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OUTCOME 

The Decelllber 8, 2006 Study Session provides the City Council an opportunity to provide staff 
direction given the i l lp~~t  obtained through tlie extended community process, and to discuss the 
following Facility Re-Use options: 

1. City as Lead Operator 
2. Nonprofit as Lead Operator (RFQ is issued for site) 
3. City as Property Manager (and a Neighborhood Associatioll or Nonprofit provider as the 

operating partner) 
4. Colllbinatioll of Optiolls 1, 2, and 3 

Staff will provide a comprehensive Facility Re-Use Presentation at the Study Session. A panel 
co~ls is t i~~g of City Staff and col~~nlunity stal<el~olders wlio played a ltey part in tlie process will be 
included in the preselltation to ~ o u n c i i .  The Coru~~cil is not expected to take any action at the 
Study Session. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City Council authorized the Depart~nent of Parlts, Recreation and Neigl-horhood Services 
(PRNS) to inlplement a "Facility Re-Use Strategy" as part of the FY 2005-06 budget process. 
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Staff originally identified 34 sites as potential re-use sites, and later added the Old Alviso 
Community Center to the re-use list, bringing the total to thirty-five. Council approved the 
removal of 10 sites from the re-use list for other City uses and directed that 25 sites remain on 
the re-use list for further evaluation during the community process. Please see Attachment I- 
Facility Re-Use Sites, for a list of the Facility Re-Use sites. The Upper and Lower Watson Park 
facilities are not being considered for Re-IJse at this time. Instead, the park planning process 
currently underway to remediate the burn dump contamination at Watson Park will be utilized to 
determine the outcome of these two facilities. 

For the past year (See Attachment II-Facility Re-[Jse Council Referral Summary), staff from 
PRNS has managed a Facility Re-TJse process whose genesis was a budget proposal to reconcile 
the following three divergent realities: 

1. An increased public demand and expectation for recreation services as the projected 
population of San Jos6 increases, 

2. An approximate doubling of community center square footage resulting from the passage 
of the Measure P Bond in September 2000, and 

3. Declining Community Services Division staffing levels (-49.7%) coupled with decreased 
operational revenues (-25%) since FY 2001-02. 

These three divergent realities, illustrated in the graph below, forced staff to re-examine the 
PRNS service delivery model. 

Community Center Expansion vs. Staffing Levels 

00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 06-07 09-10 

Does not ~nclude 2006-07 one-time staffing appropnatlon of $499,264 
Incommunity Center 'quare Footage 1 2009 10 Sq Ft does not Include ~mpend~ng capltal projects 
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Staff proposed a Facility Re-Use strategy to divest itself of older ceilters and to collcei~trate 
reduced staff on the i~ewly built hub facilities. Staff ful-tl~er proposed to identify r~olipi-ofit 
service providers so that services continue ill the vacated facilities. 

At the June 6, 2006 (and May 16"') City Council meeting, the Council directed staff to: 

Coilduct additional neighborhood-specific outreacll ineetillgs to include iinpacted 
neighborhoods, iiicludii~g a Coullcil Study Sessioil followiilg the coinmu~iity process; 
Outreach to the iloi~profit commui~ity; 
Consider ally plaillling processes cui-rel~tly undeiway; 
Eiisure a safety evaluation is perfoimed; and 
Explore revising tlie Healtliy Neighborhoods Vel~tul-e Fund (HNVF) and other major 
grant prograins to follow a San Jos6 BEST Request for Qualificatiolls (RFQ) model 
process or other best practices, begilmil~g in July 2008 for the 2008-09 cycles. 

This report respoiids to t l~e  Council's Jrme 6 and May 16, 2006 direction, and illcorporates the 
fiildiilgs obtained from t l ~ e  neighborl~ood-specific and iioizprofit outreacll ineetillgs and proposes 
options for operating the Re-TJse Facilities. T l ~ e  findings fa11 illto tluee general areas: Ii~coi-rect 
Assumptions, Community Iiiput Findiizgs, and Nonprofit and Phila~~tliropic Input Findings. 

BACKGROUND 

City Council Direction and Status Update 

1. Conduct Additional Outreach Meetings with Impacted Neighborhoods 

The cornmui~ity process collsisted of the following elements: 
J Re-convening of t l ~ e  Facility Re-Use Coinlnuility Advisory Task Force 
J Coi~~inunity input nleetings witli iinpacted neigl~borl~oods 
J Neigliborl~ood-specific focus groups 
J Facility user groups coiltact 
J Engagement of SNI staff and SNI col~~inunity leaders 

Engageinent of Non-SNI Neigliborhood Associatioil Leaders 
J Eiigageinellt of City Coini~~issioils including the Disability, Youth, Senior, Library, 

and Parlcs and Recreation Coinmission 
Outreach to Nolipsofit Community and Pl~ilailthropic Comin~lnity 
Posting of the Re-Use process on the PRNS website 

J Use of elnail list froin tlle previous corninul~ity process to colltact iildividuals 
J Creation of contact list of potentially interested providers for the Re-Use sites 

Facility Re-Use Community Advisory Task Force 

Tlle Task Force, wl-~ich iiiet inoiitl~ly, provided input on the approacll used in conductii~g the 
coininunity input process, served as a sounding board on illformatioil presented, gathered, 
and ai~alyzed, and various inen~bers served as facilitators for t l ~ e  regional facility re-use 
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coilllnullity meetings. The Task Force also provided invaluable input and helped craft the 
Facility Re-U'se options. Task Force meinbers comprised a wide cross section of the 
community, and included: 

Aaron Mol-row, Disability Advisory Coln1~1ission 
Adan Luperico, Youth Coinmissioli 
Bob Browiisteiii, Worlting Partnerships, TJSA 
Bob Dolci, SNI Project Advisory Collilnittee 
Dale Osbome, Coalition for a Better Colnmunity (District 4) 
Dayana Salazar, SJSTJ Url>an/Regional Plaililillg 
Do11 Blankensllip, Senior Comlnission 
James Kim, Palks and Recreation Colninissioll 
Joan Rivas-Cosby, SNI Project Advisory Committee 
John Ramos, Library Co~nrnissioll 
Karl Vidt, Disability Advisory Coinrnissiol~ 
L,awy Aceves, Frai~ltlii~ McKil~ley Scl~ool District 
Micllelle McGurk, Coinmui~ity Foundatiol~ of Silico1-1 Valley 
Muhan~nied Cl~audhry, Sail Jos6 Educatioii Foul~datioil 
Patricia Gardiier, Silicon Valley Coui~cil of Noilprofits 
Ron Schwartz, Senior Col~iinissioil 
Roll Soto, First 5 of Salita Clara Comlty 
Sllelly Gonzales, Metropolitan Ed~lcatioll District, Older Adults 50+ Program 
Susan Price-Jang, People Acting in Colliinullity Together 

Community Input Meetings with Impacted Neighborhoods 

Building oil the community outreach that was previously completed, staff convened 
additional neigllbol-hood-specific coinlnunity outreach meetings for neigl~borhoods and user 
groups to provide input on possible uses, services desired for the sites, and to identify 
potential i~oilprofit or ileigl~I>orliood providers. Attaclzrzzerzt 111-Conznzurzity Erzgagemzerzt 
Process Corztact List, provides a detailed list of individuals and orgallizatiolls contacted 
during tlie coi~~munity process. The con~mui~ity input process consisted of: 

Four regional ineetings held tllrougl~out the City wit11 over 300 attendees. Selected 
Facility Re-Use Community Advisory Task Force pl~iei~~bers welcollled attendees to 
the cornnlunity nleetings, and provided an overview of the Facility Re.-Use process. 

