PUBLIC HEARING

BELVEDERE CITY COUNCIL
JULY 8, 2019

To:

Mayor and City Council

From:

Robert Zadnik, Public Works Manager

Subject:

A public hearing to determine whether the public necessity, health, safety, or
welfare require the removal of poles, overhead wires, and related structures
and the underground installation of wires and facilities for the Golden
Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District

Recommended Motion/Item Description
1.

That Council Member McAuliffe state for the record that her residence is within 500 feet
of the proposed district and therefore she has a financial conflict of interest and must recuse
herself. She must leave the Chambers during this time.

2.

Subsequent to a public hearing, conduct a count of ballots received by the City Clerk that
have been submitted by owners of parcels within the Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility
Undergrounding Assessment District.

3.

If the count indicates that more votes, weighted by the amount of the assessments, are
received in favor than in opposition, adopt a resolution approving the Final Engineer’s
Report, confirming the assessments, ordering the work and acquisitions and directing
related actions for the Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District.

Background
The City of Belvedere has long supported the undergrounding of utilities – for reasons of public
safety and fire prevention; ambiance and aesthetics; and reliability of service. To date, over 87%
of the City has been undergrounded. The Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding
Assessment District offers an important opportunity to achieve utility undergrounding to a critical
location on the island. Because downed utility wires could cause significant access difficulties for
emergency response vehicles and for residents seeking to evacuate in an emergency, the City has
a particular interest in contributing funds towards this project.
On December 11, 2017, the City Council adopted a Resolution of Intention to initiate the formation
of the Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District.
On May 13, 2019, the Council authorized the balloting of parcel owners within the District, and
set July 8, 2019, as the date for a meeting of the Council, during which the Council would hold a
public hearing, tabulate the results of the balloting and, if warranted by the vote tally, consider
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actions to move forward with undergrounding and the levying of assessments. This would
commence a 30-day period, prior to the issuance of any bonds, during which the property owners
in the District may choose to prepay their respective assessments. Following this 30-day period,
the Council would meet to authorize the issuance of bonds to fund the project.
The construction component of the project was publicly bid and on May 8, 2019, one bid was
received for construction of the utility undergrounding project. Any award of construction
contracts will not occur unless the property owner ballot tabulation at the conclusion of the public
hearing shows at least majority approval, and the City County adopts the resolution confirming
the assessments.
The City Clerk will tabulate ballots, following a public hearing, and will announce the results of
the balloting. Votes are weighted by the dollar amount of the assessment assigned to each parcel.
In order for undergrounding to proceed, the weighted vote received in favor of assessments must
be greater than the weighted vote against. Votes are public and will be made available to the public
at the meeting and subsequently.
The public hearing is an opportunity for those who have been assessed to speak in protest, or in
support, of their assessment. Seven written protests were received. Some of the property owners
disagreed with the method of benefit apportionment, and/or had philosophical issues with the
concept of being assessed at all. Two rightfully pointed out that their benefit was less than
originally determined and their assessments were reduced accordingly. Recommended
adjustments are reflected in Exhibit A of the resolution.
If the property owner balloting produces a result in favor of proceeding with the undergrounding
project, the following resolution will be considered by the Council.
Resolution: Adopts the Amended Final Engineer’s Report, confirms the assessments,
orders work and acquisitions, and directs related actions for the Golden Gate/Belvedere
Undergrounding Assessment District.
Cost Estimate
The Engineer’s Report includes a Cost Estimate (page 3) that reflects the low bid received for Joint
Trench Construction; the cost of undergrounding from AT&T, PG&E and Comcast; incidental
expenses such as design and construction management; costs associated with securing an
easement; credits from the City; and financing costs. The total to be assessed is $706,114.30 to be
spread across 15 parcels, which has been arrived at after accounting for a $101,250 contribution
from the City of Belvedere.
Fiscal Impact
The individual assessments shown on page 6 of the Engineer’s Report were calculated based on
the Method of Assessment Spread (also included in the Engineer’s Report). The project will be
financed with tax-exempt bonds and payments spread over 30 years.
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Since 2017, the City has advanced approximately $67,000 to this project to complete the predevelopment, design and public bidding phases. If the District is formed, the City will be
reimbursed from bond proceeds, according to past practice. However, a majority of that
reimbursement will be utilized to support the City’s contribution to the project. The City will
provide $101,250 as a contribution toward the overall project, which will have the effect of
lowering all assessments for property owners.
The funds described above would be provided from the following sources: $54,500 from funds
already committed to the District, in a previous budget year, to fund trench restoration and new
streetlights, and $47,000 from funds budgeted for undergrounding activities contained in the Fiscal
Year 2019/20 City budget to fund an “orphaned” pole and associated trenching for a segment of
work on Bella Vista Ave.
After adjustment made to account for inconsistencies in the preliminary engineer’s report, the
project budget contains a contingency of $10,560. Should project costs exceed estimates plus
contingency funds, costs to the City could increase. Realizing some of the carryover costs for
development of Golden Gate Lane (currently in progress), it is anticipated that the utility
undergrounding project will benefit from an overall reduction of trenching and earthwork within
the city lane.
Recommendation
That the City Council hold a public hearing and, subsequently, tabulate the ballots submitted by
parcel owners;
That, if warranted by the results of the vote, the City Council adopt the resolution to effect the next
steps in moving the undergrounding project forward.
Attachment
1.
2.
3.
4.

