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Background and Overview

Implementing a plan for a comprehensive parksand
recreation system is a complex task requiring a
balanced approach. As with any viable business
strategy, funding inputs must come from a vaiety
of sources so that they create a stable operational
environment with the capacity to grow and remain
flexible through changing times.

While recent years have seen an increase in park
development fees, at the present time our funding
sources fail to provide an adequate number of
developed parks or enough recreation facilities.
Parkland already acquired has remained
undeveloped for years due to a lack of funds, and
mai ntenance on some existing improvements has
been deferred because of personnel and materials
shortages.

The General Plan’s Public Facilities and Services
Policy PF20D requires us to identify and pursue
alternative funding sources for capital
improvements, staffing, and ongoing maintenance
of public improvement projects. Recreation Policy
R10B also call s out the need to “explore innovative
means of financing new facilities and maintaining
existing and future parks.”

In this section of the Master Plan, we undertake
such an exploration. Thiswill start with a
discussion of the funding needs and current funding
mechanisms for three major componerts of the park
system:

 land acquisition and recreation facility
devel opment

« operations and maintenance
 recreation programing

Several options are presented that could beused to
fill our existing and future funding gaps.

Finally, a summary table illustrates the impacts of
each scenario on revenue generation, and a project
list shows where investments need to be made.
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Summary Recommendations

In general, the recommendations in the
implementation strategy can be placed in five
groups of increasing in complexity:

1) Continue to seek funding and inkind
opportunities with existing and new partners.

2) Continue and consider enhancing Generd Fund
appropriations for park acquisition and
improvements.

3) Address and update park devel opment and
in-lieu fees to provide for the same level of
service that exists today.

4) Consider collecting park development impact
fees from conmmercia development.

5) With community support, consider a ballot
measure(s) for additional funding.

Should the park development and in-lieu fee
recommendations be implemented, approximatdy
$15.9 million in additional fees would be generated
from now until 2020 above the$22.6 million
anticipated with the current fee ($38.5 million in
total fee revenue). This represents an important
funding source for projects such as neighborhood
parks, which rarely meet theeligibility criteria of
granting agencies.

The remaining funds needed to meet our goals will
be obtained through other sources. The City has an
impressiverecord of success with obtaining grants
from various funding agencies and organi zations.
The Redding Sports Park, Clover Creek Preserve,
and most of the trail projects were constructed
primarily with grant funds. In addition, service
clubs, the busness community, and school districts
have repeatedly stepped up to partner on the
construction of various recreation improvements.
Other funding sources within the City, such as
Community Development Block Grants,
Redevelopment Agency funds, and Utility Public
Benefits funds should be sought as appropriate.

Preliminary estimates for the build-out of park
projects outlined in the Master Plan total
approximately $96 million.
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Land Acquisition and
Facility Development

Funding Needs - Parkland Acreage

The parkland analysisin thePark Strategy makes it
clear that the City will require additional acreage
over the next two decades if we are to achieve the
adopted General Plan goal of 10 acres of developed
parkland per thousand people.

With our present population, 275.93 mare acres of
developed parkland are needed to meet our 10-acre
service levd goal.

While the development of the City’ s existing,
undevel oped parkland will do much to alleviate this
need in the short term, by 2020 continued

popul ation growth will necessitate the addition of
552 acres above our present developed parkland
inventory.

In addition to land acquisition needs for parks and
for recreation facilities, the proposed open space
program and the expandingtrail system will also
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require land. Accurate acreage projections for these
two comporents of the park systemare difficult to
make for two reasons. First, the proposed open
space program does not specify acquisition goals at
thistime. Secondly, while additional trails have
been generally set out, itis difficult to approximate
acreage needs for them.

Beyond acreage goals, anadditional consideration
isthat of park location. A quality park system is not
created simply by providing a set number of park
acres. It must also distribute recreation
opportunities throughout the city (see: “The
Geography of Parks’ inthe Park Strategy).
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Funding Needs - Recreation Facilities

The Mgor Recreation Facility Needs A ssessment
(Park Strategy, page, 45) discussed the provision of
seven facility types, their current service levels, and
the additional fields, gyms, and pools required now
and as our population grows. Fromthose findings,
new service levels were proposed, resulting in the
facility recommendations found in the tabl e below.

Thelast column in the table lists the total
additional facilities needed above our current
inventory to achieve therecommended facility
service levels proposed in the Parks Strategy.

Major Recreation Facility Needs - 2004 to 2020

Existing Inventoried Additional Additional Additional Total Recreation
Major Recreation Facilities* Need Now Need in 2010 Need in 2020 Inventory in 2020
8.25 Baseball / Softball Fields, Large | 1 More Fields 3 More Fields 2 More Fields 14 Large Ball Fields
15.00 Baseball / Softball Fields, Small 14 More Fields | 4 More Fields 5 More Fields 38 Small Ball Fields
10.25 Soccer Fields 7 More Fields 2 More Fields 4 More Fields 23 Soccer Fields
1.00 Football Fields 2 More Fields 1 More Field 1 More Field 5 Football Fields
19.25 Tennis Courts 4 More Courts | 2 More Courts | 5 More Courts 30 Tennis Courts
6.00 Swimming Pools None 1 More Pool 1 More Pool 8 Swimming Pools
7.50 Gymnasiums 2 More Gyms 1 More Gym 1 More Gym 11 Gymnasiums
* Inventoried Facilities have been counted to reflect the degree of ownership and control by the City. City-owned sites are counted at
100% their actual number. School sites under a Joint-Use Agreement with the City are counted at 75% of their number. Gymnasiums at
school sites under a Joint-Use Agreement with the City are counted at 50% of their number. Recreation facilities at school sites used
by non-prdfit leagues, but not controlled by any use agreement with the City, are given 25% credit in the inventory.
Future inventory numbers have been rounded.
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Current Funding Mechanisms for Land
Acquisition and Facility Development

The City generally acquires areas for parks,
recreation, trail corridors, and open space through
eight mechanisms:

« Parkland Dedications and In-Lieu Fees
+ Parkland Reservations

« Park Development Impact Fees

» Development Agreements

» School Parks and Joint-Use Facilities
» General Fund Appropriations

« Grants and Donations

» Redevelopment Funds

Parkland Dedications and In-Lieu Fees

Like many Californiacities, Redding obtains many,
but not all, of its new park sites fromdedication
requirements applied to residential subdivisiors,
through the authority found in Ordinance No. 2091
(pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act, or Quimby
Act). The primary intent of the dedication
ordinance s “to provide land for functional
recreation units of local or neighborhood service,
including but not limited to, tot lots, play lots,
playgrounds, neighborhood perks, playfields,
community or district parks, and other specialized
recreational facilities that may serve afamily group
and also seniar citizen and childcare activities.” (A
copy of the relevant Munidpal Code Section is
found in the Appendix.)

