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6.1 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF PARK AND FACILITY
MAINTENANCE
INTRODUCTION
As the City identifies its priorities for the renovation and renewal of
park and recreation facilities, an important consideration is the funding
required to maintain and sustain existing, upgraded, and/or new
amenities. Years of limited funding for maintenance and limited to none
for renewal, have resulted in the aged conditions of these valued public
assets. Without adequate maintenance funding for existing, renovated,
and/or new facilities, these conditions will worsen and repeat.
The public’s perception of park and recreation facilities maintenance
is mixed. The community is satisfied with the supply of parks and
recreation facilities, but report that the parks and recreation facilities are
aged and in need of renovation and modernization. According to the
community survey, the renewal and/or replacement of infrastructure and
outdated equipment is the community’s highest priority for park facility
improvements. The public’s desire for new facilities, however, is tempered
by the concern that the City is unable to maintain existing facilities.
Adding new amenities must be balanced with upgrading failing, existing
facilities. Meeting the public’s desires and expectations is made more
challenging as the facilities continue to age and reach the end of their
useful life.
This section reports the current funding for maintenance, provides
an opinion of required funding, and examines the financial impact of
renovation and new facilities on maintenance costs. A brief overview of
the maintenance funding follows.

MAINTENANCE FUNDING OVERVIEW
The Public Works Department and the Recreation Department share
responsibilities for the maintenance of all City parks and recreation
facilities. The El Cerrito park system encompasses 16 city parks, one
greenway, and two special-use open spaces. Maintenance of parks, sports
fields, playgrounds, recreation facilities and open space include turf
maintenance, reseeding, aeration, and fertilization, irrigation repair, litter
removal, vegetation management including pruning and weed control,
playground safety inspection and repair, building maintenance and repair,
graffiti abatement, and special event support.
Figure 28. Asphalt Paving at Castro Park, in ‘Poor’ Condition

The Public Works and Recreation Departments receive General Fund
and Special Funds support for the maintenance of parks and recreation
facilities. Funding is derived from a variety of fund sources, including
$754,442 (FY2016-2017) from the Landscape and Lighting Assessment
District (LLAD), which was passed by voters in 1988. The LLAD was
established to collect funds to support improvements and maintenance
of the City’s park areas, landscaping areas, and street lighting. The LLAD
does not include a provision for cost inflation, and consequently as
labor, electricity, and supply costs rise the revenue has not kept pace,
necessitating a greater contribution from the General Fund to maintain
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the status quo. Adjusted to inflation, LLAD revenues would need to be
$1.6 million in order to pay for the same amount of service as it did in
1988.
The financial recession that began in 2008 has had a lasting effect on
the City’s funding. General Fund revenues declined during this period,
severely limiting the capacity of the City to provide the necessary funding
to do more than essential maintenance. As the recovery began to take
place in 2015, the Public Works annual budget has been increased.
However, funding levels continue to be insufficient to fund routine
maintenance, preventative maintenance, or to provide a contingency for
unforeseeable events (i.e. vandalism, flooding, fire, drought).
For this Master Plan, the Public Works Department provided detailed
cost data for the maintenance of the City’s parks, recreation facilities, and
open space. For FY2016-2017, the Public Works Department reports
expenditures for park maintenance was $1,354,700. Additional funding
was allocated for a one-time deferred maintenance project ($49,500) for
an annual and deferred maintenance expenditure of $1,404,200.
Figure 29. Picnic Table at Canyon Trail Park, in ‘Fair’ Condition

The Swim Center is a separate budget item in the Recreation Department
and is not included in the figures above. For the past five years, an
average of approximately $200,000 has been spent per year at the Swim
Center from Measure A, on capital equipment replacement, upgrades and
renovations. Estimates of future costs suggest that $400,000 per year will
be needed over the next 20 years to maintain the Swim Center at a high
level and implement Master Plan recommendations. Measure A funding
sunsets in 2020 and if not renewed, will require an alternative funding
source. Table 28 notes the Public Works parks expenditures in FY20162017.
Table 28. Park Acreage Expenditures (Exclusive of Buildings) FY20162017
Park Acreage Expenditures (Exclusive of Buildings) FY2016-2017
Park Acreage Annual Maintenance Expense
Annual Park Maintenance
Deferred Maintenance
Park Path Paving

$1,354,700

Total and Annual Deferred Maintenance FY2016-2017

$1,404,200

$49,500

During this same year, FY2016-2017, the recreation buildings
maintenance expenditure was $301,315. Additional funding was allocated
for deferred maintenance projects ($165,900) and Measure A Funds
for Swim Center Maintenance ($232,000) for an annual maintenance
expenditure of $699,215. Table 29 notes the Recreation buildings
expenditures.
Figure 30. Playground at Poinsett Park, in ‘Good’ Condition
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Table 29. Recreation Buildings Annual Maintenance Budget Expense FY
2016-2017

Figure 31. Picnic Table at Huber Park, in ‘Very Good’ Condition

Recreation Buildings Annual Maintenance Expense FY 2016-2017
Custodial Budget

$241,315

Building Supplies

$60,000

Subtotal Maintenance

$301,315

Swim Center - Measure A Funds

$232,000

Deferred Maintenance
Clubhouse Painting

$91,500

Minor Repairs and Supplies
Subtotal Deferred Maintenance

$74,400
$165,900

Total Annual, Measure A and Deferred Maintenance

$699,215

Regarding open space, funding for the City’s 102 acres of open space at
the Hillside Natural Area is limited to fire and safety maintenance. The
preservation and development of open space can provide a number
of benefits to the City and its residents. Open space preserves habitat,
protects creeks and wetland areas with riparian buffers, supports storm
water management, and provides opportunities for tree restoration and
reforesting. El Cerrito’s open space can be developed for both active and
passive recreation uses and environmental study. Currently, the Hillside
Natural Area includes trails and there is a demand for additional trail
development, which requires funding for trail management, trail erosion,
and hazard removal. The City’s open space requires funding of capital
improvements in addition to annual maintenance funding. Currently, the
Public Works Department stretches available resources through the use
of volunteers and contract services.
Due to the age, backlog of deferred maintenance, and failing or failed
infrastructure, the City’s parks are labor intensive to maintain. As the
facilities continue to deteriorate, more staff time and financial resources
are required to remediate conditions. This diverts finite staff resources
and funding to quick-fix repairs rather than replacement and renewal. The
recommended improvements to the parks and buildings will break this
cycle of deferring maintenance.

