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City Council Study Session

Adjourned Regular Meeting - Study Session
Thursday, January 15, 2015
6:00 PM
City Council Chambers

Mayor Wayne Powell
Mayor Pro Tem Mark Burton
Councilmember Tony D'Errico
Councilmember David J. Lesser
Councilmember Amy Howorth

Executive Team

Mark Danaj, City Manager
Quinn Barrow, City Attorney

Robert Espinosa, Fire Chief Nadine Nader, Assistant City Manager
Cathy Hanson, Human Resources Director Tony Olmos, Public Works Director
Eve R. Irvine, Police Chief Liza Tamura, City Clerk

Mark Leyman, Parks & Recreation Director Marisa Lundstedt, Community

Bruce Moe, Finance Director Development Director

MISSION STATEMENT:
The City of Manhattan Beach is dedicated to providing exemplary municipal
services, preserving our small beach town character and enhancing the quality
of life for our residents, businesses and visitors.
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City Council Study Session Agenda Final January 15, 2015

MANHATTAN BEACH’S CITY COUNCIL WELCOMES YOU!

Your presence and participation contribute to good city government.

By your presence in the City Council Chambers, you are participating in the process of representative
government. To encourage that participation, the City Council has specified a time for citizen comments on the
agenda under "Public Comment on Non-Agenda ltems", at which time speakers may comment on any item of
interest to the public that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the legislative body, with each speaker limited
to three minutes.

Copies of staff reports or other written documentation relating to each item of business referred to on this agenda
are available for review on the City's website at www.citymb.info, the Police Department located at 420 15th
Street, and are also on file in the Office of the City Clerk for public inspection. Any person who has any question
concerning any agenda item may call the City Clerk's office at (310) 802-5056 to make an inquiry concerning the
nature of the item described on the agenda.

In compliance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this
meeting, you should contact the Office of the City Clerk at (310) 802-5056 (voice) or (310) 546-3501 (TDD).
Notification 36 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to assure
accessibility to this meeting.

BELOW ARE THE AGENDA ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED. THE RECOMMENDED
COUNCIL ACTION IS LISTED IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE TITLE OF EACH ITEM IN
BOLD CAPITAL LETTERS.

A. PLEDGE TO THE FLAG
5 MINUTES

B. ROLL CALL
1 MINUTE

C. CERTIFICATION OF MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA POSTING
1 MINUTE

I, Liza Tamura, City Clerk of the City of Manhattan Beach, California, state under penailty of perjury that this
notice/agenda was posted on Thursday, January 8, 2015, on the City's Website and on the bulletin boards of City
Hall, Joslyn Community Center and Manhattan Heights.

D. PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
3 MINUTES PER PERSON - 30 MINUTES MAXIMUM

Speakers may comment on any item of interest to the public that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the
legislative body, not including items on the agenda. The Mayor may determine whether an item is within the
subject matter jurisdiction of the City. While all comments are welcome, the Brown Act does not allow City
Council to take action on any item not on the agenda, except under very limited circumstances. Please complete
the “Request to Address the City Council” card by filling out your name, city of residence, and returning it to the
City Clerk.
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E. GENERAL BUSINESS
30 MINUTES PER ITEM

1. Report on Stormwater Management (Public Works Director Olmos) 15-0037
RECEIVE REPORT

Attachments: NPDES Update and Stormwater System Condition Assessment PowerPoint

2. Results of Preliminary Studies of Updated Storm Water Utility Fees and 15-0036
Landscape and Street Lighting Maintenance District Assessments;
Revenue Measure Feasibility Study Survey Report; Information on
Potential General Fund Revenues (Finance Director Moe)
DISCUSS AND PROVIDE DIRECTION

Attachments:  City Council Staff report from 8/21/2013 on Funding Options for Storm Water an

Storm Water Utility Fee Preliminary Study

Street Lighting and Landscaping District Assessment Preliminary Study

Revenue Measure Survey Results

Utility User Tax and Transient Occupancy Tax Comparison Chart

F. ADJOURNMENT

Adjourning to the 9:00 AM January 16, 2015, ULI /Downtown Visioning Public Presentation of the Advisory Services Panel's Finding
at Joslyn Community Center, 1601 North Valley Drive, Manhattan Beach, CA 90266.
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G. FUTURE MEETINGS

CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS

Jan. 15, 2015 -- Thursday -- 6:00 PM - Adjourned Regular Meeting

Jan. 20, 2015 — Tuesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

Feb. 3, 2015 — Tuesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

Feb. 17, 2015 — Tuesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

Mar. 4, 2015 — Wednesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

Mar. 12, 2015 — City Council Retreat

Mar. 13, 2015 — City Council Retreat

Mar. 17, 2015 — Tuesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

Apr. 7, 2015 — Tuesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

Apr. 21, 2015 — Tuesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

May 5, 2015 — Tuesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

May 7, 2015 — Thursday -- 6:00 PM - Adjourned Regular Meeting - Budget Study Session #1
May 11, 2015 — Monday -- 6:00 PM - Adjourned Regular Meeting - Budget Study Session #2
May 14, 2015 — Thusrday -- 6:00 PM - Adjourned Regular Meeting - Budget Study Session #3
May 19, 2015 — Tuesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

May 21, 2015 — Thusday -- 6:00 PM - Adjourned Regular Meeting - Budget Study Session #4
Jun. 2, 2015 — Tuesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

Jun. 16, 2015 — Tuesday -- 6:00 PM - City Council Meeting

BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Jan. 22, 2015 — Thursday — 6:30 PM — Parking & Public Improvements Commission Meeting
Jan. 26, 2015 — Monday — 6:30 PM — Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting

Jan. 28, 2015 — Wednesday — 6:30 PM — Planning Commission Meeting

Feb. 9, 2015 — Monday — 6:30 PM — Library Commission Meeting

Feb. 10, 2015 — Tuesday — 6:00 PM — Cultural Arts Commission Meeting

Feb. 11, 2015 — Wednesday — 6:30 PM — Planning Commission Meeting

Feb. 23, 2015 — Monday — 6:30 PM — Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting

Feb. 25, 2015 — Wednesday — 6:30 PM — Planning Commission Meeting

Feb. 26, 2015 — Thursday — 6:30 PM — Parking & Public Improvements Commission Meeting
Mar. 9, 2015 — Monday — 6:30 PM — Library Commission Meeting

Mar. 10, 2015 — Tuesday — 6:00 PM — Cultural Arts Commission Meeting

Mar. 11, 2015 — Wednesday — 6:30 PM — Planning Commission Meeting

Mar. 23, 2015 — Monday — 6:30 PM — Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting

Mar. 25, 2015 — Wednesday — 6:30 PM — Planning Commission Meeting

Mar. 26, 2015 — Thursday — 6:30 PM — Parking & Public Improvements Commission Meeting
Apr. 8, 2015 — Wednesday — 6:30 PM — Planning Commission Meeting

Apr. 13, 2015 — Monday — 6:30 PM — Library Commission Meeting

Apr. 14, 2015 — Tuesday — 6:00 PM — Cultural Arts Commission Meeting

Apr. 22, 2015 — Wednesday — 6:30 PM — Planning Commission Meeting

Apr. 23, 2015 — Thursday — 6:30 PM — Parking & Public Improvements Commission Meeting
Apr. 27, 2015 — Monday — 6:30 PM — Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting
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H. CITY HOLIDAYS

CITY OFFICES CLOSED ON THE FOLLOWING DAYS:

Jan. 19, 2015 — Monday — Martin Luther King Day

Feb. 16, 2015 — Monday — President's Day

May. 25, 2015 — Monday — Memorial Day

Jul. 3, 2015 - Friday - Independence Day

Sep. 7, 2015 — Monday — Labor Day

Oct. 12, 2015 — Monday — Columbus Day

Nov. 11, 2015 — Wednesday — Veterans Day

Nov. 26-27, 2015 — Thursday & Friday — Thanksgiving Holiday
Dec. 25, 2015 — Friday — Christmas Day

Jan. 1, 2016 — Friday — New Years Day
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Agenda Date: 1/15/2015

TO:
Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

THROUGH:
Mark Danaj, City Manager

FROM:
Tony Olmos, Public Works Director
Raul Saenz, Utilities Manager

SUBJECT:
Report on Stormwater Management (Public Works Director Olmos)
RECEIVE REPORT

RECOMMENDATION:
Receive Report on Stormwater Management

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS:
No fiscal impact associated with this action

BACKGROUND:

City Council recognizes that the increasing social, regulatory and financial issues
surrounding stormwater management are largely invisible to the general public. Accordingly,
City Council directed staff to facilitate a workshop highlighting current and evolving
stormwater issues and challenges.

Stormwater subject matter to be presented and discussed at this study session via a
PowerPoint presentation includes:

e National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program Overview

o Latest NPDES Permit - Significant Changes

e Enhanced Watershed Management Program (EWMP)

o Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP)

e Next Steps

o Petitions/Actions on latest NPDES Permit

o Stormwater System Condition Assessment and Anticipated Rehabilitation Costs

DISCUSSION:
City of Manhattan Beach Page 1 Printed on 1/8/2015
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File Number: 15-0037

In order to fully address stormwater management topics, City staff will lead the discussion
and has invited Geosyntec Consultants to assist in study session. The following is a brief
overview of the NPDES program, requirements of the latest NPDES permit, plus an overview
of the recently completed Stormwater Condition Assessment.

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Program

As authorized by the Clean Water Act, the NPDES Permit Program was introduced in 1972
to control water pollution by regulating sources that discharge pollutants into waters of the
United States. The City’s stormwater system is considered a point source. Polluted
stormwater runoff is commonly transported through stormwater water systems, from which it
is often discharged untreated into local water bodies, including the ocean. To prevent
harmful pollutants from being washed or dumped into a stormwater system , municipalities
must obtain a NPDES permit and develop a stormwater management program.

NPDES Permittees shall comply with the following requirements:

1. Prohibition of Non-Storm Water Discharges - Each Permittee shall prohibit non-storm
water discharges through the stormwater system to receiving waters.

2. Effluent Limitations - Each Permittee shall reduce pollutants in storm water
discharges from the stormwater system to the maximum extent practicable through
the implementation of six categories of best management practices; and shall comply
with applicable pollutant load limitations .

3. Receiving Water Limitations - Discharges from the stormwater system that cause or
contribute to the violation of water quality standards are prohibited.

The City of Manhattan Beach has implemented various programs and Best Management
Practices intended to comply with NPDES requirements. The following is a list and brief
description of those efforts:

e Public Information and Participation Program - Stormwater system pollution
information is made available to the general public, contractors, restaurants and
schools through the City’s website, pamphlets, billing inserts, street banners, new
letters, and publicly sponsored community events.

e Industrial/Commercial Facilities Program - Annual inspections of restaurants and
biennial inspections of automotive facilities are conducted to assure Best
Management Practices that prevent stormwater system contamination through food
and chemical waste products.

e Development Planning Program - Developers are required to submit a Standard
Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan to address stormwater pollution from new
developments and redevelopment projects.

e Development Construction Program - All construction activity must comply with storm
water requirements stated in the City’s codes and ordinances.

e Public Agency Activities Program - The City’s Sewer System Response Plan
describes procedures for preventing sewer spills from entering the storm drain
system. All stormwater catch basins are cleaned up to three times per year to
minimize trash conveyance to the sea. City employees are trained in Good
Housekeeping practices that prevent City generated construction landscaping and
chemical waste from entering the storm drain system.

o lllicit Stormwater Connection/Discharge Elimination Program - Public Works,
Community Development and Police Code Enforcement staff are trained on how to

City of Manhattan Beach Page 2 Printed on 1/8/2015
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File Number: 15-0037

identify illicit stormwater connections/discharges and to take action to terminate them.
e Monitoring - The City has implemented a coordinated shoreline bacteria monitoring
plan at 3 locations in the City that are monitored for bacteria levels.

Latest National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (Permit)
The fourth revision of the Permit became effective on December 28, 2012. Major changes to
the latest permit include:

e New pollutant load limits for nonstormwater and stormwater bacteria, trash and
hazardous chemicals.

o Expanded water quality monitoring for pollutants at the ocean, storm water outfalls
and non-stormwater outfalls.

o Water quality performance-based annual reporting that assesses impact on the
ocean, effectiveness of control measures, and quantifiable improvement over time.

e More prescriptive control measures, which include Public Information and
Participation; Planning and Land Development; Development Construction;
Industrial/Commercial Facilities Control; lllicit Discharge/Connection Elimination; and
Public Agency Activities

e Permit implementation/compliance through the EWMP and CIMP

As noted, preparation of the EWMP and CIMP are major elements of the latest NPDES
permit. The City of Manhattan Beach is pursuing their development and implementation in
cooperation with the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and the cities of Hermosa
Beach, Redondo Beach and Torrance (Group). The Group, through a Request for
Proposals process, selected Geosyntec Consultants to assist in the development of the
EWMP and CIMP.

As described in the new Permit, the EWMP will comprehensively evaluate opportunities
within the Group’s collective watershed management area for collaboration on multi-benefit
regional projects that, wherever feasible, retain all (1.) Non-storm water runoff, and (2.)
Storm water runoff from % inch storm over a 24 hour period for the drainage areas that
contribute stormwater runoff to the projects. In drainage areas within the EWMP collective
watershed, where retention of the % inch storm event is not feasible, the EWMP will include
a Reasonable Assurance Analysis to demonstrate that all applicable water quality standards
will be achieved through implementation of other watershed control measures. In the long
term, however, the effectiveness of the EWMP will be evaluated through the CIMP, both of
which are described below.

. EWMP Work Plan
The EWMP Work Plan presents the basis for and defines the elements of the methodology
that will be utilized by the Group in developing the EWMP, including: Water Body-Pollutant
Prioritization, Stakeholder Process, Watershed Control Measures, Reasonable Assurance
Analysis Approach, and EWMP Development Schedule and Cost Analysis. The EWMP
Work Plan was submitted to the Regional Board in June 2014, for review and comment. The
final EWMP Plan is due to the Regional Board in June 2015.

The Group’s EWMP Work Plan:
o Identifies water quality priorities for each watershed within the EWMP area consistent
with the Permit requirements.

City of Manhattan Beach Page 3 Printed on 1/8/2015
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e Proposes to build upon and leverage the joint work previously conducted by the
Group since 2004 to meet the Santa Monica Bay Beaches bacteria targets in high
priority areas.This previous work included a stormwater detention siting and
nonstormwater source characterization and control studies, along with joint
development and implementation of citywide public outreach measures targeted at
pollutants of concern.

e Includes a compilation and mapping of existing and planned regional and local
stormwater retention projects identified by City staff and/or in the previous work
conducted by the Group.

e Proposes the approach to performing a Reasonable Assurance Analysis to
demonstrate that applicable water quality standards will be achieved.

ll. Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program
The CIMP, submitted to the Regional Board in June 2014, was designed to achieve the
following objectives:

e Assess the chemical, physical, and biological impacts of municipal stormwater
discharges on receiving waters, including the ocean.

e Assess compliance with water quality standards established to implement all
stormwater waste load allocations.

e Characterize pollutant loads in municipal stormwater discharges.

e Identify sources of pollutants in municipal stormwater discharges.

e Measure and improve the effectiveness of pollutant controls implemented under the
Permit.

o Stromwater outfall pollutant screening and monitoring program during dry weather to
identify whether significant non-stormwater discharges exist that may require
investigation to assess whether they may be causing or contributing to adverse
impacts on ocean water quality.

o Expanded chemical suites to be tested for ocean water monitoring in the Santa
Monica Bay which will be collected in order to assess the impacts from the Group’s
storm drain discharges on water quality in the Santa Monica Bay.

e Group shoreline water sampling and monitoring consistent with the bacteria
monitoring plan will continue at the same frequency.

lll. Petitions on the New Permit
Following the issuance of the latest NPDES stormwater permit in December 2012, there
were 37 petitions submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board)
challenging various provisions of the new Permit. Among the petitioners were regulated
Permittees and environmental organizations. The City of Manhattan Beach was one of 19
petitioners jointly represented by Richards, Watson, Gershon. After receiving and
considering additional written comments on the various issues from the petitioners and
interested parties, on November 21, 2014 the State Board issued a proposed revision to the
new Permit to address some of the issues raised in the petitions. A workshop was recently
held on December 16, 2014 to receive informal comments on the proposed revisions-the
Richards Watson Gershon team was among the presenters at the workshop along with
numerous other petitioners and the Los Angeles Regional Control Board (Regional Board)
staff as well as State Board staff. Written comments on the proposed revisions are due on
January 21, 2015. Following receipt and consideration of written comments, the State Board

City of Manhattan Beach Page 4 Printed on 1/8/2015
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will hold a final hearing before making a final decision on permit changes.

Key revisions to the new Permit proposed by the State Board which were the focus of
discussion and debate at the December 16 workshop include:
e Clarification that final TMDL deadlines must be met, with no opportunity for a time
extension
o If water quality monitoring shows that final TMDLs are not met for EWMP areas
retaining the % inch storm, then in order to remain in compliance with the Permit, the
Group must submit a plan for additional control measures to be implemented
e Adds a new requirement to update the EWMP (including RAA) every six years
o States that Permittees monitoring comingled discharges are jointly liable for an
exceedance of receiving water standards unless a Permittee can demonstrate its
discharge did not cause or contribute

IV. Unfunded Mandate Test Claim
In parallel action to the petitions on the new Permit, the regulated community including 23
cities, LA County, and LACFCD joined an unfunded mandate test claim prepared by the law
firm of Burhenn & Gest regarding certain aspects of the 2012 LA MS4 Permit. The claim has
been stayed by the Commission on State Mandates pending a California Supreme Court
decision on unfunded mandate claims made on the previous 2001 NPDES Stormwater
Permit. The 2001 Permit case is expected to be heard during 2015 after which the
Commission will consider the test claim on the 2012 Permit.

The unfunded mandate claim process is a means by which local governments can obtain
reimbursement from State ordered mandates. In order to be reimbursable a mandate must
be:

e A new program or higher level of service

o A state mandate, not a result of federal law or a voter-approved state initiative

e Not voluntarily incurred

e Its cost cannot be recovered from sources other than taxes, i.e., not by a fee, service

charge or assessment

Stormwater System Condition Assessment and Anticipated Rehabilitation Costs
The SWCA was conducted using Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) to investigate the current
structural and operational conditions of the City’s storm drain system.

The SWCA included the following tasks to accomplish the project objectives:

e Conduct research and field reconnaissance of the City’s storm drain system and
Geographic Information System files.

e Calibrate City’s Geographic Information System storm drain network files with the
CCTYV Pipeline Observation System Management application software.

e Inspect approximately 14.5 miles of the City’s storm drains and laterals by means of
CCTV inspections

e Provide structural and operational condition assessment compliant with the National
Association of Sewer Service Companies Pipeline Assessment and Certification
Program for the City’s storm drain collection system through review of the CCTV

City of Manhattan Beach Page 5 Printed on 1/8/2015
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inspection
e Create a 10 year stormwater repair and replacement program

Review and analysis of the CCTV inspections lead to the development of recommendations
for a Capital Improvement Program for the City’s highest risk storm drains. The SWCA has
provided the City with a $4 million stormwater system rehabilitation and replacement
program that prioritizes structurally defective and operationally deficient storm drains over a
10 year planning horizon. Subsequent, to completion of the SWCA, Staff identified one
storm drain system project that was not captured in the SWCA, plus various
stormwater-outfall projects not included in the Scope of Work of the SWCA totaling
$250,000, increasing the total cost of recommended projects to $4,250,000.

Attachment:
1. NPDES Update and Stormwater System Condition Assessment PowerPoint

City of Manhattan Beach Page 6 Printed on 1/8/2015
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STAFF

™ MANHATTAM BEACH

m WWW.CITYMB.INFO RE PO RT

1400 Highland Avenue | Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
Phone (310) 802-5000 | Fax (310) 802-5051 | www.citymb.info

Agenda Date: 1/15/2015

TO:
Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

THROUGH:
Mark Danaj, City Manager

FROM:
Bruce Moe, Finance Director

SUBJECT:

Results of Preliminary Studies of Updated Storm Water Utility Fees and Landscape and
Street Lighting Maintenance District Assessments; Revenue Measure Feasibility Study
Survey Report; Information on Potential General Fund Revenues (Finance Director Moe)
DISCUSS AND PROVIDE DIRECTION

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council receive presentations, and discuss and provide
direction on the preliminary studies (including survey results) for the Storm Water funding
and Street Lighting and Landscaping District funding, as well as information regarding other
General Fund revenues.

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS:

Both the Storm Water and Street Lighting & Landscape District funds have no fund balance
and operate at a deficit. Further, over the next five years, General Fund subsidies of these
funds are projected to total approximately $7 million (including unreimbursed support costs
incurred in the General Fund). These subsidies draw resources away from other important
General Fund needs as well as diminishing the City’s ability to fund certain general capital
improvement projects.

Additionally, while yet to be fully identified, the costs of compliance with the National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NDPES) will certainly add significant costs to the
Storm Water utility in the coming years, which may require further fee increases in order to
fund these federal mandates.

