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The adjourned joint meeting of Oceanside City Council was called to order by Mayor
Johnson at 2:00 PM, January 16, 2002, for the purpose of a workshop. Mayor Johnson also
convened the Oceanside Small Craft Harbor Board of Directors for the joint Item 1. The

Pledge of Allegiance was led by Deputy Mayor Feller.

ROLL CALL

Present were Mayor Johnson, Deputy Mayor Feller and Councilmember Sanchez.
Councilmember McCauley arrived at 2:02 PM. Councilmember Harding was absent. Also
present were City Clerk Wayne, City Manager Steve Jepsen [arrived at 2:04 PM] and City

Attorney Duane Bennett [arrived at 2:04 PM].

WORKSHOP ITEMS
ITEM #1 IS A JOINT CITY COUNCIL/HARBOR DISTRICT BOARD OF DIRECTORS ITEM

1. Harbor Beach Improvement Project

DON HADLEY, Director of Harbor and Beaches, reported that the purpose of this
item was to discuss and provide the history on the Harbor Beach Improvement Project,
present available options to the Board and for staff to receive direction from the Board

regarding how to proceed.

[Councilmember McCauley arrived at 2:02 PM.]

The original plan was initiated in 1998, when numerous community workshops
resulted in a plan to enhance public recreation, boating and conservation efforts. The plan
included a launch ramp expansion from 4 to 9 lanes, a beach boardwalk, new picnic and
recreational areas, restrooms, a reconfigured street and expanded parking. Additionally,
the plan contained a 69,000 square foot aquarium/marine research and interpretive center
proposed by the Pfleger Institute of Environmental Research (PIER). The original plan was
approved by Council and the Harbor Board in April 1999 and was submitted to the
California Coastal Commission that same year. The Coastal Commission reviewed the
original Harbor Beach Improvement Project in October 1999. However, the Coastal
Commission could not support the use of the sandy beach due to all of the additional
parking demands for the project. The application was not denied, but direction was given
to City and Coastal Commission staff to work together to develop a plan that would meet

the needs of both parties.

-1-



January 16, 2002 - 2:00 PM Adjourned Council/Harbor Meeting Minutes

Staff developed a modified plan that reduced the incursion onto the beach by 50%
and reduced the size of the Pfleger Institute proposal by 50%. Beach parking was
increased by 50 spaces, while still maintaining the California Department of Boating and
Waterways (DBW) boat trailer parking standards for the expanded boat ramp. An off-site
parking area for 100+ vehicles was to be provided by the Marine Corps just north of the
Marina Inn, with a shuttle system provided to transport beach and aquarium users to the
site. This modified plan was approved by the Harbor Board in September 2000. Since then, -
the picture changed dramatically. Because of the downsizing in scope, the Pfleger Institute
withdrew their proposal because the reduction in size made the project financially
infeasible to proceed. At about the same time the U.S. Marine Corps also withdrew their
offer to provide the land north of the Marina Inn, due to future operational requirements.

Due to these changes, the area originally set aside for the down-sized aquarium
and marine research center could be utilized for parking, thereby increasing the parking
spaces available for beach users by at least 50 spaces. It was determined that the shuttling
would not be necessary without the 200,000+ aquarium visitors. Also, without the Marine
Corps land, there would be no new parking areas available. In July 2001, Coastal
Commission staff completed its review of this modified plan. The review stated that the
Commission is very concerned about any new encroachment on the sandy beach, even for
public improvements, as beach widths vary over time, and once improvements are in place,
it becomes rather unlikely that they would ever be removed or return to sandy beach. The
Coastal Commission staff further concluded that even a relatively small encroachment of
sandy beach is difficult to justify within the standards of the Coastal Act, and it appears
extremely unlikely that the modified plan would gain approval by the Coastal Commission.

Last June the Board held a workshop to discuss these issues and directed staff to
return with options, which is what they are doing now. Staff has identified 6 options, one
of which staff recommends for Board approval:

Option 1 - Proceed with the modified plan and present it to the Coastal
Commission.

Most likely this would be a recommendation of denial from Coastal Commission
staff, with the outcome of Commission consideration unknown. This option would require
that the EIR (Environmental Impact Report) and Precise Plan Amendment be updated. The
estimated construction cost for this option is approximately $9,000,000. Currently, the
project is funded at $4,500,000; with $1,000,000 from Harbor District funds and
$3,500,000 in grant funds from the DBW. The balance of $4,500,000 could be funded from
a 30-year, 4% loan through the California Infrastructure Bank Loan Program, with a debt
service of approximately $180,000 per year. It is anticipated that revenues from beach and
boat trailer parking would increase proportionately by 50%, increasing from $229,000 to
$344,000 a year. The increase of approximately $115,000 would cover the majority of the
debt service on the $4,500,000. Other Harbor revenues would cover the balance of that
debt service. However, it is unlikely that the Coastal Commission would approve this
project.

Option 2 - Stay with this project but postpone the application for the project to a
later date when Coastal Commission sentiment may change regarding coastal
access, public access, ocean access use in utilizing sandy beach.

If we opt for this option, the Coastal Commission reaction would still be unknown.
Construction costs would be more expensive as time goes by, and the EIR update and
Coastal Plan amendment would still be required.

Option 3 - Calls for a 1-2 lane launch ramp expansion from 4 to either 5 or 6
lanes, relocation of the boat wash rack, modest parking improvements and a beach
maintenance work area.

The launch ramp lanes and wash rack relocation would be funded by DBW grant

funds, at approximately $350,000. The cost of the parking and beach maintenance area is
estimated at $125,000 and would be funded by the Harbor District.
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Option 4 - Provides for a 1-2 lane launch ramp expansion and beach maintenance
option described in Option 3, as well as providing for a community use facility to
serve a variety of harbor and beach users.

The Junior Lifeguard program currently operates out of a storage garage and a
metal storage container on the beach. Additionally, there are a variety of other harbor
users that could conduct classes and meetings in the community room. The 2 Oceanside
outrigger boating clubs currently have no effective areas to store and rig their outriggers,
nor do they have an area for classes and meeting. The projected cost for this
improvement is $975,000. This option would provide the harbor beach area with a
maximized, realistic and affordable enhancement. It includes an expanded launch ramp, a
youth oriented facility for the Junior Lifeguard program, community rooms with kitchen
facilities for use by a variety of City, harbor and beach organizations, a storage and
operating area for the growing outrigger boating groups and an expanded area for facility
user parking. The funding for this option is within the existing level of funds currently
authorized by the Board and would require no additional indebtedness and minimal
permitting to proceed.

Option 5 - Contains all the elements of Option 4, but also provides for a small area
to be set aside that could be available for development of a retail space through a
Request for Proposal (RFP).

A possible use for this space could be beach equipment rentals, trailer boating
supplies or other visitor/harbor service uses. The use would be constrained due to parking
limitations and seasonal demand. Regardless of what is placed there, it would be difficult to
survive the off-season months.

Option 6 - Contains the expansion of the launch ramp from 4 to 5 or 6 lanes and
maintains the beach maintenance area and leaves the remaining area of Parcel F
available for an RFP for development.

Depending on the Board’s desires, the RFP could be for a specific use such as a
restaurant, or an open-ended RFP to see what the industry’s interest might be. The cost of
the launch ramp would be approximately $350,000, and the cost of the maintenance and
parking area would be about $100,000.

Those are the options. There has been interest in providing a summer season
shuttle system in the harbor beach area. Staff looked into providing such a service that
would utilize a 28-person coach, Monday through Sunday in 2 weekends in June and Friday
through Sunday in the first 2 weekends in September, and then 7 days a week during July
and August. This would cost approximately $41,000 annually. The service would be
provided through an outside service and would not bear capitalization costs. The shuttle
would provide transportation to Harbor beach from existing Harbor parking areas. Should
additional outlying parking areas be desired, it would be necessary to increase the number
of shuttles available to provide an effective and reasonable service.

Regarding the fiscal impact, the costs and funding sources were identified in
Options 1 and 2. The costs identified in Options 3 through 6 are within the existing funding
capacities of the Harbor District now and are currently approved by the Board. They have
$1,000,000 that was approved for development and $61,800 for consultant fees, which
could be used for the design work.

Staff recommends that the Harbor Board of Directors direct staff to proceed with a
refined Harbor Beach Improvement Project incorporating the 1-2 lane launch ramp
expansion, beach maintenance area, a Junior Lifeguard and community room facility, a
support facility for the outrigger boating organizations and an expanded area for facility
user parking on Parcel F, which in essence is Option 4. This option is recommended
because funds are immediately available, the project is fundable and significant
enhancement would be provided to an excellent youth ocean orientation, safety and
education program. It provides meeting room capability for boating safety and education
organizations such as the U.S. Coast Guard Auxiliary, the Power Squadron and the Yacht
Club. The project would bring to the harbor a new facility to provide support to the ever-
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growing outrigger canoe activity, which presently has limited training areas and operational
rigging areas available to them.

The recommendation does not include the establishment of a shuttle system at this
time. During peak use periods in the harbor, the parking lots are already at maximum use
and providing a shuttle would not increase public access to the beach area. Should a more
comprehensive downtown beach/pier area shuttle be initiated, the Harbor District’s
participation would be more appropriate at that time.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY questioned if there was a pump station located to
the north of the area described.

MR. HADLEY responded that there is no pump station in this area. He referenced
the boundary of the project on a display. The pump stations are not affected by the
project.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY inquired about the status of the old Coast Guard
building. '

MR. HADLEY explained that the Junior Lifeguard offices would be shifted to the
old Coast Guard building. Should the Board accept this option, it will be an interim office
use for them. It will not provide opportunities for meetings or training, and it has limited
storage usage. Also, the Coast Guard Auxiliary has been more active since they relocated
the cutter out of Oceanside. When the Auxiliary needs an office to conduct any of their
operations, they have to go to San Diego. Staff has had initial conversations with the
Aucxiliary regarding providing a facility for operations, training and administrative support of
their flotilla.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER questioned the winter hours for McDonald’s Restaurant
or the prior tenant.

DOUG EDDOW, Senior Property Agent, responded that during the winter months
McDonald’s hours are left to their own discretion after the month of September. Closer to
January, they are open longer; it is flexible and left up to them.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER does not feel that a restaurant is an appropriate use.
Regarding the shuttle, he questioned what 2 weekends in June and September the shuttle
would be operational.

MR. HADLEY responded that the shuttle service would be available the third and
fourth weekends in June, and the first and second weekends in September.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER questioned if the shuttle service would be available for
Harbor Days.

