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SUBJECT: DOWNTOWN SACRAMENTO MANAGEMENT DISTRICT - PUBLIC
MEETING

LOCATION AND COUNCIL DISTRICT:

The proposed Downtown Sacramento Management District is located in Council District No. 1. The
district is comprised of approximately 65 city blocks. (See attached map, Exhibit A.)

RECOMMENDATION:

This report recommends that the City Council open the public meeting on the Downtown
Sacramento Management District, take public testimony, and close the meeting. No Council action
is requested at this time. A public hearing will be held on June 13, 1995, at which time Council
may take action on the district. (See attached schedule, Exhibit B.)

CONTACT PERSON:

FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF: May 30, 1995
SUMMARY:

On April 18, 1995, Council initiated formation of the Downtown Sacramento Management District
and authorized staff to publish a notice of public hearings and mail notices to each property owner.
The purpose of this hearing is to receive public testimony related to the district. No action is
requested at this time.

. ’
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' COMMITTEE/COMMISSION ACTION: o
None.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

District Cc ‘ ' :

The formation of the Sacramento Downtown Management District is a cooperative effort between
the Downtown Sacramento Partnershlp Inc. (DPY), a California non-profit corporation, the City of
Sacramento and SHRA. The purpose of the district is to provide special services to enhance and
revitalize the downtown area, Each property owner pays his/her share of the. cost based on the level
of benefit received.

Management Plan '

The Downtown Sacramento Management Plan is a comprehensive document which descnbes the -
process of forming the Management District and providing the services. The plan was approved by
Council on April 18, 1995 and is on file in the office of the City Clerk. Additional copies are
available at the office of the Downtown ‘Sacramento Partnersmp (900 J Street 2nd Floor).

In brief, the services to be provrded are as follows:

e Guide Program The program will provrde a minimum of 6 and up to 10 trained security
guides who will patrol the district 12 hours a day, 7 days-a week. The guides will act as the
eyes and ears of the downtown and will assist in the prevention of crime. In addition to
providing enhanced security, the guides will be trained to direct pedestrians to shopping and
business destinations and will be knowledgeable of downtown promotions and events.

@ . Maintenance - The maintenance services include a Clean Streets Program and City. Sweep
~ Program. The Clean Streets Program will provide a minimum of 6 and up to 10 street
custodians to maintain sidewalks and alleys by sweeping, steam cleaning and related surface
" maintenance control measures. The frequency of service for the sidewalks and alleys will
- vary in each sub-district, with the most frequent being twice weekly on the K Street corridor.
_The City Sweep Program will provide mobile sweep crews for litter and graffiti removal 7
days.a week These crews will augment security guides to discourage litter and graffiti.

o . Revrtahzatron The Management District will provrde a unified marketmg program in an
. effort to allow the public to view the downtown as a single destination’ with a rich collection
of attractions, events and services. Goals of rev1tahzat10n include increased customer trafﬁc,
occupancies, sales and property values. .
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A complete description of the proposed services is contamed in the Downtown Sacramento
Management Plan : : :
As a means to substantiate the assessment methodology proposed by the Management Plan, the firm
of Economic and Planning Systems (EPS) was retained to perform an economic analysis of the Plan.
~ The EPS analysis provides an mdependent confirmation that real property will benefit from the
sidewalk and alley maintenance; litter control, guide patrols.and the uniform marketing program.
Furthermore, EPS concluded that the magnitude of assessments for each property is reasonably
proportionate to the level of benefit reoelved from services provided. The EPS analys1s is on file in
_ the office of the C1ty Clerk

On April 18, 1995, City Council approved Resolution 95-188 authorizing the City Manager to
appoint the Downtown Management District Advisory Board. Selection will be in accordance with
criteria established by the Property and Business Improvement Dlstnct Law of 1994 and the
Downtown Management Plan L T

District O L
The district will be managed and administered by the Downtown Sacramento Partnershlp (DPI)
through an agreement with the C1ty The Advisory Board will oversee DPI's activities and the
services provided. Each year DPI will submit a report, through the Advisory Board, which
recommends a budget, assessment rates and service levels for the following year The report will be
forwarded to the City Councﬂ for adoptwn and levy of assessments. :

In accordance with the. Management Plan, the district will operate for a penod of 5 years
commencing January 1, 1996. At the end of the 5-year term, the. d1str1ct may be reformed through
the submittal of a peutlon by property owners. . :

.F]NANCIAL CONS]DERATIONS
All fees assoc1ated with the formatxon and administration of this dxstnct w111 be ﬁnanced by the

property owners and-a. City/SHRA contribution. . The total budget for the first year of district
operation is summanzed as follows ‘
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“TABLE 1
TOTAL COSTS
Security Guides' | $463,239
‘ Mainte'n_ance i $3,08- ,826
Revitalization $257,355
DPI Dlstnct Admmlstratlon ‘ : ‘$142 580 N
' First Year C1ty Formation and Admlmstratlon $25, 000
TOTAL BUDGET 1995/96 - $1., 197,000

Lm

The Downtown Management D1stnct ‘will receive benefit assessments based on the Property and
Business Improvement District Law of 1994, The properties within the district are split into six (6)

sub-districts (benefit zones). The assessment rates for each sub-district are based.on the level of

service to reflect benefit received.” Assessment rates are based on a cost per square foot of parcel
area and cost per square foot of: bu11dmg area. The initial assessment rates by sub district are listed .

in Table 2.

TABLE 2
. ASSESSMENT RATES

1 1. Old Sacramento $0.080- $0.040

2 |2 Civic Center -~ $0.101 $0.051

3 |3 Paa | $0.103 $0.052
3A | 4. Downtown Plaza Shoppmg Center $0.033 | $ 0.016

4 s Capitol Mall " $0.033 $0.016
5 |6 Kstrent $0,119 $0.059

Based on the above rates, a typical building on the K Street corridor with an 80" x 160" parcel

(12,800 sq. ft ) and a building area of 35,000 sq. ft. would be assessed $3,588 per year.

The assessment formula contained in the Management Plan provides that the annual budget and

assessment rates. may be mcreased each year to. account for inflation. The-annual inflation .

‘adjustment will be based on the Bay Aré¢a Consumer Pnce Index (CPI) for all urban consumers, or

three percent (3%), whichever i 1s less.
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In consideration of the services to be prov1ded and Council's goal of enhancement and revitalization
of the downtown area, staff recommends that the City and SHRA provide an annual contribution to
the Management District. A summary of City and SHRA properties is detailed in Table 3.

TABLE 3 -

_CITY/SHRA €O VS PRIVATE

SME

Private Properties 340 | $929,785 T1.7%
City Properties . 70 |  $214390 | 17.9%
SHRA Properties | ' 62 | s 4.4%

TOTALS R [ si97000 0 100.0%

The majority of the City contribution will be funded from existing Enterprise Funds with the
General Fund portion expected to be less than $60,000. Specific funding source recommendations
for the City and SHRA contnbunon will be detalled in the June 13, 1995 staff report.

The benefit formulas for this dlstnct utthze both parcel and building area to- determme the

~ assessments. Parcel areas are on file at the County Assessor's Office and are generally accurate and
up to date. Complete building square footage however is generally not available and in some cases,

the records are several years old or are incomplete. :

During the planning- phase of this district, DPI staff undertook an extensive effort to develop a
listing of building square footage for each of the parcels in the district. Data sources included the
County of Sacramento, City Planmng Department, and property owner.records. While the DPI data
is considered to be the best avatlable information, it is expected there may be discrepancies between
the current available mformatmn and actual building square footage. In recognition of this, DPI and
City staff have devised the followmg plan to. 1dent1fy and correct any remammg discrepancies-in
building square footage. B

- Followmg Council 1n1t1at10n of the dlstnct on April 18, 1995 staff malled an ofﬁcml not1ce
. to each property owner.. :
- The notice explained the: proposed semces, cost and district formation process
- The notice also contained the current available building square footage for the parcel.
- If the property owner dlsagrees with the square footage, he/she may send a letter to the City
indicating they do not agree with the estimate and submit additional information on actual
square footage.. . '
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City staff will review each response in 'companson with available records. If necessary, the City's
Planning Department will conduct a site inspection to verify actual square footage of the bu11d1ng

EXIST]NG DISTRICTS TO BE ABANDONED/REORGANIZED

In conjunction w1th formation of the proposed Downtown Management Dlstnct a number of
existing districts will need to be'either abandoned or reorgamzed The following provides a brief
discussion of the recommended actlons to be taken with these existing districts:

This district was formed:in 1982 at the request of the property owners. The district includes

approximately 26 city blocks and has an annual budget of $77,380. Tt is proposed that this

district be abandoned effective January 1, 1996, at which time the proposed Management

district will provide s1dewalk cleanmg services. ,

~ This district was formed.in 1991 at the request of the property owners. The district includes
approximately 11 city blocks and has an annual budget of $33,740. 1t is proposed that this
district be abandoned effective January 1, 1996; at which time the proposed Management
district will provide alleyt cleanmg services. 4 : "

o 12h Mainse Distric | ’ | B |
This district was formed.in 1990.at the request of the propeity owners. The district includes
~ properties fronting on a 6' block segment-of 12th Street, south of C Street, and has an’
annual budget of $18, 480. Five parcels in this district, south of I Street, overlap the
. proposed Downtown Management District. It is proposed that these parcels receive a $0
assessment effective January 1, 1996 at whlch time the proposed Management District w111
provide maintenance serv1ces »

- L Busi It A
This Business Improvement Area was! formed in 1986.at the request of busmess owners. ‘The
district includes approx1mate1y 33 city blocks and has an annual budget. of $235,500. Itis
~ proposed that this dlStI‘lCt be reorgamzed such that the boundary would include only those
businesses which dre located within the Downtown Plaza and are a member of the Downtown
* Plaza Association. This reorganization will become effective January 1, 1996, at which time
the proposed Management Dlstnct will-provide matntenance and’ marketmg servrces

: -'Proceedmgs to initiate abandonment and/or reorgamzatxon of these existing dlstncts is scheduled to .-
occur in‘conjunction with formation of the Downtown.Sacramento Management District. A map

* showing the existing and proposed districts is attached as Exhibit "C".- The-proposed abandonment
-of these districts will comc1de with the formation-of the Downtown Sacramento Management
DlStl‘lCt : ~ '
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:
Not applicaible to this report, ‘ _

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS._

The procedures under which thls dxstnct is bemg formed are set forth in the Property and Busmess
Improvement Dlstnct Law of 1994 and the City Ordinance No.'s 94-051 and 95-025 adopted
- December 13, 1994 and Aprrl 18 1995, respectlvely ‘ .

MBE/WBE :‘

.

This item is for mformatlon only and is.not affected by C1ty policy related to MBE/WBE
j '

Respectfully Submigtpd,

Recoﬁlmendat{on Approved: - L

Clty Maoager

EW:95003.CCR ’ "



EXHIBIT A

DOWNTOWN SACRAMENTO MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
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I EXHIBIT B

DOWNTOWN SACRAMENTO MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

| ‘TIME SCHEDULE
~ January 26, 1995 - Property Owners Meeting
February 3, 1995 - Se%td out Petitions to be signed
Aprﬂ 11, 1995 4 R Recelve Signed Petitions
April 18,1995 Clty Council Adopts: |

‘) Resolution Approving Boundary Map
o, ‘Resolution Accepting Petition

e 'Resolution of Intention

® 'Resolution Accepting Management Plan and Settlng Public Hearings
R Resolutlon Authonzmg City Manager to Select Advisory Board

“April 19, 1995 - Record Boundary May

April 19, 1995 Ma11 Notice of Hearing (w/square footage and DSPI cover letter)

June 13, 1995 C1ty Council Conducts Public Hearing and Adopts:
o tResoluuon Approving Assessment Diagram
® | Resolution Approving Assessment and Formation of District
® /Resolution. Approving Budget for FY 1995/96
. i Resolutlon Approving City/DPI Agreement R

July 1, 1995 ' Transfer Assessments to County Audltor/Controller
N‘ovemberfl'», 1995 P:operty ‘Owne,rs Recelve Tax Bills

Janvary 1,1996 - District Services Commence
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I. INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION :
The Downtown Sacramento Partnership has proposed a Business Improvement District
(BID) to fund additional maintenance, sectrity and marketing services in the downtown
central business district. Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) has conducted an economic
analysis of the proposed Downtown Sacramento Management Plan (DSMP) to provide
information to the City Council.

This report begins with a conceptual overview , of Business Improvement Districts and how
the proposed district can benefit the properties that are being assessed. In addition, the
proposed benefit spread methodology is evaluated in light of the foregoing economic
analysis. :

The emphasis of this analysis is placed on two main subject areas:

1) Whether a service benefit district would confer value to real property in the district,
and beyond that, the type and magnitude of benefit that could be conferred; and

2)  The economic implications of the benefit spread methodology (i.e., does the proposal
spread costs to property types in an economically rational manner?) -

CONCLUSION

The economic analysis presented in this report indicates that real property benefits from
increased street maintenance and litter control, guide patrols and a uniform marketing
program. Furthermore, the magnitude of assessment through the benefit spread
methodology appears to be proportionate to the level of benefit conferred to property that
would result from services provided by the proposed Downtown Sacramento Management
District.

CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW OF BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT
DISTRICTS AND SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS

The Downtown Management District will be formed pursuant to a new state law, the
Property and Business Improvement District Law of 1994 which supplements the Parking
and Business Improvement Law of 1989 contained in the Streets and Highway Code.
Although hundreds-of similar districts exist across the country, this special type of financing
district is new to California. The Downtown Sacramento Management Dlstnct would be the
first established in this state under the new legislation.

The purpose of the California legislation is to."prdmote the economic revitalization and
physical maintenance of the business districts of its cities in order to create jobs, attract new
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businesses, and prevent the erosion of the business districts.” To this end, properties within
the business district are able to assess themselves to provide enhanced services and
improvements above and beyond those services currently provided by the City.

Assessments are not considered to be taxes, since they are used to pay for services and
improvements that directly benefit the real property paying the assessment, not the City as
a whole. As such, assessment methodologies should result in charging real property
amounts that are in proportion to the respective benefit they derive from the subject
improvement or service. The general economic principles of special assessments include:

1. Money raised must be for a public purpose.
2. The subject service or improvement must benefit a specifically defined land area.

3. The assessment should not exceed the cost of the service or i.mprovemént (including
bond financing if applicable).

4. The assessment on an individual parcel must be proportional to the benefit received.

Traditionally, factors including proximity of property from the project, property area,
demand characteristics, and land value have been used by assessment engineers to
determine benefits and assessments for each parcel or condominium unit.

THE DOWNTOWN MANAGEMEN T DISTRICT CONCEPT

The Downtown Sacramento Partnership, a coalition of Downtown property and business
owners, has proposed funding of new security, maintenance and marketing services above
and beyond those currently provided by the City through the use of a Business
Improvement District. The District will deliver enhanced services to a 65-block area roughly
bounded by I and H Streets to the north, the Sacramento River to the west, L and N Streets
to the south and 16th Street to the east. Within the District, 6 sub-districts have been created
to meet the individual service level needs for areas that have different physical or economic
characteristics. Services to be provided include a security guide program, sidewalk and
alley litter and graffiti clean up and a marketing/revitalization program.

In order to assess property owners for these services, the City must demonstrate that -
implementing this program will result in a direct benefit to the property owner that pays the
assessment. This analysis thus expiores the relationship between the increase services and
the value of real property in the downtown BID.

1 Benefits and assessments may even be determined based upon property value; although "assessed
value" or "ad valorem" assessments no longer meet this standard due to the departure of assessed
value from the market value under the constraints of Proposition 13. {American River case)

4236RD2.DOC
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II. REVIEW OF BENEFITS TO PROPERTY FROM
DISTRICT SERVICES

ECONOMIC BENEFIT OVERVI}EW

The litter and graffiti control will immediately result in a cleaner and mor¢ attractive
working and shopping environment. The security guide program to support crime
prevention efforts and direct visitors to various downtown destinations should make the
downtown a safer and more desirable location to work and shop. In addition, the
marketing program will make the public more aware of the unique attributes of the
downtown due to its assortment of attractions, events and services in one:central area. The
individual and cumulative impact of each of these services will be an improvement in
people's impressions of the downtown thereby increasing the number of people working in
and visiting the downtown. Direct benefit is also demonstrated by the level of property
owner support to establish and re-establish these districts over time.

After the downtown is viewed as a safer, cleaner and more desirable place to work and
shop, more indirect economic impacts may occur such as an increase in retail sales and
entertainment spending and/or an increase in office/ commercial occupancy rates. Asa
result, rents may increase causmg land values and property sales prices to increase. These
economic changes may be quantifiable although it is difficult to determme how much of the
change is strictly due to the activities of the BID. .

To analyze the potential economic implications of the proposed Downtown Management
District, EPS reviewed existing BIDs and interviewed people associated with these BIDS to
identify whether or not a perceptible change in the cleanliness, safety or desirability of the -
downtowns had occurred. , A measurable economic change was not analyzed, because too
many factors effect the ab1hty to measure the success or decline of a downtown. Two major
factors limiting the ability to measure an economic change or determine: the impact of the
BID itself on the downtown were: :

e Many c1t1es had recently constructed new infrastructure or facilities in the downtown to
attract visitors. Several cities had constructed pedestrian malls, sports arenas and other
- amenities to attract visitors. These projects added to the assessed value and/or
increased the number of people working and shopping in the downtown.

« The national recession curtalled pnvate investment and spending in downtown areas.
Personal spending was. also reduced which decreased retail sales and entertainment
spendmg C :

Most people mtemewed from the downtown associations would not necessanly attribute

all of the positive change to the BIDs although they stated that the elimination of the BID .
would have noticeable negative impact on the image of downtown. But, the continued

4236RD2.DOC
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renewal of the Districts afte‘rfieach term indicates that the majority of property owners
believed their properties have benefited from the services provided by the District.

The following summarizes the annual budget of the nine BIDs contacted in terms of the
relative expenditures for secunty, maintenance, marketing and other (mcludmg
administration).