J Twenty-two neigllborl~ood-specific focus group meetings were held to capture the 
input of stalteliolders who were ~ulal>le to attend the regional meetings. 

J Staff engaged SNI staff and SNI comli~ruiity leaders for re-use facilities that fell 
within SNI areas. Sixteen of the 25 (64%) re-use facilities fall within SNI areas. 
Staff also provided preselltations at Neigliborliood Advisory Couilcil meetings. 

J Preseiitations occurred at facility Advisory Comicils (Sel~ior, Cllinese, and 
Vietnamese), at various user group meetings, youth programs, and Teclmical Teain 
ineetillgs (West Valley and Calabazas Library, Police, PRNS). Approximately 
250 seniors attended a St. James Cliiilese Senior Club presentation. 
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J Neigl~borhood residentslassociatioiis were contacted tl~rougli E-News, Neighborhood 
Developil1ent Center E-Blasts, coinmuility newspapers, neigliborl~ood canvassing, 
surveying at coiriiliullity events (e.g., Sail Ton-~as Neigl~bol-hood in the Park), i~iailings 
to progran~ pai-ticipants, and enlail lists. 

J Staff attended School Superintendel-~t nleetings and inet with school principals to 
discuss the facility re-use strategy. 

2. Outreach to Nonprofit and Philanthropic Community 

At the request of the nonprofit community, the City Council directed staff to identify 
potential providers, and obtain feedback from the nonprofit and pl~ilantlxopic coinmuility 
coilcelning the ability of i~o~lprofit providers to operate re-use facilities. 

Accordingly, staff collaborated wit11 the Silicon Valley Coulicil of Nonprofits who in tu1-n 
obtained feedback fro111 85 member agencies. Staff also collaborated with the Silicon Valley 
Coi~ii-~l~i~lity Foundation, whicli is the newly-foix~ed foundation that was created by the 
nlerger of Peninsula Coini~~unity Fo~mdation and Comm~mity Foundation Silicon Valley. 
Both tlle Silicon Valley Council of Noilprofits and the Silicon Valley Coininullity Fouildatioil 
submitted position papers; the main points are suinnlarized iii the Ai-~alysis section of this 
report. 

3. Complete Facilities Conditions Assessment 

The City Council, at tlle request of xioilprofit agencies, directed staff at the May 16, 2006 
meeting to compile the aggregate arnouilt it costs to operate the various re-use facilities. 
Consequently, PRNS staff assembled an inter-department teain to coi~duct a site specific 
analysis at each of the 25 re-use facilities. Attaclzrlzerzt IV-Facility Corzditions Assessment 
& Cost Projectiorzs details the Operations (TJtilities and Garbage), Mailitellance (Building 
and Park Grounds), and one-time Capital costs (A.D.A. and Major Building Systems) 
associated with each re-use facility. 

The il~terdepartmental teaill incl~~ded staff fi-om Strong Neigl-lborhoods Initiative, General 
Se~vices, Police Department, Sari Jose Public Library, Public WorltsIReal Estate, and PRNS 
Palks Division. The facility colldition assessineilts include: 

Operations (TJtilities and Garbage) 
Maintenance (Building and Grounds) 
Capital inlprovenlent costs (A.D.A. and Major Building Systen~s) 
Strong Neighborl~oods Initiative Area 

Staff also created a facility-specific assessinelit that details the coi~~rnuiiity feedback. These 
facility assessrileilts add to the items l~oted above, and include: 

Facility Details (SNI AreaIPriorities, Facility Address, Age, Size, Facilities Nearby) 
Staltel~older Input 
Master Plan Impacts 
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Public Safety Impacts 
Restroom Assesslnelits 
Potel~tialNoilprofitI~lterest 
Coullcil District Details 
Greenprint Staffing Standards 
Smart Start Providers 

These individualized facility assessniel1ts will be provided prior to the Study Session. 

4. Explore Revising HNVF to Follow a San Jos6 BEST Request for Qualifications Model 

PRNS staff presented tlie Sail Josi: BEST model to the HNVF Steering Committee at their 
meeting on September 27,2006. The HNVF Steering Corrilnittee will hold a retreat to set 
f~lture direction on Decelnber 7, 2006. 

ANALYSIS 

Community Process Findings 

The coi11111111iity process filldings fall illto three general topics: 

1. Incorrect Assumptions; 
2. Commuxiity Input Findings; and 
3. Nonprofit and Philantl~ropic Input Findings. 

A discussion of the four Facility Re-Use optioris created with input froin the Facility R.e-Use 
Coinm~u?ity Advisory Task Force and their policy ilnplicatiolls follows the community process 
findings. 

1. Incorrect Assumptions 

Facility Re-Use was conceived as a way to reconcile the increased public dei~lands for 
services, the nearly doubling of community center square footage, and the deficielicies in 
existing staffing levels. PRNS staff proposed the Facility Re-Use strategy wit11 the 
ultimate goal of reducing tlie nuliiber of sinaller, less used commui~ity center sites ill its 
inventory. The success of the Facility Re-Use strategy was based 011 two underlying 
assumptions, which the conlmunity process proved wrong: 

a. Staff assumed the noilprofit coiiilliunity would be in need of space and be ill  a 
position to fill the service gaps left by the City, and 

b. Existing mailitenance and utilities cost could be absorbed by nonprofit operators. 

Years of cuts to coinniunity center budget and staffing levels left illany sinaller 
i~eighborl~ood centers idle or wit11 drastically reduced program offerings as staffing 
resources were redirected and focused on larger, newer hub facilities. Staff realized that 
the City was no longer ill a position to operate and maintain its 48 com~ln~unity centers due 
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to the growing disparity of new community center square footage coming ollli~le because 
of M e a s ~ ~ r e  P B o d  funding, coupled with decliniilg resources. The following guiding 
pri~~ciples were considered in determining potential Facility Re-Use sites: 

a. Council policy allows for City-owned landlbuildings to be made available 
provided that they are not immediately needed for public purposes and will be 
retained for public use. 

b. Sites scheduled for closure because of new construction. 
c. In accordance with the Greenprint, one Multi-Service Hub site was identified in 

each Co~u~lcil District. 
d. Rel~laining sites were evaluated based 01-1 service demands, operational 

efficiencies and potential for re-use by outside providers. 
e. Whether a new bond f~ullded facility is coming on-line in tlle next four years in the 

facility area; 
f. Asset lllappi~lg that included the nlurnlxr of sites within a service area, other 

service providers offering lilte services in close proximity and adequacy of facility 
to ]met programming needs, and 

g. Determination of a facility's cost effectiveness. 