Under this ordinance, the subdivider, asa condition
of approval of afinal or parcel map, must dedicate
suitable land to the City for park purposes, or pay
feesin-lieu of the land dedication. Subdivisions
containing fifty parcels or less are exermpt from
land dedication and are only required to pay thein-
lieu fees. The code provisions do not apply to
commercial or industrial subdivisions, nor to most
condominium projects or stock cooperatives.
Expenditures of in-lieu fees are restricted by our
ordinance to the geographic quadrant from which
the funds were generated.

Open space areas are a so obtained through
dedications and easements. The primary method for
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thisisthe (OS) Open Space District found in
Chapter 18.35 of the Zoning Code. Thes districts
are defined primarily as having slopes in excess of
20 percent and being located within the 100-year-
flood elevation of the Sacramento River or one of
itslocal tributaries. The protection of areas having
historic, archaeological and/or cultural valueisalso
consistent with the OS District. The boundaries and
uses of each open space dedication or easement are
established at the time the City approves the
development map.

Parkland Reservations

Where dedications do not yield sufficient acreage
to create an adequately sized park, additional
parkland may be acquired through the property
reservation authority allowed by California state
law (Government Code, Section 66479). Under this
method, the City may reserve parkland in the
subdivision, subject to certain restrictions. At the
time of the approval of the final or parcel map, an
agreement is drawn up to purchase the reserved
areawithin 2 years after the completion of the
subdivision improvemerts at fair market value.
This process can be found within Ordinance 2091,
and in Redding’'s Municipal Code at 17.41.70.

Park Development | mpact Fees

Park development impact fees, collected from
residential building permits (but not presently from
commercia or industrial development), provide for
planning, acquisition, improvenent, expansion, and
financing of public parks, playgrounds, and
recreation facilities (pursuant to Chapter 5 of the
California Government Code, Sections 66000-
66009). Since increases in development and
population will result in an increased need for park
and recreation facilities, impact fees help pay for
the additional facilities attributable to the impact of
such devel opment. Although the goal isto attain 10
developed aaes per 1,000 people, park
development fees, by state law, may only recover
the amount of money necessary to maintain the
existing level of service.
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Development Agreements

Negotiated contracts between the City and a
developer can be made thet require certan public
benefits fromthe develope in exchangefor City
commitments. Becausethe agreement is a mutually
acceptable contract rather than simply regulatory
compliance, the parties may negotiate conditions
greater than the minimum requirements. The
developer, for example, may commit to
constructing the park at an expense greater than the
fees.

School-Parks and Joint-Use Facilities

School-parks and joint-usefacilities combine the
resources of two public entities to allow for
expanded recreational opportunitiesin a
cost-effective manner. Ascooperative ventures,
they can often help fulfill the need for
neighborhood parks or providerecreation facilities
in areas where there is little available parkland

The specific partnership arrangementsin these
types of sitesare formalized in written agreements
with the educaional entity, and include fecility
development responsihilities, cost sharing
formulas, after-school use schedues, and

mai ntenance arrangements.

Redding has ten joint-use or joint-funding
agreements with five different school entities.

General Fund Appropriations

The General Fund is a centralized fund fromwhich
the City Council allocates resources to pay for
services. Public sector revenues funnelinginto the
genera fund include the municipal portion of
various taxes (state sales tax, property tax, vehicle
license fee, transient occupancy tax or hotel tax)
and other sources of income.

Expenditures from the General Fund may be made
for park acquisition and development when
approved by a majority vote of City Council.
Historically, appropriations beyond the incoming
revenues generated by user feesand grants have not
been a significant source of land acquisition
funding in Redding.
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Grants and Donations

The City receives grants on a sporadic basis from
state, federal, and private sources. Some are
awarded on aper capita basis, others based on a
competitive application process. Most grants,
whether publicor private, come with specific
limitations on how grant monies may be used and
expended. Successful grarnt awards for the City
depend on matching the appropriateness of our
projects to funding sources, and the strength of our
grant writing. The ability of grantorstoaward
funds is often influenced by the overall economy.

In recent years, the City has received several
substantial State grants. Almost $600,000 of these
funds have been dedicated toward the Redding
Aquatic Center. In addition, $3 million was
awarded for expansion of the Sacramento River
Trail, $10 million was given todevelop the
Redding Sports Park, $500,000 has been granted to
upgrade the Tiger Field baseball stadium, and
$148,000 was used to purchase neighborhood
parkland. Another round of State grants was made
available when, in 2002, voterspassed Proposition
40, of which Redding will receive a projected
$616,000 for various projects.

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
funds are Federal monies that can be used for park
development in qualified areas, or for projects
benefitting particular populations. At lesst five city
park sites have benefitted from this program,
including Alta Mesa Park, South City Park, Martin
Luther King, Jr. Park, Caldwell Park, and the
Parkview Riverfront Park.

Private donations have played a prominent rolein
the development of local parksand trails. For
example, a donor from Redding contributed more
than $700,000 for extensionsof the Sacramento
River Trail and related property acquisition. As a
major player in the creation of Turtle Bay Park and
many other projects, The McConnell Foundation
has also been asignificant contributor to Redding’s
public landscape and recreation opportunities.