MR. HADLEY responded that it could possibility include Harbor Days, depending
on how the weeks break out.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER moved approval of Option 4 [directing staff to proceed
with a refined Harbor Beach Improvement Project incorporating a 1-2 lane launch ramp
expansion, beach maintenance area, a Junior Lifeguard and community room facility, a
support facility for the outrigger boating organizations and expanded area for facility user
parking on Parcel F.]

MAYOR JOHNSON questioned why the shuttle would be available only 2
weekends in those months.

MR. HADLEY responded that not as much beach activity is seen during the week
in the months of June and September. If this were to change, there would be the capacity
to expand to meet the need.

MAYOR JOHNSON reported that Trendwest is booked solid through January and
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most of February. The harbor restaurants have seen a noticeable increase in business since
the opening of Trendwest. He has also noticed more people downtown that are probably
from the Trendwest facility. A restaurant manager at the harbor indicated to him that a
shuttle system from the resort would assist the businesses in the harbor, and probably
downtown. A shuttle system has been discussed for several years, and he hopes the City
can move in that direction.

Public Input

LLOYD PROSSER, 1618 Kurtz Street, President of the Makana Ke Kai Outrigger
Canoe Club, reported that their organization has been operating since their inception
through Mr. Hadley accommodating the club with a place to store their canoes and as an
operational base over the past 4 years. The canoes are currently at the top of the riprap
located north and south of the old Coast Guard building. The drawback to that is that the
canoes are subject to vandalism, although they have not experienced a great amount of
vandalism. The Junior Lifeguard Program is an excellent program, and a number of the
club members had children go through the program. His Club is a racing club with a youth
program also, and they would like to expand that program in the coming years. They have
discussed this with the Board many times; however, without additional boats and a place
to store them, options are limited. The club currently has 5 boats and could possibly
accommodate 1 more boat. The vision of the club is to have a facility that would be the
keystone for operations and allow the opportunity for outrigger canoeing to be expanded
to the youth in the community, partnering with organizations such as the Boys and Girls
Club and any other youth organization. They have had school classrooms visit to learn
about outrigger canoes and outrigger canoeing. Both canoe clubs [including PaoPao] in
Oceanside enthusiastically support Option 4, as presented.

CAROLYN KRAMMER, 904 Leonard Avenue, with Citizens for the Preservation of
Parks and Beaches (CPPB), was thankful to the California Coastal Commission for not
allowing the paving of the precious resource of sand. She questioned that with the 1-2
lane increase in the boat launch ramps, where the additional boat launch parking would be
located, and under Option 4 whether there would be any loss of beach user parking. As
long as there is no loss in parking, she would support Option 4 and would like to see the
project move forward.

MAYOR JOHNSON noted that when the Coastal Commission met here in October
of 1999, they were supportive of the Pfleger proposal. If Pfleger had been agreeable to an
off-site shuttle system, that proposal would have passed the Coastal Commission.

MR. HADLEY noted that no additional boat trailer parking was proposed in this
project. He is confident that a 1-lane boat ramp expansion would not have any additional
boat trailer parking requirement. He is unsure about the requirements with a 2-lane
expansion. What they did proceed with was Parking Lot 1, east of the railroad track, which
was expanded and improved to include pull-through spaces that could accommodate
vehicles with boat trailers. Because of the lot improvements, DBW agreed to bring down
the scope of their standard for the original project. He is optimistic that approval could be
received for the 2-lane expansion without providing any additional on-site boat trailer
parking. There will be no loss of beach parking in this proposal.

MAYOR JOHNSON seconded the motion.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY is excited about this proposal. It is feasible, it
doesn’t financial bind the City and it will accommodate some positive community
organizations and services.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ was happy to see youth activities planned for the
immediate future. Since this is a City on the ocean, it is good to have more activities with
youth involvement.

The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.

2. Continuing discussion of the City Council Policy Manual
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MICHELLE SKAGGS-LAWRENCE, Assistant to the City Manager, reported that
today’s workshop is a follow-up to Council’s December 12, 2001 session to review the re-
constituted policy manual. At that meeting, Council approved the majority of the policies,
pulling 13 policies for further discussion. The Council's ad hoc committee, including
Councilmembers Harding and McCauley, met after the December 12 workshop, and they
are recommending today that Council approve the revised policies as submitted.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY reiterated that the ad-hoc committee created a
draft Council Policy Manual. It was brought back to Council for review and to codify the
document into a permanent Council manual. The staff report describes the policies that
were pulled for further discussion. She suggested going through each policy and
addressing the concerns. If the Council so chooses, it can be either adopted or changed
item for item.

MAYOR JOHNSON conceded to going through each policy and discussing any
concerns. He noted that there are a number of items that he still cannot support. He
understands that this document is only a draft in process that can be voted up or down.

Policy No. 100-02 — City Council/CDC/Harbor Board Agenda Items

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY reported that Policy No. 100-02 relates to how
Councilmembers/Community Development Commissioners/Harbor Board members place
items on the agenda. The ad hoc committee recommended that at the end of every
meeting, if a Councilmember wants an item on the agenda, that it be brought up at that
time and be voted on. Using her dog park as an example, the main intent is that if she
were to bring that item back again and the Council had no desire to pursue it, then she
would know not to waste staff’s time. If the community wanted to pursue it, they could
bring it forward. This was the intent of the policy.

MAYOR JOHNSON recognized that this was a good intent. As a case in point, he
stated that a number of years ago, he was a proponent for construction of a permanent
bridge across the mouth of the San Luis Rey River. At that time about 6 years ago, there
was no Council support for that or even pursuing grants for it. However, as an individual
Councilmember, he was able to agendize the item for discussion. The project has since
moved forward now that the City has $12,000,000 set aside for the bridge. His concern
with this policy is that a majority vote of Council is required to agendize an item. He likes
the current policy, with one person having the right to agendize an item.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ noted this was her first year on the Council and her
first time reading through the policy manual. Our current practice has been to look at what
is coming up, but it has never been to put it to a vote. Requiring a vote is a dangerous
policy and would politicize the process. We are all elected and should have the opportunity
to at least bring a subject up. The public cannot do that; it must be agendized through a
Councilmember or through a long process with the commissions and committees. It is an
opportunity to present an idea, gather a majority and then to direct staff. Nothing is
automatic, and she has learned a lot during this year. She feels one of her jobs is to get
those issues that members of the public want raised onto the calendar, whether she agrees
with it or not. A vote is still required to give direction to staff to do a certain task or to
support an issue. Otherwise, it would be limiting the public, not the individual
Councilmember. Although she may not agree with everyone who calls her, they still have a
right to be heard.

Other things listed under Policy 100-02 is that instead of having two weeks advance
notice, sometimes things come up that need to be responded to. She suggested reducing
the deadline for submittal of Councilmember items before a proposed meeting date.

Regarding limiting Councilmembers to 1 item per meeting, she is comfortable with
the current practice that a Councilmember can place a matter on the agenda, and if
another Councilmember wants to put an item on the agenda, then a Councilmember
cannot put 2 items on the agenda. Limiting a Councilmember to 1 item per meeting if
another Councilmember requests an item has worked. We have used the last part of our
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meetings to arrange items. She agrees that each Councilmember should have the
opportunity to place an item on the agenda. There has also been discussion regarding if
there is enough support for an item, that maybe it is not a Councilmember item but rather
a City Manager item. She likes the way it has been working. It provides the best
opportunity for the public to be heard.

MAYOR JOHNSON also suggested that this policy not be supported because last
week the ad hoc committee for possible consolidation and streamlining of various
commissions and committees met, and we will be forwarding recommendations to the full
Council for a future workshop. Depending on how consolidation of some of the
commissions is considered, it could address many of the concerns that are currently being
posed regarding Policy No. 100-02. He is not supportive of the change as presented, and
he feels that the policy should remain as it is for now. More input is needed from Council
and the public. He suggested that a vote be taken on each policy to get through the 13
items.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY commented that many of the things being
discussed are things discussed at the ad-hoc committee meeting as well. The current
practice of discussing proposed items at the end of the meeting was the only way that the
citizenry can agendize something that they want to discuss. She likes the idea of the rest of
the Council being given a heads-up of what is coming. The other thing discussed is, if we
did modify this policy, it would give Councilmembers the opportunity to tell the City
Manager that it is an important item. Where Councilmembers have a restriction of 4 hours
for staff time, then at that time we could say that we would like to see the item on as
either a General Item or as the City Manager's item. In that way we would also be
approving the additional staff time it would take for an item. Otherwise, it could go on the
agenda as a Councilmember’s item.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER questioned if the current practice is to allow 6
Councilmember items per month. CITY MANAGER JEPSEN responded positively.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER agrees that the current process of bringing an item to
the Council at the meeting is a good policy. He would not like to see any more than 6
Councilmember items in any month.

MAYOR JOHNSON reiterated that the possible considerations of last week’s ad
hoc consolidation committee meeting could address many of these concerns.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY commented that the committee also suggested
that, if the entire Council strongly supports a particular item suggested by a
Councilmember, Council could direct that the item be put on the general agenda, thereby
opening up a slot for an additional Councilmember item. She agrees with limiting the
Councilmember Items to 6 per month. She suggested that the policy be amended to
include the option of giving direction to agendized items with strong Council support as
General Items, which would give Council the authority to direct staff to work on an issue.
As a General Item, it would still be explained that a particular Councilmember originally
brought the item forward.

Public Input

MARGARET DYER, 1396 Panorama Ridge Road, Co-Chair of the Oceanside
League of Women Voters, reported that the League of Women Voters of North Coast San
Diego County, stands for citizens having a right to participate in government, over and
above voting in elections. In that respect they believe Policy No. 100-02 would seriously
limit a Councilmember’s ability to place items on the Council agenda. Under the proposed
revisions, no individual Councilmember could place an item on the agenda without first
obtaining the approval of a majority of the Council. This could mean that only majority
items would come forward, and that no new or alternative ideas would ever be aired. The
individual Councilmember could effectively be silenced, as well as the constituents who
elected this member. Policies regarding Council agenda items should not be driven by
current exigencies in the Council, as Council makeup and political climates can change.
Rather, policies regarding conduct of Council meetings should be driven by the principle of
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representative government in which all viewpoints can be heard. Therefore, the League
urges Council to reject the proposed revisions and to continue present policies.