The feedback fro111 the recent community input process demonstrated how wrong the two 
ltey assun~ptions used in fonnnlating tlle Facility Re-Use strategy were. Feedback fi-om 
the nonprofit and philanthropic comnlunities indicated: 

The Facility Re-Use strategy will not Iilcely result in Ge~leral FLI I I~  savings 
illitially projected, as nollprofit providers would probably need operational and 
maintenance subsidies. Facilities would also require Americans with Disabilities 
(A.D.A.) and Major Ruilditlg Systems repairs before the facilities could be tunled 
over to llollprofits to operate. These one-time capital f ~ ~ n d s  \vould need to be 
ide~itified in tlie individual Colu~icil District CIP fi~nds. Other fu11di11g strategies 
that should be furtller explored include Sari Josk Redevelopment Agency f~i~nding 
as the majority of facilities fall in SNI areas, and PDOIPIO funding. 

* The nonprofit community may not be able to fill the service gap left by the City as 
nonprofits' current health and fullding climate is dubious, at best. The 200.5 Santa 
Clara Coullty Nonprofit Rencl~lnark Study data shows that nollprofits are facing 
significant challenges followil~g the downturn in the local and international 
economy. Several trends portend the challenges nonprofits are facing: 

Organizations have downsized significantly since 1999. 
Budgets have decreased since 1999. 

* Alnong tlle majority of nonprofits, illcollle has been stagnant or decreased. 
Demand for services increased dralllatically in the past five years: 60% of 
local nonprofits are serving more people than five years ago. 

* Illdividual as well as foulldatioll and govenllnent f ~ ~ ~ n d i n g  has decreased. 
Limited fundraising capacity and lack of diverse f~mdraising sources has 
put nollprofits at risk. 
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Without a funding strategy, it is ru~~liltely that the City's proposal would 
have many interested operators. 

2. Conimunity Input Findings 

Staff found tliat the general se~lti~ilelit in the comrnu~~ity is clearly against closing any 
community centers. When cl~allenged wit11 the i~lco~lsiste~icy of this sentill~ent and the 
approval of the Measure P Bond Act, residents responded that their approval of the Bond 
Act was with the expectatio11 that no existing centers would be closed. Feedl~aclc from 
the four regional comln~unity llleetillgs and individ\lal foclls grol~ps indicate: 

The colllnlunity and Strong Neighborhoods Initiative Project Advisory Conlll~ittee 
do not si~pport closi~ig any of their neigl~borl~ood-l)ased centers. 
The colll~llu~lity gellerally prefers tlie City to continue to operate the City's 
neigl~borl~ood-based centers. Neigl~borliood Associatiolls were the second 
preferred option. 
While residents appreciate the newer, larger facilities, they do not want to lose 
access to their neighborhood-based centers. 
Residents expressed c o ~ ~ c e r n  that l~ollprofit operated centers could result in lligller 
program fees, or feared the loss of solne progra~~ls.  
Many residents expressed fear that the closing of their neigl~borhood-based 
centers would result in increased gang/dr~~g/graffiti/vandalisll~/juvenile 
delinquency activity in their neighbol-hoods. 
Many residents feared youth would get into trouble if programs currel~tly offered 
ceased to exist. 
Facility restroo~ns, where they existed, were co~lsidered essential and inany 
residents requested tliat the restrooms sllould be open for longer periods of the 
day. 
Many residents feared a loss of "conl~nunity" and "family" with the closure of 
their neigl~borl~ood-based centers. 

3. Nonprofit and Philanthropic Community Findings 

As alluded to above, no~lprofit agencies felt that the City was attenlpting to resolve its 
fillancia1 proble~lls on tlie baclts of nonprofits, and would be blanled for not "stepping up" 
to provide services when the responsibility lies with the City. Without a f~l~nding strategy 
in place to minimize the nollprofit's ~naintenance and operating costs, or without multi- 
year agreements (five-year ~~lininlum) in place, finding willing  onpr profits will be a 
consistent concern. Feedback fro111 the Nonprofit and Pl~ilanthropic Comlllunity indicate: 

Nonprofit Community 

No~lprofits want tlle City to cover Maintenance, A.D.A., Utility, and Major 
Building Systems Repair Costs. 
Nonprofits 111ay need all operational subsidy. 
Nonprofits would need a minimul~l five-year operations agreement. 
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Noripsofits would need an exeillptiori fioin tlie City's Fee Geileratioll Guidelines 
so that they may follow tlleir ow11 business model. This may result in lligller fees, 
or it could result in lower fees. 
The City rllust pay for prograins it requires a r~oiiprofit to provide in tlle 
com~ilunity. 

Philanthropic Community 

The philantl~ropic colnmunity's indirect capacity to absorb costs tlxough grant 
giving l ~ a s  decreased because of significant declines over the last five years in 
grant f~~ilding, individual giving, the loss of illajor local corporations, fullding 
elilnilzation, and fundirig shifts. (e.g., Tlie Valley Fouildatiori is sl~iftirig its 
f~indil~g to focus on medical needs and issues.) 
Other funding trends that will affect grant funding include decreased foundatioi~ 
grant budgets as their endowrnellts decline, shift from local support to 
intell~ational support, and local goveillinellt f~ulding crits to nonprofits. 
The liealth of tlle llollprofit sector faces significant challeizges due to its limited 
fundraising capacity and lack of diverse fundraising sources, staff, and budget 
downsizing, stagi~a~lt nonprofit incoine coupled with a draillatic rise in tlle 
deinaild for sewices, rise in the cost of doing busiiless due to health care costs, 
workers compensation, and iilflatiollary costs. 
Marly i-~ollprofits operate "close to the edge." Orily two-thirds of liol-~profits have 
operating reserves, and 011 average, reselves would can-y ail organization for o11ly 
six months. 

As noted in the Executive Surninai-y, staff is grappling with the followii~g three divergent 
realities: 

1. ,411 increased public deinaild and expectation for recreation se~vices as tlle projected 
population of San Jos6 increases, 

2. A11 approximate doubling of col~iln~riity center square footage resultiilg from the passage 
of t l ~ e  Measure P Bond in Septeinber 2000, and 

3. Decliiliilg Comlnunity Se~vices Divisioi~ staffing levels (-49.7%) coupled with decreased 
operatioilal revenues (-25%) since FY 2001-02. 

Greenprint for Parks and Community Facilities and Programs, A 20-Year Strategic Plan 

There is a vast disconllect between tlle resources allocated for the operations of coil~mui~ity 
centers, and tlle staffing standards set forth in the Coullcil approved Greellpril~t froin Parlts and 
Coinnlunity Facilities: A 20-Year Strategic Plan: 

The existing Corriinullity Services Division staffing allocatio~l is 6.75 FTEs per 
Conl~nul~ity Service Area (CSA). Ten separate CSA's con-espond to each Couilcil 
District. 
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The Greenprint staffing standard is 15.0 FTEs per CSA. This represents a staffing 
deficiency of 8.25 FTEs per CSA. 