Partnerships and donations of materials and
services have for years been animportant resource
for community buildingin Redding. Labor and
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material donations from private sector businesses,
and fund-raising dollars and expertisegiven to the
City by service organizations have been a source of
pride and accomplishment for residents, and will
continue to be sought for future projects.

While grants and donations from public and private
agencies and organizations have been afunding
source for Redding’ s parks, trails, and open space
development, they should be viewed as windfalls,
rather than dependable funding mechanisms.

Redevelopment Funds

The Redding Redevelopment Agency has been
actively involved in the acquisition and/or
development of many City parks, special purpose
facilities, trails, and open gaces. The Sacramento
River Trail, the Parkview Riverfront Park, the
Redding Aquatic Center, Clover Creek Preserve,
and the Redding Sports Park arejust afew
examples of the Agency’s sgnificant contribution
to the park and recreation system
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Redevel opment funds are made available to cities
through a method called "tax increment financing.”
When a city council approves a redevel opment
plan, the property within the boundaries of the plan
has a certain total property tax value. If this total
assessed val uation increases, most of the money
derived from the increase goesto the
redevelopment agency, and is called tax increment
revenue. It is important to note those taxes from the
sale, develgpment, or rehabilitation of property
reflects arise in property value and not an increase
in tax rates. Assessed values and tax ratesin
redevel opment areas are restricted by Proposition
13 limitations.
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Operations and Maintenance

Funding Needs

While the previous section described the needs and
funding mechanisms for one-time capital
expenditur es, equally important are the ongoing,
operations and mai ntenance needs of the park
system.

In addition to daily maintenance costs, deferred
park maintenance and improvements at more than
three dozen existing parks need to be addressed.
These include:

« playground equipment replacements,
« handicapped accessibility upgrades,
» parking lot repairs,

» landscape improvements,

« major park building repairs, and

« site furnishings such as benches, drinking
fountains, trash receptacles, and picnic tables.

Finaly, as new parks are added and additional
trails and other facilities arebuilt, more personnel,
equipment, and maintenance funds will be required
to keep them safe and attractive.
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Current Funding Mechanisms for
Operations and Maintenance

Operations and maintenance needs have fewer
funding mechanisms available to them than
acquisition and facility development. These
important ongoing costsare not generally eligibe
under most grant programs, which typically focus
only on capital costs. While General Fund
appropriations are generally used, thereisan
additional mechanism to fund operations and

mai ntenance of public landscapes:

L andscape and Lighting Assessment Districts

The Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 allows
local governmental agenciesto form Landscape and
Lighting Maintenance Districts for the purpose of
financing the costs associated with landscaping and
lighting public areas.

The many approved uses include installation and
mai ntenance of landscaping, statues, fountains,
general lighting, traffic lights, reaeational and
playground courts and equipment, and public
restrooms, acquisition of land for parksand open
spaces, plus the construction of community centers,
municipal auditoriums or halls, which may be
financed with notes or bonds.
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Recreation Programming

Funding Needs

Recreation programs for all agegroups — from
seniorsto toddlers — are an essential part of any
park and recreation system. Redding’s Recreation
Division responds to this nesd by offering a variety
of classes and activities, and provides them at
locations throughout the city.

The Recreation Facility Needs Assessmert in the
Park Strategy found that additional facilities will be
necessary to bring recreation prograns to more
residents. With these additional athletic fields, the
City and community leagues will be able to grow
their programs to include those now on wating lists
and others not currently participating. New gyms
will allow the expansion of volleyball and
basketball teams and also extend our ability to offer
awider array of leisure classes and activities.

All these programs will aid the City in providing
healthy, safe opportunitiesto youth whose after-
school hours may not always be filled with
productive behaviors. It will also help combat our
society’ s sedentary lifestyle, which contributes to
obesity and long-term illnesses due to inactivity.
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Current Funding Mechanisms for
Recreation Programming

General Fund Appropriations

Appropriations from the General Fund supplied
100 percent of the Recreation Division’s $1.6
million budgeted operational costs for FY 2000-
2001. Cultural programming created by the
Community ServicesDepartment, Turtle Bay
Exploration Park, the Art in City Hall program, and
the Shasta County Arts Council, all receive General
Fund support.

Direct Revenue Streams

Direct revenue streams are fees charged to those
who use a service. Examples include admission to
facilities, rental charges for using city fecilities,
direct operation of concession-based items (like
snack bar foads), and contracts with private
companies to operate concession-based services.
Direct revenue streams are affected by the types of
services offered, the location of those services, and
the efficiency of the concessionaire’ s operation.

User fees generated $250,000 in FY 2000-2001 for
the Recreation Division, which helped to offset the
above General Fund appropriations. These fees
were realized through swimming pool admissions,
swimming lessons, summer camp fees, and
participant fees for other recreational programs.

Grants and Donations

The City’ s Recreation Division has also been the
grateful recipient of several program grants from
local businesses and organizations. Over the years,
gifts from the M cConnell Foundation, Wel Is Fargo
Foundation, US Bank, KRCR, and many others
have provided funds for swimming, basketball, and
other recreational programming.

Implementation Srategy - 8



Expanding the Funding
Options

To achieve thegoals for parkland acres, facility
devel opment, operations, maintenance needs, and
recreation programing, asubstantial investment will
be required by the City and its citizens.

While the City availsitself of many funding
mechanisms commonly available to local
jurisdictions, we could bring additional resources
and methods into play. An expanded menu of
funding options will increase the rate at whichthe
City achievesits park and recreationgoals.

In this next part, we review current mechanisms
that should be revised or enhanced, and some
additional options for consideration. A summary
table on page 13 illustrates how the park funding
revenues can be increased with various
supplementary funding sources.

Adjust the Park Development
Impact Fee

Background

As discussed on page 4, park devel opment impact
fees are charged on new homesto offset the impact
that new development has on the park and
recreation infrastructure. Feerevenue, which is
dependent upon residential building permits, can
swing wildly depending onthe economic climate.

