to support it because we don’t know 
what the specific project is, but I believe to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, fulfilling 
the Vision Statement is a primary task. 
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Commissioner Keller:  Are you suggesting that what Staff do with this is that they look at which 
neighborhoods may not have been sufficiently provided with amenities? 
 

4 
5 
6 
7 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Yes, that’s why I’m saying it would read that the Staff look at the 
adequacy of improvements in all neighborhoods, and that was the beginning of the additional 
item, and that wording is straight out of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

8 
9 

10 

Commissioner Keller:  Can I defer this and let other Commissioners weigh in before I decide 
whether to accept it.  Is that okay?  Chair? 
 

11 
12 

Chair Garber:  Yes, but I guess I would suggest the Seconder not offer it as an Amendment yet. 
 

13 
14 
15 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Just to confirm that my first recommendation of the specific wording 
for that whole section you accepted?   
 

16 
17 

Commissioner Keller:  Yes, I did.   
 

18 
19 

Commissioner Fineberg:  And then I can wait to offer my second Friendly Amendment. 
 

20 
21 

Commissioner Keller:  Thank you.   
 

22 
23 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Lippert and then Vice-Chair Tuma. 
 

24 
25 
26 

Commissioner Lippert:  I would like to offer a couple of Friendly Amendments, under point four 
that the comment on the infrastructure backlog, that there is a section on infrastructure backlog. 
 

27 
28 
29 

Commissioner Keller:  I will take the Friendly Amendment to indicate that it should be a detailed 
list of infrastructure backlog, more detailed that what is currently provided. 
 

30 
31 

Commissioner Lippert:  That’s fine, but it should cite that there is one. 
 

32 
33 

Commissioner Keller:  Thank you.  Does the Seconder accept the Amendment. 
 

34 
35 

Commissioner Fineberg:  As you have amended yes, second. 
 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

Commissioner Lippert:  And as another Friendly Amendment in point four you were talking 
about a chronology or projects, past as well as current projects, and my Friendly Amendment is 
that perhaps it might be better served in a bar chart form in which it shows the Projects in an 
itemized listed matrix, along a timeline that shows where they fall and then as projects slip, 
perhaps, and I’m sorry a Gantt chart, they are then repositioned the following year. 
 
Commissioner Keller:  Let me suggest that replacing the word chronology with an itemized list 
of past projects to which a timeline has been identified and how Staff wishes to present that is up 
to them, but to me the main issue is that the projects be identified by time and I don’t really care 
whether it is sorted by time or sorted by location or sorted by category, or whatever, but to me 
the important thing is that the past projects be identified along with the time. 

42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
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Commissioner Lippert:  The reason why I’m recommended that it be provided in Gantt chart 
form is that it really would be helpful in the review rather than creating additional work.  
 

5 
6 

Chair Garber:  Assuming the Gantt chart already exists, we don’t know. 
 

7 
8 
9 

10 

Commissioner Keller:  I’d rather not make the Gantt chart a formal part of the Motion because 
I’d like Staff to consider that as something for them to consider and if they can do that, that’s 
fine. 
 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Commissioner Lippert:  Fine, then I’ll be making my comments, which is that I won’t support 
your recommendation here and the basis upon which I won’t is number one not accepting my 
additional Friendly Amendment and number two, I am not in agreement with the additional 
projects that you’ve heaped on the list, and so I’m very uncomfortable with those 
recommendations in terms of Charleston and San Antonio Road, and I’m not comfortable with 
the levy recommendation here, and I’m not comfortable with the parks recommendation and I 
don’t have any ability upon which to evaluate those as to their appropriateness.  While I support 
and I’m in support of the CIP itself, I am not in support of the Motion, so I will not be supporting 
the Motion.   
 

21 
22 

Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma and then Chair Garber. 
 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Okay, so a couple of things.  Where is it?  There it is.  What we were asked to 
do here tonight was to make a recommendation with respect to the 2009-2014 Capital 
Improvement Program consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and recommend the findings to 
the City Council.  I don’t think we are doing our job if we limit this Motion to the new items.  I 
think we were given sufficient warning, notice and discussion that this is what it was about.  Yes, 
we focused on the new items, but we are advocating our responsibility in my view if we this 
motion does not cover the entire CIP.  I mean, that’s what we came here to do tonight, so I would 
offer a Friendly Amendment that deletes the word “new” from the original Motion. 
 

32 
33 

Commissioner Keller:  I’ll accept that. 
 

34 
35 

Chair Garber:  Seconder. 
 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Commissioner Fineberg:  I can’t accept that because we don’t have any analysis from Staff 
regarding the consistency with the Comprehensive Plan of the other projects.  We had virtually 
no discussion of the rest of them and that is where my quandary comes of whether a continuation 
would be a better mechanism. 
 

41 
42 
43 
44 

Chair Garber:  What that would mean, though, is that we would be repudiating the previous 
recommendations that this Commission has made of the CIP projects that have been here and 
that we have already considered in previous years.  Julie. 
 
Ms. Caporgno:  The CIP document, every single CIP has consistency statements in here.  We 
just, and as I said, we focused on those.  You had a limited amount of time.  You had discussed 

45 
46 
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them before and when we gave you the whole book it was for you to review the whole book.  I 
mean, otherwise we would have just given you the thirty or so that were discussed with the 
department heads or the department representatives. 
 

5 
6 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Point of Clarification, am I allowed to change my mind? 
 

7 
8 

Chair Garber:  Of course. 
 

9 
10 

Commissioner Fineberg:  I will accept that Friendly Amendment. 
 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Okay, thank you.  I had one other comment, question or clarification, and I’m 
not sure which or what it is, but I’m trying to bridge a gap which may not exist and that is that as 
I understood the Motion, all we are doing with respect to these additional projects is making the 
statement that they are needed improvements to the program.  Is that correct, and that is a 
question for the Maker. 
 

17 
18 
19 

Commissioner Keller:  We are suggested these as needed improvements which do not appear in 
the program and that they should be considered for future improvement in the program. 
 

20 
21 
22 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Okay, so they should be considered for future improvement.  We are not in 
any way passing on their consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, is that correct? 
 

23 
24 

Commissioner Keller:  That’s correct. 
 

25 
26 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  The intent of the Motion? 
 

27 
28 
29 
30 

Commissioner Keller:  Yes, that’s correct.  The expectation is that these will come back to us in 
a future year, and when they come back to us as projects, then we will at that time consider their 
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

31 
32 
33 
34 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  Right, but you would leave open the possibility that they may not come back 
to us as projects because we are merely asking and recommending that Staff look at things, and it 
is possible that they may  not come back to us as projects.  That is a possibility. 
 

35 
36 
37 

Commissioner Keller:  That’s correct and it is also possible that if they don’t that we may 
recommend them again next year. 
 
Vice-Chair Tuma:  Right, exactly.  Okay, because it’s that spirit in which we are offering these 
suggestions that makes me comfortable with moving this forward that we are not saying that 
these are projects.  They are not projects and we are also not passing on their consistency with 
the Comprehensive Plan but rather we are just saying that these are just things that should be 
looked at or are needed improvements that don’t appear in the program and so I would appeal to 
Commissioner Lippert to think about the way that this Motion was framed in that light and if he 
is not inclined to support the Motion for other reasons I could understand that, but with respect to 
the items that have been added to the Motion, it seems to me that the spirit in which we are doing 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
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this at least I am comfortable and I would appeal to Commissioner Lippert to maybe reconsider 
that component of his objection. 
 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

Chair Garber:  Actually, let me speak for a moment, and then I’ll let you go. 
 
To that point, I would also like to encourage Commissioner Lippert to come on board and to that 
end, let me suggest or make a Friendly Amendment to the Maker to include that the Staff or 
Public Works or whatever portion of the Staff ends up creating the list of projects, that they 
consider presenting it as a Gantt chart which would make the reading of it easier and its 
understanding that much more quickly done. 
 

12 
13 
14 
15 

Commissioner Keller:  Let me suggest that we request that Staff provide a list of past projects 
which include date information and that Staff consider the presentation of that information 
graphically in a Gantt or per chart. 
 

16 
17 

Commissioner Lippert:  Can you restate that, please? 
 

18 
19 
20 
21 

Commissioner Keller:  Yes, I’m requesting that the Staff provide a list of past projects including 
date information of when the projects were done and that Staff consider the appropriate graphical 
presentation of that material in a Gantt or Per chart.   
 

22 
23 

Chair Garber:  Let me ask the Seconder first if they would accept that. 
 

24 
25 
26 

Commissioner Fineberg:  How about if it was worded that Staff provide a list or Gantt chart of 
and then as your language. 
 

27 
28 
29 
30 

Commissioner Keller:  How about if I replace the word “list” with “Staff include the past 
projects and including date information and consider presenting that in a graphical form such as 
through a Gantt or Per chart,” is that acceptable to the Seconder? 
 

31 
32 

Commissioner Fineberg:  That’s acceptable, thank you. 
 

33 
34 

Chair Garber:  I’m actually not done, but Commissioner Lippert. 
 

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Commissioner Lippert:  Yeah, I’ll make the formal Motion which is that the recommendation 
include a recommendation that the future CIP include a chronology of current and past projects 
in a Gantt chart format.  I need a Second on that.  That’s a Motion.  Sorry, no, a Formal 
Amendment, I’m sorry. 
 

40 
41 

Chair Garber:  Clarification? 
 

42 
43 
44 

Commissioner Keller:  Can I ask clarification of whether you mean past, current and projected 
future? 
 

45 
46 

Commissioner Lippert:  Correct. 
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Chair Garber:  So, I’ll Second to move things along, and so I’m taking that this would replace the 
Amendment that was just offered by the Maker? 
 

4 
5 

Commissioner Lippert:  Correct. 
 

6 
7 
8 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Point of Clarification, that would only be for the last item of the fourth 
point and not replacing the big Motion. 
 

9 
10 

Chair Garber:  Yeah, that is my understanding. 
 

11 
12 
13 

Commissioner Lippert:  And just to clarify things for everybody, if in fact that is accepted, I will 
feel comfortable about voting in support of the Main Motion. 
 

14 
15 
16 

Chair Garber:  Right, but this is just the Amendment, and so just replacing the last stated 
Amendment of the Maker. 
 

17 
18 

Commissioner Keller:  So I will accept that Amendment. 
 

19 
20 

Commissioner Lippert:  You don’t.  You can’t do that.  We have to vote on the Amendment. 
 

21 
22 
23 

??___________:  I’d like to Call a Question on the Motion that is on the Table which deals just 
with this fourth point. 
 

24 
25 
26 

Chair Garber:  Okay.  All those in favor of just this particular point which is that the Staff shall 
include a Gantt chart of past and future projects, and now we’ve got that question going here. 
 

27 
28 
29 
30 

Commissioner Keller:  I’m assuming that this doesn’t replace the last statement but actually 
amends the last statement so that in other words it basically requests that they include the Gantt 
chart and replace the first thing that I had. 
 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Chair Garber:  That’s right.  That’s correct, just the one line here, and that is also in future, yes, 
CIPs.  Correct.  Okay, all those in favor?  (ayes)  All those opposed?  That particular Motion 
passes unanimously. 
 
Now, let’s go back to the Main Motion which I think brings the questions or the comments back 
to the chair which is myself and I have one other clarification and that is on item number two 
under the needed improvements that you stated that was on the onramp to 101 that was specific 
to San Antonio Road. 
 

40 
41 
42 

Commissioner Keller:  Yes, it was specific to San Antonio Road.  The onramp from San Antonio 
Road is eastbound onto southbound 101.  
 
Chair Garber:  Perfect.  Then, for item number three there, let me see if Commissioner Fineberg 
would feel comfortable with wording related to that.  In my mind, a Vision Statement attached to 
this is not helpful in that it is not action-oriented.  It doesn’t have a specific thing that it is 
looking for.  I like the Vision Statement but I think that in my mind what the real issue is that we 

43 
44 
45 
46 
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want Staff and the City to focus on, or perhaps the critical issue here, is parking and extra project 
parking, and we do not have a way in which to address that because it doesn’t come up around 
projects.  There is a hypothesis that it is that the additional problems that we have with Parking 
are project-related which remains untested.  I’m talking about parking that has created a number 
of impacts around some of the larger housing issues and in particular in South Palo Alto.  I was 
going to suggest that third needed improvements and I am not sure that I am getting the language 
exactly right that the Maker had created that there be directed towards the City addressing the 
extra project parking impacts on a neighborhood basis as opposed to a project basis.  
Commissioner Keller. 
 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Commissioner Keller:  I’m not sure that parking is, per se, the kind of improvement that we are 
talking about but perhaps to be a little bit more specific in regard, perhaps we should and I’m not 
going to make this Amendment yet, but I am basically going to put it out for comments before I 
formally make this Amendment that we suggest the consideration of acquisition of additional 
parkland to correspond to the increased development that has occurred in the last few years in 
South Palo Alto and that’s specific.  It is specific enough for the purposes of this.  It indicates 
and is recognition of the fact that the Quinby Act which required dedicated parkland as a 
essentially not applied for hardly any of the projects that occurred in South Palo Alto, and that 
unlike that projects that created Heritage Park, nothing comparable was done in South Palo Alto, 
and I think that might be the spirit.  I think that parking is a different issue and is better addressed 
in the report to Council.   
 

23 
24 

Chair Garber:  Vice-Chair Tuma. 
 

25 
26 
27 
28 

Vice-Chair Tuma:  I had failed to comment on this additional item that Commissioner Fineberg 
had put in.  I’m losing a little bit of track of where we are procedurally.  Has this actually been a 
Formal Amendment.   
 

29 
30 
31 
32 

Chair Garber:  I have not made it an Amendment yet.  It is just a comment and nor has the 
Commissioner Keller.  His was not stated as an Amendment either, as a comment that he as 
floating to the Commission. 
 