Completing the recommended improvements will help contain annual
maintenance costs. An example of this is the re-lamping in 2011 of
the overhead lights along the Ohlone Greenway. The light quality was
poor and the halogen lamps were targets for vandals, costing the City
approximately $3,000 each year to replace broken lights. Public Works
replaced the halogen lights with energy efficient LED lighting that
provides better lighting for Greenway users. The cost to re-lamp was
$116,000; however, using a combination of Federal Stimulus Funds and
utility rebates, the City’s cost share was $23,000. In the 7 years since the
old lights were replaced, no lights have failed or been vandalized, saving
the City approximately $9,600 per year in avoided energy costs and
maintenance repairs. In varying amounts, savings are expected with the
implementation of the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Replacement of failing irrigation systems
Correction of field and park drainage issues
New paving for paths and courts
Conversion of one field to synthetic turf
Replacement of playground surfaces and structures
Replacement of BBQ (cooking grills), picnic amenities, benches and
tables
Use of graffiti-resistant materials, paint, and signage
Improved lighting
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OPINION OF MAINTENANCE COSTS
The City’s cost to maintain the current inventory of parks and open space
(175 acres) is $7,741 per acre. To measure the performance and costs of
these services, the City was benchmarked using national and regional data
developed by the National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA).

Benchmarking

Table 30. Operating Expenditures Per Acre
Operating Expenditures Per Acre
Per Acre Expenditure

Lower Quartile

Median

Upper Quartile

Population 20,000 to 49,999

$4,142

$7,671

$15,864

Pacific Southwest

$5,645

$17,651

$31,801

Density over 2,500 pop sq. mile

$5,246

$11,953

$28,319

250 or less acres

$4,881

$11,415

$29,023

The NRPA is dedicated to the advancement of public parks and
recreation and is recognized as the definitive source of data for use
in park planning, operations, maintenance, capital development, and
benchmarking. Each year the NRPA publishes the Agency Performance
Review that contains data, self-reported by over 1,000 park and recreation
agencies across the United States. The data and key findings are
summarized and published in an annual NRPA Park Metrics report and
together these documents provide the most comprehensive park and
recreation benchmarks and insights available.

Factors Impacting Maintenance Costs

The NRPA does not provide standards, recognizing that local
agencies are unique in the population served, community needs and
expectations, resources, service offerings, and core mission, to name a few
considerations that make each agency unique.

The 2018 NRPA Performance Review found that operating expenditures
increase with higher population density. Nationally, agencies serving a
community with a density of 1,501 to 2,500 residents per square mile
have a median operating expense of $5,246. This figure increases to
$11,953 for agencies serving a population greater than 2,500 residents per
square mile. El Cerrito is very densely populated with over 6,600 residents
per square mile.

Methodology
The 2018 NRPA Park Metrics reports findings for the lower-quartile
(lowest 25 percent), the upper-quartile (highest 25 percent), and the
median (the mid-point with half below and half above). This data
provides insights into how El Cerrito compares not only to agencies
at the median values but also to the full range of agencies at both the
high and low quartiles. Table 30 reports key data points that were used
to benchmark current maintenance operations and develop funding
recommendations for the sustained maintenance of the City’s park and
open space.
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The significant factors that impact maintenance costs include:
•
•
•

Population and population density
Park number and acreage
Cost index and economies of scale

Population and Population Density

Park Number and Acreage
Other factors that impact the cost of maintenance are park acreage and
the number of developed parks. El Cerrito is in the lower quartile for
both of these factors with less than 250 acres of parkland (175 acres),
distributed over a low number of parks. The cost of deploying labor
and equipment to the City’s smaller park sites disproportionally increases
costs.
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Cost Index and Economies of Scale
Lower costs are associated with less acreage and a smaller population,
however, these factors are partially offset by higher costs attributable
to the lack of economies of scale, and the higher costs of goods and
services in the region, and more specifically, the San Francisco Bay
Area. Table 31 indexes the 2018 cost of living of major urban areas
in the Pacific Southwest to the City of El Cerrito. The price indexing
significantly impacts maintenance costs for the City of El Cerrito.
The cost of living index is based on a national average of 100. If the
amount is below 100, it is less expensive than the national average. If
the amount is above 100, it is more expensive than the national average.
The indexing data below is derived from the Council for Community and
Economic Research.
Table 31. Cost of Living Index
City
Phoenix, Arizona
Las Vegas, Nevada
Salt Lake City, Utah
Los Angeles, CA
El Cerrito, California

		

As shown in Figure 32 the application of NRPA metrics supports a
maintenance cost within a range of $10,800 per acre to a high of $11,200
per acre. Capital improvement projects and deferred maintenance are
not included in these figures. An increase in annual maintenance from
the current $7,741 per acre to $10,800 per acre would add approximately
$550,000 to the annual maintenance budget. As maintenance standards
are developed and as specific improvements or new facilities are defined
and added to the system, the annual maintenance costs can be refined.
Figure 32. NRPA Benchmarking of Park Per Acre Expenditures
$18,000

$17,651

Current City Expenditure
Lower 25% Quartile
Median

$16,000
$14,000

Cost of Living Index
95
100
105
146
173

Park Maintenance Funding Assessment and
Recommendation
The Master Plan provides a framework to assess the current level of
park maintenance funding and identify a funding target. In FY20162017 the cost of annual park maintenance totaled $1,354,700 or $7,741
per acre. This figure includes the LLAD (Landscape and Lighting
Assessment District) custodian costs. As previously discussed, current
funding cannot provide for the quality of maintenance desired by the
community as identified through the public outreach process. To estimate
the maintenance costs for all parks and open space, at the desired level,
and to perform preventative maintenance, NRPA data provides guidance.