Resolution with attached Exhibit A.
Diagram of the proposed district.
Final Engineer’s Report.
Letters protesting assessments (7).

CITY OF BELVEDERE
RESOLUTION NO. 2019A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BELVEDERE
ADOPTING ENGINEER’S REPORT, CONFIRMING THE ASSESSMENTS,
ORDERING THE WORK AND ACQUISITIONS AND DIRECTING RELATED
ACTIONS FOR THE GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT
_______________________________________________________________________

WHEREAS, the City Council (the “Council”) of the City of Belvedere (the “City”), County of
Marin (the “County”), State of California, has instituted proceedings in and for the City’s proposed
Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District (the “Assessment District”).
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Belvedere as
follows:
1.
Resolution of Intention. On December 11, 2017, this Council adopted its Resolution No.
2017-34 entitled “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Belvedere of Intention to Make
Acquisitions and Improvements for the Proposed Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding
Assessment District” under the Municipal Improvement Act of 1913, Division 12 of the Streets
and Highways Code of California (the “Act”) to initiate proceedings under the Act in and for the
City’s Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District (the “Assessment
District”). The Assessment District is intended to be formed for the making of certain public
improvements (the “Improvements”) as described in the Resolution of Intention.
2.
Engineer’s Report. The Resolution of Intention referred the Improvements to the person
designated therein as the Engineer of Work and directed the Engineer of Work to prepare and file
with the City Clerk a report (the “Engineer’s Report”) pursuant to the Act and containing
information set forth in the Resolution of Intention, to which reference is hereby made for further
particulars.
3.
Engineer’s Report Preliminarily Approved. The Engineer of Work prepared and filed
the Engineer’s Report with the City Clerk. This Council, with the aid of City staff, reviewed the
Engineer’s Report and found that the Engineer’s Report was sufficient for and should stand as the
Engineer’s Report for all subsequent proceedings for the Assessment District, and the Engineer’s
Report was preliminarily approved.
4.
Public Hearing. Pursuant to the Act, this Council ordered that a public hearing be held
before this Council, in the regular meeting place thereof, City Hall, 450 San Rafael Avenue,
Belvedere, California on Monday, July 8, 2019, at the hour of 6:30 p.m., for the purposes of: this
Council’s determination whether the public interest, convenience and necessity require the
Improvements; whether the properties in the Assessment District are specially benefited by the
Improvements; the tabulation of special assessment ballots and the determination of the existence
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of any majority protest; and this Council’s action upon the Engineer’s Report and the assessments
therein. The hearing was formally opened on such date and at such place, was held, and all persons
interested desiring to be heard were given an opportunity to be heard, and all matters and things
pertaining to the Improvements were fully heard and considered by this Council, and any protests,
both written and oral, were duly heard and considered. Thereafter, the hearing was formally closed
and all assessment ballots submitted by property owners were received and tabulated.
5.
No Majority Protest; Protests Overruled. It is hereby determined that, upon the
conclusion of the public hearing, and after tabulation of the assessment ballots submitted, no
majority protest against the assessment existed because the assessment ballots submitted in
opposition to the assessment did not exceed the ballots submitted in favor of the assessment. In
tabulating the ballots, they were weighted according to the proportional financial obligation of the
affected properties. Any protests, in whole or in part, are hereby overruled.
6.
Public Interest. The public interest, convenience and necessity require that the
Improvements be made and that the Assessment District be formed.
7.
Assessment District Described; No Other Districts. The Assessment District benefited
by the Improvements and to be assessed to pay the costs and expenses thereof, and the exterior
boundaries thereof, are as shown by a map thereof filed in the office of the City Clerk, which map
is made a part hereof by reference thereto.
It is hereby specifically provided that the territory included within the exterior boundaries of the
Assessment District shall not be included within the boundaries of any other assessment district
for the purposes of providing for underground utilities for a period of 25 years from the date of the
adoption of this resolution, except and to the extent that any property within the Assessment
District is, in subsequent assessment proceedings, found to receive a special benefit from an
obvious view enhancement.
8.
Contribution. This Council hereby determines that it is in the public interest and for the
public benefit that the City contribute a portion of the cost of the Improvements being financed by
the Assessment District, in the amount set forth in the Engineer’s Report, as amended or modified
to date. This contribution shall be paid from the Capital Improvement Fund of the City. This
Section shall constitute an amendment to the Resolution of Intention.
9.
Engineer’s Report Approved. The Engineer’s Report, as amended or modified to date, in
the form on file in the office of the City Clerk and to which reference is hereby made for further
particulars, including the estimates of costs and expenses, the apportionment of assessments and
the assessment diagram contained in the Engineer’s Report, is hereby approved and confirmed and
shall stand as the Engineer’s Report for these and all future proceedings for the Assessment
District. Final approval of the Engineer’s Report is intended to and shall refer and apply to the
Engineer’s Report, or any portion thereof. The Engineer’s Report, as finally approved, shall
include any revisions to the individual assessments shown on Exhibit A attached hereto and hereby
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made a part hereof, and shall include any and all modifications ordered by the Council at or after
the public hearing on the Assessment District referred to herein.
10.
Benefits Determined. Based on the oral and documentary evidence, including the
Engineer’s Report, offered and received at the public hearing, this Council expressly finds and
determines that:
a.
Each of the several subdivisions of land in the Assessment District will be specially
benefited by the Improvements at least in the amount, if not more than the amount, of the
assessment apportioned against the subdivisions of land, respectively; and
b.
There is substantial evidence to support, and the weight of the evidence
preponderates in favor of, the finding and determination as to special benefits.
11.
Improvements Ordered, Assessment District Formed and Assessments Confirmed.
This Council hereby orders that the Improvements be made, the Assessment District be formed
and that the assessment to pay the costs and expenses thereof be confirmed and are hereby levied.
For further particulars pursuant to the Act, reference is hereby made to the Resolution of Intention
and the Engineer’s Report.
12.
Recording and Filing Ordered. The City Clerk shall immediately take the following
actions:
a.
The City Clerk shall deliver to the City Manager, being the City official acting as
the Superintendent of Streets under the Act, the assessment as contained in the Engineer’s
Report together with the assessment diagram, as approved and confirmed by this Council,
with a certificate of such confirmation and of the date thereof, executed by the City Clerk,
attached thereto. The Superintendent of Streets shall record the assessment and diagram
in a suitable book to be kept for that purpose, and append thereto a certificate of the date
of such recording, and such recordation shall constitute the assessment roll herein.
b.
The City Clerk shall cause a copy of the assessment diagram and a notice of
assessment, substantially in the form provided in Section 3114 of the Streets and Highways
Code of California, executed by the City Clerk, to be filed and recorded, respectively, in
the office of the County Recorder of the County of Marin.
From the date of recording of the notice of assessment, all persons shall be deemed to have notice
of the contents of such assessment, and each of such assessments shall thereupon be a lien upon
the property against which it is made, and unless sooner discharged such liens shall so continue
for the period of 10 years from the date of the recordation, or if bonds are issued to represent the
assessments, then such liens shall continue until the expiration of 4 years after the due date of the
last installment upon the bonds or of the last installment of principal of the bonds. The appropriate
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officer or officers of the City are hereby authorized to take all actions and to pay any and all fees
required by law in connection with the above.
13.