Vice-Chair Tuma:  Okay, so in content I very much agree with what Commissioner Fineberg has 
stated and I think her statement was broader than what Commissioner Keller has narrowed it 
down to because she included public gathering spaces, essential services and pedestrian 
amenities to encourage less reliance on the automobile.  My problem is, if that were one of the 
programs or projects that we were putting forward that is a huge task.  I mean, that is just a 
gigantic task, basically, to make sure that all of our neighborhoods have the right amenities and 
so I would really struggle with making that a recommendation to Council because I think we 
need to be more specific if we were going to recommend something like that.  Now, whether 
narrowing it all the way down to acquiring parkland is the right place on the continuum, maybe 
that’s too specific or too limited in terms of covering what the vision of the Comprehensive Plan 
here is.  I don’t know what the right resolution is, but I would have trouble supporting an 
Amendment that was as broad as what Commissioner Fineberg had suggested.  At the same time, 
I’m not sure that limiting it just to parkland and/or parking covers the spirit of what she was 
after.  I don’t know, and I’m not entirely convinced that this is the right place to resolve that in 

33 
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the context of the CIP discussion, but just let’s continue to have the discussion a little bit because 
I do think that there are some shall way amenity inequities or deficiencies that should be 
addressed, but the way that it was framed before is a bit too big or comprehensive for me. 
 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Well, I chose the wording from the Comprehensive Plan specifically 
because it is the document that governs our land use and it’s been adopted.  It’s been subject to 
public hearings.  It’s simply not even debatable.  It is the document that governs how we make 
land use decisions, and this is the Vision Statement of the chapter addressing land use and 
community design.  What my attempt is by using the language from the Comprehensive Plan is 
that we not have to wordsmith and that what we are simply pointing out is that inequity that 
Vice-Chair Tuma pointed out.  It could be accomplished through an impossible number of 
projects, so I’m assuming it may not cause perfection but by pointing it out as a global issue that 
there is an area of town that has had numerous new residents that have not received any new 
amenities, and that’s not the wording of my Motion, but that is the intent that the analysis then of 
how does it get addressed, that’s where the projects will be prioritized and I don’t know if parks 
are the first place that should be prioritized because no one has done any analysis so maybe it’s 
parks.  Certainly on libraries we know that Mitchell Park will go a long way to address the 
library needs of the southern end of town and the new residents and the increased demand that 
will happen, so some of the CIP projects that are in the pipeline will address that without any 
additional spending, but maybe there are needs where the projects don’t exist and so I’m trying 
to spur an analysis to determine which specific projects, knowing that it won’t be a quest of 
perfection. 
 

24 
25 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Commissioner Keller:  I greatly appreciate the spirit that Commissioner Fineberg is suggesting 
and I also am greatly informed by Vice-Chair Tuma’s comments and I think that in some sense 
part of our job is to, in the extent that we are going forward and making suggestions of any 
needed improvements, I think we need give more direction to the extent that we are suggesting 
those needed improvements and pointing to a background broad statement in the Comprehensive 
Plan doesn’t provide sufficient specificity to provide direction.  I’m not making this as an 
Amendment but I’m basically throwing this out for people to consider.  To the extent that 
Commissioner Fineberg’s wording refers to essentially all neighborhoods it is in some sense 
overly broad, but to the extent that what we direct to is the recognition of the new development 
that has occurred in the last several years and considering whether there is sufficient of the 
amenities of that Commissioner Fineberg mentioned to correspond to the new housing 
developments in the last five years, say, I think that would provide the necessary specificity and 
yet not be too specific to parkland that Vice-Chair Tuma objected too.  I’m going to throw that 
out as an idea and perhaps Commissioner Fineberg might want to suggest wording. 
 

41 
42 

Chair Garber:  I have some thoughts too.  Commissioner Lippert. 
 
Commissioner Lippert:  I’m not opposed to the direction in which we are going in terms of the 
recommendation here in terms of citing specific areas of deficiency.  Where I’m struggling is in 
the complexity of being able to make specific findings.  That’s where I’m having difficulty.  I 
would feel a lot more comfortable if we were able to say that over the last three years there are X 

43 
44 
45 
46 
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number of units of new housing in Palo Alto, which is information that is available to us 
thorough the Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG) numbers to be able to say that they 
happen in an approximate area at the site where that area is or where that congregational mass is, 
and then begin to say in looking at a citywide land use map we see that amount of recreational 
space, and I’m being very specific here, is lacking.  That would be the findings upon which you 
could then go to the CIP and begin to make findings or specific recommendations to Council.  To 
broadly say deficiency in an infrastructure I don’t think rises to our abilities and it relies to 
heavily on Staff and the City government to make those determination sand report back to us.  
That’s not within our purview.  We don’t have Staff in that sense. 
 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Chair Garber:  How about this, why don’t we state something along these lines, which is that the 
City has recognized, and let me give the problem statement and then I’ll give what I think the 
solution is.  We have recognized, we the Commission, we the Staff and we the City have 
recognized that a number of recent projects have exacerbated a variety of issues, particularly in 
South Palo Alto that have caused us to question whether we are meeting the vision of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Therefore, what we would suggest that the City do is to look at addressing 
the deficiency of planning that South Palo Alto needs to establish what programs and policies 
should be put in place to address these issues and that that would essentially be item number 
three here to create this basis for which to do that planning.  Anyone?  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

Commissioner Fineberg:  If I heard you correctly you are suggesting Amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan Programs and Policies.  I’m thinking more on the lines of something that 
first part of what you said but we’re not talking about Comprehensive Plan Amendment tonight, 
we are talking about CIP projects, so the CIP projects that would address the first part of what 
you said. 
 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

Chair Garber:  Yeah.  All I’m suggesting is that there is an issue that could be addressed through 
funding via the CIP vehicle which would address some of the planning deficiencies or how we 
should address planning deficiencies in Southern Palo Alto and because it is planning it has to 
meet the Comprehensive Plan and it has to address all of those things and so let’s figure out what 
the big issues are and what the right ways of addressing those are.  Commissioner Keller. 
 

33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Commissioner Keller:  I would encourage Commissioner Fineberg who has the wording to draft 
a third item under this list of needed improvements along the lines of referencing the 
developments in South Palo Alto as you have done and then having the wording of considering 
whether there are sufficient amenities with respect to developments that have occurred and if you 
could basically, and I think that this is the kind of scope that I would support or perhaps other 
people would.  Does that make sense? 
 

40 
41 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Absolutely.  Should I take another crack at crafting it? 
 

42 
43 

Chair Garber:  Please. 
 

44 
45 
46 

Commissioner Fineberg:  And if I’m awkward in my wording, I want to say in advance that I 
welcome … 
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Chair Garber:  You’ve got five other editors here. 
 

3 
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6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

Commissioner Fineberg:  I’m not crafting the language yet but this is going to be under a section 
that’s titled Suggest Any Needed Improvements which did not appear in the program so maybe 
we could start with considering the recent increase in population clustered in South Palo Alto, 
including the following developments, and this is not comprehensive and if Staff could please 
later add anything I am forgetting, Vantage, Echelon, Classic Communities, Alterra, CK, CJL, 
Arbor Real, Summer Hill Homes, Elks Club, Alma Plaza, Mayfield Mall, West Meadow Oaks, 
and these developments have added population which may not be adequately served with 
neighborhood improvements including public gathering spaces, essential services and pedestrian 
amenities to encourage less reliance on the automobile.  End. 
 
And then regarding your question about parking, could we have an additional item that then is, 
and so that would be like a fourth item. 
 

16 
17 
18 

Chair Garber:  Actually, I wouldn’t even bother because I think parking would be a part of your 
previous statement. 
 

19 
20 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Okay. 
 

21 
22 
23 
24 

Chair Garber:  But I think you might also want to state specifically that the recommendation here 
from the Commission would be that the City undertake a Planning Study to understand what 
those issues are.  Commissioner Lippert.    
 

25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Commissioner Lippert:  If I might, we can make this and add this as an Amendment, move this 
forward to Council with perhaps in that recommendation saying that this is an item that we 
would like to see returned to us before the next CIP, so that way we know that it’s something that 
could be addressed in the next CIP. 
 

30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

Chair Garber:  Yeah, I think that actually all of these items under here we would be looking for a 
response from Staff in one form or another because presumably and granted some outside 
likelihood, but some could be answered in the two or three weeks before the City Council.  Not 
likely, but all of them would need to come back to us in some form and was just discussed 
between Vice-Chair Tuma and Commissioner Keller, some may not come back to us, but that 
doesn’t keep us from asking that they be reconsidered. 
 

37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 

Commissioner Lippert:  Well, you know, I think if we go back to the language of what our task 
is before us this evening, and if you specifically go to the language Commissioner Fineberg had 
in her questions which is again any suggestions any needed improvements which do not appear 
in the program.  That follows along the lines of those specific words.  So what we are basically 
doing is we are saying, not only are we moving this forward to you, but we are asking that if you 
are in agreement with us that you make allocate the resources to then have it come back to us as 
though it was continued, but that the continuation date is of course before the next CIP.   
 
Chair Garber:  Okay, so Commissioner Fineberg, could you forgive me for asking you to repeat 
yourself, but could you state your wording as a Friendly Amendment for the Maker. 

45 
46 
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Commissioner Fineberg:  Okay, I am going to do that in two parts.  The wording that I was said 
was that given, and staff is going to have the benefit of verbatim minutes if I don’t get this 
exactly correctly, but given the recent population growth in South Palo Alto with projects 
including and then I had the list, that there be CIP projects, and I’m not getting this quite right 
that would provide for all Palo Alto neighborhoods to be improved, each having public gathering 
places, essential services and pedestrian amenities to encourage less reliance on the automobile.   
 
The Amendment that Commissioner Lippert is suggesting would apply to all three of the items in 
the list, so that would be appropriate as a Friendly Amendment to Commissioner Keller’s main 
section three item. 
 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

Commissioner Keller:  So, firstly, I am not sure that we need to stay anything about when these 
come back to us, but certainly, we should I think in general ask that we get responses on these in 
the cycle of the next CIP, and how that should be worded and where that should be part of the 
Motion, I’m going to suggest that the Chair give me guidance on that.  With respect to the 
Friendly Amendment made by Commissioner Fineberg, let me suggest a wording along these 
lines that the Planning Commission or however we want to have the lead-in to that suggests that 
improvements be considered in the vicinity of the following listed developments, whatever they 
are, to address any deficiencies in and then the rest of the stuff in the Comprehensive Plan.  Does 
that make sense?  The idea is the Motion that says that we suggest that they consider projects in 
the vicinity of these new developments that address the deficiencies and then in the 
Comprehensive Plan is a list of those things, the gathering spaces and all of that.  That is where 
the deficiencies would begin and that we direct them specifically in the vicinity of the new 
developments.   
 

27 
28 

Chair Garber:  That we direct the study to look in the vicinity of those developments. 
 

29 
30 

Commissioner Keller:  That’s correct.   
 

31 
32 
33 

Chair Garber:  Okay, we’ll shorten this.  Will the Seconder accept the Maker’s revision?  I know, 
but it’s now been restated so I’m asking you to Second it and move forward. 
 

34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Commissioner Fineberg:  I will Second that so it would be that the PTC improvements be 
considered in the vicinity of recent developments in South Palo Alto including the long list of 
developments so as to address deficiencies in neighborhood improvements so each is to have 
public gathering spaces, essential services and pedestrian amenities to encourage decreased 
reliance on the automobile.   
 

40 
41 

Commissioner Keller:  That’s correct. 
 

42 
43 
44 
45 

Chair Garber:  Perfect, and then relative to your looking for guidance on the previous piece, I 
would simply suggest that the Planning Commission would ask that Staff return to the Planning 
Commission with status on these topics and how they will be executed.   
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Commissioner Keller:  Perhaps we should, and let me suggest this, and see if this makes any 
sense, and I’m going to offer it later but I’m just putting this as a trial balloon that the Planning 
Commission request that Staff either include CIPs addressing our suggestions or respond with an 
explanation on how these issues are to be addressed in the future. 
 

6 
7 

Chair Garber:  Yeah, I think that’s fine.  Julie. 
 

8 
9 

10 
11 

Ms. Caporgno:  Since this is a report, or this report will be going to Council, maybe the way to 
phrase that is that you are requesting the Council to direct Staff to respond to you because that’s, 
and I mean, we are not going to, or the Public Works and the other departments … 
 

12 
13 

Chair Garber:  Thank you.   
 

14 
15 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Is Staff allowed to make Motions? 
 

16 
17 
18 

Commissioner Keller:  I’m going to make the Amendment which is to what I said earlier as per 
Julie’s suggested wording.  Thank you. 
 

19 
20 

Chair Garber:  Okay, let’s vote. 
 

21 
22 

Commissioner Fineberg:  I accept. 
 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Chair Garber:  You betcha.  All those in favor?  (ayes)  All those opposed.  The Motion passes 
unanimously with Commissioner Holman absent and we will close that item, and close the 
Public Hearing.  Commissioner Lippert. 
 
Commission Action: Commissioner Keller moved with a second from Commissioner Fineberg 
to recommend to Council staff recommendations of the CIP (6-0-0-1, Holman absent) 
 

30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

Commissioner Lippert:  I just want to make one brief comment here.  You know, I really 
appreciate incorporating my Friendly Amendment even though I had to be forced a little bit, but 
what’s important here, I think, is that Council hears from all of us in terms of our thoughts, and 
since we are not trying to do these as random comments, we are trying to form a consensus here, 
and I really don’t like to have to force my hand in such a way.   
 
Last year, I made a comment with regard to the City’s fleet of automobiles and had suggested as 
part of the CIP in the purchase of those vehicles that they look at low-emission/high-efficiency 
vehicles and I was pleased to see that a number of City vehicles had been replaced with Priuses.   
Every one of our comments, as a body, is particularly important, and so when I have to put on 
my game face or poker face here and begin to force my hand, it doesn’t really make it a pleasant 
experience for myself or my colleagues.   
 
Chair Garber:  Well, we all take lessons.  I would like to thank the Commissioners.  I thought, 
although it was a bit longer than I was expecting, a very good discussion.  Again, I would like to 
thank Commissioner Fineberg for essentially allowing to have it, or finding a way for us to have 
it.  Commissioner Keller. 

43 
44 
45 
46 
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Commissioner Keller:  I’d like to thank Commissioner Lippert for making his very useful 
suggestions and it does point out one other thing which is that in some sense we have this issue 
that the Maker and Seconder of the Motion have essentially control of the floor and control of 
the Motion, and it does indicate that perhaps we might want to consider a process such as Straw 
Polls or Straw Motions, if you will, in order to be able to do that in general rather than having 
everything controlled by the Maker and the Seconder, and this is an illustration of that process.  
Thank you. 
 