Summary of BID Budgets
by Activity

‘ Cleam'ng/" Promotions/ Capital/ Admin./
Security Maintenance Marketing Transportation Other

Sacramento 39% 26% 22% 0% 14%
Louisville 52% 14% 20% 0% 14%
Richmond (1) 0% 0% - 100% 0% 0%
Buffalo 4% 61% 11% 0% 24%
Fort Worth 4% - 54% 17% 5% 20%
. Tulsa ' 0% 63% 3% 9% ' 25%
Phoenix (2) 26% 4% 17% 12%. 40%
Portland 47% " 11% 24% 0% 18%
Denver 28% 46% 5% 0% 21%
Salt Lake Clty 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

(1) Although 100% is shown for marketmg and promotions, a pornon of the total
budget is used to furid administration. .
(2) The security guidesialso remove graffiti - the cost of this service is included in the
- cleaning/maintenance budget for other Districts. In addition, the administrative
component includes equipment leases and City required management district work
that may otherwise be included in the maintenance budget.

MEASURES OF ECONOMIC BENEFIT

' SURVEY RESEARCH

A number of downtown associations with BIDs have conducted opinj’on éﬁrveys to measure
the change in people’s perceptions or have measured changes in crime, etc. The followmg

summarizes the expenences from severat of the Districts surveyed.

_Buffalo New York

As shown above, Buffalo BID spends the majority of its fundmg on maintenance and
marketing, while relatively little has been spent on additional security. The $1.1 million
budget provides enhanced: services to a 24 block area. Since the District's formation in 1987,
two property owner and tenant surveys have been conducted to measure peoples’ opinions

. on downtown in general and the Buffalo Place, Inc. organization. On a scale from 1to 5,

¢

4236RD2.DOC
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with 1 being very negative and 5 being very positive, the public space improvements
(plazas, signage, facades and other amenities), maintenance (cleanliness, landscaping, snow
removal, banners) and promotions (advertising, special events, sales promotions) scored
from 3.3 to 3.6 in both surveys. Security rated lower at 2.9 in the 1992 survey. In terms of
change in the last three to five years, with 1 being much worse, 3 being about the same, and
5 being much improved, public space improvements, maintenance and promotions scored
from 3.7 to 4.0 indicating a perceptible positive change with the services that the District
provides. Security scored a 3.1 indicating very little change, reflective of the small
additional expenditure for security. When asked about how Downtown Buffalo should
change over the next three to five years, the scores indicated that public space
improvements, maintenance and promotions did not need much more improvement with
scores from 3.1 to 3.3 while security needed additional improvement, scoring 3.8.

Phoenix, Arizona

The Phoenix BID emphasizes the security guide and marketing program. As such, the
security guides keep in touch with downtown merchants, brief jurors on how to get around
downtown, assist other visitors with questions and maintain a presence to prevent or report
security problems in the area. As reported in the Downtown Phoenix Partnership 1994
Annual Report, almost 108,000 contacts were made, a 28% increase from 1993 consisting of:
security issue contacts (5%}, business contacts (14%), jurors briefed (37%) and positive
citizen contacts (44%). The security guides also removed or painted over graffiti in more
than 800 locations. The crime statistics indicate a 10% decrease in crime from 1990 to 1994.
From 1990 to 1992 crime decreased 28%, but increased 26% from 1992 to 1994. Three factors
were cited as factors for the increase from 1992 to 1994: '

1. The evening Phoenix Bike Patrol squad was instituted in October 1992, and this
increased presence resulted in a hlgher number of minor crimes being detected and
reported.

2. Alireports filed at Police headquarters, such as counterfeiting, are included in the -
numbers regardless of where the offense occurred.

3. The America West Arena opened in June 1992, brmgmg more than 1.5 million more
visitors to Downtown annually.

Portland, Oregon

The Portland Economic Improvemént District (EID) established in 1988 also emphasizes
security and marketing. The only information available to us was provided from a narrative
of the Downtown Business Community Survey Results. The survey was directed at

‘property and business owners and civic leaders to determine a prioritization, allocation and

funding of existing services. The study reported over 90% of the respondents cited public
area maintenance and security as the two services most helpful to their specific business
operations and the downtown as a whole. These services were "perceived to give the best
return on investment" given that most were unfamiliar with the three supporting services:
district management, business recruitment/retention and marketing and therefore found it
difficult to evaluate or assign a value to these services. Respondents not familiar with the
support services generally felt that these services could be eliminated if it became necessary,

4236RD2.DQOC
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but "many respondents opposed eliminating or reducing services." Some indicated that
clean and safe streets are the best marketing and business retention/recruitment tool.

Louisville, Kentﬁclcy

The Louisville Downtown Management District (LDMD) was established in 1991. The
purpose of the 1994 study prepared by Horizon Research International was to identify the
awareness of the 1993 image campaign, the maintenance/pick-up program and safety
program. The study also identified current perceptions and attitudes and evaluated how
perceptions have changed over the past few years. Fifty-two percent of downtown workers
and 31% of downtown residents were aware of advertising or special promotions during the
last year while 12 to 14% of respondents were able to name and describe the advertising
slogan or billboard. Horizon Research International stated that the number of respondents
able to recall the slogan compared to other first time image campaigns "should be
considered encouraging.” :

In terms of workers and res1dents perceptions of Downtown Louisville, 40% felt better, 56%
felt about the same while only 4% felt worse compared to one year ago. Related to the
activities of the LDMD, 61% of both workers and residents felt strongly or mostly agreed
that the downtown is clean, Forty-two percent of workers and 44% of residents strongly or
mostly agreed that the downtown is a safe place to shop. Compared to a 1987 opinion
survey, 48% more respondents felt that the downtown was clean and 60% more felt that the
area was safer. In addition, 76% of workers and 67% of residents felt that special efforts
have been made to make the downtown cleaner and 58% of workers and 62% of residents
felt that special efforts had been made to make the downtown safer. Overall, the survey
results indicate that recognizable improvements to safety and cleanliness have occurred
since the LDMD was established.

PROPERTY QOWNER SUPPORT i,

The criteria for establishing a BID differs across the country. Generally, a simple majority (>
50%) is required representing percent of total assessments (California), land value, land area
or property owners. Most districts are actually proposed by the property owners

themselves who perceive a'value in return for the assessments they would pay. Once these

* districts are established, all have been renewed by the property owners. This continue

support indicates that property owners associate the services provided by the BID with a
dlrect benefit to their property

The followmg h1ghl1ghts the 1evel of part1c1pant support for the BIDs.

+ the Portland BID had 85% participation when funding was on a voluntary basis.

o The Fort Worth, Texas BID has been renewed three times since 1986, with support from

approximately 90% of the value, 80% of the land area and 56-60% of the property
owners within the district.

~«  When the Salt Lake City BID was renewed last year, only 3% protested
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ECONOMIC BENEFIT FINDINGS

1) The services will provi@e direct benefit to the properties assessed - cleanliness, safety
and the attractiveness of the downtown as a destination to shop and work will enhance
the value of downtown businesses.

2) Property owners tend to support Districts activities on an on-going basis to renew
District services. ‘
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III. EVALUATION OFﬁBENEFIT SPREAD

METHODOLOGY

b

Although the Downtown Management District concept is a relatively new approach to
providing enhanced services to a business district, the general special assessment provisions
used extensively in California apply. ‘In this section, the proposed spread methodology
contained in the Downtown Sacramento Management Plan (DSMP) is evaluated in terms of
justifying that properties are only paying their proportionate share based on the services
provided to that property. 'Overall implications for the proposed spread methodology are
then discussed. :

REVIEW OF ASSESSMENT SPREAD METHODOLOGY

The proposed Downtown Sacramento Management District is intended to fund additional
security, maintenance and revitalization act1v1t1es which provide direct benefit to downtown

- properties and businesses..

PROPERTY WITHIN THE DISTRICT

 The 65-block District is d1v1ded nto six sub-d1stncts to meet the individual service level

needs for areas that have different physical or economic characteristics. The six sub-districts
are listed below and described fully in the Management Plan.

Old Sacramento
Civic Center
Plaza

. Downtown Plaza Shopping Center .
Capitol Mall ' ‘
K Street

DR LW
' >

ALLOCATIQN QF SERVICE COSTS TO SUB-DISTRICTS ‘

The services to be mcluded in the Downtown Management District are estimated to cost $1.2
million annually, including administration. From this total, the City will contribute

- . approximately $270,000 annually to reduce- the total private assessment amount to

approxunately $930,000.

- The security gmde patrol program prov1des an additional presence to support City police
- and property owner ¢rime prevention efforts and to direct pedestrians to civic, shopping .

and business destmanons » But, sub-areas without guides will benefit from guides in other
sub-areas which will direct visitors into their sub-area and from general crime prevention
efforts throughout the District. Therefore, all sub—areas are allocated 25% of the secunty

) ) . . . 4236RD2.DOC
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budget based on each sub-areas assessable square footage (parcel square footage plus
building square footage weighted 50%). The remaining 75% security budget is allocated
based cn each sub-area's pro-rata share of 8 total guides spread on proportion of time spent
in each sub-area opting for this service.

The maintenance program includes a clean street and City sweep program. The clean street
program provides sweeping, steam cleaning and related surface maintenance control issues
to both sidewalks and alleys within the District. The City sweep program will provide litter
and graffiti removal. Each sub-district will fund its share of the alley cleaning, sidewalk
cleaning and City sweep based on each sub-District's frequency of service and total area
served. The total area served is defined as the number of alleys and block sides (translating
to sidewalks area). For the City sweep program, the City will continue to provide graffiti
removal on its own buildings. Therefore, the amount of City sweep service has been
reduced for each sub-district for the City dwned buildings.

The marketing and revitalization program benefits each sub-district equally. A unified
marketing program will highlight the diverse attractions and services. In conjunction with
the security guide program, people will become better informed as to what the downtown
has to offer. : '

ALLOCATION TO PARCELS

Once the service cost has been allocated to sub-districts, the cost of each activity is allocated
to parcels based on total land square footage plus 50% of building square footage. This
assigns twice as much costion a square footage basis to the land as compared to the
building. The DSMP expldins that "more emphasis is placed on gross lot square footage due
to the more substantial long term value impacts on highest and best use and due to the
nature of proposed district services providing more direct benefit to ground floor property
and land. Less emphasis is placed on gross building square footage due to the short term
benefits for interim uses and the dilution of direct benefit to uses above the ground floor.”

OLD SACRAMENTO ECONOMIC BENEEIT ADJUSTMENT

The total assessment for the Old Sacramento sub-district have been reduced by 40% and
spread to the other sub-districts and the City's contribution based on their pro rata share of

‘funding excluding Old Sacramento. The Plan states that Old Sacramento is disadvantaged

compared to the other properties because of development restrictions placed on it due to its
historic district designation. As a result, Old Sacramento cannot capture the same economic

- value of the District services as the other properties within the District.
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VALUE OF ASSESSMENTS

EPS reviewed rents and value of property in the CBD to determine the amount of value that
may be conferred to property as a result of the assessment. This indicates whether or not
the level of assessment and the necessary minimum rent or price increase to fund the annual
assessment is reasonable. Appendlx A contains the backup tables for the following
discussion.

iy
T

ASSESSMENT AS A PERCENT OF PROPERTY VALUES

EPS randomly selected approximately ten parcels within each sub-district and reviewed the
assessor's records for the land and structure value for that parcel. Given the size of the lot
and building from the Downtown Partnership parcel database for each assessor's parcel
number (APN), the land and building value per square foot was calculated for each APN.
Then, the weighted average of all of the APNs was calculated to represent the average land
and building square footage for all private parcels within the boundaries of the Downtown
Sacramento Management Plan. Based on the total private land and building square footage,
the private parcels within the DSMP was valued at an estimated $1.6 billion. This is a
conservative estimate of value using the assessor’s records due to the Proposition XIII
restrictions on property value appreciation.

There are two ways to value the cost of the assessments to a minimum increase in real
property values. The first is by application of a capitalization rate which represents a
composite of interest on an investment (return on investment) and recapture of an
investment (return of investment). Income to the land is capitalized at the interest rate and
income to the improvements is capitalized at a rate that combines the interest rate and an
annual recapture rate. The capitalization rate is typically used to determine the value of a
property given its anticipated income stream (rent). In this, case we applied this rate to the
annual cost of the assessment to calculate the change in value necessary to off-set this
additional cost. Assuming a capitalization rate of 10%, the parcels within the Management
District would have to appreciate by $9.4 million or 0.6% to recapture the cost of the
assessments.

The other approach is to compute the actual cost of the assessments based on the anticipated
five-year life of the District. The assessments will total approximately $4.5 million in five
years assuming a 4% annual adjustment. As a result, values would need to increase by 0.3%
to recapture the cost of the assessments. If investors believe the District will have a longer
term, the necessary value increase would have to be adjusted upwards accordingly.

A less than 1% increase in value to off-set the cost of the Management District assessments
may be achieved if the District services are effective in improving the safety, cleanliness and
desirability of the Downtown for business. :

10
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ASSESSMENTS AS A PERCENT OF RENTS

Similar to a change in property values, EPS analyzed rents in the downtown to determine
the necessary increase to off-set the annual assessment. The assessment varies by sub-
district and is composed of a land square footage assessment plus a building square footage
assessment. By summing the total private assessment of $930,000 and dividing by the total
built square feet of 12.8 million, the average assessment is $0.073 per built square foot per
year. The entire building area is not rentable to tenants. Assuming 10% of the total building
area to represent common areas, parking, etc, the average assessment is $0.081 per rentable
square foot per year. This annual assessment represents less than one cent per month.
Given that rents may range from $1.00 to $2.00 per square foot on average,; rents would
need to increase by less than one cent per month or 0.34% to 0.67% to off-set the annual
assessment.

A less than 1% increase in value to off-set the cost of the Management District assessments

may be achieved if the District services are effective in improving the safety, cleanliness and
desirability of the Downtown for business.

METHODOLOGY FINDINGS

This final section provides several findings of the spread methodology based on the
foregoing economic analysis.

1) The methodology is straight-forward and carries with it a solid rationale -- that the
ground floor receiving the largest benefit receive a larger share of the assessment.

2) The level of assessment appears to be well-matched to level of benefit conferred to
properties.

11 o
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IV. ESTIMATION OF ASSESSMENTS FOR PARCELS

GENERAL ESTIMATION OF ASSESSMENTS FOR PARCELS

The Downtown Sacramento Management District assessments will be calculated usmg the
gross land and building square footage of each parcel. The building square footage includes
the entire structure associated with each parcel including parking garages, basements, and
common areas. Given the sub-district for each parcel, the assessment will be estimated by
multiplying the assessment rate by the sum of the land and 50% of the buﬂdmg square
footage.

ESTIMATION OF ASSESSMENTS FOR UNIQUE PARCELS

For the Downtown Sacramento Management District, EPS reviewed the estimation of
assessable land and building square footage for several parcels complicated, in many cases,
by multi-ownership of the same parcel. Specifically, we reviewed five sites and their unique
assessment situation:

SP Railyards Depot - SBE parcels

Riverview Plaza - residential and possessory interest
Downtown Plaza Shoppmg Center - multi-level ownership
1030 3-A 15th Street - Office Condo

Hyatt Regency Hotel - Lease of Public Land

G W

The following sections discuss the unique features of each site and our recommendation for
assessing that specific site and other similar ones.

SP RAITYARDS DEPQT- SBE PARCELS

The depot sits on the 207.55 acre APN #002 0010 032 0000 or the 36.54 acre SBE #990 0872
000 3308. Property owned by railroads, utilities, canals, etc. are assigned State Board of
Equalization (SBE) parcel numbers. The state is responsible for annually estimating the
assessed value of these properties. ‘Once the value is computed, this number is provided to
the County for the property tax roll. Property owned by SP Railyards will continue to have
SBE numbers assigned to its parcels as long as each parcel is owned by Scuthern Pacific.

The boundaries of the Downtown Management District were extended to include the depot,
but not the entire parcel in which it sits. We recommend estimating the assessment for the
depot on the square footage of the depot pad for the land portion and the depot itself for the
building square footage. The parking lot in front of the depot is a separate parcel and W1]1
be assessed for the land square footage similar to other parcels.

12
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RIVERVIEW PLAZA - RESIDENTIAL & POSSESSORY INTEREST PARCELS

The multi-ownership of a single parcel required review, but, in this case, is not a factor for
purposes of assigning the assessments. In reviewing the Riverview Plaza parcel, we
encountered the case of possessory interest (PI) parcels. The Riverview Plaza contains first
floor private enterprise (deli, travel agency, hair salon and child care center) and the
remaining floors contain redevelopment offices and subsidized senior housing. Subparcels
0001, 0003 and 0004 are owned by the Housing Authority of the City of Sacramento.
Subparcel 0002 is owned by River Plaza Associates.

River Plaza Associates owns the senior apartment housing. The Wong Center also contains
senior apartment housing above two floors of office space. Property in private residential
use is presumed to not benefit from the Downtown Management District services and shall
not be subject to the assessment. Therefore, the portion of building square footage
associated with the residential use will not be assessed for the Downtown Management
District.

The Housing Authority owns the remaining Riverview Plaza building and leases out a
portion of it to retail tenants. The business owners of the leased space have a possessory

interest in their space. This becurs when a public agency leases its property to a private

user. As such, the tenant pays property taxes based on the tenant's financial interest in the
space (rent and tenant improvements) during the term of the lease. The tenant may pay the
property taxes directly or the rent may include an allowance for this cost, depending upon
the terms of individual leases. The PlIs are tracked by subparcel numbers. For Riverview
Plaza, subparcel 0003 contains the Pls which are designated with further subparcel numbers
9900 through 9903.

Only privately owned parcels were included in the calculation of square footage subject to
the Management District assessments. As a result, portions of publicly owned buildings
leased to private users were excluded. Many PIs exist in the downtown on the outside of
City parking garages and along the Old Sacramento Riverfront. The difficulty in assigning
assessments to these PI spaces is twofold. First, the property taxes are unsecured and
collected on the personal property tax roll. If a tenant does not pay the property tax bill, the
City cannot put a lien on the property. As such, there is no security for collecting this
revenue. Second, each tenant has a separate lease with the City, Redevelopment Agency or
Housing Authority. Each agency potentially has different lease structures. In addition,
leases are for set terms. Until a new lease is signed or one is renewed, there may not be an
ability to charge an assessment based on its terms. :

For the Downtown Management District, the'City's contribution, roughly based.on the
estimated assessment for the City-owned property, will directly fund the special assessment
attributable to these tenants for the services that the tenants will receive direct benefit.

