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Discussion Iltems

1. Pandemic Flu Planning/Use of City Facilities and Staff for Pulit Health Emergencies
City Point Persons Darryl Von Raesfeld, Fire Chief,Rob Davis Police Chief, and
County Point PersonsMarty Fenstersheib, Public Health Officer, Kirstin Hofmann,

County OES Director

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis: Public Health is the local lead agency for Bioterrorism and Pandemic Flu
planning. Public Health is working with the City to identify Medication Centemst® of
Dispensing (POD) for the purpose of providing medicine/vaccine for prophylawislieas
to address other associated needs, such as, volunteer coordination, Disasei\B¥keac
status for City employees, and response to a Pandemic Flu. On August 23, 2007, at a
County/City Joint Meeting, the County asked the City to consider use of the $an Jos
Convention Center as a potential Influenza Care Center (ICC). To date, BI(BOD
community centers, San José Fire Training Center and 3 County healthefdilave been
identified. Discussions continue between County and City staff to identifya@&more
PODs.

County View: Strong coordination between the Public Health Department and the City Office
of Emergency Services (OES) on bioterrorism and pandemic planning and response
necessary. Public Health is responsible for developing a plan for mass pxapagthfor
determining when to activate our plans for the care of healthy people during eobisxer

event. Itis also responsible for developing a plan for medical care of pandetimns and
coordinating with cities and other partners to meet the needs of ill people and tekisigres

to limit the spread of disease.

The City is responsible for nominating Medication Centers (POD locations fobdign of mass
prophylaxis). The City also has a role in helping to identify Influenza Canée€(ICC) locations.

In addition, it is responsible for providing staffing support of PODs and ICCs. Thartity
County must work together to ensure each POD site and ICC are operationgllyTeadincludes
strong coordination to procure supplies and equipment, identify and plan for prophylaxss of fir
responders including Disaster Service Workers and volunteers, and provide teptarg @nd
training of staff. Six large facilities countywide need to be identified teesas ICCs. While the
original number of PODS needed by the City was estimated at 45 based on modeliraftixame s
provided by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, this number is now beingdeview
based on City capacity, geography, and different modalities now available to dedidieations
including drive- thru PODs, closed PODS such as colleges or large businesses, and evitie use of
USPS is now being discussed in greater detail.

Other related coordination issues include logistics oversight (traificacurity),
procurement of supplies, communications, volunteer coordination, Joint Information Center
(JIC), exercises and drills, and the use of City Disaster Service \Borker
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Citizen preparedness for disasters including Pandemic Flu is criticaletibegtive response to any
disaster. San Jose has a strong neighborhood association structure with tieyto Fublic

Health needs to work much more closely with these neighborhood groups in collaboratidre with t
City.

The County and City have been meeting since March 2008 to discuss mass prophylaxis. planning
As of July 1, 2008, discussions have centered around identification of additional POD arbdrdrive-
sites, strategies for approaching large businesses (closed PODsjdaesking the various security
needs for all methods of dispensing. The County SNS Coordinator is working closelyenart

Jose Police representative to address planning and equipment needs assdbiatesimodel POD
site.

The County will approach the City of San Jose to begin discussions about possihtedC@hile
the Convention Center was discussed early on, there may be alternatives withip that @ay fit
the federal guidelines for alternate care sites. These include but araitest to armories, large
gymnasiums, civic sports centers, schools, hotel conference rooms, and healtfoki@ounty is
committed to working with City of San Jose planners to identify optimal sttegsjneet federal
guidelines for alternate care sites.

On August 19, 2008, County Public Health, San Jose OES and Team San Jose met to review the
Convention Center’s capacity to function as an ICC. The Convention Center meiets thesCC
criteria and follow-up meetings will be held to explore opportunities to partnerawet hotels to
ensure full capacity to perform all ICC functions.

On November 19, 2008, representatives from County Public Health met with SIPD to begin
detailed planning for a drive-through POD at the HP pavilion site.

On February 9, 2009, County Public Health, San Jose OES, Team San Jose met withdahe gener
manager of the Marriot hotel to discuss logistic support to the Convention Centerverhefats

use as an ICC. The role of hotels in a support function to ICCs was further disusseMay 5,
2009 meeting of hotel general managers held at the Convention Center. A follow up mekting wil
be scheduled with this group to allow for a longer question/answer session wilarfin

Fenstersheib.

On August 28, 2009, Dr. Martin Fensterhsheib met with Chief Joseph Catrrillo to present an
overview of progress to date for both mass prophylaxis and pandemic flu.

On September 16th, the Public Health Department will hold a conferencetba8tephanie
Morrison of Team San Jose and will follow up with a meeting with San Jose Hoteéiany
September 29 to answer questions related to alternate care centers.

The SNS coordinator continues to work with State and Federal contacts to obtamafidoron
USPS delivery routes in San Jose to assist in planning for the delivery chitredi
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For the past several months, Public Health activities have been focused on H1INli®andem
Influenza planning and response. HINL1 is expected to be a Public Health priority ttv@sghrig
of 2010. The SNS Coordinator has made initial contact with the new OES Direatay foff San
Jose. Public Health and SJ OES will continue their mass prophylaxis planning a¢fsoon as
H1N1 activities subside.

City View: Significant progress has been made on the entire range of Public Health
initiatives beginning in spring 2007. Beginning in March 2008, City and County staff have
met regularly to plan Points of Dispensing centers. Topics are divided betwesivastto
keep healthy people well and providing treatment to people who are ill.

Those who are Healthy
The City and County have collaborated on three major preparedness actiatiesngl
training and exercises; and purchase of equipment and supplies.

Planning — In order to provide timely service to a city of almost 1,000,000 residents, San
José plans to use multiple models to deliver medicine to keep healthy peoplé weile-

thru model is currently the most efficient model; fixed sites will also bessacy to provide
service to residents without cars and to vulnerable populations. San José has also begun to
explore drive-thru models with local shopping centers. San José has identified 1@dixed s
and 2 drive-thru sites as its initial effort, with more under consideration. Theoadufiti
drive-thru sites may reduce the total number of fixed sites needed becaasidrisites

have a higher capacity. Key milestones in recent planning efforts include:

<  City and County staff met with the General Manager of the Marriott on February 9 t
discuss the use of hotels attached to the Convention Center as components of the
Influenza Care Center. During this discussion, concerns about liability and
reimbursement to the hotels were raised as challenges needing oesdista result of
this meeting:

= City and County staff have been invited to the quarterly meeting of the HotelaGene
Managers on April 28 to continue this conversation.

= City staff contacted Federal Emergency Management Agency (FERd4ipn IX
and California’s Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA) Coastal Ragion t
initiate a conversation about liability and financial reimbursement to hotels.

< City and County staff continue to evaluate the feasibility of a USPS ivetitat use mail
carriers accompanied by uniformed police officers to dispense limited amounts of
pharmaceuticals during the first 12 hours of a medical emergency.

Training and Exercises— With regular support by San José’s public safety departments,
Santa Clara County Public Health has taken the lead on facilitating eseicisupport
pandemic flu planning. San José OES has also invested in training to support thigeinitiat

+ On March 19, 2009, County Public Health sponsored Santa Clara County observers
during a regional mass prophylaxis exercise at the Oracle Aren&lian@aStaff from
San José OES, PD, and the HP Pavilion participated.
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% On March 30, 2009 County Public Health hosted a countywide tabletop exercise on
pandemic flu planning mandated by the State. San José OES and Fire participaged, al
with hospitals, skilled nursing facilities, the County Sheriff's Offic®JRand other
Emergency Medical Services agencies, and Red Cross.

% On November 6 & 7, 2008, San José OES staff attended a class on pandemic flu
preparedness.

Pharmaceuticals and Supplies- San Jose has invested $1.45 million from multiple grant
sources to bolster the region’s immediate ability to respond to a natural ostervennt

until the Strategic National Stockpile (SNS) of pharmaceuticals care aBpecifically, San
Jose:

< Spent $700,000 of the 2004 Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI) grant to purchase
pharmaceuticals and supplies to prepare for pandemic flu.

< Spent $236,000 from the 2006 Metropolitan Medical Response System (MMRS) grant
to replace outdated pharmaceuticals.

< Spent $200,000 from the 2007 MMRS grant to support this initiative.

» Is spending $320,000 by the federal government on July 25, 2008 for its 2008 MMRS
grant.

KD

Those who are |l
The two primary areas under discussion are the redeployment of City employegsadur
influenza pandemic and the use of City facilities as influenza care centers

Redeployment of City Employees- During a pandemic, San José must identify which
employees would be available for redeployment to staff public healthisciWith Human
Resources Department as the lead, San José issued a Request for Proposad@vEmR)pta
pandemic flu plan for its departments and city staff; responses wenreeckogi July 18,

2008 and were evaluated as non-responsive. A Second RFP was issued, with a contract
awarded to URS in January 2009. Final deliverables are being negotiated and shioald be f
in April 2009. A key deliverable from the resulting contract will be the identifinaif those
groups of employees who would be available for redeployment. As a second steyeespl
must also receive appropriate training for their new roles and resporesbilit

Use of City Facilities as Influenza Care Centers In order to care for people who need
intravenous rehydration or oxygen, Santa Clara County Public Health proposes to set up
influenza care centers. City-owned facilities may serve as expédfileiginza care centers,
though may not be the most desirable solution due to lack of laundry facilities and private
baths. The County asked the City to consider use of the San José Convention Center as a
potential influenza care center and continue to meet to discuss this potentialnirsg tie
February 9 meeting with the Marriott, City and County staff were surptiosiedirn that there
are no on-site laundry facilities at the complex; laundry serviceateacted out.
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2. Census 2010
City Point Person Beanna SantanaDeputy City Manager
County Point Person Emily Harrison , Deputy County Executive

Census Day is April 1, 2010. Non response follow up will be conducted through June 2010.

Synopsis The Census is a count of the population conducted every 10 years, mandated by
the U.S. Constitution. It counts everyone living in the United States on April 1, 2010.
Census figures determine the allocation of over $436 billion per year in federalguadi

local governments. It also determines the number of seats California hadHause of
Representatives. For the first time in its history, California is in dasfdesing a seat in
Congress in this decennial. Among other things, Census data is used to help plan where to
build roads, schools, and what programs are needed in our community, as well.

With this in mind, the City of San Jose and the County of Santa Clara, along with Valle
Transportation Authority, have formed the Census 2010 Partnership Network, dedicating
resources of staff and budget to ensure an accurate Census count. The Partnerstkp Ne
is a grassroots approach to outreach and education of the residents of SantauCigréoC
encourage participation in the census.

The Census Bureau has revised the 2010 questionnaire to only 10 questions. It should take
residents less than 10 minutes to fill out. It is illegal for the Census Burshare the
information it collects with other government agencies including the IRS,dratian or

welfare agencies. The message of the Census is that “It's easy,atanshkit’'s important.”

City and County View: San Jose is the largest city in Santa Clara County and‘the 10

largest city in the nation. As such, of all the cities in the county, it has the bstgjesin

this Census. A recent study by Brookings Institution calculates thaadbrpgerson who is

not counted, it costs $1,145 per year in loss of potential funding. Over 10 years, that equates
to a loss of $11,450 per person who is not counted. Based on those figures, for San Jose,
with a projected population of one million, there is a potential of $11,450,000,000 in federal
funding and for the County overall, with a projected population of two million the potential
funding is $22,900,000,000 over 10 years.

The City has several organizational networks that will be used in Censushbutrgading
Strong Neighborhoods Initiative and the City/Schools Collaborative.

Santa Clara County was rated as a highest achiever in the 2000 Census, with amaierall
back response rate of 75%. The mail back response rate for the City of Sans)@4éowa

A challenge unique to this county is that it is one of only 10 counties in the United States
where 51% or more of the population speaks a language other than English at home.
Linguistic isolation, high homeless and immigrant populations, and fears andtdistrus
surrounding sharing information with the government are among the challengesnmgbta

an accurate count. The Partnership Network has developed a grassroots outreach plan tha
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encompasses K-12 schools, colleges and universities, community- and fagh-base
organizations and the other cities. The message of the Census must reach the people of the
community through their trusted voices.

Regular workgroups, called “Breakfast Briefings” bring togethesdlarganizations to

brainstorm and develop action plans. Working in partnership with the Census Bureau, action
plans are being developed to reach the hard-to-count populations. The goal is continuous
outreach and education on a grassroots level, to compliment the Census Bureau’s national
campaign. Ethnic and local media advertising will supplement national aohgehisthe

Census Bureau.

The National Census in Schools Program will be supplemented at a local levdl as wel
Corporate sponsorships will be sought to fund school contests and additional take home
items for children. This will empower the children to go home and discuss the Cerisus wit
enthusiasm with their families, in many cases in a language other théshEwith which

the family is comfortable and can communicate easily.

A volunteer program, called “Census Ambassadors” is also being developed. This program
will mobilize employee volunteers as well as volunteers from youth and cornynguoips

to get involved to spread the message of the Census through their networks of
communication.

The Partnership Network has also mobilized the other cities of the county tatiakesad
plan their own Census outreach to their communities. Census liaisons were appoipted e
in the year and staff is in constant contact, exchanging ideas and shimingation about
upcoming events and operations. Presentations to City Councils are being magdestede
to keep the community leaders informed of activities to date and the importance of
supporting the Census outreach efforts.