WILLIE LITTLE, 3201 Mesa Drive, noted that under the current policy 100-02, a
Councilmember can place an item on the agenda. The new policy would require Council
approval and a vote by Council to agendize an item. This policy is in direct opposition to
the letter and spirit of Roberts Rules of Order and parliamentary procedure, which provide
for an exchange for discussion. It would also bring up the matter of whether this would be
a political issue or not. Everyone should have the opportunity to be heard and express their
position, whether for or against an issue. The current policy seems clear and should remain
unchanged.

MAYOR JOHNSON commented that this is a new year, and things will be done
differently this year that have never been done in the City before. We will agree to
disagree. There are 2 or 3 main issues in the City that will be resolved this year. We will be
respectful of each other, and we will work together professionally as a team seeking
consensus, whether 5-0 or 4-1. If we seek consensus, we are being successful, and the
City will move forward. What is before Council today is a draft proposal, and each item will
be addressed individually. We all have very serious concerns. No one is trying to do
anything that is inappropriate where the citizens’ representative voice would not be heard.

ROB HOWARD, P.O. Box 5786, President of the North San Diego County Branch
of the NAACP (National Association for the Advancement of Colored People), indicated his
opposition to the proposed Policy No. 100-02. He urged Council to run each policy through
the litmus test to determine if a policy would hinder the public’s ability to be heard. The
North S.D. County Branch of the NAACP is trying to bring a voice from people who are
normally not represented to the Council and City government. He is proud to say that he
lives in Oceanside because this Council more closely represents the residents of this County
and this City than any of the other cities. He understands that the policy review is designed
to help the City move forward. He extended the assistance of the North County NAACP to
help Council hear the voice of the unrepresented.

Mr. Howard invited everyone to the Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. celebration this
Saturday at 4:00 PM. Also, on Monday morning, the United Ministerial Coalition, a group of
pastors in the North San Diego County area, will host a prayer breakfast at La Mision
Restaurant. He thanked Council and staff for their work to help move Oceanside forward.
As Oceanside goes, so goes the County, the State and the rest of the nation.

MAYOR JOHNSON moved not to approve the policy [Policy No. 100-02].
COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ seconded the motion.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY noted that the ad hoc committee took all of the
issues raised today, as well as those that were made at the last meeting, into
consideration. Regarding the request to place an item on the agenda, the ad hoc
committee is recommending the procedure continues as it has been, which is to have the
Councilmembers submit any items to the City Manager. However, the Council will decide if
the item would be more appropriately agendized as a City Manager Item or General Item.

If it is the will of Council, the time limit change can be omitted. The committee
worked on this project with the knowledge that adjustments would be made. Many points
were presented at the last meeting regarding the inability of the public to be heard. At the
last meeting the decision was made to remove the requirement of a Council vote for
Councilmember Items to be agendized, to address the concern of the public's potential
inability to be heard.

CITY CLERK WAYNE asked for clarification of the motion.

MAYOR JOHNSON clarified that the motion was to not approve Policy No.
100-02 as presented, but to leave it as is.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER suggested there are some possibilities for change that
could be brought back with more clarification regarding what the public needs to do to
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make this work.

MAYOR JOHNSON noted that some of the recommendations coming forward from
the ad hoc consolidating committee may address some of the concerns that have been
raised.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY will support the motion if the option remains to
re-visit the item at a later time.

The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY suggested that Mrs. Lawrence give a brief
description of what the ad hoc committee discussed, and she will add her comments to
that.

Policy No. 100-10 — Appointments to Commissions, Boards and Committees

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that the 1983 policy stated that applications [to a
Board, Committee, Commission or Task Force] must to be submitted 10 calendar days prior
to an appointment. The new policy changes the deadline to 20 days, as was requested by
the City Clerk. The fourth paragraph of the new policy was added at the request of the City
Attorney and states: “Appointments to Boards, Committees or Commissions shall be made
in a manner to avoid actual or perceived conflicts of interest under the Political Reform Act
...". The final paragraph is also a new section, and states: “The Mayor shall review Council
liaison appointments to all Boards, Committees and Commissions annually ...".

MAYOR JOHNSON supports the changes except for the last sentence, because of
the ad hoc committee discussion last week regarding consolidations. He has serious
concerns regarding Council liaisons and their ability to work with the current commission
system.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY agreed and understood that recommendations
would be coming forward. She questioned if the Council would feel comfortable adopting
this policy with the last paragraph omitted. MAYOR JOHNSON responded positively.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER was not sure the entire paragraph had to be omitted.
MRS. SKAGGS-LAWRENCE clarified that they could perhaps just eliminate the last
sentence only.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ questioned why the requirement for filing an
application was changed from 10 days to 20 days.

CITY CLERK WAYNE responded that it has typically taken longer for the
background checks to be conducted at the Police Department, and that the 10-day
timeframe is not usually met. This allows more time to process the applications.

CITY ATTORNEY BENNETT added that he recalled a commissioner was appointed
and then removed last year because of a problem with the background check. This
happened because there was not sufficient time between the application process, the
police background check and the appointment process. It was an awkward situation. This
change would help to complete the clearance process before commissioners are appointed.

MAYOR JOHNSON moved that Policy No. 100-10 be accepted, with the omission
of the last sentence, which reads: “Council Liaisons are expected to attend all assigned
meetings.”

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY seconded the motion.

The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.

Policy No. 100-14 — City Council Travel Policy
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MRS. LAWRENCE reported that this policy was changed substantially from the old
policy, which was more like an administrative directive dealing with travel related to staff
and Council. The intent of the ad hoc committee was to ensure that the manual contained
a travel policy directly related to Council and not to staff. The recommended policy is
dedicated to Council only [not staff].

Major changes include:

= Item A-2, regarding the dedication of a fleet vehicle for the sole use of the
City Council is a new section.
- Item B, regarding per diem, although Council has been following the same

procedure for some time, the policy had not kept up with how Council was
handling travel arrangements. This item memorializes current travel
procedure.

- Item C, regarding Councilmembers traveling together, the intention was to
ensure a Council quorum at home should there be a tragic event or
accident. It did not relate to the Brown Act, and that language can be
clarified if necessary.

MAYOR JOHNSON does not agree with most of this policy. He does not like the
idea of Council approval for travel to a conference, seminar or City-related meeting. He
does not feel that item A-2, regarding Councilmembers having a City fleet vehicle is
necessary. If a Councilmember has need of an automobile, it could be rented through the
City rental program. He has no issue with Councilmembers traveling together as discussed
in item C.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY noted that Item A-2 reverts back to the previous
procedure, as opposed to the current practice. The reason for that is she drives to most of
the conferences. This does not mean it is putting a City car at the disposal of a
Councilmember for the everyday workload. She rented a car when she drove to Monterey,
and the cost was close to $700 for that rental. She only used the car for travel to and
from the conference because everything was provided at the hotel. When Council had their
own car, her travel budget was charged $49 a day, but there was no cost to the City out-
of-pocket to rent a vehicle for travel. The committee felt that this was an additional
expense that the City could avoid. For those who chose to drive instead of fly, their trave!
budget would be charged the same way as an airline ticket would be charged, but would
not represent actual dollars paid out by the City.

Item C was to be clarified to mean that 3 Councilmembers cannot travel using the
same transportation; in other words, 3 Councilmembers cannot fly on the same plane
because of the exposure to not having a quorum if something should happen.

MRS. SKAGGS-LAWRENCE read the new draft language which states: “It is the
policy of the City Council that no more than 2 members may travel together to any
destination by the same medium of transportation because of the possibility of an accident
or a tragic occurrence, thereby losing a quorum necessary to carry on City business.”

MAYOR JOHNSON noted that if 3 Councilmembers wanted to travel to Japan or
Samoa, it would be difficult to coordinate travel arrangements if different planes were
taken. He personally does not have a problem with the current practice.

Regarding Item A-2, taking into considering the cost of insurance, maintenance and
purchase cost of an automobile, as well as public perception, it would be better for Council
not to have a car. Councilmembers currently receive mileage, and there is a rental
program, which is sufficient.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER did not think a vehicle dedicated solely for Council use
was necessary, but backup transportation would be beneficial.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ cannot support item A-2, as it would cost the City
much more money. Regarding the per diem, there is a potential for the appearance of
fraud by not having to document for reimbursements. She does not see a problem with
Councilmembers traveling together. She moved to not adopt Policy No. 100-14, as
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proposed. MAYOR JOHNSON seconded the motion.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY clarified that item A-2 referenced a City fleet
vehicle, not a separate backup vehicle for Council that would be purchased.

CITY MANAGER JEPSEN noted that if a fleet vehicle were assigned to Council,
their budget would have to be modified.

Something to consider that is done for people with a car allowance is, if there is an
unusual level of activity or if they choose to drive their own personal car on a trip instead
of fly, they are reimbursed the value of the plane fare. Although not implemented, we
have also talked about those who must use their personal car on a regular basis. For
example, if someone is assigned to SANDAG or the League of Cities and has to make
frequent trips to San Diego, that is over and above normal driving as a Councilmember,
which is the purpose for the car allowance. It might be something to consider.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER does not like the term “fraud” and does not think it is
appropriate regarding per diem. If traveling, $50 per day is not exorbitant and cannot be
construed as fraud. MAYOR JOHNSON agreed.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY noted that she would not drive her own vehicle
for trips to Sacramento or Monterey because the mileage reimbursement does not pay for
the wear and tear on the vehicle. If Council wishes to remain with the car rental program,
A-2 can be eliminated.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ clarified that her statement was not regarding the
per diem allowance, but rather the statement in the policy that documentation was not
necessary. She does not feel that documenting expenses is a hardship. She did not intend
to suggest that spending the money constitutes fraud.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER explained that itemizing $50 is unnecessary, but that
reimbursement for an entire trip is a different matter. He questioned what the existing
policy states.

MAYOR JOHNSON indicated that if a Councilmember chooses not to accept the
$50 per diem in cash, Councilmembers also have a credit card allocated to their respective
offices that can be used to take care of any incurred expenses while representing the City.

MRS. SKAGGS-LAWRENCE responded to Deputy Mayor Feller's question that the
current policy was established in 1992 and does not even address the per diem issue.
Although Council took action to move to the per diem mechanism, the policy was not
updated. The policy needs to be updated to reflect current practices related to per diem.

MAYOR JOHNSON responded he could support Item B [per diem] of the policy.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ understands that the policy manual should reflect
the per diem item. So the first sentence of the policy would state: “The City
Councilmembers shall receive a per diem established by the City Council.”