Fiscal implications are discussed further later in this report.

BACKGROUND:
The City established separate funding sources for Storm Water activities (1995), as well as
City of Manhattan Beach Page 1 Printed on 1/8/2015
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Street Lighting and Landscaping districts (SLLD, 1972). These funds segregated the
activities from the General Fund, and included dedicated revenue sources to pay for the
services provided. In the case of Storm Water it is a fee collected on parcels based on a
1996 independent study by the firm of Kennedy Jenks, which allocated costs based on
storm water runoff factors for each parcel. An assessment is collected for SLLD which is
designed to cover the costs of operations (including energy costs) and maintenance of street
lights. Both the fees and assessments are land use based and are collected through the
annual property tax bill (even though these are not taxes).

Like other enterprise funds (water, wastewater, parking, etc.), Storm Water and SLLD funds
are designed to be self-sustaining (e.g., fees and assessments sufficient to provide the
service and maintain adequate reserves). However, these activities are not adequately
funded; neither the Storm Water fees or the Street Lighting and Landscaping District
assessments have been changed since 1996 (pre Proposition 218), while at the same time
costs have risen, and mandates have been imposed. As a result, the General Fund is
subsidizing both activities.

Given the aforementioned structural imbalances in the Storm Water and Landscaping and
Lighting funds, the City Council authorized preliminary studies of increased
fees/assessments. Through a competitive process, the firm of Harris and Associates was
retained to conduct the studies, which also included a survey on the community’s capacity
for increased fees. Please see Attachment #1 for the initial staff report on funding options for
Storm Water and Street Lighting and Landscaping Districts.

DISCUSSION:

Attached to this staff report are the preliminary studies as well as the survey results. Staff
recommends that City Council read those reports as a basis for the discussion at the Study
Session. Dennis Anderson of Harris and Associates will present the information contained in
the reports at the Study Session, and will be available for questions.

By way of a high level overview of the reports, the following summarizes the increased fees
as determined by Harris and Associates:

Storm Water Analysis (Attachment #2)

Currently, typical single family residence (SFR) owners are charged $19.12 per year for
Storm Water services. These parcels, as well as non SFR housing, commercial properties,
and school district properties generate approximately $350,000 per year. The estimated
annual costs of the Storm Water system for analytical purposes was the FY 2014-2015
operating budget and a placeholder for capital improvement projects of $1 million. The total
theoretical cost equals $2,488,545.

Using standard methodology, Harris and Associates engineers developed a technique to
allocate those costs ($2.49 million) based on size, use of parcel and runoff factors. The
allocation tool is referred to as the Drainage Measurement Unit, or DMU. Full cost recovery
would result in a maximum first year fee for each DMU of $191.80. A parcel of .08 to .14
acres (3,500 square feet to 6,100 square feet) equates to 1 DMU. Parcels with fewer than
3,500 square feet carry a DMU of 0.791789, while larger parcels may have DMUs of 13-14.

City of Manhattan Beach Page 2 Printed on 1/8/2015
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These DMUs are multiplied by the $191.80 fee to arrive at the annual maximum fee for the
first year (which may be adjusted by the Consumer Price Index thereafter if approved by
voters). The results of these calculations are shown on Table 4 of Attachment #2 - the Storm
Water Utility Fee Preliminary Analysis. First year fees based on the DMUs would range from
a low of $151.87 per year to a high of $23,061.51.

Street Lighting and Landscaping Districts (Attachment #3)

Street lighting charges across the City vary based on the type of lighting (standard, gas
lamp, Strand, etc.) as well as the type of use (single family, condo, etc.). Current charges
range from a low of $2.70 for vacant residential walk street to $208.99 for a triplex in the Gas
Lamp area. A typical single family residence (SFR) with standard street lighting pays $17.03
per year. These assessments have not been changed since 1996.

The preliminary analysis by Harris and Associates calculates the fee required for a SFR with
standard lighting (Zone A) at $38.79 (an increase of $21.76 or 128%). Further, the
Landscaping and Lighting District assessments for SFR within each identified zones would
increase as follows:

Description Current Required Increase %
Zone A - Standard Lighting $17.03 $38.79 128%
Zone B - Gas Light Area $87.08 $155.17 78%
Zone C - The Strand $10.52 $116.37 1006%
Zone D - Walkway Streets $10.80 $38.79 259%
Zone E - Arbolado Tract $126.34 $155.17 23%

These figures are based on first year costs of $657,326 as outlined in the report.

While technically classified as a Special Revenue Fund, Street Lighting and Landscaping
Districts are quasi enterprises; they are designed to function in the same manner as
enterprises, meaning charges (assessments) for service should be sufficient for the
operations to be self-supporting.

Survey Results

Through Harris and Associates, a survey was conducted by the firm of True North Research
based on the above fees and assessments (please see Attachment #4). By way of a
summary, staff recommends a review of pages 5 through 10 of the report, which includes
the main factual findings and conclusions.

As described in more detail in the report, neither measure (Storm Water or Street Lighting
and Landscaping) garnered the majority required for passage in the survey. Property owner
support for the Lighting and Landscaping measure, in particular, was quite low. Even when
the rate was reduced to 60% of the proposed fee, support never eclipsed 38% once the
weighted votes were factored in.
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Support was stronger for the Storm Water fee (reaching 44% at 60% of the proposed fee),
but it's clear that for a measure to have a reasonable chance of success a more modest fee
(e.g., $35 to $49 per year for the typical property) will be required, along with a number of
other conditions spelled out in the report (clear support from the City Council, effective public
education, a well-organized independent campaign, etc.).

Dr. Timothy McLarney from True North Research will present the survey results and will be
available to answer questions at the Study Session.

Risks from Continued Subsidies

While already stated, the importance of correcting the funding imbalance, particularly in
Storm Water, cannot be overemphasized. Recognized experts and organizations in public
finance recommend several practices with regard to enterprise funds. For example, the
Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) states that “it is essential that a
government maintain adequate levels of working capital in its enterprise funds to mitigate
current and future risks and to ensure stable services and fees.”

Additionally, Michael Coleman, recognized in the state of California as an expert on local
government finance, says that “unless there is a specific reason otherwise, enterprise funds
should be self-supporting; cities get into trouble when they continue to subsidize a worsening
condition, unless there is a strong public benefit and the subsidy is maintained at a static
level” (the latter of which is clearly not the case for Storm Water and Street Lighting).

In 2011, Moody’s Investors Service downgraded the City of Fresno, California from Aa2 to
A2 (four ratings lower) in part because of increasing General Fund subsidies for
underperforming enterprises, and indicated that the rating could improve if there were to be
increased self-sufficiency and decreased subsidies for those troubled enterprises.

More recently, in 2012, Moody’s downgraded the City of Burlington, Vermont from A3 to
Baa3 (four ratings lower) due to strains on the City’s resources caused by
non-self-supporting enterprise funds, and cited the situation as being caused by inadequate
rate increases in prior years.

While the City of Manhattan Beach may not be in the same situation as Fresno or
Burlington, it is clear that the rating agencies view on-going enterprise fund subsidies
negatively. As a Triple-A rated city, Manhattan Beach would be expected to proactively
correct these subsidies.

As a reminder, the City’s Financial Policies state that Enterprise Funds will maintain reserves
equal to four months of operating expenses. For Fiscal Year 2014-2015 that reserve for
Storm Water should be approximately $250,000. However, because we are projecting that
by June 30, 2015 there will be no fund balance in Storm Water, there are no funds available
for that policy reserve. Street Lighting should also have a reserve of $217,000 but there is no
available fund balance. Unfortunately, the General Fund is now the de facto backstop for
these enterprises.

Finally, it is important to note that the Storm Water and Street Lighting funds are not only
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directly subsidized through cash transfers; the support provided to those enterprises by
General Fund resources, which should be reimbursed, is not being collected due to the lack
of funds. The total loss to the General Fund from non-reimbursement is approximately
$200,000 per year.

The most salient question when considering the risks of continued subsidies is this: What
could the City do with $7 million over the next five years if it wasn’t needed to support
programs that by design should be self-sustaining?

Next Steps

Given the information provided by the preliminary studies and survey, the City Council needs
to determine if the City should proceed with a Proposition 218 process for Storm Water fees
and/or Street Lighting and Landscaping District assessments. This would include further
assistance from the engineering firm, public education and outreach, and polling among
other steps. The estimated cost is $125,000 to $175,000 for each process (Storm Water and
Street Lighting), which may be recovered through the fees and assessments. The timeline
for such processes is 12-18 months.

If the City Council wishes to proceed, staff will return with the necessary contracts and
specific details of the processes.

Other Potential Revenues

At the request of City Council, staff has included information on potential General Fund
revenues, including the Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT), a Utility User Tax (UUT) and a
Sales Transaction Tax (STT). While these are presented as part of the report on funding for
the Storm Water, and Street Lighting and Landscaping Districts, it is important to note that
TOT, UUT and STT are General Fund revenues that can be used for many purposes (capital
improvements, additional services, etc.) and should not be used as a long term solution to
the funding of Storm Water and Street Lighting, which have dedicated sources for which
corrective action is needed.

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)

The City currently collects a 10% TOT on all hotel and motel room rentals, as well as
vacation rentals, of 30 days or less. Fifteen percent of the hotel and motel TOT is directed to
the City’s Capital Improvement Project (CIP) fund for debt service on the Police/Fire facility
and to fund general non-enterprise or Special Revenue fund improvements. The balance is
deposited in the General Fund (the vacation rental TOT revenue is purely General Fund).
The TOT for FY 2014-2015 is projected to generate $3,769,000. As a result, each 1%
increase in the TOT rate would be expected to generate $376,900.

Attachment #5 includes a survey of TOT and UUT rates of surrounding cities. Other
agencies’ TOT rates range from 8% in El Segundo to 14% in Santa Monica, Beverly Hills,
Inglewood and Los Angeles (these rates exclude any tourism or hotel improvement district
fees).

Changes to the TOT require a vote by the electorate. If the funds will be used for general
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purposes then a simple majority is required for passage. If the funds are to be dedicated to a
particular purpose, then a super majority (2/3rds) approval is required.

Utility User Tax (UUT)

While the City of Manhattan Beach does not currently have this tax, it is common for cities to
impose (with voter approval) a tax on the use of utilities. These typically include cable
television, telephone service, natural gas, electricity, water, sewer, etc.

Attachment #5 includes the UUT rates for other communities, which range from 0% to 10%
depending upon the utility being taxed. The cities of Beverly Hills, Palos Verdes Estates and
Rolling Hills along with Manhattan Beach do not impose or collect the tax. The other cities
listed range from 2% to 10%.

A preliminary analysis of a UUT in Manhattan Beach indicates potential annual revenue of
approximately $880,000 from each 1% if charged on the aforementioned services (with the
exception of telephone services for which we have no current data on revenues generated
by the carriers). Imposing a UUT requires a vote by the electorate. If the funds will be used
for general purposes than a simple majority is required for passage. If the funds are to be
dedicated to a particular purpose, then a super majority (2/3rds) approval is required.

Add-On Sales Transaction Tax (STT)

An increasingly popular method for cities to generate revenue is through an increase in the
local sales tax (a transaction tax). Cities have used this tool to fund general needs as well as
specific purposes including police/fire services, flood control, streets and road, etc.

Like the TOT and UUT, imposing a STT requires a vote by the electorate. If the funds will be
used for general purposes than a simple majority is required for passage. If the funds are to
be dedicated to a particular purpose, then a super majority (2/3rds) approval is required.
Recent statistics show that 68% of city general purpose sales transaction tax ballot
measures have been successful. Specific purpose city sales transaction tax measures have
been less successful at 50% approval.

By way of mechanics, the sales transaction tax would be added to the existing sales tax rate
in Manhattan Beach (9%), and collected on all retail transactions. Staff estimates each
one-quarter percent (.25%) of sales transaction tax would generate approximately
$2,225,000 annually. The maximum transaction tax allowable by law is 2%.

CONCLUSION:

The City currently subsidizes Storm Water and Street Lighting and Landscaping District
activities. Over the next five years, those subsidies are expected to total approximately $7
million, which reduces funds available for General Fund purposes including police, fire and
paramedics, as well as general non-enterprise capital improvement projects.

The studies performed by Harris and Associates indicate that sizeable increases are needed
in both Storm Water fees and Street Lighting and Landscaping District assessments in order
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to fully fund these enterprises. However, the survey conducted on these topics concluded
that there is not sufficient support for full cost recovery fees and assessments, but that the
Storm Water fee may have a reasonable chance of success if a more modest fee were
pursued. It also listed other conditions that need to be present for success, including clear
support from the City Council, effective public education, a well-organized independent
campaign, etc.

Staff has also presented several potential General Fund revenue sources which may be
used to fund enhanced services. While these are presented as part of the report on funding
for the Storm Water, and Street Lighting and Landscaping Districts, it is important to note
that TOT, UUT and STT are General Fund revenues that can be used for many purposes
(capital improvements, additional services, etc.) and should not be used as a long term
solution to the funding of Storm Water and Street Lighting, which have dedicated sources for
which corrective action is needed.

Attachments:

—

City Council Staff report from 8/21/2013 on Funding Options for Storm Water and
Street Lighting

2. Storm Water Utility Fee Preliminary Study
3. Street Lighting and Landscaping District Assessment Preliminary Study
4. Revenue Measure Survey results
5. Utility User Tax and Transient Occupancy Tax Comparison Chart
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TO:
Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

THROUGH:
David N. Carmany, City Manager

FROM:
Bruce Moe, Finance Director

SUBJECT:

Funding Options and Processes to Mitigate Storm Water and Street Lighting & Landscaping District
Deficits.

DISCUSS AND PROVIDE DIRECTION

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council discuss and provide direction regarding funding options and
processes to mitigate Storm Water, and Street Lighting and Landscaping District deficits.

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS:

Both the Storm Water and Street Lighting & Landscape District funds operate at a deficit. Further,
over the next five years, General Fund subsidies of these funds are projected to total $4,058,555.
These subsidies draw resources away from other important General Fund needs as well as
diminishing the City’s ability to fund certain general capital improvement projects. Under current
conditions, the City’s five year forecast projects the use of Economic Uncertainty funds of $2.7 million
between fiscal year 2015 and 2018, and reduced capital improvement funding below the annual goal
of $2 million per year starting in fiscal year 2016-2017. The subsidies to Storm Water and Street
Lighting and Landscaping funds are directly related to these projections.

Additionally, while yet to be fully identified, the costs of compliance with the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NDPES) will certainly add significant costs to the Storm Water utility
in the coming years, which may require further fee increases in order to fund these federal mandates.

BACKGROUND:

One of the City Council Strategic Plan goals is for staff to present to the City Council for action,
alternative funding for existing Street Lighting and Landscaping District, Storm Water utility, and
streets and sidewalks. This report addresses the first two activities. The remaining issue, Streets and
Sidewalks, which focuses on resident responsibility for maintenance and repair of sidewalks and
parkway trees, and the potential for the City to takeover that responsibility, is a much broader topic
than addressing the existing deficits in the other two funds. Further, Streets and Sidewalks require
two separate processes under two separate State laws, further complicating the overall goal of
correcting the Storm Water and Street Lighting deficits. As a result, staff will present that topic and
related issues and options at a future meeting.
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DISCUSSION:

The purpose of this report is to highlight the insufficient funding of the City’s Storm Water utility and
Street Lighting and Landscaping Districts, and provide information on the steps necessary to mitigate
the funding shortfalls. The report is designed to provide a high level overview. This report does not
estimate the fees or assessments necessary to fully fund these operations; that determination will
require further analysis as well as assistance from outside parties. Depending upon the City Council’s
discussion, staff would anticipate receiving direction to pursue a course of action which will
necessitate additional funding and hiring such consultants necessary to fully vet the issues and
develop plans (e.g., assessment engineers, polling and public relations firms, etc.).

Storm Water

The City’s Storm Water system is designed to channel water generated as a result of storm flows
from public right of ways and private properties to its ultimate drainage destination, the Pacific
Ocean. Because run-off water travels directly to the ocean without the benefit of treatment, operators
of storm drain systems must comply with the conditions of the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The Storm Drain system is comprised of: 83,538 feet of
Manhattan Beach storm lines and 43,805 feet of Los Angeles County storm lines; 800 catch basins;
eight continuous deflection systems; two dry weather storm water diversions; five storm water sumps;
and one lift station.

The Storm Water utility is funded through the Storm Water Fund. The annual Storm Water fee is
approximately $19 per year per single family residence but varies with land use. It is collected by Los
Angeles County through the property tax rolls, and remitted to the City. This fee generates
approximately $346,000 per year and has remained unchanged since 1996. However, total costs to
operate this service are growing due to federal clean water mandates.

The City’s Storm Water Fund is utilized to promote storm water pollution awareness to the citizens of
Manhattan Beach in order to prevent property damage due to flooding, and minimize pollution run-off
into the ocean consistent with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System requirements.
Other current activities in the fund include updating the City’'s Storm Drain System Master Plan;
developing storm water runoff monitoring and capture programs that will reduce trash and pollutants
that enter the sea; identifying and mitigating storm system illicit discharge and illicit connection
violations; performing maintenance of catch basins, continuous deflector separators and Polliwog
Pond to minimize trash conveyance to the sea in compliance with NPDES Total Daily Maximum Load
(TMDL) requirements for trash and bacteria; and maintaining dry weather diversion sump to assure
dry weather run-off is conveyed away from the ocean and to the Los Angeles Sanitation District in an
effort to reduce bacteria contamination at the shore line.

While the total costs of compliance with the NPDES Municipal Separate Sanitary Storm System
(MS4) permit are yet to be determined, the City’s current five year forecast (included in the FY 2013-
2014 budget) projects General Fund subsidies totaling $2,726,332 from Fiscal Year (FY) 2013-2014
through FY 2017-2018. This excludes the General Fund overhead charge for services provided by
General Fund to the Storm Water utility of $375,000 per year, which is not being recovered due to
insufficient fund balance in the Storm Water Fund. These subsidies have a deleterious effect on the
General Fund and take away from other services that are provided by the City with General Fund
dollars (e.g., Police, Fire, Paramedics, Parks and Recreation, etc.). It also has a direct effect on the
City’s ability to fund capital improvement projects since General Fund surpluses are relied upon to
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fund such activities.

The City’s current fee is insufficient to fully fund the Storm Water utility and its long range
requirements. Increasing the fee to offset these costs is a logical starting point to correct the existing
problem, while at the same time recognizing future costs are yet to be determined and may require
further action by the City Council to offset those costs.

Substantive Requirements

Adjusting the funding for the Storm Water operation can be accomplished through updating the
annual fee under the authority of the California Health and Safety Code Section 5471 et seq. The fee
is also governed by Article XIII D of the California Constitution (Proposition 218) Section 6. Section 6
of Proposition 218 identifies five (5) specific requirements:

1. Revenues derived from the fee shall not exceed the funds required to provide the property related
service.

2. Revenues derived shall not be used for any purpose other than that for which the fee was
imposed.

3. The amount of the fee imposed upon any parcel as an incident of property ownership shall not
exceed the proportional cost of the service attributable to the parcel.

4. No fee may be imposed for a service unless that service is actually used by or immediately
available to the owner of the property. Fees or charges based on potential or future use of a service
are not permitted.

5. No fee may be imposed for general governmental services.

Procedural Requirements

Once the above conditions are met, the following steps are necessary to gain approval for the new
fee:

1. Prepare a storm water runoff analysis using an engineer

2. Prepare a preliminary cost and fee analysis (including the City’s triennial cost allocation plan
scheduled to begin in Fall 2013)

3. Conduct public education and outreach/opinion polling
4. Prepare an Engineer’s Report
5. Mail a notice of Protest Hearing (45 days prior to hearing) to all property owners

6. Conduct Protest Hearing; if no majority protest is received, then submit the proposed fee increase
to the voters for approval at an election that is not less than 45 days after the public hearing.

7. Conduct election. The proposed fee increase must be approved by a majority vote of the property
owners of the property subject to the fee or, at the option of the City, by a two-thirds vote of the
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electorate of the City.

This process typically lasts 12 to 18 months. It involves a tremendous amount of research,
community outreach and information dissemination. Often times, community surveys are performed
and public relations firms are retained in order to publicize the need and explain the purpose of the
funding requirement. The total process from start to finish costs an estimated $125,000 to $175,000
plus mailing costs. It is possible to recover those costs through the fee, perhaps over an extended
period of time (several years in order to keep the fee as low as possible). The City Council could also
consider a sunset clause on the fee; the City of Rancho Palos Verdes included a 30 year sunset
clause in their recent voter-approved storm drain fee.

Before committing to any large scale process, the City Council may wish to perform a preliminary
analysis of the issue with the community. This can include an engineer’s calculation of the estimated
fee increase and early polling. This can be accomplished in a timeframe of 4 to 6 months with an
estimated cost of $30,000. The Council may consider combining polling of both the Storm Water and
Street Lighting and Landscaping District issues in one survey for efficiency.