Cash Payment Ordered.
a.
Cash Payment. Under the Act, this Council hereby directs that the owners of
property within the Assessment District shall be given written notice of the confirmation
of the assessments and of the recording thereof in the office of the official of the City who
is the Superintendent of Streets, and of the opportunity of such owners to pay all or a
portion of the assessments in cash for a period of not less than 30 days.
b.
Collection Officer. The Finance Officer of the City is appointed Collection Officer
(the “Collection Officer”) for the assessments and the person to whom payment of the
assessments shall be made, and that the office of the Collection Officer, at City Hall, 450
San Rafael Avenue, Belvedere, California 94920-2336, is designated as the place at which
any payments will be made, and the Superintendent of Streets is hereby relieved of all
responsibility for collecting assessments.
c.
Mailed Notices. The Collection Officer shall cause notices to pay assessments to
be mailed under Section 10404 of the Act, which notice shall state that bonds will be issued
under the Improvement Bond Act of 1915, to represent any unpaid assessments. The mailed
notice shall be mailed to each owner of real property within the Assessment District at his
or her last known address as it appears on the tax rolls of the City, or on file in the office
of or as known to the City Clerk, or to both addresses if the address is not the same, or to
the general delivery when no address so appears.
d.
Published Notice. The Collection Officer shall also cause the notice to be published
once a week for two successive weeks (with at least five days intervening between the
respective publication dates, not counting such dates) in a newspaper published in the
County and circulated in the City.
e.
Proceeds of Collections. The Collection Officer shall establish a fund, separate and
distinct from other funds of the City and designated “City of Belvedere, Golden
Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District Cash Payment Fund” (the
“Cash Payment Fund”), into which the Collection Officer shall deposit all sums received
from the cash payments. The Collection Officer may invest amounts in the Cash Payment
Fund in lawful investments for the City; provided, however, that the Collection Officer
shall be under no obligation to invest any or all of the amounts in the Cash Payment Fund.
If this Council issues bonds for the Assessment District, the moneys in the Cash Payment
Fund shall be applied to the Improvements and the Cash Payment Fund shall be closed. If
the Council determines not to issue bonds to finance the Improvements, the Collection
Officer shall return the amounts of cash payments (with any interest thereon) to the persons
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responsible for paying such cash payments and the Cash Payment Fund shall be closed.
The timing of such determinations shall be entirely at the discretion of the Council.
14.