The Partnership Network has received tremendous support from the community thus far. W
are confident that our outreach and education efforts, along with our partnership with the
Census Bureau, cities and our local organizations, will ensure an accurate a passitds

in 2010.
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General Government

3. City/County Annual Meeting and Relationship
City Point Person Bebra Figone City Manager
County Point Person Jeffrey V. Smith, County Executive

Est. Completion Date: Ongoing.

Synopsis: The City and County have agreed to conduct annual meetings of the full elected
bodies. The City and County will meet jointly on September 30, 2009 from 9:30 am to 12
noon in the County Board of Supervisors’ Chambers

City and County View: The City, Agency, and County have committed to moving forward
in building a stronger relationship. This is accomplished through coordination onkey iss
and regular meetings held between staff and elected officials of both otgarszs
demonstrated by:

a) Monthly meetings between the City Manager and County Executive,
b) Quarterly meetings between the Mayor and Board Chair, and
c) Annual Joint Meeting of the City Council and County Board of Supervisors.

As a result of these meetings, a list of City-County Issues has beesdtiadkis
Compendium.

4. Coordinated Efforts Concerning Workforce Development
City Point Person Mark Danaj, Director of Human Resources
County Point Person kuke Leung, Deputy County Executive, Employee Services Agency

Est. Completion Date:Ongoing.

Synopsis: There are opportunities for the City and County to collaborate on fostering the
development of the next generation of City and County employees.

County View: The City and County share a common concern related to workforce
development in light of the expected wave of retirements in critical are&sasuglanning,
law enforcement, emergency dispatch, public works, and parks and recreation,tetd Ins
of the agencies chasing the few qualified applicants, the agencies shoalth&ranation
and resources to widen the eligible pool of public service employees.

City View: The City is actively partnering with other local jurisdictions through thle C

ICMA Two-County Preparing the Next Generation team, local collegesiminersities (e.g.
internships), and related groups such as Work2Future and Junior Achievement Siliegn Val
(e.g. annual Job Shadow Day), to cultivate a public sector pipeline of talent. Fmexam
June 2009 the City co-sponsored the ICMA Two-County Speed Coaching Event tadacilita
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knowledge transfer and networking among senior and upcoming leaders in the region.
Additionally, the City and County are actively collaborating to provide both GdyCounty
employees with opportunities to pursue AA and BA degrees though an accelegres d
program in the evenings. The City has also used County staff to offer development
opportunities for City employees in mediation and effective communication. Doe to t
accelerating number of retirements, San José continues to develop a waokiorieg
strategy with a focus on talent development, knowledge transfer, and planning for future
workforce gaps to ensure the continuity and delivery of top-notch City services

5. TaxIncrement Pass-Through Payments
City Point Person Harry Mavrogenes, Executive Director, Redevelopment Agency
County Point Person3ohn Guthrie, Director of Finance

Est. Completion Date: Ongoing.

Synopsis: The County wants its share of tax-increment pass-through revenue sooner than
may be required by the Amended and Restated Agreement between the Agency and the
County dated 5/22/01(the "Agreement”). The County receives payments afteyetheys

auditor has completed the fiscal year audit. According to the Agreement, the Gasisi

through is subordinated to all Agency loans, bonds, or other indebtedness, etc., and that the
Agency needs audited financial statements to ensure that all debt obligatisatssied. In
response, the County proposes that the RDA retain a nominal (5%) amount pending audited
statements, and remit the remaining amount to the County.

County View: The County urges the Redevelopment Agency (RDA) to pay for its share of
the tax increment pass-through revenues on a timely basis. These paymeatsetimes
unreasonably delayed for almost a year after their due date.

With the South Rincon Project, for example, the County invoices the RDA twice a yea
(April and December) for its share of the pass-through tax incrementigsmayear. The
invoice is based on current information and is subject to a true-up adjustment in August. The
payment is due within 30 days. Instead of the agreed payment terms in January ating May
payments for all previous years were made in November or December, elevemonths

after the due dates. The County appreciated that some improvement for the Bty 08 fir
installment payment of $2.7 million was made in February 2008, which was only a one
month delay. However, the second installment was received on November 19, 2008, six
months after the May 10 due date, like the pattern in previous yeamaddress the

concerns raised by the City, the County proposes that the RDA retain a nonal (5%)
amount, pending audited statements, and remit the remaining amount to théounty

before the year end.

For the Merged Area Projects, the agreement requires the RDA to makbarpags-
payments to the County within 30 days of receiving sufficient incremental ttaxeske
such payments. The County’s apportionment records indicate that the RDAllyener
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receives a sufficient amount of tax increments by January, and the Cooesyits billing
accordingly.

For all previous years, the County did not receive any payment until the lagtrquart
(November or December) in the calendar year, about five or six months afiscéhegear
end.

The County sent the first bill to the SJIRDA for the FYQ9 estimated pass-througbthicihe
South Rincon and Merged Area on December 10, 2008, and the second bill on April 10,
2009. The bills were sent to the City via email attachments. The bills had twe-par
merged area and the South Rincon. The estimated bill is adjusted to actual aclulgas.
The combined bill for FY09 was $21.34 million with the following breakdown. To date, we
have not received payment.

South Rincon: FYO09 FYO08-for reference

1% installment: due 1/10/09 $2.96 M $2.¢@bkived 2/8/08, 1 month late)
(Initial bill sent on December 10, 2009)

2" Installment; due 5/10/09 $3.12M $2.6@bkived 11/19/08, 6 months late)

(Bill sent on April 10, 2009)
(Subject to year-end true-up adjustment)

Year-end true-up adjustment $0.23M

Final Billing w/year-end adjustm. $6.31M $5.38M
(Final bill sent on 8/13/09)

Merged Area: FY09 FYO08-for reference

1st installment: due 1/10/09 $14.39M $12.30M

(Subject to year-end true-up adjustment)

Year-end true-up adjustment $0.64M $0.64M

Final billing w/year-end adjustm.  $15.03 $12.94ddeived 11/19/08, 10 months late)
Total: $21.34M $18.32M

Please note the FY09 payment due dates are as follows:

< South Rincon: %installation of $2.96 million was due January 10, 2009; and"the 2
installment of $3.12 million was due by May 10, 2009. The final adjusted bill of
$6.31M (($0.23M”) more than the sum of the two initial billings) was sent to the Agency
on August 13, 2009.

% Merged Area: $15.03 million; per agreement this amount is due within 30 days after the
Agency has received sufficient tax increment to make the payrivahtiding the
apportionment made on June 24, 2009, the County has remitted $191.28 million to
SJ RDA for the Merged Area projects.
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City View: Tax increment is pledged to pay all debt service in each fiscalasgaonfirmed

in the year-end audit. Section B of the Agreement states that the CountynPasghlis
subordinated to all Agency loans, bond or other indebtedness, and any pledge of or lien on
the merged area tax increment. After the audit is completed, normally in Nayemdbe

once the Agency meets all its obligations, the County Pass-through is paid.

Homeland Security and Emergency Preparedness

6. Homeland Security (Bay Area UASI)
City Point Person Feresa ReedCity Asst. Fire Chief
County Point Person kirstin Hofmann, County OES Director

Est. Completion Date: N/A.

Synopsis: The Bay Area Urban Area Security Initiative (BAUASI) is comprisedefitO

counties and 3 large cities that ring the San Francisco Bay, and is one of sevéargeer
metropolitan regions in the nation; there are fifty-five smaller Tietidnationwide. It

receives Homeland Security grants to improve regional security cajgabilibitiatives were
funded in 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009 and are consistent with the National Preparedness Goal,
which include providing mass care and improving interoperable communications, developing
Law Enforcement Records Management Sharing System across the Bagidestaffing an
information sharing center. Assessment is taking place concerningpabilities in each of the
twelve initiatives. The assessments will create a baseline to build onndlgsiawill also
identify gaps and specific needs within the initiatives that will be pzedtand addressed with
current and future funds.

City View: UASI 2006-2008: The BAUASI is comprised of the 3 large cities and 10
counties that ring the San Francisco Bay. Governance has been fornadiliglest through

a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) which runs until 2010. The City and County of
San Francisco is the fiscal agent. The grant is managed through a thoegatiezation,

which is facilitated by a day-to-day Management Team. Working gragos fon various
disciplines to mitigate, respond to, and recover from natural and man-maderslisaste
Membership in a working group is voluntary and is open to a broad range of jurisdastobns
disciplines. Recommendations from the working groups are then forwarded to the yAdvisor
Committee, which vets the proposals, makes policy and allocations of funds
recommendations to the Approval Authority. Membership in the Approval Authority consists
of executive managers from the three core cities (San Franciscaysgaandl Oakland) and
three core counties (San Francisco, Santa Clara, Alameda); this gresmrdhe final
allocation of funds to jurisdictions throughout the region.

Status: In FY 2006, the region was awarded $28 million; in FY 2007, the amount increased to
$34 million; and in FY 2008, the amount again increased to $37 million. The award for 2009 is
$40,638,250, representing an increase of over $3.4 million from the last grant award. ACal EM
(California Emergency Management Agency, formerly the Governor's€dficmergency
Services and the Office of Homeland Security) exercised its optiotain 9% of the award
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in all 3 years, reducing the amount the region received in FY 2006 to $22 million, in FY 2007
to $27 million, and in FY 2008 to $30 million. Over the course of the last nine months, the
UASI Approval Authority has become responsible for 4 additional grants. Treetigear

Regional Catastrophic Planning Grant Program (RCPGP) which totals about $d% amtl
requires a 25% match; the Public Safety Interoperable Communicatio® @@&ht program
which totals $6 million, with additional funds being competitively awarded aeadate; the
Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program (IECGP) and the Coynmuni
Oriented Policing Services (COPS) grant for San Francisco.

Of specific interest to both the City of San José and Santa Clara County isubeftthe
Volunteer Center of Silicon Valley, a community-based organization which, aatbeg
things, is responsible for managing spontaneous volunteers after a disasiéolurteer
Center has been the recipient of Homeland Security funds from both jurisdictions.

UASI 2004 & 2005 San José/Santa Clara County met the 2004 and 2005 UASI grant
deadlines with all of the money spent. On 1/24/08, San Jose sent a formal grant closeout
letter to the Governor’s Office of Homeland Security (OHS) for both the 2004 and 2005
UASI grants. Although the grants have been completed, the UASI Working Group continues
to meet on a quarterly basis in order to receive updates on SUASI activitiesarss dis
strategies for South Bay projects.

County View: The Bay Area UASI is a Federal Department of Homeland Sequahy

that provides resources for the unique equipment, training, planning, and exercise 8&eds of
selected national high-threat urban areas. The Bay Area SUASI is one oio3alnatban

areas and one of five identified in California.

The Bay Area SUASI concept is designed to build greater regional ctipalaliross a larger
geographical area. Super urban areas receive funding based on evaluated risk andsieed. Thi
accomplished through the submission of regional investment justificationsltiiata specific
needs to meet the target capabilities outlined in the National Preparedness Goal

Twelve initiatives have been funded in 2006 that are consistent \aiibridl Preparedness
Goal. They are:

.
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A major goal of the 2006 BAUASI plan was to conduct a detailed assessment Afdgay
capabilities as they relate to each of the twelve initiatives. The assdssmill be analyzed to
identify a baseline in which to build on. The analysis will also identify gaps anficpeeds
within the eleven initiatives that will be prioritized and addressed with curréatuve funds.

Status The County Board of Supervisors approved the 2008 BAUASI governance MOU.
The contracts for work efforts associated with many of the working growesaltso been
approved and work has begun. Many County and City departments/agencies are
participating on the various working groups to assure that the products are ctewpétib
our local disaster plans and emergency management needs. The SUASI “E&c20(9
Grant Year MOU” is currently in draft form.

7. Mutual Aid Plan
City Point Person Parryl Von Raesfeld, Fire Chief
County Point PersonsBerek Witmer, Battalion Chief, South Santa Clara County Fire
District, andKken Waldvogel, Chief of Central Fire

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis: The fire departments of the county have a Mutual Aid Plan. The most recent
revision to the plan permits jurisdictions to provstion coverage for fire departments that
have committed resources to an emergency. Continued growth in the southern portions of
the county has significantly increased the number of mutual aid requesssfdos

resources. SJFD intends to re-negotiate the number of requests or credte-adbgce
arrangement. Both options will be discussed with the South Santa Clara Countysffiot. Di
The SSCCFD welcomes the conversation.

City View: The county fire departments have a Mutual Aid Plan. This cooperative
agreement is reviewed and modified by the County Fire Chiefs on an annual basisstBy
accounts, the current plan is working. The most recent revision to the plan permits
jurisdictions to provide station coverage for fire departments that have dechneisources

to an emergency. This is in contrast to the Santana Row Fire in 2002, when jurisdictions
could only respond to the actual emergency, which slowed response. The plan, however, is
in need of additional revisions. Continued growth in the southern portions of the county (i.e.,
Morgan Hill, San Martin, etc.) has significantly increased the number of miduscuests

for San Jose resources (e.g., Engine 27, Truck 13/18, Water Tender 13, etc.) to respond to
structure fires. The volume of requests in 2006 is significantly greaterdrera$ted when

the agreement between South Santa Clara County Fire District and thea€iglopted by

the Council. The increase in requests has created an inequity of resourcts leemesen

the City and South County. Potential remedies include reopening the existingnduto a
Mutual Aid Agreement to restrict the number of resources and requestsitimggefee-for-
service arrangement to compensate the City for the provision of its reso&ath of these
options will require discussions between the City and the South Santa Clara Coainty Fir
Protection Board.
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The Department intends to initiate a dialog with Cal Fire regarding mutliesponses into
South Santa Clara County. While staff has begun the development of a body of work to
define the number, type, and costs associated with these responses, higher priori
Department issues have required the reassignment of staff. As staff esdoerome more
available with the completion of several critical projects, Fire Admatisin intends to work
through the County Fire Chiefs’ Association to resolve the current situation.