MAYOR JOHNSON could support that language modification. He questioned why
the per diem was necessary if Council also has the flexibility of using the City credit card
when needed on trips representing the City.

CITY MANAGER JEPSEN noted that there were many miscellaneous expenses on
a trip. Often what happens is you find yourself in a group having a meal and the per diem
avoids having to separate individual costs in group meals. Councilmembers will not be able
to pay with the City credit card in a situation like that. From a bookkeeping standpoint,
many times it is easier, for staff, if Council takes the per diem rather than to record and
track all the expenses.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY noted that $50 per day is a low per diem. The
Coastal Commission pays $100 a day, and most businesses will pay $100-$150 a day. Many
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times we go to a conference and are away from home over 24 hours a day. Also, there are
occasions when they may bring a spouse, and the City is not expected to pay those
expenses. $50 a day does not even cover the meals. When she goes on City trips, the
only thing she uses the City credit card for is gasoline. Also, in private business, if a per
diem is not accounted for on personal taxes, it is considered straight income and taxed if
receipts are not retained and accounted for. The language regarding per diem is
appropriate as it reads.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ moved adoption of only the modified language
changed to “City Councilmembers shall receive a per diem established by the City Council,”
without an amount included. The amount can be decided now or at a later date.

MAYOR JOHNSON feels that the present per diem is adequate and suggested that
the amount be included in the policy.

CITY MANAGER JEPSEN recommended adding the language that Council may
select the option of a per diem, as opposed to the actual expense.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY suggested that the language could read, “City
Councilmembers have the option of receiving a per diem”. She questioned if the
recommendation was to include the $50 per day per diem amount or to adopt the verbiage
regarding per diem contained in item B, as discussed. She agrees that the $50 amount
should not be included in the policy manual.

MRS. LAWRENCE was under the understanding that the per diem amount was set
by resolution. Not including the amount in the policy would prevent the need of updating
the policy every time the per diem amount was reviewed.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ clarified that per diem is actual expenses; up to a
certain amount is reimbursed. Also, does that expense come out of the Councilmember’s
respective account or is the per diem in addition to the regular account.

MRS. LAWRENCE responded that the per diem would come out of the individual
Councilmember’s travel accounts.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY noted that the prior Council adopted the
resolution for the $50 per diem, but that item B was not included in the policy manual in
1992.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER inquired about addressing the section regarding
commissions and advisory boards.

MAYOR JOHNSON indicated that he could not support the rest of this
recommendation.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER questioned if policy 100-14 would then only be Item B.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ clarified that the motion was regarding the
proposed language, not the existing. The existing policy is fine. All she seeks to do is add
the language of “City Councilmembers shall receive a per diem established by the City
Council.” She was going to amend her motion to include the amount, but understands that
this is done by separate resolution and is not necessary at this time.

MRS. LAWRENCE noted that the current policy that has been on the books since
1992 addresses both staff and Council travel. A good portion of it does not apply to Council
and needs to be updated. If there are sections in the updated policy that are not
agreeable, those changes will be made. To revert back to the 1992 policy will not do much
good because it is so outdated. It should be updated with whatever actions Council decides
to take.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ then recommended that the references to those
other than City Council be removed from the existing policy so that it is only City

-12 -



January 16, 2002 - 2:00 PM Adjourned Council/Harbor Meeting Minutes

Councilmembers, and then to add from the proposed change that sentence: “City
Councilmembers shall receive a per diem established by the City Council.”

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY noted that clarification was needed for staff.
What Councilmember Sanchez is recommending is to remove any references to
commissioners, and leave only the references to City Council.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ recommended that the reference to staff in the
first sentence be removed. She recommends that the references to staff, commissioners,
and Council appointed employees be removed from the existing policy, and that it only
apply to City Councilmembers. In the first sentence "It is the policy of the City Council to
reimburse City officials for the expenses of travel related to City business according to the
policies and procedures outlined below”; i.e. everything in the existing policy except
remove all reference to staff and everyone except City Councilmembers.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY then felt that item A.1. should be left in and items
A.2 and C should be removed altogether.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ agreed and so amended her motion.
MAYOR JOHNSON, as seconded, concurred.
The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.

Policy No. 100-15 — Approval of Travel and Other Expenses

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that the primary change in this policy is in the second
paragraph, which states: “Any travel outside the country, including but not limited to Sister
City travel, must first be approved by the City Council. The Mayor or his/her
Councilmember designee or a member selected by the majority of the City Council is
authorized to travel at City expense for Sister City travel. All other City Councilmembers are
required to pay for any desired Sister City travel.”

MAYOR JOHNSON cannot support this policy because of the second paragraph.
He does not feel it is necessary to obtain permission from Council to travel to Ensenada or
Tijuana.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY indicated that the intent was as an official
representative of the City Council and at City expense, any travel outside the country needs
to be approved by Council. The purpose was not to preclude any trips to Ensenada if you
are paying for your own expenses, even if you are representing the City.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ could not support the second paragraph either.
The policy is fine as is.

MAYOR JOHNSON stated that in light of the discussions at the workshop
regarding the Sister City Foundation and the changes that will be occurring with the
Foundation, that there is no need to modify this policy. He moved not to approve the
proposed policy as presented.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ seconded the motion.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY read the existing policy which states: “It is the
policy of the City Council to review all requests for travel expense reimbursement from
Councilmembers, City Manager and the City Attorney for non-budgeted out-of-County
travel prior to such travel. In those cases where prior approval was not specifically
considered, if the travel had been discussed by the City Council, such travel should be
considered approved for reimbursement.” The intent of the proposed policy was to expand
it, because so much of what we all do is often travel out of the County but still close, such
as meetings in Los Angeles, Ontario etc., that are day trips. The committee felt that the
requirement to obtain approval for any travel outside the County was too confining and
expanded the old policy to only require approvals for travel outside of the country instead
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of the county.

MAYOR JOHNSON still could not support the second paragraph of the new policy.
As it is written, it seems to focus on “Sister City” travel.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY clarified that the policy contains the phrase
“including but not limited to the Sister Cities”.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER would prefer to see this item come back reworded to be
expanded without the verbiage regarding “...members selected by the majority of the City
Council...”. He has a problem with the second paragraph of the new policy and would
prefer to expand on the previous policy.

MRS. LAWRENCE noted that the policy could be re-drafted and brought back for
consideration.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY recommended that if any of the remaining
policies are not approved, that the items be automatically brought back unless so specified.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ would not like to see Policy No. 100-02 brought
back. She would rather indicate which policies Council would like to return. She believes
that Council is in agreement that this [100-15] policy could be brought back, but not
approved, as proposed.

The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.

Policy No. 100-16 — Legislative Action Process

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that the new portion of this policy is the last
paragraph, stating: * ... the Mayor and/or his/her Council designee or a member selected
by the majority of the City Council, will represent the City on any necessary legislative visits
to Washington, D.C. and/or Sacramento, along with appropriate staff support.”

MAYOR JOHNSON expressed concern with the second paragraph, and cannot
support the language as it is written because over the past 9 years, the Mayor has traveled
with the Deputy Mayor to Sacramento and/or Washington, D.C. As long as he is Mayor,
the Deputy Mayor will travel with him to Sacramento and Washington, D.C. to represent
the City, and they will go with the voice, direction and support of City Council. Their
purpose is to seek the necessary support from Washington D.C. and Sacramento.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ also expressed concern with the second paragraph.
She does not have a problem with the current practice of representation by the Mayor and
Deputy Mayor.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY commented that the intent of the second
paragraph was to give the Mayor more flexibility to designate the party that will travel with
him.

MAYOR JOHNSON appreciated the intention. However, he is confident that all
Councilmembers would conduct the business of the City appropriately in Sacramento and
Washington, D.C., and they will carry the consensus of the Council to Sacramento and
Washington, D.C.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER suggested that the second paragraph could be restated
to read, “it is the policy of the City Council that the Mayor and Deputy Mayor or his/her
designee, if necessary, will represent the City....” It may be more acceptable without the
“selected by majority” wording. He suggested that the term “designee” be omitted and re-
worded to say “Mayor and Deputy Mayor”.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ would agree to the policy if the language “selected
by the majority of the City Council” were removed.
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MAYOR JOHNSON suggested including language to help Council in case the
Deputy Mayor is ill or unable to travel.

MRS. LAWRENCE agreed and added it was part of the intent of the committee to
give that flexibility. She is hearing that if the language “at the direction of the majority of
City Council” is removed, perhaps everyone will be satisfied.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY questioned if Council wanted to include the
language that states that if the Mayor or Deputy Mayor could not attend the event, then
the Mayor would appoint someone to take the place of the individual who could not attend.

MAYOR JOHNSON thought that would be a fair way to address the issue.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER moved approval [of Policy No. 100-16, as amended].

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ seconded the motion.

The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.

Policy No. 100-20 — City Councilmembers’ Requests for Information

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that this policy had not been updated since 1984. The
first paragraph adds reference to requests by Legislative Aides, as well as Councilmembers.
She understands the title of Legislative Aides has now been changed to Council Aides. The
new policy outlines how requests for information must be handled in that it would need to
be forwarded through the City Manager or City Attorney, as appropriate.

The other significant change is that requests for information that would take 4
hours of staff time to research and prepare would have to have the prior concurrence of
Council. The old policy identifies 8 hours. Then the last 2 sentences in the first paragraph
are also new, outlining that any response to requests for information should be copied and
distributed to the entire Council to ensure that everyone has the same information.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY noted that the change from 8 hours to 4 hours
was discussed 2 years ago but never formally adopted. The intent of the policy is to require
the dissemination of information to all Councilmembers to avoid duplicate requests to staff
for the same information and to keep Council informed. This policy also formalizes the
current practice of routing requests through the City Manager’s Office.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ noted that the current practice is to submit
requests directly to the City Manager’s Office and copy the relevant department director;
the City Manager then responds to the entire Council. She has not seen a problem with this
practice, as it informs Council of what is being worked on. She does not see the necessity
of emailing everyone if the City Manager has already responded to everyone. The
language is not needed.

She has concerns with the reduction from 8 hours of staff time to 4 hours. If
something was to take 5 hours and she did not want to wait until a Council meeting, she
could go through the Public Records Act and receive the information even faster. This
policy would restrict a Councilmember. What she is requesting usually is information to put
things into perspective and for clarification. She has not made research requests but
conducts her own research with the assistance of her Council Aide.