Effective Date. This resolution shall be effective upon the date of its adoption.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a public hearing of the City Council of the City of Belvedere on
________________, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
RECUSED:

APPROVED:___________________________
Robert McCaskill, Mayor
ATTEST:___________________________
Alison Foulis, City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO. 2019EXHIBIT A
Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District

ADDRESS

ASSESSMENT AS
PRELIMINARILY
APPROVED

ASSESSMENT AS
REVISED AND
CONFIRMED

060-211-13

244 Golden Gate Avenue

$16,805.71

$15,527.40

2

060-211-03

300 Golden Gate Avenue

$79,071.29

$59,745.46

3

060-211-04

304 Golden Gate Avenue

$106,233.54

$99,388.49

4

060-211-05

308 Golden Gate Avenue

$96,540.07

$90,194.63

5

060-211-06

312 Golden Gate Avenue

$31,440.65

$29,201.43

6

060-211-07

316 Golden Gate Avenue

$22,015.56

$20,357.82

7

060-202-12

275 Golden Gate Avenue

$25,883.48

$23,925.91

8

060-202-13

331 Golden Gate Avenue

$83,965.39

$78,264.51

9

060-202-03

335 Golden Gate Avenue

$92,474.81

$86,334.67

10

060-202-09

298 Belvedere Avenue

$41,402.51

$38,643.38

11

060-202-04

339 Golden Gate Avenue

$91,464.42

$69,928.75

12

060-202-08

310 Belvedere Avenue

$36,019.00

$33,542.98

13

060-202-07

320 Belvedere Avenue

$22,015.56

$20,357.82

14

060-221-39

303 Belvedere Avenue

$25,883.48

$23,925.91

15

060-221-44

30 Cliff Road

$18,155.53

$16,775.14
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT

ASSESSMENT
WHEREAS, on December 11, 2017, the City Council of the City of Belvedere (the
"City"), County of Marin (the "County"), State of California, under the Municipal Improvement
Act of 1913 (the "Act"), adopted Resolution No. 2017-34 entitled "A Resolution of the City
Council of the City of Belvedere of Intention to Make Acquisitions and Improvements for the
Proposed Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District" more particularly
therein described in and for the City's Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding
Assessment District (the "Assessment District");
WHEREAS, the Resolution of Intention directed the undersigned to make and file a
report presenting a general description of any works and appliances already installed and any
other property necessary or convenient for the operation of the Improvements, plans and
specifications for the proposed construction, estimate of costs, maps and descriptions of lands
and easements to be acquired, and diagram and assessment of and upon the subdivisions of
land within the Assessment District, to which Resolution and the description of the
Improvements therein contained reference is hereby made for further particulars;
NOW, THEREFORE, the following assessment is made to cover the portion of the
estimated cost of the Improvements and the costs and expenses incidental thereto to be paid
by the assessments:

SUMMARY COST ESTIMATE
( 1)
As Preliminarily
Ai;mroved

(2)
As Confirmed
And Recorded

(3)

As Modified
After Recordation
$ _ _ _ __
$ _ _ _ __

Cost of Construction ........................
Cost of Acquisitions .........................
Incidental Expenses .........................
TOTAL COST ..................................

$ 745 721.00
0
$
$ 97 900.00
$ 843 621.00

$ 709 464.30
$ 10 000.00
$ 87 900.00
$ 806.918.00

Estimated Contributions ...................
Estimated Earnings on
Improvement Fund ...........................
BALANCE TO ASSESSMENT .........

