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PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of the Study Session is to provide the City Council with information on the 
options for funding major capital improvements and to obtain City Council direction on 
next steps.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
While the City has been very good at funding many critical projects and routine 
maintenance over the years, the City has a number of major capital projects without 
identified funding (Attachment 1).  The City Council has considered financing options 
to fund future significant capital projects on past occasions, and for Fiscal Year 2011-12, 
the Council adopted the following goal: 
 

Evaluate alternative long-term financing options to fund future significant capital 
improvement projects.   

 
The Council last discussed this topic on March 20, 2012, and the staff report for this 
Study Session covered the alternatives to generate funds for capital improvement 
projects.  It is attached (Attachment 2) and can also be found at the following link:   
 

http://laserfiche.mountainview.gov/weblink/0/doc/59649/Page1.aspx 
 
This report provides updated information for this continued Fiscal Year 2012-13 
goal/work plan item to “identify significant capital project funding priorities and 
strategies for funding them.” 
 

http://laserfiche.mountainview.gov/weblink/0/doc/59649/Page1.aspx
http://laserfiche.mountainview.gov/weblink/0/doc/59649/Page1.aspx
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DISCUSSION 
 
The five-year forecast, which was presented to Council on April 30, 2013, shows that 
there is an insufficient surplus of revenues to support a new debt issue.  As there is 
currently no capacity to fund the debt service that would be necessary for a major 
capital project, the primary alternative available to the Council is a voter-approved 
revenue or tax measure.   
 
The basic alternatives to fund a major capital project would include the issuance of debt 
and obtaining a revenue stream for the repayment of the debt.  Another alternative 
would be the lease of property, such as the Moffett Gateway property, or the Council 
could choose to dispose of other assets in order to generate enough capital to fund an 
improvement.  No assets have been identified at this time for potential disposal to 
generate capital funding.   
 
The last general City debt for a major capital improvement was issued for the Civic 
Center Complex in 1988.  The debt service funding source for this debt was the General 
Operating Fund.  The debt mechanism utilized for this issue was Certificates of 
Participation (COP) with an original issue amount of $27.9 million and an annual debt 
service of $2.6 million, but was refinanced in 1992 and again in 2001 with a principal 
pay down, resulting in the current annual debt service of approximately $1.0 million.  
However, due to shortfalls in the General Operating Fund, the debt service was 
transferred from the General Operating Fund to the Construction Conveyance Tax in 
Fiscal Year 2009-10 as a budget-balancing measure.  This debt will be fully retired in 
Fiscal Year 2015-16.   
 
Any annual debt service amount will be dependent on the issue amount, financing 
vehicle, rating, and bond market (interest rates) at the time of issuance.  For a $50.0 
million debt issue, depending on the financing vehicle, an approximate $2.7 million to 
$3.2 million annual debt service or funding source would be required.   
 



Study Session—Consideration of Funding Options for  
Unmet Capital Improvement Projects 

May 7, 2013 
Page 3 of 6 

 

 
Alternatives 
 
The types of revenue measures most commonly pursued by local governments, the 
voter threshold for passage, and potential revenues are as follows: 
 

Type 
 

Voter Requirement 
 

For $50.0 Million Debt/ 
Revenue Potential 

 
• General Obligation (GO) 

Bonds 
 

Two-thirds $24 per $100,000 assessed value 

• Mello-Roos Bonds 
 

Two-thirds $89 per residential 
$835 per commercial 
 

• Parcel Tax Increase 
 

Two-thirds $160 per parcel 

• Special Assessment and 
Specific Purpose Benefit 
Districts 

 

Majority of voters in 
district 

Variable 

• Tax Increase Majority if general 
purpose/two-thirds if 
specific purpose 
 

 

 — Sales Tax Increase 
 

 each .25% = $4.3 million 

 — Utility Users Tax 
 

 each 1% = $2.25 million 

 — Transient Occupancy Tax 
 

 each 1% = $500,000 

 — Business License 
 

 Variable 
(*Survey of other agencies’ business 
license programs—Attachment 3) 

 
Each of these financing mechanisms has a variety of benefits and challenges associated 
with them and are more fully addressed in the attachments to the Study Session 
memorandum from the March 20, 2012 Study Session.  Background information on 
State-wide and Santa Clara County measures in 2012 and anticipated local and State-
wide initiatives is included in Attachment 4 (includes a link to the League of California 
Cities/Coleman data).  The taxing levels of agencies in Santa Clara County are included 
in Attachment 5.  Only one other agency has a sales tax higher than 8.75 percent.  Three 
cities have Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) higher than 10.0 percent while three are 
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lower and six others are the same as Mountain View at 10.0 percent.  For Utility Users 
Tax, four cities have a tax higher than Mountain View’s 3.0 percent and two are lower.  
Eight cities do not have a Utility Users Tax in effect.  
 