She cannot support this policy. Council should have the same access to
information that the public has. There is no restriction on a public request, except perhaps
the cost per page. To restrict a Councilmember from obtaining information does not seem
appropriate.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY noted that this policy would formalize this
procedure. It has been practiced for some time, but there has never been an established
policy. Regarding the 4 hours, if it is a Council Aide or Councilmember photocopying items,
that does not count towards the 4 hours of staff time. Regarding getting a report, or if it is
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5 boxes, it will not take staff any longer than the time to retrieve the information and make
it available at a central location for Council Aides to make copies. This policy addresses the
time that a staff member devotes to a request. 4 hours is a significant amount of time to
ask a staff member or director to do something.

The policy states that all responses are to be copied to all Councilmembers, not all
requests. The original email is included in the response and is received by Council. If the
request is in the form of a memo, the City Manager is asked to inform the rest of Council
regarding the request and the response. This is the current practice; the policy is simply to
formalize the procedure.

MAYOR JOHNSON will vote in support of the modification.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ recommended that the last sentence of the first
paragraph be removed, which states: “If the other members of the legislative body are not
copied on the request, the request will be returned unanswered.”

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY believed that phrase was a language error. To her
recollection, the request would only be returned unanswered if it went directly to a
department head and not through the City Manager.

CITY ATTORNEY BENNETT indicated that the discussion was that Council was to
be copied on requests to staff also. Since his tenure as City Attorney, it has been Council’s
practice that if 1 Councilmember sends a request to staff, everyone is copied. Even the
email system is set up that if a Councilmember copies one staff member, that the City
Manager, City Attorney and City Clerk are automatically routed. This has been the practice
for purposes of requests as well as responses.

CITY CLERK WAYNE noted that the policy includes the statement: “ ... All
requests, and all responses, must be copied to the entire City Council ...". The intent of the
ad hoc committee was that such procedure advises all Councilmembers that something was
already being worked on so that they did not have to submit the same request to staff.
This was intended as a cross-referencing system for Council.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY concurred, noting that the important thing is that
all Councilmembers are informed. It was also discussed that for staff’s benefit, all requests
must go through the City Manager; otherwise it would be returned unanswered. She tries
to copy the Council on her requests so that they all know who is working on what.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER does not see a problem with this policy.

Based on the discussion, COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ suggested removing the
phrase “all requests” from the second sentence, and just say that all responses must be
copied to the entire Council, which is the 5% line on the first paragraph. She suggested
removing the last sentence of paragraph 1 “...If the other members of the legislative body
are not copied on the request, the request will be returned unanswered”, because it is
already stated that the responses are to be copied to the entire Council.

She has a concern with the reduction from 8 hours to 4 hours. It may be
unconstitutional to restrict a City Councilmember from obtaining information that may take
longer than 4 hours and to require a Council vote if it does go over 4 hours. If Council
decides that a member cannot have the information, how is that legal?

CITY ATTORNEY BENNETT responded that it is not illegal for Council to place
that restriction on themselves. The original discussion regarding requests for information
being copied to all Councilmembers of Council was related to the Alamin issue. One of the
reasons that the full Council was not aware of what was going on was because the
requests were not routed to the full Council, but directly to staff. Also, there was an
inordinate amount of staff time spent addressing the issue. After Council’s debriefing on
the issue in public session, Council limited the time frame from 8 hours to 4 hours as a
safeguard to ensure that this did not happen again. He is surprised that the limitation was
not included in a previous policy revision. He does not believe it is unconstitutional or illegal
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for Council to state that if you want to use more time than 4 hours, you need to come back
and let the full body know what you are doing.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY now recalls the discussion regarding all requests
having to be copied to the entire Council. In the time delay between the request and the
response, another Councilmember may request the same information in the interim, which
is why the policy specifies to copy the response as well as the request.

MAYOR JOHNSON moved adoption of Policy No. 100-20.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ requested that the last sentence of the first
paragraph be removed, as there is no need to be punitive. This policy will only encourage
her to obtain information through the Public Records Act, which has a 10-day time limit.
She feels this is horrendous.

CITY MANAGER JEPSEN noted that staff has never had a problem with requests
for information, but rather with requests for research and analysis. Anything that is
available for public information has always been provided to Council, and always will be.
The time it takes to retrieve records from archives in the City Clerk Department is not
included in those 4 hours.

To clarify the issue, he suggested that the language of the third sentence of the
policy be changed to “...such requests for research and analysis that require more than 4
hours of staff time to prepare, must have prior concurrence of Council”. This way it is clear
that the request is not referring to a simple request for information. It is important that the
information given continue to be shared with all.

MAYOR JOHNSON amended the motion to modify the policy by replacing the
word “information” with the phrase “research and analysis”.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY questioned if a request for information had ever
taken more than 4 hours.

CITY MANAGER JEPSEN responded positively, noting that some requests are for
information from archives to research files that would fall under the Freedom of
Information Act. In those cases, rather than trying to select what the Councilmember
wants, the information has been placed into a room adjacent to the City Manager’s Office
for Councilmembers and their Aides to peruse.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY questioned if taking it to the central location has
ever taken more than 4 hours. CITY MANAGER JEPSEN responded positively.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY pointed out that the term “research” and
“research files” was used by the City Manager. Maybe that term should remain.

CITY MANAGER JEPSEN stated that such scenarios as he described have only
happened infrequently and were related to major issues.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY seconded the motion as amended.

The motion was approved 3-1, with Councilmember Sanchez voting no and
Councilmember Harding absent.

Policy No. 100-25 — Non-Interference in Administrative Affairs

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that the new policy includes reference to Legislative
Aides, City Attorney, City Clerk and City Treasurer. Those positions had not been included
in the 1984 version of the policy. Item 4 is new, and states: “Legislative Aides may not
participate in City-related meetings/discussions in lieu of the Councilmember for whom they
work”.

MAYOR JOHNSON corrected that the name had been changed from Legislative

-17 -



January 16, 2002 - 2:00 PM Adjourned Council/Harbor Meeting Minutes

Aides to Council Aides.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY explained that this policy indicates that a Council
Aide may not take a Councilmember’s place at a meeting by joining in the discussion and
representing their opinion as the Councilmember’s opinion. However, the policy does not
preclude a Council Aide from sitting in on a meeting in lieu of a Councilmember and taking
notes on their behalf. The policy only states that the Aides cannot attend a meeting and
become the Councilmember by proxy.

MAYOR JOHNSON will support the recommendation.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ has concerns with the policy. Item 1 states that
neither Council nor Legislative Aides can directly deal with staff, including the City Clerk
and the City Treasurer. However, this is not appropriate because the City Clerk and City
Treasurer are elected officials. Item 2 states: ™ ... Requests for staff attendance at
meetings held by Councilmembers shall be coordinated through the City Manager,
contingent upon the approval of the City Council.” The current policy states ™ ... Requests
for staff attendance at meetings held by Councilmembers shall be coordinated through the
City Manager.” By putting an item up for Council vote, Council is determining which public
gets served and which does not get served, or which Councilmember can perform their job
and which cannot. This is an unfair restriction that politicizes the job Council is supposed to
do. She does not believe Council can restrict someone from dealing directly with an elected
official.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY noted that the intent of item 1 was so that no
Councilmember could go directly to a department head and give them direction to do
something without first going through the City Manager. This is a City Manager/Council
form of government, with the City Manager serving as the supervisor of all City staff and
the Council managing the City Manager. The policy states that Council shall not give orders
to any of the subordinates, which is micromanaging. Therefore, requests are sent through
the City Manager, without addressing staff directly, and the City Manager informs the rest
of Council. This does not preclude Council from doing their job. The City Clerk and City
Treasurer were included because they are both department heads, as well as elected
officials.

MAYOR JOHNSON moved approval of Policy No. 100-25.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ has not heard a reason for requiring a Council vote
regarding whether or not a staff member can assist a City Councilmember. Recently, the
Mayor attended a meeting with members of the community at Ocean Hills, and a staff
member was present. Sometimes Councilmembers do not have all the information that is
needed, and it simplifies the task if a staff member can be involved to answer questions.
She believes that it is sufficient to coordinate such requests through the City Manager. This
policy politicizes the Councilmember’s responsibility to serve the public, and it should not
be politicized.

MAYOR JOHNSON responded that Councilmember Sanchez is correct about the
Ocean Hills meeting. He believed Frank Watanabe was in attendance at the meeting at the
direction of the City Manager, and the Mayor asked to go with Mr. Watanabe to participate.
He did not ask Mr. Watanabe to attend.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY reiterated that this policy does not preclude
Council from representing any part of the community. On the contrary, the purpose of a
policy such as this is to help staff work more efficiently.

For example, when there were issues in her neighborhood where information was
needed on traffic, she contacted the City Manager, gave him the name of those with the
question, and asked him to arrange to help. At that point he either contacted the people
or forwarded it on to the proper staff. The purpose of this policy is to ensure that
individual Councilmembers are not directing staff to attend meetings. Requests for staff
time would come to the Council meeting, making Council aware of what each
Councilmember is working on so that they are not all working on the same project.
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COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ inquired if there had been a problem, and why this
is being proposed.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER asked if this would preclude him from attending
community functions where staff members are present.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY responded negatively, because the
Councilmember would not be requesting the staff member to be there.

She would like Council to further consider under section 2, “...to be coordinated
through the City Manager, contingent upon the approval of the City Council.” In a
previously adopted policy, we talked about requests being forwarded to the City Manager
and copies to the rest of the Council. Perhaps it would be adequate to at least inform all
that these things are happening. If we did see a problem and if it was being abused, then
the issue could be addressed. So ‘...contingent upon the approval of the City Council...”
could be removed.

MAYOR JOHNSON reviewed a past issue and noted that if all Council had known
that the meetings with Alamin were taking place, it could have been dealt with before it
became such a large problem. He amended his motion to remove the phrase
“contingent upon the approval of the City Council.”

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY seconded the motion.

The motion was approved 3-1, with Councilmember Sanchez voting no and
Councilmember Harding absent.

Policy No. 100-34 — Procedures for Reports Requested by Councilmembers at City Council
Meetings

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that the last sentence of item 1 is new, which states:
“This information will be tracked by the City Clerk; updates will be given to the City
Council, City Manager and City Attorney.” Also new is the last sentence of item 2, stating
notification via a “pass-through memorandum”.