City Council’s alternatives to increasing the Storm Water fee include continued General Fund
subsidization; seeking voter approval for a general tax increase, the proceeds of which may be used
to continue that subsidy; or seeking a special tax increase specifically for Storm Water funding
purposes (requiring 2/3 voter approval).

Street Lighting & Landscaping Districts

In the early 1970's, the City formed several Street Lighting & Landscaping Assessment Districts
under the State Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972. Through an assessment paid by property
owners, this program provides for the payment of energy and maintenance costs of one thousand,
eight hundred and eighty five (1,885) street lights, and landscaping in the downtown streetscape
district. The method of assessment, which was approved at the time of the districts’ formation, is
based on zones and dwelling units for street lighting, and frontage area in the landscaping district. It
is collected by Los Angeles County through the property tax rolls, and remitted to the City.

Like the Storm Water utility, the revenues generated are insufficient to support existing operations, as
well as funding for capital improvements. The assessments have remained unchanged since 1996
when Proposition 218 took effect, which imposed strict limitations on the City’s authority to assess.
As a result, the City has not changed the assessments since that time.

The result of unchanged assessments and rising costs has resulted in General Fund subsidies of
SLLD of $1,332,223 over the next five years. Like Storm Water subsidies, these will directly impact
the City’s ability to fund general capital projects and offer expanded services to the community. The
original assessments were created to fund these services and the fees required to meet that goal
should be updated to reflect the actual costs.

Updating and increasing the assessments would be subject to the limitations in Proposition 218. As
relevant here, the requirements to increase the assessment are as follows:

Substantive Requirements
Under Proposition 218, only special benefits, defined as “particular and distinct benefit over and
above general benefits conferred on real property located in the [assessment district] or to the public

City of Manhattan Beach Page 4 of 6 Printed on 12/22/2014

powered by Legistar™

January 15, 2015 Page 103 of 200
Adjourned Regular Meeting - Study Session


http://www.legistar.com/

File #: 13-0328, Version: 1

at large” are assessable. General enhancement of property value does not constitute special benefit.
Furthermore, no assessment may be levied against a parcel that exceeds the reasonable cost of the
proportional special benefit conferred on the parcel (This is a change from the requirements in place
when the district was originally established). Funds other than assessment proceeds must be used
to pay for the general benefits associated with a project. If an assessment is challenged in court, the
City would bear the burden of showing that these requirements have been met.

Proposition 218 requires that an assessment be supported by a detailed engineer’s report, prepared
by a registered professional engineer. The report must, among other things, (i) identify all parcels
which will have a special benefit conferred upon them by the assessment, (ii) determine the
proportionate special benefit derived by each parcel in relation to the entire cost of the improvement
being built or the service being provided, (iii) separate the general benefits from the special benefits
conferred upon each parcel, and (iv) identify the amount of the assessment to be levied against each
parcel.

As a practical matter, these requirements mean that, should the City decide to undertake
proceedings to increase the assessment, it must be prepared to utilize some alternate source of
funds to pay for a portion of the costs. This is because an assessment engineer likely will find at
least some general benefit is generated by the street light services. As has been noted, such general
benefits may not be assessed against real properties.

Procedural Requirements

Proposition 218 also requires that the City conduct a hearing and mail ballot proceeding prior to the
imposition of a new or increased assessment. Mailed notice must be sent to each owner of property
that will be subject to the assessment. Along with this notice, the City must include an assessment
ballot, which may be cast by the property owner at any time before the close of the hearing on the
assessment. If, upon the conclusion of the hearing, ballots submitted in opposition to the
assessment exceed the ballots submitted in favor of the assessment, then the assessment may not
be imposed. Ballots are weighted according to the proportional financial obligation that the property
would bear if the assessment is imposed. Thus, for example, a ballot for a property that would be
subject to a $1,000 assessment would have ten times as much weight as a ballot for a property
subject to a $100 assessment.

Assuming no majority protest, the City Council may approve the assessment.

Similar to the Storm Water fee, this process typically lasts 12 to 18 months. It involves a tremendous
amount of research, community outreach and information dissemination. Often times, community
surveys are performed and public relations firms are retained in order to publicize the need and
explain the purpose of the funding requirement. The total process from start to finish costs an
estimated $100,000 to $150,000 plus mailing costs. It is possible to recover those costs through the
assessment, perhaps over an extended period of time (several years in order to keep the
assessment as low as possible).

Before committing to any large scale process, the City Council may wish to perform a preliminary
analysis of the issue. This can include an engineer’s calculation on benefit-nexus and early polling.
This can be accomplished in a timeframe of 4 to 6 months with an estimated cost of $25,000. The
Council may consider combining polling of both the Storm Water and Street Lighting and
Landscaping District issues in one survey for efficiency.
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City Council’s alternatives to increasing the Street Lighting & Landscaping assessments include
continued General Fund subsidization; seeking voter approval for a general tax increase, the
proceeds of which may be used to continue that subsidy, or seeking a new special tax specifically for
Street Lighting and Landscaping funding purposes.

Other Considerations

Aside from the procedural requirements listed for both the Storm Water, and Street Lighting and
Landscaping District issues, there are other considerations. For example, when scheduling the
election process, it may be helpful to avoid general elections to minimize distractions from important
community issues such as this. This would suggest a target of late 2013 or mid 2015 to commence
the City’s efforts. Additionally, asking the community to address both issues at the same time may
prove to be too much, and could result in neither succeeding. Finally, it is important that any efforts
be supported by the entire City Council, and that the City Council actively engages the public in
dialog and education on the needs.

CONCLUSION:

The Storm Water, and Street Lighting and Landscaping District services are operating at deficits, and
will require continued General Fund subsidies unless action is taken to increase the
fees/assessments to recover costs. If the City Council wishes to proceed with addressing these
issues, staff recommends that the City Council authorize a preliminary analysis of Storm Water
and/or Street Lighting Assessment District costs and the resulting estimated fees/assessments. If so
directed, staff will seek proposals for the assessment engineer and polling firm needed to perform the
work and return to the City Council for contractual approval and appropriation.

ALTERNATIVES:

1. Authorize preliminary analysis/polling for Storm Water fees ($30,000 and 4-6 months after contract
award)

2. Authorize preliminary analysis/polling for Street Lighting and Landscaping District assessments
($25,000 and 4-6 months after contract award)

3. Authorize preliminary analyses for both Storm Water fees and Street Lighting and Landscaping
District assessments ($55,000 and 4-6 months after contract award)

4. Take no action at this time (continue subsidies)
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City of Manhattan Beach June 18, 2014
Stormwater Utility Fee
Preliminary Analysis

Introduction

The City of Manhattan Beach is looking at the feasibility of updating their Stormwater Utility Fee
per the California Health and Safety Code Section 5471 et seq.

The purpose of this Preliminary Analysis is to:
¢ Review the Stormwater Utility Fee and improvements to be funded.

e Review the requirements of Article XIIID of the State Constitution (Proposition 218) relating to
requirements for apportioning the costs associated with the City’s stormwater runoff system.

e Analyze and recommend an appropriate rate structure and provide estimated rates based on cost
data information provided by the City.

Proposition 218 Requirements

This fee must comply with the provisions of Article XI1I1D of the California Constitution (Proposition
218). Section 6 of Proposition 218 has the following requirements for all “new, extended, imposed or
increased” fees and charges:

1) “Revenues derived from the fee or charge shall not exceed the funds required to provide the
property-related service.”

2) “Revenues derived from the fee or charge shall not be used for any purpose other than that for
which the fee or charge was imposed.”

3) “The amount of a fee or charge imposed upon any parcel or person as an incident of property
ownership shall not exceed the proportional cost of the service attributable to the parcel.”

4) “No fee or charge may be imposed for a service unless that service is actually used by, or
immediately available to, the owner of the property in question. Fees or charges based on
potential or future use of service are not permitted. Standby charges, whether characterized as
charges or assessments, shall be classified as assessments and shall not be imposed without
compliance with [the assessment section of this code].”

5) “No fee or charge may be imposed for general governmental services including, but not limited
to, police, fire, ambulance or library services where the service is available to the public at large
in substantially the same manner as it is to property owners.”

Background Information

In accordance with the Federal Clean Water Act of 1972, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) is required to establish regulations setting forth National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit standards. The enactment of 1987 amendments to the Federal
Clean Water Act (Act) of 1972 imposes permit requirements for discharge of storm waters. The Act
allows the EPA to delegate its NPDES permitting authority to states with an approved environmental
regulatory program. The State of California is one of the delegated states.

The responsibility for implementing various NPDES permits in the State of California has been
delegated to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). The SWRCB administers NPDES
authority through its nine Regional Boards. As an NPDES permittee, the City is required to manage
stormwater pollution within its jurisdiction.
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Stormwater Utility Fee
Preliminary Analysis

In order to provide for the safety of the residents of the City and protect property in the City from the
damage associated with flooding and to meet the requirements of the NPDES permit, it is necessary
to design, construct, operate, maintain, improve and replace storm drainage facilities which collect
storm and surface water runoff and convey and treat such runoff in a safe manner to an acceptable
point of discharge. It is also necessary to inspect, monitor, and take enforcement action related to
illegal dumping, and illicit discharges. In order to properly fund such facilities and activities, the
City has determined that it is necessary to update the user charge for storm drainage service.

Harris reviewed the City’s parcel data and stormwater sheds to determine the applicable properties
that would be subject to this user fee. For purposes of the feasibility analysis, any properties that are
in sheds where the storm water drains outside the City limits, have been removed from this analysis.
Table 1 summarizes the land uses currently in the City that would be subject to the fee.

Table 1 - Land Use

Landuse Units Acres
Single Family Residential lot size less than 0.08 1896

Single Family Residential lotsize 0.08-0.14 4609

Single Family Residential lot size 0.15-0.19 1917

Single Family Residential lot size 0.20-0.24 219

Single Family Residential lot size 0.25-0.49 115

Single Family Residential lot size 0.49-1 17

Condo 693

MFR 1412

Commercial 120.99
Schools 3.42
Parks/Greenbelts 5.71
Parking Lots 2.83
Government Offices 9.79
Beach 55.89
Median 6
Easements 0.17

Services Funded

Expenditures from the revenue generated from the Stormwater Utility Fee are intended to comply
with the requirements set forth in the NPDES permit and routine maintenance and capital
replacement.

Rate Structure Analysis
Section 6.b of Article XIIID of the State Constitution (Proposition 218) states that:

“The amount of a fee or charge imposed upon any parcel or person as an incident of property
ownership shall not exceed the proportional cost of the service attributable to the parcel.”
and

“No fee or charge may be imposed for a service unless that service is actually used by, or
immediately available to, the owner of the property in question.”
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City of Manhattan Beach June 18, 2014
Stormwater Utility Fee
Preliminary Analysis

By definition, all properties that shed stormwater into the City’s stormwater drainage system use, or
are served by, the City’s stormwater drainage system. The amount of use attributed to each parcel is
measurable by the amount of storm runoff contributed by the property, which is directly proportional
to the amount of impervious area on a parcel (such as buildings and concrete). The more impervious
area on a property, the more storm runoff the property generates, the more demand placed on the
storm drain system.

The amount each parcel uses the stormwater drainage system is computed by the following formula:
(Parcel Area) x (Impervious Percentage) = Drainage Units

The typical percent impervious (% Impervious) for residential land uses in the City, were obtained by
reviewing available parcel data and aerial photos. These percentages have been applied for the
purposes of estimating the runoff generated by each property. For non-residential landuses, the LA
County drainage manual percent impervious areas were used. These impervious areas are shown in
Appendix A.

The more Drainage Units a parcel has, the more storm run-off it generates, and the more it uses and
impacts the stormwater drainage system.

It is standard practice to relate other land uses to a developed single family residential (SFR) parcel,
instead of working exclusively with drainage units. The median size of a SFR parcel will be
approximately 0.11 acre. Therefore, it makes sense to relate all parcels to this median residential
property. The runoff from a 0.11-acre SFR parcel is set equal to one Drainage Measurement Unit
(DMU) and this base DMU is calculated as follows:

(0.11 acres of area) x 62% = 0.0682 Impervious Area = 1 DMU

Single Family Residential Parcels

As a SFR property increases in size over the median parcel size, the typical percentage of impervious
area decreases, as shown in Appendix A. Conversely, as a SFR parcel decreases in size below the
median parcel size, the typical percentage of impervious area increases, and such increase is typically
proportional to the decrease in size. Therefore, SFR properties are separated into six (6) groups. The
median parcel area for each group was used and their DMUs are calculated as follows:

SFER Category DMU/ Formula
SFR parcels 0.07 acres or less 0.7918 DMUs
SFR parcels 0.08 - 0.14 acres 1.00 DMU

SFR parcels 0.15 - 0.19 acres 1.246 DMUs
SFR parcels 0.20 — 0.24 acres 1.386 DMUs
SFR parcels 0.25 — 0.49 acres 1.560 DMUs
SFR parcels 0.50 — 1.00 acres 1.865 DMUs

Multi-Family Residential Parcels

Multi-Family Residential (MFR) and Condominiums (Condos) would pay a fee based on the lot
acreage as follows:
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MFER Cateqgory % Impervious
MFR 90%
Condo 93%

Acreage X %lmpervious = DMUs
0.0682

Condominium unit parcel areas are calculated by dividing the total area of the condominium complex
(which includes the common area) by the number of condominium units, and the total
imperviousness of the entire complex is attributed to each individual condo parcel in the complex.
(This divides the runoff of the entire complex to each of the individual units.) Because these
condominium common areas are taken into consideration in this manner, they are exempt from the
charge.

Non- Residential Parcels

All non-residential parcel DMUs will be based on the impervious area (runoff coefficient) table
shown in Exhibit B, using the following formula:

Acreage X %lmpervious = DMUs
0.0682

All parcels draining into the Manhattan Beach Stormwater Utility Fee-maintained drainage
infrastructure are proposed to be charged the same user fee rate per DMU for stormwater runoff
treatment. The Manhattan Beach Stormwater Utility Fee is proposed in perpetuity.

For the purposes of this report, City-maintained drainage infrastructure includes streets, pipes, inlets,
outlets, and natural drainage courses. Parcels related to these types of property uses are exempt from
the runoff charge, as they are part of the infrastructure being funded.

Drainage units may be adjusted based on appeal from the property owner. See the Appeals Process
below.

Table 2, below, provides a preliminary summary of DMUs for the various land uses in Manhattan
Beach.
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Table 2 — Drainage Measurement Unit Summary Table

Number of
Landuse Units Acres DMUs
SFR lot size less than 0.08 1896 1501
SFR lot size 0.08-0.14 4609 4609
SFR lot size 0.15-0.19 1917 2389
SFR lot size 0.20-0.24 219 303
SFR lot size 0.25-0.49 115 179
SFR lot size 0.49-1 17 32
Condos 693 851
MFR 1412 1296
Commercial 120.99 1635
Public Parcels 83.81 178
Total: 10878 204.8| 12,974

Cost Estimate

Table 3 below shows the estimated costs to maintain infrastructure in the City. The annual
maintenance costs were derived from the FY 14-15 proposed budget. The City’s 5-year CIP budget
was used to derive the annual cost for repairs. A ten (10) percent contingency was added as well as a
ten (10) percent overhead and administration allowance. The detailed budget information is shown

in Appendix B.

January 15, 2015

Table 3 — Estimated Costs

Item FY 14/15 Budget
Storm Drainage Maintenance S 623,454
Repairs and Replacements S 608,000
CCTV S 9,000
Subtotal: S 1,240,454
Contingency S 124,045
Overhead and Administration S 124,045
Capital Projects S 1,000,000
Total Annual Cost S 2,488,545
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Fee Calculations

The estimated annual costs for the proposed storm drain improvements are $2,488,545 as shown in
Table 3 above. Dividing that by the total number of proposed DMU’s in Manhattan Beach (12,974),
the maximum estimated annual Stormwater Utility Fee rate is $191.80 per DMU.

This would be the proposed maximum fee rate for fiscal year 2014-15. The maximum rate will be
increased each subsequent Fiscal Year by the annual change in the Consumer Price Index (CPI),
during the preceding year, for All Urban Consumers, for the Los Angeles area, published by the
United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (or a reasonably equivalent index
should the stated index be discontinued, as determined by the Director of Public Works).

The actual rate to be levied each year will be as approved by the City at a public hearing, after they
consider an Annual Fee Report outlining the estimated annual costs of the program for the ensuing
fiscal year.

Table 4 provides sample fee calculations for various land uses and parcel sizes.

Table 4 — Sample Calculations

Total Area Runoff

Category Lot Size (acres) Coefficient | DMU's Sample Fee
Single Family Residential [lot size less than 0.08 0.06 0.791789| $ 151.87
Single Family Residential |lotsize 0.08-0.14 0.1 1 S 191.80
Single Family Residential |lotsize 0.15-0.19 0.17 1.246334| S 239.05
Single Family Residential |lotsize 0.20-0.24 0.22 1.38563| S 265.77
Single Family Residential |lotsize 0.25-0.49 0.3 1.560117| S 299.24
Single Family Residential |lot size 0.49-1 0.75 1.865103( S 357.73
Condo 1 93%| 13.63636| S 2,615.51
MFR 1 90%| 13.19648| S 2,531.14
Commercial 1 96%| 14.07625| S 2,699.88
Schools 10 82%| 120.2346| S 23,061.51
Parks/Greenbelts 5 10%| 7.331378| S 1,406.19
Parking Lots 1 91%| 13.34311| $ 2,559.27
Government Offices 1 91%| 13.34311| $ 2,559.27
Respectfully submitted:
Harris & Associates
Dennis A. Anderson
Senior Project Manager
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APPENDIX A

APPENDIX A
Runoff Coefficient
Percent
Category Lot Size Impervious
Single Family Residential lot size less than 0.08 90%
Single Family Residential lot size 0.08-0.14 62%
Single Family Residential lot size 0.15-0.19 50%
Single Family Residential lot size 0.20-0.24 45%
Single Family Residential lot size 0.25-0.49 38%
Single Family Residential lot size 0.49-1 24%
Condo 93%
MFR 90%
Commercial 96%
Schools 82%
Parks/Greenbelts 10%
Parking Lots 91%
Government Offices 91%
Beach Parks 10%

Residential percent impervious were taken by looking at the average

impervious area by lot size.

Non-residential percent impervious were taken from the LA County

Drainage Manual.
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Appendix B

Cost Information
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May 28, 2014

January 15, 2015 Page 129 of 200
Adjourned Regular Meeting - Study Session



City of Manhattan Beach May 6, 2014
Landscaping and Street Lighting
Maintenance Assessment District Page 1

INTRODUCTION

The City of Manhattan Beach formed the Landscaping and Street Lighting Assessment District
in the early 1970’s pursuant to the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972, Part 2, Division 15,
Sections 22500 through 22679, of the Streets and Highways Code of the State of California.
The District is being renewed annually. City Council reviews the proposed costs and reserves
for the ensuing fiscal year and considers accumulated fund balances from the current year in
the setting of the annual assessment. The method of assessment has been approved at the
time of formation of the District. This year’s report includes projected costs and fund balances,
and is submitted for City Council’'s determination of the assessment for Fiscal Year 2014-15.
No increase in the assessment rate is proposed for Fiscal Year 2014-15.

The maintenance and operation of the facilities within the District is consistent with the
Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 and is administered pursuant to Manhattan Beach
ordinances and regulations.

The City Council of the City of Manhattan Beach adopted its General Plan with various elements
to provide guidelines for orderly development within the community. The City Council further
adopted ordinances and regulations governing the development of land providing for the
installation and construction of certain landscaping, lighting and appurtenant facilities to
enhance the quality of life and to benefit the value of property.

The requirement for the construction and installation of landscaping, lighting and appurtenant
facilities is a condition of development provided for in the City’s Subdivision Ordinance and is a
requirement of issuance of a permit for construction of any commercial, industrial, and planned
unit development.

Landscaping and appurtenant facilities generally include trees, shrubs, plants, turf, irrigation
systems, and necessary appurtenances including curbs, hardscape, monumentation, fencing,
drainage detention facilities, drainage structures (including percolation wells) located in public
rights-of-way, medians, parkways, and/or easements adjacent to public rights-of-way, in and
along major thoroughfares and certain designated primary and secondary arterials as defined in
the General Plan’s Infrastructure Element.

Lighting and appurtenant facilities include poles, lighting fixtures, conduits and the necessary
equipment to maintain, operate and replace a lighting system at designated intersections, in
medians, parkways and adjacent to certain public facilities in and along certain streets, rights-of-
way and designated lots.
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The installation of landscaping and lighting systems and the construction of the necessary
appurtenant facilities is the responsibility of the property owner/applicant, triggered by the
approval of a development application.

The City may cause the installation by property owners directly, or accept financial
arrangements for installation of these facilities as provided for by the City’s ordinances and
regulations. When on any given street of the approved system, a majority of the required
facilities have been provided, but gaps exist, and it has been determined that these facilities in
front of, or adjacent to certain already developed properties, are required to bridge missing
gaps, and/or where the future development or redevelopment of existing property is not likely to
occur in a foreseeable future, the City Council may deem it appropriate to retrofit such missing
gaps pursuant to the provisions of the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972.