The City Cotuncil adopted the Greellprint in Septe~nber 2000, wl~icll outlined specific, 
colnm~ullity-supported action plal~s far Sari Jos6 parks, comnlunity facilities, and programs in San 
Josk. Tlle Greenprint adopted a three-tier concept for comi~~unity centers and a staffing standard 
based on the level of programl~ling provided at each facility. (See Attaclrnze~rt V-Greerryri~rt 
Str~jing Stn~rtlarrl Jbr a detailed description of tlte stajjirtg stan(lar(1.) The tl~ree-tiered 
concept's goal is to provide access to progranls and services for all residents tlirorigll three levels 
of recreational facilities as outlined in tlle chart below: 

Greenprint Three-Tiered Concept & Staffing Stanclal-cl 

Multi-Service Col~~ll~rillity Center: One per 6.75 
Council District to serve as the focal point for 

needed to achieve the two-mile service ratios or 1 meet specialized needs. 
Neighborhood Centers: These sn~aller recreation 
buildings may be provided ill cases of high 

The inconsistency between the existing C o l ~ ~ l ~ ~ u l l i t y  Services Division staffing allocatioll of 6.75 
FTEs per CSA, and the Greenprint staffing standard of 15.0 FTEs per CSA begs the question: 
Should the City stay the course wit11 the vision for Community Centers as guided by the 
Greenprillt? Or shonld the City nlodify the vision, t l ~ r e b y  lowering the public's expectations? 

If it is to stay the course, how and wl~en should additional resources be allocated? The fiscal 
challenge of raising staffing levels to the Greenprint standard must be viewed in context of the 
2008-20 12 Preliminary General Fund Forecast, and within the context of the lllyriad of city-wide 
ullluetldeferred infrastructure and maiiltenance needs. 

Guiding Principles for Four FaciIity Re-Use Options 

After listening to residel~ts, nonprofit, and the philanthropic comm~mity, staff realized the 
previous guiding prillciples needed to be reworked so tllat, to the best of the City's ability, the 
City could maintain public access and protect its investnlents i l l  its b~rildillg stnictures. The 
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followillg revised guiding principles served as guidelines for facility re-use while iilsuririg the 
retention of quality recreation prograrnrrling for Sail Jos6 residents: 

Ensure the provisioil of quality recreation programming for San Jos6 residents. 
Rerriedy tlie iillbalailce between dirninisl~ii~g staffing levels and growing i~i f ras t~~~cture  to 
sei-ve existing and projected increased demands for service. 
Maximize and leverage partnerships with Nonprofits, and investigate the potential roles 
for Neighborl~ood Associations that are not fo1111al entities. 
Avoid negative, uiiiiitellded consequences that affect vulnerable populations and 
neigliborl~ood safety in high-need service areas. 
Complement and advance existing City approved strategic plaiis. 
Protect the City's investrnerlt in public infrastructure. 

Facility Re-Use Options 

Tlle December 8, 2006 Study Session provides the Council an opportunity to provide staff 
directioi~ given tlie input obtained tlu-ougli the extended comi~lunity process, and to discuss the 
followiilg Facility Re-Use options: 

Optioil#l: City as Lead Operator 
Option #2: Nonprofit as L,ead Operator (RFQ is issued for site) 
Option #3: City as Property Manager (and a Neighborhood Associatioi~ or Nonprofit 

provider as the operating partner) 
Option #4: Colnbiliatioil of Optiol~s 1, 2, and 3 

Each of these optioi~s are discussed on the following pages, iilcluding a descriptioil of eacli 
option, the triggers tliat led to tlie developineilt of the options, tlie expected benefits, and 
challenges posed by each option. Attachnzerzt VIprovides tlzefirzarzcial projectiorzs for eaclt of 
tlze four optiorzs. 
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Option #1: City as Lead Operator 

Description 

T11e City coiltiilues operating and nlaintaining t l ~ e  Re-Use Facility. The City's Greenprint 
Strategic Plan staffing standards will guide staffing of the site. Tlle City inay partner wit11 local 
nonprofits and private sector organizations to deliver services, utilizing existing facility use 
protocols (e.g., rental, lease agreeinents). Nonprofits inay choose to pal-tner with Neighborllood 
Associations. 

This option requires tlie City to incur Maintenailce and Utilities, Garbage, A.D.A., and Major 
Building Systein Repair costs. The City would also incur persoi~allnon-persolla1 costs to run the 
facility. 

Triggers 

High corlimunity demand for the City to provide services 
Greatly n~iniinizes Public Safety Impacts by maintaining a presence in the coinmunity 
Selves high need areas and vulnerable populatioris (seniors, childreidyoutl~, and persons 
with disabilities) 
High needllligh demand to rnaintaiil uninten-upted services (e.g. senior llutritioil and 
gang intervention) 
Selves diverse corninullity needs 

Expected Benefits: 
3 Keeps high usell~igl~ need public facilities ope11 and operating 
3 Miilinlizes public safety impacts 
> Protects vulnerable populations 

Expected Challenges: 
9 This is the inost costly option 
3 Proposed cost neutral lease agreement rnay be in conflict with the principals of Council 

Policy 7-1, which requires the tenant to cover the costs of repairs and maintenance. 
However, Policy 7-1 is for facilities t l ~ e  City intends to suiplus, so this policy would not 
seein to apply in this situation. City Council may want to clarify how Policy 7-1 
illterrelates with facility re-use. 



HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL. 
Novenibei 27, 2006 
Subject: Facility Re-Use Study Sessioil 
Page # 13 

Option #2: Nonprofit as Lead Operator (RFQ is issued for site) 

Description 

The City identifies and selects a qualified nonprofit provider to operate the Re-Use Facility. The 
City is responsible for Maintenance and Utilities, Garbage, A.D.A., and Major Building System 
Repair costs. Public facilities are available to ilonprofit orgai~izations in exchange for the 
provision of colninunity services. The City enters into a cost neutral lease agreement. Tlie City 
and the nonprofit negotiate t l ~ e  provisioli of services. Seivices nlust colnplernent or be sinlilar to 
tllose provided by Parlts, Recreation and Neigllborhood Services. Staff uses a Request for 
Qualifications (RFQ) process to select tlze nonprofit lead. 

Triggers 

Nonprofit interest as de~nonstrated by data collected tlu-ougll the Facilities Re-TJse 
Community Outreach Process 
Nonprofit demonstrated Financial Capability to cover Operating costs of providing 
services 
Nonprofit ability to convene a consortium of selvice providers to meet diverse 
col~lmtunity needs 
Prospective providers' capacity and ability to meet the needs of neighborl~ood residents 

Expected Benefits: 
> Sites remain open; the City ~liai~ltaills varyillg levels of services in the colnmunity 
;i Mini~ilizes Public Safety inlpacts 
'i; Provides noilprofit community access to Public facilities 
O Reduces General Fund Personnel Cost 
'i; As there are no existing City policies to guide entering into cost neutral lease agreements 

with the ilonprofit community, one niay need to be developed. 
O Insura~ice Liability requirements may diminis11 the number of eligible Nollprofits or 

Neigllborhood Associations. Neigl~borl~ood Associatiolls inay need finallcia1 assistance 
and a fiscal agent in securing City required Liability Insurance. 