State legislation governing impact fees (AB1600)
does not set a maximumdollar amount that can be
charged. However, it does stipulate tha the City
may not charge a park development impact fee that
allows it to achieve a higher level-of-serviceratio
(park acreage per thousand people) thanthat which
currently exists.

Recent Impact Fee Revisions

In 2000, the “maximum justified fee,” for funding
park facilities was presented in the Comprehensive
Impact Fee Sudy (pages 86-87), by the consulting
firm MuniFinancial. The fee recommended in 2000
was $2,410 for a single-family, 1,500 sg. ft. home,
and $1,662 far each multi-family unit This amourt,
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which combines the park development impact fee
and the park in-lieu fee, wascalculated to cover the
cost of park development based on a 2000 level -of -
service ratio of 4.62 developed acresper thousand
people.

The fee ultimaely adopted by the City Council,
however, isbelow the recommended anount, with
the difference being subsidzed by theCity. This
lower fee, which went into effect in April 2001, is
being phased-in.

In 2006 at full phase-in, the park fee (in-lieu and
development impact fees) will be $2,037 for a
typical 3-bedroom house. However, if the
maximum justified fee had been put in place
instead, it would have yielded $2,798 per house by
2006, adjusted for inflation.

At the time of adoption in 2001, the subsidy for the
adopted park fee amounted to $1,293 per house.
Thiswill amount to 73 percent of the justified fee,
with a subsidy of $761 for each 3-bedroom house
built.

Proposed Fee Adjustment

The remedy for this situation is to remove the
subsidy that has been placed on the park impact fee
and allow it to reach the maximum justified fee
provided for by state law.

The first column in the table on page 13 indicates
that current fees will bring in $22.5 million from
now until 2020. The corresponding first section of
the Project List at the end of the section shows
what potential park projectscould be created with
thislevel of funding.

The next column, Scenario “A,” shows that an
additional $15million in revenue for park facility
development could be generaed by removing the
subsidy of the park development impact fee.
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Add an Off-Site Improvement Fee to
the Existing Park In-Lieu Fee

Park in-lieu fees may be used for either new or
existing park and recreational facilities. Ourlocal
ordinance restricts expenditures to the geographic
quadrant from which the fees were generated. The
existing in-lieu fee is derived from Ordinance 2091,
and isfound in Chapter 17.42 of the Redding
Municipal Code (RMC).

When park sites are dedicatedto the City, certain
improvements are required as a condition to their
acceptance. Currently, a subdivider must provide,
without credit

« Full street improvements and utility
connections, including curbs, gutters, street
paving, traffic control devices, street trees,
sidewalks, and any needed public access
improvements,

« Fencing along subdivision property lines
contiguous to the dedicated land;

« Improved drainagethrough the site; and

«  Other minimal improvements essential to the
acceptance of the land for recreational
purposes.

While the City receives these improvements with
al land dedications, we have not factored the cost
for these improvements when fees are paid in-lieu
of land.

Other cities, such as Santa Rosa, Sacramento, and
Chico, have recognized thisgap and have addressed
it by adding 20 percent to theindieu fee to cover
the off-site costs associated with parks

While Redding’ s ordinance currently has no such
provision, General Plan Gaoal PF1B specifically
supports this recommendation:

“ Require that all new devel opment,
including major modifications to existing
development, construct or provide a fair
share contribution toward the construction
of any off-siteimprovementsnecessary to
offset project impacts and/or support the
project.”
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Asshown in Scenario “B” (page 13) theinclusion
of asimilar 20 percent charge is projected to
generate approximately $614,384 by 2020.

Increase the Local Sales Tax

A local salestax isan additional percentage of
sales tax applied in aparticular jurisdiction on top
of the currently existing State sales tax rate. The
tax funds are recovered by the State Board of
Equalization and returned to the local jurisdiction
for spending. An amendment to the State Revenue
and Taxation Cade is necessary for a jurisdiction to
impose an additional percentage onthe sales tax.
Revenue generated fromalocal salestax is
dependent upon the rate charged, the scope and
duration of the tax, the size of the area to be taxed,
and the number of sales generated within that area.

Initial steps have already beentaken in the
consideration of asaes tax increase for Redding.
In June 2002, the state leg slature passed Senate
Bill 1889, which grants the City authaority to
impose alocal salestax at arate of 0.25 percent.
For the sales tax to go forward, the City Council
must approve a ballot measure by a two-thirds
vote. The voters must then approve the measure by
amgjority vote at the next scheduled el ection of
Council members.

The salestax increase is another option for closing
the park system funding gap. Funding Scenario “C”
on page 13 proposes a one-eighth of a cent (0.125
percent) sales tax — half the amount allowed by
SB 1889. By 2020, the sales tax would generate
$43.9 million in revenue for parks, trails, and open
spaces. (Because of the lengthy approval timeline,
revenue generation would not be expected until at
least 2005.)

While sales tax revenues at this time are growing at
ahigh rate, amodest 3 percent growth in sales over
the next 10 years is assumed in the scenaio
presented, which should compensate for any
recession or slow growth years.

If 15 percent of this salestax revenue were set
aside (Column “E”, p. 13), between $385,000 and
$598,000 annually could dso be madeavailable to
address important maintenance needs.
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Form Parcel-Taxed Benefit
Assessment Districts

Benefit assessment districts are special financing
and improvement areas formed by any local
government agency (county, city, water distrid,
etc.). The districts encompass al properties
receiving a direct benefit from the construction of
new public improvements, or from the maintenance
of existing public improvements. Typically, an
assessment district will issue bonds, pursuant to the
Improvement Bond Act of 1915, to finance the
construction improvements.

To approve adistrict, amgjority vae of affected
property owners is made through an assessment
balloting procedure. Once approved, assessments
are placed on property tax bills each year to pay for
the improvements and services. By law, benefit
assessments cannot be based on the value of
property. Instead, a benefit formulais established
for each district and each parcel in the service aea
is assessed according to the benefit it receives from
the services and improvements.