The servicing, operation, maintenance, repairs and replacement of the landscaping, lighting and
appurtenant facilities in turn becomes the responsibility of the benefiting properties.

The City is presently administering one Landscaping Zone within the District.

The City of Manhattan Beach also administers a lighting system for the benefit of all parcels of
land within the City. The lighting benefit is directly related to public safety and property
protection. These benefits have been studied widely, locally, regionally and nationally.

ESTIMATE OF COST

The estimated cost of the operation, servicing and maintenance of the street and sidewalk
improvements for fiscal year 2014-15, are summarized herein and described below. All costs
include administration and utilities where applicable.

Zone A-F Zone G

Operation and Maintenance $483,737.09  $ 217,161

Cashflow Reserves (projected as of 30-Jun-
15) pursuant to Streets & Highways Code

Section 22569(a) $ 241869 $ 108,581
Total $ 725606 @ $ 325,742
General Fund Transfer for General Benefit $ (68,279) $

Total to Assessment $ 657,326 $ 325,742

Benefit Units 16,945 4,823

Assessment per Benefit Unit $ 3879 $ 6754
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METHOD OF APPORTIONMENT OF ASSESSMENT

GENERAL

Part 2 of Division 15 of the Streets and Highways Code, the Landscaping and Lighting Act of
1972, permits the establishment of assessment districts by cities for the purpose of providing
certain public improvements which include operation, maintenance and servicing of street lights,
traffic signals, parks and landscaping.

The 1972 Act requires that maintenance assessments be levied according to benefit rather than
according to assessed value. Section 22573 provides that:

The net amount to be assessed upon lands within an assessment district may be
apportioned by any formula or method which fairly distributes the net amount
among all assessable lots or parcels in proportion to the estimated benefits to be
received by each such lot or parcel from the improvements.

The Act permits the designation of zones of benefit within any individual assessment district if
"by reason of variations in the nature, location, and extent of the improvements, the various
areas will receive different degrees of benefit from the improvement" (Sec. 22574). Thus, the
1972 Act requires the levy of a true "benefit assessment" rather than a "special tax."

Excepted from the assessment would be the areas of all publicly owned property in use in the
performance of a public function.

BENEFIT DETERMINATION

Landscaping. Trees, landscaping and parks, if well maintained, provided beautification, shade
and enhancement of the desirability of the surroundings, and therefore increase property value.

The landscaping maintenance provided by the District is deemed to benefit business properties
on Manhattan Beach Boulevard, Highland Avenue and Manhattan Avenue, which are
designated as Zone 10.

Lighting. Street lighting is for the benefit of all parcels within the District as all property in the
City derives benefit from the convenience, safety and protection of people and property they
provide.

METHODOLOGY

ZONES OF BENEFIT

The Assessment District previously consisted of 7 zones of benefit, 6 lighting benefit zones and
1 benefit landscaping zone, as described as follows:

January 15, 2015 Page 132 of 200
Adjourned Regular Meeting - Study Session



City of Manhattan Beach May 6, 2014
Landscaping and Street Lighting
Maintenance Assessment District Page 4

LIGHTING BENEFIT ZONES

ZONE A (1) - Includes the majority of parcels within the City which have standard levels and
types of street lighting. Assigned a benefit factor of 1.0.for basic lighting.

ZONE B (5) - Properties utilizing natural gas lighting. Assigned a lighting benefit factor of 4.0
as follows: 1 for basic lighting, 1 for decorative lighting, and 2 for 2 times the
illumination.

ZONE C (6) - Properties on the Strand. Assigned a lighting benefit factor of 3 as follows: 1 for
basic lighting and 2 for 2 times the illumination.

ZONE D (7) - Properties on walkway streets in the area bounded by 15th Street on the south,
21st Street on the north, Ocean Drive on the west and Live Oak Park on the east.
Assigned a lighting benefit factor of 1.0 for basic lighting.

ZONE E (9) - Tract No. 44884, Arbolado Tract. Assigned a lighting benefit factor of 5.0 as
follows: 1 for basic lighting, 1 for decorative lighting, and 3 for 3 times the
illumination.

ZONE F (10) - Business properties on Manhattan Beach Boulevard from the Strand to Valley
Drive, Highland Avenue from 11th Street to 15th Street and Manhattan Avenue
from 8th Street to 13th Street. Assigned a lighting benefit factor of 4.0 as follows:
1 for basic lighting, and 3 for 3 times the illumination.

LANDSCAPING BENEFIT ZONES

ZONE G (10) Business properties on Manhattan Beach Boulevard from the Strand to Valley
Drive, Highland Avenue from 11th Street to 15th Street and Manhattan Avenue
from 8th Street to 13th Street. Assigned a landscaping benefit factor of 1.0 for
benefit from adjacent landscaping.

ZONES A-F
Equivalent Dwelling Units

The Equivalent Dwelling Unit method uses the single family home as the basic unit of
assessment. A single family home equals one Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU). Every other
land-use is converted to EDU’s based on an assessment formula appropriate for the City.
Multi-family and condominium parcels are converted to EDU’s based on the number of
dwelling units on each parcel of land; Commercial and Industrial parcels are converted to
EDU'’s based on the lot size of each parcel of land.

Single Family Residential. The single family parcel has been selected as the basic unit for
calculation of the benefit assessments. This basic unit shall be called an Equivalent Dwelling
Unit (EDU). Parcels designated as single family residential per the Los Angeles County land-
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use code are assessed 1 EDU.

Multiple Residential. Multiple family uses, as well as condominiums, are given a factor of .80
EDU per dwelling unit. Based on data from representative cities in Southern California, the
multiple residential factor of 80 percent is determined by the statistical proportion of relative trip
generation from various types of residential uses, in combination with population density per
unit.

Commercial/Industrial. Commercial/Industrial properties are designated as commercial,
industrial, recreational, institutional or miscellaneous uses per the Los Angeles County land-
use codes. In converting improved Commercial/Industrial properties to EDUSs, the factor used
is the City of Manhattan Beach’s highest requirement for a single family residential lot, which
is 1 dwelling unit per 7,500 sq. ft, or 5.808 dwelling units per acre. The Commercial/Industrial
parcels will be assessed 5.808 EDU for the first acre or any portion thereof, and then 25% of
5.808 EDUs (1.4520) for every additional acre or portion thereof, as the utilization of that
portion of non-residential property greater than one acre is reduced and will be treated as
vacant land. The minimum number of EDUs per parcel will be 1 EDU.

Vacant Property

Vacant property is described as parcels with no improved structures. Because property
values in a community are increased when public infrastructure are in place, improved,
operable, safe, clean and maintained, all properties, including vacant parcels, receive benefits
based on their land, as this is the basis of their value. Based upon the opinions of
professional appraisers, appraising current market property values for real estate in Southern
California, the land value portion of a property typically ranges from 20 to 30 percent; in
Manhattan Beach, we find that the average is about 50 percent. Additionally, the utilization of
vacant property is significantly less than improved property and vacant property has a traffic
generation rate of 0. Therefore, we recommend that vacant property be assessed at the rate
of 25 percent of improved property.

Vacant Residential. Parcels defined as single family residential parcels which do not have
structures on the parcels are assessed 25% of a single family dwelling. The parcels will be
assessed 0.25 EDU per parcel.

Vacant Non-Residential. Parcels defined as parcels which are not single family residential
and which do not have structures on the parcel are assessed based upon the acreage of the
parcel. The parcels will be assessed at the rate of 25% of the developed non-residential
properties, or 1.4520 EDU per acre or any portion thereof, with a minimum of .25 EDU per
parcel.

Exempt. All publicly owned property and utility rights-of-way are exempt from assessment.
Also excepted from assessment is the residential area bounded by Village Drive, Marine
Avenue, Redondo Avenue, and Park View Avenue, which has all private streets.
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The land-use classification for each parcel has been based on the 2014-15 Los Angeles
County Assessor's Roll.

ZONE G

The Zone 10 improvements maintained and operated by the District consist of a higher level
of landscaping than are found in other parts of the City. These facilities increase the aesthetic
appeal of the area and promote business in the downtown area. Front footage is the best
approach for this type of improvement, as each parcel's benefit is proportional to its frontage
along the improved street. Therefore, it is recommended that the assessments for Zone 10 be
on an Adjusted Front Footage (AFF) basis.

ASSESSMENTS

ZONES A-F
Benefit Units (BUs) are calculated as follows:
EDUs x Benefit Factor = Benefit Units (BUS)

The distribution of BUs per Zone is as follows:

LIGHTING BENEFIT ZONES

New Zone A B C D E F Totals

Old Zone 1 5 6 7 9 10

EDUs 13,274.26 386.60 395.00 388.25 18.40 114.79| 14,577.30

Benefit Factor 1 4 3 1 5 4

Benefit Units 13,274.26| 1,546.40| 1,185.00 388.25 92.00 459.15| 16,945.07
Zone G

Benefit Units (BUs) are calculated as follows:
AFF x Benefit Factor = Benefit Units (BUs)

The distribution of BUs per Zone is as follows:

LANDSCAPING BENEFIT ZONES
New Zone G
Old Zone 10
EDUs 4,823.00
Benefit Factor 1
Benefit Units 4,823.00

Sample calculations for various zones and land-use types are provided on the following page.
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SAMPLE CALCULATIONS — LIGHTING ZONES
FY 14-15 Current
ZONE A - Standard Lighting EDU BU Asmt Rates
Single Family Residential 1.0 1.0 $38.79 $17.03
Condominium 0.8 0.8 $31.03 $13.62
Vacant Residential 0.25 0.25 $9.70 $4.26
Multi-Family Residential Duplex 1.6 1.6 $62.07 $27.25
Triplex 2.4 2.4 $93.10 $40.87
1/4 acre 1.425 1.425 $55.28 $24.27
Commercial/lndustrial 1/2 acre 2.904 2.904 $112.65 $49.46
1 acre 5.8 5.8 $225.30 $98.91
Vacant Commercial/lndustrial 1/4 acre 0.363 0.363 $14.08 $6.18
1/2 acre 0.726 0.726 $28.16 $12.36
ZONE B - Gas Light Area
Single Family Residential 1.0 4.0 $155.17 $87.08
Condominium 0.8 3.2 $124.13 $69.66
Vacant Residential 0.25 1.00 $38.79 $21.77
Multi-Family Residential Duplex 1.6 6.4 $248.27 $139.33
Triplex 2.4 9.6 $372.40 $208.99
ZONE C - The Strand
Single Family Residential 1.0 3.0 $116.37 $10.52
Condominium 0.8 2.4 $93.10 $8.42
Vacant Residential 0.25 0.75 $29.09 $2.63
Duplex 1.6 4.8 $186.20 $16.83
Multi-Family Residential Triplex 2.4 7.2  $279.30 $25.25
4-plex 3.2 9.6 $372.40 $33.66
10-unit Apt 8.0 24.0  $931.00 $84.16
ZONE D - Walkway Streets
Single Family Residential 1.0 1.0 $38.79 $10.80
Condominium 0.8 0.8 $31.03 $8.64
Vacant Residential 0.25 0.25 $9.70 $2.70
Multi-Family Residential Duplex 1.6 1.6 $62.07 $17.28
Triplex 2.4 2.4 $93.10 $25.92
ZONE E - Arbolado Tract
Condominium 0.8 4.0 $155.17 $126.34
ZONE F - Formerly Zone 10
0.16 acre 1.000 4.000 $155.17
Commercial 1/4 acre 1.452 5.808 $225.30
0.33 acre 1.917 7.667  $297.40
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SAMPLE CALCULATIONS — LANDSCAPING ZONES

FY 14-15
AFF BU Asmt
30.00 30.00 $2,026.18
60.00 60.00 $4,052.35
90.00 90.00 $6,078.53

ZONE G - Formerly Zone 10

Commercial
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| NTRODUCTION

Located along the coastal edge of Los Angeles County, the City of Manhattan Beach is home to
an estimated 35,619 residents.! Incorporated in 1912 as a General Law city, Manhattan Beach'’s
current team of full-time and part-time employees provides a full suite of services through vari-
ous departments including City Attorney, City Clerk, City Manager, Community Development,
Finance, Fire, Parks & Recreation, Human Resources, Police, and Public Works.

As Manhattan Beach has grown, so too have the demands placed upon its facilities, services,
infrastructure, and staff. Unfortunately, the City’s revenue streams have not kept pace with the
growing demands and escalating costs, leading to shortfalls in recent years in the funding
required to provide essential municipal services at the desired levels of service. Two areas, in
particular, are experiencing costs that are well in excess of dedicated revenue streams: address-
ing stormwater pollution and providing landscape maintenance and street lighting.

Stormwater Pollution Under the Federal Clean Water Act, each county and municipality
throughout the nation is issued a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Per-
mit. The goal of the permit is to stop polluted discharges from entering the storm drain system,
local water sources, and coastal waters. The City of Manhattan Beach is responsible for develop-
ing and implementing public improvements and services designed to not only meet the require-
ments of the federal NPDES Permit, but also improve public health by identifying, controlling and
removing pollution from the stormdrain system, local water sources, and coastal waters.

In order to provide for the safety of the residents, protect property in the city from damage asso-
ciated with flooding, and to meet the requirements of the NPDES permit, it is necessary to
design, construct, operate, maintain, improve and replace storm drainage facilities which collect
storm and surface water runoff, as well as convey and treat such runoff in a safe manner to an
acceptable point of discharge. It is also necessary to inspect, monitor, and take enforcement
action related to illegal dumping and illicit discharges. In order to adequately fund such facilities
and activities, the City has determined that it is necessary to update and increase the fee for
storm drainage services.?

Landscape & Lighting Part 2 of Division 15 of the Streets and Highways Code, the Landscaping
and Lighting Act of 1972, permits the establishment of assessment districts by cities for the pur-
pose of providing certain public improvements which include the operation, maintenance and
servicing of street lights, traffic signals, parks, and landscaping. Trees, landscaping and parks, if
well maintained, provided beautification, shade and enhancement of the desirability of the sur-
roundings, and therefore increase property values. Similarly, street lighting benefits all parcels
within the city by enhancing the convenience, safety, and protection of people and property.3

Although the City of Manhattan Beach has had an assessment district in place since the early
1970’s to fund landscape maintenance and street lighting, the costs of providing these services
have escalated beyond the revenues generated by the existing assessment district. Accordingly,

1. Source: California Department of Finance estimate, January 2014.

2. Source: Preliminary Analysis for the Stormwater Utility Fee conducted for the City of Manhattan Beach by
Harris & Associates, 2014.

3. Source: Preliminary Analysis for Landscaping and Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment District con-
ducted for the City of Manhattan Beach by Harris & Associates, 2014.
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to adequately fund landscape maintenance and street lighting in future years, the City is consid-
ering increasing assessments for this purpose.

The primary purpose of this study was to produce an
unbiased, statistically reliable evaluation of property owners’ interest in supporting local revenue
measures to address stormwater pollution and landscape & lighting, respectively, in the City of
Manhattan Beach. Additionally, should the City decide to move forward with a measure, the sur-
vey data provides guidance as to how to structure a measure so that it is consistent with the
community's priorities and expressed needs. Specifically, the study was designed to:

Gauge current, baseline support for a local revenue measure (stormwater fee or landscaping
& lighting assessment)

Identify the fee rate that the community is willing to support

Identify the types of services and improvements that property owners are most interested in
funding, should the measure pass

Expose property owners to arguments in favor of, and against, the proposed measure to
gauge how information affects support for the measure, and

Estimate support for the measure once property owners are presented with the types of
information they will likely be exposed to during the ballot proceeding.

It is important to note at the outset that property owners’ opinions about revenue measures are
often somewhat fluid, especially when the amount of information they initially have about a mea-
sure is limited. How property owners think and feel about a measure today may not be the same
way they think and feel once they have had a chance to hear more information about the mea-
sure in the months leading up to a vote. Accordingly, to accurately estimate the feasibility of
establishing a revenue measure, it was important that in addition to measuring current opinions
about the measure, the survey expose respondents to the types of information property owners
are likely to encounter prior to a vote—including arguments in favor and opposed to the mea-
sure—and gauge how this information ultimately impacts their voting decision.

One of the objectives of the study was to determine how support
for a local measure may vary depending on the type of measure employed: a property-related fee
to address stormwater pollution, or a benefit assessment to fund landscaping & lighting.

To raise the funds needed to address stormwater pollution, the City is considering a property-
related fee. A property-related fee is voted on by all property owners in the city who are being
asked to pay the new fee. In addition to residential property owners, owners of other types of
properties (i.e., commercial, industrial, apartments, etc.) as well as absentee owners are eligible
to participate. Because all affected property owners can participate in a property-related fee, a
majority of ballots returned (one vote per parcel) is required for approval. In a property-related
fee ballot proceeding, all property owners are typically mailed a ballot that includes an informa-
tion sheet, but does not include arguments in support or opposition as is the case with a special
tax. Most of the funding measures for similar water and stormwater quality programs in Califor-
nia have been property-owner balloted, property-related fees.*

4. Examples include fees established in Rancho Palos Verdes, Palo Alto, Burlingame, and San Clemente.
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To fund landscape maintenance and lighting, the City is considering a benefit assessment.
Although a benefit assessment shares many of the same features outlined above for a property-
related fee, the key difference is that the returned votes are weighted proportionately according
to the amount of the fee charged to each property owner. The greater the fee levied for a parcel,
the more that property owner’s vote will count toward the outcome of the ballot proceeding.

To ensure a reliable estimate of property owner support for the respective measures being con-
sidered, two separate surveys were conducted using mutually-exclusive random samples of Man-
hattan Beach property owners. One survey focused on a property-related fee to address
stormwater pollution, whereas the second survey focused on a landscape & lighting assessment.
A combination of mailed invitations and phone calls were employed to recruit participation in the
surveys. In total, 760 property owners participated online or by telephone between September
11 and October 7, 2014, with the interviews divided evenly between the stormwater (382) and
landscape & lighting surveys (378). The telephone interviews averaged 15 minutes in length. For
a full discussion of the research methods and techniques used in this study, turn to Methodology
on page 36.

This report is designed to meet the needs of readers who
prefer a summary of the findings as well as those who are interested in the details of the results.
For those who seek an overview of the findings, the sections titled Just the Facts and Conclusions
are for you. They provide a summary of the most important factual findings of the surveys in bul-
let-point format and a discussion of their implications. For the interested reader, this section is
followed by a more detailed question-by-question discussion of the results from the surveys by
topic area (see Table of Contents), as well as a description of the methodology employed for col-
lecting and analyzing the data. And, for the truly ambitious reader, the questionnaires used for
the interviews are contained at the back of this report (see Questionnaire & Toplines on page 40)
and a complete set of crosstabulations for the survey results are contained in Appendix A for the
stormwater version, Appendix B for the landscape & lighting version.

True North thanks the City of Manhattan Beach for the opportunity
to assist the City in this important effort, as well as Dennis Anderson of Harris & Associates for
contributing to the design of the study. Their collective expertise, insight, and local knowledge
improved the overall quality of the research presented here.

The statements and conclusions in this report are those of the authors
(Dr. Timothy McLarney and Richard Sarles) at True North Research, Inc. and not necessarily those
of the City of Manhattan Beach. Any errors and omissions are the responsibility of the authors.

True North is a full-service survey research firm that is dedicated to
providing public agencies with a clear understanding of the values, perceptions, priorities and
concerns of their residents and voters. Through designing and implementing scientific surveys,
focus groups and one-on-one interviews, as well as expert interpretation of the findings, True
North helps its clients to move with confidence when making strategic decisions in a variety of
areas—such as planning, policy evaluation, performance management, organizational develop-
ment, establishing fiscal priorities, passing revenue measures, and developing effective public
information campaigns.
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During their careers, Dr. McLarney and Mr. Sarles have designed and conducted over 800 survey
research studies for public agencies, including more than 300 revenue measure feasibility stud-
ies. Of the measures that have gone to ballot based on Dr. McLarney’s recommendation, more
than 93% have been successful. In total, the research that Dr. McLarney has conducted has led to
over $22 billion in successful local revenue measures.
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JusT THE FACTS

The following section is an outline of the main factual findings from the survey. For the reader’s
convenience, we have organized the findings according to the section titles used in the body of
this report. Thus, if you would like to learn more about a particular finding, simply turn to the
appropriate report section.

Among those who were administered the landscape & lighting survey, more than nine-in-
ten respondents shared favorable opinions of the quality of life in Manhattan Beach, with
60% reporting it is excellent and 34% stating it is good. An additional 4% of respondents
indicated that the quality of life in the City is fair, and no one used poor or very poor to
describe the quality of life in Manhattan Beach.

The results were strikingly similar among property owners who were administered the
stormwater version of the survey, with 58% reporting it is excellent, 36% stating it is good,
and 6% offering that the quality of life in Manhattan Beach is fair.

Nearly nine-in-ten respondents (89%) who received the landscape & lighting version of the
survey indicated that they were satisfied with the City’s overall performance in providing
municipal services, whereas 9% were dissatisfied and 2% were unsure.