13
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DOWNTOWN PLAZA - MULTI-LEVEL OWNERSHIP

The subparcel classification:for multi-level ownership would not be a very complicated
situation if it were not for the layout of the Downtown Plaza. The majority of parcels in the
Plaza are listed with subparcels 01, 02 and 03, which represent retail, parking and land
respectively. The key to understanding the subparcel classification is to keep in mind that
subparcels are created for purposes of allocating value to different portions of real property
depending upon ownership. The City-owned parking subparcel 02 is very straightforward.
The City owns the parking garages, but does not pay property taxes so it is not given an
assessed value. The land subparcel represents the airspace dividing the garage ceiling from
the retail ground. Technically, it is owned by the DPLA (Downtown Plaza Associates) so a
value is assigned to that subparcel. The value of that land is based on the structure built on
the land. Therefore, all of the value for each parcel is assigned to subparcel 01, the retail
parcel. By law the assessor has toassign a value to each private parcel; that is the reason for
the nominal value for land subparcel 03.

For the Downtown Management District, the DPLA annual assessment should be assigned
to subparcel 01 based on the estimated land and building square footage owned by DPLA
for that parcel. The building square footage includes all of the retail and/or office space
associated with the Plaza plus the second level walkways and common areas. The Plaza is
an outdoor pedestrian mall that would otherwise include a public street and sidewalk. For
other sites in the District, the sidewalks and alleys providing access to the stores and offices
are not assessed as part of the building square footage. As a result, the DPLA building
square footage excludes the privately owned ground floor walkways and common areas.

For the DPLA, estimating building square footage associated with individual parcels is
fairly complicated. First, the assessor's office only uses the leasable square footage since the
rents charged to each leased square foot include the value of the two-story open air mall.
The upper level walkway square footage should be added to the leasable square feet of each
parcel consistent with other multi-story buildings. Second, due to the extension of store
fronts, leasable square footage overlaps parcels that are predominantly walkways. The
Downtown Management District, consistent with the assessor's office, assigns the square
footage on a "walkway" parcel onto the parcel that contains the majority of the retail space.
Therefore, a parcel that is predominantly a walkway is not assessed and the parcel
predominantly leased to retail space is assessed. Although awkward to estxmate, 1t is much
simpler to justify assessmg retaﬂ space, but not the walkways. '

14
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HYATT REGENCY - LEASE OF PUBLIC TAND

The Hyatt Regency (or Mutual Life Ins. Co.) leases the land from the Redevelopment
Agency. The Hyatt Regency owns 50% of the garage and the Redevelopment Agency owns
the other 50%. The Hyatt also owns 100% of the hotel and retail uses. Per the assessor's
office, the leaseholder of land with a 35-year or longer lease on real property owns all the
rights associated with the land for that term. Therefore, the land is technically owned by the
leaseholder although title has not been transferred. As a result, the Downtown
Management District assessment for the Hyatt Regency should be based on 50% of the
garage square footage plus 100% of the land, hotel and retail square footage.

1030 3-A 15TH STREET - OFFICE CONDO

Parcel number 006 0115 016 is an office condo. Subparcels 0001 through 0003 are owned by
the City. The fourth subparcel, 0004, at 1030 3-A 15th Street is owned by a private firm. The
assessor's office provided a building square footage of 10,772 for assessment purposes
which may represent one floor of the three-story building. As such, the private office
should be assessed based on one-third of the land area (13,101/3 = 4,367 sq. ft.) and its
building area (10,772 sq. ft.).

15
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Appendix A-1
Downtown Sacramento Management District

Average Assessments as a Percent of Total A.V.

Square Per Total
Feet Sq. Foot AV.
Current Estimated A.V. |
Land 4318308  $100  $431,830,800
Building 12,810,375 $30 $1.1 52,9..';”3,750
Total Estimated A.V. $1,584,764,550
Proposed Annual Assessment $929,785
Capitalization Rate 10%
Capitalized Value of Assessment $9,297,855
Percent of AV. | 0.6%
Total 5-Year Assessments $4,470,122
Percent of A.V. - 0.3%

Prepared by Economic and Planning Systems, Inc.

ECON_BEN.XLS 2/28/95
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Appendix A-2

Downtown Sacramento Management District
Land & Structure A.V. for Sample of Parcels

DRAFT

Land Value

Lot Building Land Structure Structure Value
Assesment Parcel Number Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. AV. AV. Per Sq. Ft. Per Sq. Ft.
006 0012 022 0000 9,082 27,720 $106,059 $362,260 $12 $13
Q06 0012 0240000 5,292 11,638 $160,000 $340,000 $30 $29
006 0034 016 0000 1,600 1,600 $981,891 $139,850 $57 $87
006 0036 031 0000 30,825 430,000 $4,800,000 $59,200,000 $156 $138
006 0047 001 0000 4,792 2,624 $40,383 $46,151 $8 $18
0086 0047 005 0000 2,400 4,800 $17,302 $34,611 $7 $7
006 0047 Q06 0000 3,920 11,760 $43,267 $82,217 $11 $7
006 0052 019 0000 12,800 38,400 $642,969 $2,118,687 $50 $55
006 0071 025 0000 8,350 10,193 $83,551 $1,141,560 $10 $112
006 0071 055 0000 6,684 28,736 $277,786 $1,803,013 $42 363
006 0072 035 0000 1,394 3,590 $38,290 $272,655 $27 $76
008 0072 043 0000 12,662 36,864 $81,547 $1,262,840 $6 $34
006 0073 039 0000 6,856 19,872 $260,574 $935,478 $38 $47
006 0073 040 0000 2,756 6,600 $104,227 $460,874 $38 $70
006 0073 045 0000 1,364 4,680 $11,078 $287,000 $8 $61.
006 0073 047 0000 4,283 12,173 $37,308 $1,019,665 $9 $84
006 0087 034 0001 12,437 12,437 $691,153 $5,919,346 $56 $476
006 0087 037 0001 79,279 79,279 $1,876,073 $7,873,710 $24 $99
006 0087 043 0000 12,800 113,000 $1,472,106 $6,927,565 $118 $61
006 0087 047 0000 9,652 50,000 $127,269 $1,060,676 $13 $21
006 0087 050 0000 49,658 209,200 $864,920 $11,327,720 $17 $54
006 0087 053 0000 80,586 115,904 $873,525 $20,871,400 311 $180
006 0081 022 0005 65,001 65,001 $1,134,465 $10,277,987 $17 $158
006 0091 026 0001 68,302 136,182 $1,383,622 $12,634,944 $20 $93
006 0091 027 0000 2,856 8,568 $56,173 $476,882 $20 $56
006 0086 003 0000 5,558 16,800 $64,041 $88,274 $12 $5
006 0096 019 0000 3,200 5,680 $62,705 $21,550 $20 54
006 0097 013 0000 31,520 327,000 $2,233,413 $46,168,642 $71 $141
006 0102 007 0000 14,800 171,110 $3,183,624 $32,685,206 $215 319
008 0105 013 0000 51,251 160,000 $4.594,740 $21,825,026 $90 $136
006 0111 003 0000 3,692 10,455 $183,787 $45,944 $50 $4
008 0111 013 0000 8,800 540,200 $1,531,535 $16,174,666 $174 $30
006 0112 022 0001 134,147 400,000 $13,784,225 $41,974,109 $103 $105
006 0122 013 0000 32,000 85,313 $1,471,165 $1,268,108 $45 $15
006 0136 007 0000 12,841 210,000 $2,005,683 $4.641,401 $156 $22
006 0141 043 CO00 104,108 68,000 $8,712,400 $4,418,186 $84 $65
006 0142 038 0000 104,108 417,584 $13,000,000 $53,000,000 $125 $127
006 0143 038 0000 27,360 28,748 $4,735,840 $318,450 $173 $1
006 0143 040 0000 41,280 123,840 $979,508 $4,750,976 $24 $38
006 0144 029 0000 104,108 501,610 $19,754,386 - $84,272,400 $190 $168
- 006 0145 025 0000 104,980 375,000 $2,583,162 $21,510,392 $25 $57
0080155 003 0000 9,600 19,200 $173,085 $4.608 $18 $0
Total / Average 753,075 3,111,060 $76,692,950 $286,889,472 $102 $92

Prepared by Ecanomic and Planning Systems, Inc.

DTS_AV1.XLS 2/28/95




Appendix A-3 | DR AF T

Downtown Sacramento Management District
Average Assessments as a Percent of Rents

Average Assessment per Built Square Foot per Year $0.073

Percent Rentable Square Feet © 90%

Average Assessment per Rentable Square Foot per Year $0.081

Average Assessment per Rentable Square Foot per month . $0.01

Sacramento CBD Rents $1.00 $1.50 $2.00

Assessment as a % of Rent 0.67% 0.45% 0.34%
Prepared by Economic and Planning Systemsv, Inc. . . ’ ) ‘ ECON_BEN.XLS 2/28/05
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DRAFT

Appendix A-4 .
Downtown Sacramento Management Plan
Average Assessment per Built Square Foot

Sub- Lot Building Total Estimated Total Avg.
District Sq. Ft. Sq. FL. Assessment Assessment | Assessment
Privale Parcels Only
i periots.f. per building s.f. perbldg. s.f.

Old Sacramento : 1 ‘ 280,352 598,293 $0.080 $0.040 $46,590 $0.078
- - .- |[CivicCenter ... .. .2- - 1,389,625.. .3,832,602| . -$0.101 = . .$0.051. . - $333,908 |- . .-$0.087.
Plaza L 3 133,978 486,065 $0.103 $0.052 ~ $39,007 ~ $0.080
DP Shopping Center - 3a 795,276 1,207,132 $0.033 $0.016 $45,537 $0.038
Capitol Mall 4 615,001 1,949,282 $0.033 $0.016 $51,748 $0.027
K Street Corridor 5 1,104,076 4,737,001 $0.119 $0.059 $412,995 $0.087
Total / Average ’ © 4,318,308 12,810,375 $0.09 $0.04 $929,785 $0.073

Prepared by Economic and Planning Systems, Inc. ECON_BEN.XLS 2/28/95



| O DOWNTOWN SACRAMENTO
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT AT A- GLANCE

Developed by a growmg coa]rtlon of Downtown property and business
owners, the Downtown Sacramento Management District is a benefit assessment -

district proposed to improve the central business district.

The management

district will provide new security, maintenance and marketing services above and

beyond those currently provided by the City.

This approach has been used

successfully in other downtowns throughout the country to reverse negative
image, attract new customers and increase sales, occupancies and property values.

Location:

Services:

" Method of
Financing:

Budget:"

Cost:" .

Cap:

City
Services:

District .

Formation:

Duration:

. Per state law, the district will have a S-year life.

Approxrmalely 65- bloeks mcludmg K Street Corridor, Civic
Center, Old Sacramento, Downtown Plaza and Capitol Mall.

Security guide program to support police and property owner
crime prevention efforts;

Maintenance services to increase frequencies of sidewalk, alley,
litter and graffiti clean-up; ’

Revitalization program to promote a positive business image.

Benefit assessment of privately owned properties, plus a City

“of Sacramento contribution.

Total district budget for its first year of operation is $1,197,000.'
77.7% of this amount will be generated from assessments on

‘privately-owned property and 22.3% from a City of Sacramento
contribution.

~

Based upon property location and benefits received, annual
assessments on property will range from 3 to 12 cents per square
foot of land plus 1.5 to 6 cents per square foot of building.

Assessments may be subject to changes in the annual Bay Area
Consumer Price Index for all urban consumers, not to exceed 3%."

The City of Sacramento has adopted a resolution that establishes
a ‘policy to maintain the existing level of services within the
pr‘oposed district. ’

District formatlon requires submission of petitions from prrvate
property owners representing at least 50% of total prrvate
assessment

After 5 years,
the petition process must be repeated for the district to remain.
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II. WHYA MANAGTEMENT DISTRICT FOR DOWNToWN?

i

There are, several reasons why now’ is the rlght time to form a
management dlslnct in Downtown Sacramento :
[l” ~..‘-
1. The End of an Era for Public Subsrdy
: T
A
Much of Downtown s recent growth has'been.catalyzed by redevelopment
efforts of the Clty and Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA).
Over the past 30 -years,. SHRA has invested ‘more than $300 million in
Downtown, helpmg to ¢reate and rehabilitate Downtown Plaza, the new
convention center; Old Sacramento, Capitol Mall and K Street. .SHRA’s ability
to continue to fund Downtown improvement programs is quickly coming to an

I
end, as the Agency exhausts its bondtng capacity for the central business district.

2. The Needuto Reverse Downtown s Negatlve Image

i

Tired of readmg about the. latest crime scene in ”Dowmown or businesses
suffering from the "K Street Blues"? Like it or not, real or perceived, Downtown
carries a negauve image as an unsafe and deterroratmg environment.
Downtown’s 1mage affects all of our businesses, whether we sell widgets or lease
office space. A management district would provide visible and effective security,
maintenance and ”marketmg services to-create a positive image for Downtown.

3. ,The -Need.;;:‘»to' Eliminat,e Costly Duplication and ‘Wast,e.l

lll .
Who do you call when your alley doesn’t get cleaned? Currently, nineteen
separate public and private entities, including 4 marketing organizations and 5

-business. tmprovement assessment districts, all play a role in managing Downtown

Sacramento servrces This disjointed bureaucracy -- which we all currently pay
for -= results in overlappmg maintenance crews, fragmented marketing efforts,
high overhead and a lack of direct accountability. A new management district
will consolidate much of these efforts, providing unified programming and direct

,accountabrllty to those who pay. One phone number will get it done!

~ .4, An Opportumty to Establish = Private - Sector * Control and

Accountabllrty

u‘

New services will be managed by the Downtown Sacramento Partnership,
a non-profit prrvate sector business organization formed for the sole purpose of
improving Downtown Annual management district work plans -and budgets will

" be, developed by tthe Partnership’s Property Owners Council, an advisory board

composed of stakeholders that own businesses and property in Downtown. New
security, mainteniance and marketing services will be subject to private sector

: performance standards, -controls and accountablhty

0
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II. WHATIS A MA_N‘AGEMENT.DISTRICT? -

Although_. new to Sacramento, nearly 400 Downtown management districts’
. currently operate throughout the United States and Canada. '

» A management district provides essential services, Sucl‘h as maintenance
or secunty, in addition to those provided by local government Many districts
have been formed recently as a local business community response to declining
municipal budgéts and services. .

Management districts are proven' 10 work by provi‘ding services that
improve the overall viability of central business districts -- resulting in higher

. property values and sales. A matrix providing mformanon on existing’

management dxstncts in cities: comparable to Sacramento 1s' prov1ded on’ the
. following page.; :
i

Downtown Sacramento’s Management Dlstrlct will be formed pursuant
to a new state law. The "Property and Business Improvemem District Law of
1994", which was signed into.law by Governor Pete Wilson, ushers in a new
generation of management districts in California by allowing a greater range of
services and mdependence from government Key pl‘(_)Vl_SlE)n‘$ of the new law
‘ 1nclude _ o : o - '
o  Allows management districts to undertake services ranging from security
' to ‘maintenance,  marketing to capital improvements, economic .

.development to special events. ] o

1
Lo

o Allows. revenue for services to be raised from assessments on property.

o Requires ‘petition support from private property owners paying at least
50% of proposed private property assessments to form a managemem.
district. £ 4 S

o ~ Allows for the’f:orrnat'ion of a property and business own_er advisory board

to superv‘ise 3di\sﬂtri¢t_operations and submit a yearly ser\’(ice plan.
0. Reqmres' caps for assessments to -insure that they do not exceed pre- ‘
' establlshed levels : : -

0 - Prov1des a 5 -year hfe 1or a managemem dlstnct and reqmres a new
petmon process to renew. a dlStI’lCt ' : ;

. The "Property and Business lmprovement Busmess Dlstrlct Law of 1994"

s prov1ded in Appendlx 1. ‘ - . t

|

-

g
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l)oWnlown Sacramento Management District:.

SURVEY OF DOWNTOWN MANAGL MENT DISTRICTS

l’r(,parcd by ngrcsswc Urban Managcmcnl Associates (January 1995)

Qualitative or
‘Quantitative Impacis

" (Jrlmc rate dccreascd by 19% from

1989 to 1993; Retail sales tax rcvt.nuc
increascd 83% from’ 1989710 1993, *

| Survéy ol l)ownlui-vn stakcholders ﬁnds: o

72% perceive downtown saferand
cleancrin 1992 from 1990 duc to -

| office leasing program instrumcental

in reducing office vacancy rate from -

“1"1991 study found that overall customer

traffic increased 9% from the previous

‘I marketingand events. = e s s e

Aims to make Downtown safer, clcanéer

and more vibrant — — 'rchfEing mgativc -
image, increasing propcrly values ‘md

o Numbcrof.: R
City/ " Year - property | Annual ‘Top Four
Organization _Eslabl_ishcd' OWNCIS ‘Budget 1 Scrviccs"Pi(')yi'dcd
PHOENIX, AZ 1990 241 - $925,000 Securlly
- "| Downtown Phocnix Partncrshlp ) ' : Markclmg/Arls & Culre
(602) 254 8696 S I “Streiscape & Design
) E N NE S, R e 177 |7 7 Transportation/Parking T
PORTLAND,; OR 1988 350 $2,350,000 . Security
Assoc for Portland Progress Maintcnance
(503) 224— 8684 - Business Development
' L . L R Markeling - Guides and Cleancrs.
DENVER, CO 1980 350 $1,900,000 * Maintenance Management district—sponsored
Downlown Dcenver Parlncrshlp ' " ‘Management Services
(%01)%‘44 6]61 ‘Marketing & Promotions- -
R B o Security . |31%in 1987 1015% in 1994,
BUFFALO, NY 1987 - 170 $1,100,000 Maintenance
| Buffalo Place ' o Marketing & Promotions.
;(716) 8563150 ‘Planning & Design, - yeat ducto m:lnugcmcni'd‘isvlri‘c»l_
B S LS T pmoono e e -Seeurily
SACRAMI‘N'[‘O‘YCA 1996 210 $929,785 . Sccurity |
‘Downtown Sacramento Parlnershlp (proposed) (private) Maintenance
" 1(916) 442— sws S $267,215 Revitalization
(City) ' - ' sales




B\ »-MANAG;EMENT DISTRICT BOUNDARY

A. ,Sé"r"vice ‘Area
, The Downtown Sacramento Management District will deliver serv1ces .
. within a 65- block area in the heart of the central business district. The area is
roughly bounded by "I" and "H" Streets to the north, the Sacramento River to the
west, "L" and’ "N" Streets to the south, and 16th Street to the east. The service
area includes 575 properties owned by 210 property owners, The Management
District boundary is illustrated by the map on page 4-3, and detailed descrlptlons
of the Dlstnct and sub dlstnct boundanes are provided in Appendrx 2.