While these districts have been in use for decades
in 1996, additional restrictions were placed on them
with the passage of Proposition 218. Among the
changes made were the requirement tha a majority
voter approval must be oltained before
substantially i ncreasi ng assessment charges. In
addition, voters could reduce or repeal any existing
local tax, assessment of charge through the
initiative process.

Since Prop 218's enaction six years ago, few
challenges have been madeto the revised
assessment districts, and no districts havebeen
voted themselves out of existence, as was once
feared. Benefit assessment districts funded through
aparcel tax areviable mechanisms that the City
should use to help fund park acquisition,
improvements, and maintenance.

In some jurisdictions, such as Vacaville, California,
amaintenance district is required with the approval
of any residential subdivision. Funds fromthe
assessments provide for the devel opment’ s
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proportionate share of maintenance costs for the
city-owned neighborhood park.

If the entire City were to become an assessment
district with atax of $40 on dl city parcelsin
2004, revenue for parks, recreationfacilities, and
trails could almost double. As shownin Funding
Scenario “D” on page 13, the tax would generate
about $1 million annually. This amount could be
used to build one 5-acre neighborhood park per
year, construct athletic fields and trails, preserve
open space lands, or renovate existing facilities.

A park maintenance set-aside of 20 percent
(Column “F”, page 13) hasalso been recommended
with this scenario, which would create between
$243,000 to $307,000 annually for this ongoing
need. The set aside could also be used for
vegetation management control in areas subject to
wildland fires.

Appropriate Larger General Fund
Allocations for the Park System

Allocations from the General Fund come from
revenues collected by the City through its
traditional funding sources Any declirein
revenues, or an unexpected financial obligation,
can negatively affect resources for paks and
recreation needs.

The City usesabiannual budget process, and is
also governed by afinancia plan that maps out
expenditures over the next decade. Opportunities
brought to the City Council duringthe budget
process are evaluated against the competing
demands of other departments. Given the wide
range of City commitments and operations, the
process is extremely competitive for alimited pool
of resources.

Increased allocations from the General Fund for
park projects and maintenance should be
considered, epeciadly if other revenue for the City
becomes available.
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Develop New Direct Revenue Streams

Ground |eases, management agreements,
concessions, and rental feesare all legitimate
sources of revenue that many jurisdictions utilize,
and which should be considered more often in
Redding’s overall funding strategy.

In particular, ground leases have significant
potential for revenue generation and recreation
service delivery. With a ground lease, City-owned
property is leased to carefully selected developers
who build and operate facilities that add to the
City’ sinventory of recreation opporturities. This
creates a revenue stream that hel ps offset other
costs within the park system.
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The City is employing aversion of thiswith Big
League Dreams, Inc., at the Redding Sports Pak in
order to defray the enormous costsof maintaining
such alarge complex of high-quality fields and
recreational amenities. Other opportunitiesshould
be explored where parkland could be leased to
others to provide special services and amenities
attractive to park users.
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Proposed Master Plan Funding Scenarios

Comparison of Current Subsidized Park Development impact F ee with Proposed Supplementarny Funding Scenarios:

Unsubsidized Park Development Impact Fee, Off-Site Improvement Fee, Sales Tax and Parcel Tax

R evized: January 2004

“redr 2003
“rear 2004
“redr 2005
“redr 2006
“redar 2007
“redr 2003
“rear 2009
“redr 2040
“rear 2011
“redr 012
“rear 2013
“rear 2014
“redr 2015
“redr 206
“redar 2017
“rear 2018
“redr 2019
“redr 2020

T OTALS 20032010
TOTALS 20022020

Assumptions:

ADDITIONAL REVENUE GAINED FROM PROFOSED
SUPPLEMENTARY FUNDING SCEMARIOS

REWEMUES SET A SIDE
FOR MAIMTEMA NCE

CURRENT A B C 1] E F
FARK FEES
Froponed Malntenance
Unrubaldize e mplem anta mplem anta mplem anta Ra w nuan Genarated Through
Do vel opm & it 20 OBl 0. 125% Municlpal | %40 Par Parcal Codlca®d Percenta ge of
Impact Fas mprowmant Fs 5alan Tae Paroel Tae Parceland Sale1 Tatan
Additonal Additional Additional Additional BarcTan Faroel Tax

Total Fes Re wnue Revenus Galned | Revenus Gained | Revenus Galned | Revenus Galned (5%t Malnt) | (20%t0 Main)
¥ T28.770 - - -
F 204,953 F 239352 | F 234,357 - - - -
¥ 1,055 9650 F 836251 | F AF2E(F ZATTAER | F 975861 F oEE464 | F 243990
¥ 1,182,801 F Frog | F 37121 [ F 2292824 [ F 003225 FoSTE | F 248307
§ 1,185,240 F FaRzE2 [ F Frog [ F 2210402 (F 1010942 F J0TEES |F 252610
¥ 1,208 5628 F s05.052 [ F 6902 [F 2279492 [F 1027602 F 49856 | F 256902
2 1,230,723 F S261495 | F 67 (F 2450794 (F 1044559 F 432493 |F ME11TE
F 1,254,221 F 245214 | F G611 (F 2524318 (F 1061729 FoM5463 (F oS543
b 1,277 229 F 854072 | F 36455 (F zp00047 (F 1078685 F 468832 |F MOET
¥ 1,298 285 F Sgz2699 [ F 36260 [F zGF8098 [F 1095553 T oF28EF |F 273853
F 1,324,116 F Q02,363 | F G109 (F 2753390 (F 1,112,348 F 986,775 |F Z7e.087
¥ 123490 771 F 921762 | F 92 [F 242 [F 1120055 F 80137 | F BRI
¥ 1,372 9432 ¥ Q2255 | F o6 |F 2P2637V6 (F 1,145689 B OSI649 | F 26422
§ 1,298,716 F Q52807 [ F 6530 (F 2014463 [F 1162264 F O831912 | F 200585
¥ 1,428,171 F 36731 | F 35523 [F 304583 (F 1178783 F o8TEE8 |5 284695
2 1,457 203 FoA00182 | F EMT (F 2197730 (F 1195255 F 564305 |F 2oE214
¥ 1,491 5613 FOoA03TEE | F 3547 | F 3zes662 (F 1211758 F O831235 |F A;EL32
b 1,525 595 F 1064259 | F 35390 (F 22024972 (F 12284182 F 808672 |F HOTO0F
$ SE=ZETS $ 5715124 | % 56490 |§ 14024955 |$ B 11365685 2455520 | § 1 528416
§ 22857 328 $ 1529067 [ % E14224 | 42291525 | $ 17 ES1210 F7, 745574 | $4 412803

1. Future development and projected revenues are based on population groweth figures obtained from the City of Redding D ewelopment

Services Dept.