$11,953

$12,000
$11,415
$11,000

Recommended Funding Level for El Cerrito

$10,000
$8,000

$7,671
$7,741

$7,741

$7,741

$7,741

Density
over 2,500
pop.per sq.
mile

Pacific
Southwest

$6,000
$4,000
$2,000
Population
20,00049,999

Less than
250 acres
parkland

133

Implementation
The new-targeted annual maintenance increase of $550,000 is for
maintenance based on 175 acres. These additional funds would be used
for:
•
•
•
•
•

Increased service for parks, fields and playgrounds
Improved trash and litter management in parks and open space areas
such as the Greenway and creek corridors
Increased urban forest and vegetation management, including removal
of invasive plants and fire hazard reduction, in all parks and open
space areas (i.e., the Ohlone Greenway and the Hillside Natural Area)
Phased implementation of deferred maintenance projects in buildings
and park features
Maintenance of recent additions and new amenities to the City’s
park system such as Madera Open Space, Centennial Park, Dorothy
Rosenberg Memorial Park, and the BART Stations/ Ohlone
Greenway ASP projects

Recreation Facilities Budget After Renovations
Annual maintenance costs are predicated on the improvements completed
as noted on the Inventory and Deficiencies Assessment (Appendix D).
The annual maintenance costs are estimated at one-percent (1%) of
the replacement cost of each building. The 1% factor provides annual
maintenance and limited funding for on-going renewal of the recreation
facilities. The cost is estimated to range from $240,000 to $265,000
annually in addition to the current funding level. The intent is to prevent
a reoccurrence of the current unfunded backlog of deferred maintenance
projects.
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Summary of Maintenance Cost for Existing and New/
Renovated Facilities
A number of factors will impact the maintenance expense for renovated
and new facilities that might be constructed. The Master Plan is not
intended to provide detailed information regarding the actual size, layout,
plant material, mechanical systems, building materials, finishes, or the
many other factors that impact maintenance costs. As planning proceeds
it will be possible to adjust planning figures based on more specific
information. It is anticipated that as deferred maintenance projects are
completed there will be some reductions in annual maintenance costs.
The maintenance costs for new facilities and some renovated projects
will be substantially less during the initial years of operation (1-5 years)
as warranties and new features/fixtures require less maintenance. These
initial years provide an opportunity to establish a facility replacement and
renewal fund that will be needed after years 5-10 years, when systems
begin to need major repairs or replacement.
Table 32 lists the expected range of annual maintenance costs per the
discussed projects.
Table 32. Expected Range of Annual Maintenance Costs
Project

All-Weather Turf Field
Lighting for the Turf Field
Bike Skills Park
Park Maintenance
Recreation Facilities

Maintenance
Low
$15,000
$3,000
$5,000
$1,900,000
$590,400

High
$17,000
$4,000
$8,000
$1,960,000
$615,400

For purposes of the conceptual Financing Strategy, Figure 33 summarizes
the major anticipated increases in maintenance costs. As noted earlier,
based on comparative statistics on maintenance costs per acre and
conditions in El Cerrito for the 175 acres in the parks system, it is
recommended that the park maintenance budget increase over several
years by $550,000 per year, reflected in the orange line in the graph. In
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addition, facilities maintenance costs should increase by about $250,000
per year. The Swim Center requires ongoing capital replacement costs
for filters, pumps and other equipment, estimated at about $400,000 per
year. This includes $2.6 million in expenditures for anticipated major
plumbing work needed and replacement of the flat roof sections in the
Swim Center buildings and other improvements programmed for 2029
(not shown in Figure 33). Finally, the proposed Adult/Multi-Generation
Programming Space is anticipated to require $650,000 per year to
maintain and operate.
Figure 33. Increased Maintenance Costs
$700,000
$600,000
$500,000
$400,000
$300,000
$200,000
$100,000
$0

Swim Center Capital Fund

Parks Maintenance

Facilities Maintenance

Multi-Generational Center Maintenance

6.2 PHASING STRATEGY
IDENTIFIED DEFICIENCY PROJECTS
The Master Plan has identified $9.7 million in existing park and recreation
facility deficiencies. This includes building repairs, ADA deficiencies,
urban forest management, and asset replacement for items at the end,
or reaching the end, of their useful life throughout the City’s parks and
recreation buildings. Table 33 details these deficiency costs in each park.
Implementing the proposed recommendations will address these existing
deficiencies.

RECOMMENDED ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS
The Master Plan recommends a number of facility expansion and
improvement projects to provide a higher level of programming
capacity and in some cases to reduce maintenance costs. In addition,
estimates have been made of the costs to correct existing deficiencies
in buildings and facilities. In total, the Master Plan includes 180 projects
or implementation activities, of which 128 are estimated to have
costs of $22.3 million. 52 projects are not assigned a cost as they are
policy and program changes or are not sufficiently defined to estimate
implementation. This value reflects hard costs only – future planning will
need to account for contingencies such as design, administration, and
construction management. With a contingency of 35% (20% contingency
and 15% soft costs) the recommendations are estimated to be $30.1
million.
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Table 33. Park and Clubhouse Deficiency Costs
Site

Arlington Park and Clubhouse
Baxter Creek Gateway Park
Bruce King Memorial Dog Park
Canyon Trail and Clubhouse
Casa Cerrito Childcare
Castro Park and Clubhouse
Central Park
Cerrito Creek (At El Cerrito Plaza)
Cerrito Vista Park and Recreation Facility
Community Center
Creekside Park
Dorothy Rosenberg
Fairmont Playfield and Clubhouse
Harding Park and Clubhouse
Hillside Natural Area
Huber Park and Clubhouse
Madera Playground and Clubhouse
Ohlone Greenway
Poinsett Park and Clubhouse
Richmond/Blake Pocket Park
Swim Center
Tassajara Park and Clubhouse
Total
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Clubhouse and Building Improvements
Deficiencies
ADA
Total
$255,480
$23,300
$278,780