County View: The Board of Supervisors is the governing body for the South Santa Clara
County Fire Protection District (SSCCFPD). It values its mutual aiceagets and realizes
that in today's environment of increasing growth, fire departments must depend upon each
other to provide the level of protection expected by our residents.

County Fire Chiefs continue to make improvements to the Fire and Rescue Mutuamid Pl
SSCCFPD recognizes that agreements need to be updated periodically&lndries the
opportunity to meet with the City to discuss equitable options that will allowotitehced
sharing of resources.

Public Safety
8. Fire Protection in Underserved Areas

City Point Person Parryl Von Raesfeld, Fire Chief
County Point Person ken Waldvogel, Fire Chief

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis:A LAFCO report identified "underserved areas" of the county that do not fall
within the jurisdiction of any fire district. The County is interested in obtginiritten
commitments from existing fire districts to serve these areas wheifathesthin a
jurisdiction’s “sphere of influence.” All jurisdictions reported they would cuargito

provide services in accordance with existing mutual aid agreements, but for Bafelare
significant issues related to service level expectations and its yajoaprovide service to
these areas. This issue can be addressed by either adopting a recommendatioithiound w
the LAFCO report or by adopting an alternative approach that would enablagexist
jurisdictions to provide contractual services to these areas.

City View: The issue of fire protection for unincorporated county areas not falling in an
established fire district remains unresolved. These areas have beed deta LAFCO

report as "underserved areas" of Santa Clara County. The County Board of Supisrvisors
interested in obtaining written commitments from existing cities andlifsteicts to serve

these areas, when they fall within a particular jurisdiction’s “spherelatmée.” This issue
was first briefly discussed in 2002 with County Supervisor Don Gage without resolution.
County Counsel has requested information on the level of service that hasdligtbeen
provided and the willingness and level of service departments would continue to provide to
these areas. San Jose’s sphere of influence is estimated to include apphp%&@00

acres (79 sg. miles) of “underserved area.” There are significans,issiod as service level
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expectations, as well as SJFD’s capacity to provide service to theséhateaust be
resolved. The Fire Department believes recommendations found within theQ_Adp0rt
provide an appropriate starting point to resolve this issue and serve the Céngstioff
being a good neighbor without compromising local service levels.

At the April 4, 2007 County Fire Chiefs’ meeting, Ken Waldvogel, Chief Engineer (a.k.a.
Fire Chief) of the Santa Clara County Fire Department reported thattatklrequesting
written clarification regarding willingness of existing jurisdictionserve “underserved
areas” of the County had been received. In each case, queried jurisdictions repgprted the
would continue to provide services in accordance with existing mutual aid agreement
However, deterioration of the fiscal environment and growing service demand comtinuall
challenge the ability of the Fire Department to extend service dglestond contractual
obligations. The Fire Department believes the County Board of Supervisorsddrestsathis
issue by either adopting a recommendation found within the LAFCO report or byngdapt
alternative approach that would enable existing jurisdictions to provide contisetviaes

to these areas.

While SJFD commends the Central Fire District for its leadership in floid,e¢he absence

of formal protection districts in underserved areas of the county does not permit the
development of formal agreements. The SJFD’s response to earlier Countgsquiri
regarding the Department’s willingness to continue to respond addesssedy mutual-aid
agreements. The City Attorney’s response was clear on this issue ‘Staigyg agreement
concerning service outside the City’s municipal boundaries would, of course, bd gubjec
the approval of the San Jose City Council.” The SJFD looks forward to the opportunity to
create such agreements in the spirit of mutual cooperation. Additional opportunities to
increase EMS Service Levels in underserved and not-served areas aexptred through
the development of the County Ambulance RFP document with County partners.

County View: The “Countywide Fire Protection Service Review” report by the LAgahcy
Formation Commission (LAFCO), which was adopted on April 7, 2004, identified issues with
the fire services delivery system in areas outside of organized fiexfoot jurisdictions. The
LAFCO report identified four alternatives with respect to underserved af&mnta Clara
County. In addition, the Board of Supervisors’ management auditor conducted an extensive
analysis of the Central Fire District in 2005/2006. The final audit report alstfiee the
existence of county residents without a designated Fire Protection AgEneyaudit team
recommended consideration of a governmental reorganization to resolve the exigtingndef
fire protection, planning, and services within the county, and two recommendations were
presented in the audit report

In June 2006, County Fire staff presented a progress report to a Board cormmittee
management audit recommendations and included a presentation concerning the
“Underserved Area Fire Protection Work Plan.” Several initial tasks presented

including the assessment of each city fire department and fire dsstapability and

willingness to continue response into underserved areas. Several of those tableehave
completed. In September 2006, County Fire provided the County Board of Supervisors a six-
month status report. County Fire's role as a dependent fire district underattueds
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Supervisors makes its response into the underserved similar to that of its municipal
neighbors. County Fire also desires reasonable resolution to the problem andng wafki
County staff in making progress to that end. County Fire’s Chief will contnmaintain
monthly reporting to the fire chiefs within the county on the progress towardirgstiis
issue.

At the start of FY2008/09, County Fire began reviewing the annexation of peucelatly

in underserved areas within the District’'s sphere of influence (SOI). Couwetydatinues

to proceed with annexation of SOI areas up to the Santa Cruz County line. Engineering
studies should be completed by the end of 2009. County Fire will proceed with the
annexation process with application to LAFCO once engineering is concluded.eSdiises
some of the underserved area, mostly along the Santa Cruz County line with only a smal
amount adjacent to the City of San Jose on the southern end of Los Gatos; significant
underserved areas remain throughout the balance of southern and eastern lzze@swofty.
Annexation of this area into CFD (County Fire) will place the parcels widsipanse
perimeters of the County Mutual Aid Plan.

9. Domestic Violence
City Point Persons Rob Davis,Police Chief, andeve CastellanosDomestic Violence
Prevention Coordinator
County Point PersonL-eri Medina, Acting Director, Department of Family and Children’s
Services, Social Services Agency

Est. Completion Date: Ongoing.

Synopsis: The Greenbook Project arranged for a “safety audit,” which was conducted in
2006 thaidentified ways that agencies could better protect families. The County is
interested in discussing improving the use of Emergency Protection Restraiderg,O
enhancing the Joint Response Protocols, and revising the Domestic Violence Prdtbeols
City shares an interest in making improvements in these areas.

County View: The Greenbook Project coordinated polices and services to better serve
families experiencing domestic violence and child abuse. In 2006, the Progecieat for a
Safety Audit that focused on how government agencies and service providers could most
effectively protect and assist these families. It would be consteuctidiscuss some of the
following findings and audit recommendations with the City.

1. Emergency Protection Restraining Orders (EPROSs) are perhaps notsseied) by
police officers as often as necessary to protect children from battewsed Bn this
Safety Audit, the County would like to explore if EPROs are being fully utilizedl, a
issues, such as:

Unintended consequences of EPROs.

The reasons why some victims do not want or support the issuance of an EPRO.
Resource issues that may make it difficult for the police officer to isSEPRI®.

The parameters that guide police officers regarding issuance of EPROS.
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e Training needs of police officers regarding their obligations to isSEROEP
e Alternatives for cases where Law Enforcement wants to issue an BERR@Oea
victim refuses.

2. The safety audit recommended that the Enhanced Joint Response protocols be evaluated
and revised, if necessary, to include information about working with children when
domestic violence is present.

3. The language spoken by the family seems to impact the early assasantesérvices
identified for families experiencing domestic violence. The audit recommends

e Revise the Domestic Violence Protocol for Law Enforcement to advise sffiuatr
children should never be used as interpreters at the scene when interviewmsg victi
or perpetrators. The protocol should also advise against using other family riembe
and neighbors to interpret, as information given to the officer in these situations can
be manipulated and unreliable.

e Offer support and resources to expand the Domestic Violence Advocacy
Consortium’s Language Bank to serve broader needs.

e |dentify difficulties using “over the phone” or language lines for interpretation
services. Provide training to improve officers’ ability to utilize this seraicd
research other models of interpretation services provided in other communities.

o Certified professional interpreters need training on domestic violence.

City View: The City is continuing to work with the County to sustain practices that were
implemented as a part of the Greenbook Project, as well as exploring priicgsould be
implemented as identified in the Safety Audit that was released in 2006. Ondontg) ef
include the following:

2. The Greenbook Safety Audit Recommendatidhg San Jose Police Department and the
Department of Family and Children’s Services revised the protocols fetiagsihildren
during a domestic violence incident and continue to track the frequency of these
incidents. In July 2008, the City agreed to participate in another related Couatgahit
Safety Audit, which examined how systems, including intervention by local law
enforcement, support and respond to victims of domestic violence. This audit was
completed in 2009Update: A report with recommendations from this the most
recent audit was approved by the County's Public Safety and Justice Comrtee on
May 7, 2009. This report will by reviewed the City's Family/Domestic Violence
Advisory Board, who will then forward a recommendation to the City's Public
Safety, Finance, and Strategic Support Committee this Fall.
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3. Banning Officers from Using Children as Translat®vhile this practice should be
considered as a last resort, using a child from the family to transthie scene is an
option that must remain available. Since September 2005 and every year subsequently,
that subject has been addressed during the Department’s annual mandated training
Officers are trained to avoid, if they can, using the children as translabers. T
Family/Domestic Violence Advisory Board continues to work with the Poligetiny
Committee of the Santa Clara County Domestic Violence Council to identify bes
practices and strategies that can be offered to police officers to prandkation
alternatives when responding to incidents involving domestic violeAlteough the
Greenbook has sunset, this item remains a critical one that staff contias to make
developments on.

10. Services to Juvenile Offenders
City Point Person Rob Davis Chief of Police, anéngel Rios Deputy Director of Parks,
Recreation and Neighborhood Services
County Point Person Sheila Mitchell, Chief Probation Officer

Est. Completion Date: Ongoing.

Synopsis: The County believes that the new Juvenile Justice Systems Collaborative is
effective prevention strategy that is aligned with the goals of theRé&aGang Prevention
Task Force. The City is committed to strengthening its partnership with theyCount
particularly in the area of collaboration towards preventing youth from péngtfarther
into the juvenile justice system.

County View: In the Mayor's Gang Prevention Task Force (MGPTF) Strategic Plah5Goa
states:

The long-range goal of the MGPTF Technical Team is to create a seamdegsntion-
based service delivery system, one that establishes a single point of cotiattfamilies
and providers can easily access services, resources, and information. ThE Vk&Riiical
Team will align and coordinate its Intervention Strategic Work Plan with etimelar plans
and initiatives in order to gain local, state, and national support, ensuring that Spouibsé
remain safe and can maximize their fullest potential.

Objective: ldentify local, state, and national initiatives that support prevention and
intervention-based programs and formalize linkages with them. Example:olingy@f
Santa Clara’s Juvenile Detention Reform (JDR) Initiative, United W@yeater San José
Alternative Education Collaborative, Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, School City
Collaborative, Workforce Investment Act, State of California’s OfficthefAttorney
General, Family/Domestic Violence Advisory Board, and the National LeagDitied
Disconnected Youth Initiative.
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The County’s Juvenile Justice Systems Collaborative (JJSC), formerlysp&ks to more
effectively rehabilitating youth and preventing youth from penetrdtirtyer into the
Juvenile Justice System. The JJSC goal includes ensuring the deploymedente-based
practices and the creation of more effective opportunities for rehabilitatygudf in the
juvenile justice system.

Inter-agency Collaboration: In 2008, the City was able to secure an additional $1 million
dollars in one-time funding to support the work of the Mayor’s Gang Prevention Task Force
The County has also identified additional funding resources through the Juvende Justi
Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA) state grant to support the work of our Juvenilei@etent
Reform initiative.

For summer 2009, the City and County collaborated to provide $600,000 ($500,000 from the
City and $100,000 from the Asset Forfeiture Fund, which is managed by the District
Attorney’s Office for the Safe Summer Initiative grant. The purpose ajrdrg was to

provide safe and fun recreational and/or educational opportunities for the youthJdsga
Approximately 7,400 youth will be served through this collaboration between City, County
and Community-based organizations.

The City of San Jose and the County District Attorney’s Office collaborate@Guons‘and
Gangs’ an Anti-Gang Public Service Announcement (PSA) project. This 90-dagtproj
included announcements made through radio and television and signage at prenoeslocat
and on the Light-rail and Transit-authority buses. Parents and youth were eaddoragl!

a toll-free number in order to be referred to intervention services. Citgivanttion staff
provided staffing for the phones and made referrals to community-based otigariza
contracted to provide intervention and prevention services.

The City of San Jose and the County District Attorney’s Office have beebamltang on

the “Parent Project”. This 12-week workshop has been very successful in providintspar
with out-of-control teens, the skills necessary to facilitate the chardgstructive

adolescent behavior. Trained City staffs (SJPD and PRNS) have beenifagilitase

workshops which are offered in English and Spanish. To date, approximately 10 workshops
have been held.

