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RECOMMENDATION 

Adoption of the following appropriation ordinance amendments in the Park Trust Fund 
(Fund 3 75): 

1. Establish a PDOIPIO Fee Refund appropriation to the Department of Parks, Recreation 
and Neighborhood Services in the amount of $41 5,000 for the refund of uncommitted 
PDOIPIO fees and interest to known property owners. 

2. Establish a Park Trust Fund Administration appropriation to the Department of Parks, 
, Recreation and Neighborhood Services in the amount of $20,000 for a review of the draft 

administrative policies and procedures for the administration of the Park Trust Fund by 
the City's external auditor Macias, Gini & Co. LLP. 

3. Decrease the appropriation for the Future PDOIPIO Reserve by $435,000. 

CEQA: Not a project. 

OUTCOME 

Approval of the above recommendations will allow the City to: 

1. More accurately set-aside and appropriate the amount needed to administer the Park Trust 
Fund. 

2. Make funds available for the refund of uncommitted PDOIPIO fees and interest to the known 
property owners of record of the subdivision (or lots or units in the case of non-subdivided 
developments) for which the fees were paid as required by City Ordinances. 

3. Continue the timely administration of the Fund. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services (PRNS) has completed an 
administrative review of the Park Trust Fund. Since the inception of the Fund in 1988, the fund 
has received approximately $90.4 million. Revenue sources include: fees paid by developers in 
lieu of parkland dedication (63%), fees paid by the Redevelopment Agency on behalf of 
developers through the Low Income Housing Voucher Program (26%), accrued interest (1 0%), 
and other miscellaneous revenue (1 %). 

Of the $90.4 million, $34.2 million has been expended since 1988 on projects in the following 
manner: 1 1 % land acquisition, 40% park development, 32% park improvements, and 17% 
renovation. This includes City administrative and indirect project costs. The fund balance as of 
June 30,2005, is $56.2 million of which $42.6 million is in committed funds (dedicated to 
projects) and $12.9 million is in committed funds that are recommended for re-allocation (i.e. 
were allocated to projects that are completed or that do not now require additional funding). 
Uncommitted funds totaling $745,000 were not committed within five years. 

The reconciliation exercise did not include fees to be paid by the Redevelopment Agency on 
behalf of developers through the Low Income Housing Voucher Program since June 30,2005; 
staff believes this is approximately $7.9 million that is forthcoming and is not included in this 
analysis. 

The City, through the Parkland Dedication Ordinance (PDO) and the Park Impact Ordinance 
(PIO), requires that parkland fees, including accrued interest, shall be expended solely for the 
development or renovation of neighborhood and community serving parks or the neighborhood 
and community serving developments of regional parks to serve the subdivision (or other 
appropriate residential development) for which the fees were paid. Parkland fees must be 
committed by the City for a specific project to serve residents of the subdivision within five years 
of receipt of payment or within five years of issuance of building permits on one-half of the lots 
created by a subdivision, whichever occurs later. The review of the Fund indicates that all of the 
$90.4 million deposited into the Park Trust Fund (with the exception of $745,000) has been 
committed within the required timeframe. The funds that have not been committed within the 
required timeframe should be returned to the property owners of record in accordance with City 
ordinances to the extent the rightful recipients can be identified. 

While the reconciliation did not identify any major discrepancies in the administration of the 
Fund, it did reveal a need to allocate additional resources to improve recordkeeping, inter- 
departmental coordination, and the timely disbursement of funds. As such, a budget proposal has 
been submitted as part of the FY 2006-07 Budget Process to fund 1.0 FTE Analyst position in the 
Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services. It is also recommended that the 
City's external auditor be retained at a cost not to exceed $20,000 to review and comment on the 
proposed policies and procedures that are being developed by the Department of Parks, 
Recreation and Neighborhood Services to improve administrative oversight of the Fund. 
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BACKGROUND 

On June 21,2005, the City Council approved staffs recommendation to conduct a comprehensive 
reconciliation of the Park Trust Fund. The purpose of this review was to provide a historical summary of the 
administration of the Fund, including a review of allocations, policies, and practices. In addition, staff was 
asked to respond to a letter from the Home Builders Association (HBA), regarding issues related to the 
number of parks that have been built since 1990, expenditures on regional parkland from the Park Trust Fund 
and expenditures on school district property. This report summarizes the results of that analysis as well as 
makes recommendations for improved administration of the Fund. 