Y
.

"

The ‘servi;ée area boundary ,is influenced by the»followirig _factors:

o ‘The Management Dlstrlct servrce area mcludes properties only w1th1n the
C-3 zomng dlstnct - C-3 zoning provides for. the highest intensity of
commercial uses and dens:ty in the central business dlslnet

l :

o The State*l Capttol and Park ate excluded due to their exrstmg enhanced
service le‘vel and concern that new services would be redundant. Other
State- owned property is initially excluded since: the State w1ll not pay

, assessments at this tzme '

-0 The Dtstrlct boundary could grow to accommodate State- owned property

if the State later -elects to pay its assessments, or to encompass the

Southern Pacific railyard area as it develops.
Lk

© B. " Sub-Districts
" )

Six sub districts have been created within the 65- block Management
Dlstnct boundary Sub- dlSIrlCl boundarles are drawn to ldenttfy areas that are
adjacent to or influenced by defining physical and/or economic featutes in the>
central business district. Sub-districts, which are illustrated by the map on page
4-3, are descnbed as follows :

R
i~

1. oM Sacramento. Bounded by lnterstate 5, the Sacramento Rtver H and

N Streets .the 8-block Old Sacramento sub district. includes the specialty

retail and entertammem dlstnct w1th1n the Old Sacramento Historic
'Dlstnct

2. . Civic Center' Located north and east of the K Street corridor, the 26-

. block C1v1c Center sub-district includes a mtxed use area consisting of

o retall otflce and government uses. ’ :
b

R



3.. Plaza: Bounded by Interstate 5, J, L and 7th Streets, the 4-block Plaza
sub-district includes a variety of properties providing retail, office and
hotel uses surrounding, but excluding, the Downtown Plaza Shopping
Center, Macy’s and Weinstock’s.

3A. Downtown Plaza Shopping Center: This 4-block sub-district is defined
~ as the Downtown Plaza Shopping Center, including all property owned by
The Hahn Company plus Macy’s and Weinstock’s. The Shopping Center
currently provides its own enhanced security, maintenance and marketing
services. -

4. Capitol Ma_ll: Bounded by Interstate 5, L, N and 7th Streets; the 10-
.block Capitol Mall sub-district’ encompasses properties adjacent to or
influenced by the Capitol Mall parkway. Predominate use is office. '

5. K Street: Bounded by J, L, 7th and 13th Streets, the 13-block K Street
sub-district includes property that is adjacent to or influenced by the K
Street pedestrian/transit mall. Uses are predominately retail and office.

A detailed description of the Management District boundafy and maps with
parcel detail are provided in Appendix 2.

C. Impact on Existing Assessment Districts

‘Several existing service districts will be eliminated upon the formation of
the new Downfown Sacramento Management District. Services currently
provided by these districts will be consolidated and assumed by the new
Management District. A map illustrating the before and after impact by the new
Management District on existing service districts is provided on page 4-4.

Existing service districts to be eliminated include:

Downtown Sidewalk Maintenance District;

Downtown Alley Maintenance District; A

12th Street Maintenance District (within boundaries of new district);
Downtown Business Improvement Area (except for sub-district 3A).

© 0 0 O

' At the request of property and business owners, several existing service
districts will remain unchanged. Districts to remain include: -

o - Old Sacramento Maintenance District;

o Old Sacramento Business Improvement Area; o
o | Downtown Business Improvement Area (within sub-district 3A only).

4-2
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V.  SERVICE PLAN .
A. - History of Establishing the Service Plan

The Downtown Sacramento Management. District Service Plan is the
outcome of a one-year participatory process that included nearly 200 Downtown -
business and property owners. ‘The process for establishing the service plan
included the following steps:

o A 20-member task force of the Downtown Sacramento Partnership began
the initial investigation into the components needed for a management
district service plan. Recommendations were provided in an April 1994
report e€ntitled Report to the Managemem Task Force on Existing and
Proposed Services in the Downtown.

o 56 busmess and property owners participated in focus groups durmg April
and May of 1994 convened by a Colorado-based consulting firm to
develop priorities for improving Downtown Sacramento and reveal lhe
w1llmgness to pay .something for new or enhanced services.

0 In May and June of 1994, 79 property owners completed a written survey
intended to allow property owners to have input into the determmatlon of
management district pnormes and parameters: ‘

0 Findings from the preceding report, focus groups and surveys were
compiled into recommendations for a management district structure and
service* plan.  The resulting Blueprint for a Unified Downtown

. Management District was submitted by the firm of Progressive Urban
Management Associates to 1he Downtown Sacramento Partnership in July
-of 1994.

o During the fall of '94, the Downtown Sacramento Partnership’s 25-
member Property’ Owners Committee reviewed and refined the
recommendations from the Blueprint and established program priorities for
seeunty, mamtenance and revitalization services. Sub-districts were
formed to respond to the different service needs of identifiable sub-
markets within the Downtown. ‘

o . During. November and December of 1994, the Property Owners
Committee convened small group meetings with property owners
representing nearly one-third of Downtown Sacramento properties. Based
upon the specific issues and needs raised within each sub-district, the
Property Owners Commitiee developed the final service plan that is
‘presented on the following pages..

5-1
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"encourage publrc partrcrpatlon S .

" B. Downtown Sacramento Management Dlstrlct Servrce Plan
" N . . B
Resultlngt from the one- year process outlined on the precedmg page, the
Downtown Sacramento Management District Service Plan- provrdes for security,
maintenancé and revrtahzauon services above and beyond those eurrently_.‘-‘
provided by the*Crty Exrstmg City sérvices will-remain intact pursuant to a
"base levels of: servrce pohcy ptscussed in seetron 7 of thrs Plan. ‘

Management District serlwces will vary from sub- district o sub-district as
requested by property and business owners within each sub-district. . Thesé

‘customized service levels respect two basic parameters established by all
- Downtown stakeholders b =

i

I ~ '
o Create servrces that form new value-added relatronshlps
0 Avoid. duplication of serv1ces currently provrded by the private and/or
pub]rc sectors. - ; . -
The Management Drst‘rrct will aim to maximize - the efflCtency of
Downtown services under one coordinated management umbiella. Where greater

efficiencies can be achieved, exxstmg marketing entities and service districts will

be merged into the new Management District. Existing programs and services.

-~ that currently operate effectively will be preserved and their effectiveness

leveraged by wo_rkrng collaboranvely with the new Management District.

o .

Program | ! descriptions -dnd budgets of proposed Management District

security, mamtenance rev1tallzatron and admlmstrat]ve .services are provrded in
the followmg pages. ! :

3

_‘ i.‘ a Se’eurity | | ' . SRR -

Guide Program Modeled after other successful management districts
throughout the U S., the Securlty Guide program’s mission is to support the

. police department and propertyh ownérs in overall crime prevention efforts while

offering a customer service orrentatron to. Downtown pedestrians. The program

- will assist in the- preventron of break -ins, graffiti tags and general disruptive street
‘¢élements. In addition to provrdmg enhanced security, guides. will be trained on

Downtown amehnities to direct pedestrians to civic,- shopping and business
destinations, and will be mformed on Downtown promotions and events to

A minimum of 6 and lip to 10 trained security guides will patrol the - -

[N

- management district 12 hours a day, 7 days a week. Actual patrol hours may
_vary 1o meet thé specrflc needs of each sub-district. The program includes a -
/ program manager, lead gulde dispatcher and supplres A detalled program

budget 18 provrded on page 5-8. . o :



Property vand busmess Owners within the Downtown Plaza Shoppmg
Center and Caprtol Mall sub- drstncts have requested that gurdes not be provided
within their sub-districts: - The ,gurde program is viewed as duplicating existing
enhanced security within these Sub- districts. Guides will be concentrated in the
" K Street, Civic Center Old Sacramento and Plaza sub-districts, and will work
’ collaboratrve]y wrth existirig prurvate security in the Downtown Plaza Shopping -
Center and. Caprtol Mall sub- drstrrcts Service ratios of guides per sub district are
_as follows ;\

~

Secur'ity G‘uid'e ;l.?rogram;'i Serff\}ic,e Ratio of Guides to ‘Sub-District

,Sub District « - o Distribution (*)
1 ~Old Sacramento _ 1.5 -
2 . Civic Center - ¢~ 25

'3 Plaza "_" C - 0.5
3A° Downtown Plaza Shoppmg Center - . (**)

"4 . Capitol Mall _'{ C(**)

5- K Street Comdor S ‘ : - 3'.5
*) Each umt is. equrvalent to 12 hours of daily patrol coverage by one gurde
(**)  As requested by stakeholders within these sub-districts, Management
District gurdes will not be provrded wrthm these sub- drstrlcts
v i

B "MiintenanCe'

: New Management Dlstrrct mamtenance services will consohdate and_
increase the frequency of alley, sidewalk, graffiti and litter removal services that

-are. currently delivered by, several existing_special service districts. Existing
special service. districts to be ellmrnated and replaced by the new Management

~ Distriet. 1nc]ude : ’

o Downtown Srdewalk Mamtenance District;.

0 - Downtown Alley Maintenance District; :
o ‘12th Street Maintenance uDrstnct (within boundarres of new _district).

Similar to, securrty serv1ces property and business owners in several sub-
-districts have requested that new maintenance- services not be provided.. The
Downtown Plaza]Shoppmg Center, Capitol Mall and Old Sacramento sub-districts
view new mainténance services as duplicating existing services found in these
sub-districts. New services will be concentrated in the K Street, Crvrc Center and
Plaza sub- drstrrcts :

Proposed Management Drstrrct malntenance services wrll be prov1ded
through 'clean streets and crty sweep ‘programs;



Do

. . s !‘ st '. ’ . . .
‘Clean Streets Programt ~'Maintenance services wx]] mc]ude sweeping,
steam cleaning and related surtace maintenance control issues. A minimum of
6 and up to 10 street custodlansi‘\wﬂl maintain sidewalks and alleys. Maintenance
crews will prov1de services throughout the week, with varvmg service frequéncies
in each sub- dlstru,t Detailed program budgets are provided on page 5-8. The
initial malntenance frequency schedule per sub dlstnct follows
: b
Sidewalk/Alley tMaintenance- Anttcnpated Frequencnes by Sub-Dlstnct

I ' , S]dewalk Alley
Sub-District - ‘ C - Wash® = Wash/Clean

1 Old Sacramento. -~ = o G R G
2 Civic Centér ) 1/wk . 1/mo
3 Plaza ‘ - 1wk -0
3A Downtown Plaza Shoppmg Center G (M)

4 Capitol Mall =~ | ) Ly

5 K Street Corridor ‘ ‘ 2/wk 7 2/mo

() As requéSted by staket{?olders within these sub-districts, Management
District malntenance services w111 not be prov1ded wnthm lhese sub-

districts,

Clty Sweep Program The cxty sweep" program will provxde litter and
gratfiti removal seven days per week. Visible city sweep crews will augment
Management. District security guides to discourage litter and graffm Mobile city
sweep crews will ensure the dallwy disposal of litter and will aim to remove graffiti
within hours of detection. Sub:-districts to receive intensive city. sweep services
include C1v1eCeLnte_r, Plaza and K Street.

At stakehiolders’ reqUest city sweep services will not be provided in the
Downtown Plaza’ Shopplng Center Capitol Mall and Old Sacramemo sub-districts
to avoid the duphcanon of - ex1stmg services. At the request of the City of
- Sacramento, Management District city sweep services will also not be provided
. for Clty -owned propertles smce these serv1ces w1ll continue to be provided by

Clty CTEWS. :

iii. -~ Revitalization

_ Prior to the formation of the Downtown Sacran‘tento Partnership and the
new Management District, fout marketing organizations have been carrying out
separate marketing programs fof Downtown, often with contrasting or conflicting.
messages. These organlzatlor}s include The Downtown . District, Sacramento
Downtown Association, Old Sacramento Management Board and the Downtown
Plaza Shopping Center ‘ : ‘



.

The new Management Drstrlct will operate a new umtled Downtown
marketing program that will" replace and/or be supported by each existing
‘organization.- The Downtown District has already merged its operations into the
- Downtown Sacramento Partnetship ‘and the Sacramento Downtown Association .
will follow: shortly after formation of the new Management District. Old
- Sacramento and Downtown - Plaza have executed cooperative marketing
“agreements with!the Partnership and.the néw Management District.

Much of the Downtown Business Improvement. Area (BIA), which
currently finances marketing and promotions programs through a business license
assessment, will be eliminated and its programming replaced by the new
Management District. The new Management District will work in collaboration
with the Downtown Plaza Shopping Center, which will retain the existing
Downtown BIA‘within a modified boundary encompassmg the Shoppmg Center
Macy s and Wemstock S. ‘

It is the jntent of Management District revitalization efforts to allow the
public to view the aréa as a single destination with a rich collection of attractions,
- events and servrces " Revitalization programs will include marketing, promotions
and economic development. Goals of the revitalization effort include mcreased
" customer. trafflc occupanc1es sales and property values.

! _

To -direct r'ev’italization programs, the f1rst year Management District
budget will mclude a comprehensive marketing plan. The plan, to be completed
by marketing professronals in collaboration with' Downtown stakeholders, will
provide a detailéd framework to: direct district efforts to improve .Downtown’s -
image. and identify methods to.leverage pre-existing marketing programs.

iv. Administration
 Administration includés all office overhead. and personnel required to
- ol . e e . . . s
operate the management district. - Examples of administrative costs include rent, -
accouming, audits, personnel‘management, office supplies,‘ tel’ephone, etc.

-City Admmlstratlve Costs The flrst year administrative budget includes
a one-time payment to rermburse the City for costs associated with the formation
of the Management District. " In subsequent years, annual City administrative.
‘costs will be associated with accounting administration by the Crty and assessment
billing costs mcurred by the Coumy of Sacramento. - ,

5.5



. C. I' 'S»ei"'vice- Plan Budge\ts‘

Service plan budgets have been developed by the Downlown Sacramento
Partnership Property Owners Commlttee to deliver service levels requested by
each sub- dlstrlct New services are based upon the following allocation of -
Management Dlstnct revenues:

L

0 Security . 45% of new services

o Mamtenance : 30% of new services -

o Revitalization - 25% of new sei'viceS» '

Admlmstratlon _costs are estimated at 14% of the tota] budget.
.,Admlmstranve costs for similar management dlstncts throughout the nation range
from. 15% to 33% : :

o . S
- Annual service plans and budgets WI“ be developed and approved by
- the Property Owners Counc:l (see descnpuon of Counc11 on page 10-1).

Budget exhlblts are prov1ded on the fo]lowmg pages

o Page 5-1 Proposed First Year Operatmg Budget 1996 The operatmg
budget 1ncludes a City contribution to the Management District adjusted
by its falr share of the Old Sacramento economic benefit adjustment.
(The Old Sacramento adjustment is explained on page 6-2.) ‘

o .Pages 5-8 and 5-9: Prellmmary detall expense budgets for securuy,
' 'mamtenance revxtahzatlon and administrative services..
0 Page 5- 10 Prolected Fwe Year Operating Budget, assuming that yearly
: adjustmer“ns do not exceed changés in the Bay Area Consumer Price Index -
" for all urban consumers, or-3%, whichever is lower. The projection
provides a ceiling for the maximum assessments that may be levied by the
Management District. - As it prepares annual service plans and budgets,
the Propérty Owners Council may elect to pot increase the annual
assessment. K, ' ' : '
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Downtown Sacramento Managemeﬁlt District Service Plan: -

Proposed First Year Operating Budget: 1996

L

i

I
!

Total .

i Source of Revenue: -

City |

- | Sacramento adjustment
| .

$1,197,000

$929,785

- $267,215 |

: Private. . Portion | _
i Program .- Expense Assessments. Contribution of Budget |
' i 5 | S ' '-
. Security ' $463,239 J $362,619 $100,620 38.7% |
| Maintenance 1$308826 $241,746 $67,080 258%
. " B ' : | ' . ) )
y I o | H
| fs v ) !
Revitalization . $257,355 . 1 $201,455 $55,900 21.5% |
| Administration '$167,580 ) $131,180 | $36,400 | 14.0%
3 C | ] '
fi I IF N
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Downtown Sacramento Partnershlp Management DlStl’lCt
1996 Detailed Expense Budget

Sgcuritx_

Guide Program:
Day shift (8 hours)
1 Lead Guide
7 Guides
1 Dispatcher
Night shift (4 hours)
1 Lead Guide
7 Guides
1 Dispatcher
- Program Support
~ Supply Cost
Insurance ‘
Start—Up Costs
Program Manager

Total Security Services

Maintenance

Clean Streets Program:
- Alleys
Washing
Blow & Sweep
Sidewalks
Washing v
Blow & Sweep
Contract Includes:
Equipment
Transport Vehicles
Workers Salaries

City Sweep Program:

Daily Litter/Grafitti Removal

Contract Includes:
Equipment
Transport Vehicles
Workers Salaries

Total Maintenance Services

5-8

$28,000

$175,000
$25,000

$14,000

$87,500

$12,500-

$55,739
$10,000
$17,000
$38,500

$25,000
$67,650

$33,000
$90,526

$92,650

$463,239

- $308,826



'

Downtown Sacramento Partnershlp Management DlStl’lCt
1996 Detailed Expense Budget (contmued)

. i |

~ Revitalization
' Marketand Busmess Recrumnent : :
Marketing Plan , R - $50,000
. Implementation of | 1Marketlng Plan ‘ $207,355
Includes: promotions, brochures,, o '

" directories, medlalwlbuys retail

recruitment, economic development,

office leasmg, ete. [ — as determlned by Plan
ui

Total Rev1tahzat10n Serv1ces . | EE $257,355

kY . ir

. 'i",
"y

AdminiStrati‘on

Off]ce overhead and admlmstratlon

: of district work plan ;z_ . ._ $14__2,'_580' '
. First year one— time relmbursemenﬂt _ _
of City dlstnct formation costs L $25,000
» ' 'l' L .
Total Admlmstratlon Services - . ‘ $167,580
TOTAL SERVICE PLAN BUDGET ~ $1,197,000

i

o : ;
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Projected Five Year Mazimum Oﬁeraling Budget:

v

_Assumption: Maximum yearly adjustment of 3%

Prog:alh Activity

Private Assessments:
Sci:c;l‘rit'y v.
Liaintenance; '
Revitalization

Administration .