$217,604
$170,374
$255,688

$22,600
$37,500
$58,500

$240,204
$207,874
$314,188

$132,774
$744,211

$10,300
$52,900

$143,074
$797,111

$433,945
$217,428
$373,310

NA
$44,300
$56,700

$433,945
$261,728
$430,010

$64,032
$230,390

$14,000
$38,400

$78,032
$268,790

$66,272

$15,800

$82,072

$19,020
$217,823
$3,398,351

$25,200
$31,800
$431,300

$44,220
$249,623
$3,829,651

Park Facilities and Equipment
Deficiencies
ADA
$360,900
$64,500
$41,700
$5,900
$486,012
$216,600
$26,100
$100,650
$126,100
$1,123,402
$28,100
$642,250
$177,600
$33,000
$149,550
$15,800
$32,080
$7,400
$223,381
$65,600
$241,009
$18,200
$174,300
$123,100
$29,300
$255,800
$280,800
$23,100
$3,000

Total
$425,400
$41,700
$5,900
$702,612
$26,100
$226,750
$1,123,402
$28,100
$819,850
$33,000
$149,550
$15,800
$39,480
$288,981
$241,009
$192,500
$152,400
$255,800
$303,900
$3,000

$683,225
$4,847,859

$744,525
$5,819,759

$61,300
$971,900

Grand Total
$704,180
$41,700
$5,900
$942,816
$233,974
$540,938
$1,123,402
$28,100
$962,924
$830,111
$149,550
$449,745
$301,208
$718,991
$241,009
$270,532
$421,190
$255,800
$385,972
$3,000
$44,220
$994,148
$9,649,410
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Table 34. Recommendation Type, Number, and Cost
Recommendation Type
Projects
(IWP) Immediate Work Priority
19
(P) Policy/Program
21
(EW) Early Wins
28
(DEF) Deficiency
37
(ENP) Enhancement/New Project 75
Recommendations Total
180
35% Contingency
Swim Center Capital Projects*
3
Grand Total 183

Known Costs
$657,765, for 19 projects
NA*
$228,700, for 27 projects
$4,969,449, for 36 projects
$16,371,380, for 46 projects
$22,227,294
$30,006,847
$7,643,370
$37,650217

* A more detailed analysis was conducted for anticipated Swim Center Projects

SWIM CENTER CAPITAL FUND
The Swim Center Capital Fund includes several items which are detailed
in Appendix J and in the Plan Recommendations in Table 34. Appendix
J includes an estimate of ongoing capital replacement costs for the Swim
center equipment prepared by Knorr, Inc., which has been annualized for
the 20-year plan period. In addition, Mack5 prepared a cost estimate for
improvements to the Swim Center roof and locker room, among other
items, which is scheduled to occur in 2029. In addition, Table 34 includes
a recommendation for a deficiency improvement in the amount of
$44,000 and there is also a recommendation for an additional new project
enhancement for $50,000. These latter two projects were combined with
the Knorr estimates and escalated at 2.5% per year to calculate the cost
stream shown in Table 35. The Mack5 project cost estimate for 2029 also
includes inflation and contingency estimates reflecting the specifics of
that project. While inflation has not generally been projected for most of
the costs in Table 35, the Swim Center projects are planned to be funded
primarily from Measure A funds, if extended by the voters. The Measure
A revenues would be capped at a constant level throughout the 20-year
extension period and not subject to annual escalation for inflation. For
this reason, it is important to project how cost escalation will affect the
costs that would be funded by the potential Measure A revenues. The

$7.7 cumulative cost for the Swim Center capital replacement does fit
within the projected funding capacity of Measure A.

FUNDING SOURCES
Cities commonly employ a number of funding mechanisms to finance
parks and recreation construction and maintenance. In addition to
General Fund revenues, cities use voter approved taxes, such as parcel
taxes, real property transfer taxes, utility taxes, and local sales taxes;
special assessments such as Landscape and Lighting Districts (LLDs),
and development impact fees and community benefits payments from
developers to directly fund certain public amenities or improvements. El
Cerrito has used or may consider using many of these funding sources.
The section below describes existing or potential funding from these
types of public finance programs.

Measure A
Measure A is a special tax approved by the voters of El Cerrito in
March 2000 for the express purpose of funding the renovation and
reconstruction of the Swim Center, the rehabilitation of the Canyon Trail
Clubhouse, and the performance of access and restroom renovations
to the Harding, Huber and Poinsett Park Clubhouses. The tax measure
was approved for 20 years and is set to expire in June 2020. The original
funding objectives of the tax measure will have been accomplished by
that date, and the City may consider requesting that the voters renew
Measure A to help fund continued maintenance of the swim center or
other capital costs of correcting deficiencies at other park and recreation
facilities identified in the Master Plan.
The Measure A special tax for FY 2018-19 is set at $58.56 per single
family dwelling unit, $45.00 per multi-family dwelling unit and $410.00 per
acre of non-residential development. Under these tax rates, the Measure
is projected to generate approximately $646,000 per year. If the Measure
were renewed, this level of revenue exceeds the low end of the
range of recommended increased maintenance costs for the park and
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recreation system as a whole. While the revenues may be dedicated to
swim park maintenance as a first priority, this would allow the City to
allocate other funds to meet the overall increased maintenance goal.

Landscape and Lighting Assessment District (LLAD)
El Cerrito has an LLAD that helps to fund certain services such as street
lighting and maintenance of parks, park buildings and landscaping in
public areas. Authorized by the Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972,
the El Cerrito District was established by the City Council in 1988. The
LLAD is subject to the provisions of Proposition 218, which requires
approval of property owners in order to impose the assessments. The
LLAD was affirmed by the voters in 1996 when Proposition 218 was
passed, but a measure seeking a higher assessment in 2006 was not
approved. The LLAD currently generates about $776,000 annually, based
on the assessment rates that have been in place since 1988. The LLAD
does not contain a provision for inflation and thus has not kept pace
with escalation of costs for labor, utilities, and materials since it was first
passed. Adjusted for inflation, LLAD revenues would need to be $1.6
million in order to pay for the same amount of service as it did in 1988.
Any increase to the assessments to help fund recommended levels of
park maintenance would need to go through a property owner approval
process.