O PRNS in coordination with Office of the City Attorney alld Finance Department would 
be encouraged to develop a sinlplified application and selection process aimed at 
identifying and selecting nonprofit partners. 

Expected Challenges: 
O Nonprofit may request operating subsidy to deliver selvices 
P Nonprofit prefers a inillinluin five-year L,ease Agreeinelit 
O Proposed operating agreements wit11 no~lprofits and ~ieigl~borl~ood associations may be ill 

conflict with the principals of Council Policy 7-1, which requires the tenant to cover the 
costs of repairs and maintenance. As noted earlier, the City Council may want clarify 
liow the policy intel-relates wit11 facility reuse. 

9 Con~intmity concei-n that noriprofit(s) inay not be illclusive of or serve all segments of 
comn~unity 

O Services provided inay not meet the community's needs and expectations 
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Option #3: City as Property Manager (and a Neighborhood Association or Nonprofit 
provider as the operating partner) 

Description 

The City providirlg a facility suitable for opera ti or^ by a Noilprofit or qualified Neigl~borhood 
Association. The City is respoilsible for Maiilteilarice and Utilities, Garbage, A.D.A., and Major 
Building Systeln Repair costs. 

The City provides oversight through a Project Mailageineilt Tea111 that coi~sists of 1.0 FTE 
Analyst 11, 1 .O FTE Recreation Specialist, and a 1.0 FTE Recreation Leader at 10 sites. This 
Team is respoilsible for community and provider outreach, selectioil of provider(s), Contract 
Developmeilt, Facility Mailageinei~t, and eilforciilg t l ~ e  teilns of a cost ileutral Lease Agreeinei~t. 

Facility is available to qualifying Nonprofit(s) and Neighborhood Associatioils in excliailge for 
seivices provided to the community. Staff uses a streamlined Facilities Re-Use Space Interest 
Applicatioil to identify and select providers. 

Triggers 

Significant Noilprofit and/or Neigl~borhood Associatioil interest in Re-Use site 
Evidence of existing successf~~l partnerships offered at Re-TJse sites 
Services provided by prospective users are ill aligimlent with PRNS core services and 
City approved strategic Master Plans 
Interested providers demonstrate ability to ineet the needs and desires of neigl~borhood 
resideilts 

Expected Benefits: 
3 Maintains successful partnerships that already exist at selected Re-Use sites 
3 Would ensure coinmuility access to a public facility at the i~eighborhood level 
3 Provides Nonprofits, Private Sector and Neigl-tborhood Associatio~ls access to 

public space 
> Minimizes p~tblic safety impacts 

Expected Challenges: 
3 Noilprofits inay request operatiilg subsidy ill order to deliver seivices 
3 Proposed operatiilg agreeineilts wit11 i~oi~profits and neighborhood associatioi~s inay be ill 

corlflict with the priilcipals of Council Policy 7-1, wl~ ic l~  requires the tenant to cover the 
costs of repairs and inaintenance. As noted earlier, the City Council lnay want clarify 
how the policy interrelates with facility reuse. 

> Cornnlunity coilcein that nonprofit(s) inay not be iilclusive of or serve all segnleilts of 
comi~lunity 

3 Services provided may not meet the community's needs and expectatioils 
3 Neighborllood Associatioils may not be a legal entity or rnay not have qualificatio~ls to 

rLln a prograin - tlze City will need to review issues and potential liability if a 
neigllborhood association that is not a legal entity, is proposed as part of the 
operatiilg teain. 
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Option #4: Combination of Options 1,2,  and 3 

Description: 

Tl~is  option acltilowledges the fiscal coilstraiilts tlie City is cui-rently facing. It aclcnowledges the 
fact that the City iilay not be in a position to fund all sites according to the Greeilprint Standards. 
It also takes into accoui~t the Community's desire to coiitiilue to have access to their respective 
Co~ninunity Centers. Special coiisideratioli is given to sites that sei-ve the greatest ~lu~nbers of 
people; high risk and vuliierable populations. 

This option calls for tlie City to operate four sites as follows and staff them according to 
Greenprint Standards: 

Alma Senior Center 
Alina Yout1-1 Center 
Ha& Lopez Youtl~ aiid Senior Center 
St. James Senior Center 

The City would act as Property Manager for 19 sites, millus the Sl~iralcawa Coi~~inuriity Center, 
and staffii~g would consist of a Contract Management Teain comprised of one Analyst 11, one 
Recreation Specialist, aiid 10 Recreation L,eaders for the sites. 

The reinainiilg site, Sliiraltawa Coininuility Center could be made available tluougli all RFQ 
process in 2009 up011 the corr~pletion of the new Solari Corninunity Center. 

Triggers 

High coininunity deliland for the City to provide services 
Serves high i~eedllligl~ de~~lai-~d to inaiiltaii~ uilinteirupted services (e.g., senior nutritioi~ 
and gang inte~-vention) 
Greatly ~ni~liinizes public safety iinpacts 
Maintaiils successful partnersl~ips that already exist at selected Re-Use sites 
Would ensure coin~nu~iity access to a public facility at the neighborhood level 

Expected Benefits: 
3 Keeps lligh usell~igh need public facilities open and operating 
O Protects vuliierable populatioils 
3 Miilirrlizes public safety iinpacts 
O Reduces General Fund Personnel cost 
3 Serves diverse co~nrrluility needs 

Expected Challenges: 
O City Policy 7-1 ilzay need clarificatio~~ as to how it interrelates with facility re-use. 
3 Levels and standard of services inay vary from site to site 
O City will need to review potential issues and liability if opera ti or^ of a facility iilvolves 

gro1.1ps that are not legal entities. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Not applicable. No decisiolls are being made at the Study Session. 

PUBLIC OUTREACH 

The Facility Re-Use effort illvolved four Regional Community Meetings held 011 September 25, 
27, 30, and October 5, 2006. Staff col~ducted extellsive comlnullity outreacll, both il~tenially 
within the City, and extenially with Illany residents, SNI Neigllborllood Associations, the 
llollprofit and pl~ila~ltlvopic comm~ul~ity, commul~ity organizations, and with 22 l~eighborhood- 
specific focus groups. Staff also held nmlierous meetings wit11 Facility Advisory Coullcils, 
facility user groups, and otlier staltellolders. 

The City Coullcil Study Session on Friday, December 8, 2006 is another opportullity for public 
input. hfonnation about these rneetillgs and other backgrou~ld can be found 011 the PRNS 
website at l~ttp:/lwww.sa~~joseca.gov/pn~s/reTJSE/reuse.asp. 

COORDINATION 

The Facility Re-Use effol? involved marly City Departments including Strollg Neighborhoods 
Initiative, General Services, Police Department, Sail Jos6 Public L,ibrary, Public WorksIReal 
Estate, PRNS Parks Division, City Attorney, City Auditor, Filial~ce Department, and the Facility 
Re-Use COII I I I IL~I I~~~  Advisory Task Force and ~nally outside colnnlunity groups. 

COST IMPLICATIONS 

There are 1-10 cost implications of the Study Session. 

Not a project. 