Similarly, 87% of property owners administered the stormwater survey indicated that they
were satisfied with the City’s overall performance in providing municipal services, whereas
10% were dissatisfied and 3% were unsure.

In an unweighted scenario (each vote counts equally), 47% of property owners initially indi-
cated that they would support the landscape & lighting assessment at the highest fee rate
proposed, whereas 45% stated they would oppose the assessment and 8% were unsure.
Once weighted proportionately according to the fee proposed for each property, overall sup-
port for the measure declined to 36%, with 54% opposed and 10% unsure.

Overall, 41% of property owners initially indicated that they would support the stormwater
measure at the highest fee rate proposed, whereas 51% stated that they would oppose the
measure, and 8% were unsure or unwilling to share their vote choice.

The most frequently-mentioned reasons for opposing the landscape & lighting assessment
were a perception that taxes/fees are already too high (26%), concern that the money will be
mismanaged (22%), a perception that the City already has enough funding (14%), and a need
for more information (13%).

The reasons expressed for not supporting the stormwater measure were similar, including
a perception that taxes/fees are already too high (40%), concern that the money will be mis-
managed (20%), a perception that the City already has enough funding (14%), and a need for
more information (11%).

At the highest proposed rate for each property based on the engineer’s assessment (Rate A),
just 23% of property owners (weighted) indicated they would support the landscape & light-
ing measure. Incremental reductions in the fee rate resulted in incremental increases in sup-
port for the measure, with 38% of property owners indicating that they would support the
landscape & lighting assessment at 60% of the highest proposed rate (Rate C).
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Converting the rates to dollar ranges, support for the proposed landscape & lighting
assessment was found among a majority (52%) of property owners when the annual fee to
their property was less than $25. As the fee escalated, support declined—with just 28% of
property owners indicating that they would support a fee of $100 or more per year.

At the highest proposed rate for each property based on the engineer’s assessment for the
stormwater measure, 38% of property owners indicated they would support the measure.
As the fee rate was lowered to 80% (Rate B) and 60% (Rate C) of original rate (Rate A), sup-
port climbed to 40% and 44%, respectively.

Converting the rates to actual dollar amounts reveals that support for the stormwater mea-
sure was not particularly sensitive to the amount of the fee within the range of fees being
considered by the City. At an annual amount of less than $90, for example, 45% of property
owners stated they would support the measure. The comparable figure for fees of $150 or
more per year was 41%.

Among the items that could be funded by the landscape & lighting assessment, property
owners most strongly favored using the funds to operate, maintain and repair street lights
on a timely basis (78%), fix broken or burnt-out street lights (77%), and replace outdated
lighting systems that are expensive to operate and repair with new energy efficient lights
that will be more cost-effective (74%).

For the stormwater measure, property owners most strongly favored using the funds to
reconstruct or replace storm drains that are identified by engineers as being high risk for
collapse or failures (79%), install and maintain devices in storm drains that capture trash and
pollution before they enter our waterways (76%), reduce illegal discharges of pollution into
water sources through improved monitoring, investigation and prosecution (70%), and keep
trash and pollution off our beaches and out of local waterways and the ocean (70%).

When presented with arguments in favor of the landscape & lighting measure, property owners
found the following arguments to be the most persuasive:

Street lights are a matter of public safety. Good street lights deter crime, prevent car acci-
dents, and protect pedestrians.

By switching to energy efficient lights, this measure will allow the City to be more cost-effec-
tive and environmentally friendly in the future.

Quality street lighting improves the appearance, character and quality of life in a neighbor-
hood.

When presented with arguments in favor of the stormwater measure, property owners found the
following arguments to be the most persuasive:

It is a lot cheaper to fix a storm drain now than to pay for reconstruction, property damage
and lawsuits when it fails.

Stormwater runoff carries tons of trash, infectious bacteria and toxic pollutants directly to
the ocean and local beaches. This measure is one of the best ways to protect our water qual-
ity and public health.
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Every year, thousands of pounds of trash from our streets washes up on local beaches. This
measure will help prevent and clean up trash and pollution before it ends up in our water
and on our shorelines and beaches.

After exposing respondents to the types of positive arguments they may encounter during
an election cycle, as well as the services and facilities that may be funded by the measures,
overall support for the landscape & lighting measure declined to 22% in a weighted-vote
scenario using the proposed Rate A, with 50% of respondents opposed to the measure and
an additional 28% unsure or unwilling to state their vote choice.

At the Interim Ballot Test, 39% of property owners indicated they would support the storm-
water measure at the highest proposed rate (Rate A), whereas 54% opposed the measure
and 7% were unsure or unwilling to share their opinion.

Of the arguments in opposition to the landscape & lighting assessment, property owners found
the following arguments to be the most persuasive:

Property owners already pay an assessment for street lighting to the City. Now they want
another one? That's not fair to taxpayers.

This measure is unfair because it can be passed with a majority vote rather than the usual
two-thirds requirement, and many voters are not allowed to participate.

The City can't be trusted with this tax. They will mismanage the money.

Of the arguments in opposition to the stormwater measure, property owners found the follow-
ing arguments to be the most persuasive:

This measure won't make a difference. Most of the water pollution is coming from Los Ange-
les and other cities, and they aren't doing much to stop it.

The City can't be trusted with this tax. They will mismanage the money.

People are having a hard time making ends meet with high unemployment and a sluggish
economy. Now is NOT the time to be raising taxes.

After providing respondents with the wording of the proposed measures, possible fee rates,
programs and projects that could be funded by the measures, as well as arguments in favor
and against the proposals, support for the landscape & lighting measure was found among
21% of property owners in a weighted-vote scenario using the proposed Rate A, with 57% of
respondents opposed to the measure and an additional 22% unsure or unwilling to state
their vote choice.

Support for the proposed stormwater measure remained steady a the Final Ballot Test, with
38% of property owners indicating they would support the stormwater measure at the high-
est proposed rate (Rate A), 55% opposed, and 7% unsure or unwilling to share their opinion.
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CONCLUSI

ONS

The bulk of this report is devoted to conveying the details of the study findings. In this section,
however, we attempt to ‘see the forest through the trees’ and note how the collective results of
the survey answer the key questions that motivated the research. The following conclusions are
based on True North’s interpretations of the survey results and the firm’s collective experience
conducting revenue measure studies for public agencies throughout the State.

Do local property own-
ers support establishing
a revenue measure?

Manhattan Beach
January 15, 2015

Adjourned Regular Meeting - Study Session

The vast majority of property owners in the City of Manhattan Beach have
high opinions of the quality of life in city, are satisfied with the City’s
performance in providing municipal services, and clearly value the ser-
vices that they receive from the City. When it comes to funding municipal
services and facilities, however, property owners’ interest in maintaining
the quality of city services is in tension with their sensitivity to increasing
local taxes or fees.

The results of the landscape & lighting assessment survey indicate that
Manhattan Beach property owners are not prepared at this juncture to
support a new assessment to keep pace with the increasing costs of elec-
tricity and operating, maintaining, and repairing street lights throughout
the City, avoid reductions in street lighting service, and replace outdated
light systems with energy efficient lights that are less costly to operate
and maintain and are better for the environment. Even at a fee rate that
was 60% of the full rate proposed in the Preliminary Analysis for Land-
scaping and Lighting Maintenance Assessment District report for each
parcel, support for the assessment was found among just 38% of prop-
erty owners in a weighted vote scenario. Moreover, weighted support for
the assessment generally declined as property owners learned more
about the measure, with approximately one-in-five property owners
(21%) supporting the assessment at the Final Ballot Test.

The results of the stormwater measure survey were more positive,
although still below the majority required for passage at the full fee rate
proposed in the Preliminary Analysis for the Stormwater Utility Fee
report. At the Initial Ballot Test, 41% of Manhattan Beach property own-
ers indicated they would support a measure to protect public health and
reduce water pollution in Manhattan Beach, repair, reconstruct, and
maintain the storm drain system throughout the City, remove pollutants,
toxic chemicals, and infectious bacteria from runoff, keep trash and pol-
lution off our beaches and out of local waterways and the ocean, and
reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources through
improved monitoring, investigation and prosecution. Support for the
stormwater measure remained fairly consistent throughout the interview
as property owners learned more about what the measure would fund,
alternative fee rates, as well as arguments pro and con.
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How will the fee rate
dffect support for the
measure?

How might public educa-
tion affect support for
the stormwater mea-
sure?

Manhattan Beach
January 15, 2015

Adjourned Regular Meeting -

If the City is inclined to pursue a stormwater measure, a number of con-
ditions will need to be met for the measure to have a reasonable chance
of success—including that it is packaged appropriately, kept affordable,
has clear support from the City Council, and is combined with effective
public education from the City and a well-organized, independent cam-
paign. The following paragraphs discuss some of the challenges and the
next steps that True North recommends in packaging a stormwater mea-
sure for success.

Naturally, the willingness of property owners to support a specific reve-
nue measure is contingent—in part—on the fee rate associated with a
measure. The higher the rate, all other things being equal, the lower the
level of aggregate support that can be expected. It is critical that the rate
be set at a level that the necessary proportion of property owners view as
affordable.

Although Manhattan Beach property owners did not exhibit significant
price sensitivity in their support for the proposed stormwater measure,
this pattern likely reflects the comparatively high fees being considered
by the City. For the most common residential property (single family res-
idential with a lot size of 0.1 acres) the proposed fee was $114.73 per
year, which means that even at the lowest rate tested in the survey (60%
of the proposed fee) the annual amount was still nearly $70 per year. A
fee of $70 per year for stormwater services is outside the comfort zone
for a majority of Manhattan Beach property owners.

For the stormwater measure to have a reasonable chance for success, it
will require a more modest fee increase ($35 to $49 per year) for the typ-
ical residential property. Although rates at this level were not tested in
this study, past research has shown that fees in this range tend to garner
significantly higher support when compared to fees of $50 or more.

As noted in the body of this report, individuals’ opinions about revenue
measures are often not rigid, especially when the amount of information
presented to the public on a measure has been limited. Thus, in addition
to gauging current support for the measure, one of the goals of the
stormwater survey was to explore how the introduction of additional
information about the measure may affect property owners’ opinions
about the proposed stormwater measure.

It is clear from the survey results that property owners’ opinions about
the stormwater measure are somewhat sensitive to the nature—and
amount—of information that they have about the measure. Information
about the specific services and projects that could be funded by the mea-
sure, as well as arguments in favor of the measure, were found by many
respondents to be compelling reasons to support the measure. More-
over, this information played an important role in limiting the erosion of
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support for the measure once respondents were exposed to the types of
opposition arguments they will likely encounter during an election cycle.

Accordingly, one of the keys to building and sustaining support for a
stormwater measure will be the presence of an effective, well-organized
public outreach effort and independent campaign to that focuses on the
need for the measure as well as the many benefits it will bring.

How might the eco- A survey is a snapshot in time—which means the results of this study

nomic or political cli- — and the conclusions noted above must be viewed in light of the current

mate alter support for . . . .

the measure? economic and political climates. Ongoing concerns about unemploy-
ment, economic uncertaintly, and the lingering effects of the recession
continue to weigh on property owners’ minds, and these concerns are
factored into the results of this survey. Should the economy and/or polit-
ical climate continue to improve, support for a measure could increase.
Conversely, negative economic and/or political developments, especially
at the local level, could dampen support for a measure below what was
recorded in this study.
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QuALITY OF LIFE & CITY SERVICES

The opening series of questions in the survey were designed to profile property owners’ opin-
ions regarding the quality of life in Manhattan Beach, as well as their assessment of the City’s
overall performance in providing municipal services.

At the outset of the interview, respondents were asked to
rate the overall quality of life in the City using a five-point scale of excellent, good, fair, poor, or
very poor. Following a convention that will be used throughout this report, Figure 1 presents the
results to Question 2 separately for each version of the survey.

Among those who were administered the landscape & lighting survey, more than nine-in-ten
respondents shared favorable opinions of the quality of life in Manhattan Beach, with 60% report-
ing it is excellent and 34% stating it is good. An additional 4% of respondents indicated that the
quality of life in the City is fair, and no one used poor or very poor to describe the quality of life
in Manhattan Beach. The results were strikingly similar among property owners who were admin-
istered the stormwater version of the survey, with 58% reporting it is excellent, 36% stating it is
good, and 6% offering that the quality of life in Manhattan Beach is fair.

Question 2: Landscape & Lighting/Stormwater How would you rate the overall quality of life
in the City? Would you say it is excellent, good, fair, poor or very poor?

FIGURE 1 QUALITY OF LIFE
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Respondents were next asked if,
overall, they were satisfied or dissatisfied with the job the City of Manhattan Beach is doing to
provide city services. Because this question does not reference a specific program, facility, or
service and requested that the respondent consider the City’s performance in general, the find-
ings of this question may be regarded as an overall performance rating for the City.
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As shown in Figure 2, nearly nine-in-ten respondents (89%) who received the landscape & light-
ing version of the survey indicated that they were satisfied with the City’s overall performance in
providing municipal services, whereas 9% were dissatisfied and 2% were unsure. Similarly, 87% of
property owners administered the stormwater survey indicated that they were satisfied with the
City’s overall performance in providing municipal services, whereas 10% were dissatisfied and 3%

were unsure.

Question 3: Landscape & Lighting/Stormwater

Generally speaking, are you satisfied or dis-

satisfied with the job the City of Manhattan Beach is doing to provide city services?

FIGURE 2 OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH CITY
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| NITIAL BALLOT TEST

The primary research objective of this survey was to estimate property owners’ interest in sup-
porting local revenue measures to address stormwater pollution and landscaping & lighting,
respectively. To accommodate the City’s interest in understanding how support for a measure
may vary depending on the type and purpose of the measure, two separate surveys were con-
ducted using mutually-exclusive random samples of Manhattan Beach property owners. One sur-
vey focused on a property-related fee to address stormwater pollution, whereas the second
survey focused on a landscaping & lighting assessment. Question 4 was designed to take an
early assessment of property owners’ support for the respective measures.

The motivation for placing Questions 4 up-front in the survey is twofold. First, property owner
support for a measure can often depend on the amount of information they have about a mea-
sure. At this point in the survey, the respondent has not been provided information about the
proposed measure beyond what is presented in the ballot language. This situation is analogous
to a person casting a ballot with limited knowledge about the measure, such as what might occur
in the absence of an effective education campaign. Question 4, also known as the Initial Ballot
Test, is thus a good measure of property owner support for the proposed measure as it is today,
on the natural. Because the Initial Ballot Test provides a gauge of natural support for the mea-
sure, it also serves a second purpose in that it provides a useful baseline from which to judge the
impact of various information items conveyed later in the survey on property owner support for
the measure.

Figure 3 on the next page pres-
ents the results of the Initial Ballot Test for the landscape & lighting measure that would raise
funds to keep pace with the increasing costs of electricity and operating, maintaining, and
repairing street lights throughout the City, avoid reductions in street lighting service, and
replace outdated light systems with energy efficient lights that are less costly to operate and
maintain and are better for the environment. Note that each property owner was presented with
a rate that was specific to their property based on the Preliminary Analysis for Landscaping and
Street Lighting Maintenance Assessment District conducted for the City of Manhattan Beach by
Harris & Associates in 2014.

Figure 3 presents the results unweighted, as well as weighted to account for the fact that in a
benefit assessment each vote is weighted according to the proposed fee for the parcel. In an
unweighted scenario (each vote counts equally), 47% of property owners indicated that they
would support the landscape & lighting assessment, whereas 45% stated they would oppose the
assessment and 8% were unsure. Once weighted proportionately according to the fee proposed
for each property, overall support for the measure declines to 36%, with 54% opposed and 10%
unsure. The decline in support in the weighted scenario reflects the tendency for property own-
ers who receive comparatively high assessments to be more likely to oppose the measure.
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Question 4: Landscape & Lighting Next year, property owners in the City of Manhattan Beach
may be asked to vote on a local ballot measure. Let me read you a summary of the measure. In
order to keep pace with the increasing costs of electricity and operating, maintaining, and
repairing street lights throughout the City; avoid reductions in street lighting service; and
replace outdated light systems with energy efficient lights that are less costly to operate and
maintain and are better for the environment. Shall property owners in Manhattan Beach be
assessed an annual fee for each property that they own? The fee increase for your property
would be approximately: $<Rate A> per year. If the election were held today, would you vote yes
or no on this measure?

FIGURE 3 INITIAL BALLOT TEST: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING
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For the interested reader,
Table 1 on the next page shows how support at the Initial Ballot Test for the landscape & lighting
measure varied by key demographic traits. The blue column (Approximate % of Universe) indi-
cates the percentage of the weighted voter universe that each subgroup category comprises.

When compared with their respective counterparts, those who live in a condominium, property
owners who reside in a Dual Democratic household, households for which the assessors file
information allowed for a match to the voter file, individuals who received comparatively low pro-
posed fees (less than $33 annually), and males were the most likely to support the landscape &
lighting measure at the Initial Ballot Test.
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TABLE 1 DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN OF SUPPORT AT INITIAL BALLOT TEST: LANDSCAPING & LIGHTING

% Probably or
Definitely Yes
Overall 35.5
Less than 5 50.8
Years in Manhattan Beach 5to 9 50.0
Qn 10to 14 49.2
15 or longer 33.9
Commercial 25.8
Land Use Category I\C/IC:JrI]tdI?amin ggg
Single Family 48.1
Single dem 46.7
Dual dem 62.8
Single rep 24.7
Household Party Type Dual rep 58.3
Other 46.7
Mixed 46.1
No voter ID 29.9
. Yes 47.0
Voter Hsld Identified No 29.9
Low (<$33) 64.4
Rate A Group Mid ($33~366) 47.3
High ($66+) 28.4
Male 37.7
Gender Female >8.8

Figure 4 on the next page presents the
results of the Initial Ballot Test for the stormwater measure that would raise funds to protect
public health and reduce water pollution in Manhattan Beach, repair, reconstruct, and maintain
the storm drain system throughout the City, remove pollutants, toxic chemicals, and infectious
bacteria from runoff, keep trash and pollution off our beaches and out of local waterways and
the ocean, and reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources through improved moni-
toring, investigation and prosecution. As was the case with the landscape & lighting survey, each
property owner was presented with a rate that was specific to their property based on the Prelim-
inary Analysis for the Stormwater Utility Fee conducted for the City of Manhattan Beach by Har-
ris & Associates in 2014.

Overall, 41% of property owners indicated that they would definitely or probably support the
stormwater measure at this stage in the survey, whereas 51% stated that they would oppose the
measure, and 8% were unsure or unwilling to share their vote choice.
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Question 4: Stormwater Next year, property owners in the City of Manhattan Beach may be
asked to vote on a local ballot measure. Let me read you a summary of the measure. In order to
protect public health and reduce water pollution in Manhattan Beach; repair, reconstruct, and
maintain the storm drain system throughout the City;, remove pollutants, toxic chemicals, and
infectious bacteria from runoff; keep trash and pollution off our beaches and out of local water-
ways and the ocean; and reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources through
improved monitoring, investigation and prosecution. Shall property owners in Manhattan Beach
be assessed an annual fee for each property that they own? The fee for your property would be
approximately: $<Rate A> per year. If the election were held today, would you vote yes or no on
this measure?

FIGURE 4 INITIAL BALLOT TEST: STORMWATER

Not sure Refused Definitely yes
7.6 0‘8 12.8
Definitely no Probably yes
34.6 28.0
Probably no
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Table 2 on the next page shows how sup-
port at the Initial Ballot Test for the stormwater measure varied by key demographic traits. The
blue column (Approximate % of Universe) indicates the percentage of the voter universe that
each subgroup category comprises. When compared with their respective counterparts, those
who had lived in Manhattan Beach less than 10 years, those living in a condominium or single
family residence, Single and Dual Democratic households, and property owners whose proposed
fee was less than $200 were the most likely to exhibit support for the measure.
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TABLE 2 DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN OF SUPPORT AT INITIAL BALLOT TEST: STORMWATER

% Probably or
Definitely Yes
Overall 40.8
Less than 5 44 .4
Years in Manhattan Beach 5to 9 47.6
Qn 10to 14 42.6
15 or longer 39.5
Commercial 16.7
Land Use Category I\C/IC:JrI]tdI?amin ;1(5)2
Single Family 43.2
Single dem 55.6
Dual dem 50.0
Single rep 41.9
Household Party Type Dual rep 29.3
Other 26.3
Mixed 45.5
No voter ID 39.0
. Yes 41.7
Voter Hsld Identified No 39.0
Low (<$150) 39.1
Rate A Group Mid ($150~$200) 41.8
High ($200+) 32.4
Male 41.7
Gender Female 39.0

Respondents who opposed the measures at Ques-
tions 4 were subsequently asked if there was a particular reason for their position. Question 5
was asked in an open-ended manner, thereby allowing respondents to mention any reason that
came to mind without being prompted by or restricted to a particular list of options. True North
later reviewed the verbatim responses and grouped them into the categories shown in Figure 5
for the landscape & lighting assessment, Figure 6 for the stormwater measure.