$

54 250.00

$ 101 250.00

$ _ _ _ __

0
$
$ 789 371.00

$
0
$ 706 114.30

$ _ _ _ __
$ _ _ _ __

$ _ _ _ __
$ _ _ _ __

I do hereby assess and apportion the Balance to Assessment of the Total Cost of the
Improvements upon the several lots, pieces or parcels or portions of lots or subdivisions of land
liable therefore and specially benefited thereby, and hereinafter numbered to correspond with
the numbers upon the attached Assessment Diagram, upon each, severally and respectively, in
accordance with benefits to be received by such subdivisions, respectively, from the
Improvements, and more particularly set forth in the list hereto attached and by reference made
a part hereof.
In addition, an administrative assessment shall be levied annually on each parcel of land
having an unpaid assessment to pay for necessary costs and expenses incurred by the City
and not otherwise reimbursed, resulting from the administration and collection of the
assessment, and from the administration of bonds and related finds, all as further set forth
herein.
The assessment is made upon the several subdivisions of land within the Assessment
District in proportion to the estimated special benefits to be received by the subdivisions,
respectively, from the Improvements. As required by the Act, an Assessment Diagram is hereto
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attached showing the Assessment District and also the boundaries and dimensions of the
respective subdivisions of land within the Assessment District as the same existed at the time of
the passage of the Resolution, each of which subdivisions having been given a separate
number upon the Assessment Diagram.
Each subdivision of land assessed is described in the within Assessment Roll by
reference to its parcel number as shown on the Assessor's Maps of the County for the fiscal
year 2018-19 and includes all of such parcel excepting those portions thereof within existing
public roads or right of way to be acquired in these proceedings for public road purposes. For a
more particular description of said property, reference is hereby made to the deeds and maps
on file and of record in the office of the County Recorder of the County.
Notice is hereby given that serial and/or term improvement bonds to represent unpaid
assessments and bear interest at the rate of not to exceed twelve percent (12%) per annum, or
such higher rate of interest as may be authorized by applicable Jaw at the time of sale of such
bonds, will be issued hereunder in the manner provided by Division 10 of the Streets and
Highways Code, the Improvement Bond Act of 1915, and the last installment of such bonds
shall mature not to exceed 39 years from the second day of September next succeeding 12
months from their date.
Under the Resolution, the requirements of Division 4 of the California Streets and
Highways Code shall be satisfied with Part 7. 5 of Division 4, for which the following is
presented:
1.
The total amount, as near as can be determined, of the total principal amount of
all unpaid special assessments and special assessments required or proposed to be levied
under any completed or pending assessment proceedings, other than for the Assessment
District is:

$_ _ _ _ _ __

2.
The total amount of the principal sum of the special assessments (the "Balance
to Assessment') proposed to be levied for the Assessment District is:

$_ _ _ _ _ __
3.
The total amount of the principal sum of unpaid special assessments levied
against the parcels proposed to be assessed, as computed pursuant 1. above, plus the
principal amount of the special assessment proposed to be levied for the Assessment District
under 2. above is:

$_ _ _ _ _ __
4.
The total true value, as near as may be determined, of the parcels of land and
improvements which are proposed to be assessed in the Assessment District, as determined by
the full cash value of the parcels as shown upon the last equalized assessment roll of the
County is:
Dated:

.:t'V.L':I

8 , 2019

2
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT
CITY OF BELVEDERE
COUNTY OF MARIN
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST
July 8, 2019

I.
ITEM
NO.

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0
6.0

7.0
8.0
9.0
10.0
11.0
12.0

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

EST.
UNIT
DESCRIPTION
QUAN.
MEAS.
EXCAVATE, BACKFILL, AND COMPACT TRENCHES
1. 1 12" Wide Trench
843
LF
1.2 18" Wide Trench
742
LF
1.3 24" Wide Trench
43
LF
EXCAVATE, BACKFILL, AND COMPACT UTILITY VAULTS, BOXES
2.1 T3 Enclosure
6
EA
2.2 6 Primary Enclosure
3
EA
2.3 5 Primary Enclosure
1
EA
2.4 3 Secondary Enclosure
EA
2
EA
2.5 2 Secondary Enclosure
5
2.6 48 Enclosure w/Extensions
2
EA
2.7 36 Enclosure
3
EA
2.8 30 Enclosure
2
EA
2.9 Street LiQht Box
EA
4
FURNISH AND INSTALL UTILITY VAULTS, BOXES
3.1 T3 Enclosure
6
EA
3.2 6 Primary Enclosure
3
EA
EA
3.3 5 Primary Enclosure
1
3.4 3 Secondary Enclosure
EA
2
3.5 2 Secondary Enclosure
5
EA
2
EA
3.6 48 Enclosure w/Extensions
EA
3.7 36 Enclosure
3
3.8 30 Enclosure
2
EA
3.9 Street LiQht Box
4
EA
FURNISH AND INSTALL UTILITY CONDUITS
LF
4.1 Electric 4" Duct (Plastic)
1580
LF
4.2 Electric 3" Duct !Plastic\
82
4.3 Telephone 4" Duct (Plastic)
484
LF
512
LF
4.4 Teleohone 2" Duct !Plastic\
1490
LF
4.5 TV 2" Duct I Plastic\
128
LF
4.6 TV 1" Duct (Plastic)
LF
4.7 ST. LT. 2" Duct !Plastic)
210
FURNISH AND INSTALL STREET LIGHT
4
EA
FURNISH AND INSTALL GROUND RODS
4
EA
6.1 P.G. & E Ground Rods
2
EA
6.2 Cable TV Ground Rods
LS
SHORING AND BRACING
1
FURNISH AND INSTALL ASPHALT
85
TONS
ROCK EXCAVATION (REVOCABLE)
10
CY
LS
REPAINTING AND REPLACING
1
1
LS
MOBILIZATION
4
EA
FURNISH AND INSTALL STREET LIGHTS