The County and City have been meeting to enhance prevention interventions and to provide
targeted services for our at-risk youth. Through this inter-agencyoadiion, the City and
County have designed a Transition Center and Community Responsibility Counwillitha
provide more immediate sanctions for youth who have been cited by law enforcechent a
subsequently released.

The County has also collaborated with the City in its Graffiti Abatement &rogirhe

County recently participated in the Anti-Graffiti Program’s Community VaaniVeek,

with the goal of encouraging residents to combat the recent rise in draffetking an active
role in cleaning up their neighborhoods. In addition, the County through its agreement with
the City provides youth committed to the alternative sentencing program toffitb gra
cleanup on weekend.
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Juvenile Justice Systems Collaborative Updatén June 3, 2008, the Santa Clara County
Board of Supervisors adopted a Resolution establishing the Juvenile JusticesSyste
Collaborative (JJSC), which creates a new community council to continue cogreaiem
partners as they work together in the best interest of the minors in the localgyustide
system.

The new Community Council encompasses a different organizational structusdlthat

continue the Juvenile Detention Reform efforts now underway. Two working groups will

seek prevention and reduction of the unnecessary detention of minors. The first diroup wi
focus on early intervention and programs that serve the youth in the County. The second one
will involve improving system processes for minors’ cases in court.

In December 2008, both work groups met and created a work plan to focus their efforts. The
Case Systems and Processes Work Group will first focus on reviewing tiie alekey

decision points in the time between the actual offense the court process. Thdgnafly

and implement strategies for streamlining processes to reduce those deleyPrevention

and Programs will Work Group will define and review data and prevention strafiegres

schools including SARB, expulsion, suspension, etc.

Transition Center

City and County staff continue to finalize the design, budget, and resources émséidn
Center (project described below under city view). Juvenile AccountabilitgkBErant funds
have been secured to get this project off the ground. Grant monies are under this County
jurisdiction. The next step for the Transition Center is the identification of an@[Hie
location, centrally located, to serve the targeted population, preferably a schomltvhisk
youth can be reached.

City View: The City of San Jose recognizes the need for prevention and intervention
services in the struggle to reduce juvenile delinquency. An Inter-Agereg@nmittee of
the Mayor’'s Gang Prevention Task Force has been meeting on developing and mtipeme
community justice models including the development of a Community Responsibility
Council (CRC) and a Transition Center. This effort is ongoing.

The Transition Center is a pilot project to demonstrate that an infusion of imyedmea
city can reduce the number of juvenile offenses committed by the minors wdmireghat
city. The Transition Center will provide immediate intervention and @d&efor needed
services to the juvenile offender who does not meet the criteria for the Boo&iogdtr
The Community Responsibility Council serves as an early intervention progsignetk to
intercede a minor’s penetration into the juvenile justice system. It dfffeljsivenile
offenders a second chance to understand the impact of his/her actions and to be held
accountable for them. CRC utilizes peer pressure as a positive tool that bdwredsdle
for these young offenders to avoid formal processing in the juvenile justicensybtee
Transition Center targets the mid-level offender youths who do not meet the Cookigd
Protocol.
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City and County staff are continuing to finalize the design, budget, and resoulsdarebe

two projects. The City of San Jose worked with the County’s Probation Department to apply
for a Juvenile Accountability Block Grant to secure cash resources to gebjeet off the

ground. The grant was award and funds are being held by Juvenile Probation for the
Transition Center. The next step for both projects is the identification of élotathouse

the programs.

Additional efforts by the City include:
TABS (Truancy Abatement Burglary Suppression) This program began during the 1981-

82 school year and has evolved into the San Jose Police Department’s operation of two
truancy centers designed to keep students in school and out of trouble.

Challenges and ChoicesThe C2 program is a violence awareness program addressing
youth violence by helping students develop important life skills; including unddista
anger and the ability to make the right choices. C2 is a curriculum presented tafthjrd, f
and seventh graders.

SAVE (Safe Alternatives Violence Education)S.A.V.E. is a six-hour program that
discusses the issues relating to weapons and violence and offerswlasbkeallows

participants to share their perception about the risks and realities of weapessmossThis
program is available by referral to middle and high school students throughout Santa Clara
County who are found in possession of a weapon.

Child Safety: Child Safety Presentation focuses on the hazards children face whileegt hom
school and play. Some of the topics covered are: Latchkey kids, pedestrian safety, bike
safety, stranger danger, good touch/bad touch, and children home alone.

Drug Awareness Gives participants information on drug definitions, as well as possible
symptoms, paraphernalia and consequences. If group size permits, particgants a
encouraged to share problems, concerns and discuss possible solutions.

Junior Crime Busters: School presentations conducted by School Liaison officers who
discuss basic child safety issues including pedestrian safety, bicyabtskat safety and 9-
1-1. This program is done by request from elementary schools.

PAL : The San Jose Police Activities League (PAL) was founded in 1967. PAL progra
offers amateur athletic and non-athletic programs to offer opportutatiesith for
constructive and satisfying use of leisure time and to provide an opportunity for pduth a
law enforcement personnel to develop a mutually satisfying non-adverséatainship.
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School Safety Liaison Unit As a part of its commitment to school safety, the School Safety
Liaison Unit, along with Community Coordinators from the Parks, Recreation and
Neighborhood Services trains and conducts drills that assist schools in respondirgato cr
situations that occur on/or near their campus. Additionally, the School SafestyrL ldnit
assists school districts throughout the city in dealing with truancy probleragebging
meetings with administrators, students and parents. In some cases ofikersome visits.

As a last resort, habitual truants may be cited and go through the court pfbeeksy to

the School Safety Liaison Unit is establishing and maintaining a good workatigmship

with school administrators.

11.AFIS/Cal-ID
City Point Person €hief Rob Davis Police ChiefTamara Becker, Division Manager
Operations Support Services
County Point PersonGary A. Graves, Assistant County Executive addyce Wing,Chief
Information Officer

Est. Completion Date: 2010

Synopsis: The Cal-ID RAN Board and the County are in discussion with the San Jose Police
Department regarding the cost-sharing method used since 1987, the accounting engd audit
procedures, and the associated costs for the various components for the Automated
Fingerprint System (AFIS), due to charges and accounting discrepanciebetésdthin the
Harvey Rose Management Audit.

County View: SB 720 authorizes a Department of Motor Vehicles license fee on each
vehicle registered in this county. Fees received from the State Contrelf@aeed in the

SB 720 trust fund. These funds are authorized for use to enhance the capacity of local law
enforcement to provide automated, mobile and fixed location fingerprint and photographic
identification. The local Cal-ID Ran Board has oversight of these funds.

Following a recent (independent) Management Audit of the Cal ID MOU and tloenAted
Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS), it was determined that disé £haring method

used since 1987 to share AFIS/Cal-ID costs among the cities and the County, basgd on e
agency’s percentage share of population, is not equitable. Some agenciesgcbdrgied
disproportionately to their actual bookings. Additionally, numerous federal, sthttzer

law enforcement agencies are not charged at all for fingerprint idatibih services. The
Cal-ID RAN Board membership is comprised of the District Attorney, SanRalsze Chief,
Sheriff, and other local police agencies. The following recommendationsiagepbeposed

to San Jose and other cities by the Cal-ID RAN Board and the County:

a. Determine charges for jurisdictions based on usage, rather than population, by
determining all the components of usage and the associated costs.

b. Consider charging federal, state agencies, which are not currently ghamgetktermine
the mechanism to handle the process, similar to how the County handles Criminal Justi
System (CJIC) agreements and invoicing.
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c. Mitigate a change in policy, affecting the budget for the underchargeegntitostly
cities, by spending down the Cal ID trust fund for FY2010, and calculating fygare
charges on a 3-5 year average utilization by each agency to smooth chaogésam

d. Address process recommendations that the City of San Jose use daily actitstyoshee
accurately track Fingerprint Examiner time on latent print and 10-print &nsctas well
as report quarterly as required by the 2002 MOU.

e. Complete an annual review by the San Jose Police Department’s Chief Figml adf
accounting procedures for the City of San Jose AFIS program, to be report to tbe Cal-
RAN Board, with the exception that discrepancies be reported to the Board as known.

f. Complete an audit of the AFIS/Cal-ID RAN Trust Fund every 3-5 years to ensure
accuracy as noted in the 2009 Management Audit.

As a result of the audit, three cities opted to pull out of AFIS. To accommodadte lega
reporting mandates, the Sheriff’'s Office and DOC now must process fingeran these
cities’ bookings outside of AFIS.

One of the most fundamental concepts upon which all criminal justice processaseatésb
the idea of positive identification (ID) of offenders. A positive ID means a pesson i
identified by fingerprints in the local Automated Fingerprinting Ideratfan System
(AFIS), and then this is shared with the regional Criminal Justice Sy&t&i@). This
process allows people arrested and booked within Santa Clara County to be positively
identified when they come in contact with the criminal justice system. Téadlgreduces
processing time and errors, and information is immediately availableltavalEnforcement
Agencies.

Introducing more than one automated fingerprinting service for this commsimiog the
intent; because it would duplicate efforts, increase processing time sec¢heslikelinood of
errors, and would be additional effort and costs to implement. It is our intentiohéhat t
financial model and accounting issues and any other identified issues bedegtive a
year in order for the Law and Justice Community to maintain one system fonefe bé
all.

City View:

When the draft audit was released, the City did not formally respond but deferred & the C
ID RAN Board for review and response. The City did not disagree with the recontioaada
but indicated a need to thoroughly discuss this direction due to the complexities of the
Program. The RAN Board received the audit and provided direction to the City to continue
with the billing procedure outlined in the current MOU, with the intent to work over the
course of the next year to make revisions if necessary.

Subsequent to this decision, the County Sheriff contract agencies of Satatgdtos Hills
and Cupertino terminated their participation in the Cal ID Program. The Gased their
decision to not participate on the Auditor’s findings. However, there is cimdlic

information on the actual use of the system as represented in both the booking and latent
casework figures.
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If an agency uses the wrong agency code during the booking process, that booking will
not be properly recorded. There were some errors noted in the bookings for some
contract cities.

The representation of cases by non-participating agencies involves sotire mul
jurisdictional investigations which could be improperly recorded.

While the Central ID Unit may have not performed latent case work for ageeies,
any analysis work or automation performed by the County on behalf of these agencie
still requires the use of the Cal ID AFIS.

There was an effort to provide the Cities with information about the possible conseguence
of their decision to pull out of the Cal ID Program. Those consequences arewhpdhe

RAN Board was interested in taking the upcoming year to review the audit
recommendations. Some of the consequences for the non-participating a.geshace:

The AFIS is a key component of the criminal justice system given thatedtsare to
be verified through fingerprint identification.

The interface between AFIS and CJIC is the basis for all Santa Claray@orests,
prosecution, and final adjudication.

The Cal ID Program provides many other services including:

= Equipment for and management of the Countywide Mug Shot system (paid by SB
720)

» Funding, through SB 720, for a Countywide Mobile Identification system, which
will become the foundation for a State-led initiative in field bookings.

Program participants may receive significant “discounts” on the serfpeesonal and
non-personal costs to operate the program) including annual reductions based upon Cal
ID Reserves (another fund managed by the City) and the use of SB 720 for a large
portion of the infrastructure maintenance.

The City looks forward with continuing its work with the Cal ID RAN Board to addites
audit and the recommendations.
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Health and Human Services

12. Dental Health
City Point Person John Stufflebean Director of Environmental Services
County Point PersonMarty Fenstersheib, Public Health Officer

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis: Not all of San Jose’s water is fluoridated. The Public Health Officer iegtest
in achieving full fluoridation because of its tremendous dental health, and, ulyinoaterall
physical health benefits. The City has expressed interest in working wiflothmy, the
water district, and water retailers to accomplish this goal.

County View: San Jose is the largest city in the United States whose wateeistinely
fluoridated. Numerous studies have shown that dental health is critical to the oadthll he
and well-being of children. Children who have poor dentition have difficulty thriving and
learning, and are at increased risks for other infections. Poor and disadvantaged enddr
at the greatest risk. Water fluoridation has been shown to be the most cost beneficgl m
of ensuring that kids have the best chance for a healthy start toward goddaenta

State statute requires that the city be fluoridated, but only if adequate fundwejlable.

Initial discussions with San Jose Water Company and Santa Clara Valley Di&rict have
been productive. There appears to be support, but some technological barriers will need to
be overcome. The Health Officer would like to begin working with the City of San Jose
toward achieving citywide fluoridation. Other cities in the county that haeeidlated water
started the process by putting the issue on the ballot before moving forward.

City View: The City of San Jose's Municipal Water System (SJMWS) is one of thtee w
retailers in San Jose along with San Jose Water Company (SJWC) and GréMafxaks
Company (GOWC). The SIMWS provides water service to 12% of the City, in the
Evergreen, North San Jose/Alviso, Edenvale and Coyote areas. The SIMWS has been
providing fluoridated water to the Evergreen Area (population 110,000) since 1965, and over
the last three years fluoridated water has been supplied to the North Salviksefa.

Edenvale is currently a campus industrial area and has no fluoridation. Theitade
provisions in the new wells in Coyote to supply fluoridated water when the area lispdeve

The City has a track record of providing fluoridated water and is willing tstake County
in working with the private water companies and Santa Clara Valley WasteicDto
achieve citywide fluoridation.
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13. Planning for Impacts on Health and Safety Resulting from County Budget Rieictions
City Point Person Rob Davis Chief of Police
County Point PersonsNancy Pena Director of Mental Health anBlob Garner, Director,
Department of Alcohol and Drug Services (DADS)

Est. Completion Date: First Quarter, 2008.