The most frequently-mentioned reasons for opposing the landscape & lighting assessment were
a perception that taxes/fees are already too high (26%), concern that the money will be misman-
aged (22%), a perception that the City already has enough funding (14%), and a need for more
information (13%). The reasons expressed for not supporting the stormwater measure were sim-
ilar, including a perception that taxes/fees are already too high (40%), concern that the money
will be mismanaged (20%), a perception that the City already has enough funding (14%), and a
need for more information (11%).
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Question 5 Is there a particular reason why you do not support the measure | just described?

FIGURE 5 REASONS FOR NOT SUPPORTING MEASURE: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

Taxes, fees already too high 26.4
City cannot be trusted, will mismanage funds

City already has enough money

Need more information

Already paying enough for utilities

Measure is unnecessary

Not sure / No particular reason

Unfair for property owners, others should share expense
Other higher community priorities

City staff salaries, benefits too high

Measure too expensive

Should prioritize undergrounding utility poles

General negative comment about City

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

% Respondents Who Do Not Support
Landscape & Lighting Measure

FIGURE 6 REASONS FOR NOT SUPPORTING MEASURE: STORMWATER
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FEE THRESHOLD

Naturally, property owner support for a revenue measure is often contingent on the cost of the
measure. The higher the tax rate or fee, all other things being equal, the less likely an individual
is to support the measure. One of the goals of this study was thus to gauge the impact that
changes in the fee rate can be expected to have on property owner support for the proposed rev-
enue measures.

Question 6 was designed to do just that. Respondents were first instructed that the fee rate for
the measure had yet to be determined, although several rates were being considered. They were
then presented with the highest amount for their property based on the preliminary engineer’s
analysis (Rate A) and asked if they would support the proposed measure at that amount. If a
respondent did not answer ‘definitely yes’, they were asked whether they would support the
measure at the next lowest rate (Rate B), and so on. Note that Rate B was 80% of the Rate A
amount, whereas Rate C was 60% of Rate A. The three rates tested, as well as the percentage of
respondents who indicated they would vote in favor of the measure at each rate, are shown
below in Figure 7 for the landscape & lighting assessment, Figure 9 for the stormwater measure.

Question 6: Landscape & Lighting The measure | just described would raise money through
annual property taxes paid by residential and commercial property owners in the City. However,
the amount to be charged to each parcel has not been determined yet. If you heard that your
household would pay an additional _____ per year for each property you own in Manhattan
Beach, would you vote yes or no on the measure?

FIGURE 7 TAX THRESHOLD: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

m Definitely yes mProbably yes Probably no  mDefinitely no m Not sure
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At the highest proposed rate for each property based on the engineer’s assessment, just 23% of
property owners (weighted) indicated they would support the measure. Incremental reductions
in the fee rate resulted in incremental increases in support for the measure, with 38% of property
owners indicating that they would support the landscape & lighting assessment at 60% of the
highest proposed rate (Rate C).
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FIGURE 8 SUPPORT FOR LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING MEASURE BY DOLLAR AMOUNT
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Whereas Figure 7 shows support at each of the proposed rate structures (recognzing that the
amount will vary by parcel), Figure 8 illustrates how support varied depending on the specific
dollar amount presented to property owners. As note in the figure, support for the proposed
landscape & lighting assessment was found among a majority (52%) of property owners when the
annual fee to their property was less than $25. As the fee escalated, support declined—with just
28% of property owners indicating that they would support a fee of $100 or more per year.

When compared to the landscape & lighting assessment, support for the proposed stormwater
measure was somewhat higher (see Figure 9 on the next page). At the highest proposed rate for
each property based on the engineer’s assessment, 38% of property owners indicated they would
support the measure. As the fee rate was lowered to 80% (Rate B) and 60% (Rate C) of original
rate (Rate A), support climbed to 40% and 44%, respectively.

Converting the rates to actual dollar amounts reveals that support for the stormwater measure
was not particularly sensitive to the amount of the fee within the range of fees being considered
by the City (see Figure 10). At an annual amount of less than $90, for example, 45% of property
owners stated they would support the measure. The comparable figure for fees of $150 or more
per year was 41%. It is likely, however, that a more modest fee (less than $50, for example),
would generate a spike in support.
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Question 6: Stormwater The measure | just described would raise money through annual
property taxes paid by residential and commercial property owners in the City. However, the
amount to be charged to each parcel has not been determined yet. If you heard that your house-
hold would pay ______ per year for each property you own in Manhattan Beach, would you vote
yes or no on the measure?

FIGURE 9 TAX THRESHOLD: STORMWATER
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FIGURE 10 SUPPORT FOR STORMWATER MEASURE BY DOLLAR AMOUNT
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PROGRAMS & PROJECTS

The ballot language presented in Question 2 indicated that the proposed landscape & lighting
assessment would raise funds to keep pace with the increasing costs of electricity and operating,
maintaining, and repairing street lights throughout the City, avoid reductions in street lighting
service, and replace outdated light systems with energy efficient lights that are less costly to
operate and maintain and are better for the environment. The ballot language for the stormwater
measure was similarly succinct, stating that the measure would raise funds to protect public
health and reduce water pollution in Manhattan Beach, repair, reconstruct, and maintain the
storm drain system throughout the City, remove pollutants, toxic chemicals, and infectious bac-
teria from runoff, keep trash and pollution off our beaches and out of local waterways and the
ocean, and reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources through improved monitor-
ing, investigation and prosecution. The purpose of Question 7 was to provide respondents with
the full range of services and infrastructure improvements that may be funded by the proposed
measures, as well as identify which of these improvements property owners most favored fund-
ing with measure proceeds.

After reading each service or project that may be funded by the measure, respondents were
asked if they would favor or oppose spending some of the money on that particular item assum-
ing that the measure passes. Truncated descriptions of the improvements tested, as well as

property owners’ responses, are shown in Figure 11 for the landscape & lighting assessment,

Figure 12 for the stormwater measure.”

Question 7: Landscape & Lighting/Stormwater The measure we've been discussing will fund
a variety of projects and services in the City. If the measure passes, would you favor or oppose
using some of the money to: _____ , or do you not have an opinion?

FIGURE 11 PROGRAMS & PROJECTS: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

m Strongly favor m Somewhat favor
g Operate, maintain and repair street lights on a timely basis
g Fix broken or bumt-out street lights
'g Replace outdated lighting systems with energy efficient lights
g Avoid reductions in street light service due to lack of funding
5 Promote use of environmentally friendly street light technologies
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Among the items that could be funded by the landscape & lighting assessment, property owners
most strongly favored using the funds to operate, maintain and repair street lights on a timely
basis (78%), fix broken or burnt-out street lights (77%), and replace outdated lighting systems
that are expensive to operate and repair with new energy efficient lights that will be more cost-

5. For the full text of the items tested, turn to Question 6 in Questionnaire & Toplines on page 40.
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effective (74%). For the interested reader, Table 3 ranks the five projects and services (showing
the percentage of respondents who strongly favor each) by position at the Initial Ballot Test.

TABLE 3 ToP PROGRAMS & PROJECTS BY POSITION AT INITIAL BALLOT TEST: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

Position at
Initial Ballot % Strongly
Test (Q4) Item Program or Project Summary Favor
Q7d Fix broken or burnt-out street lights 77
Probably or Q7b Replace outdated lighting systems with energy efficient lights 73
Definitely Yes Q7a Operate, maintain and repair street lights on a timely basis 69
(n=177) Q7e Avoid reductions in street light service due to lack of funding 59
Q7c Promote use of environmentally friendly street light technologies 58
Q7d Fix broken or burnt-out street lights 39
Probably or  Q7a Operate, maintain and repair street lights on a timely basis 32
Definitely No  Q7e Avoid reductions in street light service due to lack of funding 24
(n=170) Q7b Replace outdated lighting systems with energy efficient lights 22
Q7c Promote use of environmentally friendly street light technologies 19
Q7b Replace outdated lighting systems with energy efficient lights 42
Q7c Promote use of environmentally friendly street light technologies 42
Not Sure . .
" =31) Q7d o Fix b.roken or.burnt-out s.treet Ilght_s 32
Q7a Operate, maintain and repair street lights on a timely basis 26
Q7e Avoid reductions in street light service due to lack of funding 19

For the stormwater measure (see Figure 12), property owners most strongly favored using the
funds to reconstruct or replace storm drains that are identified by engineers as being high risk
for collapse or failures (79%), install and maintain devices in storm drains that capture trash and
pollution before they enter our waterways (76%), reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water
sources through improved monitoring, investigation and prosecution (70%), and keep trash and
pollution off our beaches and out of local waterways and the ocean (70%). Table 4 on the next
page ranks the five projects and services (showing the percentage of respondents who strongly
favor each) by position at the Initial Ballot Test.

FIGURE 12 PROGRAMS & PROJECTS: STORMWATER

m Strongly favor m Somewhat favor
g Replace storm drains that are at high risk for collapse or failures
g Install, maintain devices in storm drains that capture trash and pollution
5 Reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources
5 Keep trash, pollution off beaches, local waterways and ocean
§ Inspect, test water quality regularly to meet Fed, State requirements
§ Educate students, residents, biz on how to reduce water pollution
S Reduce number of beach closures caused by pollution
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TABLE 4 TOP PROGRAMS & PROJECTS BY POSITION AT INITIAL BALLOT TEST: STORMWATER

Position at
Initial Ballot % Strongly
Test (Q4) Item Program or Project Summary Favor
Q7a Replace storm drains that are at high risk for collapse or failures 85
Probably or Q7b Install, maintain devices in storm drains that capture trash and pollution 85
Definitely Yes Q7c Keep trash, pollution off beaches, local waterways and ocean 79
(n=156) Q7f Reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources 73
Q7e Inspect, test water quality reqularly to meet Fed, State requirements 71
Q7a Replace storm drains that are at high risk for collapse or failures 31
Probably or  Q7b Install, maintain devices in storm drains that capture trash and pollution 31
Definitely No Q7f Reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources 23
(n=194) Q7e Inspect, test water quality regularly to meet Fed, State requirements 21
Q7c Keep trash, pollution off beaches, local waterways and ocean 18
Q7a Replace storm drains that are at high risk for collapse or failures 66
Q7b Install, maintain devices in storm drains that capture trash and pollution 59
Not Sure .
o = 29) Q7c Keep trash, pollutlor? off beaches, Iocallwa.terways and ocean 55
Q7f Reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources 52
Q7e Inspect, test water quality regularly to meet Fed, State requirements 38
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POSITIVE ARGUMENTS

If the City Council chooses to place a measure on an upcoming ballot, voters will be exposed to
various arguments about the measure in the ensuing months. Proponents of the measure will
present arguments to try to persuade property owners to support the measure, just as oppo-
nents may present arguments to achieve the opposite goal. For this study to be a reliable gauge
of property owner support for a measure, it is important that the survey simulate the type of dis-
cussion and debate that will occur prior to the vote taking place and identify how this informa-
tion ultimately shapes property owners’ opinions about the measure.

The objective of Question 8 was thus to present respondents with arguments in favor of the pro-
posed measures and identify whether they felt the arguments were convincing reasons to sup-
port the measures. Arguments in opposition to the measures were also presented and are
discussed later in this report (see Negative Arguments on page 31). Within each series, specific
arguments were administered in random order to avoid a systematic position bias.

Question 8: Landscape & Lighting/Stormwater What I'd like to do now is tell you what some
people are saying about the measure we've been discussing. Supporters of the measure say:
_____ . Do you think this is a very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not at all convincing rea-
son to SUPPORT the measure?

FIGURE 13 POSITIVE ARGUMENTS: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

W Very convincing mSomewhat convincing
§ Street lights are a matter of public safety
g Energy efficient lights will allow City to be cost-effective
g Quality street lighting improves neighborhood appearance, character
g Street lights benefit business climate, local economy
g Police, firefighters, paramedics rely on street lights to respond quickly
g Money raised must be spent locally to , repair, maintain street lighting
g Quality street lighting helps protect property values in Manhattan Beach
g Street light service has not changed for 20 years
§ Measure requires a clear system of fiscal accountability
g Property owners pay according to type of lighting in neighborhood
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Figure 13 presents the truncated positive arguments tested in the landscape & lighting survey,
as well as property owners’ reactions to the arguments. The arguments are ranked from most
convincing to least convincing based on the percentage of respondents who indicated that the
argument was either a ‘very convincing’ or ‘somewhat convincing’ reason to support the mea-
sure. Using this methodology, the most compelling positive argument was: Street lights are a
matter of public safety. Good street lights deter crime, prevent car accidents, and protect pedes-
trians (74%), followed by By switching to energy efficient lights, this measure will allow the City
to be more cost-effective and environmentally friendly in the future (63%), and Quality street
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lighting improves the appearance, character and quality of life in a neighborhood (60%). Table 5
lists the top five most convincing positive arguments for the landscape & lighting measure
(showing the percentage of respondents who cited each as very convincing) according to respon-
dents’ vote choice at the Initial Ballot Test.

TABLE 5 ToOP POSITIVE ARGUMENTS BY POSITION AT INITIAL BALLOT TEST: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

Position at
Initial Ballot % Very
Test (Q4) Item Positive Argument Summary Convincing
Q8e Street lights are a matter of public safety 66
Probably or Q8a Money raised must be spentlocally to operate, repair, maintain street lighting 54
Definitely Yes Q8h Energy efficient lights will allow City to be cost-effective, environmentally friendly 51
(n=177) Q8f Police, firefighters, paramedics rely on street lights to respond quickly 48
Q8i Quality street lighting helps protect property values in Manhattan Beach 45
Q8e Street lights are a matter of public safety 18
Probably or Q8a Money raised must be spentlocally to operate, repair, maintain street lighting 10
Definitely No Q8h Energy efficient lights will allow City to be cost-effective, environmentally friendly 9
(n=170) Q8f Police, firefighters, paramedics rely on street lights to respond quickly 9
Q8b Measure requires a clear system of fiscal accountability 7
Q8e Street lights are a matter of public safety 23
Not Sure Q8h Energy efficignt lights will allow City to be cost—effectivg, envi_ronmentally f.rien.dly 23
@ =31 Q8a Money raised must be spent locally to operate, repair, maintain street lighting 19
Q8g Street lights benefit business climate, local economy 16
Q8] Quality street lighting improves neighborhood appearance, character, quality of life 16

For the stormwater measure (see Figure 14), the most compelling positive arguments were: It is
a lot cheaper to fix a storm drain now than to pay for reconstruction, property damage and law-
suits when it fails (61%), Stormwater runoff carries tons of trash, infectious bacteria and toxic
pollutants directly to the ocean and local beaches. This measure is one of the best ways to pro-
tect our water quality and public health (57%), and Every year, thousands of pounds of trash
from our streets washes up on local beaches. This measure will help prevent and clean up trash
and pollution before it ends up in our water and on our shorelines and beaches (53%).

FIGURE 14 TopP POSITIVE ARGUMENTS: STORMWATER

m\Very convincing mSomewhat convincing

Cheaper to fix storm drain now than pay for reconstruction, damage

Stormw ater runoff carries trash, bacteria, toxic pollutants to ocean, beaches

Q8d Q8h

Every year, thousands of pounds of trash from streets washes up on beaches

Q8i

Need take care of environment, natural resources for future generations
All money raised must be spent locally to protect water quality

When storm drain fails, can cause landslides, flooding, millions in damage
Amount residents, biz pay for drains, water quality, unchanged for 20 yrs
Keeping beaches, waterways clean, will protect property values

Measure requires a clear system of fiscal accountability

Property owner pays based on size of property, amount of runoff created
Without improvements, City is subject to large fines

Typical home owner pays $19 per yr to maintain storm drain system

Q8l Q8e Q8j Q8b Q8f Q8k Q8g Q8a Q8c
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Table 6 lists the top five most convincing positive arguments for the stormwater measure (show-
ing the percentage of respondents who cited each as very convincing) according to respondents’
vote choice at the Initial Ballot Test.

TABLE 6 TOP POSITIVE ARGUMENTS BY POSITION AT INITIAL BALLOT TEST: STORMWATER

Position at
Initial Ballot % Very
Test (Q4) Item Positive Argument Summary Convincing
Q8a All money raised must be spentlocally to protect water quality 60
Probably or Q8d Stormwater runoff carries trash, bacteria, toxic pollutants to ocean, beaches 58
Definitely Yes Q&8h Cheaper to fix storm drain now than pay for reconstruction, damage, lawsuits 50
(n=156) Q8i Every year, thousands of pounds of trash from streets washes up on beaches 46
Q8c Need take care of environment, natural resources for future generations 44
Q8h Cheaper to fix storm drain now than pay for reconstruction, damage, lawsuits 11
Probably or  Q8a All money raised must be spent locally to protect water quality 8
Definitely No Q8g When storm drain fails, can cause landslides, flooding, millions in damage 7
(n=194) Q8c Need take care of environment, natural resources for future generations 5
Q8i Every year, thousands of pounds of trash from streets washes up on beaches 4
Q8h Cheaper to fix storm drain now than pay for reconstruction, damage, lawsuits 41
Q8g When storm drain fails, can cause landslides, flooding, millions in damage 34
Not Sure . ;
" = 29) Q8a . All money raised must be spent Iocall_yto protect water quality 31
Qs8f Keeping beaches,waterways clean, pollution-free will protect property values 24
Q8b Measure requires a clear system of fiscal accountability 21
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I NTERIM BALLOT TEST

After exposing respondents to the types of positive arguments they may encounter during an
election cycle, as well as the services and facilities that may be funded by the measures, the sur-
vey again presented property owners with the ballot language used previously to gauge how
their support for the proposed measures may have changed.

As shown in Figure 15, overall support for the
landscape & lighting measure at this point declined to 22% in a weighted-vote scenario using the
proposed Rate A, with 50% of respondents opposed to the measure and an additional 28%
unsure or unwilling to state their vote choice. When the votes were not weighted, support at the
Interim Ballot Test was higher (43%) yet still below the majority required for passage. Table 7 on
the next page displays how support for the landscape & lighting assessment at this point in the
survey varied by key demographic subgroups, as well as the percentage change in subgroup
support when compared to the Initial Ballot Test. Positive differences appear in green, whereas
negative differences appear in red.

Question 9: Landscape & Lighting Sometimes people change their mind about a measure
once they have more information about it. Now that you have heard a bit more about the mea-
sure, let me read you a summary of it again. In order to keep pace with the increasing costs of
electricity and operating, maintaining, and repairing street lights throughout the City; avoid
reductions in street lighting service; and replace outdated light systems with energy efficient
lights that are less costly to operate and maintain and are better for the environment. Shall
property owners in Manhattan Beach be assessed an annual fee for each property that they own?
The fee increase for your property would be approximately: $<Rate A> per year. If the election
were held today, would you vote yes or no on this measure.

FIGURE 15 INTERIM BALLOT TEST: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

W Refused

m Not sure

m Definitely no

Probably no

% Respondents

mProbably yes

W Definitely yes
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TABLE 7 DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN OF SUPPORT AT INTERIM BALLOT TEST: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

Change From
% Probably or Initial Ballot

Definitely Yes Test (Q4)
Overall 22.1 -13.4
Less than 5 53.2 +2.4
Years in Manhattan Beach 5to 9 46.5 3.5
Qmn 10to 14 5.8 -43.4
15 or longer 30.0 -3.9
Commercial 0.2 -25.6
Condo 48.2 -12.5
Land Use Category v\ i Family 25.0 0.6
Single Family 45.1 -3.0
Single dem 43.0 3.7
Dual dem 57.4 5.3
Single rep 27.8 +3.1
Household Party Type Dual rep 50.3 -8.0

Other 46.7 No change
Mixed 39.4 6.6
No voter ID 11.6 -18.3
. Yes 43.4 -3.6
Voter Hsld Identified No .6 183
Low (<$33) 55.8 -8.6
Rate A Group Mid ($33~$66) 441 3.2
High ($66+) 9.4 -19.0
Male 20.7 -17.0
Gender Female 26.4 2.4

When compared to support for the landscape & lighting assess-
ment, support for the proposed stormwater measure was more consistent between the Initial
and Interim Ballot Tests, as well as higher overall. At the Interim Ballot Test, 39% of property
owners indicated they would support the stormwater measure at the highest proposed rate (Rate
A), whereas 54% opposed the measure and 7% were unsure or unwilling to share their opinion.
Table 8 shows that the relative stability of property owner support for the measure in the aggre-
gate was also shared at the subgroup level, with nearly every subgroup exhibiting little or no
change in support for the stormwater measure between the Initial and Interim Ballot Tests.