Development Impact Fees and Other Development -Related
Payments
It is common for cities to charge impact fees to new construction projects
to help pay for necessary expansions of City infrastructure to support
population and employment growth. For parks, the state Quimby Act
allows cities to require new development to dedicate a certain amount
of park land to the City based on the amount of new population each
development project would house. The Act allows developers to pay a
fee in lieu of dedicating actual acreage under certain circumstances. In
addition, the Mitigation Fee Act permits cities to charge a parks facilities
impact fee (along with other infrastructure fees), to cover the cost of
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acquiring new park land and open space and developing raw park land
into active recreation facilities.
El Cerrito has not enacted an ordinance under either or both the
Quimby Act or Mitigation Fee Act, but its San Pablo Avenue Specific
Plan (SPASP) contains provisions for developments occurring within
the Specific Plan area to dedicate open space or pay an in-lieu fee. Most
of the future development potential of the City would occur within the
SPASP area. The most recent development project list for the SPASP
shows 191 dwelling units under construction, an additional 451 units
approved and 608 under review in the entitlement process. This totals
1,250 units, plus additional commercial space, which is very nearly the
total that ABAG projects El Cerrito to grow by the year 2040 (Projections
2013).
The Form Based Code (FBC) that implement the SPASP indicates
that the City will develop an in-lieu fee program pursuant to additional
analysis of opens space conditions within the Specific Plan area. For early
developments occurring in the SPASP, the City has negotiated a fee based
on analysis of the cost to acquire and develop park land. This fee is set
at $102 per sq. ft. of open space required from the development project.
For the early projects that have been subject to the fee, this has averaged
about $911/unit, which is a function of the size of the units and may vary
from project to project. In addition, the SPASP contains a provision for
development projects to pay for certain community benefits, which may
include parks, if they do not meet minimum design guidelines provided
in the FBC. Two recent residential projects made additional contributions
toward improvements at Centennial Park under the Community Benefits
provision, equivalent to an additional $1,760 per unit.
While the SPASP in-lieu fee program may evolve in the future, if each
of the 1,250 units currently in the planning pipeline paid an average of
$911 per unit, it would generate nearly $1.14 million in fee revenue. Some
development projects may opt to dedicate actual public open space, in
which case the fee revenues would be lower. However, some additional
revenue may be gained through the Community Benefits program.
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Importantly, if the City implemented a development impact fee in the
future, fee revenue would need to be programmed for park and open
space facilities expansion projects, rather than correction of existing
deficiencies, to meet the provisions of the Mitigation Fee Act.

Property Transfer Tax
The voters of El Cerrito have approved making the City a Charter City
rather than a General Law City. The powers granted to charter cities
in the California State Constitution includes greater taxing authority.
The City now has the authority to levy a Real Property Transfer Tax
(RPTT), which is applied to all real estate transactions occurring in the
City. City staff estimates that at current real estate activity levels, this
tax could generate as much as $3 million per year for the City General
Fund. The City Council will need to determine how these revenues
would be allocated among City services, but if a portion of the revenue
were allocated to parks maintenance or improvements, it could fill a
significant gap in mitigating the deferred maintenance backlog the City
has accumulated. The City may consider prioritizing parks improvement
projects that also have the potential to reduce future maintenance costs,
or increase fee revenue, such as the installation of All-Weather turf fields
and upgraded picnic areas. In addition, this revenue stream could augment
current City expenditures for park maintenance to achieve a more
sustainable maintenance level with lower major facility replacement costs
in the future.

Community Facilities District (CFD)
Authorized by the Mello Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 and
subject to voter or property owner approval, these community facilities
districts (CFDs) permit the imposition of taxes on property to fund
construction costs for infrastructure and facilities, maintenance of
facilities and operation costs for public services such as police and fire
protection. They have been used both to fund infrastructure construction
and to help pay for services (park maintenance and recreation programs).

Grant Funding
Similar to most cities, El Cerrito accesses state and federal grant programs
when available to help fund parks and recreation facilities. For large
projects it is frequently necessary to assemble several grants from sources
which may have different purposes but which can contribute to portions
of a larger project. In addition to state and federal grant sources, there
are a number of private foundations, major corporations and nonprofit groups that offer funding for specific purposes appropriate to the
types of projects in the Master Plan. In some cases these programs are
offered on an annually recurring basis and sometime they are one time
opportunities, or offered on a less frequent basis. If not already, the City
may consider subscribing to a service such as Grantstation Insider (www.
grantstation.com) in order to monitor upcoming grant opportunities.
However, in general grant funds are limited and usually allocated on a
competitive basis, which makes it difficult to incorporate them in specific
ways into long term capital improvements programs. In addition, grants
primarily provide funding for capital costs, rarely for deferred or on-going
maintenance costs.

State Department of Parks and Recreation
Periodically, voters of the state have approved park, water and natural
resources bonds that the State Department of Parks and Recreation
has used to grant funds to local agencies through its Office of Grants
and Local Assistance (OGALS). Previously, a statewide park bond was
passed in 2006 and in June 2018 $4.1 billion in bonds was approved
with Proposition 68. Not all program guidelines have not been issued
yet for these latest bonds but El Cerrito should be able to compete for
some of the funds for its projects. Additionally, OGALS administers
annual Land & Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) funds from the
National Park Service, the Habitat Conservation Fund ($2 million/yr.)
and the Recreational Trails Program (up to $4 million, depending on
Congressional action).
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Charitable Contributions and Donor Campaigns

6.3 CONCEPTUAL FINANCING STRATEGY

Citizens and businesses alike often recognize the vital importance of
the City’s parks and recreation system to the community quality of life
and wish to contribute financially. For major projects, cities often mount
donor campaigns, which may include major corporate support, to fund
high profile facilities. However, this approach can also be helpful for
neighborhood projects as well where the community may be willing to
conduct funding raising activities and donate volunteer efforts to provide
a recreation, cultural, or open space amenity in their neighborhood.