Synopsis: The County has made significant reductions to the health and drug and alcohol
department’ direct services in the last few budget cycles. Pending outédineeState

budget, more reductions are possible. Such actions may likely result in more addicts,
alcoholics, and mentally ill on the streets. In order to better prepare andmplae broader
impacts, the department staff wants to meet with relevant City staff in adohtiee
implementation of these cuts.

County View: As the County makes drastic budget reductions to our health and justice
departments, the cumulative effect will affect health and safety in San Qogeof the
strategies Mental Health is implementing through new Mental Healthc8grAct (Prop. 63)
funding, which may help to mitigate the impact of cuts, is the establishment ofurotyym
based urgent care centers. Mental Health will work with the San Jose Pqaerdent to
offer this new crisis service in an effort to avoid use of the more costly Enogrgsychiatric
Services (EPS) located at Valley Medical Center. City and Courtysktauld meet about the
broader impacts so that all stakeholders can better understand and plan for them.

Mental Health’s target for FY 2010 (June 2009) is $22.5 million. It is also planning anothe
reduction at mid-year (February 2009) of approximately $3.2 million, aftenguit.4

million in December 2008. In addition, County Mental Health may face more cutsi\gendi
the State budget.

Department of Drug and Alcohol Services (DADS) experienced reductioh®of §7

million in the County’s recent budget process for FY2010, and was required to cut about one-
third of its adult treatment system. This is expected to result in loss ofesetwiabout

3,000 addicts and alcoholics a year, and given the fact that this particulargreblem is
largely criminalized. The result will be an increase in arrests and @raéion. The most
serious impact will probably be on the County jail. It appears likely that the \8thmake
additional cuts in drug and alcohol funding, and specifically, the elimination of fufaling

the Substance Abuse and Crime Prevention Act (SACPA) program. This progradesal
permanent change in the sentencing laws for minor drug offenses, whiclntitiue to be

in place, and funding for treatment as an alternative to incarceration, wilible

eliminated in the current form of the State budget plan. Without treatment, @oditwvi
incarceration, these clients will remain on the street. Finally, the |dssatfinent for addicts
and alcoholics will affect mental health clients as well. Many of thisets have co-
occurring mental health and substance abuse problems, and while the mental iloeas is
criminal act, the concurrent drug use is. And so they will be arrested ancenatagc

because their mental iliness results in some kind of drug use, thus effectimehalizing
mental illness through use of the criminal statute on drug use. One further poterdiz

will be when the Governor releases large numbers of prison inmates to be returned to thei
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county of origin. The large majority of these will be addicts, and there will beatent
available for them in the community.

City View: The ongoing budget cuts for County Mental Health Services (MHS) will
continue to impact San Jose Police resources. Specifically, the San Jos®&mdicenent
(SJPD) will be required to respond to more calls for service involving people gkalira
crisis due to a lack of available mental health services. Ultimatelgepo#ind citizen
injuries will increase as SJPD responds to calls where there is an @tcpedsntial for
violence due to the involvement of persons with untreated, severe mental iliness.

The SJPD continues to work hand-in-hand with the Santa Clara County Mental llé@alth
Enforcement Liaison to Mental Health. These efforts have served to enhandatibestap
between the Sheriff's Department and the SJPD. The Urgent Care Centéhasodeen
developed and expanded to meet the ongoing needs of many who have mental health issues
Additionally, the Department is continuing to work together with MHS to explore al#obi

Crisis Response Team that would enlist the help of Police personnel and clirugiessand

to the needs of the mentally ill in the community who are in crisis. SIPD staffteaded

ongoing meetings with the statewide CIT planning committee. This effopgrbdaced a

working program, which connects with other city municipalities for trairegxghange of
information, conferences and other related efforts.

14. Downtown Healthcare/Former San Jose Medical Center Site
City Point Person Paul Krutko , Chief Economic Development Officer
County Point Person kim Roberts, Chief Executive Officer, Santa Clara Valley Health
and Hospital System, adadm Murphy, Director of Planning and Business
Development, SCVHHS

This item has two elements that are each described in brief below:

A - City County Health Care Planning
B - Expanded Downtown Health Care Facilities

A-City/County Health Care Planning

Est. Completion Date: Ongoing.

Synopsis: The community-based process to identify redevelopment options for the former
San Jose Medical Center was completed and was submitted to the City Council for
consideration on March 18, 2008. A joint memo by the Mayor and Councilmember
Liccardo accompanied the report and provided staff recommendations, and wasdaccept
unanimously by the Council.

City View: The Council action directed the City Manager to invite the County to patécipa
in a joint City-County Taskforce as recommended by the Stakeholder Advisory i@eenm
including all of the major health care providers; Regional Medical Centemoi&2,
O’Connor Hospital, Kaiser Permanente, Valley Medical Center and othersrko w
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collaboratively on healthcare facilities and hospital services issuag famwntown and the

City. This work is intended to inform the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan Update that
will include the development of goals and policies related to the provision of healthca
services and facilities to serve the existing community and projected fwowéh. The City
Manager will discuss this with the County Executive. In additional, thewd@litkeep the

County informed on the progress of negotiations with the Hospital Corporation of America
(HCA) on the disposition of the SJMC site as it might pertain to HCA role in then’egi

health care delivery system.

County View: The County submitted to the City the Santa Clara Valley Health and Hospital
System’s Strategic Business Plan, which presents the County’s lomgisnning for

ambulatory clinics, among other purposes. In June 2008, the Board approved an ordinance
calling, ordering, and providing for a Bond Election to be consolidated with the Novdmber
2008 General Election to authorize the issuance of up to $840 million in General Obligation
Bonds to provide $790 million in funding for Santa Clara Valley Medical Center's Seismi
Safety Project and $50 million towards the construction of outpatient medicidsadil, or

near, downtown San Jose. Please refer to materials under Item 2d on the September 15, 2008
joint City-County board agenda. Voters approved Measure A, which will allow theyCount

to issue GO Bonds for the aforementioned facilities. The County and City agednga
discussions.

B- Expanded Downtown Health Care Facilities

City Point Person Paul Krutko , Chief Economic Development Officer

County Point PersonsRobin Roche Executive Director, SCVMC Ambulatory and
Managed Care, antim Murphy, Director of Planning and Business Development,
SCVHHS

Est. Completion Date: N/A.

Synopsis: Since the Approval of Measure A in November, 2008, County Health and
Hospital and Fleet and Facility staffs have undertaken the necessaryepsexhghe

clinic planning process. These steps include site evaluations, clinic prograiopteent
and identification of operation issues. City staffs have worked closely with Cstafftpn
these planning steps.

City View: The concept of a medical clinic on the San Jose State campus was discussed at
the April 25, 2007 City-County meeting. SJSU continues to be engaged in reviewing options
and City staff is providing information. The City is in ongoing discussions with Gaathae

is currently evaluating the feasibility of rehabbing an existing Mé@#&ece Building for
Gardner’s expansion.

County View: The Health and Hospital System would be interested in learning more about
the proposal, particularly if the State/City could partner with the County to funértnees
contemplated.
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15.

In June 2008, the Board approved an ordinance calling, ordering, and providing for a Bond
Election to be consolidated with the November 4, 2008 General Election to authorize the
issuance of up to $840 million in General Obligation Bonds to provide $790 million in
funding for Santa Clara Valley Medical Center’s Seismic SafaijeBPrand $50 million

towards the construction of outpatient medical facilities in, or near, downtown San Jose
Please refer to materials under Item 2d on the September 15, 2008 joint City-Coudty boa
agenda. Voters approved Measure A, which allows the County to issue GO Bonds for the
aforementioned facilities. The County and City are engaged in discussions aboudtiba loc
of a facility in downtown San Jose.

Health and Wellness Center

City Point Person Angel Rios Deputy Director, Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood
Services

County Point PersonsRobin Roche Executive Director, SCVMC Ambulatory and
Managedcare, andMichael Lipman, FQHC Director

Est. Completion Date: N/A.

Synopsis: The City is interested in a partnership with the County to develop and operate a
health and wellness center for persons with disabilities. While the Countydseies is a
laudable ambition, it does not have the resources to participate in such an endeavor.

City View: PRNS staff is interested in exploring a partnership with the County of Santa
Clara with the aim of jointly developing and operating a Health and WellnedsrGer
persons with disabilities. The City currently provides mental health relateides through
The Grace Community Center. Mental Health services are typically pdobvidéhe County.
With this in mind the City would like to re-examine our current partnership andsdhses
viability of this proposal. The current “Strategic Plan for Persons withligses” adopted
by the City Council in 2000 calls for the completion of a feasibility study tomete the
viability of such a project. Former Supervisor Jim Beall previously egedethat this
proposed project appears to be is in alignment with the County’s Santa ClaraMWediegl
Center Expansion Master Plan.

County View: The program has merit, and the Health and Hospital System would be
interested in learning more about the proposal. It is likely, however, thaethices would
not be self-sustaining and would thus add to the County’s current challengegfttryneet
the demand for health and human services. The County is concerned about the financial
impact with this proposed expansion of services and deems it unlikely that it could
participate as a partner at the present time and in the foreseeable future.
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16. Transitional and Permanent Affordable Housing
City Point Person teslye Krutko, Director of Housing
County Point Person kori Medina, Acting Director, Department of Family and Children’s
Services, Social Services Agency

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis: The County and City are collaborating on strategies to both house and provide
supportive services to the un-housed through Destination: Home, a partnership of public and
private entities that are working to end chronic homelessness over a tenfighrigas

results in better serving this population and reducing the costs to do so.

County View: Earlier discussions between the Social Services Agency, Department of
Family and Children’s Services (DFCS) and the City related to laj@wents by the City

has identified as potential sites for scattered transitional housing aswwelinmanent
affordable housing. It was anticipated that using the below market ratéaurtrensitional
housing could potentially extend DFCS’ budget greatly by reducing housing cost<ity
indicated an interest in being involved in how DFCS approaches these affordable housing
developers so they can help structure agreements to secure the units.

More recent discussions have focused on affordable housing for emancipategoiatster
SSA/DFCS provided information to the City of San Jose on the city of residenostianr f
youth participating in the Independent Living Program (ILP), a progogonepare foster
youth for emancipation. This information showed that most of these youth live intytaf Ci
San Jose. As a result, the City recommended $1.8 million in funding for the Bill Wilson
Center’s “The Commons” project located in the City of Santa Clara. The Comnibns w
provide permanent affordable rental housing to 32 low-income, very low-income, and
extremely low-income young adults. The SSA/DFCS continues to work with the City’
Housing Department to identify housing needs and opportunities based on the city where
emancipating youth reside.

The County has expanded the number of Transitional Housing Program-Plus (THP-PIus)
units from 96 to 98 units, based on the FYQ09 State funding allocation. This increass in unit
is countywide, but will primarily serve youth living in the City of San Jose. THhe-Phis
housing providers, EHC Lifebuilders, Unity Care, and Bill Wilson Center are usinghaer

of properties developed with City housing funds to control housing expenses assoitiated w
the program. The County has applied to the State to increase the number of unitdesprovi
to 168, and has a goal to work more closely with the City in identifying affedtalsing

opportunities for programarticipants.

The Social Services Agency, Department of Family and Children’s Servicekaisorating
with the Santa Clara County Housing Authority in its application for a new feldanaily

Unification Program (FUP) to promote family unification. The new program pro$i2iés
million in Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) nationwide to (1) families for whom ttle ¢&
adequate housing is a primary factor in the separation, or imminent separatioldrefichi
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from their families; and, (2) youth who are at least 18 years old and have rd¢aeir

22nd birthday, who left foster care at age 16 or older, and lack adequate housing. A FUP
voucher issued to such a youth may only be used to provide housing for maximum of 18
months.

Although the Department of Family and Children’s Services will certifyitde recipients
for the HCVs, public housing authorities are the only eligible applicants for funduhey
FUP, and must submit an application to HUD by January 29, 2009 on behalf of eligible
recipients in their local service areas. If Santa Clara County igesl¢tze allocation of 100
HCVs would be prioritized as follows: first for Family Wellness Court feasyj second for
Dependency Drug Treatment Court families, and third for emancipated farster youth
who are parenting children.

City View: The City and County are working cooperatively to respond to the need for
housing for our residents, with particular emphasis on the goal of ending harestess
There are several areas where joint progress is being made:

Destination Home The City and County continue to work collaboratively to implement the
recommendations developed by the Blue Ribbon Commission (BRC) on Ending
Homelessness and Solving the Affordable Housing Crisis. Recent acdumgaiis include:

One Stop Prevention Centers-with funding from both the City and County, two one stop
homeless prevention centers opened in the fall to provide a location where honmeilless fa
and those at risk of homelessness can get the services they need to reach independenc
County SSI staff and staff funded by the City to provide housing services are @mlatat
the one stop centers with other service providers. In just the first seven monttg)®ver
people received rental assistance, including 125 chronically homeless individuals.

Medical Respite Center- opened a new 15-bed medical respite center to provide a place
where homeless people discharged from the hospital but still in need of reconeecati
stay until healed.