10 
11 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Fineberg. 
 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Commissioner Fineberg:  Tonight’s discussion really drove home a point for me that our 
effectiveness and our ability to be productive and provide good recommendations to Council is 
very dependent on our following our mandates that are in the City Code and State Law, and as 
none of us are lawyers we are dependent on quality and content, and I’m sorry, I take that back, 
we do have lawyers amongst us.  My apologies.  We are dependent on the advice from the City 
Attorney’s office and in the absence of that all we can rely on is our own best interpretations of 
what is very complicated and beyond our ability to necessarily know all the subtleties.  It is my 
hope that we went in the right direction tonight and I really appreciate Staff’s bearing with us 
during these conversations, and it looks like Julie has … 
 

22 
23 

Chair Garber:  Julie. 
 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

Ms. Caporgno:  I just wanted to add that I think I can assuage the Commissioners’ concerns 
about what you have done tonight as far as the letter and conformity with the Municipal Code.  
My concern was more similar to what Vice-Chair Tuma was expressing in that if you were to go 
beyond that and were to identify something that you wanted to actually incorporate in the CIP 
this year, but in the past you have in your report, and even though it has been more trivial in the 
types of issues that you have raised, you have raised and made suggestions, etc. and so I don’t 
think that anything that you have done here tonight is in conflict with what is expressed in the 
Municipal Code or what you have done previously.   
 
ITEM NO. 2 BELOW WILL BE CONTINUED TO DATE CERTAIN OF MAY 13, 2009. 
 

2. Zoning Ordinance Amendment:  Review and Recommendation to City Council to: (1) 
Adopt an Ordinance Amending Sections 18.10 (Low Density Residential Districts), 18.12 
(R-1 Single Family Residential Districts), and 18.13 (Multiple Family Residential 
Districts) of Title 18 (Zoning) of the Municipal Code (PAMC) , and (2) Adopt an 
Ordinance amending PAMC Title 21 (Subdivisions and Other Divisions of Land), 
Chapter 21.20 (Design), Section 21.20.301 (Flag lots), regarding subdivision incentives 
for historic preservation. 

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42  
43 
44 
45 
46 

Chair Garber:  A number of the Commissioners have mentioned to me that they have not read all 
of the Minutes, and I will not point it out, but let us and I am going to Move that we continue 
those to the next meeting which is actually next week anyway. 
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Commissioner Keller:  Second.   
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Chair Garber:  All in favor.  (ayes)  That passes unanimously.  Julie. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:   Regular Meeting of March 18 and Special Meetings of April 1  
 and April 15, 2009 
 
Commission Action:  Chair Garber moved approval of minutes to the next agendized meeting. 
 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Ms. Caporgno:  I just wanted to make sure of one thing.  I just wanted to clarify, we are going to 
take the comments that you made regarding the CIP, craft a letter and then we will run it past 
Chair Garber to make sure that this includes everything, and then it will be forwarded to Council.  
I just wanted to make sure that the Commission was comfortable with that process. 
 

15 
16 

Chair Garber:  Commissioner Keller. 
 

17 
18 
19 
20 

Commissioner Keller:  I’m comfortable with that process and somebody on the Commission 
mentioned that Staff will have benefit of the verbatim minutes not soon enough for the Staff 
report to be created, I’m well sure. 
 

21 
22 

Ms. Caporgno:  I’m sorry, I didn’t understand what you said. 
 

23 
24 
25 

Commissioner Keller:  I’m assuming that you will have to craft the Memo, this draft, without the 
benefit of the verbatim minutes. 
 

26 
27 
28 
29 

Ms. Caporgno:  Correct, because this needs to be to them and actually they are probably going to 
start clamoring for it in the next day or two, but I think that probably the latest we can get it out 
would be Monday, and I don’t think we get verbatim minutes until probably midweek next week. 
 

30 
31 
32 

Commissioner Keller:  Is it possible to get our verbatim minutes to the various Council bodies in 
time for them to consider it even if it is not in time for your report? 
 

33 
34 
35 

Ms. Caporgno:  We may be able to get it to them at places on next Wednesday, and so we may 
be able to get them back on Tuesday, and Wednesday is when they are discussing this. 
 

36 
37 
38 

Commissioner Keller:  So maybe it can be emailed to them so that if they wish to they can look 
at it in advance. 
 
Chair Garber:  So that is the 13th? 39 

40  
41 
42 

Ms. Caporgno:  Yes. 
 
Chair Garber:  And we have a meeting on the 13th. 43 

44  
45 
46 

Ms. Caporgno:  They are going to be in there, and we are going to be in here. 
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Chair Garber:  I’m supposed to be representing the Commission, though, at that meeting.  
 

3 
4 
5 

Ms. Caporgno:  And I’m supposed to be representing kind of the liaison to the Commission at 
that meeting, so they have been told that if they needed us they can come over here and grab us. 
 

6 
7 

Commissioner Lippert:  That’s only the Finance Committee.  That’s not the City Council. 
 

8 
9 

Ms. Caporgno:  And this not for the Finance Committee this next week. 
 

10 
11 

Chair Garber:  So a Commission Representative does not need to be there for that. 
 

12 
13 

Ms. Caporgno:  Yeah, I didn’t realize that.  Yes.   
 

14 
15 

Chair Garber:  But is it going to the full Council the following week? 
 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Ms. Caporgno:  No I believe it goes sometime in June. 
 
NEXT MEETING:  Special Meeting of May 13, 2009 at 6:00 PM in the CCR. 
 
REPORTS FROM OFFICIALS/COMMITTEES. 
 
COMMISSION MEMBER QUESTIONS, COMMENTS, AND/OR ANNOUNCEMENTS. 
 

24 
25 
26 
27 

Chair Garber:  All right, Chair Garber is the Commission Representative for May.  We still need 
a Commission Representative for June.  Oh, that’s right, Karen did say that she was doing it for 
June.  Commissioner Keller. 
 

28 
29 
30 

Commissioner Keller:  May I point out that the Report to Council Committee isn’t listed under 
the committees on the top of Page 3 and it probably should be added. 
 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

Chair Garber:  Yeah, and we will look for the new assignments for that as well.  We have two, 
and then we need to at least get one more if we don’t want to juggle the whole thing, but we will 
get to it.  If there is nothing else, we are adjourned.  Thank you. 
 
UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS: 
 

37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

May 13, 2009: 
• Comp. Plan White Papers on Fiscal &  Retail 
• Maybell/Donald Bike Blvd. 
• Zoning Ordinance Amendment for Historic Covenants  

 
OTHER FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS WITH TENTATIVE DATES: 

• Oregon Expressway Improve. Project (5/27) 
• Comprehensive Plan Amendment White Paper Review: Community Services & 

Sustainability White Paper (5/27) 
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• Comprehensive Plan Amendment White Paper Review: Transportation White Paper 
Review (6/10) 

• HP Development Agreement for 200 San Antonio (5/27) 
• Palo Alto Bowl (6/10) 
• Open Space Zoning (6/24) 

 
ADJOURNED:   8:48 PM 
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E q u ip m en t M a n ag em e n t

Administrative Associate III 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Fleet Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Equipment Maintenance Service Person 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Fleet Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Fleet Services Coordinator 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Mobile Service Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Motor Equipment Mechanic  I 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Motor Equipment Mechanic  II 7.00 7.00 7.00 0.00 7.00 0.00

Motor Equipment Mechanic - Lead 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Project Engineer  (1) 0.10 0.10 0.00 (0.10) 0.00 0.00

Senior Engineer (2) 0.10 0.10 0.00 (0.10) 0.00 0.00

Senior Financial Analyst (3) 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.00

Senior Fleet Services Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

TOTAL EQUIPMENT MANAGEMENT 16.20 16.20 16.08 (0.12) 16.08 0.00

S p ec i al  R eve n ue

Administrative Associate II 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

CDBG Coordinator 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Planner (7) 1.00 1.00 0.95 (0.05) 0.95 0.00

TOTAL SPECIAL REVENUE 1.20 1.20 1.15 (0.05) 1.15 0.00

Ca pit al

Administrative Associate I (4) 0.00 0.00 1.80 1.80 1.80 0.00

Administrative Associate III (5) 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Administrator, Public Works (6) 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Assistant Director, Public Works 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.15 0.00

Associate Engineer 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.00 0.60 0.00

Cement Finisher 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Cement Finisher - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Engineer 3.70 2.70 2.70 0.00 2.70 0.00
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2008-09
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2009-10
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Engineering Technician III 2.30 2.30 2.30 0.00 2.30 0.00

Heavy Equipment Operator 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Manager, Facilities Maintenance 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Manager, Maintenance Operations 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00

Landscape Architect Park Planner 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Program Assistant I 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Project Engineer  (5) 2.70 3.70 3.80 0.10 3.80 0.00

Project Manager 1.50 1.50 1.50 0.00 1.50 0.00

Senior Engineer (6) 2.15 2.15 2.25 0.10 2.25 0.00

Superintendent, Public Works Operations 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Supervisor, Facilities Management 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.00

Supervisor, Inspection/Surv Public Works 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Surveying Assistant 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.00

Surveyor, Public Works 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.00

TOTAL CAPITAL 20.67 20.67 24.67 4.00 24.67 0.00

TOTAL OTHER FUNDS POSITIONS 72.77 72.77 76.60 3.83 76.60 0.00

Fo o tn o tes :

1 Transfer 0.1 FTE Project Engineer from Equipment Management to Capital

2 Transfer 0.1 FTE Senior Engineer from Equipment Management to Capital

3 Transfer 0.08 FTE Senior Analyst from Administrative Services to Equipment Replacement

4 Transfer 1.8 FTE Administrative Associate I from Public Works - General Fund to Capital

5 Transfer 1.0 FTE Administrative Associate III from Public Works - General Fund to Capital

6 Transfer 1.0 FTE Administrator, Public Works from Public Works - General Fund to Capital

7 Transfer 0.05 FTE Planner from Planning and Community Environment - General Fund to Special Revenue

TOTAL CITYWIDE POSITIONS 1,074.60 1,075.60 1,056.35 (19.25) 1,056.35 0.00

Authorization is given to create, no more than 7.0 FTE temporary overstrength positions.  This is to facilitate 
organizational transitions and succession planning in the cases of long-term disability, retirement, and critical 
vacancies.  This action responds to the City Auditor's recommendation number four in the Audit of Workers 
Compensation (Issued 04-09-05).

2007-08
Actuals

2008-09
 Adjusted

Budget

2009-10
 Proposed 

Budget

2009-10
Budget 
Change

2010-11 
Proposed-
in-Concept

Budget

2010-11 
Budget
Change































































Operating Budget FY 2010-2011 City of Palo Alto

Table of Organization

7

Draft Revision: 436     User: cparas
Timestamp: May 21, 2009 5:15 pm

Real Property Analyst 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Real Property Agent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Senior Accountant  (21) 4.00 4.00 3.00 (1.00) 3.00 0.00

Senior Business Analyst 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.00

Senior Financial Analyst  (22) 7.91 7.91 6.91 (1.00) 6.91 0.00

Senior Buyer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Staff Accountant  (23) 3.00 3.00 2.00 (1.00) 2.00 0.00

Staff Secretary 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Storekeeper (4) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Storekeeper - Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Warehouse Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 49.15 48.95 42.95 (6.00) 42.95 0.00

C om m u n i ty  S er v ic es  D ep ar tm e n t

Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate I (38) 2.50 2.50 2.00 (0.50) 2.00 0.00

Administrative Associate III (38), (39) 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.00

Administrator Special Events 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Arts and Culture Division Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Building Serviceperson 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Building Serviceperson - Lead 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Coordinator, Child Care 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Coordinator, Recreation Programs 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Cubberley Center and Human Svc Div Mgr 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Director, Community Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Division Manager, Golf & Parks 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Division Manager, Recreation & Golf 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Division Manager, Rec and Youth Sciences 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Golf Course Equipment Mechanic 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Golf Course Maintenance Person 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Inspector, Field Services 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Jr. Museum & Zoo Lead Educator (5) 0.00 0.00 2.25 2.25 2.25 0.00

Jr. Museum & Zoo Lead Instructor 2.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Management Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Manager, Arts 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Open Space and Parks Division Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Park Maintenance Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Park Maintenance Person 11.00 11.00 11.00 0.00 11.00 0.00

Park Ranger 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Parks and Open Space Assistant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Parks Crew - Lead 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Producer Arts/Science Programs (6), (31) 12.25 12.50 13.00 0.50 13.00 0.00

Program Assistant I  (5), (28), (31) 9.75 12.00 7.75 (4.25) 7.75 0.00

Program Assistant II 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Senior Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Senior Ranger (32) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

Sprinkler System Repairer 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00

Superintendent, Golf Course 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Superintendent, Parks 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Junior Museum 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Open Space (32) 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 0.00

Supervisor, Parks 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Supervisor, Recreation Program 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Theater Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Volunteer Coordinator 0.75 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00

TOTAL COMMUNITY SERVICES 96.50 96.50 95.25 (1.25) 95.25 0.00

Fir e

Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00

Administrative Associate II 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00

Battalion Chief 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief/Fire Marshal 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.00 0.84 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief EMT 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00

Deputy Fire Chief OPS/Support 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

EMS Chief (7) 1.00 1.00 0.00 (1.00) 0.00 0.00

EMS Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
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Footnotes :

1 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Manager, Communications due to budget constraints

2 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Senior Administrator due to budget constraints

3 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Accounting Specialist due to budget constraints

4 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Storekeeper due to budget constraints

5 Reclassification of 2.25 FTE Program Assistant I to Jr. Museum & Zoo Educator

6 Elimination of 0.5 FTE Producer Arts/Science Programs due to budget constraints

7 Elimination of 1.0 FTE EMS Chief due to budget constraints

8 Elimination of 3.0 EMT Basic due to budget constraints

9 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Coordinator, Library Programs due to budget constraints

10 Elimination of 0.5 FTE Senior Librarian due to budget constraints

11 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Administrative Associate II due to budget constraints

12 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Building Inspector Specialist due to budget constraints.