3
\\lls-server\n\GEN\CORRESPO.JOB\2019\9153\Engineers Est Prob Cost Rev.B 7-8-19

UNIT
PRICE

$
$
$

AMOUNT

120.00 $
115.00 $
110.00 $

101,160.00
85,330.00
4,730.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

8,000.00
12,000.00
7,500.00
3,000.00
2,600.00
7,000.00
3,000.00
2,500.00
1,000.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

48,000.00
36,000.00
7,500.00
6,000.00
13,000.00
14,000.00
9,000.00
5,000.00
4,000.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

4,000.00
9,000.00
7,000.00
2,500.00
2,000.00
7,000.00
2,500.00
2,250.00
800.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

24,000.00
27,000.00
7,000.00
5,000.00
10,000.00
14,000.00
7,500.00
4,500.00
3,200.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

20.00
18.00
20.00
15.00
15.00
10.00
10.00
1,500.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

31,600.00
1,476.00
9,680.00
7,680.00
22,350.00
1,280.00
2,100.00
6,000.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

400.00
400.00
500.00
250.00
30.00
17,000.00
25,000.00
4,000.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,600.00
800.00
500.00
21,250.00
300.00
17,000.00
25,000.00
16,000.00

GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT
CITY OF BELVEDERE
COUNTY OF MARIN
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST
July 8, 2019

CONSTRUCTION COST SUBTOTAL

$

600,536.00

CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY ALLOWANCE

$

10,506.30

UTILITY AGENCY COSTS SUBTOTAL

$

98,422.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS, UTILITY
AGENCY COSTS AND CONTINGENCY ALLOWANCE

$

709,464.30

$

10,000.00

UTILITY AGENCY COSTS
1. PG&E
2. AT&T
3. COMCAST

II.
ITEM
NO.
Ill.

Lump Sum
Lump Sum
Lump Sum

EASEMENT ACQUISITION

LS
LS
LS

$
$
$

45,528.00
29,667.00
23,227.00

DESCRIPTION
ESTIMATED INCIDENTAL EXPENSES

AMOUNT

1. Civil Engineering/Coordination
2. Civil Enoineerino Fees
3. Pre-En>iineering Fees
4. Proiect Inspector
5. Construction Mananoement
6. Construction Contract Administration
7. Contract Document Reproduction
8. Pavement Sample Corin!l
9. Construction Stakino
10. P.G.& E. Engineering Advance

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

4,500.00
47,850.00
5,400.00
0
0
2,500.00
500.00
450.00
2,000.00
10,000.00

$

73,200.00

$
$

9,700.00
5,000.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED BOND FINANCING EXPENSES

$

14,700.00

TOTAL PROJECT COST INCLUDING INCIDENTAL EXPENSES

$

807,364.30

LESS CONTRIBUTION FROM CITY OF BELEVEDERE

$

101,250.00

TOTAL ESTIMATED INCIDENTAL EXPENSES

IV.

ESTIMATED BOND FINANCING EXPENSES

1. Assessment Enoineerino
2. County Administration
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT
CITY OF BELVEDERE
COUNTY OF MARIN
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST
July 8, 2019

TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS

$

101,250.00

TOTAL PROJECT COST LESS CONTRIBUTION

$

706,114.30

TOTAL OF BOND ISSUE AND TOTAL TO BE ASSESSED

$

706,114.30
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT
CITY OF BELVEDERE
COUNTY OF MARIN
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
July 8, 2019
ASSESSMENT ROLL