2. In-Lieu Fee calculations presume that 20% of projected development willresult in parkland dedications and onby 70% of projected In-
Lieu Fees will be receired in cash.

2. In-Leu Fees raised from curent rate of 5225 =zingle-famibytF250 multifamily per unitto $9580 single-famib®F500 multifamily per unit
effective Januany 1, 2005,
4. Unzsubszidized park developmentfee scenario uses 100% of allomable fee for a Level of Senvice (LOS) of 573 acres per 1000 peaple,
and a development cost of F160,000 per acre effective Jan. 1, 2004, Fee includes walue necessany to capture an additional 173 acres
per 1000 people (5.73 acresM000 LOS les the 5.00 acresM000 provided via State Map Act dedications).

5. Off-Site Improvement Fee scenario calculated by charging a 20% of In-Lieu fee, using the 70 % of projected In-Lieu Fees recejved in cash.
5. hunicipal Sales Ta< scenario assumes implementation no sooner than January 1, 2005, Maintenance set aside of 15% has been deducted.

¥.Parcel Tax seenario assumes implementation no sooner than January 1, 2005, Maintenance set-aside of 20% has been deducted.

2. Maintenance setaside revenues are in addition tothe Sales Tax(Scenario C) and Parcel Ta< (Seenario DY revenue projections.
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Conclusion -
Implementing the Plan

Master Plan Park Project List

Through the analyses and assessments undertaken
with the Master Plan, alist of park-related projects
have been identified (see list at end of sedion).
Together, they include improvement and renovation
projects to existing parks, acquisition of new
recreationa sites, and devel opment of new and
existing sites.

The first page of projects are those that can be
funded over the next 17 years with expected
revenues from existing fees.

The next list illustrates the types of projects that
can be created if the park development impact fees
and the park in-lieu fees are revised. The final list
includes all the other projects needed to achieve the
goals of the General Plan and this Master Plan,
which must be funded from ather funding sources.
These sources could be grants, alocal sales tax
increase, a parcel tax, or redevelopment funds.

Project List and the Capital
Improvement Plan

Every two years, the City updates its six-year
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). This
comprehensive, multi-departmental planning
document sds out all public capital projects
(streets, sewe lines, waterlines, stormdrains, fire
stations, parks, and other City facilities) and their
funding sources.

While not a budget, it provides the necessary
information for prudent budget recommendations
because it compares over aperiod of yeas
anticipated revenues with various departmental
needs.

With the assistance of the Community Services
Advisory Commission, the City will select projects
from the Master Plan Park Project List for
inclusion in the CIP. This selection will be based
upon several factors, such as current project
opportunities, cost estimates, potential development

Redding Parks, Trails, and Open Space Master Plan - 2004

partners, available funding, and other information
pertinent to creating successful projects.

A Plan for the Future

The Committee that was brought together to
develop the Redding Parks, Trails, and Open Space
Master Plan was charged with the task of creating
the blueprint for a comprehensive and coordinated
park, trail, and recreation system. The Plan was to
reflect the concerns and interests of residents, and
to implement the goals that had been set out in the
General Plan.

The Master Plan, by definition and intent, outlines
a comprehensive program of improvements. To
create a plan that is anything less woud have been
adisservice to the people o this city and would
have fallen short of its original purpose.

The implementation of the proposed prgect list
within the next twenty years will allow Redding’s
park system to achievethe General Plan’s adopted
service goal of 10 acres of devel oped parkland per
one thousand people.

Ahead of usisthe opportunity to createthe vision
first set out in the General Plan with broad brush
strokes. The Master Plan hasfilled in some details
of that enticing picture, proposing new ways for
Redding residents to engage in sports, to fish, to
bike and hike in our wonderful north state setting.

/ I ;
iz
i % 5
" ¥ : ,-

Celebrating the Opening of the Sacramento River Trail’s
StressRibbon Bridge
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Redding Master Plan Park Project List
Park Im provement, Acquisition, an«d Developm ent Activities, By Quadrant 2004-2020

Rewsed' W A0

PROJECTS FUHDED OVER HEXT 17 YEARS WITH CURREHNT IH-LIEU AHD PARK DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
Add ifiarad