FINANCING STRATEGY
The City Council and the voting residents of the City will need to
make decisions to adopt certain funding mechanisms in order fund the
maintenance and capital improvements that are desired by the public and
identified as part of this Plan. The previous section describes potential
funding sources. This section outlines a possible funding package for the
Plan.
This section outlines one possible funding strategy based on the priorities
expressed through the public engagement process and also in consultation
with City staff about the potential availability of certain revenue sources.
In the future, other funding sources may become available that are more
advantageous than those discussed here. The City may make different
decisions on how to allocate available resources. However, this conceptual
financing strategy presents the best current approach given the City’s
existing financial position.
The conceptual financing strategy is summarized in Table 35 and is spread
over 20 years, beginning with the 2019-20 fiscal year.
The expenditures shown in Figure 35 include maintenance, capital
replacement and new construction, as well as debt service on any
potential bonds. The table also divides the revenue sources into annual
ongoing revenues and one-time capital funding sources. For purposes of
long-term conceptual planning, the tables does not account for inflation.
However, when the City is establishing revenue program for specific
projects, annual cost escalators should always be included.
The top-line total costs and revenues are summarized in Figure 34. The
revenues are divided between existing funding sources and those that will
require future voter or City Council approval. Existing funding sources
include additions or shifts in General Fund allocations such as increased

140

Implementation
deferred maintenance allocations for Public Works, the enhanced General
Fund revenues associated with the City Charter approval in November
2018, as well as development related fees and state and federal grant
programs. Although these sources exist currently, the future levels of
funding available are hypothetical, as discussed further below. The
projection of existing funding sources is represented by the blue line in
Figure 34.
Additional funding sources would include extension of Measure A, an
increase in the LLAD assessment and other unidentified funding sources,
represented by the green line in Figure 34. The peaks in the green line
reflect opportunities for bond financing, beginning with a potential
Measure A-backed bond in FY 2021-2022. The City would need to adopt
payment sources for the later bonds and the total debt service the City
can sustain is limited by policy to five percent of City operating costs.
Figure 34. Funding Needed to Balance Costs and Revenues
$10,000,000
$9,000,000
$8,000,000
$7,000,000

The upper section of the table outlines several spending categories for
both maintenance and new construction. The capital projects costs per
budget cycle are shown in the top line of the expenditures section. The
conceptual phasing first identifies various Immediate Work Priorities
(IWPs), in order to prevent asset failures, and then follows priority
score for remaining projects (note that Appendices F and I provide
more detailed cost and phasing data). The scoring is a combination of
priorities expressed through the public engagement process and staff
assessment of the relative benefits of projects in terms of revenue or
cost avoidance potential. As the Master Plan is implemented, it may be
prudent to implement projects in a different order to take advantage of
better sequencing efficiencies or the availability of grant funds or other
resources. However, at this time, the priority scoring best reflects the
project priorities developed through the Master Plan process. The phasing
of the projects over the 20-year time frame corresponds in part to the
availability of bond funding. The City has a policy of limiting debt service
to 5% of operating expenditures. The timing of the bonds in Figure 35
accounts for existing debt the City has already incurred for other projects.
The Swim Center capital replacement includes pool filters and pumping
equipment that require regular replacement as well as major
improvements to the locker room, mechanical room and roofs. A
Measure A extension could cover these items plus some additional capital
improvements for other facilities.

$6,000,000
$5,000,000
$4,000,000
$3,000,000
$2,000,000
$1,000,000
$0

Existing Funding Sources

EXPENDITURES

Expenditures

Additional Revenue Sources

The total maintenance enhancement needed to maintain existing facilities
and parks to the standards desired by the public is estimated at an
additional $800,000 in current dollars. It is anticipated that approximately
$200,000 per year of this would come from a General Fund allocation
for deferred maintenance to get deficient facilities back up to normal
condition.
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Table 35. Conceptual Financing Strategy

One-Year Budget Cycle
2019-2020 2020-2021
$820,000
$1,800,000

Budget Items
Total Revenue and Funding
Sources
Expenditures
$695,985
Capital Projects $271,100
Capital Cost Contingency $94,885
Swim Center Capital Fund
Parks Maintenance
Facilities Maintenance
Multi-Generational Center
Maintenance
Debt Service/Reserves
Annual Revenue Sources
PW Deferred Maintenance
Budget (General Fund)
Prop 68 Non-competitive
Enhanced General Fund
Revenues
Measure A
Lease savings on modulars
(General Fund)
LLAD increase
Additional Unidentified
Revenue Sources
One Time Funding Sources
One-time Grants
Development Impact Fees
Measure A and other bonds
Annual Cost/Revenue Balance
Cumulative Cost/Revenue
Balance
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2021-2022
$7,170,000

2022-2023
$7,810,000

2023-2024
$1,930,000

2024-2025
$1,960,000

2025-2026
$2,230,000

2026-2027
$2,180,000

2027-2028
$2,990,000

2028-2029
$3,440,000

$739,210
$147,470
$51,615
$210,125

$1,709,666
$262,595
$91,908
$215,378

$5,685,771
$2,794,000
$977,900
$220,763

$8,629,289
$5,000,000
$1,750,000
$226,282

$4,020,335
$1,538,818
$538,586
$289,923

$2,211,650
$30,300
$10,605
$237,737

$2,199,368
$16,800
$5,880
$243,681

$2,978,606
$433,945
$151,881
$249,773

$3,435,824
$768,000
$268,800
$256,017

$175,000
$155,000

$175,000
$155,000

$350,000
$200,000

$350,000
$200,000

$350,000
$200,000
$80,000

$350,000
$200,000
$80,000

$550,000
$200,000
$160,000

$550,000
$200,000
$160,000

$550,000
$250,000
$320,000

$550,000
$250,000
$320,000

$770,000
$110,000

$1,350,000
$200,000

$589,784
$1,350,000
$200,000

$1,143,109
$1,350,000
$200,000

$1,023,007
$1,470,000
$200,000

$1,023,007
$1,500,000
$200,000

$1,023,007
$1,770,000
$200,000

$1,023,007
$1,720,000
$200,000

$1,023,007
$2,520,000
$200,000

$1,023,007
$2,970,000
$200,000

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$500,000

$700,000

$650,000

$650,000

$650,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$30,000

$300,000

$250,000

$1,050,000

$1,300,000

$460,000
$400,000
$60,000

$460,000
$400,000
$60,000

$460,000
$400,000
$60,000

$460,000
$400,000
$60,000

$470,000
$400,000
$70,000

$470,000
$400,000
$70,000

($6,699,289)