City Administrative Costs'

SUB—TOTAL

TOTAL after Old -

. Sacramcnlo adjustment

Plus: City ‘Conl‘ributicl_)n

TQTAL

1996

1

)
' $362,619

 $241746

i

', $201,455

i $25,000

" $937,000

$929,785

$267.215

$1,197,000

' $373.498
$248,998

 $207,499

©$131,599

$3,516

g

$965.110

1996 through 2000 .

$384.702

$135,59

83573

1998

$256,468

$213,724

$994.063

1999

$396,244
. $264,162
-+ $220,135

$139,712

. 83632

$1,023,885

. 2000

© $408,131
$272,087
$2'26,7:%9.

' $1c_13,9$1

83,693

$986,409

3957.679,

"$275,231

1,232.910

$1,269.897

$283.488

$1,016,001
: $2§ 1,993

$1,307,994

$1,046481

$1,054,602 -

.$300,753

$1,347,234




VL ASSESSMENTS

A. | ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY C

Tl : liase Formula ,
: "

Propertyl,owners merchants and other Downtown Sacramento stakeholders

have emphas1zed that an assessmént formula for the proposed management district

be falr balanced and commensurate with benefits recelved

Vanables for the- base formula are gross lot square footage and gross
building square footage Lot square footage is relevant to the highest and best

‘use of a property and will reflect the long term value implications of the property
improvement drstnct Bur]dmg square footage is relevant to the interim use of

a property and can be utilized ItO measure short and mid-term. value. 1mpacts to

‘ tenant retentlon and recrultment

The recommended base formula werghs gross lot Square fOOtage by a

. factor of two (2). and gross burldmg square tfootage by a factor of one (1):

2.0 (gross l'ot»square footage) X lr.O (gross building square footag‘e) :
More emphasis is placed on gross lot square fOOtage due to the more
substantial long tefm value impacts on highest and best use and due to the nature
of proposed district services providing. more direct benefit to ground floor

_property and land. Less emphaSis is placed on gross building square footage due

to the short term benefits for mtenm uses and the dilution of direct benetlt to uses
above -the. ground floor

il Determinaliion of Sub-Districts
. | .

New mamtenance security and revrtallzauon services are anticipated

~ throughout the property improvement district.  Different frequencies of
.~ maintenance and,security services. will be provrded within each Ot the six sub-
: ‘.“d1strlcts as determmed by stakeholders in each sub- dlsmct L

Sub dlstnct boundarres are drawn to identify-areas that are adjacent to or

influenced by defrmng phy51cal and/or economijc features in the central business

district. Descrrptrons and rationale for sub-districts are provrded on page 4-1 and

lllustrated in the lmap on page 4 3.

kX
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fii. Stefrvice Cost Allb’cations

To dlstnbute costs: for varymg dlrect benefits from maintenance and
securtty services ' within - the proposed district, base formula service cost
~ allocations are proposed Servxce cost allocations for each of the six sub-districts
are based upon an -allocation of'direct and perimeter benefits: -

Dtrect beneﬁt is based upon the actual frequency of service. antmpated -
: within a demgnated sub dlStrlCt‘ :
' Pertmetert beneﬁt aims to measure the 1nd1rect beneflts of . 1mpr0vement for
_ Downtown. as a whole. ‘ o . . ,

To determme servnce cost allocations for each of the six sub-districts a
direct cost allocatlon ana]y51s has been prepared, based upon proposed frequencies
of service for maintenance and secunty, plus an assumption that.each district will
benefit equally from Downtown-wide revitalization services.  The detailed

]
calcu]atlon of sub- dlstnct service cost allocatlons is pr0v1ded in Appendtx 3.

~ " - “

Old Sacramento Economlc Benefit Adjustment. An economic benefit
adjustment has been provided. for the Old Sacramento sub-district due to stringent
development restrtctlons Restr‘lcttons on height; scale and mass of buildings in
the historic dtstrtct limit the hlghest and best use potential of properties within
this sub-district as compared to properties located within the remainder of the C-3
zoning district. - Since these llmltatlons on development rights prevent Old
Sacramento properties from attammg the fuli long term economic benefit of
District services, a 40% reductlon in the overall assessment has been established.
This cost reduction is redtstrlbuted to the sub- dlstncts and City contribution based

on their pro-rata fundmg share.

501(c)(3) Exemption: ”Properties owned by tax-exempt organizations,
such as churches; qualify for a reduction in assessments in propoftion to the real
property tax exemptlon currently applied. The assessment policy on 501(c)(3)
orgamzatlons is prov1ded on page 8-1.. Co

Government Owned Property Properttes owned by local, state and'
federal government may choose to pay assessments as part of a management
district. = For the Dowritown ﬂSacramento Management District, the City of
Sacramento will be providing ac contribution. County, state and federal property
. OwWners may opt to partlclpate 1n the future. :




iv.  Annual Assessments by Sub-District
' The appliéation_ of the préceding base formula and service cost-allocatioﬁs-
detailed in Appendix 3 is provided in the following chart. Each sub-district is

assigned. an annual assessment that is applxed to the lot and building square
- footage for each property :

.. Estimated Annual Sub-District Assessment:1996

. Sub:District N ‘_ | er lot sq.ft.) + (per building sq.ft.
| .1'. oM -Sacrameﬂtd . | . $.0.080 | o+ | $ d.040
2. Civic Center . s 0.101  + $ 0051
3. *Piazﬁ o ; $0§A1Qz3'- +   $ 0.052
| ‘_3A Dtn Plaza sc o  $‘0.03'3 o+ _s,on..,_olm
4. Capltol Mall . o .s_o‘.033 '+' - $0.016

5. K Streett . $0.119 +  +$0.059

. The pre‘cééling assessments are estimates and may be revised if parcel lot .
and buxldmg square foot mformatmn is changed. In future years, assessments
may change if enther lot or building square footage and/or servwe levels change.

Assessment Notice: An assessment notlce will be sent to owners of each
property in the-Management District. The assessmént notice provides an
estimated assessment based upon the square footage of each individual property.
The individual assessment for an individual property may change, up or down,
if the square footage allocations differ from those found on the assessment.notice.
A list of properties to be included in the Management . District and thelr identified
‘benefit sub dlstrlct 1s prov1ded within Appenduc 4 :
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B.  ANNUAL ASSESSMENT ADJUSTMENTS

CPI Adjustments: For the initial five years of the management district,

- annual assessmerits may be adJusted by the Management District’s Property

Owners Council for annual changes in the Bay Area Consumer Prtce Index (CPI)
for all urban consumers, or 3%, whichever is less.. A budget exhibit providing
maximum total assessments with a 3% yearly adjustment is prov1ded on page 5-
10 S '

Budget AdJ ustments Any annua] budget surplus or deficit will be rolled
into the followmg year’s Management District budget. Assessments will be set
- accordingly, within the constraints of the CPI adjustment, to adjust for surpluses
- or deficits that are carried forward :

c. - TIME AND MA‘NNER FOR COLLECTING ASSESSMENTS

. As prov1ded by state law the Downtown Sacramento Management Dtstrlct
assessment will jappear as a separate line item on annual property tax bills

prepared by the County of Sacramento. Property tax bills are generally

dtsmbuted in the fall, and payment is expected by lump sum or installment.

_ Exrsung laws for enforcernent and appeal of property taxes app]y to the
management dxstnct assessments. :

D. ‘C;ITY 'CONTRIBUTION’

A: significant number of propemes owned by the City of Sacramento are
located within the boundaries of the proposed Management. District.  In
recognition of the benefits to be received by City-owned properties and to support
the unified management district concept, the City will be asked to. provrde an
annual contribution to the Dlstnct prior to formation. .

' The letter from Mayor Joe Serna and Councxlmember Heather Fargo
" provided in Appendix 5 affirms support for the concept of the City paying a "fair
share" of assessments for City-owned properties within the Management District.
The letter states: that upon securing private property owner petition support for the
Management District, the Mayor and Councilmember Fargo will seek City
Council’s support for a contribution commensurate w1th annual assessments on
Clty -owned properties. - a



VII. CONTINUATION OF: CITY SERVICES o N

Througheut the process 10 - establlsh the 'Dewntown Sacramento
Management District, business and property owners have voiced concerns that the
. City of Sadcramerto mamtam existing services at verifiable "baséline” service
levels. A formal base Tevels of service policy ensures that existing City services -
are enhanced not replaced by new Management District services,

' In anticip'ati‘on of the D0wntown Sacramento Manage‘ment District bein'g
- formed, ‘the City; of Sacramento and the Downtown Sacramento Partnershrp have
initiated both crtywrde and Downtown base levels of servrce pollcres

Cltywuie Base Levels ol' Servrce Pohcy

At its Ja‘ﬁu"‘ary 10, 1995, meeting, the Sacramento City Council -adopted
- a resolution’ commrttmg the Crty to establish and maintain base levels of service
within management districts and business 1mprovement areas. ‘The policy states
that "basic service levels" provrded to any area must be paid for by general Clty .

revenues, and not subsidized by revenue: whrch the management dlstrrct generates

“for enhanced ]evels of servtce

The pollcy allows for ad}ustments in the "basic* service’ levels”
commensurate with changes in- the City’s overall financial condition. Citywide
service reductions can trigger a, proportlonate reduction. in base levels of service |
-within a’ management dlstrlct . , : L \

Clty of Sacramento Resolution Number 95- 012 establrshmg thrs pollcy lS'v
' provrded in Appendlx 6. Lo e

. Consrstent ‘with this new City policy,. Downtown’s Ctty base levels of
*serviceé will be’ quantrfred in an "area specific current services. agreement"
between the Crty and the Management Drstrrct prior to drstrtct tormanon '

ke
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VIIL MANAGEMENT DISTRICT RULES AND REGULA.TIONS.

Pursuant to the Property and Busmess Improvement Law of 1994, a
' management district may establish rules and regulations that umquely apply to the
“district. Two initial rules and regulatrons are to be employed by the Downtown
Sacramento Management Dlstrrct

1. Assessment Poliey' on 501(¢)(3) Organizations

An owner of real property located within the Property and Busmess '
Improvement District may reduce the amount of the assessment to be levied if all
of the following conditions are met

a.~ The property owner is a non-profit corporation which has obtained federal
tax-exemption under Internal - Revenue Code Section 501(c)(3) or
California tranchise tax-exemption under Revenue and Taxation Code
Section 23701d. . o

b. The class or category of real prope'rty is exempt, in whole or in part, from
' real property taxation. ' ' :

. The property owner maKes the request in writing to the County Assessor,
accompanied by documentation of the tax-exempt status of the property
owner and the class or category of real property.

S de The County Assessor is in receipt of the request “and accompanylng
documentation no later .than 30 days from the date that the assessor’s
office matls the notice of assessment.

If all of these conditioris are met, the amount of the assessment to be
levied shall be reduced in proportlon to the real property tax exemptlon apphed
to the class or category of real property : -

2. Competitive Bidding

Following the formation of the Management District, the Property Owners
Coiincil shall develop a policy for ‘competitive bidding. The policy will aim to
maximize service quality, efficiency and cost effectiveness. :




i
[
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IX.. IMPILEI\{I‘ENTATION TIMETABLE

The Downtown Sacramento Management District is expected to be
operational by January 1, 1996 In order to meet this goal, the following
procedural ttmetable is an11c1pated ’ ' o
!

Date - . Adivily |
. N “_ ‘
h

| February 1, 1995 Initiate petmon drive.

February 1 Collect pejtitionsexecuted by.property owners.

through April 4 t,

L3

April 11 . . "City Council adopts resolution of intention to form the
’ k Downtown Sacramento Management Drstrrct
May'23 © *~ ° City Courjt’cil conducts public meeting.
May 30 . - City Council conducts publlc hearlng and forms Dtstnct
. ’ ’ L ' ‘l .
July 1 - '_ 'Assessmer]tt roll submitted to County Auditor.
July 1 B : Downtown Sacramento Partnership and Property Owner
 Council begm planning and start-up functions for the
o .Downtown Sacramento Management District operattons
Oct/Nov - :  Property owners receive notice of 1995/96 property taxes
- Q due, mcludmg Downtown Sacramento Management District .
y Assessment '
‘ . I:. ” '
January 1, 1996 Downtown Sacramento Management District begins

operattons

~ Pursuant 1o state law the&Downtown Sacramento Management District will
" initially have a ftve -year life through the .end of the year 2000.- In order to
continue the management dlstrlct for an -additional five years the precedmg

‘ petmon and public hearing process must be repeated.
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X.  DISTRICT GOVERNANCE |

C A .Dofwntown Sacramento Par‘tnership

“The Downtown Sacramento Partnership will be responsible for the day-to-

day operations of the Downtown Sacramento Management District. “The

Downtown Sacramento Partnershrp is a private non-profit busmess organization

. that is guided by the following mrssron '

"Downtown Sacramento Partnership, a prlvate ‘nonprofit

membershrp organization, is. dedicated to planning,

- managing: and developing Downtown Sacramento as the

-clean, safe and- vrbram urban - center of ‘the greater
, Sacramento reglon

B. -Prfopert'y Owners Council

Under thé management structure adopied by the Partnership, Downtown
Sacramento Management' District budgets and -assessments. will .be set by a
Property Owners ‘Council consisting of 9 members. . The Property Owners
Council- will serve in the same capacity as the "advisory board" described in
Chapter 3, section 36631 of, the state law (the "Property and Business
Improvement Drstrlct Law of 1994" is provtded in Appena’zx ).

Members of the Property Owners Councrl w11] be nominated by property A
owners that are assessed within the District, and, pursuant to state law, appointed
by the Sacramento City Council. All 9 members of the Property Owners Council
‘will held seats on the Partnershlp board of directors." S

The Property Owners Council will develop annual service plan reports
1nclud1ng budgets and monitor service dehvery o

Pursuant to state . law the District will technically be required to get -
Sacramento City Council approval of annual budgets.” To satisfy this process and
retain property owner ‘influence, budgets developed by the Property Owners °
" Council will first be sent on to the Partnership board. The Partnership board will
* then submit Dlstrrct budgets to the City Council for-approval. After approving
the budget, the Cxty Council will contract with the Partnershlp to deliver Dlsmct
services. r L

- To ensure broad representatron and accountability, the Property Owners
-Councrl will consist of the following representatwes '

.. 3
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o One representatlve from each of five prlmary servrce sectors mcludmg
* Old Sacramento- : :

* ClVlC Center

* Plaza

* Oaprto] Mall

* ' "" Street
o One. busmess licensee who is not a property owner (requtred by state law);
0o _ One Cl%t of Sacramemo representative;
o - Two at—lﬁrge property ownerst

A mix of large and small property owners will be sought within .the
:precedmg Property Owners _Co‘nncrl composition.
}‘rie o
C. Downtown Sacramento Partnershlp
Property Owners Committee -

The p011c1es and parameters of the Downtown Sacramento Management
- District Plan. ha#e been drafted and endorsed by members of 'the Partnershlp s -
Property. Owners Commrttee - A roster for the Committee is provided on the

‘ fol]owmg page. lM o B

o
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Co-Chairs , A {
Roy E. Brewer - TH‘ :
Hunter, McCray, Richey & Brewer,
represents Southern Paczf ic Razlyards

441-4420 S|
Tom McEfee ' Y
The Huntington Group, N
971-1700 .
Scott Stephens :‘L “

© William, Wilson & Associates, |
represents Wells Fargo Center i
448- 0400 i

‘Members

Sharron Coulter

Coulter & Co; represents 3 propemes, .
482-3760

Russell Cunningham !
Desmond, Miller & Desmond,
.represents 1006 4th St., rﬁ*‘
443-2051 g

. . ‘
Harriet Derwingson =~ ‘L _
Pacific Bell; represents 1423 J SI
972-2119 . b

;o
Norm Eilert : ‘ ‘l

Teichert, Inc.; represents Downtown Plaza
484-3265 g '
Lina Fat : ' ],‘

Fat City Bar & Cafe; represents 3 pmperttes
446-6768

" Rusty Hammer

Sacramento Chamber of Commerce

represents 917 7th St. : g
552-6800 i

Jonathan Helm ' b

1f ]

. .J}JL.

\
5
1
'

Apollo Funding Group; represents 900 J St _

483-2772 : J“r
Roger Kittredge R b
CA Dental Association; represents I 201 K St
443-0505 S ‘

¥

fe
N
[

Moe Mohanna . Ly
Western Development; - C

" represents 12 properties, }

| 447-5232

~ Dave Scurfield

Scurfield Company; ,
represents 3 Old Sacramento properties,
446-7211

David Taylor

Lankford & Taylor; represents 2 propertzes
638- 0242

A

Supporting Memﬁefs
Larry Anapolksy - [

..~ EWL Partnership,

446-6175

Ed Astone

Old Sacramento Town Manager
264-7031 :

Kay Backer S

KB International, ~
486-2630 _ }'

Butch Corum '
Corum Real Estate; represents 1005 12th Sr
441-1111 .

Heather Fargo :
City Council Member, Dlstnct 1,

- 264- 7001

, Barbara tht_le ‘ ' .
" Voit Management,

641-8112 !

Gene Masuda

Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency
-Downtown Development,

264-1515

Michael Picker ; -
Chief of Staff, Mayor's Ofﬁce e
264-5073 .

" Joe Serna, Jr.
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Mayor of Sacramento :
264-5300 :

Robert Thomas _
Deputy City Manager,

264-5050
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Assembly Bill No. 3754

; - CHAPTER 897

| o

 Anact to'add Part 7 (commencmg w1th Sect:on 36600) to lesmn
18 of the Streets and H1ghways Code, relating to benefit assessments

[Approved by Governor September 26, 1994. Filed with.
i Secretary of State September 27 1994 ]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

AB 3754, Caldera. Parking and business improvement areas:
benefit assessments. '

Under the Parking and Business Improvement Area Law of 1989,
a parkmg and business improvement area may be established by a
city to impose benefit assessments or charges on businesses in the
area to fund specified improvements and activities.
. This bill would enact a similar law, entitled the Property and
‘Business Improvement District Law of 1994, to supplement
previouslyenacted provisions of law that authorize cities to levy -
assessments w1th1n a busmess improvement area.