Director, Parks, u - e a t i o n  
and Neigliborllood Services 
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Facility Re-Use Sites By Council District 

2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 

6 
7 
7 
7 
7 

8 
8 
9 
10 

Oaks 
i 

13"' Street 
FWBT 
NIA 

285 Azucar Avenue, San Jose, CA 95 11 1 
675 East Empire Street, San Jose, CA 95 112 

848 East William Street, San Jose, CA 951 16 
199 North Third Street, San Jose, CA 95 112 

Edenvale Youth Center 
Backesto Neighborhood Center 

Olinder Neighborhood Center 
St. James Community Center 

No 
No 
No 

SJRAIPark 

13"' Street 
13" Street 
NIA 
NIA 2 

East Valley1680 
East Valley1680 
East Valley1680 
NIA 
Winchester 
NIA 
B u r b a w e l  
Monte 
Washington 
Washington 
TullyISenter 
TullyISenter 
West Evergreen 
KONA 
NIA 
NIA 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Built-out 
Built-out 

No 

No 
SJRA 
S JRA 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Built-out 

No 

Yes 

Upper Watson Park (Facility use subject to EIR and Parks Planning Process.) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Lower Watson Park (Facility use subject to 
Old Alviso Community Center 
Old Berryessa Library 
Hank Lopez Youth/Comrnunity Center 
Joseph George Youth Center 
Old Hillview Library , 

Bramhall Park Neighborhood Center 
Hanlann Park Neighborhood Center 
Hoover Community Center 

Sherman Oaks Community Center 
Alma Senior Center 
Alma Youth Center 
Fair Youth Center 
Shirakawa Community Center 
Meadowfair Community Center 
Welch Park Neighborhood Center 
Houge Park Neighborhood Center 
Almaden, The Spot Youth Center 

2000 
1980 
1976 
1973 

EIR and Parks Planning Process.) 
1565 Liberty Street, San Jose, CA 95002 
3355 Noble Avenue, San Jose, CA 95132 
1694 Adrian Way, San Jose, CA 95 122 
277 Mahoney Drive, San Jose, CA 9512 
2255 Ocala Avenue, San Jose, CA 95 122 
1320 Willow Street, San Jose CA 95125 
2750 Westfield Avenue, San Jose CA 95 128 
1677 Park Avenue, San Jose, CA 95 126 

1800A Fruitdale Avenue, San Jose, CA 95 128 
136 West Alma Avenue, San Jose, CA 95 1 10 
136 West Alma Avenue, San Jose, CA 95: 10 
1702 McLaughlin Avenue, San Jose, CA 95 122 
2072 Lucretia Avenue, San Jose, CA 95 1 12 
2696 S. King Road, San Jose, CA 95122 
Clarice & Santiago, San jose, CA 95122 
3952 Twilight Drive, San Jose, CA 95124 
7050 Bret Haste Drive, San Jose, CA 95120 

3,840 
665 

6,25 1 
16,144 

1950 
1978 
1973 
1999 
1964 
1959 
1964 
2003 

1997 
1981 
198 1 
1997 
1969 
1973 
1968 
1970 
2000 

849 
7,285 
9,500 
2,000 
7,148 
1,392 
1,466 
6,684 

5,900 
5,698 

Inc. above 
1,920 
15,840 
1,668 
1,450 
6,132 
2,072 
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F a c i l i t y  R e - U s e  C o u n c i l  R e f e r r a l  S u m m a r y  

October 17, 2005 Tlle Building Strong Neigllborl~oods Comi~~ittee accepted a Facility Re-Use 
Wol-kplai~ tlzat included five phases to be implemented by a steering committee 
coinprised of City Departments and the Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, with 
recoinmelidations to be brought forward in May 2006. 

Tlze five phases included (1) Facility Selection and Assessment, (2) Coinmunity Input 
Process, (3) RFQ Development and Process, (4) Operator Selection, and (5) Colltract 
Negotiation, Monitoring and Evaluation. 

Tlze Facility Re-Use Worlcplan was an attempt to enable Parlts, Recreation, and 
Neighborllood Services (PRNS) to focus staff resources in running new, state-of-the 
art facilities made possible by Measure P Bolid Funding, and find alternative uses for 
older facilities as the Depal-tn~ent moved forward with tlze inipleinentation of the 
multi-service delivery hub model. 

Dec. 13, 2005 Tlle City Council directed a separate, expedited process for re-use of the Northside 
Coml~~uiii ty Center. 

Marclt 20, 2006 Tlie Building Strong Neigl~borl~oods Committee accepted staffs repoi-t on tlze 
implementation of the Facility Re-Use Strategy for tlze period November 2005 and 
February 2006. The report included an overview of the various outreacl.1 strategies 
used during the colnlzlunity iilpl~t process, a sunliliary of the feedback, and next steps 
in the ii~zplernentatioiz process-development of a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) 
process. Tlie community input process consisted of the forrllation of a Facility Re- 
TJse Task Force, coininunity input meetings, meetings with affected Scllool Districts, 
co~ninunity and staff surveys, and posting of Re-TJse inaterials on the Department's 
web site. 

Staff origiilally identified 34 sites as poteiltial re-use sites. During the evaluation 
process, two additional sites were identified for re-use-the Old Alviso Comnlunity 
Center and the Northside Community Center. The City Council directed that a 
separate re-use process be established for the Northside Coniinunity Center at its 
December 13"' meeting. Staff added tlze Old Alviso site to the May 16"' report for 
Council consideration, bringing tlze total re-use sites to tllii-ty-five. 

May 16, 2006 Tlze City Council directed staff to return on June 6, 2006 wit11 a six-month to one-year 
solution tlzat includes (1) funding to operate the re-use facilities, (2) consider any 
planiziilg processes tlzat are underway by tlze City (Master Plans) as well as 
coi~linunity organizations, and ensure a safety evaluatioi~ is performed, (3) conduct a 
savings assessment based on prograins previously agreed to, (4) Not i~iclude a 
demolition list to ensure current stakeholders remaill at the table, (5) review other 
prograrris, such as the BEST program and to implement BEST practices for funding 
strategies, and to coritii~ue with current and future projects wit11 stalteholders arid 
Comm~~nity Based Orgaizizatiori, and (6) directed staff to report back to Council wit11 
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F a c i l i t y  R e - U s e  C o u n c i l  R e f e r r a l  S u m m a r y  

an update report on the Northside Colnniunity Center. Council approved the 
removable of 10 sites from the re-use list for otlier City uses, and directed that 25 
sites remain on the re-use list for further evaluation during the conimuiiity process. 

Jiiize 6, 2006 The City Council approved tlie followilig actions: (1) conduct additional 
~ieigliborliood specific outreacll meetings, including a Council Study Sessioli 
followilig the community process, and revising tlie RFQ for Facility Re-Use given 
input obtained tlu-ough the comniunity process, and (2) explore revising tlie Healtliy 
Neigliborlioods Venture Fund (HNVF) aiid otlier major grant programs to follow a 
San JosC BEST Request for Qualifications model process or otlier best practices, 
beginning in July 2008 for tlie 2008-09 cycle. 