Time Line 
 
For a tax measure, under Proposition 218, the measure must be placed on the ballot 
when there is a general election of the City Council.  An exception to this is if the 
Council was to declare a fiscal emergency and there is a unanimous vote to place the 
measure on the ballot.  This provision applies to any general tax, including a parcel tax, 
but would not apply to a GO Bond, Mello-Roos, or Special Assessment.   
 
Generally, it is recommended to allow a minimum of 12 months to 18 months to have a 
dialogue with the community about the need for revenue and to fully prepare a 
revenue measure for the ballot.  This would mean the next opportunity to place a 
measure on the ballot would be the November 2014 election.  The basic phases in the 
process could include: 
 
• Community Survey—An early survey could be helpful to determine citizens’ 

overall satisfaction and priorities of services and facilities.  This would be a first 
step to see what is most important to residents and to begin to gauge support for a 
bond issue or revenue tax measure.   

 
• Public Outreach and Information—After a survey, depending on levels of 

support, the public outreach effort would continue with a Council Study Session 
or community forum to discuss the issues, and from this input Council would 
make a final decision on which project(s) to pursue and a decision to move 
forward with the next step.  A consultant could help with this effort. 

 
• Additional Polling—After community input, outreach, and education, additional 

polling on the preferred project and funding mechanism is recommended.  This 
would test a draft ballot statement and specific funding amount to see if it is 
viable.   

 
• Develop and Place Measure on Ballot—The process of writing the ballot question 

and the full text of the measure would be conducted and final approval of the 
Council for placement on the ballot would be secured.   
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• Campaign (Non-City Resources)—This phase does not include City resources, 

and the City’s role is limited to an informational role only.  A volunteer campaign 
committee typically leads the campaign phase.   

 
Costs 
 
There are costs associated with pursuing a revenue measure.  In 2010, the City received 
confirmation and modifications to its Utility Users Tax (UUT) through a ballot measure.  
The total external cost associated with the UUT measure was approximately $94,000.  If 
the Council chooses to move forward with a ballot measure, the estimated costs would 
be as follows: 
 
One Survey (cost varies by sample size and measure type) $  30,000  
Consultant(s) 50,000 
Legal 15,000 
Registrar of Voters 65,000 
Other $  10,000 
  
 Estimated Total $170,000  
 
The costs could be more if an additional survey is desired or additional consultant or 
legal costs are required.  This does not include the cost associated with the issuance of 
debt, which is typically included in the debt issue.   
 
There is currently $50,000 available for funding long-term fiscal sustainability efforts.  If 
the Council chooses to pursue this issue further, additional funds would need to be 
identified and appropriated.   
 
In addition to direct costs, it should be noted that pursuing a revenue measure is a 
major undertaking that will require strong Council and community support, significant 
staff time until placement on the ballot, and then community leadership to run a 
campaign (as noted above, no City resources can be used at this point).   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends initiating a resident satisfaction survey to identify the important 
issues and priorities and the degree of satisfaction with City services as the first step in 
pursuing a revenue measure for the financing of capital projects. 
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If consideration for a revenue measure were desired by the City Council in 2014, it is 
recommended for the first phase that the City conduct a new community satisfaction 
survey (the last survey was completed in 2006).  This survey would aim to identify 
what residents view as important services, issues, and priorities; the degree of resident 
satisfaction with the City’s provision of services; and their quality of life in Mountain 
View. 
 
This community satisfaction survey could begin in the near term, using part of the 
existing one-time budget of $50,000 available for potential mid-/long-term strategies.  
The recommended budget for Fiscal Year 2013-14 includes $30,000 in new funds for 
such a survey.  That money could then instead be used for a follow-up survey later in 
the process specifically on a revenue measure. 
 
If the Council chooses to pursue this issue further, funds may need to be identified and 
appropriated in the future.  Staff suggests this be made a goal for the City Manager’s 
Office and the Finance and Administrative Services Department for Fiscal Year 2013-14 
and a work plan developed.  
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
• Late Summer 2013:  Community satisfaction survey conducted.   
 
• Fall 2013:  Study Session on community satisfaction survey results and 

consideration of follow-up action steps on a capital funding strategy.   
 
PUBLIC NOTICING—Agenda posting.   
 