With the assistance of the Finance Department, the Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood 
Services conducted a reconciliation of all revenues received into the Park Trust Fund from its inception in 
1988 through June 30,2005. PRNS reconciled total revenues into the Fund over that period, as well as the 
remaining balance in the Fund as of that date. Major tasks in the reconciliation included: a comparison of 
PRNS-recorded revenues to records in the City's Financial Management System (FMS) to identify 
discrepancies; verification of the allocation of funds to projects; verification of expenditures made from the 
Fund; the alignment of accrued interest to the original allocation of projects; identification of funds not 
committed within five years for return to the record owners of the subdivision properties from which the 
funds were derived; re-distribution of the remaining balance in the Fund to projects meeting the required 
nexus; and establishing policies and procedures for the improved administration of the Fund. 

Overview of  the Park Trust Fund 

The City of San JosC enacted the Parkland Dedication Ordinance (PDO) in 1988 to help meet the demand for 
new neighborhood and community parkland generated by the development of new residential subdivisions. 
The City's PDO is consistent with the State's Quimby Act (Government Code Section 66477). 

In 1992, the City Council adopted the Park Impact Fee Ordinance (PIO), which is similar to the PDO, but 
applies to new non-subdivided residential projects such as apartment buildings. Under the PDO and PIO, 
housing developers are required to dedicate land, pay a parkland fee in lieu of dedication, or both, for 
neighborhood and community park or recreational purposes. 

Fees paid in lieu of land dedication are deposited into the Park Trust Fund. Money in the Park Trust Fund, 
(including accrued interest) must be expended solely for acquisition, development or renovation of 
neighborhood and community-serving parks, or neighborhood and community-serving elements of regional 
parks that serve new residents of the development (generally referred to as the "nexus requirementm)'. Funds 
in the Park Trust Fund must be committed to a specific project within five years of receiving payment or 
within five years after the issuance of building permits on one-half of the lots created by the subdivision, 
whichever occurs later. In the event that the funds are not committed within the required five-year 

' Nexus is established for projects within a 34 mile radius from the development that generated the fees for neighborhood-serving 
facilities and two miles for community-serving facilities. 
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timeframe, the ordinances require that funds be returned to the record owners of the subdivision (or lots or 
units in the case of non-subdivided developments) for which the fees were paid. 

It has been PRNS' practice over the years to conduct an annual allocation exercise to formulate 
recommendations for the expenditure of monies in the Park Trust Fund. This exercise has included a 
mapping of fees collected to determine "nexus" for each allocation and the identification of potential park 
projects for the use of the funds. Fees are committed to either neighborhood and community-serving 
facilities (located within YI mile of the project from which the fees were generated), or the neighborhood and 
community-serving elements of regional parks (located within two miles from which the fees were 
generated). PRNS maintains a database of fees collected, project allocations and proposed uses for projects 
funded through the Park Trust Fund. Funds continue to remain in reserves or ending fund balance until such 
time as there is sufficient funding to complete a specific project. Actual appropriations are approved by the 
City Council as part of the annual Parks Capital Budget process. 

ANALYSIS 

The following section provides an overview of three areas that were evaluated as part of the review of the 
Park Trust Fund: 

1. Reconciliation of Park Trust Fund Balance 
2. Administrative oversight 
3. Issues raised in the letter from the Home Builders Association dated 2/14/05 

Reconciliation of  Park Trust Fund Balance 

Since the inception of the program in FY 1988-89 through June 30,2005, a total of $90,366,000 has been 
deposited into the Park Trust Fund. A total of $34.2 million has been spent on projects. Revenue in the 
Fund has consisted primarily of in-lieu fees (63%). The remaining balance has consisted of fees paid by the 
Redevelopment Agency for Low Income Housing vouchers2 (26%), accrued interest (1 0%) and less than 1 % 
for costs incurred by the City for the development of turnkey projects3. As of June 30,2005, the balance in 
the Park Trust Fund was $56.24 million. Table 1 on the following page identifies the Park Trust Fund 
balance as of June 30,2005, and is categorized as either "Committed Funds" or "Uncommitted Funds." The 
following is a description of each of those categories. 