($2,060,335)

$2,070,080

$9,744

$18,350
$28,095

($19,368)
$8,727

$11,394
$20,121

$4,176
$24,297

$210,000

$450,000

$50,000
$50,000

$450,000
$400,000
$50,000

$124,015
$124,015

$1,060,791
$1,184,806

$5,820,000
$400,000
$60,000
$5,360,000
$5,460,334
$6,645,140

$6,460,000
$400,000
$60,000
$6,000,000
$2,124,229
$8,769,369
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Budget Items
Total Revenue and Funding
Sources
Expenditures
Capital Projects
Capital Cost Contingency
Swim Center Capital Fund

2029-2030
$6,140,000

One-Year Budget Cycle
2030-2031 2031-2032
$4,860,000 $9,140,000

2032-2033
$4,840,000

2033-2034
$3,440,000

2034-2035
$3,540,000

2035-2036
$9,140,000

2036-2037
$2,640,000

2037-2038
$3,840,000

2038-2039
$4,590,000

Total

$6,129,175
$605,000
$211,750
$2,849,417

$4,891,199
$1,599,418
$559,796
$268,978

$6,949,297
$2,543,451
$890,208
$336,632

$6,937,902
$2,671,469
$935,014
$282,595

$3,455,448
$86,640
$30,324
$289,660

$3,585,485
$177,600
$62,160
$296,901

$5,617,028
$1,146,580
$401,303
$304,324

$5,467,347
$1,126,500
$394,275
$311,932

$4,565,110
$452,400
$158,340
$319,730

$4,584,724
$461,008
$161,353
$327,723

$84,488,419

$550,000

$550,000

$550,000

$550,000

$550,000

$550,000

$550,000

$550,000

$550,000

$9,450,000

$250,000
$640,000

$250,000
$640,000

$250,000
$640,000

$250,000
$640,000

$250,000
$640,000

$250,000
$640,000

$250,000
$640,000

$250,000
$640,000

$250,000
$640,000

$250,000
$640,000

$4,510,000

$1,023,007
$5,670,000
$200,000

$1,023,007
$4,390,000
$200,000

$1,739,005
$2,170,000
$200,000

$1,608,824
$4,370,000
$200,000

$1,608,824
$2,970,000
$200,000

$1,608,824
$3,070,000
$200,000

$2,324,822
$2,170,000
$200,000

$2,194,640
$2,170,000
$200,000

$2,194,640
$3,370,000
$200,000

$2,194,640
$4,120,000
$200,000

$25,391,172

Parks Maintenance $550,000
Facilities Maintenance
Multi-Generational Center
Maintenance
Debt Service/Reserves
Annual Revenue Sources
PW Deferred Maintenance
Budget (General Fund)
Prop 68 Non-competitive
Enhanced General Fund
Revenues
Measure A
Lease savings on modulars
(General Fund)
LLAD increase
Additional Unidentified
Revenue Sources
One Time Funding Sources
One-time Grants
Development Impact Fees
Measure A and other bonds
Annual Cost/Revenue Balance
Cumulative Cost/Revenue
Balance

$84,500,000

$22,133,094
$7,746,583
$7,737,570

$7,520,000

$51,240,000
$3,910,000
$210,000

$900,000

$1,100,000

$1,100,000

$1,100,000

$1,100,000

$1,100,000

$1,100,000

$1,100,000

$1,100,000

$1,200,000

$15,600,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$650,000
$120,000

$12,800,000

$100,000
$3,700,000

$100,000
$2,220,000

$100,000

$100,000
$2,200,000

$100,000
$800,000

$100,000
$900,000

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000
$1,200,000

$100,000
$1,850,000

$1,000,000

$470,000
$400,000
$70,000

$470,000
$400,000
$70,000

$470,000
$400,000
$70,000

$470,000
$400,000
$70,000

$470,000
$400,000
$70,000

$470,000
$400,000
$70,000

$470,000
$400,000
$70,000

$33,260,000

($31,199)
$3,923

($2,097,902)

($15,448)
$81,277

($45,485)
$35,792

$6,970,000
$400,000
$70,000
$6,500,000
$3,522,972
$3,558,763

$470,000
$400,000
$70,000

$10,825
$35,122

$6,970,000
$400,000
$70,000
$6,500,000
$2,190,703
$2,194,626

($2,827,347)

($725,110)
$6,306

$5,276
$11,581

$96,724

$1,920,000

$15,800,000

$7,600,000
$1,300,000
$24,360,000

$731,416

$11,581
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Figure 35. Capital Funding - Bonds

$7,000,000

REVENUE SOURCES - ASSUMPTIONS
Deferred Maintenance Budget

$6,000,000

The City allocated $110,000 in the FY 2018-19 budget to accomplish a
couple specific deferred maintenance projects. Based on discussions with
City staff, this allocation will hopefully increase to $200,000 per year to
help get ahead of the deferred maintenance backlog. These dollars come
from existing General Fund revenues.