Cify Fark Devel ged Esfirmafed
Guad  Project Nanre FProgosed A cfion Aereage A creage Project Cosf
- E nterprize Park Debt Zervice (17 years) -- -- - $2,244,000
ME Gregory Lake Community Park, Phaze | AcyuireiDevelop 45.00 5.00 F2 555 000
ME Mourtain View Schoal Patk Site Develop 5.00 5.00 1,302 000
ME Yalley Dak Meighborhood Park, Phass | Acuire 30.00 F1,300 000
ME Yista Ridge Small Meighborhood P ark Site Develop 0.9z 092 FE0, 000
ME Whistling Stmall Meighbarhood Park Site Develop 1.57 1.57 F252, 600
L Buckeye Community Park Upgrade Improve F200 000
M Buckeye Middle Schoal-P ark Aouire 3.00 F216 000
M Caldwell Regional Patk Updgrade P hase | Improve FS00, 000
L Fedwood Large Meighborhood P ark, Phase | Achuire .00 F360, 000
SE Alta Mesa School-Park f Future Joint Use Improve 2.25 F321,000
SE Clover Creek Preserve Enhancement s Develop 128.00 .00 F1,500 000
SE East Oak Small Meighborhood P ark* Develop 264 264 F572 5380
SE E rterprize Community Park Phil Recr. Center Develop 94.58 5.00 F4 700 000
SE Hawn (Rotary) Small Meighborhood Park Improve 0.3 F70, 000
SE Migtletoe School-Park, P hase | Acouire 3.50 F252 000
SE P arsons School Jointdse Site Improve F60,000
SE Rother School Future Jointdse Site Improve 225 F60,000
SE Shaszting Large Meighborhood Park, Phase | * Ao Lire .00 F403 200
Sy Bonny Yies School -Park, Phase | Ao Lire 4.00 F200, 000
=y Buenavertura Spots Fields Develop 15.00 12.00 $2 604 000
=y Rivercrest Large Meighborhood P ark * AcyuireiDevelop 5.25 5.25 1 605 250
=y Falling Hillz Small Meighborhood P ark Improve FE0, 000
=W Sequoia School Jointdlse Site Improve F321,000
=W T E.WWoods Memarial Park Improve F100, 000
=W Waverly Small Meighborhood Park Site Develop 0.75 075 F20, 000
S We ridge Large Neighborhood Pak, Phase | * Ao uire 13.00 $504, 000
SUBTOTAL ACQUIREDE VELOP ACRES 51.63 $18,469,930
SUBTOTAL MPROVYE -- $1,692,000
SUBTOTAL DEBT SERVICE -- $2, 244,000
TOTAL COSTS FOR PROJECTS FUNDED WITH CURRENT FEES $22.405.930

HOTES:

1. Edimated project cog s have been calculated using infiation-adiugded, per-acre cod s averaged over the 2003-2020 perod. Land
acquisition cogts equal $72 000 per acre and developm ent costs equal $217 000 per acre. Many factors could cause variances in
codts, induding partnerships and special amenities.

2. Baseline development costs are derived from actual E nterprise Park development cost=s (53,415 million), divided by developed
patk acteage (25 acres), and infation-adjusted to 2003,

3. Baseline land acquisition costs are a weighted median value between single-family (72 percent) and multi-family (28 percant) per
acte land cofd s bazed on the most recent P lanning Department estim atez. Weighting iz based on the hiztorical single-familyimulti-
family unit construction fom 1950-2002 .

4. Land acquisition costs anticipate that some park acres will be obtained through State Map Ad dedications based on pad City of
Fedding developmenrt ratioz. Projed s where dedications are articipated are noted with an astedsk [ * 1 in the Projed Mame column .

5. Achievement of 10 acres per 1000 population goal by 2020 assumes at least 233 acres will be gained through grant-funded trail
constmction.

E. Entenorize P ark debt sarvice costs are projecded st $132,000 pervear through 2020 Adual debt service pedod iz anticipated to
end in 2023,

7. Curent Indiew and Park Development Impad Fees equal $22 557,325 intotal revenue, projeded through 2020 (zee page 13).
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Redding Master Pilan Park Project List - Continued

Park Improvement, Acquisition, and Development Activities, By Quadrant 2004-2020

Fewsed W AN

PROJECTS FUHNDED OVER HEXT 17 YEARS WITH UPDATED DEVE LOPMEHNT IMPACT FEES & RE VISED IN-LIEU FEES
Addifiarna

Cify FPmoosed Fark Develg ed C=fimafed
Curad  Project Nanre Acfion Acreage Acreage Frojecf Cosf
ME Fedding Spots Park Site, Phase |l Develop 12.00 10.00 55 000,000
ME Gregory Lake Community Park, P hass || Develop 45.00 15.00 3 255 000
Iy Buckeye M. Schl-Park & Future JointJz= Ph.ll Develop 3.00 3.00 FES1,000
Iy Fedwod Large Meighborhood Park, Phass |l Develop .00 5.00 1,085 000
Iy River Ridge Terrace P ark Site Develop 2.04 2.04 F442 650
SE Enterptize Community Park, Phaze [l Fields Develop 9459 12.00 $2 604 000
o Weddridoge Large Meighborhood, P ark Phasze D evelop 13.00 13.00 F2.170,000