13 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Building Plan Technician due to budget constraints.

14 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Plan Checking Engineer due to budget constraints

15 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Police Officer due to budget constraints

16 Elimination of 1.0 FTE Police Records Specialist II due to budget constraints

17 Elimination of 0.5 FTE Volunteer Coordinator due to budget constraints

18 Elimination of 0.9 FTE Engineer due to budget constraints

19 Elimination of 0.9 FTE Engineering Technician III due to budget constraints

20
Transfer 0.02 FTE Accounting Specialist from Administrative Services to Public Works - General Fund, 0.23 FTE to 
Public Works - Enterprise Fund, and 0.75 FTE to Utilities

21
Transfer 0.02 FTE Senior Accountant from Administrative Services to Public Works - General Fund, 0.23 FTE to 
Public Works - Enterprise Fund, and 0.75 FTE to Utilities

22
Transfer 0.16 FTE Senior Financial Analyst from Administrative Services to Public Works - General Fund,  0.08 FTE 
to Equipment Management, and 0.16 FTE to Public Works - Enterprise, 0.6 FTE to Utilities

23
Transfer 0.02 FTE Staff Accountant from Administrative Services to Public Works - General Fund, 0.23 FTE to Pub-
lic Works - Enterprise Fund, and 0.75 FTE to Utilities

24 Transfer 1.8 FTE Administrative Associate I to Capital

25 Transfer 0.2 FTE Administrative Associate II to Public Works - Enterprise

26 Transfer 1.0 FTE Administrative Associate III to Capital

27 Transfer 1.0 FTE Administrator, Public Works to Capital

28 Elimination of 1.0 Program Assistant I due to budget constraints
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1

City Manager’s Proposed Budget 
for Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011

City of Palo Alto
Finance Committee

May 5, 2009

2

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Fiscal year 2010 deficit - $10 million
Budget balancing strategies

3

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

4

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

5

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

6

FY 2010 & 2011 Budget Hearing 
Schedule

March 31  Utility Rates & Prop 218 noticing
April 21    HSRAP/CDBG
April 27    Study Session with City Council
May 5    Budget Kick-Off, Admin. Depts.
May 7   Police, Fire, Library, Planning
May 12  CSD, Utilities, Utilities CIP
May 13 GF Capital Budget, Public Works
May 19 Public Works Enterprise and ISF
May 26 Wrap-Up, Municipal Fee Schedule
June 8 Budget Review with City Council
June 15 Budget Adoption
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Review of Fiscal Year 2009
$8.0 million gap due to revenue declines
Budget Balancing Strategies initiated

One-time expenditure reductions
Departmental Net reductions:  $3 million
Elimination of budgeted General Fund year-end surplus 
transfer to the Capital Fund:  $1 million
Suspension of General Fund contribution to the retiree 
medical liability: $1.9 million
Hiring freeze for the balance of FY 2009: $1 million
Additional $1.1 million reduction in Capital funding will be 
needed to balance 2009

8

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Summary
Fiscal year 2010 deficit - $10 million

$8 million gap from FY 2009 
$2 million in addition revenue declines

Budget balancing strategies:
Savings #1 – Departmental expenditure reductions $2.8 
million
Savings # 2 – Employee compensation contributions $3 
million
Savings # 3 – One-time “bridge options”

Suspension of General Fund Retiree Medical 
contribution $2.1 million
Suspension of General Fund year-end contribution to 
Capital Fund $ 1 million

Additional revenues from other funds $1.4 million
Other expenditure changes $0.3 million

9

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Fiscal year 2010 deficit - $10 million
Budget balancing strategies

10

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Overview

General Fund Budget
FY 2010 $141.2 million
FY 2011 $146.8 million

FY 2010 Projected $0.6 million built in to provide 
room for Finance Committee and Council decisions on 
service reductions and implementation timing

FY 2011 proposed in-concept ($3.1) million deficit 
Additional strategies will need to be initiated for FY 
2011

11

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Overview continued
Citywide Budget

FY 2010 $498.4 million
FY 2011 $461.4 million

FTE (Full Time Equivalent Employee)
General Fund – 624.74  decrease 26.53 (4.2 percent) 
from FY 2009

-20.3 eliminated positions
-7.23 reallocated to Enterprise Funds
1.00 added position

Citywide – 1056.10  decrease 19.5 (1.8 percent) from 
FY 2009

-20.5 eliminated positions
1.00 added position 12

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Next Tier Service Cuts: 
Estimated Savings $2.4 million 
Eliminate additional 21 FTE

Contracting out park and golf maintenance efforts (13 FTE)
Eliminating the City’s Police traffic team(4 FTE)
Ending City shuttle service
Elimination of the Police School Resource Officer program 
(1 FTE)
Eliminating the tree trimming contract
Eliminate Office of Emergency Services (OES) (1 FTE)
Reduce Crime Analysis program (1 FTE)
Reduce Community Policing/Outreach program (1 FTE)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
General Fund Revenues

2010 2010 2010 2010 2011 2011 2011
Summary Level Detail Base Proposed Changes % Change Proposed Changes % Change
Sales Taxes Sales Taxes 22,402       19,650       (2,752)      -12.28% 20,050       400          2.04%

Property Taxes Property Taxes 23,510       25,752       2,242       9.54% 26,102       350          1.36%

Utility Users Tax City Utilities 7,793         8,180         387         4.97% 9,218         1,038       12.69%
Telephone 2,990         3,070         80           2.68% 3,086         16            0.52%

Transient Occupancy Tax Transient Occupancy Tax 8,424         7,000         (1,424)      -16.90% 7,300         300          4.29%

Other Taxes and Fines Vehicle In-Lieu 400            200            (200)        -50.00% 208            8             4.00%
Documentary Transfer 5,500         2,800         (2,700)      -49.09% 2,900         100          3.57%
Parking Violations 2,200         2,020         (180)        -8.18% 2,020         -           0.00%
Other Taxes & Fines 716            613            (103)        -14.39% 609            (4)            -0.70%

Charges for Services Stanford 7,577         7,832         256         3.37% 8,166         334          4.26%
(Reimbursements) Golf Related Fee 3,159         3,009         (150)        -4.75% 3,009         -           0.00%

Class Program 3,152         3,087         (66)          -2.08% 3,087         -           0.00%
Paramedic 1,754         1,678         (76)          -4.33% 1,678         -           0.00%
Plan Checking 2,307         1,763         (544)        -23.60% 1,788         25            1.42%
Cable Franchise 500            600            100         20.00% 600            -           0.00%
Other Fees 2,400         2,040         (360)        -15.01% 2,039         (1)            -0.07%

14

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
General Fund Revenues- cont

2010 2010 2010 2010 2011 2011 2011
Summary Level Detail Base Proposed Changes % Change Proposed Changes % Change
Permits and Licenses Street Cut Fee 604              553              (51)           -8.39% 553              -            

Permits 5,086           4,431           (655)         -12.88% 4,506           75             1.69%
Licenses 77                73                (4)             -5.23% 73                -            

Charges to Other Funds Cost Plan 8,667           8,233           (433)         -5.00% 8,404           171           2.07%
Police to Utl Communication 512              512              -           0.00% 512              -            0.00%
Pwd to Parking Dist PW Admin 534              563              28             5.29% 569              6               1.10%

Other Reimbursements 1,239           1,335           96             7.77% 1,472           136           10.20%
-            

Rental Income Utilities 10,204         10,311         107           1.05% 10,311         -            0.00%
Cubberley Tenants Property Rental 1,703           1,719           16             0.94% 1,719           -            0.00%
Use of City Facilites Facilities 1,412           1,518           106           7.54% 1,518           -            0.00%

Other 106              106              (1)             -0.75% 106              -            0.00%

From Other Agencies From Other Agencies 86                92                6               7.01% 92                -            0.00%

Return on Investments Interest Income 2,348           1,900           (448)         -19.07% 1,900           -            0.00%
-              

Other Revenue Other Revenue 1,531           1,534           3               0.17% 1,499           (35)            -2.29%
Field Maint  - Pausd  - Animal Svc Partners
Total Revenues 128,893     122,173       (6,720)      -5.21% 125,091       2,918      2.39%

Operating Transfers-In Equity Transfer 15,690         17,040         1,350        8.61% 16,507         (533)          -3.13%
Parking Districts 1,054           1,044           (10)           -0.94% 1,069           25             2.42%
Other 935              1,485           549           58.75% 1,037           (448)          -30.17%

Total Source of Funds 146,571     141,741       (4,830)      -3.30% 143,704       1,963      1.39%

15

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Sales Tax

Projected

Proposed

16

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Document Transfer Tax

17

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Transient Occupancy Tax

18

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Expense – General Fund FY 2010

141.2 million: $4.4 million decrease (3.3 
percent) compared to FY 2009 Adjusted Budget

Negotiated salary increase for Public Safety: $1.4 million
Placeholder for anticipated reductions to employee costs      
($3 million)
Net expenditure department expenditure reduction            
($2.8 million)

FY 2011
146.7 million: $5.6 million increase (3.9 
percent) compared to FY 2010 proposed budget

Assumed 3 percent increase for all employee groups $3 million
Continuation of GF Retiree Medical Liability contribution $2.1 
million
Other expenditures $0.5 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Reserves
Budget Stabilization Reserve

Reserve is for one-time unexpected needs, not meant to fund 
ongoing operating expense
Range 15-20% of GF expenditures; 18.5% is the target
FY 2010 proposed reserve level 15 %
FY 2011 proposed in-concept reserve level 13.2%

Additional expenditure reductions will be made prior to FY 
2011 budget adoption, June 2010

Infrastructure Reserve
$6.3 million in FY 2010 and $2.8 million in FY 2011
The $1 million year-end budgeted transfer from the General 
Fund was suspended in FY 2009 and 2010, but resumes in FY 
2011

20

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

General Fund CIP Overview
Total CIP: $66.8 million in FY 2010 and $17.4 
million in FY 2011

FY 2010 includes $50.5 million for Measure N Library Bond 
construction and improvements
General Fund Contribution to CIP FY 2010 $10.9 million
GF CIP program discussed on May 13

Citywide CIP: $114.9 million FY 2010 and $62.1 
million FY 2011
City Council Top 3 Priorities – CIPs

Environmental Protection $3.8 million
Diesel Truck Engine Emissions Retrofit $0.4 million
Open Space Lakes and Ponds Maintenance $0.2 million
Street Light Conversion Project $3.3 million

21

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Enterprise Funds

CIP program
Electric: $8.5 million
Gas: $2.4 million
Water: $27.4 million
Fiber Optics: $0.4 million
Wastewater Collection: $3.9 million
Refuse: $0.8 million
Wastewater Treatment: $1.7 million
Storm Drainage: $1.4 million
Total: $46.5 million in FY 2010
Enterprise CIP discussed 

May 12 – Utilities
May 19 – Public Works

22

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Enterprise Funds

In Fiscal Year 2010 the average residential utility bill 
is increasing by $4.42 or 1.4 percent

Rates
Gas service rate decrease of 10 percent in FY 2010 
due to the deferral of a system infrastructure project 
and an increase of 15 percent in FY 2011 due to 
increasing commodity costs and the resumption of the 
system infrastructure project
Electric service rate increase of 10 percent in FY 2010 
and 15 percent in FY 2011 due to increasing supply and 
transmission costs
Water service rate increase of 5 percent in FY 2010 
and 7 percent in FY 2011 due to infrastructure needs 
and wholesale water rate increases

23

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Enterprise Funds
Rates - continued

Wastewater collection service rate increase of 5 
percent in FY 2010 and 2011 due to increases in 
treatment costs
Refuse rate increase of 17 percent in FY 2010 due to 
increasing costs for the new waste hauling contract and 
Zero Waste program operating costs
Storm Drainage rates are based on CPI as prescribed 
in the voter-approved fee increase. CPI showed zero 
growth so there is no proposed rate change for FY 2010

24

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Average Residential Utility Bill

Average Projected Residential Monthly Utility Bills

Current Proposed Proposed

Utility  FY 2009 Bill  FY 2010 Bill  $ Difference  % Difference  FY 2011 Bill  % Difference 

Electric (650KWH) 69.38               $76.33 $6.95 10.0% $87.78 15.0%

Water (14CCF) 68.79               72.01               $3.22 4.7% 77.05               7.0%

Gas (100/30TH) 110.71              99.42               ($11.29) -10.2% 114.33              15.0%

Wastewater 23.48               24.65               $1.17 5.0% 25.88               5.0%

Refuse 26.58               31.00               $4.42 16.6% 31.00               0.0%

Storm Drain 10.95               10.95               $0.00 0.0% 10.95               0.0%

User Tax 12.44               12.39               ($0.05) -0.4% 14.25               15.0%
   

Total Monthly Bill 322.33$            326.75$            4.42$               1.4% 361.24$            10.6%

FY 2010: Gas: 10% decrease FY 2011: Gas: 15% increase
FY 2010: Water: 5% increase FY 2011: Water: 7% increase
FY 2010: Electric: 10% increase FY 2011: Electric: 15% increase
FY 2010: Refuse: 17% increase FY 2011: Wastewater: 5% increase
FY 2010: Storm drain will increase by CPI at 0%
FY 2010: Wastewater: 5% increase
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Questions

26

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Council Contingency
Starting Amount: $250,000

Request to fund ½ of sustainability programs 
Share expense with City Managers Office -$  32,000

Balance $218,000   

27

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Department Budgets
Citywide changes

Allocated Charges
Cost Plan Revenue-Increase/Decrease in Department costs 
Decrease in Allocations from Internal Service Funds

Personnel Benefit Cost Increases – $2.2 million 
Medical Insurance premium: $1.2 million (10 percent)
PERS:  $0.5 million (2 percent)
Employer Medicare contribution: $0.3 million (30 percent)
Other Benefits: $0.2 million

General Fund portion – $1.1 million
In FY 2010 the General Fund also includes the resumption 
of full benefit allocations. In FY 2009 $2.5 million of 
General Fund benefits increases were not allocated

General Fund Retiree Medical Contribution 
resumes in FY 2011  $ 2.1 million

28

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

City Attorney
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Revenue decreasing ($62,000) in FY 2010 and 
increasing $16,000 in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $60,000 in FY 2010 and 
$45,000 in FY 2011