The City Council further approved, with direction to staff, (1) to explore revising 
HNVF to iiicl~lde focusing 011 process and re-use, and (2) to take that discussion to tlie 
HNVF Committee, wlio would liialte a recornmelidation to Council, and that it would 
include BEST or any otlier best practices that Staff deenis appropriate, with the 
recolnniendation of tlie HNVF Coinniittee. 

The City Council approved tlie following aniendnlents to tlie 2006-07 Proposed 
Operating Budget: (1) Increased tlie Parlcs, Recreation, aiid Neigliborliood Services 
(PRNS) appropriation by $499,264 to continue operations at tlie facilities on tlie Re- 
Use list for a year at current levels; (2) Illcreased PRNS Department Non- 
Personal/Equiplneiit appropriation by $94,445 to pay for building utilities costs for 
the facilities on the re-use list for a year; (3) Established a reserve for tlie PRNS 
Department of $96,684 to fund in 2007-08 building maiiitei~ance aiid utilities costs 
for colninuiiity based orgaliizations to use if awarded a school re-use facility for 
operations and maintenance; (4) Increase PRNS Personal Services appropriation by 
$1 16,418 aiid Non-PersonallEquipinent appropriation by $47,000 to continue 
operation of tlie Nol-tliside Community Center in the event tliere is no successf~il 
com~nunity based organization as a result of the RFP process uiiderway; ( 5 )  
Established a reserve for tlie PRNS Department in the alnoulit of $142,000 to fund in 
2007-08 building lnainteiiaiice and utilities costs for the Northside Conlmunity Center 
in tlie event a coininunity based organization is awarded tlie facility for operation and 
maintenance; aiid (6) Decreased tlie Enhanced Parlcs Maintenance Reserve by 
$995,8 1 1. This Reserve will be used to f ~ ~ n d  a portion of the parlcs l~iailitenance aiid 
operation costs for new facilities that are sclieduled to collie on-line in 2006-07, 
thereby freeing up General Fund f~~nd ing  to support the reconimeiidatioiis above. 

Jicne 7, 2006 The Mayor's June Budget Message directed the City Manager to solicit input during 
tlie comm~uiity center re-use outreach ilieetings fioni child care providers that want to 
be considered for reusing cornniunity centers as Smart Start centers if no service 
providers are available to continue other programs. 

Dec. 8,2006 A City Co~~nc i l  Study Session sclieduled to provide the Council with tlie results of the 
coiiil-nullity process, and to obtain further direction. 
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Facility Re-Use Community Engagement Process 
List of Individuals/Groups Contacted 

CITY WIDE 
Four Regional lneetiizgs were held throughout the City on September 25,27, 30, and 
October 5, 2006. 
Used mailing and email contact list fi-om previous community process 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 1 
Rainbow Neighborhood Center 
Blacltford arid Winchester Neighborhood Advisory Council 
Council District 1 Advisory Council Meeting 
Moreland Sclzool District Superintendent Meeting 
L, yibroolt Higli Scliool Principal 
Community Garden Manager at Rainbow Park 
Cypress Senior Advisory Group 
Teclmical Team Meeting (West Valley L,ibrary, Calabazas Library, Police aiid PRNS) 
Neigliborlzood Developlnent Center - E Blast to all neiglzborhood Associations 
E-News Via Councilinelnber LeZotte 
The West Valley Sari Jose Resident 
Youtll Coininissioii 
Youth Prograi~is at Morelaizd Community Center 

San Tomas Neighborhood Center 
Blacltford and Winclzester Neighborlzood Advisory Council 
Council District 1 Advisory Council Meeting 
Morelalid Sclzool District Superintenderit Meeting 
Canvassing at San Toinas Neighborliood Center 
Surveys collected at San Toinas Neighborhood in the Park 
Cypress Senior Advisory Group 
Technical Teaiii Meeting (West Valley Library, Calabazas Library, Police and PRNS) 
Neighborhood Developlnelit Center - E Blast to all neiglzborhood Associatio~is 
E-News Via Couricilmeinber LeZotte 
T11e West Valley San Jose Resident 
Youth Colnlnission 
Youth programs at Morelaizd Corninunity Center 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 2 
Edenvale Youth Center 
EdenvaleIGreat Oaks Plarlniizg In~plementation Committee (EGOPIC) 
Boys & Girls Club 
Edenvale Roundtable Corninulnity Association (ERCA) 
Edenvale Elementary Scllool 
Gateway Community Center 
Oak Grove School District 
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Facility Re-IJse Community Engagement Process 
List of Individuals/Groups Contacted 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 3 
St. James Senior Center 
St. James Advisory Council 
St. James Seriior Center participants 
St. James Sellior Center Chinese Club (250) 
St. James Senior Center Vietnamese Club 

Backesto Park Neighborhood Center 
13"' Street NAC 

Nol-thside Neighborllood Associatioll 
Historic Helisley District Neigl~borhood as so cia ti or^ 
Horace Ma~m Neigl~borhood Associatioll 
JulianISt. James Neighborllood Associatioll 

Five Woullds Brookwood Terrace NAC 

Olinder Neighborhood Center 
Olirider TJsers Group (Northside Theatre, Brown Bag, ESL, Miner's Council) 
Flyers to Oliilder Scl~ool 

Other Contacts 
Senior Colriiliissiolz 
Mailing to 250 families through SNI 
Elnailed invites to all downtown NAC tl~rough SNI 
Mailing to 72 Day camp participants (Olinder & Bacltesto) 
Contacted poteritial users via email 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 4 
Old Berryessa Library 
Berryessa Co~nlnunity Advisory Council (BCAC) 
Berryessa Community Center Advisory Coul~cil 
Bessyessa Comlnulzity Center Senior Advisory Couricil 
Bewyessa Union School District 
Berryessa Youtl~ Center Steering Committee 
Bessyessa Bra1lcl.1 L,ibrary 

Old Alviso Community Center 
Alviso Branch Library 
Alviso PACT 
Alviso Youth Center Advisory Council 
Alviso Rotary Club 
Santa Clara Union School District 
George Mayle Elementary School 
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Facility Re-Use Community Engagement Process 
List of Individuals/Groups Contacted 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 5 
Hank Lopez Youth/Community Center & Old Hillview Library 
Alum Rock Elementary School District 
East Side Weed and Seed 
Hank Lopez Cominuility Center Senior Council 
Alum Rock Youth Center Advisory Council 
East Side Union Higli School District 
Mayfair NAC 
Evergreei-d680 NAC 

Joseph George Neighborhood Center 
Afterschool Scieiice Discovery Lab (Dr. Castro) 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 6 
Bramhall Neighborhood Center 
Willow Glen Children's Theater 
Liiicolii Glen Little L,eague 
Willow Gleri Little L,eague 
L,awn Bowlers Association 
Neighborliood Development Center-E Blast to all neighborhood Associatioils 
Willows Senior Center Advisory Council 
Sliennaii Oaks Neighborhood Association 
Burbank Del Monte Neigliborhood Advisory Council 
Willow Glen Resident Newspaper 
District 6 Capital Planiling 
San Jose Unified Scliool District 