Housing Assistance (“Housing First"}—the Housing Authority of Santa Clara County has
agreed to set aside 1/3 of all vouchers for the chronically homeless. The CitggHousi
Department and the County Department of Mental Health are working togetheenant-
based rental assistance program for the mentally ill that will provide penhhousing
opportunities for 100 people. Under this program, the City will provide $1.5 million for the
vouchers and cost of administration, the County will provide case management, and the
Housing Authority will administer the program.

UPLIFT Transit Pass—the City and County have partnered to fund a transit pass program
for the homeless to help them get to jobs and housing.

Social Serve Database-the City and County have jointly funded a new database that will
help County residents find housing opportunities that are affordable and meetéksir ne
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Discharge Planning—The City’'s Housing Department, and the County Department of
Corrections and Office of Women'’s Policy are working together on a progrartptmibe
discharge of residents from the EImwood Jail to ensure that they are apphppriepared
with jobs and housing upon release.

Consolidated Plan:The City and County, in conjunction with other cities in the County,
have for the first time worked together to prepare a needs assessmen farisdiction’s
Five-Year Consolidated Plan, which is due in 2010.

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act The City and County worked together to issue

a Request for Proposals for funding under the Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing
Program (HPRRP), a program funded by the American Recovery and Reinve&ttent
Additionally, the Department of Housing and the Department of Social Seariees
coordinating the HPRRP funding with another ARRA program for Cal-Works families.

Land Use, Master Planning, and Redevelopment

17. Former Civic Center Re-Use
City Point Person Peter JensenGeneral Services Director
County Point PersonBruce Knopf, Director, Asset and Economic Development

Est. Completion Date: 2010.

Synopsis: The City and County have held preliminary discussions about a County
acquisition of the former City Hall property (approx. 10 acres, Old City &hallancillary
buildings).

City View: This project involves the City's interest in the sale/development or retrse of
former City Hall site (approximately 10 acres) and E Lot (approxina@ acres) that are
adjacent to the County Government Center. The County has an interest in developing the
Richey Army Reserve Site (8.5. acres) and the parking lot at First and H¢8diragres).

The City has received a draft of a historical study of the former City idadthich City Hall

is judged to be historically significant, while the annex and the Health buildiegota

In the past year, the City and the Redevelopment Agency worked with a consuérairine
the costs associated with a short- and long-term reoccupation of the annex stpfCitThis
analysis indicated that even a short-term occupancy would involve signifastst primarily
due to the condition of building systems and ADA compliance requirements.

The City Council approved further analysis of this project as part of the City’sa23e9
management workplan. This analysis will focus on development and reuse akstreatd
whether a public-private partnership may offer financing options that could imgpreve t
project’s financial feasibility. The analysis will continue to incluge possibility of the
County’s involvement in the project.

Last Revised: 9/16/09 Page 33 of 50



City/County Discussion Topics

18.

County View: The County remains interested in the former City Hall property to possibly
further consolidate County operations at the County Government Center. The inthact of
City’s determination that the Old City Hall has historical signifieaiscunknown at this

time.

Annexation and Annexed Properties
City Point Person Joe Horwede| Director of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement,
andJames Helmer Director of Transportation
County Point PersonsSylvia Gallegos Deputy County Executive, afdichael Murdter ,
Director of Roads and Airports

Est. Completion Date: 2011.

Synopsis: The City agreed to annex all of the County pockets less than 150 acres that are in the
City’s urban service area and make good faith efforts to annex those pockats taater than

150 acres. The County agreed to absorb the cost of surveying and map preparation, and make
road improvements, etc.

Background: As part of the recent City/County Settlement Agreement, the City is rdquire

to annex, by April 15, 2011, all of the county pockets of 150 acres or less in the City's urban
service area. In addition, the City agreed to make good faith efforts to pociests greater

than 150 acres. Although not required by the Settlement Agreement, the County has agreed
to absorb the cost of the preparation of maps, Assessor and Surveyor costs, akimell as

road improvements consistent with its practices countywide to promote aonexatiFCO

staff and the City also identified San Jose islands that had been included in théthkats

Maps prepared by the County, but which are not eligible for the streamlined island
annexation process because some portions of the parcels in the islands are |aideedfout

the City's urban service area.

City View: To date, the City has annexed 32 County pockets, covering 230 acres and
including approximately 700 residents. Five pockets are scheduled for annexatingshiear
September and October of this year, covering approximately 420 acres and S¢@0Qses

The 2009 program includes 5 pockets covering 420 acres and 8100 residents. The 2010
program includes 7 islands covering 350 acres and 2100 residents. The large pockets over
150 acres are planned for consideration in 2011.

Road Improvementig-or County pockets less than 150 acres, the City will be assuming
responsibility for 37 miles of streets. It is acknowledged that the Countissireee not
designed to City standards and are lacking features such as sidewalksy,ligintbs, and
drainage. Itis agreed that the County is not responsible to upgrade roads ton@Gédydsta
however County staff has agreed to provide an appropriate pavement maintenameatreat
for roadways with a condition rating below a 70 Pavement Condition Rating (PCf)ar(dit
County staff have generally agreed to the scope of pavement maintenakemavbave
estimated the cost of work to be approximately $3.3 million. One outstanding issue under
discussion relates to the installation of ADA curb ramps. A letter of unddistpis being
prepared to document the scope and implementation plan for the work. However, County
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staff reports that the pavement work is subject to budget appropriation actionBwatieof
Supervisors. City staff recommends that the County Board affirm theimigniedmmitment

to provide warranted pavement maintenance work for County pocket streets. A source of
future funds available to the County for this work include, the County’s allocatiomatef St
Proposition 42 road maintenance funds estimated to be $12 million annually starting in FY
2008-09.

Property Tax Sharinghe City is interested in initiating discussions around a tax sharing
agreement for the annexation of County pockets. The current process for switching over
property tax rolls leaves a lag of 7 — 18 months between the time the City begiangrovi
services and the time the City begins to receive property tax revenue. Ategparsharing
agreement would eliminate the variation in financial impact of annexations basediomethe
of year that an annexation becomes effective.

Records Transfeifhe City would also like to initiate discussions on the sharing of
information for County pockets. The City would like to obtain the plans for infrastrycture
utilities, improvements, and tracts for these areas. The City would also likeatin building
permit records for these areas. This information is vital for the Cityfeotefely provide
services and development review, after the County pockets are annexed.

County View:

The County will work closely with the City to effect the annexation of the urban mocket

is incumbent upon the City to determine the best way to ensure that the pocketsibsiet el

for the streamlined annexation process, and, possibly more islands, be annexed in order to
meet the provisions of the 2006 Settlement Agreement.

The County has expended over $1.5 million since 2005 to assist cities with the costs
associated with the annexation process (including Surveyor and Assessor qosts, ma
preparation, and Board of Equalization filing fees) and to make pre-annexation road
improvements for roads not meeting a Pavement Condition Index of 70.

The County plans to complete all road work (including pavement resurfacing and curb
ramps) in all pockets as agreed to with City staff by the end of calerata2Q@9, barring
any significant disruption in County gas tax revenue resulting from the Statet ridge
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19.Fairgrounds Development
City Point Persor Ed Shikada Deputy City Manager
County Point PersonBruce Knopf, Director, Asset and Economic Development

Est. Completion Date:To be determined.

Synopsis: In April, 2009, the County’s selected developer, Catellus Development Group,
withdrew from the project citing the uncertain nature of the national and lowabmic
recovery and the uncertainty as to the County’s objectives for the future gateeek of the
Fairgrounds site. The Board of Supervisors has taken a new direction in addtessing t
community’s interests in the future of the Fairgrounds.

County View:

The Board of Supervisors on June 9, 2009 assigned the responsibility of gathering conmpuhity i
Supervisor Shirakawa who will convene an Ad Hoc Committee of stakeholders to €ly ead
analyze current and past Fairgrounds proposals, (2) hold public hearings to detemmmenity
needs, and (3) provide the Board with policy recommendations on future re-developrnent at t
Fairgrounds.

City View: County CEO staff has maintained ongoing contact with City CMO and Planning
staff (Ed Shikada and Laurel Prevetti). The CMO collaborated with the Couotygththe
developer selection/RFP process. Given opportunities and implications of potewditd pri
development of a portion of the Fairgrounds, City staff will work with the County toajevel
a work plan that outlines the steps and timelines for the business transactiontierdestiti
processes. Of particular criticality is the approach to communitygengent, and how this

will factor into the evaluation of development concept, fiscal impact, and envircament
impact analyses. City staff will continue to work with the County on this effort @hkleep

the City Council as the process progresses.

20. Richey Army Reserve Site
City Point Persons Ed Shikada, Deputy City Manager, aridaurel Prevetti, Assistant
Director of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement
County Point PersonBruce Knopf, Director, Asset and Economic Development

Est. Completion Date: 2010.

Synopsis: The County and Charities Housing Development Corporation have executed an
agreement for Charities’ offsite development of a homeless and affordabileghprgect

which will be incorporated into the Richey Redevelopment Plan. The D.O.D. has gmanted a
extension for submission of the Redevelopment Plan from May 31, 2009 to December 31,
20009.

City View: The City has sent a letter to D.O.D in support of the County as lead agency in
regard to the development of the Richey Army Reserve Site. D.O.D. has desitdeat
County the lead in establishing a Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) te thassite. If
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the proposed use is a non-County government use, then the City will have land use or
authority over that use. Consequently, the County has requested a senior staff widmber
planning experience to serve on the LRA.

County View: The Administration will seek direction from the Board in fall, 2009 with
regard to the County’s possible future use(s) of the Richey site and accestatdepublic
benefit conveyance discounts.

21. San Jose State University Campus Planning
City Point Persons Raul Krutko , Director of Economic Development, akkan Walesh,
Assistant Director of Economic Development
County Point PersonBruce Knopf, Director, Asset and Economic Development

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis: The County will be involved, as appropriate, in the San Jose State University
Campus Planning process, and awaits further information from the City @fflEconomic
Development.

City View: At the Joint Meeting, the County asked that it include a County represemtative
Joint Planning Issues. The Office of Economic Development and Planning has added the
County on the list of stakeholders to outreach to over the next 18 months of project where the
County will be contacted and involved. The joint planning process is continuing with a focus
on opportunities for joint facilities and programming to serve community and utyversi

needs. A particular focus will be enhancing a “district” feel to the tareagh urban design

and streetscape. The City is currently negotiating with Lou Wolfe fadeélelopment of a
professional soccer stadium at the former FMC site.

As a subset of the overall planning effort for the South Campus area, the City and 83SU ha
entered into negotiations for the use of City Park Bond funds for the construction of 4
artificial turfs, lighted soccer fields on University property. Theseeoitelds will be

jointly used by the University (for athletics, intramurals and other #esyiand the City (for
league play and tournaments). The negotiations are anticipated to extend thrarghdhe
2008. Since a portion of the potential Willow Glen Spur trail runs adjacent to this property
this project will be discussed with and coordinated with County staff as part\bfiltbe

Glen Spur focus group meetings which are now underway.

County View: The County has not yet been involved with the City in any discussions
regarding San Jose State Campus planning but would be pleased to participate, as
appropriate, in the process.
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22. Reid-Hillview Airport Property Lease(s)
City Point Person Joe Horwede] Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
County Point PersonMichael Murdter , Director of Roads and Airports

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis: The County is interested in developing a corner parcel (Tully/Capitol) of Reid-
Hillview Airport for non-aviation commercial uses. The City would have development
jurisdiction over any commercial development of this parcel.

County View: The draft RHV Master Plan identifies several areas of airport pyojoee
leased in the future for non-aviation commercial development including the vacaeltaiar
the corner of Tully Road and Capitol Expressway. The City will have land development
jurisdiction with respect to the lessee’s development of the parcel. Whikathird process
is still in its infancy and it will be some time before any land developnpgiication is

made to the City, the County has hired a consultant to assist in the development proposal
process for the corner parcel. To enable RHV development progress, the consultant
recommends the property have entitlements identified in the City’s Evergresmpgla
documents. The County requests City consideration of this property in any Evergreen pl
updates, such as may occur for the Arcadia property south of Quimby Road.

A related issue is that VTA’s Capitol Light Rail project will requiralke of airport property
frontage including some of the Tully/Capitol parcel. Although not strictlytyai€sue per se,
the City is heavily involved in the pre-construction planning for the project andgbes is
directly impacts the Capitol Expressway relinquishment.

City View: The City is open to having discussions with the County on appropriate land
development on the property. The City is interested in retail uses that suppxisthrey
and proposed car dealerships at this intersection. Uses will need to be desigmeplyo c
with the ALUC rules and specifically the Comprehensive Land Use Plan beingereas
for adoption by the ALUC.
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23. Capitol Expressway
City Point Person Jim Helmer, Director of Transportation
County Point PersonMichael Murdter , Director of Roads and Airports

A. Relinquishment
Est. Completion Date: TBD based on status of VTA’s Capitol LRT project.

Synopsis: In April 2004, the City formally approached the County requesting that the
County negotiate a relinquishment agreement for Capitol Expressway im@sigport

both a light rail transit (LRT) extension to Eastridge and proposed development i
Evergreen. In 2007, the City requested a revised relinquishment plan to support&St the
project.

County View: The City has indicated that it cannot accept relinquishment in advance of the
LRT project. Thus, the City and County have mutually agreed, the relinquishment
negotiations cannot continue at this time.

City View: The VTA is pursuing a strategy of seeking Federal funding for the Capitol LRT
Extension to Eastridge Project. County and City staff agreed to drop consilefaflapitol
Expressway relinquishment until such time that the project is fully fundeamhstrection.