 he PDOPIO fees were paid by the Redevelopment Agency as part of its effort to increase the supply of affordable housing. 
Turnkey projects are projects constructed by the developers to satisfy all or part of their PDOPIO obligation. Developers must 

pay the City's costs for design review and inspection fees of turnkey projects required by the Department of Public Works. The 
developers are given credit for these fees against their total parkland obligation. 

The Ending Fund Balance of $56.2 million differs from the 2004-2005 Annual Report Figure of $60.9 million in that it does not 
include a $5.5 million transfer from the Redevelopment Agency for the Low Income Housing Fee Program that was reflected as 
part of the year-end close and it does include canyover encumbrances of $789,000. 



HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
05-30-06 
Subject: Review of the Park Trust Fund 
Page 5 

Committed Funds 
Committed funds (i.e., encumbered, appropriated to projectslreserves or awaiting appropriation through the 
capital budget process) totaling $42.6 million represent 76% of the fund balance. 

Table #1: Park Trust Fund Balance as of June 30,2005 

1 Committed Funds: Appropriated, encumbered, or disposition of funds is mandated 
I 

I ..> - --- . - - I . . . . . - -  
I I I j / I I Expend on projects as encumbered or i I i 
! I  I i I 1 appropriated. 
i , Encumbered or appropriated 1 I I 
: 8 

I 11 to reserve or projects in 1 $30,998 1 55 , Use reserves to fill funding gaps on current I 
i 1 

i 2005-06 i projects (must meet nexus requirements). 
i 

1 1  ! 1 Continue to build reserves for acquisition I 
I I 1 i i or develovment. i i 

ecently committed funds Budget and expend for projects meeting 

I Total Committed - Funds - 1 $42,598 / 76 1 I 
i Committed Funds Recommended ... for Re-allocation: 

........................................................................................................... .......................................... ! ;.. r-  " j i I 
: 1 3! Unspent funds (balances and ) I Commit and appropriate as part of 2006- 1 i $9,089 1 16 1 
i 1 accrued interest) 1 I 2007 budget vrocess. (Attachment A) 

I 
Excess administrative set- 4i 1 aside 

I 
j 
j 

j 
.............. ........................... - ........................... 

Total Committed Funds 
I 

Pecommended for Re- 

j ! Reserve $0.5M of administrative set-aside 
i I to offset possible future revenue I 

j fluctuations. Distribute funds in the 
1 amount of $3.3M back to the Council 

i I Districts based on the percentage of all fees 
i 
I i ! collected since 1995-96 through 2004-05 

and commit funds within the district to 

I .... hllocation .... I I .......................................... ...................................................................................................................................... , 8 ! i :"" "1 " " ....................................................... 

I , .......... yncommitted Funds: I I 1 
I : / Funds not committed within i i 3511  <1 ( Commit funds to projects that benefit all 
1 : 5 years; -.- project site unknown ................................................................................. ............ i I City ......................... residents. 
' Funds not committed within Return to current property owners as 
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Committed Funds Recommended for Re-allocation 

Committed funds totaling $12.9 million, representing 24% of the fund balance consist primarily of unspent 
funds (accrued interest) and excess administrative set-aside (including short-term parkland lease payments). 

Unspent Funds 
As part of the 2006-2007 Proposed Capital Budget, staff has made recommendations on the 
allocation of unspent funds of approximately $9.089 million, consisting primarily of unspent project 
savings and accrued interest earnings, on projects that meet the nexus requirement. These 
recommendations are described in Attachment A. The rationale used for the recommendations is 
consistent with PRNS' priorities for developing the 2006-2007 Capital Improvement Program. These 
priorities are to complete projects that are currently underway, fund projects that are maintenance- 
hendly, and address health and safety issues. As such, the majority of the $9.089 million is to be 
committed to improving or renovating existing parks and facilities. 