 
KST-PJK/5/CAM 
546-05-07-13SS-E 
 
Attachments: 1. Unfunded Major Projects 
 2. Item 3.2—Study Session—Long-Term Funding Options for Capital 

Improvement Projects March 20, 2012 Staff Report (or via link:  
http://laserfiche.mountainview.gov/weblink/0/doc/59649/Page1.aspx) 

 3. Survey of Business Licenses for Cities in Santa Clara County 
 4. Background Information on State-wide and Santa Clara County 

Measures in 2012 and Anticipated Local and State-wide Initiatives 
 5. Survey of Tax Rates for Cities in Santa Clara County 

http://laserfiche.mountainview.gov/weblink/0/doc/59649/Page1.aspx


Attachment 1 

UNFUNDED MAJOR PROJECTS 
 
 

Project 
 

Description Cost Range* 

UM-01, Community 
Center 

Renovation of the existing Community 
Center facility with the addition of 7,000 
square feet of program space. 
 

$14 million to 
$17 million** 

UM-02, New Police/Fire  
Administration Building 
 

Renovation/replacement of the existing 
facility. 

$35 million to 
$65 million 

UM-03, Emergency 
Operations Center (EOC) 

Construction of a freestanding EOC 
potentially located at the Municipal 
Operations Center (MOC). 
 

$7 million to  
$8 million 

UM-04, Rengstorff Park 
Aquatic Building and 
Facilities 
 

Renovation/replacement of the Aquatics 
Center and pools at Rengstorff Park. 
 

$8 million to  
$12 million** 

UM-05, New Fire Station 
No. 3 

Design and construction of a new fire station 
to replace the City’s oldest station. 
 

$11 million to 
$12 million 

UM-06, Stevens Creek 
Trail, Dale Avenue/ 
Heatherstone Way to 
Mountain View High 
School, Construction 
 

Construction of a pedestrian/bicycle trail 
from Dale/Heatherstone neighborhood to 
trailhead at Mountain View High School. 
 

$15 million  

ESTIMATED TOTAL $90 million to 
$129 million 

 

* Costs are order-of-magnitude costs in current dollars. 
** Updated based on March 5, 2013 Rengstorff Park Master Plan Study Session discussion (Item 5.1) 
 
 

LF/5/PWK 
901-05-07-13A-E 

http://laserfiche.mountainview.gov/Weblink/ElectronicFile.aspx?docid=64844&dbid=0
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Survey of Business Licenses for Cities in Santa Clara County

Attachment 3

City

What was the 

Business License 

tax revenue for 

FY2011-12?

What is the assessment basis or 

structure of the Business License 

tax?

When was the Business License 

Tax last changed (basis, tax 

structure, other)?

Campbell $598,341 

License fees are based on type of 

business and within business type, 

various factors (see the City's website 

for fees and Municode info)

Voter approved changes passed in the 

November 2010 election, effective 

7/1/2011.

Milpitas $299,073 
Number of Employees, Units, Vehicles 

and Day (Circus). 
June 1976  

Morgan Hill $160,300 
Flat rate plus employees and nature of 

business

Originated 1963, clarified wording on 

April 2010 (rates have not changed)

Mountain View $220,132 
Flat rate with certain exceptions based 

on FTE, type of business or location
September 10, 1985

Palo Alto

The City of Palo Alto 

does not have a 

Business License Tax

San Jose $11.3M FTEs

In 1996, the City Council adopted an 

ordinance and increased the tax rate, for 

the first time since 1983, by 3% and 

provided a method for annually 

adjusting the rates for inflation by no 

more than 3% per year.   The ordinance 

was set to expire after two years.  In 

1998, voters rejected a ballot measure 

intended on making the 1996 Council’s 

adopted ordinance permanent.   The tax 

rate was then reversed back to the tax 

rate in effect in 1983, and it remains the 

same to this date.

Santa Clara $842,057 FTE and type of business July 7, 1992

Sunnyvale $1,504,737 

The tax amount is based on the number 

of employees (including the owners) 

working in Sunnyvale.  In the case of 

rental properties, tax is based on the 

greater of employee count or rental unit 

count.  Only rental properties with 3 or 

more units are required to have a 

business license.

The current tax structure started with 

the tax due January 1, 2007.  



Attachment 4 

Background Information on State-wide and Santa Clara County Measures in 2012 
and Anticipated Local and State-wide Initiatives 

 
 
According to the League of California Cities and Coleman Reports, the November 6, 
2012 general (presidential year) election featured 368 local measures in California 
related to questions of land use development, government organizations, bond 
authorizations, and tax increases.  Among these were 240 measures seeking approval 
for taxes, bonds, or fees, including three by initiative.  Three other measures sought by 
initiative to reduce previously approved taxes.  (Source:  Coleman, Michael.  “Local Revenue 

Measures in California November 2012 Results,” http://www.californiacityfinance.com/Votes1211final.pdf.)  
This number of local measures is comparable to each of the last two general election 
ballots in California.   
 