B. New Access and Median Opening for Arcadia South of Quimby Road

Est. Completion Date: TBD based on status of Arcadia’s private development planning.

Synopsis: Arcadia development has requested a new access connection and signalized
median opening to Capitol Expressway south of Quimby Road, to accommodate commercia
development. Median opening connections are controlled by a City-County agreement,
which will need modification to permit the proposal. City and County staff have not yet
reviewed site development and traffic plans to determine if the proposed development
impacts are addressed appropriately.

County View: The County has requested the developer obtain City support of the proposal
and City has provided a letter with conditional support. Upon further review of specific
development information and upon finding impacts are appropriately addressed, Cdtinty sta
is prepared to support the proposal for Board action.

City View: Development of Arcadia site requires a new traffic signal connectioapatioC
Expressway to facilitate adequate access and circulation. CitagpaEciates the County’s
preliminary support of the new access proposal.

Last Revised: 9/16/09 Page 39 of 50



City/County Discussion Topics

24. Household Hazardous Waste Program and Las Plumas Site
City Point Person John Stufflebean Director of Environmental Services
County Point PersonGreg Van WassenhovgDirector of Agriculture and Environment
Management

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis: The City is moving forward with plans to move the temporary Household
Hazardous Waste (HHW) Program permanently inside the Las Plumas Warehaubke ove
next two years. Based upon concerns raised by the County, City staff is ndepoeyen
conjunction with its Attorney’s Office, a lease-only alternative forGoenty HHW Program
to operate at the new Las Plumas facility. This approach would incorporate #gdprejpe
improvement costs and address most of the issues raised by County staff.

City View:

City project management staff are in the final stages of completingtiséraction bid
documents for Las Plumas Phase | (temporary HHW drop-off facility) f &¢pécts to

release an RFP for competitive construction bids in Spring 2009, with receipt of pspposal
evaluation and award in Summer 2009. Construction completion is estimated in late 2009.

City staff is simultaneously finalizing conceptual design drawingkdsrPlumas Phase II,
which includes transitioning the HHW drop-off facility within the interior nfan-site
warehouse structure. Such conceptual drawings will be available in Spring 2009, vatlich s
be used in a separate RFP process to solicit other tenants to occupy the remedfileg us
space within the warehouse. CEQA review for this phase of the project is aatidipaie
complete in Spring 2009 as well. Phase Il is anticipated to be completed in FY 10 - 11.

The countywide Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Program is administered by the
County Environmental Health Department on behalf of the County Unincorporated Areas
and all Santa Clara County cities except Palo Alto. The County has operated an HHW
Facility at the City of San Jose Central Service Yard since 1995 (a thirdrelstents who
used this facility were not from San Jose); One of the County's three "perirtdHgvit
Facilities, this site had always been intended as an interim location untyf pgrmanent

site was established. The other two much smaller facilities aretbaathe Sunnyvale

water treatment plant and at a County-owned site near San Martin. The &itgmitted to
moving forward with the centrally-located permanent HHW site at Las&um

The City is concerned that users of the program from other cities and unincedpaneds of

the County contribute appropriately to the cost of this centrally located pentfacility so

that the cost does not fall solely on City rate payers while others share in theslodrieé

improved site and program. On January 8, 2009, the TAC approved of a recommendation to
increase the AB 939 Implementation Fee by 55 cents per land-filled ton, and tolasljust t
structure of the Agency Agreement to three (3) one-year terms. Thefease would

support overall Countywide household participation levels to 4%, as well as the cost
increase/ inflation to collect and dispose of the larger quantities collectedldition, the

fee increase would be used to support an annual lease payment in the amount of $53,200 for
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the new San Jose HHW drop-off site. The annual lease payment would support the use of the
land (~ 27,000 square feet of exterior paved areas) and maintenance of the site. Bhe City i
developing a lease agreement for the temporary HHW site with the County. Yhateids

to include a provision in the temporary lease that allows the City or County todtemipon
completion of the permanent HHW facility.

With the one-year term structure for the Agency Agreement, further disnassn occur to
determine appropriate lease costs, and possible fee increase requests, taruppcond
phase of the San Jose facility, which shall include an interior permanent HHW drop-off
facility. Staff from nearly all other cities in the County has expressed duggbe City’s
position that the entire county should contribute to the capital improvement costs for the
permanent San Jose HHW facility.

County View: Since there is no precedent for the use of AB 939 fees for construction of a
permanent HHW facility in the county, County Counsel and Department statf smgeral
issues with the California Integrated Waste Management Board relatingrior@ase in the

AB 939 fees specifically for construction costs of the SJ HHW facility.

Considering these issues, City and County staff worked on a lease agreement option to
recover the costs of operating and maintaining the facility, and have proposed aseincre
the AB 939 fees to operate the facility under the lease. If approved by the Board of
Supervisors and City Council, the fee increase will be in place July 1, 2009, in tirhe for t
Fall 2009 opening of the temporary HHW facility. The San Jose HHW Facilitysat
Plumas Avenue will be available to all residents countywide as the AB 939 éeedllacted
countywide.

The County has historically managed a program for the collection and disposal of HHW at
periodic events throughout the county, except in Palo Alto. Although the majorityra§eve
are staged at temporary sites, it is less expensive, more secure antbegzerate at a
permanent site, such as the facility under development at the Las PluamashsitCounty,

under a lease agreement with the City, operated out of a similar permangyiriagan

Jose in the past with no problems. The County submitted a letter dated May 3, 2007 to the
City expressing the County’s support of establishing a permanent househottbbazaaste
facility.
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25. Transfer of Petroleum Tank Inspection Responsibility from City to Courty
City Point Person {van Lee, Acting Fire Marshal
County Point PersonBen Gale Director, Environmental Health Department

Est. completion Date:October 1, 2009

Synopsis: In a letter dated May 12, 2009, the City Manager requested that the County
assume responsibility for inspection of the Underground Petroleum Storage Tanky (USTs
and Above Ground Petroleum Storage Tanks (AGSTSs) within the city limits of San Jos

The City has been conducting the program since 1997 under an agreement with the County
as the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). The City and County staffeveloping

a transition plan for the inspection activities and fee collection prior to implergehe

transfer of responsibility.

County View:

The Department of Environmental Health (DEH) is the recogni€edtified Unified
Program Agency (CUPA) for Santa Clara County as defined in #i€ofia Health &
Safety Code. DEH is responsible, by written agreement toRZglE ensure that all of the
mandated hazardous materials programs are implemented throudh Plxtiipating
Agencies (PA), such as the City San Jose; or, if there is\n¢thE County must conduct the
program.

The City is requesting that approximately 291 facilities (apprately 793 tanks) be
transferred to the County for inspection and collection of fees. imbisased workload
requires two Hazardous Materials Specialists and one Accoudlinigial person to ensure
compliance with State law mandating each tank is inspected nrRraigram costs will be
100% cost recovery through fees as provided in DEH’s fee scheduteiDEorking with
City staff in developing a transition plan for the transfer of responsibityce the transition
plan is acceptable to the both City and County staff, DEH will ntitié State Secretary for
Environmental Protection of the requested change in the CUPA Agree Following
notification, DEH will request approval for the added responsibilign the Board of
Supervisors.

City View:

The City has been a Participating Agency (PA) with the Coastyhe Certified Unified
Program Agency (CUPA). The City has been responsible for tloeidround Storage Tank
Program (UST) (Chapter 6.7 CA Health and Safety Code), The Abavetyi®torage Tank
Program (AGST) (Chapter 6.67 CA Health and Safety Code), Tdmardous Materials
Release Response and Inventories (Chapter 6.95 CA Health and Gaféy and the
Uniform Fire Code (now International Fire Code) Hazardous M#dekimnagement Plans
and Inventories Program (HMMP/HMIS). With the passage of $eBdit SB989 in 1999
(requiring annual inspection versus previous requirement of threengpaction cycle) and
subsequent underground storage tank regulations, the requirements fortingndnd
completing inspection has greatly increased with no additional busigdf or resources
allocated to the Bureau of Fire Prevention. In addition in the ygastan expanded AGST
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26.

program has been delegated form the State Water Resources Caoatrd|t® the CUPAs
and PAs

The City is requesting that the UST Program, AGST Progaach the unified billing

associated with all the CUPA programs be transferred to the Y dum City will maintain

as a Patrticipating Agency the HMRRP/HMMP and HMIS progranitie City will continue

to inspect the UST and AGST facilities for compliance witteinational Fire Code fire
safety/hazardous materials /life safety regulations but ntht the California Health and
Safety Code regulations which have greatly expanded the time tpleteninspections at
these facilities.

Parks and Recreation

Branham/Snell Right-of-Way, the Future Martial Cottle Park, and the Propo®d

Community Garden in Martial Cottle Park

City Point Persons Albert Balagsa Director of Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood
Services andimm Borden, Deputy Director of Public Works

County Point PersonHsa Killough, Director of Parks and Recreation

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis: The County is presently master planning Martial Cottle Park, formerly known as
the Lester Property, and the City is planning to design and construct a comgaudéy

within the park. In addition, the City is interested in securing right-of-evayiden

Branham and Snell, which are directly adjacent to the park. However, the road widenin
projects are now on hold due to the City’s budget difficulties. The masteispatering the
EIR phase, as the County Board’s Housing/Land Use/Environmental and Tramsportat
Committee approved the preferred alternative to be the basis for the envitahreeiew.

Staff expects to complete the environmental review by fall 2009 at which tiragka~brce
meeting will be scheduled to share the results.

County View: For a couple of years, Parks has been negotiating with the City Public Works
Department for right-of-way (ROW) that the City needs in order to widenhara and Snell
adjacent to Martial Cottle Park, formerly known as the Lester Property. ifjheeQuires

five acres of the park for this project. The proposal under negotiation (and approved by the
Board in closed session on April 10, 2006) would be for the City to compensate by providing
the County: a five-acre parcel next to Almaden Quicksilver County Park; a $500,000
contribution to the park development; utility stub-outs for the park development (to be used
for a community garden development that the City will manage); and a samithstorm

sewer connection fee adjustment.
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In addition, Parks learned that the City owns ROW on the south side of Highway 85, which
could be used for a trail connection (underneath the highway) to Martial Cottle Hee

City has agreed to include this property, known as the Cahalan ROW, into a compensation
package. However, the proposed Branham/Snell ROW agreement was chabetige

Park Donor. The Park Donor disapproves of the County’s acceptance of the é\ae

near Almaden Quicksilver County Park because it is believed the property doegciby di
benefit Martial Cottle Park. County Parks has informed City staff thatéparBnent does

not want to acquire the five-acre parcel near Aimaden Quicksilver Countyrivhthea

current draft agreement reflects this point.

The master plan for Martial Cottle Park is currently at the environmevigw stage and
staff anticipates this work to be completed by the fall 2009. The next Task Fattegne
will be in the fall (2009) to share the results of the environmental review.

County Parks staff was recently informed that the City Council approveahaafeof the
Branham/Snell widening projects due to funding constraints. County Parks andythe Cit
agreed to proceed with an agreement for the community garden development as a component
of Martial Cottle Park. A current draft agreement that includes theafglvy for the

future road widening projects, utility stub-outs for park development, sanidrgtarm

connection fees, and the Cahalan right-of-way is currently under review by botty Count
Counsel and the City Attorney’s Office. No date has yet been set for BoaadiociCaction

on the agreement.

City View: Branham Lane and Snell Avenue are important thoroughfares carrying
significant volumes of traffic and pedestrians in the east-west and North-8edtions,
respectively. As segments of Vista Park Drive and Chynoweth Avenue emoged from

the General Plan in the 1990’s, widening Branham Lane and Snell Avenue to theiteultima
four lane and six lane configuration became even more important to convey pedfect tr
volumes. Currently, Branham Lane is two lanes, with no pedestrian faalitigee south

side of the street, and Snell Avenue is four lanes with no pedestrian faottitibe west side
of the street. To achieve these widenings, the City must acquire apprdyxigiatacres of
County property currently under a master planning process to be developed akGa¢ite
Park.

In exchange for the right of way, San Jose will convey to County a piece of property on the
south side of Highway 85, which could be used for a trail connection (underneath the
highway) to Martial Cottle Park. Instead of the original deal point of providing County
$500,000 for the park development, staff has tentatively agreed that the City witl,desig
construct, and manage a community garden on the Lester Site. $500,000 has beed alloca
in the City’s Park Trust Fund during the FY 08-09 budget process for this purpose. 8& part
the roadway widening project, City will stub utilities (storm drain, sangawer and water)

to the County property.

This arrangement for the community garden will be tied into the right-gftnaasfer
agreement being developed to give the City the necessary land on Branhamd_Snela
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Avenue. It is anticipated that this agreement will be brought forward toith€auncil no
earlier than October 2009.

The City Council deferred the Branham/Snell widening projects indefiniteheaVid-Year
Budget Review with the City Council due to funding constraints. Although the Clity sti
fully intends to complete these priority improvements, they are no longer funithéal tive

five year Capital Improvement Program. County Parks would like to proceed with an
agreement with the City for the community garden development as a componentialf Mart
Cottle Park. Both parties would like to have the Council and the Board of Supervisors
document the agreement to transfer right-of-way for the future road widejegtsr
construct utility stub-outs for park development, and the transfer of the Cahéalaofrigay

Although the donor disagrees with including the five-acre parcel located neadétm
Quicksilver County Park in the agreement, the County has long committed to agtheistin
property. In fact, this property was acquired by the City from the San Josed 8tfeol
District for the sole purpose of including the property in this transfer mgmeeand based
upon the County Parks stated desire for the property with recognition of the property’s
location and potential deed restrictions. County Parks staff has agreed to naard feith
this transfer at the same time that the full agreement goes forward fovalpjut as a
separate agreement.