Administrative Fees 
Excess administrative fees have accumulated due to the practice of taking a percentage of fees from 
each project rather than projecting the amount needed to administer the program based on the prior 
year's actual costs and projected future needs. An administrative charge varying from 0 to 15% 
(fixed at 10% for the past ten years) was imposed on in-lieu fees and reimbursements from the 
Redevelopment Agency for the Low Income Housing Voucher Program to cover the City's costs in 
operating the Park Trust Fund. The straight percentage calculation has resulted in an over- 
accumulation of administrative fees primarily due to a large reimbursement from the Redevelopment 
Agency in recent years. Developers' payments for the Department of Public Works staff costs to 
perform plan checks and inspection of turnkey projects were also deposited into the administrative 
fund. Because costs did not track evenly with payments from the developers, the City oftentimes 
paid the costs that were reimbursed later by the developers. To prevent a reoccurrence of this over- 
accumulation, PRNS recommends that the set-aside of administrative fees be based on actual and 
projected needs. 

Additionally, it is recommended in the 2006-2007 Proposed Capital Budget that a reserve in the 
amount of $500,000 be established. The purpose of the reserve would be to ensure sufficient funding 
for monitoring the program in the event that revenues fluctuate. Because funds are often carried over 
from year to year, there is the potential that incoming revenues may not be sufficient to support the 
level of staffing required to effectively administer projects on an ongoing basis. This reserve will 
serve as a safeguard to ensure a consistent level of oversight. 

Staff cannot determine the particular source of the funds that make up the excess administrative fees 
and therefore recommends as part of the 2006-2007 Proposed Capital Budget that the remaining set- 
aside funds ($3.3 million) be redistributed back to the Council Districts based on the percentage of all 
fees collected fiom each Council District between FY 1995-96 through FY 2004-05 and committed 
within the Council Districts to develop or improve either neighborhood and community parks or the 
neighborhood and community serving elements of regional parks. Attachment B describes the 
amount that will be returned to each Council District and staffs recommendations on uses. 
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Uncommitted Funds 

Funds Not Committed Within Five Years 
The City is required by the PDO and PI0 to return parkland fees and accrued interest to the current 
record owners of the development or property that generated the fees if they are not committed within 
five-years of receipt of payment. All funds except $745,000 were committed within five years of 
receipt of payment. This amount includes accrued interest to date and represents less than 1 % of all 
fees collected since 1988. 

Of this amount, staff has been unable to identify the development or project that generated $351,000 
in fees, due to the loss of records as discussed further below. Since staff is unable to identify the 
development or project that generated the fees, staff cannot identify the current property owners of 
record to return the $35 1,000. As a result, it is recommended in the 2006-2007 Proposed Capital 
Budget that these funds be committed and budgeted to project(s) that would benefit all City residents 
such as Happy Hollow Park and Zoo. 

In the case of the remaining $394,000 uncommitted funds, the development or project site is known 
and consequently it is recommended that the fees and accrued interest since June 30,2005 in the 
amount of $21,000 should also be returned, for a total reimbursement of $41 5,000, to the current 
property owners of record of the development or project that generated the fees as required by the 
PDO and PIO. Included in this memorandum is a recommendation for the City Council to adopt 
appropriation ordinance amendments in the Park Trust Fund establishing a PDOIPIO Fee Refund 
appropriation to the Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services in the amount of 
$41 5,000 that would allow PRNS to return the uncommitted funds and a corresponding reduction of 
$41 5,000 to the Future PDOIPIO Reserve. 

Recommended Actions in the 2006-2007 Proposed Capital Budget: 

Additionally, staff has incorporated recommendations for the use of currently uncommitted funds in the 
2006-2007 Proposed Capital Budget. These recommendations are described below. 

1. Commit unspent funds ($9.089 million) to projects that meet the nexus. These commitments will be 
incorporated into the 2006-2007 Proposed Capital Budget. (Attachment A) 

2. Base the set-aside of administrative fees on actual and projected needs. 

3. Establish a reserve in the amount of $500,000 as an administrative set-aside in order to offset possible 
future fluctuation in revenue as part of the FY 2006-2007 Parks Capital Budget Process. 