Question 9: Stormwater Sometimes people change their mind about a measure once they have
more information about it. Now that you have heard a bit more about the measure, let me read
you a summary of it again. In order to protect public health and reduce water pollution in Man-
hattan Beach; repair, reconstruct, and maintain the storm drain system throughout the City;
remove pollutants, toxic chemicals, and infectious bacteria from runoff; keep trash and pollution
off our beaches and out of local waterways and the ocean; and reduce illegal discharges of pollu-
tion into water sources through improved monitoring, investigation and prosecution. Shall prop-
erty owners in Manhattan Beach be assessed an annual fee for each property that they own? The
fee for your property would be approximately: $<Rate A> per year. If the election were held
today, would you vote yes or no on this measure?
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FIGURE 16 INTERIM BALLOT TEST STORMWATER
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TABLE 8 DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN OF SUPPORT AT INTERIM BALLOT TEST: STORMWATER

Change From
% Probably or Initial Ballot
Definitely Yes Test (Q4)
Overall 38.7 2.1
Less than 5 44.4 No change
Years in Manhattan Beach 5to 9 40.5 7.1
Qn 10to 14 46.8 +4.3
15 or longer 37.1 2.3
Commercial 16.7 No change
Condo 41.9 3.2
Land Use Category Mult Family 30.8 No change
Single Family 40.8 2.4
Single dem 53.3 2.2
Dual dem 50.0 No change
Single rep 37.2 4.7
Household Party Type Dual rep 26.8 2.4
Other 26.3 No change
Mixed 40.9 4.5
No voter ID 38.2 0.8
. Yes 39.0 2.7
Voter Hsld Identified No 38.2 0.8
Low (<$150) 39.1 No change
Rate A Group Mid ($150~$200) 39.4 2.5
High ($200+) 32.4 -0.0
Male 38.6 3.1
Gender Female 39.0 No change
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NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS

Whereas Question 8 presented respondents with arguments in favor of the measures, Question
10 presented respondents with arguments designed to elicit opposition to the measures. In the
case of Question 10, however, respondents were asked whether they felt that the argument was
a very convincing, somewhat convincing, or not at all convincing reason to oppose the measure.
The arguments tested, as well as property owners’ opinions about the arguments, are presented
in Figure 17 for the landscape & lighting measure and Figure 18 for the stormwater measure.

Question 10: Landscape & Lighting/Stormwater Next, let me tell you what opponents of the
measure are saying. Opponents of the measure say: _____ . Do you think this is a very convincing,
somewhat convincing, or not at all convincing reason to OPPOSE the measure?

FIGURE 17 NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

W Very convincing Somewhat convincing
o
© Property owners already pay assessment for street lighting to the City
o
[%}
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o
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o
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Among the negative arguments tested for the landscape & lighting assessment, the most com-
pelling were: Property owners already pay an assessment for street lighting to the City. Now they
want another one? That's not fair to taxpayers (70%), This measure is unfair because it can be
passed with a majority vote rather than the usual two-thirds requirement, and many voters are
not allowed to participate (52%), and The City can't be trusted with this tax. They will mismanage
the money (49%). Table 9 ranks the negative arguments (showing the percentage of respondents
who cited each as very convincing) according to respondents’ vote choice at the Initial Ballot Test
for the landscape & lighting measure.

TABLE 9 NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS BY POSITION AT INITIAL BALLOT TEST: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

Position at
Initial Ballot % Very
Test (Q4) Item Negative Argument Summary Convincing
Qilod Property owners already pay assess ment for street lighting to the City 15
Probably or . N . -
Definitely Yes Q10c Measure is unfair, it can be passed with majority vote 12
(n=177) Q10a In economic crisis, now is NOT the time to be raising taxes 5
- Q10b City cannot be trusted with this tax 5
Qilod Property owners already pay assess ment for street lighting to the City 68
Probably or . o ) he ti b e
Definitely No Q10a In economic crisis, now is NOT the time to be raising taxes 44
(n=170) Q10c Measure is unfair, it can be passed with majority vote 41
B Q10b City cannot be trusted with this tax 35
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Among the negative arguments tested for the stormwater measure, the most compelling were:
This measure won't make a difference. Most of the water pollution is coming from Los Angeles
and other cities, and they aren't doing much to stop it (69%), The City can't be trusted with this
tax. They will mismanage the money (56%), and People are having a hard time making ends meet
with high unemployment and a sluggish economy. Now is NOT the time to be raising taxes (52%).
Table 10 ranks the negative arguments (showing the percentage of respondents who cited each
as very convincing) according to respondents’ vote choice at the Initial Ballot Test for the storm-
water measure.

FIGURE 18 NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS: STORMWATER
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°
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o
fe)
© City cannot be trusted with this tax
o
©
© In economic crisis, now is NOT the time to be raising taxes
o
1)
© Measure is unfair, it can be passed with majority vote
o

40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% Respondents

TABLE 10 NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS BY POSITION AT INITIAL BALLOT TEST: STORMWATER

Position at
Initial Ballot % Very
Test (Q4) Item Negative Argument Summary Convincing
Q10d Most water pollution comes from LA, ot her cities 15
Probably or . o . S
Definitely Yes Q10c Measyre |.s.unfa|r, |.t can be pas.sed with ma}Jc.mty vote 8
(n=156) Q10a In economic crisis, now is NOT the time to be raising _taxes 6
Q10b City cannot be trusted with this tax 4
Probably or Q10c Measure is unfair, it can be passed with majority the 49
Definitely No Qilod Most water pollution comes from LA, other cities 48
(n=194) Q10a In economic crisis, now is_ NOT the time to be raising _taxes 46
Q10b City cannot be trusted with this tax 39
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FINAL BALLOT TEST

Property owners’ opinions about revenue measures are often not rigid, especially when the
amount of information presented to the public on a measure has been limited. An important
goal of the survey was thus to gauge how property owners’ opinions about the proposed mea-
sures may be affected by the information they could encounter during the course of an election
cycle. After providing respondents with the wording of the proposed measures, possible fee
rates, programs and projects that could be funded by the measures, as well as arguments in
favor and against the proposals, respondents were again asked whether they would vote ‘yes’ or
‘no’ on the proposed landscape & lighting assessment and stormwater measure.

Support for the landscape & lighting measure
at this point in the survey was found among 21% of property owners in a weighted-vote scenario
using the proposed Rate A, with 57% of respondents opposed to the measure and an additional
22% unsure or unwilling to state their vote choice. When the votes were not weighted, support at
the Interim Ballot Test was considerably higher (41%) yet still below the majority required for
passage.

Question 11: Landscape & Lighting Now that you have heard a bit more about the measure,
let me read you a summary of it one more time. In order to keep pace with the increasing costs
of electricity and operating, maintaining, and repairing street lights throughout the City; avoid
reductions in street lighting service; and replace outdated light systems with energy efficient
lights that are less costly to operate and maintain and are better for the environment. Shall
property owners in Manhattan Beach be assessed an annual fee for each property that they own?
The fee increase for your property would be approximately: $<Rate A> per year. If the election
were held today, would you vote yes or no on this measure.

FIGURE 19 FINAL BALLOT TEST LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING
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Table 11 provides a closer look at how support for the landscape & lighting assessment changed
over the course of the interview by calculating the difference in support between the Initial,
Interim, and Final Ballot Tests within various subgroups of property owners. The percentage of
support for the measure at the Final Ballot Test is shown in the column with the heading % Prob-
ably or Definitely Yes. The columns to the right show the difference between the Final and the
Initial, and the Final and Interim Ballot Tests. Positive differences appear in green, negative dif-
ferences in red.

TABLE 11 DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN OF SUPPORT AT FINAL BALLOT TEST: LANDSCAPE & LIGHTING

Change From Change From
% Probably or Initial Ballot Interim Ballot

Definitely Yes Test (Q4) Test (Q9)
Overall 21.0 -14.5 -1.0
Less than 5 50.2 0.6 -3.0
Years in Manhattan Beach 5to 9 43.0 7.1 -3.5

Qmn 10to 14 5.8 -43.4 No change
15 or longer 28.6 -5.2 -1.3

Commercial 0.2 -25.6 No change
Condo 46.4 -14.3 -1.8

Land Use Category Mult Family 25.0 0.6 No change
Single Family 42.5 -5.6 -2.7
Single dem 39.3 7.4 -3.7
Dual dem 57.4 5.3 +0.0
Single rep 25.8 +1.1 -1.9
Household Party Type Dual rep 48.6 9.7 -1.7
Other 40.6 6.1 -6.1
Mixed 37.8 -8.3 -1.7
No voter ID 11.3 -18.6 -0.3
. Yes 40.9 6.1 -2.5
Voter Hsld Identified No .3 186 0.3
Low (<$33) 51.5 -12.9 -4.3
Rate A Group Mid ($33~$66) 41.3 6.0 -2.8
High ($66+) 9.4 -19.0 -0.0
Gender Male 19.7 -18.0 -1.0
Female 25.1 -3.7 -1.3

Support for the proposed stormwater measure remained steady
a the Final Ballot Test, with 38% of property owners indicating they would support the stormwa-
ter measure at the highest proposed rate (Rate A), 55% opposed, and 7% unsure or unwilling to
share their opinion (see Figure 20). Table 12 on the next page shows how support for the storm-
water measure changed over the course of the interview by calculating the difference in support
between the Initial, Interim, and Final Ballot Tests within various subgroups of property owners.

Question 11: Stormwater Now that you have heard a bit more about the measure, let me read
you a summary of it one more time. In order to protect public health and reduce water pollution
in Manhattan Beach; repair, reconstruct, and maintain the storm drain system throughout the
City; remove pollutants, toxic chemicals, and infectious bacteria from runoff; keep trash and pol-
lution off our beaches and out of local waterways and the ocean; and reduce illegal discharges of
pollution into water sources through improved monitoring, investigation and prosecution. Shall
property owners in Manhattan Beach be assessed an annual fee for each property that they own?
The fee for your property would be approximately: $<Rate A> per year. If the election were held
today, would you vote yes or no on this measure?
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FIGURE 20 FINAL BALLOT TEST: STORMWATER
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TABLE 12 DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN OF SUPPORT AT FINAL BALLOT TEST: STORMWATER

Change From Change From
% Probably or Initial Ballot Interim Ballot
Definitely Yes Test (Q4) Test (Q9)
Overall 37.7 3.1 -1.0
Less than 5 44.4 No change No change
Years in Manhattan Beach 5to 9 38.1 9.5 -2.4
Qmn 10to 14 40.4 2.1 -6.4
15 or longer 37.1 2.3 No change
Commercial 16.7 No change No change
Condo 45.2 No change +3.2
Land Use Category i Family 28.8 Ta 1.9
Single Family 39.4 -3.8 -1.4
Single dem 48.9 6.7 -4.4
Dual dem 50.0 No change No change
Single rep 37.2 4.7 No change
Household Party Type Dual rep 26.8 2.4 No change
Other 28.9 +2.6 +2.6
Mixed 39.4 6.1 -1.5
No voter ID 36.6 2.4 -1.6
. Yes 38.2 -3.5 -0.8
Voter Hsld Identified No 36.6 4 16
Low (<$150) 39.1 No change No change
Rate A Group Mid ($150~$200) 38.5 3.4 -0.9
High ($200+) 29.4 2.9 -2.9
Male 38.6 -3.1 No change
Gender Female 35.8 3.3 3.3
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METHODOLOGY

The following sections outline the methodology used in the study, as well as the motivation for
using certain techniques.

Dr. McLarney of True North Research worked closely
with the City of Manhattan Beach and Harris & Associates to develop a questionnaire that cov-
ered the topics of interest and avoided possible sources of systematic measurement error,
including position-order effects, wording effects, response-category effects, scaling effects, and
priming. Several questions included multiple individual items. Because asking the items in a set
order can lead to a systematic position bias in responses, items were asked in random order for
each respondent.

Some of the questions asked in this study were presented only to a subset of respondents. For
example, only individuals who did not support the measure at Question 4 were asked the follow-
up open-ended Question 5 regarding their reasons for not supporting the measure. The ques-
tionnaires included with this report (see Questionnaire & Toplines on page 40) identify the skip
patterns that were used during the interview to ensure that each respondent received the appro-
priate questions.

Prior to fielding the survey, the questionnaire was CATI
(Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing) programmed to assist interviewers when conduct-
ing the telephone interviews, as well as web programmed to allow online participation. Both pro-
grams automatically navigate skip patterns, randomize the appropriate question items, and alert
the interviewer (phone) or participant (web) to certain types of keypunching mistakes should
they occur. The integrity of the questionnaire was pre-tested internally by True North prior to
formally commencing the interviewing.

To ensure a reliable estimate of prop-
erty owner support for the respective measures being considered, two separate surveys were
conducted using mutually-exclusive random samples of Manhattan Beach property owners. One
survey focused on a property-related fee to address stormwater pollution, whereas the second
survey focused on a landscaping & lighting assessment. A combination of mailed invitations and
phone calls were employed to recruit participation in the surveys.

A total of 6,000 property owners were mailed letters that invited them to participate in the study
either online at a secure website or by telephone. Each property owner was assigned a unique
personal identification number (PIN), which prevented outsiders from participating in the survey
and ensured that property owners completed the survey only once.® Following a three-week
period of online data collection, True North began calling households that had not yet partici-
pated in the online survey. In total, 760 property owners participated online or by telephone
between September 11 and October 7, 2014, with the interviews divided evenly between the
stormwater (382) and landscaping & lighting surveys (378). The telephone interviews averaged
15 minutes in length.

6. In cases where an individual owned multiple properties, they were eligible to receive multiple survey invita-
tions—one per parcel.
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The final samples of property owners were represen-
tative of property owners who are eligible and likely to participate in a ballot proceeding. The
results of the samples can thus be used to estimate the opinions of all property owners likely to
cast a vote in an upcoming landscape & lighting or stormwater measure election. Because not all
property owners participated in the study, however, the results have what is known as a statisti-
cal margin of error due to sampling. The margin of error refers to the difference between what
was found in the survey of property owners for a particular question and what would have been
found if all of the approximately 12,360 property owners who are eligible to cast a ballot had
been surveyed for the study.

For example, in estimating the percentage of property owners that would definitely support the
stormwater measure at the Initial Ballot Test (Question 4 in the survey), the margin of error can
be calculated if one knows the size of the population, the size of the sample, a confidence level,
and the distribution of responses to the question. The appropriate equation for estimating the
margin of error, in this case, is shown below.

pa [N R

Where p is the proportion of property owners who said definitely yes (0.13 for 13% in this exam-
ple), N is the population size of eligible property owners (12,360), N is the sample size that
received the question (382) and t is the upper o/2 point for the t-distribution with n—1
degrees of freedom (1.96 for a 95% confidence interval). Solving the equation using these values
reveals a margin of error of + 3.32%. This means that with 13% of survey respondents indicating
they would definitely support the measure at the Initial Ballot Test, we can be 95% confident that
the actual percentage of all property owners that would definitely support the measure is
between 10% and 16%.

Figure 21 on the next page provides a graphic plot of the maximum margin of error in this
study. The maximum margin of error for a dichotomous percentage result occurs when the
answers are evenly split such that 50% provide one response and 50% provide the alternative
response. For each survey, the maximum margin of error is approximately + 4.9%.

Within this report, figures and tables show how responses to certain questions varied by sub-
groups such as age, gender, and partisan affiliation. Figure 21 is thus useful for understanding
how the maximum margin of error for a percentage estimate will grow as the number of individ-
uals asked a question (or in a particular subgroup) shrinks. Because the margin of error grows
exponentially as the sample size decreases, the reader should use caution when generalizing
and interpreting the results for small subgroups.
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FIGURE 21 MAXIMUM MARGIN OF ERROR DUE TO SAMPLING
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Data processing consisted of checking the data for errors or inconsis-
tencies, coding and recoding responses, and preparing frequency analyses, and crosstabula-
tions.

Numbers that end in 0.5 or higher are rounded up to the nearest whole num-
ber, whereas numbers that end in 0.4 or lower are rounded down to the nearest whole number.
These same rounding rules are also applied, when needed, to arrive at numbers that include a
decimal place in constructing figures and charts. Occasionally, these rounding rules lead to
small discrepancies in the first decimal place when comparing tables and pie charts for a given
question.

Manhattan Beach True North Research, Inc. © 2014 38

January 15, 2015 Page 182 of 200
Adjourned Regular Meeting - Study Session



BACKGROUND & DEMOGRAPHICS

TABLE 13 DEMOGRAPHICS OF SAMPLE

In addition to questions directly

Landsc:;erv;y Version related to the proposed measures, the
Lighting Stormwater study collected basic demographic
Total Respondents 378 382 information about respondents and
Yef;:;?h?sghattan Beach (Q1) 122 71 their households. Some of this infor-
5to0 9 9.8 11.0 mation was gathered during the inter-
10to 14 9.0 12.3 view, although much was collected
15 or longer 67.5 67.0 y .
Refused 16 26 from the assessor’s file or voter file.
Land Use Category The profile of the property owner sam-
Commercial 3.7 3.1 ples used for this study are shown in
Condo 8.5 8.1
Mult Family 127 136 Table 13.
Single Family 74.9 75.1
Other 0.3 0.0
Household Party Type
Single dem 103 11.8
Dual dem 6.9 6.8
Single rep 9.8 11.3
Dual rep 127 10.7
Other 10.8 9.9
Mixed 14.3 17.3
No voter ID 35.2 32.2
Voter Hsld Identified
Yes 64.8 67.8
No 35.2 32.2
Rate A Group
Low 6.3 6.0
Mid 79.4 85.1
High 14.3 8.9
Gender
Male 67.2 67.8
Female 32.8 32.2
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QUESTIONNAIRE & TOPLINES

yL/ City of Manhattan Beach
TRUENORTH Stormwater Fee Survey
31 R E S E AR C H Final Toplines
r\ September 2014

Section 1: Introduction to Study

Hi, may | please speak to _____ . My nameis _____ , and I’'m calling on behalf of TNR, an
independent public opinion research firm. We’re conducting a survey of property owners
about important issues in Manhattan Beach and I'd like to get your opinions.

If needed: This is a survey about important issues in your community. I’'m NOT trying to sell
anything and | won’t ask for a donation.

If needed: The survey should take about 12 minutes to complete.

If needed: If now is not a convenient time, can you let me know a better time so | can call
back?

If the person asks why you need to speak to the listed person or if they ask to participate
instead, explain: For statistical purposes, at this time the survey must only be completed by
this particular individual.

If the person says they are an elected official or is somehow associated with the survey,
politely explain that this survey is designed to measure the opinions of those not closely
associated with the study, thank them for their time, and terminate the interview.

Section 2: Screener for Inclusion in the Study

Before we begin, could you please tell me whether you currently rent or own your

=El home in Manhattan Beach?
1 Rent Terminate
2 | Own Go to intro preceding QI
99 | Not sure/Refused Terminate

Section 3: Quality of Life & City Services

I'd like to begin by asking you a few questions about what it is like to live in the City of
Manhattan Beach.

Q1 | How long have you lived in the City of Manhattan Beach?
1 | Less than 1 year 1%
2 | 1to?2years 3%
3 | 3to4years 4%
4 | 5to9years 11%
5 | 10 to 14 years 12%
6 | 15 years or longer 67%
99 | Not sure/Refused 3%
True North Research, Inc. © 2014 Page 1
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Manhattan Beach Stormwater Fee Survey September 2014

Q2 How would you rate the overall quality of life in the City? Would you say it is excellent,
good, fair, poor or very poor?

1 Excellent 58%
2 | Good 36%
3 | Fair 5%
4 | Poor 1%
5 | Very poor 0%
98 | Not sure 0%
99 | Refused 0%

Generally speaking, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the job the City of Manhattan
Q3 | Beach is doing to provide city services? Get answer, then ask: Would that be very
(satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat (satisfied/dissatisfied)?

1 | Very satisfied 40%
2 | Somewhat satisfied 47%
3 | Somewhat dissatisfied 8%
4 | Very dissatisfied 2%
98 | Not sure 2%
99 | Refused 1%

Section 4: Initial Ballot Test

Next year, property owners in the City of Manhattan Beach may be asked to vote on a local
ballot measure. Let me read you a summary of the measure:

In order to:

Protect public health and reduce water pollution in Manhattan Beach

Repair, reconstruct, and maintain the storm drain system throughout the City
Remove pollutants, toxic chemicals, and infectious bacteria from runoff

Keep trash and pollution off our beaches and out of local waterways and the
Q4 ocean

o And reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources through improved

monitoring, investigation and prosecution

Shall property owners in Manhattan Beach be assessed an annual fee for each property
that they own? The fee for your property would be approximately: $<Rate A> per year.
If the election were held today, would you vote yes or no on this measure? Get answer,
then ask: Would that be definitely (yes/no) or probably (yes/no)?

LR R R

1 | Definitely yes 13% Skip to Q6
2 | Probably yes 28% Skip to Q6
3 | Probably no 16% Ask Q5
4 | Definitely no 35% Ask Q5
98 | Not sure 8% Ask Q5
99 | Refused 1% Skip to Q6
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Is there a particular reason why you do not support the measure | just described? If
Q5 | yes, ask: Please briefly describe your reason. Verbatim responses recorded and later
grouped into the categories shown below.