Revenue
Other Revenue decreasing in FY 2011 ($35,000)

Expense
Outside Council decreasing ($67,000)- Savings strategy#1
One-time decrease of $270,000. A contingency for 
unforeseen legal expense was established in the non-
departmental budget
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

City Auditor
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Revenue increasing $253,000 in FY 2010 and 
increasing $13,000 in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $48,000 in FY 2010 and 
$15,000 in FY 2011 

Expense
Decrease in revenue auditing expense ($8,000)-Savings 
strategy#1

Increase for contractual external auditing contract $11,000
Increase in training and other supplies $5,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

City Clerk
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Revenue increasing $137,000 in FY 2010 and 
decreasing ($92,000) in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $43,000 in FY 2010 and 
$19,000 in FY 2011

Expense
Election expense increase (One-time) $305,000
Advertising & Publishing increase $20,000

Other Contract Services increase $15,000 
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

City Council

Citywide Changes 
Cost plan revenue decreasing ($24,000)
Personnel Benefit Costs increasing $26,000

32

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

City Manager
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Revenue decreasing $100,000 in FY 2010 and 
increasing $11,000 in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $139,000 in FY 2010

Expense
Increase temporary salaries $75,000
Add .5 FTE: Deputy City Manager $124,000 expense is 
shared with the Planning and Community Environment Dept
Eliminate 1 FTE: Sr. Administrator ($161,000)-Savings 
strategy#1
Eliminate 1 FTE: Communications Manager
Decrease Instruction/Training ($58,000)-Savings strategy#1
Increase Sustainability programs $ 32,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Revenue decreasing ($588,000) in FY 2010 and 
increasing $131,000 in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $134,000 in FY 2010 
and $128,000 in FY 2011

Expense
Eliminate 2 FTE –Accounting Specialist & Storekeeper 
($177,000)- Savings strategy#1
Reallocate 5.2 FTE to Enterprise Funds ($625,000)
Increase temporary salaries $30,000
Decrease non-salary expense ($101,000)–Savings strategy #1 

34

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services 
Printing and Mailing Internal Service Fund

Citywide Changes
Cost Plan expense decreasing ($17,000)

Personnel Benefits Cost decreasing ($49,000) 

Revenue
Decrease printing/mailing service revenue ($52,000)

35

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services 
Technology Internal Service Fund
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Expense decreasing ($49,000) in FY 2010 and 
($84,000) in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $33,000 in FY 2010 and 
$5,000 in FY 2011 

Revenue
Increase reimbursements from City departments $217,000
Reimbursements for CIP decreases ($6.1 million) in FY 2010 and 
increases $1.1 million in FY 2011

Expense
CIP expense decreases $2.8 million in FY 2010 and increases 
$2.5 million in FY 
Decrease in non-salary expense ($531,000)-Savings strategy#1
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services
General Benefits/Insurance and Retiree 

Health Internal Service Funds

Increase in pension expense $0.5 million
Increase in medical expense $1.2 million
Increase in other benefits $0.5 million
Increase in citywide retiree medical $0.7 million

General Fund contribution suspended $ 2.1 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Human Resources Department
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Revenue decreasing ($23,000) in FY 2010 and 
increasing $49,000 in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $116,000 in FY 2010 and 
$61,000 in FY 2011 

Revenue
Decrease in MTEP Revenue ($11,000)

Expense
Drop 1 FTE Employee Relations Mgr ($179,000)-Savings 
strategy#1
Add 1 FTE Human Resources Assist $100,000-Savings strategy#1
Increase temporary salaries $30,000
Suspend non-mandatory training ($50,000)-Savings strategy#1
Transfer Citywide costs to General Benefits ISF ($73,000)

38

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Questions
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City Manager’s Proposed Budget 
for Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011

City of Palo Alto
Finance Committee

May 7, 2009

Police Department
Fire Department
Library Department
Planning & Community Environment Department
Administrative Services Department

2

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Department Budgets
Citywide changes

Allocated Charges
Cost Plan Revenue-Increase/Decrease in Department costs 
Decrease in Allocations from Internal Service Funds

Personnel Benefit Cost Increases – $2.2 million
Medical Insurance premium: $1.2 million (10 percent)
PERS:  $0.5 million (2 percent)
Employer Medicare contribution: $0.3 million (30 percent)
Other Benefits: $0.2 million

General Fund portion – $1.1 million
In FY 2010 the General Fund also includes the resumption 
of full benefit allocations. In FY 2009 $2.5 million of 
General Fund benefits increases were not allocated

General Fund Retiree Medical Contribution resumes in 
FY 2011  $ 2.1 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Police Department
Revenue 

Decrease parking citation revenue ($180,000)
Decrease Traffic fines & penalties ($200,000)
Reduce false alarm fee revenue ($ 50,000)
Reduce applicant permit fees ($ 10,000)
Reduce state grant revenue ($ 13,000)
Reduce Police Service fees ($ 70,000)
Increase admin citation revenue $ 23,000
Increase misdemeanor fines $ 50,000
Increase Stanford revenue $ 17,000
Increase Animal Services revenues $ 31,000
Increase alarm permit fee $ 30,000

($372,000)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Police Department
Citywide Changes

Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $835,000 in FY 2010 
and $551,000 in FY 2011
Allocated charges decrease ($75,000) in FY 2010

Expense
Salary Increase in FY 2010 $467,000 

Includes 3.5 percent cost of living increase and 2.5 percent 
market adjustment

Increase for lateral incentive program $15,000
Increase radio infrastructure maintenance $13,000
Increase for fingerprint services $9,000
Increase for Co. of Santa Clara crime lab services $8,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Police Department
Service Level Reductions

Elimination of 0.5 FTE Volunteer Coordinator ($52,000)
Savings strategy#1

Impact: This will eliminate the marketing, recruitment, and training of 
new Police department volunteers. The number of volunteers and hours 
donated may be reduced

Decrease expenses related to the Police Volunteer Program
($5,000) Savings strategy #1
Elimination of 1 FTE Police Records Specialist ($83,000)
Savings strategy#1

Impact: The hours the Records department is open to the public will be 
reduced one day a week or the equivalent hours over the entire week. 
The Records department is currently open to the public Monday-Friday 
8:00 am to 5:00 pm 

Elimination of 1 of 2 FTE Police Officers –SRO ($146,000)
Savings strategy#1

Impact: This will reduce the School Resource Officer (SRO) program to 
one officer and will eliminate proactive services in the middle school and 
reduce the time dedicated to the high schools
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Police Department
Second Tier Reductions

Elimination of the Traffic Team 
Reduction in Revenue ($100,000)
Reduction in Expense ($626,000)
Elimination of 4 FTE

Elimination of School Resource Officer (SRO) Program
Reduction in Expense ($162,000)
Elimination of 1 FTE

Reduce Crime Analysis Program 
Reduction in Expense ($94,000)
Elimination of 1 FTE 

Reduce Community Policing/Outreach program 
Reduction in Expense ($83,000)
Elimination of 1 FTE
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Proposed 2007-09 Changes
Department Changes

Fire Department
Citywide Changes

Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $414,000 in FY 2010 and 
$445,000 in FY 2011 
Allocated charges decrease ($76,000) in FY 2010

Expense
Salary Increase in FY 2010 $929,000

Effective July 1, 2009  IAFF increases include 5 percent for Fire 
Captains, and 4 percent for all other represented classes

Effective January 2, 2010 the IAFF employees will pay the 9 percent 
employee PERS contribution, with an offsetting pay increase of 9.989 
percent

Effective July 1, 2009 FCA increases include 4 percent for all 
represented classes

Elimination of 1 FTE Battalion Chief- EMS
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Proposed 2007-09 Changes
Department Changes

Fire Department
Service Level Reductions

Eliminate Pilot Basic Life Support Program (BLS) 
$98,500 3 regular FTE, 16 Limited Hourly-Savings 
strategy#1

Impacts: Service level impacts for this program include, the 
possible need for paramedic ambulances to respond to lower level
calls, thus the necessity to rely on private or third-party ambulance 
service for more critical patients and would eliminate inter-facility 
transports (e.g., hospital to nursing homes) for non-acute patients
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Fire Department
Second Tier Reductions

Elimination of the Office of Emergency Services Division 
(OES)

Reduction in Revenue ($33,000)
Reduction in Expense ($443,000)
Elimination of 1 FTE
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Library Department
Revenue

Increase Link+ revenue (one-time) $19,000
Increase Library fines/fees $39,000
Increase miscellaneous revenue $  5,000
Decrease local agency funding ($67,000)

($ 4,000)
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Proposed 2007-09 Changes
Department Changes

Library Department
Citywide Changes

Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $69,000 in FY 2010 and $145,000 in 
FY 2011 
Allocated charges decrease ($11,000) in FY 2010 and increase $12,000 
in FY 2011

Expense
Reclassify Library Programs Coordinator to Business Analyst $32,000
Increase temporary salaries Link+ program (one-time) $10,000
Decrease temporary salaries FY 2010 ($55,000) and increase temporary 
salaries FY 2011 $55,000. Coordinates with closure of College Terrace for 
construction. Four positions equivalent to 1.14 FTE
Increase Link+ delivery charges & supplies $16,000
Increase for Public computer printing supplies $6,000
Increase contract services for collection agency $8,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Library Department
Service Level Reductions

Elimination of 0.5 FTE Sr. Librarian ($53,000)
Savings strategy#1

Impact: The checkout of back issues of magazines will be 
discontinued

Elimination of 1 FTE Library Coordinator ($117,000)
Savings strategy#1

Impact: This will reduce the collaboration with PAUSD and the 
delivery of programs to students at the schools

Reduce hours for temporary Library Clerks, Pages and 
Librarians ($37,000) Savings strategy#1

6 positions equivalent to .93 FTE

Reduce library collection ($103,000) Savings strategy#1

Impact: The number of items added to the library collection 
will decrease
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Planning & Community Environment 
Department
Revenue

Decrease Public Safety Development Impact fee ($300,000)
Decrease Comprehensive Plan Implementation fee ($  40,000)
Decrease Zone Plan check fee revenue ($  86,000)
Decrease Individual Review fee revenue ($  60,000)
Decrease Code Enforcement Citation revenue ($  28,000)
Eliminate Transportation Admin Donations revenue ($  25,000)
Decrease Valet fee revenue ($  25,000)
Decrease Plan check revenue ($157,000)
Decrease new construction permit fees ($512,000)
Increase Green building program revenue  $  50,000

($1183,000)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Planning & Community Environment Department
Citywide Changes

Allocated charges increase $29,000 in FY 2010

Expense
Increase temporary salaries (one-time) $63,000 
Add .50 FTE: Deputy City Manager $124,000 expense is 
shared with the City Manager’s Office 
Increase expense for Green Building program $12,000 for 
training and materials
Increase for Destination Palo Alto (one-time) $240,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Planning & Community Environment Department
Service Level Reductions

Elimination of 4 FTE in the Building Division ($465,000)
Savings strategy#1

Positions include: Plan Check Engineer, Admin. Assoc. II, Building 
Inspector Specialist, Building/Planning Technician
Impact: Service level impacts are expected to be mitigated by 
reduced service demands 

Decrease temporary salaries, building counter service 
($4,500) Savings strategy#1

Decrease non-salary expense ($261,000) Savings strategy #1 

Extension of Comprehensive Plan Amendment ($75,000)
Savings strategy #1 

Impact: This will increase the time period from 2 years to 3 years 
for this project. This will extend the timeframe for implementation 
of the Comprehensive Plan changes by one year
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Planning & Community Environment Department
Second Tier Reductions

Eliminate City Shuttle Service ($256,000)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Revenue decreasing ($588,000) in FY 2010 and 
increasing $131,000 in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $134,000 in FY 2010 
and $128,000 in FY 2011

Expense
Eliminate 2 FTE –Accounting Specialist & Storekeeper 
($177,000)- Savings strategy#1
Reallocate 5.2 FTE to Enterprise Funds ($625,000)
Increase temporary salaries $30,000
Decrease non-salary expense ($101,000)–Savings strategy #1 
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services 
Printing and Mailing Internal Service Fund

Citywide Changes
Cost Plan expense decreasing ($17,000)

Personnel Benefits Cost decreasing ($49,000) 

Revenue
Decrease printing/mailing service revenue ($52,000)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services 
Technology Internal Service Fund
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Expense decreasing ($49,000) in FY 2010 and 
($84,000) in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $33,000 in FY 2010 and 
$5,000 in FY 2011 

Revenue
Increase reimbursements from City departments $217,000
Reimbursements for CIP decreases ($6.1 million) in FY 2010 and 
increases $1.1 million in FY 2011

Expense
CIP expense decreases $2.8 million in FY 2010 and increases 
$2.5 million in FY 2011
Decrease in non-salary expense ($531,000)-Savings strategy#1
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services
General Benefits/Insurance and Retiree 

Health Internal Service Funds

Increase in pension expense $0.5 million
Increase in medical expense $1.2 million
Increase in other benefits $0.5 million
Increase in citywide retiree medical $0.7 million

General Fund contribution suspended $ 2.1 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Next Meetings

May 12 – Community Services Department, Utilities and 
Utilities CIP

May 13 – General Fund CIP, Public Works General Fund 
Operating

May 19 – Public Works Enterprise Funds, Internal Service 
Funds, and related CIP

May 26 – Municipal Fee Schedule, Contracts greater than 
$85k , Wrap-up
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City Manager’s Proposed Budget 
for Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011

City of Palo Alto
Finance Committee

May 12, 2009

Community Services Department
Utilities Department

2

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Department Budgets
Citywide changes

Allocated Charges
Cost Plan Revenue-Increase/Decrease in Department costs 
Decrease in Allocations from Internal Service Funds

Personnel Benefit Cost Increases – $2.2 million 
Medical Insurance premium: $1.2 million (10 percent)
PERS:  $0.5 million (2 percent)
Employer Medicare contribution: $0.3 million (30 percent)
Other Benefits: $0.2 million

Utilities Funds portion – $0.8 million
General Fund portion - $1.1 million

In FY 2010 the General Fund also includes the resumption of full
benefit allocations. In FY 2009 $2.5 million of General Fund benefits 
increases were not allocated

General Fund Retiree Medical Contribution resumes in 
FY 2011  $ 2.1 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Community Services Department
Revenue 

Implement new Cubberley Parking Pass fee $  65,000
Implement new day-use parking fee at Open Space Parks  $150,000
Reimbursement from PAUSD for field maintenance $ 94,000
Increase Facility Rental – Recreation & Golf $ 80,000
Decrease funding for Family Resources Program              ($ 96,000)

Current year funding received as of 5/12/2009 $54,942

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $569,000 in FY 2010 and 
$227,000 in FY 2011 
Allocated charges increase $104,579 in FY 2010 and $168,000 in FY 
2011
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Community Services Department - Expense
Reclassify 1 FTE Program Asst 1 to Producer Arts/Science  $17,000
Reclassify 1 FTE Sr. Ranger to Supervisor, Open Space  $24,000
Increase service contracts for Open Space/Parks           $12,000
Increase for facilities maintenance/security Open Space/Parks 
$15,000
Reduction in temporary salaries and overtime for Recreation/Golf
division ($20,000)–Savings strategy #1

Eliminate 1 FTE Program Coordinator, Family Resource Prg. 
($96,000)
Reduce temporary and overtime expense–Cubberley ($20,000)
Savings strategy #1

Reduce materials/supplies expense ($19,000)–Savings strategy #1
Reduce Instructor contract expense ($55,000)–Savings strategy #1
Eliminate 1 FTE Program Assistant I
Reduce overtime expense–Children’s Theater ($60,000)-Savings 
strategy #1
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Community Services Department
Service Level Reductions

Elimination of 0.5 FTE Producer Arts/Science ($57,000)
Savings strategy#1

Impact: This results in the suspension of the Twilight and Brown Bag 
Concerts. Additional long term impacts include the reduction in 
programs and the resulting revenue for classes, camps and workshops 
for children and adults.