ASMNT. #

PARCEL#

ASSESSMENT

1

060-211-13

$15,527.40

Nikki & Kevin Johnson Revocable Trust

2

060-211-03

$59,745.46

Cathrine Steck Trust

3

060-211-04

$99,388.49

Jody & Robert Harris Jr. Revocable Trust

4

060-211-05

$90,194.63

James & Suzanne Du Molin Trust

5

060-211-06

$29,201.43

Thomas Freiburger

6

060-211-07

$20,357.82

Christian Rice & Anne Vano

7

060-202-12

$23,925.91

Frank & Barbro Green Revocable Trust

8

060-202-13

$78,264.51

Spencer Hosie & Diane Rice

9

060-202-03

$86,334.67

Robert & Barbel Roberts Survivor Trust

10

060-202-09

$38,643.38

Roger & Doreen Snow Trust

11

060-202-04

$69,928.75

Golden Gate Belvedere LLC

12

060-202-08

$33,542.98

Paul & Svlvia Emery Revocable Trust

13

060-202-07

$20,357.82

Henry & Michelle Schmitt Familv Trust

14

060-221-39

$23,925.91

Cappelloni Familv Trust

15

060-221-44

$16,775.14

$706,114.30

OWNER NAME

Martha Summers 2015 Revocable Living Trust
Total amount to be assessed
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT
CITY OF BELVEDERE
COUNTY OF MARIN
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

July 8, 2019
OWNERS LIST

ASMNT.#

PARCEL#

1

060-211-13

OWNER NAME

Nikki & Kevin Johnson Revocable Trust

OWNER ADDRESS

CITY, ST, ZIP

244 Golden Gate Ave.

Belvedere, CA 94920

2

060-211-03

Cathrine Steck Trust

329 W. 87th St.

New York, NY 10024

3

060-211-04

Jody & Robert Harris Jr. Revocable Trust

304 Golden Gate Ave.

Tiburon, CA 94920

4

060-211-05

James & Suzanne Du Molin Trust

P.O. Box 1220

Belvedere, CA 94920

5

060-211-06

Thomas Freiburger

312 Golden Gate Ave.

Belvedere, CA 94920

6

060-211-07

Christian Rice & Anne Vano

316 Golden Gate Ave.

Belvedere, CA 94920

7

060-202-12

Frank & Barbra Green Revocable Trust

275 Golden Gate Ave.

Belvedere, CA 94920

8

060-202-13

Spencer Hosie & Diane Rice

331 Golden Gate Ave.

Belvedere-Tiburon, CA 94920

9

060-202-03

Robert & Barbel Roberts Survivor Trust

335 Golden Gate Ave.

Belvedere, CA 94920

10

060-202-09

Roger & Doreen Snow Trust

P.O. Box 1339

Sausalito, CA 94966

11

060-202-04

Golden Gate Belvedere LLC

155 Rock Hill Drive

Tiburon, CA 94920

12

060-202-08

Paul & Sylvia Emery Revocable Trust

1500 Tiburon Blvd. #627

Tiburon, CA 94920

13

060-202-07

Henry & Michelle Schmitt Family Trust

1675 Howard Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

14

060-221-39

Cappelloni Familv Trust

303 Golden Gate Ave.

Belvedere, CA 94920

15

060-221-44

Martha Summers 2015 Revocable Living Trust

2632 Filmore Street #1

San Francisco, CA 94115
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT

CITY OF BELVEDERE
COUNTY OF MARIN
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
July 8, 2019
METHOD OF ASSESSMENT SPREAD

General Information
There are 15 Assessment Parcels within the Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding
Assessment District, all of which are developed. The highest and best use for every parcel,
assuming full development as allowed by the Zoning District in which they are located, is the
basis on which the special benefits are assigned.
The District is being formed, and the Assessments will be levied, under the Act and Article
XXXIII D of the California Constitution, which require that only special benefits may be
assessed, and that a parcel's assessment may not exceed the reasonable cost of the proportional
special benefit conferred on that parcel. The law does not specify a method to use when
detennining the amount of special benefit to each parcel. The Engineer of Work is responsible
for conducting the benefit analysis and then making a recommendation to the City Council, who
then makes the final determination. Therefore, the assessments within this report have been
apportioned by the Engineer of Work in accordance to the proportionate special benefits received
by the lots and parcels of land within the District. The Assessment apportioned to each lot
represents its prorated share of the total estimated capital cost of the Improvements. No
assessment has been apportioned on any parcel that exceeds the reasonable cost of the
proportional special benefit provided to that parcel.

Special Benefit
There are many special benefits to the parcels within the Assessment District that will result
from the undergrounding of existing overhead utility lines and removal of existing utility poles
within the District. The parcels are comprised of residential lots fronting portions of Golden
Gate Avenue, Belvedere Avenue and Cliff Road. The primary benefits are:
1. Improved public safety and dependability of service.
2. Enhancement of streetscape appearance across frontage.
3. Improved neighborhood ambiance.
The three (3) primary benefits are each assigned a 1/3 portion of benefit.
It is determined that benefit number 1, improved public safety and dependability of service, will
be shared equally by each parcel within the District except for Assessment Parcel 1, which does
not take service from the facilities to be undergrounded and shall be at fifty percent (50%) of the
other Assessment Parcels. All of the parcels have been apportioned a benefit share equal to 1,
except Parcel 1 having a fifty percent (50%) benefit share.
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT
CITY OF BELVEDERE
COUNTY OF MARIN
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
July 8, 2019
METHOD OF ASSESSMENT SPREAD