K-12 school districts and community colleges requested a total of $14.429 billion in 106 
separate bond measure authorizations seeking to fund facility construction, acquire 
equipment, and to make repairs and upgrades.  Twenty-five (25) measures were to 
increase or extend school parcel taxes.  Of the 109 nonschool local revenue measures, 7 
were general obligation bond measures; 36 special taxes, parcel taxes; 35 were proposals 
to extend or increase transactions and use taxes; and 24 were proposals to increase or 
extend nonschool parcel taxes.   
 

Summary of Local Revenue Measures November 2012* 

Type Total Pass Passing % 

City General Tax (majority vote) (48 at 80%) 60 48 80% 

County General Tax (majority vote)  6 4 67% 

City Special Tax or GO Bond (two-thirds vote)  15 5 33% 

County (Special Tax) (two-thirds vote) 12 7 58% 

Special District (two-thirds vote)  16 7 44% 

School Parcel Tax (two-thirds vote) 25 16 64% 

School Bond (two-thirds vote)  1 1 100% 

School Bond (55%) 105 90 86% 

 Total  240 178 74% 

Redux by Initiative  3 0 0 

* Source:  Coleman, Michael. “Local Revenue Measures in California November 2012 Results,” http://www.californiacityfinance.com/Votes1211final.pdf. 

 

http://www.californiacityfinance.com/Votes1211final.pdf
http://www.californiacityfinance.com/Votes1211final.pdf
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Summary of Local and State-wide Recent Election Results:  
 
• The State-wide ballot measure Proposition 30 increased sales and income tax for 

Californians and was approved by 54 percent of California voters. 
 
• The County of Santa Clara passed Measure A, a transaction and use tax (add-on 

sales tax), authorizing a one-eighth cent rate increase.   
 
• The Santa Clara Valley Water District passed Measure B, a parcel tax of $56 per 

parcel. 
 
• The Berryessa Union School District passed Measure K, a school parcel tax of $79 

per parcel.   
 
• In terms of other school bond measures, the Alum Rock Union School District 

passed Measure J ($125 million), the Mt. Pleasant School District passed Measure L 
($25 million), the East Side Union High School District passed Measure I ($120 
million), and the San Jose Unified School District passed Measure H ($290 million).  
Other school bond measures to pass include Morgan Hill Unified School District’s 
Measure G ($198.25 million). 

 
• Mountain View Los Altos Union High School Measure A bond proposition was 

approved on the June 8, 2010 ballot for voters in the Mountain View Los Altos 
Union High School District in Santa Clara County.  

 
• Mountain View’s Utility Users Tax modernization Measure T was on the 

November 2, 2010 ballot for voters in Mountain View in Santa Clara County and 
was approved by 70.11 percent of voters.  Other finding included in the 2010 
survey suggested at the time that there could be a base of support among 
Mountain View voters for a half-cent sales tax when the temporary State sales tax 
ends.   

 
 — The voters were read a description of a half-cent sales tax to protect and 

maintain local services and facilities, which would take effect after the 
expiration date of the then set to be a “temporary State sales tax.”  Overall, 67 
percent of the voters expressed support for the measure, with 34 percent 
“definitely yes” and 33 percent “probably yes” responses.  In comparison, 27 
percent of the voters opposed the measure, and the remaining 7 percent were 
undecided. 

 
 — This preliminary finding in 2010 suggested that there could be a base of 

support among Mountain View voters for a half-cent sales tax when the 
“temporary” State sales tax was set to end.  However, it still presents a gap of 
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support and will now be influenced by the increases on State and Santa Clara 
County sales taxes rates.   

 
• In February 2012, the City contracted with Godbe Research to determine the 

feasibility of an affordable housing parcel tax.  This survey revealed less-than-
desirable support for a housing-targeted measure—not in the range of two-thirds 
required for a parcel tax measure.   

 
 — In this survey, respondents were asked to indicate their level of satisfaction 

with the job the City of Mountain View was doing to provide City services 
and reported an overwhelming total satisfaction score of 89 percent.   

 
 — The survey also looked at relative priorities to affordable housing—quality of 

public education, public safety, and improving the local economy reached the 
level of “very important” to the average voter.  The three other issues polled 
failed to reach this level but were rated as at least “somewhat important,” 
including parks and open space, while providing access to affordable housing 
ranked next to last in the list, and “preventing local tax increases” ranked last.  