Reduction in expenses related to Twilight and Brown Bag 
Concerts ($37,000) Savings strategy #1
Restructure Children’s Theatre middle school outreach 
($35,000) Savings strategy#1

Impact: Program will be presented as a 3-day weekend festival

Reduce temporary salary expense – Baylands Interpretive 
Center  ($3,000) Savings strategy#1

Impact: Interpretive center will be closed on Sundays
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Community Services Department
Service Level Reductions - Continued

Elimination Seasonal Worker Program and various Human 
Services contracts ($83,000) Savings strategy#1

Impact: The goal of this program will be accomplished through the 
City’s ongoing support of the Downtown Street Team program

Reduction in Human Services Resource Allocation Process -
HSRAP ($58,000) 

Reduce temporary and overtime salary – Open Space/Parks 
($57,000) Savings strategy #1

Impact: Summer staffing will be reduced at the Foothills park entrance 
station. Maintenance for the Open Space restrooms, picnic areas and 
campgrounds will be reduced to once a week
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Community Services Department
Second Tier Reductions

Contract out Park Maintenance for Mitchell and Rinconada 
Parks, along with mowing at some City facilities

Net Reduction in Expense ($123,000)
Elimination of 5 FTE

Contract out Golf Maintenance
Net Reduction in Expense ($176,000)
Elimination of 8 FTE
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department - Electric Fund
FY 2010 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $516,000
Allocated Charges decrease ($173,000)

Revenue increase - $3.7 million
10% proposed rate increase

Expense decrease – ($12.1 million)
Decrease Electric Commodity Purchase ($3.7 million)
Decrease Electric Commodity Purchase from midyear ($5.8 million)
Decrease Joint Agency Debt Service ($1.1 million)
Decrease Capital Improvement Program ($1.1 million)
Decrease Operating Transfer to Technology Fund ($1.6 million)
Increase Equity Transfer $1.8 million

Total FY 2010 reserves are projected to decrease ($7.0 
million) or (6.4%) to $102.0 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department - Electric Fund
FY 2011 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $14,000
Allocated Charges increase $60,000

Revenue increase - $17.0 million
15% proposed rate increase

Expense increase – $9.9 million
Increase Electric Commodity Purchase $6.3 million
Increase Joint Agency Debt Service $1.1 million
Increase Capital Improvement Program $1.4 million
Increase Operating Transfer to Technology Fund $0.4 million
Increase Equity Transfer $0.4 million

Total FY 2011 reserves are projected to increase 
$70,000 or (0.1%) to $102.0 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department - Electric Fund
Capital Improvement Program

FY 2010 Expenditures - $8.5 million
EL-10008 Advanced Metering Infrastructure System (new) $210,000
EL-10009 Street Light System Conversion Project (new) $100,000
EL-89028 Electric Customer Connections $1.8 million
EL-98003 Electric System Improvements $2.0 million
EL-06002 Underground District 45- Downtown V $1.0 million

FY 2011 Expenditures – $9.9 million
EL-10009 Street Light System Conversion Project $800,000
EL-89028 Electric Customer Connections $1.9 million
EL-98003 Electric System Improvements $2.1 million
EL-10006 Rebuild Underground District 24 $750,000
EL-09000 Middlefield Underground Rebuild $550,000

11

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department – Fiber Optics Fund
FY 2010 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs decrease ($38,000)
Allocated Charges increase $117,000

Revenue decrease – ($0.2 million)
Decreased marketing activity and customer projects
CPI rate adjustment for rate schedules EDF-1 and EDF-2 

Expense decrease – ($0.5 million)
Decrease Salaries and Benefits ($0.1 million), primarily due to the 
reallocation of personnel to other Utilities Funds
Decrease consulting expense for broadband ($0.3 million)
Decrease Capital Improvement Program from midyear ($0.1 million)

Total FY 2010 reserves are projected to increase $1.4 million or
19.3% to $8.7 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department – Fiber Optics Fund
FY 2011 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $1,000
Allocated Charges increase $3,000

Expense increase – $16,000
Increase Operating Transfer to Technology Fund $8,000
Increase Operating Transfer to Capital Fund $7,000
Decrease Operating Transfer to General Fund ($3,000)

Total FY 2011 reserves are projected to increase $1.4 
million or 16.0% to $10.1 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department – Fiber Optics Fund
Capital Improvement Program

FY 2010 Expenditures - $0.4 million
FO-10000 Fiber Optics Customer Connections $200,000
FO-10001 Fiber Optics Network System Improvements 
$200,000

FY 2011 Expenditures – $0.4 million
FO-10000 Fiber Optics Customer Connections $200,000
FO-10001 Fiber Optics Network System Improvements 
$200,000
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Utilities Department - Gas Fund
FY 2010 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $310,000
Allocated Charges decrease ($615,000)

Revenue decrease – ($5.8 million)
10% proposed rate decrease

Expense decrease – ($5.3 million)
Decrease Gas Commodity Purchase ($1.0 million)
Decrease Capital Improvement Program ($4.9 million)
Decrease Operating Transfer to Technology Fund ($0.8 million)
Increase Equity Transfer $2.2 million

Total FY 2010 reserves are projected to increase $0.2 
million or 1.5% to $15.4 million

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

15

Utilities Department - Gas Fund
FY 2011 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $6,000
Allocated Charges increase $29,000

Revenue increase – $6.2 million
15% proposed rate decrease

Expense increase – $5.8 million
Increase Gas Commodity Purchase $0.5 million
Increase Capital Improvement Program $5.5 million
Increase Operating Transfer to Technology Fund $0.2 million
Decrease Equity Transfer ($0.4 million)

Total FY 2011 reserves are projected to increase $0.6 
million or 3.9% to $16.0 million

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department - Gas Fund
Capital Improvement Program

FY 2010 Expenditures - $2.4 million
GS-10002 General Shop Tooling (new) $64,000
GS-10003 Cathodic Current Interrupters (new) $300,000
GS-80017 Gas System Extensions $690,000
GS-10001 Gas Main Replacement- Project 20  $644,000

FY 2011 Expenditures – $7.9 million
GS-11001 Gas Station 4 Rebuild (new) $215,000
GS-80017 Gas System Extensions $700,000
GS-09002 Gas Main Replacement- Project 19  $5.8 million
GS-11000 Gas Main Replacement- Project 21  $457,000
EL-09000 Middlefield Underground Rebuild $550,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department - Water Fund
FY 2010 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $256,000
Allocated Charges increase $51,000

Revenue increase - $2.5 million
5% proposed rate increase
Utility Revenue Bonds for Emergency Water Supply Project $35 million

Expense increase - $11.7 million
Increase commodity costs $1.7 million
Increase Capital Improvement Program $14.0 million
Decrease Operating Transfer to Technology Fund ($0.5 million)
Decrease Equity Transfer ($2.7 million)

Total FY 2010 reserves are projected to increase $15.2 
million or 311.7% to $20.1 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department - Water Fund
FY 2011 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $6,000
Allocated Charges increase $62,000

Revenue increase - $2.0 million
7% proposed rate increase

Expense decrease – ($17.4 million)
Increase commodity costs $1.7 million
Decrease Capital Improvement Program ($19.2 million)
Increase Operating Transfer to Technology Fund $0.1 million

Total FY 2011 reserves are projected to decrease ($0.3 
million) or (1.4%) to $19.8 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department - Water Fund
Capital Improvement Program

FY 2010 Expenditures - $27.4 million
WS-08002 Emergency Water Supply Project $22.5 million
WS-09000 Seismic Water Tank Valve $550,000
WS-09001 Water Main Replacement- Project 23  $2.8 million
WS-07001 Water Recycling Facilities $265,000

FY 2011 Expenditures – $8.2 million
WS-08002 Emergency Water Supply Project $3.5 million
WS-10001 Water Main Replacement- Project 24  $2.9 million
WS-07001 Water Recycling Facilities $500,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department – Wastewater Collection Fund
FY 2010 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $51,000
Allocated Charges decrease ($54,000)

Revenue increase – $0.7 million
5% proposed rate increase

Expense decrease – ($0.2 million)
Increase Wastewater Treatment charges $0.4 million
Decrease Operating Transfer to Technology Fund ($0.3 million)
Decrease Operating Transfer to Technology Fund from midyear ($0.1 
million)
Decrease Operating Transfer to Capital Fund ($0.1 million)
Decrease Operating Transfer to Refuse Fund ($0.1 million)

Total FY 2010 reserves are projected to decrease ($0.4 
million) or (6.9%) to $5.3 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department – Wastewater Collection Fund
FY 2011 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $3,000
Allocated Charges increase $20,000

Revenue increase – $0.7 million
5% proposed rate increase

Expense increase – $0.9 million
Increase Wastewater Treatment charges $0.4 million
Increase Operating Transfer to Technology Fund $0.1 million
Increase Operating Transfer to Refuse Fund $0.4 million

Total FY 2011 reserves are projected to decrease ($0.6 
million) or (10.8%) to $4.7 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Utilities Department – Wastewater Collection Fund
Capital Improvement Program

FY 2010 Expenditures - $3.9 million
WC-99013 Sewer Lateral/Manhole Rehab/Repl $640,000
WC-09001 WWC System Rehab/Aug. Project 22  $2.7 million
WC-10002 WWC System Rehab/Aug. Project 23  $280,000
WC-80020 Sewer System Extensions $321,000

FY 2011 Expenditures – $4.0 million
WC-99013 Sewer Lateral/Manhole Rehab/Repl $560,000
WC-10002 WWC System Rehab/Aug. Project 23  $2.8 million
WC-11000 WWC System Rehab/Aug. Project 24  $290,000
WC-80020 Sewer System Extensions $330,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Next Meetings

May 13 – General Fund CIP, Public Works 
General Fund Operating, ASD

May 19 – Public Works Enterprise Funds, 
Attorney’s Office, PWD Internal Service 
Funds, and related CIP

May 26 – Municipal Fee Schedule, Contracts 
greater than $85k , Wrap-up
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City Manager’s Proposed Budget 
for Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011

City of Palo Alto
Finance Committee

May 13, 2009

General Fund Capital Improvement Program
Public Works Department – General Fund
Administrative Service Department

2

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

CIP Committee Process

CIP Committee began meetings in September 2008

Identified completed projects in the current year that 
had remaining appropriations that could be returned 
to reserves 

$4.5 million returned to reserves
$2.9 million returned to Infrastructure Reserve

Reviewed prioritization criteria
Reviewed of projected Infrastructure Reserve 
Balance
Reviewed current capacity-staff’s ability to start and 
complete projects as budgeted

3

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
CIP Prioritization Criteria

Council direction

Leveraged funding (Public/Private 
Partnership/Grants/Impact Fees)

Health and safety requirements

Code/legal requirements

Operational needs and efficiency

Sustainability

Community Priorities
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Staffing Capacity to accomplish Projects
Committee evaluates proposed program to ensure staff’s 
capacity to accomplish projects is not exceeded

Current capacity is $10 to $14 million in capital projects 
each year

When new projects are added other projects are deferred
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

FY 2010 General Fund CIP Budget

Buildings and Facilities $ 5.3 million
Parks and Open Space $ 0.7 million
Street and Sidewalks $ 2.1 million
Miscellaneous $ 2.9 million

Total FY 2010 General Fund Projects $ 11.0 million 
(includes $55.8 million reimbursements)

Proposed Project Budgets $ 67.2 million
Less reimbursements ($ 56.2 million)

Total Net General Fund CIP $ 11.0 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

FY 2011 General Fund CIP Budget

Buildings and Facilities $ 6.3 million
Parks and Open Space $ 2.0 million
Street and Sidewalks $ 2.5 million
Miscellaneous $ 2.2 million

Total FY 2011 General Fund Projects $ 13.0 million 
(includes $4.5 million reimbursements)

Proposed Project Budgets $ 17.5 million
Less reimbursements ($   4.5 million)

Total Net General Fund CIP $ 13.0 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Infrastructure Reserve (IR) Five year projection

Infrastructure Reserve Projected Balance
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Major Projects - FY 2010
Downtown Library Improvements (Measure N):   $3.5 million

Mitchell Park Library & Community Ctr(Measure N): $47 million

Civic Center Improvements: $4.2 million  

Annual Street Maintenance: $1.8 million

Annual Sidewalk Repairs: $0.8 million

Jr. Museum & Zoo New Bobcat Habitat: $0.5 million

Downtown Tree Grates: $0.3 million

Ventura Community Ctr. & Park: $0.2 million

Rinconada Pool Plaster: $0.2 million

Baylands Emergency Access Levy Repair $ 0.2 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