MAYOR JOHNSON will support the policy, with those additions. It is important
that Council remain updated. With so much activity, Council has the tendency to overlook
some things.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY commented that the City Clerk was doing this for
awhile, and it was very helpful. Basically it is to provide a diary of items that were
requested to be returned to City Council. She moved approval [of Policy No. 100-34].

MAYOR JOHNSON seconded the motion.

The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.

Policy No. 100-35 — Legislative Aides

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that the first change to this policy is in the background
section;, the last paragraph has been rewritten regarding their duties.

In the second paragraph under the Policy section, the probationary review was
included. Also included was that Council Aides are expected to represent their
Councilmembers during normal City hours, which is why they are afforded Executive Leave.
The final sentence in paragraph 2 of the Policy section is new, and states: *
Furthermore, Council Aides are precluded from offering an opinion on behalf of their
Councilmembers.”

The second to the last paragraph, at the request of the City Attorney, was added
that, “...the Council Aides will refrain from any participation in political activities while on
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City work time so as not to be in conflict with the provisions of the Oceanside City Code
Chapter 35.” The final paragraph is also added at the request of the City Attorney. This
policy has not been updated since 1991.

MAYOR JOHNSON will support the policy with the changes.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY noted that this policy provides more definition to
what is expected of Council Aides.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ does not understand why the description of duties
was changed from ™ ... shall include gathering and analysis of information, responding to
requests for assistance from constituents, and carrying out special projects.” The Council
Aide assists their Councilmember in doing exactly those things. It does not make sense to
say that they can only answer phones or assemble the agenda books. She would like the
current description of responsibilities to remain in the policy, as the Aide and
Councilmember are usually partners in getting things done. She does her own analysis, but
if she felt comfortable with her Aide doing it in a partnership, she would do that. However,
she would not delegate anything to her Aide that she thought she should be doing herself.
Councilmembers need the help of their Aides in areas more than answering phones and
putting books together. Her recommendation is to remove the last sentence of the
proposed policy and leave in the current policy, which states the ™...responsibilities of the
Council Aides shall include gathering and analysis of information, responding to requests
for assistance from constituents, and carrying out special projects.”

MAYOR JOHNSON felt that was important because we have our Council Aides
assist in special projects within the City. To restrict the Aides to only secretarial duties may
restrict the Councilmembers’ ability to serve better as elected officials.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY clarified that it is in the policy. What was
changed and added in the Background was some of the duties of basic administrative
support. Noting the second paragraph under Policy, it states: “The Legislative Aides shall
have the authority to request information on behalf of their individual Councilmember from
the City Manager’s Office...” They added “...and/or City Attorney’s Office...” because that
was not in the original policy. She continued reading, “...and enlist, through the City
Manger's Office, assistance in resolving citizens concerns. However, the Legislative Aides
may not direct City employees to take specific actions. The Legislative Aides may also
attend meetings to gather information in a Councilmember’s absence, but may not vote,
deliberate or participate on behalf of their Councilmember...”

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ felt the language was vague and confusing, and
she would like the original description of “...gathering and analysis of information” included.
The term “special projects” is not included in the new policy, and she would like that
replaced.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER has concerns because the citizens elected the
Councilmembers, not the Aides.

MAYOR JOHNSON commented that the Aides are to help Councilmembers and
should not be restricted too much, as it would restrict Council.

MRS. LAWRENCE noted that her understanding was that Council wanted to add
to the description of duties the phrase “gathering information and analysis”.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY agreed that would work.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ clarified that she also wanted the words "...carrying
out special projects” added as well.

MAYOR JOHNSON moved approval [of Policy No. 100-35], with the language as
proposed/amended.

To clarify the changes, COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY stated that the
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Background section will remain as is on the proposed policy. Under the Policy section, they
will add: “...responsibilities of the legislative aides shall include: gathering and analysis of
information, responding to requests for assistance from constituents and carrying out
special projects”. She seconded the motion.

MAYOR JOHNSON asked City Attorney Bennett if Council could legally require the
last sentence of the policy which states, “Legislative Aides shall also be bound by any
privileges or requirements related to confidentiality of City documents ..."

CITY ATTORNEY BENNETT responded that this obligation could be imposed on
any City staff member as agents of the City. Council Aides sit in a high position and
represent the Councilmembers. Information that comes to Council through Confidential
cover should also inure to your Legislative Aides.

The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.

Policy No. 100-43 — Funding Requests from an Oceanside Sister City

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that the only change to this policy was a typographical
change in the first sentence, with the word “for” changed to “from".

MAYOR JOHNSON noted that the first paragraph contains the phrase ™ ... and
reviewed by the Sister Cities Foundation.” The third paragraph, second sentence reads " ...
shall be the responsibility of the Sister Cities Foundation ...”. In light of the recent
workshop regarding a better and more open relationship with the Sister Cities Foundation,
he suggested changing the language to * ... and reviewed by the Sister Cities Foundation
and the City Council ..."”, and * ... responsibility for the Sister Cities Foundation and the City
Council for management and oversight ...”. There seems to be a lack in accountability that
needs to be addressed.

MRS. LAWRENCE suggested Council may want to wait to develop the policy until
after the follow-up workshop on Sister Cities. MAYOR JOHNSON agreed.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY reported that the committee had intended to
request that this policy not be addressed until after the Sister Cities policy was addressed.

MAYOR JOHNSON noted that consideration of this item would be delayed.

Policy No. 100-44 — City E-mail Usage and Electronic Records Retention

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that the committee had not recommended changes to
this policy. MAYOR JOHNSON moved adoption [of Policy No. 100-44].

CITY CLERK WAYNE pointed out that on page 2, Council had changed the time
that email communications will be retained from 3 years to 2 years. This correction needs
to be reflected in the policy.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ moved adoption [of Policy No. 100-44], to include
the change from 3 years to 2 years.

COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY seconded the motion.
The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.

Policy No. 100-46 — Access to Public Buildings

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that this was a new policy recommended by the ad
hoc committee, identifying that all City buildings and offices are to remain unlocked during
normal business hours.

MAYOR JOHNSON does not feel that this policy is necessary, as all the rooms and
buildings are owned by the public and are accessible during normal operating hours.
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COUNCILMEMBER McCAULEY moved not to approve [Policy No. 100-46].
MAYOR JOHNSON seconded the motion.
The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.

Policy No. 100-48 — Staff Support to City Commissions, Boards and Committees

MRS. LAWRENCE reported that this is also a new policy recommended by the
committee and discusses identifying staff support to City advisory groups. The policy
memorializes what staff should already be doing when assigned to an advisory group.

COUNCILMEMBER MCcCAULEY noted that this policy discusses minutes and
reports from staff on different commission meetings. The ad hoc committee was surprised
to learn that not all of the commission meetings were being audio taped. The policy states
that the meetings should be taped and minutes compiled. Although the ad hoc committee
is still studying the commissions, this policy could be adopted and be in place until such
revisions are defined. This will let staff know that it is a Council policy to tape the
meetings, compile the minutes and return the information to Council. She moved approval
of Policy No. 100-48.

DEPUTY MAYOR FELLER seconded the motion.
The motion was approved 4-0, with Councilmember Harding absent.
ADJOURNMENT

MAYOR JOHNSON adjourned this meeting of the Oceanside City Council at 4:30
PM, January 16, 2002.

ACCEPTED BY COUNCIL:

Barbara Riegel Wayne, CMC
City Clerk, City of Oceanside
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CITY OF OCEANSIDE

California JOINT MINUTES OF THE:
CITY COUNCIL
SMALL CRAFT HARBOR DISTRICT BOARD OF DIRECTORS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

DECEMBER 6, 2006

AT SUBSEQUENT

4:00 PM - OCEANSIDE CITY COUNCIL (COUNCIL),
HARBOR DISTRICT BOARD OF DIRECTORS (HDB), AND

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION (CDC)
- REGULAR BUSINESS

NOT OFFICIAL

APPROVED

Mayor Deputy Mayor
HDB President HDB Vice President
CDC Chair CDC Vice Chair

Jim Wood -

MEETING BY ¢y COUNCIL

UNTIL

Councilmembers City Clerk
HDB Directors HDB Secretary
CDC Commissioners CDC Secretary
Rocky Chavez Barbara Riegel Wayne
Jack Feller
Esther Sanchez Treasurer
Jerome M. Kern Rosemary Jones

Interim:
City Manager City Attorney
HDB Chief Executive Officer HDB General Counsel
CDC Executive Director CDC General Counsel
Barry E. Martin John Mullen

For this regular and joint meeting, the Council sat as all 3 governing bodies [Council, HDB
and CDC] simultaneously but took action as the respective agency for the jurisdiction covered by
each item. Council titles only will be used for brevity throughout the entire meeting.

The adjourned and regular joint meeting of the Oceanside City Council (Council), Small
Craft Harbor District Board of Directors (HDB) and Community Development Commission (CDC)
was called to order at 3:00 PM, December 6, 2006 by Mayor Wood. The regular meeting began at
4:00 PM. The special meeting of the City Council was also convened at 3:00 PM on this date [See

minutes of December 6, 2006 Special meeting.]
3:00 PM - ROLL CALL

Present were Mayor Wood, and Councilmembers Feller, Chavez and Kern.
Councilmember Sanchez was absent. Also present were Assistant City Clerk Holly

Trobaugh, Interim City Manager Martin and City Attorney Mullen.

COUNCIL, HDB AND CDC CLOSED SESSION ITEMS

Closed Session to discuss litigation, property acquisition, labor relations and personnel matters

CITY ATTORNEY MULLEN titled the following agendized items to be heard in
closed session: Item 2 and the Special Meeting Closed Session Item. [Council did not hear

-1-



December 6, 2006 Joint Meeting Minutes
Council, HDB and CDC

Items 1, 3, 4A and 4B on the regular agenda.] See the report out on these items at 5:00
PM, Item 6.

Closed Session and recess were held from 4:02 PM — 5:03 PM.

5:00 PM

MAYOR WOOD reconvened the joint and special meetings at 5:03 PM. All

Councilmembers were present. Also present were Assistant City Clerk Trobaugh, City
Treasurer Jones, Interim City Manager Martin and City Attorney Mullen. Pastor Carl Souza
gave the Invocation. Julie Bank, Executive Director of the North County Humane Society &
SPCA, led the Pledge of Allegiance.

PROCLAMATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS

5. Presentation — “Pet of the Month” presented by Julie Bank, Executive Director of
the North County Humane Society & SPCA

MS. BANK presented Ginger, a 2-year-old dog available for adoption.