Hamann Park Neighborhood Center 
San Josk Yo11tl1 Shakespeare 
Willow Glen Clzildren's Theatre 
Girls Scouts of Santa Clara County 
Willows Senior Center Advisory Council 
Sl~emia~i Oaks Neighborl.iood Association 
Burbank Del Monte Neighborhood Advisory Council 
Willow Glen Resident Newspaper 
Neigliborhood Developirieiit Center - E Blast to all neighborhood Associations 
Campbell Unioii School District Superintendent's Meeting 
Wiiicliester Neighborhood Advisory Council 
District 6 Capital Planning Teain 
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Facility Re-Use Community Engagement Process 
List of IndividualsIGroups Contacted 

Sherman Oaks Community Center 
Shemian Oaks Neighborhood Association 
BurbanldDel Monte Neighborhood Advisory Council 
Koreari American Coinrnuility Services KACS 
Willows Senior Ceriter Advisory Cotulcil 
Campbell TJnioil School District Superinteizdeilt's Meeting 
Metropolita~l Adult Education Prograin 
Neighborhood Developmelit Center - E Blast to all iieighborhood Associatioils 
Wiilchester Neighborl~ood Advisory Couilcil 
District 6 Capital Planning 

Hoover Community Center 
Rose Garden Neighborhood Associatioil 
Sllasta/Hailchett Neighborhood Advisory Couilcil 
San Jose Unified School District 
City of Sail Jose Office of Cultural Affairs 
Willow Senior Center Advisory Council 
Willow Glen Children's Theatre 
Metropolitari Adult Education Program 
Neighborhood Developinent Ceilter - E Blast to all neighborhood Associatioi~s 
Winchester Neighborhood Advisory Council 
District 6 Capital Plarirliiig 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 7 
Shirakawa Community Center 
TullyISeiiter NAC 
Washington Area NAC 
GoodyearIMastic Neighborhood 
Taillie11 Neighborhood Associatiori 
Iola Williarils Senior Ceilter participants 
Antiocll Housing and Ecoiio~nic Developmeilt Corporation 

Alma YouthISenior Center 
Alina Youth 
Alina Seniors 
Alina Advisory Couilcil 
Alnia Neighborhood Association 
GoodyearIMastic Neigllborllood 
Taillie11 Neighborhood Association 
Antioch Housirig and Ecorioinic Developmeilt Corporation 
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Facility Re-Use Community Engagement Process 
List of Individuals/Groups Contacted 

Fair Youth Center 
Tully/Seiiter NAC 
JW Fair Middle School 
Frai~klin McKinley School District 
Sa11 JosC Education Foumdation (Formerly Fra~lltlin McKinley Education Foundation) 
Califoniia Youth Outreach 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 8 
Meadowfair Community Center & Welch Park Neighborhood Center 
West Evergreeii NAC 
KONA NAC 
Evei-gseeii Elementary Scliool District 
Filipino Youth Coalition 
Evergseeii Specific Roundtable 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 9 
Houge Park Satellite Center 
Canlbriai~ Advisory Council 
Camdell Community Center Advisory Coui~cil 
Friends of Houge Park member 
Kirlc Senior Prograni 
Kirlc Senior Table Tennis Group 
Kiwaiiis Club (Cambrian) 
San Jose Astronoinical Associatioil 
Cambria~i School District Superintendent's Meeting 
Cambrian Tiiries Newspaper 
Neigliborllood Developrne~lt Center - E Blast to all 11eigl.iborhood Associatioi~s 

COUNCIL DISTRICT 10 
Almaden, The Spot Youth Center 
Students at Bret Harte Middle School 

This list is iiot all-inclusive. 



Facility Re-IJse Conditions Assessment and Cost Projections ATTACHMENT IV 

" Operations and Maintenance costs are already budgeted. 
Ut~l~t les  costs are calculated at $2 29 pel square foot 

Gatbage costs lnclude p a ~ k  galbage plck-up costs where co~nniun~ty center IS located on pa~ltland 

' B u ~ l d ~ n g  Maintenance costs ale calculated at $4 43 per square foot, and ~nclude four to five days office nialntenance, not tncludlng staff areas, wli~ch are self-cleaned 

'Park Grounds Ma~ntenance costs are based on an assuniptlon of a 50 ft "sphere of ~nfluence" around each bulldlng, mlnus estllnated b u ~ l d ~ n g  footprint X $10,000 per 
acle In some cases, the structule dominates the slte (e g . Alma) and In those cases, the entlle ploperty was taken Into cons~deratlon, nilnus the est~mated b u ~ l d ~ ~ i g  rootprint 

"mericans With Disabilities Act (ADA) (non-budgeted costs) 

"uilding Systems include ~oofing, flooring, I-IVAC, and plumbing systems "0" indicates there are no building systems beyond theil- servicable life. 

' Facility is located on school property, and a school lease agleement exists 

' Facility is situated on parltland The City Clial-te~ limits leases for facilities on parltland to three years 

"Id Alviso Community Centel- may contain mold I-he estimate rcfe~s olily to testing for mold 
A Sinlting Fund is not ilicluded in Capital costs A Sinl~itig I.utitl is  a legulal- or 1x1-iodic installment saved in a scpalatc accourit or i~i\,cslcd to repay a loan or purcliasc a replacement of an assct in the futurc 



ATTACHMENT V 

G r e e n p r i n t  S t a f f i n g  S t a n d a r d s  a n d  2 0 0 6  S t a f f  C o s t s  

The City Coullcil adopted the Greeriprilit for Parlts and Coilllnuriity Facilities and Progralns: A 20- 
Year Strategic Plan in September 2000. The Greenpririt provides a roadmap for City staff and policy 
illalters to build a inore livable and l~ealthf~ll community. The Greenprint vision is guided by core 
values of Accessibility, I~zclusivity, Afforrlnbility, Equity, nrzd Diversity. The vision is achieved 
tluough recreation a i d  neighborliood-based community center programming tailored to meet the 
needs of childrel~ and youth, adults, seniors, and persons with disabilities. 

The Greeliprillt references, and the Depa~?nient of Parlts, Recreation, and Neighborhood Services 
have implemented, a multi-seivice delivery Inore coini~ioiily lcnown as the "ll~~b"   nod el. The hub 
inode1 recognizes the long-standing ilitercollllectivity of colliinuility resources between schools, city 
and coullty governinent, and the  ionp profit col~il~iunity in the delivery of parks, recreation, and 
neighborhood sewices. 

Community ceiiters serve as the focal point of tlie hub service strategy. Citywide and Council 
District strategies ~IISLII-e access to various types of recreational lacilities for all residents tlu-ough a 
three-tiered concept of Multi Service, Satellite, and Neighborliood Centers. The challenge for staff 
is to provide quality progra~nlniiig services wit11 dillr-~illished staffing levels. This cliallelige is further 
acerbated by an increased deiria~id for services and the public's expectation that newly-built centers 
will be fully functional. 

Create the ideal regional greenprint for parks, public places, programs, and 
services, forming a vigorous, healthy community. 

* PT Recreation L,eader position represents actual staffing, which is different from the 1.0 FTE included 
in the Greeiipri~lt Staffing Standard. 



Facility Re-Use Options 
and 

Financial Projections 

ATTACHMENT VI 