FY 2010 - Other General Fund Projects

Art in Public Places - $50,000

Fire Apparatus Equipment - $69,000

Replacement of Gym B Bleachers (Cubberley) - $56,000

Building System Improvements - $100,000

Dimmer and Lighting System Replacements - $145,000

Children’s Theater Audio/Visual/Monitoring System Replacements  - $100,000

Roofing Replacements - $150,000

Ted Thompson Garage Improvements - $67,000 

Open Space Lakes/Ponds/Trails Maintenance - $166,000

Street Light Improvements - $120,000

Los Altos Treatment Plant site 3rd and final payment -$2.2 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Proposed Project Funding Sources FY 2010
Measure N Library Bonds: $50.5 million
General Fund: $3.7 million
Infrastructure Reserve: $11.0 million
Enterprise Funds: $0.1 million
Gas Tax: $0.8 million
California Ave Parking District: $0.1 million
Others: $1.0 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Infrastructure Reserve

FY 2010 General Fund contributions - $10.9 million
$7.2 million for on-going replacement and rehabilitation
$2.5 million designated for individual projects

2.2 million for 3rd and last payment on LATP site
$1.2 for Salary and Benefits

FY 2011 General Fund contributions - $10.2 million
$8.5 million for on-going replacement and rehabilitation
$0.5 million designated for individual projects
$1.2 for Salary and Benefits

IR can support the current five-year plan
$1 million year end budgeted transfer suspended in FY 2009 
and  FY 2010, resumes in FY 2011
Infrastructure Reserve is projected to be below $3 million in FY
2011

12

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Update to Backlog Report
Initial Backlog Report  

Total Backlog (20 years) $ 455,220
2008-12 GF CIP appropriations ($  50,622)
Total Unfunded Backlog 2008-12 $ 404,598

Updated Backlog Report
Total Backlog (20 years) $ 449,949
2009-13 GF CIP appropriations ($  64,164)
Total Unfunded Backlog 2009-13 $ 385,785
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Questions

14

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Public Works Department
Revenue 

Increase Plan Check Fee: $  52,500
Increase Building/New construction permit revenue $  30,000
Decrease street opening permit revenue ($122,000)
Allocated Revenue Decrease in FY 2010 ($138,000) and increases in 
FY 2011 $46,000

15

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Public Works Department
Citywide Changes

Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $325,000 in FY 2010 
and $178,000 in FY 2011 
Allocated charges decrease ($304,000) in FY 2010 and 
increase $106,000 in FY 2011

Expense
Reallocate 4.0 FTE to Capital and Storm Drain Fund 
($414,000)
Increase salary/benefits expense 0.24 FTE ASD personnel 
reallocated to PWD $  $32,000
Increase supplies/materials for graffiti removal $4,000
Increase facility maintenance for backflow device testing & 
repair  $15,000
Increase facility maintenance supplies $67,500
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Public Works Department
Service Level Reductions

Elimination of 1.9 FTE Engineer, Engineering 
Technician III ($226,000) Savings strategy#1

Impact: Service level impacts for these eliminations are expected to be 
mitigated by reduced service demands due to the current recession

Second Tier Reductions
Elimination Tree Trimming Contract ($379,000) 

Impact: May result in transferring responsibility for routine tree 
trimming in parking strips to property owners. Would require a 
change to policy and municipal code. This would not impact Utilities 
line clearing or emergency tree trimming/clearing 

OR
Contract Out Tree Trimming

Net Expense Reduction: ($46,000)
Elimination of 1 FTE
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Revenue decreasing ($588,000) in FY 2010 and 
increasing $131,000 in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $134,000 in FY 2010 
and $128,000 in FY 2011

Expense
Eliminate 2 FTE –Accounting Specialist & Storekeeper 
($177,000)- Savings strategy#1
Reallocate 5.2 FTE to Enterprise Funds ($625,000)
Increase temporary salaries $30,000
Decrease non-salary expense ($101,000)–Savings strategy #1 

18

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services
Printing and Mailing Internal Service Fund

Citywide Changes
Cost Plan expense decreasing ($17,000)

Personnel Benefits Cost decreasing ($49,000) 

Revenue
Decrease printing/mailing service revenue ($52,000)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services 
Technology Internal Service Fund
Citywide Changes

Cost Plan Expense decreasing ($49,000) in FY 2010 and 
($84,000) in FY 2011
Personnel Benefits Costs increasing $33,000 in FY 2010 and 
$5,000 in FY 2011 

Revenue
Increase reimbursements from City departments $217,000
Reimbursements for CIP decreases ($6.1 million) in FY 2010 and 
increases $1.1 million in FY 2011

Expense
CIP expense decreases $2.8 million in FY 2010 and increases 
$2.5 million in FY 2011 
Decrease in non-salary expense ($531,000)-Savings strategy#1

20

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes

Administrative Services
General Benefits/Insurance and Retiree Health 

Internal Service Funds

Increase in pension expense $0.5 million
Increase in medical expense $1.2 million
Increase in other benefits $0.5 million
Increase in citywide retiree medical $0.7 million

General Fund contribution suspended $ 2.1 million in FY 
2010 and resumes in FY 2011

21

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Next Meetings

May 19 – Public Works Enterprise Funds, 
Attorney’s Office, PWD Internal Service 
Funds, and related CIP

May 26 – Municipal Fee Schedule, Contracts 
greater than $85k , Wrap-up
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City Manager’s Proposed Budget 
for Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011

City of Palo Alto
Finance Committee

May 19, 2009
Public Works Department- Enterprise Funds
City Attorney’s Office
Public Works Internal Service Funds, and related CIP

2

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Department Budgets
Citywide changes

Allocated Charges
Cost Plan Revenue-Increase/Decrease in Department costs 
Decrease in Allocations from Internal Service Funds

Personnel Benefit Cost Increases – $2.2 million 
Medical Insurance premium: $1.2 million (10 percent)
PERS:  $0.5 million (2 percent)
Employer Medicare contribution: $0.3 million (30 percent)
Other Benefits: $0.2 million

Other Funds portion - $0.3 million
Utilities Funds portion – $0.8 million
General Fund portion - $1.1 million

In FY 2010 the General Fund also includes the resumption of full
benefit allocations. In FY 2009 $2.5 million of General Fund benefits 
increases were not allocated

General Fund Retiree Medical Contribution resumes in 
FY 2011  $ 2.1 million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Public Works Department – Storm Drainage Fund
FY 2010 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $50,000
Allocated Charges increase $18,000

Revenue decrease – ($34,000)
No proposed rate increase
Decrease Plan Checking Fee ($22,000)
Decrease Interest Income ($12,000)

Expense decrease – ($79,000)
Increase Operating Transfer to General Fund- repayment of loan and 
interest $647,000
Decrease Capital Improvement Program ($786,000)
Increase Storm Water Rebates- move from CIP budget to operating budget 
$137,000
Decrease Operating Transfer to Technology Fund ($119,000)

Total FY 2010 reserves are projected to increase $27,000 or 6.8% to 
$427,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Public Works Department – Storm Drainage Fund
FY 2011 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $8,000
Allocated Charges increase $12,000

Revenue– no change
Rate changes pending determination of 2009 local CPI changes

Expense increase – $38,000
Decrease Operating Transfer to General Fund ($99,000)
Increase Capital Improvement Program $92,000
Increase Operating Transfer to Technology Fund $19,000

Total FY 2011 reserves are projected to decrease 
($11,000) or 2.6% to $416,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Highlights - Capital

Public Works Department – Storm Drainage Fund
Capital Improvement Program

FY 2010 Expenditures – $1.4 million
SD-11101 Channing Avenue/Lincoln Avenue Storm Drain 
Improvements $820,000
SD-06101 Storm Drain System Replacement and 
Rehabilitation $550,000

FY 2011 Expenditures – $1.5 million
SD-11101 Channing Avenue/Lincoln Avenue Storm Drain 
Improvements $895,000
SD-06101 Storm Drain System Replacement and 
Rehabilitation $567,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Public Works Department - Refuse Fund
FY 2010 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $390,000
Allocated Charges decrease ($30,000)

Revenue increase - $4.2 million
17% proposed rate increase

Expense increase – $1.5 million
Increase Waste Hauling Contract- GreenWaste $4.6 million
Decrease Capital Improvement Program ($2.1 million)
Decrease Contract Services- share of SMaRT Station costs ($0.9 million)

Total FY 2010 reserves and fully-funded liability are 
projected to increase $0.6 million or 7.5% to $8.4 
million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Public Works Department - Refuse Fund
FY 2011 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $8,000
Allocated Charges increase $170,000

Revenue increase - $0.4 million
Rate changes pending rate analysis Spring 2010
Increase Operating Transfer from Wastewater Collection Fund $0.4 million

Expense increase – $7.6 million
Decrease Waste Hauling Contract- GreenWaste ($0.2 million)
Increase Capital Improvement Program $7.7 million
Increase Operating Transfer to Technology Fund $0.1 million
Decrease Operating Transfer to General Fund ($0.1 million)

Total FY 2011 reserves and fully-funded liability are 
projected to decrease ($6.6 million) or (78.5%) to $1.8 
million
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Highlights - Capital

Public Works Department - Refuse Fund
Capital Improvement Program

FY 2010 Expenditures
No planned projects

FY 2011 Expenditures – $7.7 million
RF-11001 Landfill Closure $6.7 million
RF-10003 Drying Beds, Material Storage, and Transfer 
Area $750,000
RF-10002 Flare Relocation Project $200,000
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Public Works Department – Wastewater Treatment Fund
FY 2010 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $309,000
Allocated Charges increase $355,000

Revenue decrease – ($19.3 million)
Decrease in CIP Reimbursements from State and Local Agencies ($20 
million)
Increase in Customer Revenues $0.9 million

Expense decrease – ($20.0 million)
Decrease Capital Improvement Program ($20.8 million)
Increase in Plant Operations Costs $0.1 million
Decrease in Operating Transfer to Technology Fund ($0.1 million)

Total FY 2010 reserves are projected to increase $1.3 
million or 31.3% to ($2.9 million)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Public Works Department – Wastewater Treatment Fund
FY 2011 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $11,000
Allocated Charges increase $366,000

Revenue increase – $1.1 million
Increase in Customer Revenues $1.1 million

Expense increase – $1.2 million
Increase Capital Improvement Program $0.9 million
Increase in Plant Operations Costs $0.1 million
Decrease in Operating Transfer to General Fund ($0.1 million)

Total FY 2011 reserves are projected to increase $1.2 
million or 40.4% to ($1.8 million)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Highlights - Capital

Public Works Department – Wastewater Treatment Fund
Capital Improvement Program

FY 2010 Expenditures – $1.7 million
WQ-80021 Plant Equipment Replacement $1.1 million
WQ-10001 Plant Master Plan $500,000
WQ-80022 System Flow Meter $100,000

FY 2011 Expenditures – $2.6 million
WQ-04011 Facility Condition Assessment & Retrofit      
$1.0 million
WQ-80021 Plant Equipment Replacement $1.5 million
WQ-80022 System Flow Meter $100,000

12

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes 

City Attorney
Continuation from May 5th Budget Hearing
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Public Works Department – Vehicle Replacement Fund
FY 2010 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs increase $143,000
Allocated Charges increase $61,000

Revenue decrease – ($2.4 million)
Decrease in Reimbursements from Other Funds for Vehicle 
Maintenance and Replacement ($2.4 million)
Includes prior year one-time and midyear reimbursements

Expense decrease – ($2.6 million)
Decrease Capital Improvement Program ($2.2 million)
Decrease in Operations and Maintenance Costs from midyear 
($0.6 million)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Changes - Operating

Public Works Department – Vehicle Replacement Fund
FY 2011 Changes

Citywide Changes
Personnel Benefits Costs decrease ($1,000)
Allocated Charges increase $41,000

Revenue – no change

Expense decrease – ($0.7 million)
Decrease Capital Improvement Program ($0.7 million)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Department Highlights - Capital

Public Works Department – Vehicle Replacement Fund
Capital Improvement Program

FY 2010 Expenditures – $0.7 million
VR-07001 Automated Motor Pool Reservation and Vehicle 
Key Management System $25,000
VR-07002 Diesel Truck Engine Emissions Retrofits 
$360,000
VR-06801 Replace Citywide Fuel Transaction and 
Inventory Management System $85,000
VR-04010 Vehicle Maintenance Facility Upgrades $200,000

FY 2011 Expenditures
No planned projects

16

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Next Meeting

May 26 – Municipal Fee Schedule, Contracts 
greater than $85k, Wrap-up
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City Manager’s Proposed Budget 
for Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011

City of Palo Alto
Finance Committee

May 26, 2009

2

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Agenda

Municipal Fee Schedule
Contracts Scopes Greater than $85,000
Equity Transfer Methodology
Budget Wrap-Up

Finance Committee and Staff-Recommended 
Changes to the Proposed Budget
Parking Lot

Future Meetings

3

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Municipal Fee Schedule
Majority of increases provide for fuller cost recovery
New Fees

Administrative Services-Real Estate Division
Easement/License/Grant Deed preparation
Easement Document Preparation/Processing
Public Notice/Mailing/Posting/Advertising

Community Services
Daily/Annual Parking – Foothills Park
Daily/Term Parking  - Cubberley Community Center
Private use facility rental at Jr. Museum & Zoo

Fire Department
Fire Protection and Access Plan Review
Verification of Fire Protection System Maintenance
Specific Hazard Permit – Amusement buildings

Police Department
Delinquent alarm registration fee (10-39 days)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Municipal Fee Schedule/New Fees - Continued
Library Services Department

Link+ materials/Damage/Out of state Loan
Collection Agency fee
Headphone sales

Planning & Community Environment
Electric Service Safety Inspection
Electrical Permits – Each Motor
Plumbing Permits – Solar Hot Water System
Green Building Program Fees
Individual Review with Architect
Legal Review Fees

Public Works Department
Tree Inspection-private development
Refuse Area Commercial Loads – Dirt disposal
Refuse Area Construction & Demolition Program-Single Family 
Residence

5

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Contract Scopes of Consultant Services 
Greater than $85,000

Fiscal Year 2010
Highway 101 Pedestrian/Bicycle Over/Underpass       
(PL-11000)

Fiscal Year 2011
Municipal Service Center Improvements (PF-05002)
Ventura Building Improvements (PF-06002)
Art Center Electrical and Mechanical Upgrades         
(PF-07000)
Children’s Theater Improvements (PF-09000)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Equity Transfer Methodology 
Comparison to Other Municipalities 

Dollar amount of transfer & percentage of annual electric 
sales revenue

City of Alameda: $2.8 million (6 percent)
City of Briggs: $150,000 (6 percent)
City of Gridley: $800,000 (14 percent)
City of Lompoc: $1.3 million (7 percent)
City of Roseville: $6.5 million (4 percent)
City of Santa Clara: $13.4 million (5 percent)
City of Ukiah: $1.1 million (7 percent)

City of Palo Alto
Fiscal Year 2009 $9.3 million (8 percent)
Fiscal Year 2010 $11.1 million (9 percent)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Equity Transfer Methodology 

Tax Adjustment
30 percent approximates the marginal tax rate that an 
individual investor in municipal bonds would avoid 
paying compared to corporate bond investment. 