4. Submit, as part of the FY 2006-2007 Parks Capital Budget process, recommendations for the re- 
allocation of excess administrative set-aside ($3.3 million). These funds are recommended to be 
distributed back to the Council Districts based on the percentage of all fees collected from each Council 
District between 1995-1 996 through 2004-2005. (Attachment B) 
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5. Submit, as part of the FY 2006-2007 Parks Capital Budget, recommended allocations in the amount of 
$35 1,000, from funds that were not committed within the five year window, to project(s) that benefit all 
City residents. 

Administrative Oversight 

Administrative oversight of the Fund is the responsibility of the Department of Parks, Recreation and 
Neighborhood Services. However, in-lieu fees are paid either to the Department of Planning, Building and 
Code Enforcement (PBCE) or the Department of Public Works (DPW). Two tracking systems have been 
used in the past to record and monitor the payment of fees. 

The review of the Fund indicates that there has been a loss of records from the early years of the program. In 
the first ten years of the program, expenditures were made and recorded in the City's Financial Management 
System (FMS); however, there is no documentation in the Park Trust Fund records of corresponding fees being 
received. There were six instances in which this occurred for a total of $391,000 in fees. Because there are 
records of these funds as having been spent, it is assumed that the fees were received by PBCE or DPW even 
though PRNS. does not have records of having received the funds. This discrepancy underscores the need to 
ensure ongoing reconciliation of records between PBCE, DPW and PRNS. Policies and procedures for the 
administration of the Fund will be established to improve recordkeeping, inter-departmental coordination and 
effective monitoring of the Fund. 

As noted in Table 1 (page 5 of this report), there is approximately $12.9 million of committed funds that are 
recommended for re-allocation in the Park Trust Fund. This is due, in large part, to the lack of an established 
methodology to commit accrued interest, fees reimbursed to the City for turnkey projects and overhead costs 
for administration of the Fund. PRNS, with assistance from the Finance Department, is drafting a policy and 
procedures manual for the administration of the Fund to address the issues identified in this section. It is 
recommended that the final document be reviewed by the City's external auditor, Macias, Gini & Co LLP, to 
ensure proper monitoring of the Fund. It is estimated that the cost of such a review would be $20,000 and is 
expected to be completed within three months. 

Recommended Actions in the 2006-2007 Proposed Capital Budget: 

To ensure that proper administrative oversight of the Fund continues, staff has recommended the addition of 
a 1.0 FTE Analyst position to maintain the reconciliation of the Park Trust Fund as part of the 2006-07 
Proposed Capital and Operating Budgets. 

Home Builders Association (HBA) concerns 

On February 14,2005, the Home Builders Association sent a letter to the City Council requesting the 
following: 

1. Information on the standard for park development used by the City 
2. That credit be given to home builders for improvements that are done on any land that is dedicated to the 

City for use for parks 
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3. An accounting of the distribution and expenditure of the Park Trust Fund 
4. Number of parks built since 1990 
5. Park Trust Fund expenditures on regional parkland 
6. Park Trust Fund expenditures on school district properties 

The General Plan calls for 3.5 acres of neighborhood/community parklands per 1000 residents, of which 
recreational school grounds can count up to 2.0 acres per 1000. Currently, the City provides 1.2 acres of 
neighborhood/community parklands per 1000 residents. If recreational school grounds are included, the 
figure increases to 3.1 acres per 1000 residents. 

Since the inception of the PDOPIO, 13 1 acres have been dedicated to the City and approximately 42 of 
those acres have been developed. During the same time period, the City has acquired an additional 22 acres 
of parkland from non-PDOPIO sources and has developed approximately nine of those acres. 

Approximately $633,000 was spent on eligible neighborhood-serving elements within regional park 
facilities. An example is the playground that was installed at Almaden Lake Park. 

Staff provided information in response to the Home Builders Association's (HBA) letter regarding the 
calculation of fees and the use of those fees at a meeting on March 24,2006. 