CLOSED SESSION REPORT

6. Closed Session report by City Attorney

CITY ATTORNEY MULLEN gave the following report on items previously
discussed in closed session:

1. [CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR ON STATUS OF NEGOTIATIONS
PREVIOUSLY AUTHORIZED IN OPEN SESSION (SECTION 54957.6)

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR - Negotiator: City Manager; employee
organizations: Oceanside Police Officers’ Association (OPOA), Oceanside Firefighters’
Association (OFA), Oceanside Police Management Association (OPMA), Management
Employees of the City of Oceanside (MECO), Oceanside City Employees’ Association
(OCEA), Oceanside Fire Management Association (OFMA), Western Council of
Engineers (WCOE), and Unrepresented]

No closed session was held on this item.
2. PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT, PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT, PERSONNEL
EVALUATION AND DISCIPLINE (SECTION 54957(b))
PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT
Title: City Manager
There was no reportable action on this item.

3. [CONFERENCE WITH REAL ESTATE NEGOTIATOR (SECTION 54956.8)

A) CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATOR - Property: Ivey Ranch
Park (bounded by Rancho del Oro Drive, Mission Avenue and Highway 76);
Negotiating Parties: City of Oceanside and Ivey Ranch Park Association, Inc.;
Negotiator for the City: Douglas E. Eddow, Real Property Manager; Under
Negotiations: Price and terms of a lease amendment regarding the use of the
subject property]

No closed session was held on this item.
4. LITIGATION OR OTHER ADVERSARY PROCEEDING (E.G., ADMINISTRATIVE

HEARING, ARBITRATION) (SECTION 54956.9)

A) [CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION
(SECTION 54956.9(a))
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Mission Vista Condominium Association v. Earth Systems Engineering Group,
etc., et al., Superior Court Case No. GIC849929]

No closed session was held on this item.

B) [CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
SECTION 54956.9(bB)

Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to Subdivision (b) of Section 54956.9:
One case]

No closed session was held on this item.

Special Meeting Closed Session Item [See Special Meeting Minutes

LITIGATION OR OTHER ADVERSARY PROCEEDING (E.G., ADMINISTRATIVE
HEARING, ARBITRATION) (SECTION 54956.9)

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXISTING LITIGATION (SECTION
54956.9(A))

Hi Hope Ranch Ventures et al. v. Vista Unified School District, GIN036809
(Consolidated) (County of San Diego et al. v. Vista Unified School District,
GIN037457

There was no reportable action under the Brown Act.

SPECIAL MEETING ADJOURNMENT

MAYOR WOOD adjourned the Special Meeting of the City Council at 5:09 PM.
Council continued with the joint meeting agenda items.

The Mayor congratulated Councilmember Chavez on his recent re-election and
welcomed new Councilmember Kern.

COUNCILMEMBER KERN indicated that he had a lot of support in getting elected,
and Council was here to do the City’s business.

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS ON OFF-AGENDA ITEMS

No action will be taken by the City Council/HDB/CDC on matters in this category unless it is
determined that an emergency exists or that there is a need to take action that became
known subsequent to the posting of the agenda.

Advance written request to reserve time to speak: None

7. Communications from the public regarding items not on this agenda

CATHY NYKIEL, 214 North Coast Highway, representing MainStreet Oceanside,
invited everyone to the ‘Saturday for Giving’ event on December 9 from 2:00 — 5:30 PM at
the Regal Entertainment Plaza. It is a combined holiday event and donation drive. They
need new toys for the City toy drive, new or gently used clothing and cold weather
blankets for Brother Benno’s, and food for the North County Food Bank.

NADINE SCOTT, 550 Hoover Street, addressed the Loma Alta Creek/Industry
Street corridor. She has spoken to City staff, wanting this most northern watershed in the
Carlsbad Watershed hydrologic area to get cleaned up. This interested her due to
Robertson Concrete’s application for a concrete plant on Industry Street, right on the creek.
She investigated the area, looked at the watershed plan the City has done, etc. She
became very concerned about the health of this area and the lack of code enforcement.
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She found businesses there that are polluting, a lack of City staff to enforce the rules, and
a lack of will or understanding. She noted that Buccaneer Beach is the terminus for Loma
Alta Creek, where the concrete plant wants to discharge. This beach has been closed over
100 days this year; that is more than any other beach in San Diego County. She then
displayed through computer graphics, pictures of dust going into the creek and nearby
businesses. NCTD is working on the Sprinter line, but they are leaving trash everywhere
and are going through the creek unabated and uncorrected. There was a fuel spill that
workers were sweeping into a storm drain 4 weeks ago. Dust and trash are everywhere.
Stored vehicles are in the easement and public right-of-way. There is sediment
downstream. She challenged Council to clean up this area.

JIMMY KNOTT, 124 Sherri Lane, requested that Oceanside develop a campaign
reform ordinance. He has talked to numerous individuals, and the number one idea is
spending limits. Because of the tremendous amount of spending that all of the
Councilmembers are doing, some that go beyond the cost of the office, the idea is to either
equal one year’s salary or to limit every candidate to $0.50 per registered voter and outlaw
independent expenditures. Another item is that there should be factual documentation of
any allegations made by any candidate. Those allegations should be filed with the City
Clerk prior to any publication or mailing.

One common complaint that a number of seniors had is the late night telephone
calls from candidate groups, and they wanted that to cease. Additionally, there was a
blockage in certain communities of the candidates, preventing them from campaigning in
certain gated communities. The candidates should have full open access within this city
because this is a democratic republic. The candidates should be able to go door to door to
share the ideas of their candidacy.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS [Items 8-15]

10.

All items listed on the Consent Calendar are considered to be routine matters or formal
documents covering previous City Council/HDB/CDC instructions. The items listed on the
Consent Calendar may be enacted by a single vote. There will be no separate discussion of
any Consent Calendar items unless requested by members of the City Council/HDB/CDC or
the public through submittal of Request to Speak form prior to the commencement of this
agenda item.

ASSISTANT CITY CLERK TROBAUGH reported there was a request to speak
submitted for Item 13. COUNCILMEMBER KERN pulled Item 10 for discussion. The
following Consent Calendar was submitted for approval:

City Council/Harbor/CDC: Acceptance of Joint Minutes of the Small Craft Harbor District
Board of Directors, Community Development Commission and City Council of the following
meetings:

October 31, 2001, 10:00 a.m., Adjourned Meeting
October 31, 2001, 2:00 p.m., Adjourned Meeting
September 13, 2006, 4:00 p.m., Regular Meeting
September 20, 2006, 4:00 p.m., Regular Meeting

City Council/Harbor/CDC: Approval to waive reading of the text of all ordinances and
resolutions considered at this meeting and provide that ordinances shall be introduced after
a reading only of the title(s)

Removed from Consent Calendar for discussion



December 6, 2006 Joint Meeting Minutes

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

10.

13.

Council, HDB and CDC

City Council: Approval of Change Order 3 [Document No. 06-D0673-1] in the amount
of $97,159.60 and Change Order 4 [Document No. 06-D0674-1] in the amount of
$105,588.62 to Sierra Pacific West, Inc., for additional water installation work, removal of
debris at the site, and additional earthwork for the Mance Buchanon Park (formerly River
Park) Grading, Drainage and Utilities project located along the southeasterly side of the San
Luis Rey River and southerly of College Boulevard; approval of a budget transfer in the
amount of $589,891 from the drainage account to the construction account for the
completed drainage improvements; and authorization for the Public Works Director to
execute the change orders

City Council: Acceptance of the Treasurer's Report for the quarter ended September 30,
2006

Removed from Consent Calendar for discussion

City Council/CDC/Harbor: Adoption "of [the following] resolutions approving the 2007
regular meeting schedule of dates and times for the Joint Meetings of the City Council,
Small Craft Harbor District Board of Directors, and the Community Development
Commission:

Council Resolution No. 06-R0676-1, “ . . .establishing the dates and times of regular
meetings and establishing the regular meeting schedule for calendar year 2007”;

Harbor Resolution No. 06-R0677-2, . . . establishing the dates and times of regular
meetings and establishing the regular meeting schedule for calendar year 2007"”; and

CDC Resolution No. 06-R0678-3, “. . . establishing the dates and times of regular
meetings and establishing the regular meeting schedule for calendar year 2007”

City Council: Authorization to award a contract in the amount of $132,968 to Koch-
Armstrong General Engineering, Inc., of Lakeside for the Mission Avenue Sidewalk west of
RDO project, and authorization for the City Manager to execute the agreement upon
receipt of all supporting documents [Document No. 06-D0679-1]

COUNCILMEMBER CHAVEZ moved approval of the balance of the Consent
Calendar [Items 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, and 15]. COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ seconded the
motion, which was approved 5-0.

City Council: Approval of Change Order 1 in the amount of $14,760 to
Southwest Growers and Landscaping, Inc., for additional earthwork and sod for
the Tee Box Rehabilitation project located at the Oceanside Municipal Golf
Course, 825 Douglas Drive, and authorization for the Public Works Director to
execute the change order [Document No. 06-D0672-1]

COUNCILMEMBER KERN reported that he lives within 500 feet of the golf course,
although it is just within the dogleg on the 4™ hole. The City Attorney is researching this to
determine whether he can vote on future golf course issues. However, at this time he
would recuse himself from this item, even though he would not receive any benefit from
this action.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ moved approval [of Item 10].
COUNCILMEMBER CHAVEZ seconded the motion. Motion was approved 4-0, with
Councilmember Kern abstaining.

City Council/CDC: Adoption of a resolution declaring the City’'s intention to
vacate a portion of Pacific Street located north of Sportfisher Drive and east of
Pacific Street adjacent to 504 No. Pacific Street, and setting a public hearing on
the proposed vacation for January 10, 2007, at 6:00 p.m. in the City Council
Chambers
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NADINE SCOTT, 550 Hoover Street, lives in the Loma Alta Neighborhood. She
does not object to the item; however, the City’s intention to vacate any property should
always be read into the record in front of the public. Not everyone receives an agenda, but
many watch television. Whenever the City is dealing with vacation of property, selling of
surplus property, etc., she would prefer that these be public items rather than on the
consent calendar.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ moved approval [including adoption of
Resolution No. 06-0675-1, . . . declaring intention to vacate a portion of a public street
right-of-way and setting a public hearing thereon (Pacific Street).”

COUNCILMEMBER FELLER seconded the motion. Motion was approved 5-0.