Risk Adjustment
Accounts for the lower return on equity that an 
individual investor in municipal bonds would receive 
compared to a corporate bond investment. Since the risk 
of default is higher on corporate bonds the investment 
return is higher. 
Staff is recommending a 15 percent risk adjustment

8

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Fiscal year 2010 deficit - $10 million
Budget balancing strategies

9

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Budget Wrap-up

Finance Committee and Staff-Recommended 
Changes to the City Manager’s Proposed Budget

Proposed General Fund Surplus $571,000
Recommended Changes

Increase to Council Contingency ($43,000)
Increase to City Manager Contingency ($84,100)
Increase to City Manager Budget – Sustainability   ($32,000)
Remove Asst. Planning Director Position $236,280
Reduce Parking revenue –CSD ($70,000)
Restore funding for Twilight Concerts – CSD ($41,000)
Balance Golf Course Operations $159,269
Reallocate 0.5 FTE from PWD to Capital Fund $46,160

Ending Balance – Surplus $742,609
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
General Fund

Fiscal year 2010 deficit - $10 million
Finance Committee Recommendations

Other Revenue,  $1.4 
million 

Department and 
Service Level 

Reductions,  $2.8 
million 

Surplus + Finance 
Comm Changes,  

$0.7 million 

Placeholder 
Options,  $2.2 million 

PAPOA Salary 
Deferral,  $0.8 

million 

IAFF Salary Deferral, 
$0.7 million 

Other Compensation 
Reductions,  $1.5 

million 
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Budget Wrap-up

Review Parking Lot Items Recommendations

Elimination of outside CAO evaluation contract ($  11,000) 
Reduce the Police Department budget (flat amount) ($ 500,000) 
Reduce the Police Department budget (specific)        ($ 492,000) 
Add back the reduction/Comprehensive Plan extension         $   75,000
Reinstate the BLS program (add back revenue and expense)

($  98,429)
Reduce General Fund Transfer to Capital Fund (additional reduction)         

($1,000,000)
Defer the Storm Drain fund loan repayment by one year       $   647,000              

12

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
General Fund

Additional Budget Pressures

State Borrowing of Property Tax Revenues $2.4 million
Possible Unknown Additional Revenue Declines
Other Possible State Budget impacts
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Acknowledgements
Next Meeting

City Council Budget Review June 8th

Budget Adoption June 15th
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City Manager’s Proposed Budget 
for Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011

City Council Budget Hearing
June 08, 2009

2

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Overview and Future Meetings

June 8- City Council Budget Discussion
Budget Schedule
Update on FY 2009
City Manager’s Proposed Budget FY 2010 and 2011

General Fund
Enterprise Funds
Capital Fund

Questions/Discussion
June 15

Public Hearings
Proposition 218 utility rates

Water Utility Rates
Wastewater Collection Rates
Refuse Rates

FY 2010 Budget Adoption
FY 2011 Budget Adoption-in-concept

3

FY 2010 & 2011 Budget Hearing 
Schedule

March 31  Utility Rates & Prop 218 noticing
April 21    HSRAP/CDBG
April 27    Study Session with City Council
May 5    Budget Kick-Off, Admin. Depts.
May 7   Police, Fire, Library, Planning
May 12  CSD, Utilities, Utilities CIP
May 13 GF Capital Budget, PWD, ASD
May 19 PWD Enterprise and ISF, Atty Office
May 26 Wrap-Up, Municipal Fee Schedule
May 28 Wrap-up continued
June 8 Budget Review with City Council
June 15 Budget Adoption
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Update of Fiscal Year 2009 – General Fund
$8.0 million gap due to revenue declines
Budget Balancing Strategies initiated

One-time expenditure reductions 
moves structural issues into FY 2010

5

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Summary – General Fund

Fiscal year 2010 deficit - $10 million
$8 million gap from FY 2009 
$2 million in addition revenue declines

City Manager’s Proposed Budget balancing strategies:
$3.0 million – Employee compensation contributions 
$2.8 million - Departmental expenditure reductions 

One-time options”
$2.1 million - Suspension of GF Retiree Medical contribution 
$1.0 million - Suspension of GF year-end contribution to 
Capital Fund 
$1.4 million - Additional revenues from other funds
$0.3 million - Other expenditure changes
$10.6 million

$0.6 FY 2010 excess to be applied to one-time options

6

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Fiscal year 2010 General Fund deficit  $10 million

Budget balancing strategies
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Finance Committee and Staff Recommended** 
Changes
General Fund  

 FY 2010 FY 2011 
Beginning balance $571,000 ($3,082,000)
Changes to Revenue  
Remove New Parking Revenue for Foothills Pk. ($150,000) ($150,000)
Increase Golf Course Revenue $148,170 $148,170
Restore BLS Program Revenue $236,000 $236,000
Net Changes to Revenue   - Increase $234,170 $234,170
  
Changes to Expenditures  
Increase to City Council Contingency ** $43,000 $43,000
Increase to City Manager Contingency ** $84,100 $84,100
Reallocation of .5 FTE from PWD to CIP** ($46,160) ($46,160)
Remove Asst. Director of Planning ($236,280)    ($236,280)
Increase to City Manager Budget –Sustainability  $32,000 $32,000
Remove cost increase for CAO evaluator ($11,000) ($11,000)
Restore Funding for Twilight Concerts $41,000 $41,000
Decrease Golf Course Expenses ($11,099) ($11,099)
Restore BLS Program Expense $108,000 $108,000
½ Estimated savings for sustainability efforts ($132,182) ($132,182)
20 percent travel reduction ($35,500) ($35,500)
Reduce GF transfer to Capital Fund (additional) ($1,000,000) 
Net Changes to Expenditures - Decrease ($1,164,121) ($164,121)
  
Net Change $1,398,291 $398,291
Reduction of Bridge (one-time) options    ($1,900,000) 
Ending Balance $69,291 ($2,683,709)
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Finance Committee and Staff Recommended 
Changes – General Fund FY 2010

FY 2010 General Fund Deficit - $10 million
Finance Committee Recommendations

Other Revenue,  $1.4 

Department and Service Level 
Reductions,  $2.8 

Finance Committee 
Recommendations,  $0.9 

GF Deferral of Transfer to 
Capital Fund,  $2.0 

General Fund Retiree Medical 
Deferral,  $0.2 

PAPOA Salary Deferral,  $0.8 

IAFF Salary Deferral ?,  $0.7 

Other Compensation 
Reductions ?,  $1.5 

, 
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
General Fund Reserves

Budget Stabilization Reserve
Reserve is for one-time unexpected needs, not meant to fund 
ongoing operating expense
Range 15-20% of GF expenditures; 18.5% is the target
FY 2010 proposed reserve level $21.7 million or 15.3%
FY 2011 proposed in-concept reserve level $19.0 million or 
13.0%

Additional expenditure reductions will be made prior to FY 
2011 budget adoption, June 2010 to bring reserves to 15%

Infrastructure Reserve
$5.2 million in FY 2010 and $1.6 million in FY 2011
The $1 million year-end budgeted transfer from the General 
Fund was suspended in FY 2009 and 2010, but resumes in FY 
2011
An additional $1 million reduction in the General Fund transfer 
for FY 2010 was recommended by the Finance Committee 10

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Additional General Fund Budget Pressures

State Borrowing of Property Tax Revenues $2.4 million
Possible Unknown Additional Revenue Declines
Other Possible State Budget impacts
Infrastructure Funding

11

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Enterprise Funds Proposed Budgets
Electric Fund

FY 2010 $137.1 million
FY 2011 $146.9 million

Fiber Optics Fund
FY 2010 $1.6 million
FY 2011 $1.6 million

Gas Fund
FY 2010 $45.8 million
FY 2011 $51.6 million

Water Fund
FY 2010 $50.8 million
FY 2011 $33.3 million 

12

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Enterprise Funds Proposed Budgets
Wastewater Collection Fund

FY 2010 $16.4 million
FY 2011 $17.3 million 

Refuse Fund
FY 2010 $36.5 million
FY 2011 $44.1 million

Wastewater Treatment Fund
FY 2010 $20.4 million
FY 2011 $21.7 million

Storm Drainage Fund
FY 2010 $5.6 million
FY 2011 $5.6 million 
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Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Enterprise Funds
In Fiscal Year 2010 the average residential 
utility bill is increasing by $4.42 or 1.4 percent

Rates 2010 2011   
Gas 10 % decrease 15 % increase
Electric 10 % increase 15 % increase
Water 5 % increase 7 % increase
Wastewater Collection    5 % increase       5 % increase
Refuse 17 % increase
Storm Drainage 0 % increase

14

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011
Average Residential Utility Bill

Average Projected Residential Monthly Utility Bills

Current Proposed Proposed

Utility  FY 2009 Bill  FY 2010 Bill  $ Difference  % Difference  FY 2011 Bill  % Difference 

Electric (650KWH) 69.38               $76.33 $6.95 10.0% $87.78 15.0%

Water (14CCF) 68.79               72.01               $3.22 4.7% 77.05               7.0%

Gas (100/30TH) 110.71              99.42               ($11.29) -10.2% 114.33              15.0%

Wastewater 23.48               24.65               $1.17 5.0% 25.88               5.0%

Refuse 26.58               31.00               $4.42 16.6% 31.00               0.0%

Storm Drain 10.95               10.95               $0.00 0.0% 10.95               0.0%

User Tax 12.44               12.39               ($0.05) -0.4% 14.25               15.0%
   

Total Monthly Bill 322.33$            326.75$            4.42$               1.4% 361.24$            10.6%

FY 2010: Gas: 10% decrease FY 2011: Gas: 15% increase
FY 2010: Water: 5% increase FY 2011: Water: 7% increase
FY 2010: Electric: 10% increase FY 2011: Electric: 15% increase
FY 2010: Refuse: 17% increase FY 2011: Wastewater: 5% increase
FY 2010: Storm drain will increase by CPI at 0%
FY 2010: Wastewater: 5% increase

15

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

General Fund CIP Overview
Total CIP $66.8 million in FY 2010 and $17.4 
million in FY 2011

FY 2010 includes $50.5 million for Measure N Library Bond 
Construction and improvements
General Fund Contribution to CIP in FY 2010 $8.9 million

Infrastructure Reserve
$5.2 million in FY 2010 and $1.6 million in FY 2011
The $1 million year-end budget transfer from the General Fund 
was suspended in FY 2009 and 2011, and resumes in FY 2011
An additional $1 million reduction in the General Fund transfer 
for FY 2010 was recommended by the Finance Committee

16

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Update to Infrastructure Backlog Report

Infrastructure Backlog Report
Total Backlog (20 years) $ 450 million
2009-13 GF CIP appropriations ($  64) million
Total Unfunded Backlog 2009-13 $ 386 million

17

Proposed Budget FY 2010 & 2011

Questions/Discussion
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Attorney to General Fund Budget Comparison
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Oakland 10,455,000

Morgan Hill 13,230,664

Livermore 17,973,608

Hayward 19,416,667

Mt View 20,045,454

San Jose 22,935,379

Fremont 26,812,600

San Mateo 27,766,666

Palo Alto 35,292,500

Santa Clara 37,150,000

Sunnyvale 54,122,950

 

Number of Attorneys in Nearby City Attorney’s Offices

0.0

2.0

4.0

6.0

8.0

10.0

Morgan Hill 2.0
Redwood City 2.0
San Mateo 3.0
Sunnyvale 4.0
Santa Clara 4.0
Palo Alto 4.0
Mt View 4.4
Livermore 4.5
Fremont 5.0
Hayward 6.0
Berkeley 8.0

 

Ratio of Attorneys to City Staff
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Hayward 143
Fremont 170
Palo Alto 176
San Mateo 177
Berkeley 205
Sunnyvale 221
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Redwood City (1) Sunnyvale (2) Santa Clara (2) Hayward (2)
San Mateo (2) Palo Alto (2) Walnut Creek (2) Berkeley (2)
Morgan Hill (2) Mt View (2.2) Livermore (2.25) Fremont (2.5)
Oakland (2.85) San Jose (2.9)

Impact of Layoffs on City:
The legal work does not go away because positions are eliminated. 

Increased Cost to City to Maintain Same Service Level:

Increase in Outside Counsel expense for critical legal services that 
would exceed the personnel cost savings

Outside Counsel Costs 100% to 200% more than in-house staffing

Reduction in attorneys would likely lead to an increase in lawsuits due 
to the drop in preventative law

Proposed Layoffs would result in $183,723 net reduction not $283,000  
due to offset of revenue
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Impact on City Staff & Community

Decrease in Level of Service to City Staff & City Council:
Current staff is operating at maximum level in order to meet deadlines
Will result in a delay in turnaround times for assignments
The high level of City Attorney service to the City Council, staff and the 
community could not occur without the present level of attorneys and 
support staff.

Impact on Community:

Possible delay or reduction in code enforcement prosecution
Possible delay or reduction in quality of life prosecution
Could delay real estate development
Could delay response to citizen requests or legal problems
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