27. Scott/Clifton Property
City Point Person Albert Balagso, Director of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood
Services
County Point PersonHsa Killough, Director of Parks and Recreation

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis: The City Redevelopment Agency requested $500,000 from the Park Charter
acquisition fund to assist with the acquisition of a half-acre parcel that wauilitete a
neighborhood connection to the Los Gatos Creek Trail. The City is aware that Gmasty
are only for acquisition. Recently, the City heard from the property ownetht#haare no
longer interested in selling the property so the City will work to repizeriteir efforts
towards an alternate project during this budgeting season.

County View: At the January 23, 2006 closed session meeting, the Board considered a City
Redevelopment Agency request for $500,000 from the Park Charter acquisition fund to be applied
for acquisition of a half-acre parcel in the Burbank unincorporated area. Tée$wauld

contribute to a neighborhood connection into the Los Gatos Creek Trail in downtown San Jose.

The Board indicated that it would support a funding contribution once the Branham/Snell
ROW agreement has successfully completed. Neither the Parks Departm€Eitly staff

has pursued negotiations on this agreement since the closed session meetdguniyie
contribution could only be spent for acquisition purposes and not for development.
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28.

Given that the Scott/Clifton property is no longer available for purchase, Couksyi®ar
working with the City PRNS officials on the City’s alternative proposalsi$erof the
County’s potential contribution. The alternatives under discussion involve property
acquisition that would directly benefit the extension of the Los Gatos creeknlita!
downtown San Jose area.

There has been no further development or proposal from the City on the use of these funds.

City View: The City is pursuing additional acquisitions in the area including the following:
Willow Glen Spur Trail, Los Gatos Creek Trail Reach V and the Del Monte Park/Ast the
City continues in the discussions with property owners regarding these acgsiigie City
would be interested in partnering with the County regarding the use of ParkrGuads to

help with the acquisition. This has been discussed between City and County staff. In
addition, City staff has purchased additional parkland at 495 Mayellen, adjacent to the
existing Buena Vista Park. This purchase was approved by Council at the August 5, 2008
meeting and funded through the City’s Park Trust Fund collections.

Willow Glen Spur Trail Acquisition

City Point Persor- Ed Shikada, ChiefDeputy City Manager; Albert Balagso, Director of
Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services; and Norberto Duenas, Deputy CitgiManag
County Point Person Hsa Killough, Director of Parks and Recreation

Est. Completion Date: TBD.

Synopsis: The Willow Glen Spur Trail, when completed, would connect four regional trails-
--Coyote Creek, Guadalupe River, Highway 87 Bikeway and Los Gatos Creek.olihg C
has committed $2 million matching grant for the acquisition of Union PacifioRd

(UPRR) property for future trail development. The City anticipates camglaegotiation of
the acquisition of select parcels between Broadway Avenue and MinnesstaeAin 2009.
Remaining segments west of the 87 Freeway (between Los Gatos Creek and) ldveyt87

be acquired in conjunction with private development. A Focus Group was convened from
June to October 2008 that studied the eastern alignment and provided input to the City on
acquisition and development options for consideration. Information from the Focus Group
meetings, including agendas, notes and supporting reports can be found at:
http://www.sjparks.org/Trails/WillowGlenSpur/FocusGroup-WillowGlenSpai.htm. A
summary and recommendations report from the Focus Group is also available ta the si

City View: Property acquisition along the Willow Glen Spur alignment has been a complex
multiyear effort, due to environmental conditions, land valuation, limited funding, and
guestions over the operational viability of the segment between Highway 87 and Coyote
Creek (Senter Road). The following paragraphs describe the status of indbaduoednts:

1. Los Gatos Creek to Minnesota Avenugecause of documented high levels of arsenic
and lead, UPRR is working with the State Department of Toxic Substance Control
(DTSC) on a remediation plan. City staff are under discussions with UPRR and
UPRR plans to remediate the property from Lonus to Minnesota to California Human
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Health Screening Levels (residential standards) as defined in the Ré&orediction
Workplan and obtain subsequent clearance from DTSC.

= Los Gatos Creek to Coe Avenue & Coe Avenue to Broadway AveiRRR was in
contract for sale to a private devel oper for the property from Los Gatos Creek to
Broadway... City staff has been made aware that this discussions are not longer
occurring.

= Coe Avenue to Broadway Avenud&he same developer is seeking to develop homes
that would permit a 6" attached sidewalk along a portion of the frontage adjacent to
the Leona Court cul-de-sac, with the remainder designed as a conventibribhérai
sidewalk solution is not optimum but the low volume street offers additional capacity
for bicycle travel. The City awaits an application to be processed through yhe Cit
development review and approval process.

= Broadway Avenue to Willow Street and Bird to Minnesota Avenliee City

commissioned a study to evaluate the highest and best use of the land and shared the

results with UPRR. The City and UPRR are near finalization of the terrntisefeale
of the property to the City.

The very short segment at the corner of Willow Street to Bird Avenue is inciade
the study, but is not of primary interest to the City because it does not contribute to a
trail experience.

. Minnesota Avenue to Guadalupe Rivérhe housing development along these parcels
has been completed and includes a trail and widened sidewalk.

. Guadalupe River to Highway 8A specific plan for the Tamien area designates high
density multi-family residential development along the UPRR property. yesaf
development can be conditioned to provide property and recreational improvements.
Staff is tracking development proposals, and will ensure a continuous trail along the
alignment.

Staff has coordinated with the Santa Clara Valley Water District amy &orps of
Engineers to determine that the existing railway bridge over the rilleemiain in place
even with planned flood control work. Staff is working with the Water District tarobta
agreement about the long-term availability of this structure for trail dewelop

City staff has sought Caltrans’ input on creating a ramped connection toshegexi
Highway 87 Bikeway. Staff is monitoring the State’s high-speed rail plgrprocess

that would likely lead to an elevated railway east of Highway 87 as it wouldefur

impact an area that must be crossed for development of a continuous trail. Galtrans
represented on the Focus Group and has been made aware that further discussion on
ramping to Highway 87 will occur as part of that process.
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4. Highway 87 to Story Rd Landfill/280 (eastern alignmenf)his portion of the trail
provides several challenges. The City held a community meeting in earliaFeB008
to review the opportunities and challenges with trail development along both, thenweste
and eastern alignments. Given the challenges associated with the easterardlig
focus group was formed to specifically review the eastern alignmentntemimgs were
held between June and October 2008 with the focus group including a tour of the entire
Willow Glen Spur trail. The group analyzed the opportunities and constraints sgocia
with each reach. In light of the substantial challenges associatechevithilroad
alignment, staff discussed a potential alternative which would incorporate hédse la
along Alma Avenue between Minnesota and Senter Road. This alternative ceeldse
an interim to the proposed trail along UPRR property. A Summary and
Recommendations memo is posted at the following website:
http://www.sjparks.org/Trails/WillowGlenSpur/documents/2009 06 WG _SPUR_info_m

emo_000.pdf

5. UPRR commissioned appraisals for a portion of the eastern alignment (ffb&tréet to
Keyes) and the appraisals were provided to City staff. The City and UPRR wer
unsuccessful in negotiating the final sales term for this alignment. {Withveibility
of City-owned property along Kelley Park and limited funding, the City did not view this
segment as a high-priority for acquisition.}

Available Funding for the Acquisition of the Willow Glen Spur Trail:
=  $763,250 Park Trust Funds within Council District 6
»= $965,813 County Match
» $300,000 SCVWD Grant

= $800,000 Prop. 40 Grant (currently “frozen” as a result of the State budget
problems)

= $1,000,000 Open Space Authority (2003)
= $1,000,000 Open Space Authority (2004)
Total: $4,829,063
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County View: On September 28, 2004, the Board approved a $2 million funding agreement
between County Parks and the City for acquisition of property to build the Willow @len S
Trail. This trail, when implemented, will connect three regional trails notéuki

Countywide Trails Master Plan: Coyote Creek, Guadalupe River, and Los Gatbs The
County’s $2 million has yet to be transferred because the City is still naéggptidath the
landowner, Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), for the sale. The negotiations agegjoily

as the City works through the acquisition details, including some issues related to
contaminants. City staff has recently requested and been granted aroextétisie to

acquire the property. The County’s contribution is predicated on a 1 to 3 ratio ngéani
every dollar that the County contributes to the acquisition, the City willibokdrthree

dollars. This arrangement will encourage the City to purchase as much,lif obtree

property needed for the complete alignment in exchange for the County’s full funding. Onc
the property is acquired, the County will have no responsibility for development and
operation of this trail. The City is rethinking its strategy to purchase tiW B&ween

Highway 87 to Kelley Park due to funding constraints. This is problematic from the
County’s perspective, and does not conform to the agreement intent.

In a January 28, 2008 letter, the City Manager formally requested a $4M grar@ drorty
Parks to acquire right-of-way from the Union Pacific Railroad for thedeation from Hwy

87 east to Interstate 280. In addition, the City Manager proposed that the City and County
convene a Technical Advisory Committee to discuss the viability of creaiognmute-
focused corridor between Hwy 87 and Senter Road; future development impactdjtthe abi
to condition land uses in support of future trail development; and viable funding options.

On February 26, 2008, the County Board of Supervisors unanimously approved a referral
from Supervisors Blanca Alvarado and Ken Yeager relating to the Willow Géeh fiow
called “The Three Creeks Trail” by the City. The referral directedn@y Administration to
authorize Parks staff to participate in the City’s TAC for the purpose oéssidg the
development and potential funding of the eastern alignment for “The Three CradKks T
Parks staff were assigned to participate in the TAC and directed to tlepagtatus and/or
progress on the TAC to the Board.

The City convened the first meeting of the Focus Group (formerly refer@sithe TAC) on
Monday, June 30, 2008. Representatives from Supervisors Alvarado and Yeager's offices
were in attendance as well as the VTA, Caltrans, Union Pacific RailredldpRrails
Conservancy, community members, and staff from the Mayor’s office, Cowmather

Oliverio and several City staff from various departments. The meeting exvieach

segment of the western and eastern alignments in particular the statyspainding real

estate negotiations. There are several segments that developers hesseexipterest in
acquiring from Union Pacific Railroad and in fact, two segments have albeatysold and

two segments have been developed on (Hervey Lane housing development and stucco supply
company.) A site visit was convened in July where members of the TechnicabAdvis
Committee viewed and traveled the various reaches of the trail. The next neeting
scheduled for September 3 to review site constraints, such as grade crossinge\aed to r
potential funding opportunities.
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Future meetings will focus on the crossing at Highway 87 and railway interfacef weo
existing trestle bridges, and a conceptual proposal of making Alma Ave. into ajpedest
corridor in order to re-route trail users away from the industrial areas.

The last Focus Group meeting was held on October 27, 2008 where City staff provided an
overview on using the Alma St. corridor as the eastern alignment of the trail. Tieasopt
were reviewed and both were problematic with respect to the impacts etkbatikey
intersections such as Monterey Road/Alma St. and Almaden Expresswayga|rtize level

of service would fall to an unacceptable level under the City’s current traaismomolicy.

City staff indicated a final report would be prepared for City Council review in 2809.

Shady Oaks Park at Coyote Creek Parkway
City Point Person Albert Balagso, Director of PRNS
County Point Person Lisa Killough, Director of Parks

Est. Completion Date: Second Quarter 2008

Synopsis: The City has completed a Citywide Sports Field Study, which will be coetblet

in 2008 and has also initiated a site selection process for an aquaticsifagllity Council

District 2. If Shady Oaks surfaces as a priority site out of these sttideeCity will re-

engage the County and the local community in discussions about the potential size and scope
of a facility. The County is generally supportive if the complex is of an appropcelteand

has a sufficient buffer zone for the creek.

County View: The City leases a portion of Coyote Creek Parkway and has built and
maintains a neighborhood park called Shady Oaks (near the intersection oC&eler

Valley Blvd.). Since completion of the City’s Park Strategic Plan (cadlledGreenprint”),
there has been a goal of expanding Shady Oaks Park to include a soccer complex. The
current leasehold includes undeveloped land that could be used for such purpose.
Councilmember Forrest Williams and City staff has made a few pegsers to the County

and City Parks and Recreation Commissions over the past three years retgding
proposal. The County Parks Commission has expressed support for a complex to the extent
that the neighborhood values are preserved and the riparian corridor is protectad. Att
juncture, it does not appear that the City has reached consensus with the neighborhood
regarding the design and the project is at a standstill. Should the Cityerdgcussions on

the design, County Parks would advocate for a scaled back design that provides a greater
buffer zone for the creek and neighborhood.

City staff has verbally indicated a desire to re-open discuseiotisis site, for sports related
recreational improvements, however, no proposal has been submitted.

City View: The City completed a Citywide Sports Field Study and an aquatiasyfaiti
selection study. Moving forward, staff will discuss with the County whetieze is
adequate need and funding to proceed with a sports or aquatics facility at tindéloca
Given the lack of available open space for these types of facilities, Gftisstary
interested in keeping the opportunity available for discussions around the futusesitethi
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