 
Anticipated Local and State-wide Initiatives  
 
Based on an early survey conducted by the Santa Clara Assistant City/County 
Managers' Association for the Santa Clara City/County Managers' Association, at least 
nine cities/the County are at varying stages of exploring a range of potential financing 
measures for voter approval in 2014.  (Source:  Survey conducted by SCC ACMA dated 
March 8, 2013.)   
 
There are also some potential State Constitutional Amendments (SCA) that are 
currently pending before the legislature that could influence voter thresholds for tax 
measures.  The current number of competing bills are summarized below, that if 
approved, would appear on the 2014 ballot.  Of these SCA, 11 would provide for a 
lower vote threshold to 55 percent for local propositions seeking to impose, extend, or 
increase a special tax by a local government.  Others are targeted at public safety, 
transportation, and libraries. 
 
Summary of Proposed Initiatives 
 
• SCA 3 (Leno)—Taxation:  Educational Entities:  Parcel Tax.  Would lower vote 

threshold to 55 percent for local propositions seeking to impose, extend, or 
increase a parcel tax to benefit a school district, community college district, or 
county office of education.  

 
• SCA 4 (Liu)—Local Government Transportation Projects:  Special Taxes:  Voter 

Approval.  Would lower vote threshold to 55 percent for local propositions 
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seeking to impose, extend, or increase a special tax by a local government to fund 
transportation projects.  Would expressly prohibit a local government from 
spending any revenues originating from a special transportation tax approved by a 
55 percent vote on a capital project that was funded by revenues from another 
special tax approved by a two-thirds vote.  

 
• SCA 7 (Wolk)—Local Government Financing:  Public Libraries.  Would lower 

vote threshold to 55 percent on local propositions seeking to impose, extend, or 
increase a special tax by a city, county, city and county, or special district for the 
purpose of funding public libraries if the proposition meets specified 
requirements.  

 
• SCA 8 (Corbett)—Transportation Projects:  Special Taxes:  Voter Approval.  

Similar to SCA 4 above but less restrictive on local governments.  Would lower 
vote threshold to 55 percent for local propositions seeking to impose, extend, or 
increase a special tax by a local government to fund transportation projects.  

 
• SCA 11 (Hancock)—Local Government:  Special Taxes:  Voter Approval.  Would 

lower vote threshold to 55 percent for local propositions seeking to impose, extend, 
or increase a special tax by a local government.  

 
• ACA 3 (Campos)—Local Government Finance:  Public Safety Services:  Voter 

Approval.  Would lower vote threshold to 55 percent on local propositions seeking 
to fund debt service for bonds for certain fire, emergency response, police, or 
sheriff buildings or facilities/equipment for a city, county, or special district.  

 
• ACA 6 (Gatto)—Initiatives; Constitutional Amendments:  Voter Approval.  

Would increase the vote requirement from a majority to 55 percent of the votes cast 
for the electors to amend the Constitution by an initiative measure.  ACA 6 would 
allow the electors to repeal a previously adopted initiative or legislative 
amendment to the Constitution, including certain subsequent amendments to that 
constitutional amendment, by an initiative measure passed by a majority vote.  

 
• ACA 8 (Blumenfield)—Local Government Finance: Voter Approval.  Would 

lower vote threshold to 55 percent on local propositions seeking to fund debt 
service for bonds for specified public improvements and facilities or buildings 
used primarily to provide police, fire protection, or sheriff services to a city, 
county, or special district.  (Source:  The League of California Cities.) 

 
 
KST-PJK/5/FIN 
546-05-07-13A-E 
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KST-PJK/5/FIN 
546-05-07-13A-E-1 

SURVEY OF TAX RATES FOR CITIES IN  
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

 

City UUT TOT 
Sales 
Tax 

Campbell 0.0% 12.0% 9.00% 

Cupertino 2.4% 10.0% 8.75% 

Gilroy 4.5-5.0% 9.0% 8.75% 

Los Altos 3.2-3.5% 11.0% 8.75% 

Los Altos Hills 0.0% 0.0% 8.75% 

Los Gatos 0.0% 10.0% 8.75% 

Milipitas 0.0% 10.0% 8.75% 

Monte Sereno 0.0% 0.0% 8.75% 

Morgan Hill 0.0% 10.0% 8.75% 

Mountain View 3.0% 10.0% 8.75% 

Palo Alto 5.0% 12.0% 8.75% 

San Jose 4.5-5.0% 10.0% 8.75% 

Santa Clara 0.0% 9.5% 8.75% 

Saratoga 0.0% 10.0% 8.75% 

Sunnyvale 2.0% 9.5% 8.75% 
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