The peaple of the State of California do enact as follows:

_ SECTION 1. Part7 (comrnencmg with Section 36600) is added
to D1v131on 18 of the Streets and Highways Code, to read:

PART 7 PROPERTY AND BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT
- DISTRICT LAW OF 1994

I

) CHAPTERA 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS
Article 1. - Declarations

© 36600. This part shall be known and may be cited as the
“Property:and Busines§ Improvement District Law of 1994.” '
- 36601. . The Leglslature finds and declares all of the following:
(a) Busmesses located and operating within the business districts
of this state’s commuhnities are economically disadvantaged, are
underutilized, and are unable to attract customers due to inadequate
facilities, services, and ‘activities in the business districts. . '
. (b) It.js in the public interest to promote the economic.
revitalization and physical maintenance of the business districts of its
cities in order to create’jobs, attract new businesses, and prevent the
‘erosion of the business districts.
(c) Iti 1s of particular local benefit to allow cities to fund property
~ related 1mprovements maintenance, and activities through the levy
of assessments upon the real property that benefits from those

1! / o 93 110
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.1mprovements .

(d) Assessments levied for the purpose of providing
-improvements and promoting activities that benefit real property.
are not taxes for the general benefit of a city, but are assessments for
the unprovements and activities which confer special benefits upon
the real property for which the improvement and activities are
provided. |

36602. The purpose of th.ls part is to supplement previously
- enacted provisions of law that authorize cities to levy assessments
within a business improvement area. This part does not affect or limit
any other provisions of law authorizing or prowdmg for the
furnishing of unprovements or activities or the raising of revenue for
these purposes. :

36603. Nothmg in thrs part is intended to preempt the authonty
of a charter city to adopt ordinances providing for a different method
of levymg assessments for similar or additional purposes from those
set forth in this part. A property and business improvement district
created pursuant to this part is expressly exempt from the provisions
of the Specml Assessment Investigation, Limitation and Majority
Protest Act 'of 1931 (D1v1510n 4 (commencing with Section 2800)).

36604. This part is intended to be construed liberally and, if any
provision is held invalid, the remaining provisions shall remain in full
force and effect Assessments levied under th13 part are not special
taxes. : :

i Article 2. Definitions
il

36605. Adwsory board” means the advisory board or
comrmssxon appomted by the ¢city council pursuant to Section 36631.

36606. ‘““‘Assessment” means a levy for the purpose of acquiring,
constructing, installing, or maintaining improvements and
promoting activities which will benefit the properties located within
a property -and business improvement district.
~ 36607. “Business” means all types of businesses and mcludes
financial mstxtutxons and professrons

. 36608. “City” meansa city, county, city and county, or an agency
or entity created pursuant to Article 1. ‘(commencing with Section
~ 6500) of Chapter 5 of D1v151on 7 of Title 1 of the Government Code,
the public member agencies of which includes only cities, counties,
or a city and county. ,
~ 36609. “City council” means the city counc1l of a city or the board |
of superwsors of a county, or the agency, commission, or board.
created pursuant to a joint powers agreement and which is a city
within the meaning of this part.
. 36610. “Improvement” means the acqu151t10n construcnon

mstallatlon, “or maintenance of any tangible property with an

estimated useful life of five years or more including, but not limited
to, the followmg ‘

‘M
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{a) Parkmg fac111t1es o |
(b) Benches booths, ktosks d1splay cases, pedestrlan shelters and

signs.. ;

(c). Trash receptacles and public restrooms

(d) nghtmg and heatmg facilities.

(e) Decorahons SRR

(f) Parks. - 4

(g) Fountains.:

(h) Planting areas. .

(i) Closing, opening, ‘lW1demng, or narrowmg of existing streets.

() Facﬂltles or eqmpment or both, to' enhance secunty of persons
and property within the area.

(k) Ramps, sidewalks, plazas, and pedestnan malls

(1) Rehablhtatlon or removal of existing structures. :

'36611. " “Property and business improvement district,” or

- “district,” means a property and business 1mprovement distriet
estabhshedl pursuant to ‘lthxs part. '

36612.- Property means real property situated within a district.
36613. “ﬁAcnvmes means but is not lumted to, all of the

. following: .

(a) Promohon of pubhc events whxch benefit busmesses or real

',property in the dlStl'lCt

- (b) Furnishing of musm in'any public place within the district.
(¢) Promotion of tounsm within the. district. . .
(d) Marketmg and - Ueconomlc deveIOpment including retail

retention and recruitment.

(e) Providing secunty, samtatmn, graffiti removal street and

sidewalk cleaning, and! other municipal services supplemental to

those normally prowded by the municipality.
(f) Activities which beneﬁt businesses and real property located :
in the d1stnct
36614. Management dlSt'I‘ICt plan or “plan” means a proposal as

_ defined in ‘Section 36622.

36615. sProperty owner " or “owner’’ means any person shown as

- the owner bf land on the last equalized assessment roll or otherwise

known to be the owner'of land by the city council. The city council -

|

- hasno obhgatxon to obtain other information as to the ownership of
~ land, and its determination of ownership shall be final and conclusive
_for the purposes of this part. A public agency is not a property owner

of land for"purposes of thls part w1thout the express consent of the -

agency. - i

- . 36616. Tenant means an occupant pursuant to a lease of
: commerc1al space or a dwelling unit, other than an owner.

u A -+ Article 3. Pnor Law

© 36617. Thls part prov1des an alternatwe method of -financing

'certam 1mprovements and act1v1t1es The provisions of this part shall' -
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not affect or limit any other provmons of law authonzmg or
providing for the furnishing of improvements or activities or the
raising of revenue for these purposes. Every improvement area:
estabhshed pursuant to the Parking and Business Improvement Area
‘Law of 1989 (Part 61‘ (commencing with Section 36500) of this
d1ws1on) is valid and effect:ve and is unaffected by this part.

CHAPTER 2. ESTABLISHMENT
36620 'A property and business unprovement dlSt'I'lCt may be
estabhshed as prov1ded in this chapter. '
36620.5. A county may not form a district w1th1n the temtonal
- jurisdiction of a city wrthout the consent of the city council of that -
~ city.: A city may not!form a district within the uruncorporated
‘ territory of a county w1thout the consent of the board of supervisors
of that county. A city may not form a district within the territorial
- jurisdiction of another crty W1thout the consent of the city council of
the other! cnty 2
36621. ‘Upon the wntten pet1t10n signed and acknowledged of
the property owners mw ‘the proposed district who will pay more than
50 percent of the assessments proposed to be levied, the city. council
may initiate proceedmgs to form a district by the adoptien of a

B resolutrom expressing its intention to form a district. The amount of

assessment attnbutable to property owned by the same property
‘owner which is in excess of 40 percent of the amount of all
assessments proposed ! to be levied, shall not ‘be included in
deterrmmng whether the petition is signed by property owners who
will pay more than 30 ”percent of the total amount of assessments
proposed to be levied. The petition of property owners shall include
the management district plan. The reso]utlon of intention. shall
* . contain all of the followmg - : :

(a) The management district plan. .

(b) A t1me and place for a public hearing on the estabhshment of
" the property and business improvement - district and the levy of
assessments, which shall not be held more than 60 days after the -
adoption of the resolutlon of intention. )

36622. The management district plan shall- contaln all. of the
following: *=

(a) A map of the district in sufﬁcrent detail to locate each parcel
of property within the district.

(b) The name of the proposed district.
o {e) A descnptmn of the boundaries of the district, including the
" boundaries of any benefit zones, proposed for estabhshment or
- extension in a manner sufficient to identify the lands included.
- Under no circumstances shall the boundaries of a proposed district
overlap with the boundaries of another existing district created
pursuant to this part. ‘\othmg in this part prohibits the boundaries
of a dlStrlCt created pursuant to this part to overlap w1th other
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assessment drstrlcts estabhshed pursuant to other provisions of law

including, bt not lrmlted to, the Parkmg and Business Improvement
Area Law of 1989.

(dy The f‘mprovements and activities proposed for each vear of
operation of the district land the maximum. cost thereof.

(e) The total annual‘l amount proposed to be expended for

improvements, maintenance and operatlons in* each vear of -

~ operation. of the district!

(f) The proposed source or sources of' fmancmg mcludmg the
proposed method and basis of levying the assessment in sufficient
detail to allow each proderty owner to calculate the amount of the
assessment to be levied agamst his of her property,

(g) The time and manner of collecting the assessments.

(h) The specxﬁc number of years, to a maximum of five, in wlnch

~ assessments ‘will be levxed The management district plan. may set

forth spec1ﬁc increases 1n assessments for each year of operatxon of
the district. ' - '
(i). The proposed nmelfor unplementanon and completlon of the
management district ‘plan :
() Any proposed rules and regulatlons to be apphcable to theﬁ
district.
(k) A list, i by assessors parcel number, of the propernes to be
beneﬁted and a sfatement of the method or methods by which the

- expenses of a a district wdlllbe imposed upon benefited real property,

in proportion to the beneﬁt received by the property, to defray the

cost thereof }including operation and maintenance. The plan may

provide that!all or any class or category of real property which is
exempt by law from real property taxation may nevertheless be.

. included within the boundanes of the district but shall not be subject
to the assessment. o

(!) Any other item or matter requxred to be mcorporated therein
by the city council.

36623. Ifacity council proposes tolevya new or mcreased benefit
assessment, notice shall be given pursuant to Section 54954.6 of the -
Govemment;,Code In addmon, the city council shall publlsh the
resolution of intention in la newspaper of general circulation in the
city once, at least seven days before the public meeting, and shall
mail the resolutmn of inténtion by first-class mail to each property

~owner in the district andito each local chamber of commerce and
- business orgamzatlon known by the city council to be located within

the proposed district not later than 10 days before the public
meeting. Notice of all other public meetings and pubhc hearmgs shall
comply with both the followmg '

(a) The resolutron of intention shall be pubhshed in 8’ newspaper

of general c1rculatlon in the city once, at least seven’ days before the
public meeting; and

‘,

(b) A complete copy- of 'the resolutron of intention shall be mailed

by ﬁrst class max] to each lpropertv owner in the dxstrzct and ‘each

f.
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loca.l chamber of commerce and business organization known by the
city counc1l to be located within the proposed. district no later than
10 days before the pubhc meetmg

36624. - (a) At the pubhc hearing, the mty council shall hear and
* consider. all protests against the establishment of the district, the
extent’ of the- dxstnct or the furnishing of specified types of
improvements .or actlvmes within the district. A protest may be
made orally or in writing by any interested person. Any protest
perta:mng to the regularity or sufficiency of the proceedings shall be
in writing and shall clearly set forth the 1rregulanty or defect to
~ which the objection is; made.

(b) Every written protest shall be filed with the clerk no later
- than thxrty days after the resolution of preliminary adoption adopted
pursuant 'to Section 36627 The city council may waive any
: megulanty in the form or content of any written protest and may
correct minor defects in the proceedings. A protest may be -
W1thdrawn in writing) at any time before thirty days after the
‘conclusxon of the last day of public hearing.’
~ ‘(c) Each written protest shall contain a descnpuon of the
property in which the! ‘person subscribing the protest is interested
" sufficient to identify the property. A written protest which does not
comply with this section shall not be counted in determining a
majority protest. ii
- 36625. (a) If wntten protests are recelved from the owners of
" real property in the d15tnct who will pay 50 percent or more of the
~assessments proposed to be levied and protests are not withdrawn so
as to reduce the protests to less than 50 percent, no further
proceedmgs to create the specified -property and business
improvement district ‘or to levy the proposed assessment, as
contained in the resolution of intention, shall be taken for a period
~ of one year from the. date of the finding of a majority protest by the
city councnl If the city ¢ouncil finds a majority protest in connection
with a proposed rnod1ﬁcat10n pursuant to Section 36640 or 36642,
then no further proceedmgs to establish the same or substantially
similar modifications shall be taken for a period of one year from the .
- date of the finding of a; majority protest by .the city council.

(b) If the majority protest is only against the furnishing of a
specified type or types of improvement or activity within the district,
only those types of improvements or activities shall be eliminated.

36626. (a) At the conclusion of the public hearing to establish the
district, the city council may adopt, revise, change, reduce, or modify
~the proposed asseéssment or the type or types of improvements and

activities to be funded" with the revenues from the assessments.
Proposed assessments may only be revised by reducing any or all of |
them. At the public hearing, the city council may only make changes
in, to, or from, the boundaries of the proposed property and business
vlmprovement district that will exclude terntory ‘which will not
: beneﬁt from the proposed improvements -or actlvltles Any

93 230 -
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modlﬁcatlons revisions, reductions, or changes to the proposed
* assessment district shall be reflected in the nonce and map recorded

. pursuant to!Section 36626.8.

~ (b) The mty council shall not change the boundanes of the drstnct

to include any territory that will not, in its judgment, benefit by the
improvement or activity. Any addxtlon of territory to the proposed -
boundaries of the district may be made only upon notice to the -
owners of the property proposed to be added to. the district, as

provided in Section 36623, and upon a public heanng on the addition = .

of territory,:as provided in Section 36624.
-36626.5. If the city council, following the pubhc hearing, desires
to establish' the proposed property and business improvement "
district, and the city council has made changes pursuant to Section
36626, and | the 'changes are not merely clerical changes or
corrections, l!the city council shall adopt a resolutzon of preliminary
adoption that shall contain all of the followmg :
". (a) The management district plan.
(b) The number date of adoptlon, and title of the resolutlon of -
intention. .
(¢) The t1me and place where the pubhc hearmg was held
" concerning the establishment of the district. 4
(d) A determmatlon regarding any protests recelved
" (e) A statement that the properties in the district established by
the resolution shall be subject to any amendments to this part. .
- () A statement that the improvements and activities to be
. provided in the district will be funded by the levy of the assessments.
~The revenue from the levy of assessments within a district shall not
- be used to prov1de improvements or activities outside the district or

for any purpose other than the purposes specified in the resolution

of intention, as ‘modified by the city council at the hearing -
concerning establishment of the district. : o
(g) A ﬁndmg that the property within’ the business and
unprovement area will be benefited by. the improvements and -
activities funded by the assessments proposed to be levied. = - -
. 36626.6. Followmg adoptmn of the resolution, the clerk or
“secretary of the local agency shall record a notice and map describing
the assessment district pursuant to Division 4.5 (commencing with
. Section 3100). All the provisions of that Division 4.5 apply to the
* assessment district. -
- 36626.7. Not earlier than 30 days after the resolution of
prehrmnary adoptxon if the city council decides to establish the..

' proposed property and business improvement district, and if there -

isnot a majority protest as described in Section 36625, the city council

- shall adopt a resolution consistent with the resolution of preliminary

adoption. The adoption of the resolution and recordation of the
- notice and map pursuant to Section 36626.6 shail constitute the levy
-of an - assessment in each of the fiscal years referred to in the.
' management district plan. The resolution shall contain all of the
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(a) The n%anagement district plan.
 (b) The number, date of adoption, and title of the resolunon of

‘intention ana resolution of preliminary adoption.

{c) The tlme and place where the public hearing was held
concerning t“he establishment of the district. .
(d) A deterrmnanon regarding any protests received. .
(e) A statement that a property and business improvement
district has bl:een established.
(fy A statement that the properties in the dl.Stl'lCt established by
the resolunon shall be subject to any amendments to this part.

(g) A statement that the improvements and activities to be

N provided in the district will be funded by the levy of the assessments.

The revenue|from the levy of assessments within a district shall not
be used to prov1de improvements or activities outside the district or

- for any purpose other than the purposes specified in the resolution
- of mtentxon, as modified by the city council at the hearing

concerning. estabhshment of the district.
(h) A ﬁndmg that the property within the property and business
unprovement district will be benefited by the improvements and
act1v1t1es funded by the assessments proposed to be levied. - :
- 36627. If the city council, following the public hearing, desires to
establish the proposed property and business improvement district,

and the city counc:.l has not made changes pursuant to Section 36626,

or has made merely clerical changes or corrections, the city council
shall adopt a resolution establishing the district. The resolution shall
contain all of the information specified in subdivisions (a) to (h),

" inclusive, of Section 36626. 7, but need not contain information about

the prehmmz{ry resolution if none has been adopted.
36628. The city council may establish one or more separate -
benefit zones| within the district based upon the degree of benefit
derived from|the improvements or activities to be provided within
the benefit zone and may impose a different assessment within each
benefit zone.| )
36629. All provisions of this part apphcable to the establishment,

modification,

improvement

‘or disestablishment of a property "and business

district. apply to the establishment, modification, or

disestablishment of benefit zones. The city . council shall, to establish,
modify, or dlsestabhsh a benefit zone, follow the -procedure to
establish, delfy, or disestablish ‘a parking and business

1mprovement
36630. If a'

area.
property and business improvement dlStI‘lCt explres

due to the tlrn“e limit set pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 36622,

a new management district plan may be created and a new district
estabhshed pursuant to this part, S .
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CHAPTER 3. 'ASSESSMENTS

36631. (a) Within 15 days of the receipt of the written petition
described in Section 36621, the city council shall appoint an advisory
board which shall make a recommendation to the city council on the
expenditure of revenues derived from the levy of assessments
pursuant to this part, on the classification of properties, as applicable,
and on the method and basis of levying the assessments. The city
council may /designate existing advisory boards or commissions to
serve as the ;advisory board for the district or may create a new
advisory board for that purpose. At least one member of the advisory
board shall be a business licensee within the district who is not also
a property owner within the district. _

(b) Any advisory board appointed by the city council pursuant to
subdivision (a) shall comply with the provisions of the Ralph M.
Brown Act (Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 54950) of Part 1
of Division 2 of Title 5 of the Government Code). 4

36632. The collection of the assessments levied pursuant to this
part shall be made at the time and in the manner set forth by the city
council in the resolution establishing the management district plan
described in Section 36622. The assessments may be collected at the
same time and in the same manner as for the ad valorem property
tax, and may provide for the same lien priority and penalties for
delinquent payment. : . :

36633. (a) The advisory board shall cause to be prepared a report
for each fiscal year for which assessments are to be levied and
collected ‘to 'pay the costs of the improvements and activities
described in the report. The report may propose changes, including,
but not limited to, the boundaries of the property and business
improvement district or any benefit zones within the district, the
basis and method of levying the assessments, and any changes in the
classification of property, if a classification is used. o

(b) The report shall be filed with the clerk and shall refer to the
property and business improvement district by name, specify the
fiscal year to which the report applies, and, with respect to that fiscal
year, shall contain all of the following information: )

(1) Any proposed changes in the boundaries of the property and
,gusiness improvement district or in any benefits zones within the -

istrict. : ‘ ' o
(2) "The improvements and activities to be provided for that fiscal
year. B . _
(3) An estimate of the cost of providing the improvements and
the activities for that fiscal year. . .