GENERAL ITEMS

General Items are normally heard after any 6:00 p.m. Public Hearing Items. However, if
time permits, some General Items may be heard prior to any 6:00 p.m. Public Hearing
Items, following the Consent Calendar.

The General items [Items 20-23] were trailed pending arrival of staff.

CITY COUNCIL REPORTS

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Mayor Jim Wood

MAYOR WOOD noted that tomorrow, December 7, is the 65 anniversary of Pearl
Harbor. There will be a special dedication in memory at the Oceanside Harbor. He invited
the public to attend. He wished everyone happy holidays.

Councilmember Rocky Chavez

COUNCILMEMBER CHAVEZ presented a computer slide show on Bonsall West
Elementary School, where the librarian organized a reading train. They bring people in from
all over to add interest to books.

The Oceanside library will be hosting a home tour on Sunday, December 10.
Cub Scout Pack 789 toured City Hall and learned about local government.
Councilmember Jack Feller

COUNCILMEMBER FELLER reported on the Turkey Trot that was held on
Thanksgiving Day. He and Councilmembers Chavez and Sanchez attended. There were
2,500 participants.

At the next Council meeting, he would ask that Council draw straws or numbers for
seating assignments. Then staff could make the technical adjustments over the holidays.
He had also suggested to the City Manager that they hold a Council retreat, and that is on
next week’s agenda for discussion. That way, they could set goals and priorities to start the
year off right. Also, Council will hear an update on the Circulation Element in January. At
that time, they will be able to voice their concerns and issues.

Councilmember Jerome Kern

COUNCILMEMBER KERN thanked staff and Council for making him feel welcome.
It will take him about a month to catch up on all of the reading material provided to him,
and then he will be out in the community.

Councilmember Esther Sanchez - trailed until the end of the meeting

-6 -



December 6, 2006 Joint Meeting Minutes

Council, HDB and CDC

With the arrival of staff, the Mayor determined to hear Item 22.

GENERAL ITEMS

22,

City Council/CDC: Introduction of an ordinance of the City Council of the City of
Oceanside extending the time limit for the effectiveness of the Oceanside
Downtown Redevelopment Plan and the time limit to pay indebtedness and
receive property taxes pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 33670 under
the Oceanside Downtown Redevelopment Plan pursuant to Health and Safety
Code Section 33333.6(e)(2)(C)

JANE MCcVEY, Economic Development and Redevelopment Director, stated that
items 22 and 23 are closely related. They both deal with the Redevelopment Agency and
the time frame in which the Redevelopment Agency can incur debt. Redevelopment
agencies may only do what state law allows them to do; they are completely controlled by
state law, which is periodically changed. The bottom line is that this agency’s ability to
incur debt ended on December 31, 2003. They will continue to receive income until 2025,
but they cannot incur debt any longer. At one point, when the State did not have enough
money to fund the schools, they created a fund called the Educational Relief Augmentation
Fund (ERAF). They basically snatched money out of cities and redevelopment agencies to
put in this fund, which then was passed to school districts. Subsequently, they passed a
law that said if a redevelopment agency had paid into ERAF, they were allowed to extend
their ability to incur debt for every year in which they paid into the ERAF. Oceanside has
paid about $1,260,000 for 3 years.

The laws that the State enacted allowing for these extensions were different each
year. The governing rules and processes are different for each different year. Therefore,
tonight’s item is for the very first year. Staff would bring the second 2 years back to Council
in January since they must give a 30-day notice to the effected agencies. Staff has not yet
given the 30-day notice.

Basically, this is the State giving something back to the City for paying into the
ERAF. It allows the City to extend for one year.

For Item 22, staff is asking Council to introduce the ordinance to extend the
agency's ability to receive property tax increment and incur debt, due to payments made to
the ERAF fund for fiscal year 2003-04.

JIMMY KNOTT, 124 Sherri Lane, is unclear about these items, especially in light of
recent court cases. He sits on the Integrated Utilities Master Plan Citizen Advisory
Committee. They have been told there are a number of areas that they cannot even
consider regarding future allocations or applications. He feared that there will be a
challenge in court due to some cross applications. He would like the City Attorney to clarify
this.

MS. MCVEY stated that Delmar Williams, the City’s outside counsel in this issue, is
in attendance. Both he and City Attorney Mullen are versed in this.

CITY ATTORNEY MULLEN explained that all Item 22 is doing is extending the
City's ability to receive tax increment by one year and extending the Redevelopment Plan
by one year. They have a statutory right to take the action pursuant to the Health and
Safety Code Section. He saw no controversial aspects related to Item 22.

DELMAR WILLIAMS, with Best Best and Krieger, stated this is a statutorily
authorized extension of Oceanside’s Redevelopment Plan and ability to receive tax
increment. It is expressly authorized by law.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ moved to introduce the ordinance, *. . .extending
the time limit for the effectiveness of the Oceanside Downtown Redevelopment Plan and
the time limit to pay indebtedness and receive property taxes pursuant to Health and
Safety Code Section 33670 under the Oceanside Downtown Redevelopment Plan pursuant
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23.

20.

Council, HDB and CDC

to Health and Safety Code Section 33333.6(e)(2)(C).”
COUNCILMEMBER CHAVEZ seconded the amended motion.
Following the reading of the title, motion was approved 5-0.

City Council/CDC: Introduction of an ordinance of the City Council of the City of
Oceanside eliminating the time limit for establishing loans, advances and other
indebtedness to be repaid with tax increment revenues under the Oceanside
Downtown Redevelopment Plan pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section
33333.6(e)(2)(B), and adoption of a resolution electing to receive tax increment
under the Oceanside Downtown Redevelopment Plan pursuant to California
Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5(b)

JANE MCcVEY, Economic Development and Redevelopment Director, stated this
related item expands the Redevelopment Agency’s ability to incur debt for 10 years, in
addition to the one-year extension passed in Item 22. Staff would bring back 2 years in
January. The ability to incur debt impacts the Agency’s ability to enter into development
agreements, as well as to incur other debts such as bonds. However, the distinction with
this item is that, with the ability to extend the ability to incur debt for this additional 10
years, they have the responsibility to also pass through tax increment, or property taxes, to
other taxing organizations. When the Agency was established in 1975, all of the additional
property tax (tax increment) after that point came to the Redevelopment Agency. That is
the money that prior Councils used to do such things as moving the railroad switching
yards out of the downtown and remediating the ground, along with all of the infrastructure
projects that were done over the years.

Under the current state law, to extend this for 10 years, we have to share the tax
increment with other taxing authorities. Because our authority ended December 31, 2003,
we would be required under current law to pay back to those taxing jurisdictions over a 3-
year period a total of about $1,100,000. For example, the City is a taxing authority. The
City would receive about $287,000; the school district would receive $425,000; etc. So
going forward, each of the effected jurisdictions would receive on an annual basis some
property tax increment or growth that comes out of the Redevelopment Agency.

As has always been the case, when the tax increment of the property tax revenue
comes in, 20% gets set aside into the affordable housing fund. That is the fund that the
Neighborhood Services Department uses to do their affordable housing projects, along with
other revenue they receive.

With the action on the previous item and this item, it would add a total of 11 years.
Adding the 2 years that staff will bring forward in January, after the 30-day required
notification to the taxing authorities, they will be extending for 13 years, taking this to a
total of 28 years.

Staff recommends that Council introduce this proposed ordinance, unless they
choose not to receive their increment and leave it in the Agency.

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ moved to introduce the ordinance, ™. . .
eliminating the time limit for establishing loans, advances and other indebtedness to be
repaid with tax increment revenues under the Oceanside Downtown Redevelopment Plan
pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 33333.6(e)(2)(B)” and adopt Resolution 06-
R0683-1, . . . electing to receive tax increment under the Oceanside Downtown
Redevelopment Plan pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5(b).”

COUNCILMEMBER CHAVEZ seconded the motion.
Following the reading of the title, motion was approved 5-0.

Approval of the Community Relations Commission’s FY 2006-07 Workplan
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Council, HDB and CDC

JOHN LUNDBLAD, Management Analyst, Neighborhood Services Department,

stated this department provides the staff support for the Community Relations Commission
(CRC).

JOHN DISE, Chairman of the CRC, asked that Council ratify their workplan. The
CRC would continue working with the Martin Luther King (MLK) scholarship program, the
MLK civic award, and the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program, where
grants are provided for the needy people in the community. All of these programs have
been very helpful to the community. They also work as a public relations instrument for the

City.

COUNCILMEMBER FELLER noted that this commission works very hard for about
6-7 straight months each year with the Martin Luther King award, the CDBG program and
then the MLK scholarship at the end of the year. He moved approval [of the workplan].

COUNCILMEMBER SANCHEZ seconded the motion.
COUNCILMEMBER CHAVEZ asked how much money has been awarded.
MR. DISE thought it was $50,000 last year.

TIM LEUNG, Commissioner, believed they have given over $600,000 over the last
17 years. This is all community funded; they do not take any money from the City.

MR. DISE added that they also have applications available for the civic award for
someone who is doing outstanding work in the community.

Motion was approved 5-0.

City Council: Endorsement of the “Garfield Art Project” presented by the Helen
Woodward Animal Center and approval of the placement of statues, as
necessary, to implement the project

DEBORAH POLICH, Library Director, stated this is an exciting proposal for a public
art project in Oceanside that is scheduled for the summer of 2007. The Arts Commission
was approached by the Helen Woodward Animal Center to explore the possibility of
Oceanside joining with other North County cities in a project to place statues of the famous
cartoon cat Garfield in the coastal area along Highway 101. The commission was very
interested and supportive of the project. They established an ad hoc committee to work out
the project details. The vice chairman of the commission, James Horvath, prepared a
power point presentation to explain what this project is about. The Arts Commission
recommends that Council endorse the project and approve the placement of the statues.
The library is also excited about this. Garfield is a very popular character for children and
adults alike. In 2007, Garfield turns 30. They have purchased a lot of books about Garfield
to meet the demand they know will be there. Therefore, they also highly recommend this
project.

JOHN McDONALD, Chairman of the Arts Commission, stated the Garfield project
is the first of a series of private and public partnerships, which was promised in the
commission’s workplan. One of the reasons the commission chose it was because of its
impact on bringing in people. In some parts of the country, this project has brought in
40,000-50,000 people. It is an economic development and arts coordinated project. It
involves the cities all the way up and down the coast. Next, it complies with the
commission’s promise to Council to make a broad and eclectic approach to the arts. This is
an appeal to the child in all of us and a lighthearted approach to the arts. This project is
coming forward with a unanimous vote from the commission.
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