Alinninn Fees to Current Land Values 

In-lieu fees have been used primarily for park development and improvement rather than acquisition because 
fees collected have not been sufficient to cover the cost of land acquisition. In 2002, the City Council 
approved an increase in in-lieu fees associated with the PDOIPIO to 70% of the 2001 land values as an 
interim step to setting the fees at 100% of land values. In 2003, the City Council initiated the Getting 
Families Back to Work Program to mitigate the impacts of the economic downturn. As part of the program, 
the City Council directed staff not to increase any fees. As a result of fees remaining at 70% of land values 
and the significant increases in land acquisition costs, the City must bank in-lieu fees with the goal of 
combining fees from multiple projects to acquire new parkland. Until PDOPIO fees are adjusted to reflect 
current land values, the City's ability to acquire new parkland utilizing PDOIPIO funds is severely limited. 

PRNS is returning to Council in Fall 2006 with recommendations on amending the language of the PDO and 
PI0 to include additional uses of the funds and most importantly, to align the fees to current land values. 
The Parks and Recreation Commission unconditionally supports this last recommendation. 

CONCLUSION 

PDOPIO fees represent a significant source of revenue for the renovation and improvement of parkland 
throughout the City of San JosC. While there are administrative improvements to be made to enhance the 
overall effectiveness of the Fund, the administrative review and reconciliation of the Fund indicate that funds 
have been used appropriately. The allocation of dedicated staff in PRNS responsible for ongoing 
administration of the Fund will help ensure that this level of performance continues. 
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NEXT STEPS 

With the approval of this report, PRNS will return to the City Council in Fall 2006, with recommendations to 
amend the language of the PDOPIO and to adjust the in-lieu fees. The 2005 Residential Land Value Study 
is now available. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH 

Staff conducting this review and reconciliation met three times with a representative of the Home Builders 
Association of Northern California (HBA), once with the Government Affairs Director of the Santa Clara 
County Association of Realtors, and once with members of the HBA Board of Directors and other developer 
representatives. 

Staff also reviewed the reconciliation report with: 
March 22 - Parks and Recreation Commission and Planning Commission Joint Study Session 
March 23 - Project Advisory Committee (PAC) of the Strong Neighborhoods Initiative 
April 5 - Parks and Recreation Commission approves recommendations 
April 12 - Planning Commission approves recommendations 
April 13 - special meeting with PAC to review specific concerns 

COORDINATION 

This report has been coordinated with the Departments of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, Public 
Works, and the City Attorney's Office. 

COST IMPLICATIONS 

The annual cost of adding an Analyst is $90,000 and this position is proposed in the 2006-2007 operating 
budget. This position would be hnded through the Park Trust Fund as part of the cost of administering the 
Fund. Budget actions are proposed in this memorandum to provide hnds for the review of the draft Policies 
and Procedures Manual by Macias, Gini & Co. LLP ($20,000). The Finance Department's annual cost to 
implement its tasks is estimated to be five percent of a Senior Accountant position ($6,000). This cost will 
be supported by the Park Trust Fund and will be included through the annual budget process. 
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BUDGET REFERENCE 

Fund 375 Subdivision Park Trust Fund 
Appropriation Number 7845, Reserve Future PDOIPIFO Projects: $20,809,740 
Adopted 2005-2006 Capital Budget, page V-927 

CEQA 

Not a project. 

LARRY D. LISENBEE 
Budget Director 

Services 

Business Phone Number: Business Phone Number: Business Phone Number: 
(408) 793-5553 (408) 535-7000 (408) 535-8100 



Attachment A 

Recommendations for Allocation of Unspent Funds 

Allocation assumptions: 
1. Allocate parkland lease revenues to parks that have generated the revenues 
2. Assign the funds to an existing reserve currently in budget 
3. If there is no existing reserve, the funds were assigned to a known priority project within the nexus 
4. If there is no known priority project within the nexus, the funds were assigned to the park with the 

greatest need (314 mile nexus) or a community serving facility (2 mile nexus) 
5. In cases where the original commitments were partly budgeted, the unbudgeted portions should 

remain with the originally committed site 

Reserve: Rainbow 

Council District 2 



Attachment A 



I Attachment A 
i 
I I i / Add to 1 I 

i I I I I Existing I I I 
i 

I Old I I Add to / Committed i 
I 

I i i i 
i ' 2005 1 Appropriated 1 Known ; Greatest , Allocations 
i Project ' CD / Collections I Reserves Priority / Need i to Remain I TOTAL , ..................... ' ....................................................................... L .......................... " ................ 