(4) The method and basis of levying the assessment in sufficient
detail to allow each real property owner to estimate the amount of
" the assessment to be levied against his or her property for that fiscal

year. o , 4
- (5) The amount of any surplus or deficit revenues to be carried
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over from a previous fiscal year.

(6) The;amount of any contributions to be made from sources
other than'assessments levied pursuant to this part.

(c) The! city council may approve the report. as filed by the
advisory board or may modify any particular contained in the report
and approve it as modified. Any modification shall be made pursuant
to Sections 36640 and 36641. The city council shall not approve a
change in the basis and method of levying assessments that would
impair an|authorized or executed contract to be paid from the
revenues derived from the levy of assessments. _

36634. ;( ) The assessments levied on real property pursuant to
this part shall be levied on the basis of the estimated benefit to the
real property within the property and business improvement
district. The city council may classify properties for purposes of
determining the benefit to property of the: improvements and
activities prowded pursuant to this part.

(b) Properties in private residential use, or that are zoned for
agricultural use, are conclusively presumed not to benefit from the
improvements and service funded through these assessments, and
shall not be subject to any assessment pursuant to this part. .

36635. The vahdxty of assessment levied under this part shall not
be contested in any action or proceeding unless the action or
proceedmg is commenced within 30 days after the ordinance levying
the assessment is adopted pursuant to Section 36627. Any appeal
from a final judgment in an action or proceeding shall be perfected
within 30 days after the entry of judgment. :

36636. The city council may execute baseline service contracts
that would establish levels of city services that would continue after
a property and business improvement district has been formed.

CHAPTER 4. MODIFICATION OF BOUNDARIES, ASSESSMENTS,

| - IMPROVEMENTS, OR ACTIVITIES:

'36640. The advisory board may, at any time, request that the city
council modify the management district plan. Any modification of
the management district plan shall be made pursuant to this chapter.

36641. (a) Upon the written request of the advisory board, the
city council may modify the management district plan by adoptmg
a resolutlon after holding hearings on the proposed modification
pursuant to Sections 36623, 36624, 36625, and 36626.
~ (b) The city council shall adopt a resolution of intention which

states the proposed modification prior to the public hearing required .
by this section. The public hearing shall be held not more than 60
days after;the adoption of the resolution of intention. Notice of the
public hearing shall be as provided in Section 36623. The public
hearing shall be conducted as provided in Sectlons 36624, 36625, and
36626. ‘

36642, ;( a) The city council may modxfy the improvements and

! ‘ : | 93 320
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activities to be funded with the revenue derxved from the levy of the
assessments by adopting a resolution determtmng to make the
modifications after holding a public hearing on the proposed
modifications. Notice of the public hearing and the proposed
‘modifications shali be pubhshed as provided in Section 36623.

(b) The pubhc hearing shall be conducted as provided in Sections
76624, 36625, and 36626.

36643. Any subsequent modification of the resolution shall be
reflected in subsequent notices and maps recorded pursuant to
: 4D1v151on 4. 5 (commencmg with Section 3100).

;Z : CHAPTER 3. DISESTABLISHMENT

36650. (a) Any district established or extended pursuant to the
provisions of this part, where there is no indebtedness, outstanding
and unpaid, incurred to accomplish any of the purposes of the
district, may be disestablished by resolution by the city council in
~ either of the following circumstances: -

(1) If the city council finds there has been rmsappropnatmn of
funds, malfeasance, or a violation of law in connection with the
management of the district, it shall notice a hearing  on
disestablishment. The notice and heanng shal] be held pursuant to
Sections 36623 and 36624.

(2) During the operation of the district, there shall be a 30-day
period each year in which assessees may request disestablishment of
the district. The first such period shall begin one year after the date
of establishment of the district and shall continue for 30 days. The
next such 30-day period shall begin two years after the date of the
establishment of the district. Each successive year of operation of the
district shall have such a 30- day period. Upon the written petition of
the owners of real property in the area who pay 50 percent or more
of the assessments levied, the city council shall pass a resolution of
intention to disestablish the district. The city council shall notice a
hearing on disestablishment. The notice and hearing shall be held
pursuant to Sections 36623 and 36624.

(b) The city council shall adopt a resolution of intention to
dxsestabhsh the district prior to the public hearing required by this
section. The resolution shall state the reason for the disestablishment,
shall state the time and place of the public hearing, and shall contain
a proposal to dispose of any assets acquired with the revenues of the
assessments levied within the property and business improvement
district. THe public hearing shall be held not less than 20 or more than
30 days after the adoption of the resolution of intention. Notice of the
public heanng shall be published as provided in Section 36623.

36651. '(a) Upon the disestablishment of a district, any remaining
revenues denved from the-levy of assessments, or any revenues
- derived from the sale of assets acquired with the revenues, shall be -
- refunded to the owners of the property then located and operating

o
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' mthm the district in which assessments were levied by applying the
same method and basis that was used to calculate the assessments
levied in the fiscal year in which the district is disestablished.

«(b) If the disestablishment occurs before an assessment is levied
for the fiscal year, the method and basis that was used to calculate
the assessménts levied in the immediate prior fiscal year shall be used
to calculate the amount of any refund. Notice of the disestablishment
of a district shall be published once in a newspaper of general
~ circulation 1'n the city, not later than 15 days after the ordinance
.dxsestabhshmg the dJStnct is adopted

93 350 -
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Appendlx 3: o L - .
Detailed Calculatlon of Serwce Cost Allocations '

Servicejcost alloc’ations' are based upon the direct cost allocation of

services received by each sub-district. The exhibits on the following five pages
illustrate the analysis used for security, maintenance and marketing services.

0

Exhibit 1 provides a summary of the service plan budget which is the
starting point for the benefit adjustment analysis. The total service budget

.18 ad]usted to remove lhe City contnbutlon resulting in the total budget to

be financed by assessments.
Exhibit 2 provides a distribution of benefits arising from security guide
services. Benefits will be provided to all properties by making Downtown

'more secure and creatmg a team of customer servrce representatlves

throughout the central ‘business district. To account for this perimeter
benefit, all sub- drstrlcts are assessed a pro rata share, based on the sum
of lot square footage and 50% of building square footage, of 25% of the -
total secumy guide program budget. The remaining .75% of the total
security : guide program budget is distributed through a direct cost
allocation basis, which'is based upon the actual distribution of security
guides within each sub-district.

Exhibit 3 provides a summary of the distribution of benefits attributed to
maintenance services. ‘Direct benefit is determined by multiplying the
respecnve frequencies by the number of alleys or block sides pertalmng
to that activity. Costs afe shared only by those sub- drstncts receiving
direct maintenance servrces

Exhibit 4 illustrates the benefit distribution of revitalization services.
New Managemem Dlsmct revitalization services are anticipated to benefit
all properties within each sub-district by improving Downtown’s overall
image.  Reflecting the overall uniform distribution of benefi;, all
Downtown properties are assessed at the same rate. -

- Exhibit 5 provides a summary of all service cost allocations resulting in

the estimated assessment on lot and building square footage. Service cost
allocations ‘are adjusted ‘to account for the economic benefit adjustment
applied -to the Old Sacramento sub-district. The 40% reduction in Old
Sacramento assessments is reallocated among all other sub dlstncts and the
City contrlbutlon

The resulting assessments are estimates and may be revised if parcel lot

and building square foot information is changed. In future years, assessments

“may change if either lot or building square footage and/or service levels change.

i
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Appendix 3 - Exhlbn 1.
Downtown Sacramento Management Dlstrlct
Summary ot Estimated Cost per Service .

Maintenance

$538,650

| Security _ Marketing Total

Estimated Budget Amount $463239  $308,826  $257,355| $1,029,420
Percent of Budget . | 45% 30% . 25% 100%

Plus Administration $75,41 1 $50,274. $41,805| $167,580
Total Estimated Budget $538,650 $359,100  $299.250 | $1,197,000

Less City Allocated Budget $117,000 .s7é,ooo $65,000 $260,000
Total Privately Allocated Budget sa21650  $281.100 $234250 [ $937,000
After Old Sacramento Eeonom lc Beneﬂt Ad]ustmem |
Total City Contribution ; $120,247 $80,164 ° | $66,804 $267.215
Total Estimated Private Assessments $418,403. $278,936 $232,446 $929,785
Total Estimated Management District Funding $359,100  $299,250 | $1,197,000

Source: P.UM.A, Downtown Sacramento Pa.mershlp and EPS

DSPDB4.XLS 1/30/95
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Appendix 3 - Exhibit 2
Downtown Sacramento Management District
Security Cost per Sub-District :

Sub- | Lot Building Perimeter Direct Total Estimated Security
District Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. Distribution Benefit . Benefit Share Assessment
Private Parcels Only 25% . 75% , :
. i . . ) y . ’ perlots.t. per building s.1.
“1Old Sacramento -1 - 280,352 598,293 15 $5696 ~ $59,295 $64,991 $0.11° - ' $0.06
Civic Center 2 1,389,625 3,832,602 25 $32,497 $98,824 | $131,322 $0.04 - $0.02
Plaza 3 133,978 486,065 0.5 $3,706 © - $19,765| $23,471 $0.06 $0.03 |
DP Shopping Center 3a 795276 1,207,132 - 0.0 $13,751 $0 $13751| 8001 = $000|
|CapitolMall . - 4 . ]. 615001 .:1,949282 - -- 0.0 - $15626- " $0| $15626|  $0.01 $0.00 |
K Street Corridor 5 1,104,076 4,737,001 35" $34,136  $138,354 | $172,490. $0.05 . $0.02

Total | ) 4,318,308 12,810,375 | 8.0 $105,413 $316,238 | $421,650

Source: P.UM.A, Doﬁvntown Sactamento Partnership and EPS A . ‘ ' DSPDB4.XLS 1/30/95




Appendix 3 - Exhlblt 3A
Downtown Sacramento Management District
Maintenance Cost per Sub-District

Share of Cost

Sub- Lot Building Total Estimated Maintenance
District Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. Sidewalks Alleys Sweep Cost Assessment
: Private Parcels Only - .
L . - perlots.f per building s.1..

Old Sacramento 1 280,352 598,293 $0 $0 $0 $0 - $0.00 $0.00
Civic Center 2 1,389,625 3,832,602 $51,210 - $25,071 $45,073 | $121,354 $0.04 $0.02
Plaza S 133,978 486,065|  $3340 = $0 $2,908 | - $6,248 $0.02 $0.01
DP Shopping Center 3a 795276 1,207,132 $0 - $0 -804 - ... -0} -$000 -  $0.00| -
Capitol Mall- - - .- . 4 | 615001 ~ 1949282| =~ ~ $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.00 $0.00
K Street Corridor 5 | 1,104076 4,737,001 | $57,890 $59,259 $36,349 | $153,498 $0.04 $0.02
Total 4,318,308 12,810,375| $112,440 $84,330 $84,330 | $281,100

Source: P.UM.A, Downtown Sacramento Partnership and EPS

DSPDB4.XLS 1/30/95




Appendix 3 - Exhibit 3B
Downtown Sacramento Management District
Maintenance Cost per Sub-Dlstrict - Allocation Detall

_ Sub- Frequency Area Share of Cost Share of Cost
District | Sidewalks Alleys Sweep | Sidewalks Alleys Sweep (1) | Sidewalks Alleys Sweep (1) | Sidewalks  Alleys Sweep
) o ' Block : Block ' . :
Sides Alleys Sides

Old Sacramento 1 0 0 0 0 (] 0 0 0o 0 0% 0% 0%
Civic Center 2 1 1 1 92 v 11 62 92 11 62| 46% - 30% 53%
Plaza .3 1 0 1 6 0 4 6 0 4 3% 0% 3%
DP Shopping Center 3a 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 0 - 0 0% 0% 0%
Capitol Mall ' 4 0 0 0 .0 0 ) 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
K Street Corridor 5 . 2 2 1 52 - 13 501 104 26 " 50 51% 70% 43%
Tolal : 4 3 3 150 24 118 202 - 7 16| - 100% 100%, "100%

(1) Excludes City-ownad property where City currently provides service.

Source: P.U.M.A, Downtown Sacramento Parinarship and EPS ) ' DSPDB4.XLS 1/30M5




Appendix 3 - Exhibit 4

Downtown Sacramento Mahagemont District
Revitalization & Marketing Cost per Sub-District

"Total -

Sub- Lot Building | Assessed Percent Estimated Revitalization
District Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. Share Share Assessment
Private Parcels Only ‘ . :

_ : ‘ ' , _perlots.t  perbuilding s.1.
Old Sacramento 1 | 280352 598,293 579,499 5% $12,659 $0.02 $0.01
Civic Center 2 1,389,625 3,832,602 | 3,305,926 31% $72,216 $0.02 $0.01
Plaza 3 133,978 486,065 377,011 4% $8,236 $0.02 $0.01
DP Shopping Center 3a | 795276 1,207,132 1,398,842 13% . $30,557|  $0.02 . - :-$0.01
Capitol Mall 4 | .615001 - 1,949,282 |-1,589,642 - 15%  $34,725 $0.02 - $0.01

"|K Street Corridor 5 1,104,076 4,737,001 | 3,472,577 32% $75,857 $0.02 $0.01
. |Total 4,318,308 12,810,375 | 10,723,496 100%  $234,250

Source: P.U.M.A, Downtown Sacramento Partnership and EPS

DSPDB4.XLS 1/30/95
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Appendix 3 - Exhibit 5 ’
Downtown Sacramento Mnnngemenl Dlatrlcl _
Summary of Service Cost Allocation & Totel Estimated Assessments

Sub- lot. | Building . .- _Service Cost Allocation "Total ~ | Economic: Total Total Estimated -
District'| Sq. Ft. Sq.Ft. | SocuntL | MamtenancalﬁevuahzatloT Total |  Cost | Adjustment | Funding Assessment -
Private Parceis Only ' ' )
City of Sacramento. o $260,000 - $7.215  $267.215 .

. : A Per Lot Sq. Ft. o ) ; ' periats.t’  perbuidngs.t.
|OId Sacramento 1 280,352 598293  $0.11 $000 %002 $0.13 $77,650 ($31,060) . $46,590 | . $0.080 $0.040 |-
‘|Civic Center - 2 .| 1,389,625 3,832,602 $0.04 $0.04. - $0.02 $0.10 | $324,802 $9,015 $333908| = $0.101 = - $0.05!
. [Plaza 3 133978 - ' 486,065 $0.06 $0.02 . $0.02 $0.10| $37,954 $1,053 ~ $39,007| $0.103 $0.052

. - |DP Shopping Center - 3a 795276 1,207,132 $001 . $000 3002 _$003| $44308 _  $1,220 _ _$45537. . $0.033..
(wemmr o~ |Capitol Mall-- === - - “47x [-=615,001" *1,949,282°| "800t . $0.00 ~  $0.02  $003| '$50,351 = '$1,397 51,748 | $0.033 $0.016
K Streat Coridor 5 |1,04076 4737001  $005- $004 - $0.02 $0.12| '$401,844 $11,150 $412.905|  $0.119 $0:059
Total - .| 4.318,308" $1,197,000 $0 -$1,197,000

12,810,375

Source: P.U.M.A, Downtown Sacramenic Partnérship and EPS

DSPDB4.XLS 1/30/95

30016 [ -
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Appendix 4:
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Assessment
Number

—

O 00 N 0N W AW N

W W W W N RN R NN NN R e e e e e e e
B W N = O 00 NN N e W R~ OV N e W N —

(98]
W

Area : 1

' Parcel Number :

006 0012 032 0000°

ops 0012036 0000

006 0012 037 0000

006 0012 021 0000
006 0012 022 0000 -

006 0012 023 0000

006 0012 024 0000
006 0012 031 0000

006 0012 030 0000 -

006 0012 028 0000 *

006 0071 035 0000

006 0071 034 0000
006 0071 033 0000

“006 0071 045 0000

006 0071 027 0000 -

006 0071 043 0000 -

006 0073 039 0000
) .
006 0073 040 0000

006 0073 041 0000
006 0071 041 0000
006 0071 040 0000 -
006 0071 050 0000 -

006 0071 025 0000
006 0071 014 0000

006 0071 013 0000

006 0071 032 0000
006 0071 038 0000

006 0071 055 0000
[ . .

006 0073 047 0000
006 0073 045 0000

006 0073 048 0000

.

t

8

4-1

"~ Site Address

1201 St

12218t

906 2nd St
9102nd St
9142nd St
916 2nd St
922 2nd St

‘117JSt

117 301 J St

928 2nd St

1013 Front St
106 J St
1147 st
122 J St

128 St
1008 2nd St
1001 2nd St
1009 2nd St -
10152nd St
1017IFr0nt St

1019 Front St * -

1025 Front St
101 K St
111K St,

115K St

1012 2nd St
117K St

1028 2nd St
1021 2nd St
1023 2nd St

1019 2nd St



ot s et 4

oqf 0072 039 0000
006 0072 046 0000

00”6 0072 024 0000.

, ooe 0072 025 0000.

‘ 006 0072.032:0000 "
006 0072:033.0000 '

: 006 0072 034 0000

006 0072 035 0000 "

006 0072 036 0000.

oog 0072 045 0000 .