$5,000,000
$4,000,000
$3,000,000
$2,000,000
$1,000,000

Figure 36. Maintenance Funding Sources

$1,400,000

$0

$1,200,000
$1,000,000
$800,000

Measure A Bond

Other Bonds

$600,000
$400,000

The Financing Strategy includes line items for the construction and
maintenance of a new Multi-Generational Center, in part to replace
the Senior Center currently operated out of modular buildings. The
specific program and project costs for this facility have not been closely
defined, but the building is tentatively estimated to cost $5 million.
Annual maintenance and operations would likely range from $200,000 to
$400,000 per year, with the potential for 60 to 80 percent cost recovery
from program revenue.
The Debt Service/Reserves row includes bond debt issuance costs, annual
interest payments and accumulation of reserve for eventual repayment of
the bond principal. The assumptions here are that the bonds would carry
4 percent interest for 20 years, and require two percent issuance costs and
a 20 percent reserve.
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$200,000
$0

PW Deferred Maintenance Budget (General Fund)

Enhanced General Fund Revenues

Measure A

Lease savings on modulars (General Fund)

LLAD increase

Figure 36 summarizes revenue sources for increased maintenance.

Proposition 68 – Parks, Environment, and Water Bond
This statewide bond measure was passed in June of 2018. City staff
estimates the City should receive about $210,000 in a one-time noncompetitive allocation from this program in the near future. State
regulations for this funding source have not yet been promulgated
and may entail a different funding pattern when finalized. This has
preliminarily been programmed for deferred maintenance (shown in
Table 35, but not in Figure 36).

Implementation

Enhanced General Fund Revenues

Other Long-Term Funding Sources

As discussed earlier, City voters approved El Cerrito becoming a Charter
City, which included authorization of a RPTT. For planning purposes,
City staff has recommended assuming that $500,000 in new revenue per
year could eventually be available for the Public Works and Recreation
Departments. The funding strategy allocates this revenue to ongoing
maintenance. The Financing Strategy also presumes that in later years,
the City Council would make additional General Fund revenue available
to maintain a new Multi-Generational Facility, if built by that time. These
additional maintenance costs could also be funded through another tax if
necessary.

City voters would have additional options to increase funding for
maintenance and capital expenditures, such as increasing the assessments
for the Landscape and Lighting Assessment District (LLAD), establishing
a citywide Community Facilities District (CFD) or authorizing other
forms of taxes. Those options would entail property owner a or voter
approval to fund operations and provide additional bonding capacity for
recreation facility projects. These potential revenue sources have been
included in the conceptual financing plan for illustrative purposes to
provide a measure of what level of funding would be required to fully
implement the Master Plan.

Measure A

Ongoing Grant Funding

If the voters approve an extension of Measure A, it would generate an
estimated $650,000 per year, most of which would help to fund ongoing
capital replacement costs for the Swim Center. These costs are shown in
a separate line of the Expenditures portion of the Table labeled Swim
Center Capital Fund. It is assumed the City would bond against Measure
A funds to help fund these costs.

As mentioned above, the City expects a certain allocation of Proposition
68 funds. In recent years, the City has been fairly successful in obtaining
other grants for park improvement projects Table 36. It is difficult to
predict where future grants funds may come from, but it is likely regional
and state grant sources will be appropriate for certain park improvement
projects. We have inserted an amount of $400,000 per year in the
financing strategy, roughly equivalent to the amounts the City has received
over the past 7 years.

Multi-Generational Center Lease on Modulars/Assessments
The City currently spends $120,000 per year leasing modular buildings
for its Senior Center. As discussed above, a new facility, with the same
square footage, is preliminarily estimated to cost about $5 million, and
part of the financing would come from General Fund revenues currently
used to pay the lease. Another $350,000 per year would be needed to
finance a new facility. Alternatively these funds could augment a potential
new library to provide additional space to accommodate all Recreation
Department programs within the library and other existing, permanent
buildings.

Table 36. Recent Parks Grant Funds Received by El Cerrito
Grant Source
Measure WW
Donation
EEMP
Proposition 84
Other
Total
Average Over 7 years

Amounts
$936,442
$103,900
$160,000
$1,217,047
$501,496
$2,918,885
$416,984

*El Cerrito Capital Improvement Plans from FY 2011-12 to FY 2018-19
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$450,000

Figure 37. Capital Funding - Grants and Impact Fees

El Cerrito’s Parks and Recreation Facilities Master Plan will shape the future
of the City’s parks, open spaces, and recreation facilities, creating a
framework for the future of services in El Cerrito’s recreation network.
The Master Plan assesses the City’s existing conditions, identifies the
community’s recreation needs, prioritizes recommendations, and generates
a plan for the long-term maintenance and enhancement of the City’s
parks and facilities.
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One-time Grants

Development Impact Fees

Development-Related Fees and Community Benefits Payments
The amount of revenue from public open space in-lieu fees and
developer community benefit payments would be dependent on the pace
of new development in the SPASP area, but as the SPASP is developing,
we have projected a rate of 50-70 dwelling units per year, which would
accumulate about $1.25 million over 20 years. If the City implemented
Quimby Act requirements, including in-lieu fees, or development impact
fees under the Mitigation Fee Act, additional revenue would be available
for park land and open space acquisition and the improvement of parks.
The remaining one-time funding sources show the projected amounts of
bonds needed to fund the capital projects in the Master Plan. As discussed
above, the timing of the bonds depends on the ability of the City to
support the debt service, but has been aligned with the priority scoring
for the individual projects through the public engagement process.
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SUMMARY

The City is faced with high demand and insufficient space to meet the
community’s existing recreation needs. The space that is available to the
community for recreation programming requires extensive renovation and
updates to meet current and future recreation programming. To fulfill its
mission of providing the opportunities, resources, and services that will
enhance quality of life and create community connections, the Recreation
Department’s recreational, educational, and cultural offerings will require
expansion.
The Parks and Recreation Facilities Master Plan identifies $22.3 million in
recreation improvements (nearly $30.1 million with a 35% contingency)
with an additional $800,000 annually, for maintenance enhancement of
the City’s existing amenities. With thoughtful planning and consideration
of funding and revenue sources, the Master Plan will guide the future
enhancement and development of El Cerrito’s park and recreation
network.

EL CERRITO PARKS AND RECREATION
FACILITIES MASTER PLAN
APPROVED APRIL, 2 2019