Taxes, fees already too high 39%
City cannot be trusted, will mismanage funds 20%
City already has enough money 14%
Need more information 11%
Prefer not to answer 11%
Measure too expensive 6%
Unfair for property owners, others should 6%
share expense

Already paying enough for utilities 5%
Other higher community priorities 5%
City staff salaries, benefits too high 3%
Not sure / No particular reason 3%
Measure is unnecessary 1%

Section 5: Tax Threshold

The measure | just described would raise money through annual property taxes paid by
residential and commercial property owners in the City. However, the amount to be
charged to each parcel has not been determined yet.

Q6
If you heard that your household would pay ______ per year for each property you own
in Manhattan Beach, would you vote yes or no on the measure? Get answer, then ask: |s
that definitely (yes/no) or probably (yes/no)?

Read in sequence starting with the highest amount (A), then the next highest (B), and so on.
If respondent says ‘definitely yes’, record ‘definitely yes’ for all LOWER dollar amounts and
go to next section.

= > > = v -

2. '% 0 ',% ° 2 ° 5 ¢

Ask in Order % N4 _‘E g -§ z % z g %

(=) o o a z -4

A | Rate A 11% 28% 17% | 36% | 7% 1%
B | Rate B 13% 27% 17% | 35% | 8% 0%
C | RateC 20% | 24% | 16% | 33% | 7% 0%
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Q7

Section 6: Programs & Projects

The measure we’ve been discussing will fund a variety of water-related projects and
services in the City.

If the measure passes, would you favor or oppose using some of the money to: _____
or do you not have an opinion? Get answer, if favor or oppose, then ask: Would that be
strongly (favor/oppose) or somewhat (favor/oppose)?

= - <
35| €5 | S| 38| 2 | %
Randomize gé é E é 2 g 2| & é
&a o 6O & O o o
[ ) zZ

Reconstruct or replace storm drains that are

A | identified by engineers as being high risk for 56% | 23% | 2% 9% 4% 5%
collapse or failures
Install and maintain devices in storm drains

B | that capture trash and pollution before they 55% | 21% | 6% 9% 3% 5%
enter our waterways

C Keep trash and pollution off our beaches and 26% | 24% | 5% | 12% | 7% 7%
out of local waterways and the ocean

D Eeduce tI_'le number of beach closures caused 34% | 20% 7% 14% | 18% 7%

y pollution

Inspect and test water quality on a regular

E | basis to ensure that it meets Federal and 43% | 25% 7% 15% | 6% 5%
State clean water requirements
Reduce illegal discharges of pollution into

F | water sources through improved monitoring, 46% | 24% | 8% | 13% | 5% 4%
investigation and prosecution

G Educate students, residents and businesses 27% | 20% | 11% | 20% 8% 4%

on how they can reduce water pollution

Section 7: Positive Arguments

What I'd like to do now is tell you what some people are saying about the measure we’ve
been discussing.

Qs Supporters of the measure say: _____ . Do you think this is a very convincing,
somewhat convincing, or not at all convincing reason to SUPPORT the measure?
o - D — D q>)
25|58 | 38| g |£S8| ¥
Randomize s£ | 3£ | <£ @ | §2E| 5
>z | g2 | g2 < 1a2s| g
S| 88|28 § | =°|
[=]
By law, all of the money raised by this
measure must be spent locally to protect our o o o o o o
A water quality. It cannot be taken away by the 31% | 20% | 18% | 20% | 5% 6%
State or be used for other purposes.
There will be a clear system of accountability
B | including annual independent audits to 18% | 24% | 24% | 24% | 4% 6%
ensure that the money is spent properly.
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It’s our responsibility to take care of the
environment and our natural resources for
future generations. This measure will help
improve our quality of life as well as theirs.
Stormwater runoff carries tons of trash,
infectious bacteria and toxic pollutants

D | directly to the ocean and local beaches. This 27% | 30% | 19% | 14% | 4% 6%
measure is one of the best ways to protect
our water quality and public health.
Without these improvements, the City is
subject to large fines because it can’t meet

22% | 30% | 25% | 13% | 4% 7%

E - 14% | 26% | 24% | 21% | 8% 7%
the new laws for stormwater pollution
control.
By keeping our local beaches and waterways

E clean and free of pollution, this measure will 19% | 20% | 24% | 18% | 4% 6%

help protect property values in Manhattan
Beach.

When a storm drain fails, it can cause

G | landslides, flooding, and millions of dollars in | 20% | 30% | 26% | 13% 5% 6%
damage to property.

It is a lot cheaper to fix a storm drain now
H | than to pay for reconstruction, property 29% | 32% | 18% | 9% 5% 6%
damage and lawsuits when it fails.

Every year, thousands of pounds of trash
from our streets washes up on local beaches.
I | This measure will help prevent and clean up 22% | 31% | 21% | 15% | 4% 7%
trash and pollution before it ends up in our
water and on our shorelines and beaches.
This measure is designed to be fair. The
amount each property owner pays is based on
the size of their property and the amount of
runoff it creates.

The amount residents and local businesses
pay for storm drains and water quality
projects has not changed for nearly 20 years,
even though the costs to the City have grown
every year. This measure is needed to close
this gap and keep up with inflation.

The typical home owner in Manhattan Beach
currently pays 19 dollars per year to help
maintain the storm drain system. This
measure will replace that fee.

13% | 26% | 24% | 25% | 4% 7%

17% | 33% | 22% | 17% | 5% 6%

13% | 26% | 29% | 16% | 9% 6%
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Section 8: Interim Ballot Test

Sometimes people change their mind about a measure once they have more information
about it. Now that you have heard a bit more about the measure, let me read you a summary

of it again:
In order to:
& Protect public health and reduce water pollution in Manhattan Beach
o Repair, reconstruct, and maintain the storm drain system throughout the City
o Remove pollutants, toxic chemicals, and infectious bacteria from runoff
o Keep trash and pollution off our beaches and out of local waterways and the
ocean
Q9 ¢ And reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources through improved

monitoring, investigation and prosecution

Shall property owners in Manhattan Beach be assessed an annual fee for each property
that they own? The fee for your property would be approximately: $<Rate A> per year.

If the election were held today, would you vote yes or no on this measure? Get answer,
then ask: Would that be definitely (yes/no) or probably (yes/no)?

1 | Definitely yes 13%
2 | Probably yes 25%
3 | Probably no 18%
4 | Definitely no 37%
98 | Not sure 6%
99 | Refused 1%

Section 9: Negative Arguments

Next, let me tell you what opponents of the measure are saying.

Opponents of the measure say: _____. Do you think this is a very convincing,
Q10 L Y
somewhat convincing, or not at all convincing reason to OPPOSE the measure?
2|l 82| =2 o
>S | €5 | S5 | =% [=28| ¢
Randomize RS g€ | <£ s2 53| 3
>z E 2 5 og |agge 13}
o o o = 0 O -4
(9] “w o &)

People are having a hard time making ends
A meet with high _unemploym_ent and a sIL_lg_glsh 26% | 25% | 32% | 10% 3% 3%
economy. Now is NOT the time to be raising
taxes.

The City can’t be trusted with this tax. They

B N 23% | 33% | 22% | 12% | 7% 4%
will mismanage the money.
This measure is unfair because it can be

C passed with a majority vote rather than the 30% | 21% | 30% 7% 9% 3%
usual two-thirds requirement, and many
voters are not allowed to participate.
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This measure won’t make a difference. Most
of the water pollution is coming from Los o o o o o o
Angeles and other cities, and they aren’t 34% | 35% | 17% >% 6% 3%
doing much to stop it.

Section 10: Final Ballot Test

Now that you have heard a bit more about the measure, let me read you a summary of it one

more time:
In order to:
& Protect public health and reduce water pollution in Manhattan Beach
o Repair, reconstruct, and maintain the storm drain system throughout the City
o Remove pollutants, toxic chemicals, and infectious bacteria from runoff
o Keep trash and pollution off our beaches and out of local waterways and the
ocean
Q11 o And reduce illegal discharges of pollution into water sources through improved

monitoring, investigation and prosecution

Shall property owners in Manhattan Beach be assessed an annual fee for each property
that they own? The fee for your property would be approximately: $<Rate A> per year.

If the election were held today, would you vote yes or no on this measure? Get answer,
then ask: Would that be definitely (yes/no) or probably (yes/no)?

1 | Definitely yes 13%
2 | Probably yes 25%
3 | Probably no 19%
4 | Definitely no 37%
98 | Not sure 6%
99 | Refused 1%

Those are all of the questions that | have for you. Thanks so much for participating in this
important survey.

Post-Interview & Sample Items

S1 | Gender
1 | Male 68%
2 | Female 32%

S2 | Voter Household Identified

1 | Yes 68%
2 | No 32%
True North Research, Inc. © 2014 Page 7
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S3 | Household Party Type

1 | Single Dem 12%
2 | Dual Dem 7%
3 | Single Rep 11%
4 | Dual Rep 11%
5 | Single Other 8%
6 | Dual Other 2%
7 | Dem & Rep 6%
8 | Dem & Other 3%
9 | Rep & Other 7%
0 | Mixed (Dem + Rep + Other) 1%

No voter ID 32%

S4 | Land Use Category

Commercial 3%
Condo 8%
Mult Family 14%
Single Family 75%

S5 | Rate A Group

1 | Low (<$150) 6%
2 | Mid ($150~%200) 85%
3 | High ($200+) 9%
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TRUENORTH

x Landscape & Lighting Survey

R E S EARCH Final Toplines
September 2014

Section 1: Introduction to Study
Hi, may | please speak to _____ . My nameis _____ , and I'm calling on behalf of TNR, an
independent public opinion research firm. We’re conducting a survey of property owners
about important issues in Manhattan Beach and I'd like to get your opinions.
If needed: This is a survey about important issues in your community. I’'m NOT trying to sell
anything and | won’t ask for a donation.
If needed: The survey should take about 12 minutes to complete.
If needed: If now is not a convenient time, can you let me know a better time so | can call
back?

If the person asks why you need to speak to the listed person or if they ask to participate
instead, explain: For statistical purposes, at this time the survey must only be completed by
this particular individual.

If the person says they are an elected official or is somehow associated with the survey,
politely explain that this survey is designed to measure the opinions of those not closely
associated with the study, thank them for their time, and terminate the interview.

Section 2: Screener for Inclusion in the Study

Before we begin, could you please tell me whether you currently rent or own your

2El home in Manhattan Beach?
1 Rent Terminate
2 | Own Go to intro preceding QI
99 | Not sure/Refused Terminate

I'd like to begin by asking you a few questions about what it is like to live in the City of
Manhattan Beach.

Q1 | How long have you lived in the City of Manhattan Beach?
1 | Less than 1 year 1%
2 | 1to2years 4%
3 | 3to 4 years 7%
4 | 5to 9 years 10%
5 | 10 to 14 years 9%
6 | 15 years or longer 67%
99 | Not sure/Refused 2%
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Q2 How would you rate the overall quality of life in the City? Would you say it is excellent,
good, fair, poor or very poor?

1 Excellent 60%
2 | Good 34%
3 | Fair 4%
4 | Poor 0%
5 | Very poor 0%
98 | Not sure 0%
99 | Refused 1%

Generally speaking, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the job the City of Manhattan
Q3 | Beach is doing to provide city services? Get answer, then ask: Would that be very
(satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat (satisfied/dissatisfied)?

1 | Very satisfied 40%
2 | Somewhat satisfied 49%
3 | Somewhat dissatisfied 8%
4 | Very dissatisfied 1%
98 | Not sure 0%
99 | Refused 2%

Section 4: Initial Ballot Test

Next year, property owners in the City of Manhattan Beach may be asked to vote on a local
ballot measure. Let me read you a summary of the measure:

In order to:

o Keep pace with the increasing costs of electricity and operating, maintaining,
and repairing street lights throughout the City
& Avoid reductions in street lighting service
Q4 o And replace outdated light systems with energy efficient lights that are less
costly to operate and maintain and are better for the environment

Shall property owners in Manhattan Beach be assessed an annual fee for each property
that they own? The fee increase for your property would be approximately: $<Rate A>
per year. If the election were held today, would you vote yes or no on this measure? Get
answer, then ask: Would that be definitely (yes/no) or probably (yes/no)?

Weighted Unweighted
1 | Definitely yes 8% 17% Skip to Q6
2 | Probably yes 27% 30% Skip to Q6
3 | Probably no 16% 18% Ask Q5
4 | Definitely no 38% 27% Ask Q5
98 | Not sure 10% 8% Ask Q5
99 | Refused 0% 0% Skip to Q6
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Is there a particular reason why you do not support the measure | just described? If
Q5 | yes, ask: Please briefly describe your reason. Verbatim responses recorded and later
grouped into the categories shown below.

Taxes, fees already too high 26%
City cannot be trusted, will mismanage funds 22%
City already has enough money 14%
Need more information 13%
Prefer not to answer 11%
Already paying enough for utilities 8%
Measure is unnecessary 5%
Not sure / No particular reason 4%
Measure too expensive 3%
City staff salaries, benefits too high 3%
Other higher community priorities 3%
Unfair for property owners, others should 3%
share expense

Should prioritize undergrounding utility poles 2%
General negative comment about City 1%

Section 5: Tax Threshold
The measure | just described would raise money through annual property taxes paid by
residential and commercial property owners in the City. However, the amount to be
charged to each parcel has not been determined yet.

Q6
If you heard that your household would pay an additional ______ per year for each
property you own in Manhattan Beach, would you vote yes or no on the measure? Get
answer, then ask: Is that definitely (yes/no) or probably (yes/no)?

Read in sequence starting with the highest amount (A), then the next highest (B), and so on.
If respondent says ‘definitely yes’, record ‘definitely yes’ for all LOWER dollar amounts and
go to next section.

.02, 12 18| ¢ 3
Ask in Order % § .:g: ﬁ fé 2 % 2 g é
) o a o z [~
Weighted
A | Rate A 10% | 13% | 16% | 39% | 23% | 0%
Rate B 10% | 18% | 16% | 39% | 17% | 0%
C | RateC 13% | 24% 8% | 38% | 16% | 0%
Unweighted
A | Rate A 17% | 27% | 18% | 28% | 9% 0%
Rate B 19% | 27% | 17% | 28% | 8% 0%
C | RateC 25% | 25% | 15% | 26% | 8% 1%
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Section 6: Programs & Projects

The measure we’ve been discussing will fund a variety of projects and services in the
City.

Q7 : .
If the measure passes, would you favor or oppose using some of the money to: _____ ,
or do you not have an opinion? Get answer, if favor or oppose, then ask: Would that b
strongly (favor/oppose) or somewhat (favor/oppose)?
= - <
z. | €. | £g| &g | 2 3
Randomize gé é E é 2 g 2| & é
& 3 39 | &9 2 &
Operate, maintain and repair street lights on 5 o o o o o
A a timely basis 49% | 28% | 3% 8% 8% 3%
Replace outdated lighting systems that are
expensive to operate and repair with new o o o o o o
B energy efficient lights that will be more cost- 48% | 26% | 4% | 12% | 8% 2%
effective
Promote the use of environmentally friendly 390% | 24% | 10% | 14% | 11% | 3%
street light technologies
D | Fix broken or burnt-out street lights 57% | 20% | 3% 9% 8% 3%
Avoid reduc_t|ons in street light service due to 20% | 24% | 7% | 13% | 12% | a%
lack of funding

Section 7: Positive Arguments

What I'd like to do now is tell you what some people are saying about the measure we’ve
been discussing.

Qs Supporters of the measure say: _____ . Do you think this is a very convincing,
somewhat convincing, or not at all convincing reason to SUPPORT the measure?
28222 & |_g¢| =
< e 5228 | 2 [£%¢g 8
Randomize g5 | 3£ | <& Szc| 3
"5 E5 | 85| £ |28 &
O | wO Z0 8
By law, all of the money raised by this
measure must be spent locally to operate,
A | repair and maintain quality street lighting. It 31% | 25% | 21% | 14% | 6% 3%
cannot be taken away by the State or be used
for other purposes.
There will be a clear system of accountability
B | including annual independent audits to 24% | 19% | 25% | 23% | 6% 4%
ensure that the money is spent properly.
This measure is designed to be fair. The
C amount _each property owner pays is baseq on | 0w | 25w | 30% | 21% | 7% 4%
the quality and type of lighting they have in
their neighborhood.
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The amount residents and local businesses
pay for street light service has not changed
for nearly 20 years, even though the costs to 17% | 31% | 25% | 17% | 6% 3%

D the City have grown every year. This measure
is needed to close this gap and keep up with
inflation.
Street lights are a matter of public safety.
E | Good street lights deter crime, prevent car 40% | 33% | 15% | 4% 3% 4%

accidents, and protect pedestrians.

Police, firefighters, and paramedics rely on
F | good street lights to help them respond 27% | 30% | 26% | 8% 5% 3%
quickly to emergencies after dark.

By keeping commercial areas well lit after
G | dark, street lights benefit the business 19% | 39% | 24% | 8% 6% 4%
climate and local economy.

By switching to energy efficient lights, this

y | measure will aIIO\_/v the City to b(_e more cost- 30% | 33% | 16% | 11% | 6% 4%
effective and environmentally friendly in the
future.

| Quality_street lighting helps protect property 259 | 32% | 23% | 12% 5% 4%
values in Manhattan Beach.

Quality street lighting improves the
) | appearance, character and quality of life in a 22% | 37% | 22% | 11% | 4% 4%
neighborhood.

Section 8: Interim Ballot Test

Sometimes people change their mind about a measure once they have more information
about it. Now that you have heard a bit more about the measure, let me read you a summary
of it again:

In order to:

o Keep pace with the increasing costs of electricity and operating, maintaining,
and repairing street lights throughout the City

o Avoid reductions in street lighting service

o And replace outdated light systems with energy efficient lights that are less

Q9 costly to operate and maintain and are better for the environment

Shall property owners in Manhattan Beach be assessed an annual fee for each property
that they own? The fee increase for your property would be approximately: $<Rate A>
per year.

If the election were held today, would you vote yes or no on this measure? Get answer,
then ask: Would that be definitely (yes/no) or probably (yes/no)?

Weighted Unweighted
1 | Definitely yes 10% 19%
2 | Probably yes 12% 25%
3 | Probably no 16% 18%
4 | Definitely no 33% 29%
98 | Not sure 28% 9%
99 | Refused 0% 0%
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Section 9: Negative Arguments

Next, let me tell you what opponents of the measure are saying.

Q10 Opponents of the measure say: _____ . Do you think this is a very convincing,
somewhat convincing, or not at all convincing reason to OPPOSE the measure?
21 82| z2 ° 2c| 1
S | €% LS | 8 [=#Z56 9
Randomize §-§ 55| £ | 52 |5 E £l 3
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People are having a hard time making ends
meet with high unemployment and a sluggish o o o o o o
A economy. Now is NOT the time to be raising 23% | 23% | 31% | 16% | 4% 2%
taxes.
The City can’t be trusted with this tax. They 5 o o o o o
B will mismanage the money. 19% ] 30% | 27% | 13% | 8% 3%
This measure is unfair because it can be
passed with a majority vote rather than the o o o o 5 o
= usual two-thirds requirement, and many 26% | 26% | 31% >% 10% | 2%
voters are not allowed to participate.
Property owners already pay an assessment
D | for street lighting to the City. Now they want 39% | 31% | 19% | 4% 6% 2%
another one? That’s not fair to taxpayers.

Section 10: Final Ballot Test

Now that you have heard a bit more about the measure, let me read you a summary of it one
more time:

In order to:

o Keep pace with the increasing costs of electricity and operating, maintaining,
and repairing street lights throughout the City
& Avoid reductions in street lighting service
QI o And replace outdated light systems with energy efficient lights that are less
costly to operate and maintain and are better for the environment

Shall property owners in Manhattan Beach be assessed an annual fee for each property
that they own? The fee increase for your property would be approximately: $<Rate A>
per year. If the election were held today, would you vote yes or no on this measure? Get
answer, then ask: Would that be definitely (yes/no) or probably (yes/no)?

Weighted Unweighted
1 | Definitely yes 10% 18%
2 | Probably yes 11% 23%
3 | Probably no 17% 19%
4 | Definitely no 40% 31%
98 | Not sure 22% 9%
99 | Refused 0% 1%
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Those are all of the questions that | have for you. Thanks so much for participating in this
important survey.

Post-Interview & Sample Items

S1 | Gender
1 | Male 67%
2 | Female 33%

S2 | Voter Household Identified

1 Yes 65%
2 | No 35%

S3 | Household Party Type

1 | Single Dem 10%
2 | Dual Dem 7%
3 | Single Rep 10%
4 | Dual Rep 13%
5 | Single Other 8%
6 | Dual Other 3%
7 | Dem & Rep 5%
8 | Dem & Other 4%
9 | Rep & Other 3%
0 | Mixed (Dem + Rep + Other) 2%

No voter ID 35%

S4 | Land Use Category

Commercial 4%
Condo 8%
Mult Family 13%
Single Family 75%
VRS <1%
True North Research, Inc. © 2014 Page 7
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S5 | Rate A Group

1 | Low (<$33) 6%
2 | Mid ($33~5%66) 79%
3 High ($66+) 14%
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Adjourned Regular Meeting - Study Session

January 15, 2015
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