District 4 Park 
............................. .. 

Townsend Par 
Youthmot Lot ........................................................................ 

Cataldi Park 

Trail Reach 2 
I j I ! 1 i 
! i 

j 

i 21,000/ 1 4 1  I Bay Trail ! ! ..................................................... .............................................. 2 1,000 
I 4 1 I Penitencia Creek I i 4 I 

j 
j ! I I I 

/ Park: Dog park, j i ; 
I 

i I I / Irrigation Repairs, I i 
i I Playground .................. . ...................... ....... j ......................................................................................................... 1 656,000 i 

................................................................. .......................................................................... .... I.... i 656,000 ,- > i ; 

/ Flickinger Park i I 
i 

Restrooms , 4 1  1 ........................................ 28,000 1 ........................................................... 28,000 1 , ,  : 1 ..v.......-.- . .  + ; : 
I Noble Park Turf I i i i 

I 

i 
I 

1 8 000 1 1 4  1 i ............... .............................................................. ....... .............................................................................. 8,000 --....i... ' I ? 

1 I I I.... I I 
I Im~rovements 1 4 ,  i i ! 1 450.000 1 450.000 
I Cataldi Park I 293.000 / 293.000 
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Council District 6 

Reserve: Lincoln 

Reserve: Hamann 
Park ........... .................................................... ... .- .. -, ........... 
Reserve: Cinnabar 
Commons 

Open Space ................... -. .................. -. .............................. -. ............ 
Reserve: CD 6 

Area Land Acquisit- 

Reserve: Future Park 

Park 
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Reserve: CD 6 Lan 

Subtotal: - District 6 i 

I Council District 7 , _ _  . ._. 

I Communication Hill 
I Turtle Rock 

I Res: Future Park 
/ Development - 
1 j Almaden - _. ....... .._......._._ ......... Apts. ._ $2K I ......... 
i Uncommitted 
/ Reserve: 
/ Communication Hill 
i Park 
1 Reserve: Story Rd. I 

j 

I .............. Subtotal: -. District 7 ....................................................................................... 



Council District 8 

Towers/Aborn 
Acquisition & 

Valley Sports Fields 

Park Development 
............. .................. -. ... -. .......... -. .................................. 
Reserve: Chelmers 
Park Development 

.......... .. -. ........................................... 
Reserve: Fernish Park 

Reserve: Silver Creek 

Boggini Play 
Equipment & 

............... -. .... 

Thompson Creek 

Evergreen Park 

Subtotal: District 8 . -. ........................ ...................... -. ........................................ 

! 

Project I CD .................. .- L ........................ 

I Existing. I 
Add to i Committed/ ' 
2005 1 Appropriated 1 Known 

Collections I Reserves I Priority ........... 

I 

................................................................................................................................................................................................................ Attachment A I 
1 

j i 

Old i I ! 

Greatest i Allocations 1 
Need 1 to Remain i TOTAL ' ....................................................................................................................... i ................................................................................... ! 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Recommendations for Allocation of Excess Administrative Set-Aside 

Council District 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

Amount returned 
$179,547 
$99,170 
$398,438 
$494,261 
$23 1,908 
$455,015 
$636,301 
$25 1,034 
$268,367 
$265,960 
$500,000 

Recommended Use(s) 
Saratoga Creek Dog Park development 
Metcalf Park playground replacement 
Martin Park development 
Reserve for North San Jose development 
Reserve for Joseph George acquisition 
Bascom Community Center development 
Solari Community Center development 
Sports fields development reserve 
Butcher Dog Park development 
Fontana Dog Park renovation 
Reserve: Administrative Set-aside 




