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Honorable Members in Session:
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SUBJECT: BAI.IOI‘MEASURETOFINANCEPUBIICSAFEI’YSERV’ICE‘

SUMMARY

LastweekCounCleembersCmmandPopereqmstedareport from the City
Manager concerning a possible November ballot measure to finance increased police
services. The County of Sacramento is now preparing to sukmit a proposal to
createaCmmtyServmesAreamthabenefltassessmentbasedonaflxed fee for
various types of land uses to support expanded Sheriff's services. I have
explored other options available to the City and am recomnendmg that the City
Council instead seek City voter approval of an advisory measure freezing the
utility users tax at its present level of 7.5% and pledging the incremental
revenue to J_mprove City police services.

BACKGROUND

Recently Sacramento County Sheriff Glen Craig anncunced his intention to
seek unincorporated area voter approval of a measure to assess property owners
for expanded law enforcement services. Since the County of Sacramento has very
few options to raise additional reverues to support the Sheriff's request for
increased staffing, they are now preparing to submit a measure to the
unincorporated area voters to create a Benefit Assessment District with a fixed
fee for each type of land use - residential, comercial and  industrial.
Proposition 13preventsthemlevy1ngatax1ncreasebasedonﬂ1evalueof
property. In addition, a two-thirds vote of the electorate will be required to
gain approval of the law enforcement tax. As of last Wednesday, the County had
not yet officially anncunced the amount of the proposed levy. The City Council
could re@,u‘est we be included with the County's Benefit Assessment District.

. The 1988-89 Approved Budget for the City of Sacramento provides for a
balanced, status quo spending plan. The budget does not fully address the
growing need for additional sexrvices in critical areas such as Public Safety.
In the context of the City Budget, "Public Safety" includes Police, Fire and
Animal Control. This need was recognized during the budget discussions, but due
to funding constraints in the General Fund, Public Safety program augrrentatlons
were basically limited to the addltlon of 8 Police Officers.



Table 1 highlights some of the more significant umet needs in the area
~ of Public safety. Included in the list are 104 Police Officers necessary to
increase the current force to 2 officers per 1,000 populatlon, an additional 14
Police Officers per year needed to maintain that ratio given population growth,

staffmgnecassazytooperateaSmrdzandNorthareaPclmeSubstatlon, a new
public safety camplex to house Police and Fire Administration, Dispatch and
Emergency Response Center, staffing for three new fire crews, and additional
Animal Control Officers to keep pace with population growth and to increase the
currem: level of service..

Toneetthseneedsanaddltlonal $10to$24m1111mwm11dbermdedm
an anmual basis. thmcludedmtlmemmbexsmﬁaeccstofmamtammg
existing service levels against inflation. The total cost of the urmet needs
for the five year period represents a 18% increase over the existing operating
baseplusmflatlon.

Due to the growing needs in the Public Safety area, particularly relatmg
to Police services, I believe it is time to look for new revenues in order to
augment services in this area. The need is not just limited to the City as
ev1dermedbyﬂ1ereca¢requ&tby$her1ffGlennCralgtomposeaspec1altax
fornwreasedShenffservmes

Inrevxewmgouroptmnstoaddrassﬂusfunhrgneedlhavelookedat g
newsoumaswellasex:stlrgrevemawhlchcwldbeaugmented Within these
categories I have evaluated various factors including what it would take to
mplen&nttheﬁnﬁugsource,whomldbebearugﬂ)eburdenfortherevameam
how the growth potential of the revenue would compare to the projected needs.
BasaionﬂusamalysmmebestrevmuesmmceappearstobeﬂzeUtultyUsers '
Taxbymamtammgthetaxrateat?S%

» CQurrent Clty policy relating to the Utility Users Tax reduc@ the tax rate
from its high in 1985-86 of 9% to 5% in 1993-94. This reduction is being
accamplished by annually reducing the rate by 0.5%. As adopted in the 1988-89
Budget the rate will be reduced from 8.0% to 7.5% on October 1, 1988. 1;

’Iheadvantagesofmamtalmrgﬂnetaxrate at 7.5% mordertogenerate
additional needed revenues includes: the burden is equally spread between
camercial and residential taxpayers, elderly and disabled low income residents
are held harmless in that their tax bills are 100% refundable, the growth in this
reverue source can accammodate at least half of the urmet needs of Public
Safety,. ardmamtenanceofthe?S%taxratecanbemplementedbycmnmu
action. (Spec:.fn.cally, a vote of the Council is required to lower the rate each
year,noactmnlsreqlnredtomamtamtheenstingrate) :

_ In regards to the last factor, however, it should be po:mted out that the
agreenmttolcwerthetaxrateeachyearwasanagreedtoccnpromsebyamnnber
of parties including the City Comml, local taxpayers' groups, senior citizens'
groups and staff. A change in this policy, although totally within the
discretion of the City Council, would best be accomplished with approval by at
-leastthesesameconstlmentgxmps Therefore, I further recommend that Council.
seekanadv1soxyvoteofthepeople toaskthelrcormnwence in this change of

pollcy






FINANCTAL

.~ Table 2 shows the projected increase in revermue assuming the Utility Users
Tax rate is frozen at 7.5% and campares it to the increased needs in the Public
Safety area. The additional revenue which would be generated beginning in 1989-
90 can accommodate almost half of the identified urmet needs and will allow for
an 8% real growth in services during the projected 5 year period. This is
campared to the 18% real growth necessary to address all of the identified urmet
needs .

The additional revenues would not fully cover the needs identified in Table
1 although a substantial increase over cwrrent service levels could be
raccamplished. It is my intention that the existing General Fund reverue structure
continue to support the current existing level of Public Safety services and that
the new Utility Users Tax revenues be used for real service growth in this area.

The estimated impact of the tax freeze on residential taxpayers is shown
in Table 3. The impact on individual commercial taxpayers cannot be estimated
at this time though as a group they will pay about 53% of the tax increment.



RECCMMENDATION

I recamend that the attached resolution be forwarded to City Council for
adoption to place on the November 1988 ballot a measure requesting an advisory
vote on whether or not the Utility Users Tax rate should be mdintained at 7.5%
mordertopmvmeformcreasedseneralnndreswmestoaddressﬂlemty'
g:x:'cmngneedsmthemblicSafetyarea

" Respectfully Sukmitted

e

City Manager
Attachment :

All Districts
July 26, 1988



RESOLUTION NO. S

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF

ARESOIUI’ICNAUH'DRIZ]NSANOVE&BER]B88BAIIDPMEASUREM
: ' - |
E-TTRESOLVEDBY'IHE-CI!JNCHLOF'H{ECI'IYOFSACRAMENN'E]AT:

i
h
:

1. Ameasmebeplacedmﬂ:eNovanberlSBSballotseeJd:ganadvisqzyVotq
on whether or not the Utility Users Tax Rate should be maintained at 7.5%. .
2. Specific ballot language be as indicated an Exhibit A attached and
o : !
MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
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' EXHIBIT A

' NOVEMBER 1988 BALIOT IANGUAGE
ADVISORY VOTE ONLY

Should the Utility Users Tax rate be maintained at 7.5% in order to provide
additional General Fund revenues to augment City services such as Public Safety.