,'poé;sﬂ 0072 043 0000
1008007403500

006 0074 037 0000 -

. 006 0074 032 0000

: 00?0136;0_02 0000

boéifms's 0030000

00%1‘.01 36 008 0000 -

006 01360090000

006 0012 020 0002
006‘001 2 034.0002
006 0072 030 0000

- oos 0072 031 0000

‘J

108K St

1111 Front St
1115Front St

4 Front St

126 K St

L 130K St

1108 2nd St

© 1110 2nd St
1112 2nd St

1120 2nd St
1128 2nd St

200K Si
1109 2nd St
1117 2nd St
1201 Frqr;t'St

1207 Front St

1 Capitol Mall

1 Capitol Mgll
Firchouse Allee
Firehouse Allce.
Firehouse Alleg .

Firqhéuse'Allee




e — N

Assessment
Number
100
‘ 102
103

Area : 2

Parcel Number .

002 0010 020 0080
006 0023 006 0000

006 0024 032 0000
006 0024 034 0000
006 0024 035 0000

006 0024 044 0000

006 0024 045 0000

006 0024 047 0000

006 0024049 0000

" 006 0024 052 0000
- 006 0024 053 0000

006 0025 009 0080
006 0025 010 0080
006 0026 018 0000
006 0032 012 0000

006 0032 028 0000

006 0032 029 0002

006 0034 008 0000 .

006 0034 009 0000
006 0034 010 0000
006 0034 011 0000
006 0034 012 0000
006 0034 013 0000

006 0034 014 0000

0060034 015 0000
006 0034 016 (000
006 0034 017 oboo
ooé 0034 018 0000

006 0034.019 0000
006 0035 001 0000

006 0035 005 0000

4-3 .

Site Address

The Embarcadero

. ISt

4041 St
401 J St
41978t |
415 China Town Mall
42978t

918 5th St

4271 St
33138t
909 3rd St

501 J St
6311 St
601 J St
60015t
7317t -

727 J St

72518t
72318t
7198t
71118t
707 I St
705 J St
703 J St

1923 7th St

917 7th St
900 8th St
809 8th St
816 H St



T e—— -
S

g vy

- Assessment

Number

157
159
160

176
194"
195°
196
197

" 199
- 200
201

202
204
205
206
207,

208

 Parcel Number

006 0035 009 0000 -

006 0035.011 0000

* 006 0035 012 0000
0060036 031 0000
006 0044 (06 0000 .

" 006 0044 009 0000
006 0044 0100000
oog (044 011 0000
006 0044 013 0000 -
006:0047 001 0000
Qoé: 0047 002 0000
006 0047 003 0000

006 0047 005 0000

006 0047 006 0000

006.0047 007 0000

006.0047 008 0000
-006 0047 009 0000 .

006 0047 010 0000

006 0047 011 0000
006 0047 012 0000

006,0052 003 0000
006 0052 004 0000

006 0052 018 0000
006 0052 019 0000 ",

006 0052 022 0000
006 0054 007 0000
006 0054 0080000

006 0054 016 0000

006 0054 019 0000
006 0054 024 0000

006 0054 025 0000

4-4 .

Site Address -

812 9th St

800 9th St
800 H St

980 9th St

1029 TSt
1013 J St

. 1009 J St

927 10th St

10237t
915 11th St
110018t

. 1112181#300
112618t

" 906 12th St
908 12th St
912 12th St
Q1317 St

11778t
921 1ith St

921 11th St
12001 St

12001 St
12157s¢
1201 J St
909 12th St
910 14th St
914 14th St

908 14th St
1300 I'St
13037 St

1325 ] St




: 243

244
254

255
256
257

258

06'16 0056 001 0000
0?6 0056 0020000 -

006 0056 003 0000
005 0056 004 0000

006 0056 005 0000
006 0056 006 0000 “
006 0056 007 0000

006 0056.014 0000

_ 006 0056 0 l 4 0000 .

006 0115 006 0000

006 01 IS 007 0000 .

006 0115 016 0004,

" 006 0116 001 0000

006 0116 002 0000
006 01 16 603 0000
006 0116 004 0000
006 0116 005 0000

006 0116 006 0000 "
006.0116 007 0000 |
00%‘01 16 008 0000

006 0116 009 0000

006 0116 0120000
005 0121 001 0000 -
006 0121 006 0000

006 0121 007 0000

0060121 008 0000

006 0121 009 0000

006 0121 010 0000. -
006 01210110000 - -

006 0121 012 0000

'. ,‘006 0121013 0000

2

4—5'

14001 St
1408 1St

1420 I St
14201 St

904 15th St
908 15th.St
910 15th St

1407.JSt
1407 J Street

1012 15th St
1012 15th St
1030 3-A 15th St

1400K St
1414K .St
1418 K St
1422 K St

1112 15th St
~ 1116 15th St

1431 L St
1427 L St

1415L St
1401LSt
1015 15th St
1520 St
152478t

15307 St

1020-16th St

1531 K'St

1525 K St -

1521 K St
1515K St




4 ACUWOIISILWEIL

Number

274

- 275
276
7
278
2,79_“
280

281

82
283

Parcel Number -

4
L

1006 0121 014 0000 ,

Site. Agldr,ess

1513KStv

| 00601210150000° - ISTHK St
0060121 018 0000

1001 15th St.-

00;60]2‘1 0190000 | - 1501 K St

~ 0060121 020 0000
, 006 0122 006 0000 _ C 1s3Lst

151078t

00601220070000 ©  © . ISI7LSt
o - ~
006 01220100000 ~ 1501 L St

| 00601220120000 0 - 1500K St
© 00601220130000 0 . I530Kst




Area: s

&
1

Assessment

Nummber Pircel Number '.Sit'e Address
303 o A00‘60087 043 oooo - 10105kt
s4 - 0060087040000 . ISt
S35 -006 00870450000  SthSt
307 — 006 0087 0470000 . 1000 4th St
o8 006 (087 048 0000 _ atste
© 309 . ioos 00870490000 . 10253rdAve .
EI 006 00870500000 © . 1075 3rd Ave
320 . 0080087052000 - aus
i 006 00910010000 1007 6th st
328 oos 0091 023 0000 1118 7th St
329 . 'ooe 0091 024 0000 o 11287thst
0 .o 0091025 0000 - © 630KSt
o380 006 0091 0310001 . 630Kst
:
k. :
! ‘
3
i
| ¥
E ,1‘}"




Assessment

Number

284
286

+

Parcel Number

1‘}‘;;- -
i

006 0087031 0000 .

OO«rS 0087 034 OOOI
\

006 0087' 034 0003

I

~ 006 0087 0350001
N oo:’s 0087 035 0003 .
006 0087036 0001
.006 0087 037 0001 '

li

' 006 0087 0370003
006 0087 042 0000 -
| 0,0,% 0087 0450000
006 0087 053 0000

|

00? 0091 026 0001

o oo? 0091 027 0000
‘ ] l :
100610091 028 0001

006 00910290000 |

006 0087 057 0000
oo? 0087 058 0000 -
. 006 0087061 0000 ’

) '006 0091 022 0001
006/0091 022 0004 -
- 00% 0091022 0005

Site Address

535L St
560 J Street -

5608t
. ST9K St

ST9K St
6thSt .
ST0K St
6th St
6t St

414K St

5th St

4th St -

*No Site Addr_ess"‘,'

. 5th St
6601 St

660 'St - |
625K St
600 K St
600 K St

L St

7th St




PR

Assessment
Number
350 |

3527
| 353
355
356 -
357
358
359

. 360

361
© 362
363

00}‘5 0136 021 0000

|

. .
006 0143 039 0000

] |
006 0143 040 0000
_} '00r|5 0144 029 0000

006 0145 025 0000

o

et

Area: 4

i

~ Parcel Number (

0060136 0070000

006 0136 022 0000
001;’5 0141 0430000
006 0142 038 0000 -

10060143 0350000 .
'do? 0143.038 0000

© 006 0146 030 0000

Site Address ‘ |

" 1 Capitol Mall

I Capitol Mall
I Capitol Mall ~

" 301 Capitol Mall -
300 Capitol Mall .

414 L St
424 L St '
-455 Capitol Mall

415 Capitol Mall

400 Capitol Mall
555 Capitol Mall #240

500 Capitol Mall -




L~ Area:5

. Assessment

~ Number C Piar,ce'l Number ‘ - Site Ad:drésé

4
366 0050094 0010000 | | 1015.7th St
367 - 006 0094.002 0000 101TTth St
368 . - 0060094003 0000 1007 7th St
369 © 0060094 004 0000 o T2rse
30 oof% 0094 0050000 © C uarse
e 0060094000000 . 7165t
T2 - 00600960020000 ) 700K St
373 . 60?6.0096300,3{0000 704 K.St
A,r3.7_4, | .oo:is 0096'004(')000‘95 S 08Kst
315 . 006 00960050000 ' - . TI2KSt
B 77 ‘.op% 00960060000 . TI6KSt
377 o '00%0096007000‘0@ | 718KSt -
38 . 0060090080000 7T24KSt
379 - 0060096009000 T 726Kt
o380 oo%s 00960100000 - T30KSt ;
381 ~00600960110000 " © . 11208thSt’

B2 0060090120000 ; 725L St

383 ‘ 00%'009_@ 0160000 * - 11177thSt-
a8 0500960170000 . 703Lst
38 - 00600960180000 1137t st
w6 006 0096 0190000 1111 7th St
38 . 0060096022000 ° MK
390 R 0080095023 0000 . 727K St
391 © .00600960240000 - LK S

B oo%’oow 001 0000 A:: . 10098t St
394 o . 0060097 0020000 800 I St

395 0080097003000 - 804ISt

396 ) oo%;o’osr/ 0040000 810750
397 0600970050000 ¢ 812§t

. 404 0060097 0120000 ' 831K St
405, ' _oo% 0097 013 0000 g 801K St

| 4-10




Assessment
.Number
406
407
408
- 409 |

‘ 410
411~
412
413
414
a5
416
417
418
419
420
421
422
423
424
425
426
427
428
429 _
430
431
432
433
434
4}5 .
436

P,arcél Number

.
006 0098 003 0000
006 0098 004 0000

006 0098 006 0000
006 0098 007 0000

006 0098 008 0000
006 Q098 009 0000

006 0098 010 0000

006 0098 014 0000
006 0098 020 0000
" 06,0098 021 0000
006 0098 022 0000
006 0098 024 0000

006 0101 001 0000

006 0101 002 0000
006 0101 003 0000
006 0101 004 0000

006 0101 005 0000

006 0101 006 0000 _
006 0101 007 0000

006 0101 008 0000

006 0101 009 0000

006 0101 010 0000
006:0101 011 0000
006 0101 012 0000
006 0101 013 0000

006 0101 014 0000 .
006 0101 015 0000
0050101 017 0000 °

006 0101 018 0000
0060101 019 0000
006 0101 020 0000

4-11 -

Area: 5

Site Address

800K St -
802K St-
810K St
812K St
816K St
818K St
830K St

"815L St

831L St
809 L St
1109 8th St
806 K St
1013 Sth St
1009 Sth St
900 J St
904 I St
906 J St
908 I St
910 J St

L 91218t

914 J St
918J St
9207 St

© 926 St

1010 10th St .
1014 10th St
1020 10th St

‘921K St -

919K St
913K St
911K St -
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ASsess’ment‘,
Number-
437
'4:’;8 :
439

440
a4

N ,442.: e

443

445

46

447 - -
a8
449
450
451
452
-
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
463
464

465 EE

466
467 -
468

269

444

i DR y

. . Parcel ,Nu}nber

00'6 0101 021 0600
0060101 023 0000
006 0101 024 0000 |
00;6-0‘102 0010000 _
006 0102 002 0000 -
006 0102 003 0000 .
 00";6 0102 004 0000 *

006 0102 006 0000

0060102 007 0000
006 0102 012.0000 - -
306 0102 014 0000 |

| L
0060102 0150000

J .
00:6 0102 016 0000

006 0102 017.0000

0060102018 6000 .
'.00;6 0102 019 0000 -
| 006:0103 002 0000 .

- \
006 0103 003 0000
006 0103 007 0000

006 0103008 0000
0060103 009 0000 |
.o

006 0103 010 0000 °
006 0103 0110000,
006 0103 012 0000

006 0103 015 0000

: 066 0103 019 0000
© 006 0103 020 0000 -

I
006 0104 001 0000

006 0104 002 0000
006.0104 003 0000 -
006 0104:004 0000,

3 g -
D

L a2

h
e

1 Ar';éa:S'_ B

Site Address

1025 9th St

923 K St.

1022 10thSt - .
1107 9th St
908KSt

910K St#250 |
916K St
1116 10th St

925 L St

- 920K St
930K St

924K st .
1125 9th St

LSt
1125 9th St
915L St

- 1000.J St

1008 JSt
1020 J St
1024 J St
1030 J St

1020 11th St -
. 1013K St

1001 K St
1018 St .
10128t -

" 1011 10th St

1000K St
1012K St
1014KSL.
1020KSt .




Assessment
Number
“470
471

502
503
504

Area : 5

. Pé.__rcél Number

006'0104'005 0000
0060104 006 0000
006 0104 007 0000
006 0105 009 0000
006:0105 010 0000
006:0105 011 0000
006 0105 012 0000
006 0105 013 0000
006 0106 001 0000
006 0106 002 0000

1006 0106 0040000 _
© 006 0106 005 0000

006 0106 006 0000

006 0106 009 0000.

006 0111 001 0000
006 0111 002 0000
006 0111 003 0000

" 0060111 004 0000

006 0111 005 0000
006 0111 006 0000

006 0111 007 6000

006 0111 010 0000
006 0111 013 0000
006 0111 015 0000
006 0111 016 0000
006 0111 017 0000
006 0112 022 0001
006 0153 005 0000

0060153 0120000

006 0153 015 0000

1006 0155 001 0000

4-13,

Site Address

1106 11th St

1110 11th St
1112 11th St
1131 K St
1121 K St

' 1025 11th St
1017 11th St

1100 J St

1115 11th St

1100 K Street
130K St ‘
1121 L St

1101 11th St
110K St
1011 12th St
1005 12th St #7
1208 7 St

121278t

1214 J St
1220 J St
12307 St
1227K St
1201 K St

1229K St
1201 K St

1217 K St
1205 L St
714 L St

700 L St
- 770L St
800L St -



Assessment

~ Number

If(‘[arcel Nﬁmb’ef '

4

?

006 01550020000 -

006 0155 003 0000 *"

00
00

6 0155007 0000 '
60155013 0000 -

4-14

S-'i'te Addreés

. 806'L St

812LSt

© 830L St
814L St
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District.
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sacuENoCITY  .CITY OF SACRAMENTO
COUNCIL o ‘ CALIFORNIA '

JOE SERNA, JR.
MAYOR

Januafy 23, 1995
ﬁoy E. Brewer~, Co-Chai‘r

Tom McEfee, Co-Chair .
.Scott Stephens, Co-Chair .

CITY HALL

ROOM 205

9151 STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA
95814-2672

PH 916-264-5407
FAX 916-264-7680
TDD 916-264-5819
COUNCILMEMBERS:

HEATHER FARGO
ROBERT KERTH

‘STEVE COHN

JIMMIE R: YEE
DEBORAH V. ORTIZ
DARRELL STEINBERG
ROBBIE WATERS

Downtown Sacramento Partnership : ‘ " SAMUEL C. PANNELL
Property Owners Committee ' ' :
900 J Street, 2nd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Gentlemen:

On behalf of the City of Sacramento, we are delighted that the Downtown Partnership’s
Property Owners Committee is progressmg in its effort to form the Downtown Sacramento
Management District. This is exactly the type of private sector initiative that we all hoped
would evolve out of the Mayor’s Downtown Summit of October 1993.

We are well aware that maqagement districts, such as the one you are proposing, have
been used successfully in other cities throughout the country to revitalize their
downtowns. We share your belief that such a management district will strengthen the.
long-term viability and competmveness of our central business district and enhance
property values. u :

As you know, the City Council has already endorsed the formation of a unified
management district for Downtown Sacramento. At our urging, the City Council also
adopted Resolution No. 95- 012 on January 10, 1995, which establishes a city policy that
the city and those businesses seeking to form an assessment district should establish
- and agree upon the city’s base levels of service at the inception of the district, so that
revenues from a new assessment do not 'supplant pre-existing city funding for services
, and mfrastructure |mprovements '

It is our view that the City of Sacramento must do more than endorse good ideas and
‘agree not to pass costs back onto private property owners. We think the City of
Sacrameénto should be a fully vested financial partner in this investment for the future well
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‘being of Downtown Sacramento. '

We support the concept of the City 'payiné its “fair share" for City owned property within
the proposed management:district. Like any private property owner, the public will

.receive direct benefits from the increased security, maintenance and marketing services

provided for City properties, employees and our "customers", the citizens of Sacramento.
The entire City will share in the indirect beneflt created by a viable city center that creates
a positive civic image and generates mcreased revenue from property and sales taxes.

We applaud the year-long efforts of prlvate property owners and busmesses to form the
Downtown Sacramento Management District.

Good !uck wrth the petmon drlve dunng the next couple of months

Sincerely,

.Mdmgr

HEATHER FARGO ~
.Councilmember, District 1

SERNA, JR.
or

JS/HF/mecv
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 Appendix 6:

o Clty of Sacramento Rés‘olution::95-01'2,:4_;:

Base levels of service policy.

v




'~ RESOLUTION NO. 95-012 |
! D R 'ADOPTEDBYTHESACRAMENTOCI'WCQUNC]L‘
ON DATE OF JAN 1 0 |995

o | RESOLUTION
ADOPTING CITY POLICY REGARDING BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT
DISTRICTS: BASE LEVELS OF SERVICE |~ -

f~ o . L .
FO WHEREAS, busmess areas often face.a need for collectlve efforts to’ promote thexr busmesses and to -
' improve the overall busmess cllmate and health of thelr dlstncts and : '

WHEREAS busmesses often seek enhanced city serwces a.nd mfrastructure unprovements : |
. NOW BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO

1. - Revenues gamered from a busmess lmprovernent area (BIA) or other assessment dlstnct should
- béused to improve the overall business climate of the area through various promotional programs
.. and service enhancements ‘To that end, base service level measures should be established and- o
. agreedtoat. the inception of} ‘the ﬁnancmg district. - ‘ -
{1 .2, . Intheevent of a 51gmﬁcam downturn in citywide reveénues. the Council may be forced to reduce

I l‘ L ‘base levels of mumc1pal se‘rwces citywide unless a substitute source of CltYWlde revenues lS o
( a * avallable . T _
B
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