TOTAL ADDITIOHAL PROJECTS FUHNDED WITH REVISED FEES 60.04 $15,207,680

PROJECTS REQUIRING ADDITIOHAL FUHDIHG FROMOTHER. PROPOSED SOURCES

ME Boulder Rock Large Meighborbiood Park* AcouireDevel op 20.70 13.00 3,564 280
ME Collyer Large Meighbothood Pad: * AcojuireDevelop 10.00 10.00 52 674 000
ME Gatevay (Blossom ] School-Park Site Develop S5.90 5.490 1,280,300
ME Hawbey Large Meighbomood P e * AcojuireiDesel op 5.00 5.00 F1 337,000
ME Minder =mall Meighborhood Park Improve FE0.000
ME Mothridge Gardens Small Meighborhood P atk Improve F55 000
ME Dasiz Community Park * AcquireiDevelop 30.00 20.00 6 140,000
ME Ravernsood Small Meighborhood P ark Improve FE0.000
ME Rosetree Small Meighbarhood Park Site D evelop 2.00 2.00 F434 000
ME Stillwater Heights Small Meighbothood Park I mprove F55 000
ME Valley Oak Meighborhiood Patk, Phaszse |l Develop 20.00 15.00 53,255 000
Iy Amethya Small Meighborhiood P atk I prove FE4 000
Iy Bel Air Small Meighborhood Park® AcojuireiDesel op 2.00 2.00 Fa02 200
Iy Buckeye Community Park E xpanzion Develop 17.84 10.00 F3 089136
Iy Caldwnell Regional P ak Upgrade, P haze | Improve 2 000 000
Iy Lake Redding Large Meighbarhood Park Improve FS00.000
Iy Mewtown Creek Large Meighborhood P ark * AcquireiDevelop 13.50 10.00 F2 850 400
Iy Peppettree Small Meighborhood Park |mprove F44 000
My River Park Highlands Small Meighbothood Park Site Develop 1.89 1.89 F410130
Ity Stanford Hills Large Meighbothood Pak * AcojuireDevelop 15.00 15.00 4 041,000
Iy Upper Churn Creek Large Meighbothood Park * AcojuiredDevelop 2.40 E.50 1,833 860
Iy Yalley Ridge Small Meighborhood Park Tifalan)t=] FS0.000
ZE Chum Creek Large Meighborhood P ark Site Develop 17.30 10.00 F2.170,000
=E Clover Creek Small Meighborhood Park Developdmprove 2.30 1.30 125000
SE Enterptize Community Park, Phaze I Pool Develop 94 .59 2.00 $3,000 000
ZE Foztail Small Meighborhood Park |mprove F75 000
SE Graham Park (Special P upose Facility) I mprove F10,000
SE Mistletoe School-Pak Phase || Develop 3.50 3.00 F651 000
SE Oakvood Small Meighborhood P ark® AcojuireDevelop S.00 5.00 1 445 000
SE Pachecn School Digrid School-Park® AcojuiredDevelop 5.00 E.00 1 604 400
SE Shasting Large Meighbothood P atk, Phass [1* Develop 2.00 .00 $1. 736,000
ZE Western Caks Small Meighborhiood P ark Improve F53 000
=W Bonny Yew Zchool-Park, Phass |l Develop 4.00 4.00 FE65 000
=Wy Canyon Hollowy Matural &rea Park * AcquireiDevelop 5.00 5.00 F510,000
=W Cascade Community Patk E xpansian Develop 10.00 10.00 F2 170,000
= Castade Community Patk, Phass Il |mprove 174,000
= Courtry Heights Small Meighkborhood Park I prowe FEE 000
Sy Creek side  Summerfield Small Meighbothood Park  Develop 4. 2.26 F490 420
Sy Dovrtown Souare /Plaza AcojuiredDevelop 1.80 1.80 FS20.200
=Wy Foothil Park Tifalan)t=] F25 000
=Wy Indian Hillz Small Meighkbarhood P ark I prove FES 000
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=y hMagnolia Park ¥ Future Joirt-Use Site Develop 1.00 1.00 $217 000

Sy Mary Lake Matural Area P ark Improve 50,000
=Wy Meadow Creek Small Neighborhood P atk Site Develop 1.87 0.50 F108 500
= MLE Jr. Small Meighbothood Park Improve F152 000
= Ridgeview Small Meighbormood Patk Improve FE0.000
= South Bonnysiew Boat Launch, P hase |l Improve J203 000
S South City Community Park Improve $201.500
=Wy Southweest Community P ark * AcuireiDeselop 30.00 25.00 F7 555 000
Sy Syocamore School P ark JFuture Joirt-Use Site AcquireiDevelop 5.00 5.00 F1 445 000
Sy Turtle Bay Boat Ramp, Phase || Improve F7 5000
SUBTOTAL ACOUIRE DEVELOP ACRES 208.15 $56,606,526
SUBTOTAL IMPROVE - $4.130,500
TOTAL PROJECTS FUHDED FROMOTHER PROPOSED SOURCES - $60,737,326

Addifions
Develom e E=fir afed
PROJECT LIST SUMMARY Acreage Prmject Cosfs
TOTAL ALlL ACOUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 3M9.82 $90,28 4,436
TOTAL Al L IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS $5.822,500
TOTAL AlLL DEBT SERVICE $2.244,000
TOTAL PLAN COST $98,350,936

HOTES:

1. Estimated projed costs have been calculated using inflation-adjusted, per-acre costs averaged averthe 2003-2020 pedod. Land
achjuisition cogs equal 72 000 per acre and development costs equal $24 7,000 per acre. Many fadors could cause variances in
costs, including patnerships and specal amenties.

2. Baseline development costs are derived from adual Entermprize P ark development costs (53.415 million], divided by developed park
acreade (25 acres), and inflation-adjusted to 2003,

3. Baszeline land acjuisition costs are & weighted median walue between single-family (72 percent 1and multi-family (28 percent) per
acre land cods based onthe mod recent P lanning Departm ent estimates. Weighting iz bazed on the historical single-familyimuli-
family unit construdtion from 1930-2002.

4. Land acquisition cogts antidpate that some park acres will be obtained through State Map Act dedications based on past City of
Redding development ratios. Projects where dedications are anticipated are noted with an asterizk [ * 1in the P roject Name column.
5. Achievement of 10 acres per 1000 population goal by 2020 assumes at least 233 acres will be gained through grant-funded trail
conatrudion (6.06 acres per mile of 2 0'-wide trail corridar).

6. Entemprize Park debt service costs are projected at $132,000 per year through 2020, Adual debt service period is anticipated to end
in 2023,

HOTES OH FUHDING SOURCE S (Summarized from table on page 13k
1. Current In-Liew Fee and P ark Development Impad Fees (projeded through 20200 equal $22 557 328 intotal revenue.

2. Revizing the Patk Development Impact Fee to remove the subsidy (projected through 20200 generates $15,290 673 in newrevenue
(F37 848,007 in cumulstive revenue).

3. Revizing In-Lieu Fees toindude a 20% offsite improvem ent fee (projected through 202019enerates $614 354 in newresvenues
[(F38 462,391 in cumulative revenue).

4. Implementing a one-eighth percant (0.125%) Municipal Sales Tax, insgtead of the Parcel Tax, (projected from 2005-2020) produces
$43,891 585 innewrevenue ($582 353 976 in total cumulative revenue).

. Implemerting & $40 per acre Parcel Tax, instead of the Sales Tax, (projeded from 2004-2020) generstes §17 651 21000 nesw
revenue (556,113 B0M intotal cumulative revenue).
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