It is determined that benefit number 2, enhancement of streetscape appearance across frontage,
will have an enhancement propmtional to the length of frontage cmTently occupied by existing
overhead utilities on either side of the street or lane fronting each parcel within the District.
Frontage is considered to be the boundary of the parcel adjacent to a street or adjacent to a public
lane. However, only fifty percent (50%) of the length of a lane shall be considered.
It is dete1mined that benefit number 3, improved neighborhood ambiance, will be shared equally
by each parcel within the District and has been appmtioned a benefit share equal to 1 with the
exception of Assessment Parcels 1, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14, which are on the periphery of
the project, resulting in a lesser degree of benefit.

Financing and incidental costs of the District have been assessed to each Parcel in the District on
a pro-rata basis relative to the allocation of special benefit.

General Benefit
General benefits to the surrounding community and public in general from undergrounding of
the existing overhead utilities within the Assessment District, such as to the general public
visiting in cars, on bicycles or on foot, are incidental and not quantifiable, and are adequately
offset by the contribution from the City and utility companies.
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS

Reference is hereby made to the Plans and Specifications in and for said
assessments proceedings on file in the office of the City Engineer of the City of
Belvedere, said Plans and Specifications being too bulky to be bound with this
Engineer's Report.
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT

ASSESSMENT DIAGRAM

Reference is hereby made to the Assessment Diagram in and for said
assessments proceedings on file in the office of the City Engineer of the City of
Belvedere, said Assessment Diagram being too bulky to be bound with this
Engineer's Report.
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT

ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE ASSESSMENT

A proposed maximum annual administrative assessment shall be levied on each parcel
of land and subdivision of land within the Assessment District to pay for necessary costs and
expenses incurred by the City, and not otherwise reimbursed, resulting from the administration
and collection of assessments, from the administration or registration of any bonds and reserve
or other related funds, or both. The maximum assessment is authorized pursuant to the
provisions of Section 10204(f) of the Act and shall not exceed $20.000.00 per year, subject to
an annual increase based on the Consumer Price Index (CPI), during the preceding year
ending in January, for all Urban Consumers in the San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose areas. The
exact amount of the administration charge will be established each year by the City Engineer.
Each parcel within the Assessment District shall be allocated an equal share of such costs.
This administration assessment is separate from, and in addition to, (a) the per-parcel
collection fee that may be added to each annual assessment under Section 8682 of the
California Streets and Highways Code, and (b) any fees payable to the City in connection with
Assessment pre-payments after the issuance of Bonds, apportionment of Assessments to
reflect parcels splits or parcel mergers, and late charges and penalties for delinquent
Assessment installments.
The annual administrative assessment will be collected in the same manner and in the
same installments as the assessment levied to pay for the cost of the works of improvement
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GOLDEN GATE/BELVEDERE
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT

CERTIFICATES
1.
On
, 2019, the Assessment and Assessment Roll in this
Engineer's Report, in the amounts set forth in Columns (1) of each, with the Assessment
Diagram attached, was filed with me.
City Clerk
2.
On
, 2019, by Resolution No.
, the Assessment in this
Engineer's Report, in the amounts set forth in Column (2) and the Assessment Diagram
attached were confirmed and approved by the City Council of the City of Belvedere.

City Clerk
3.
On
, 2019, the Assessment in this Engineer's Report and the
Assessment Diagram attached, all as confirmed and approved by the City Council of the City of
Belvedere were recorded in the office of the official of the City who is the City Engineer.

City Clerk
4.
On
, 2019, A Notice of Assessment was recorded and the
Assessment Diagram was filed in the office of the County Recorder of the County.

City Clerk
5.
On
, 2019, a certified copy of the Assessment and
Assessment Diagram were recorded in the Office of the City Engineer of the City of Belvedere.

City Clerk
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ATTACHMENT 4
>> Dear Mr. Zadnik,
>> We want to firmly state that we believe 244 Golden Gate Avenue should be exempted from
any utility undergrounding assessment.
>> 1) We have no poles or utility lines across our property. All service to our house and property
was undergrounded as part of a previous undergrounding effort.
>> 2) In terms of the reliability of our electric service, the remaining above‐ground poles are
likely “down line” of us (I don’t know, since I don’t have a PGE map of the lines), so I’m not sure
if our reliability would improve much. Additionally, though this may not be pertinent, we have
installed a sizeable PV solar array with a multiple battery backup system, so we are able to
withstand many power disruptions. In sum, I doubt this effort will improve our power reliability
much.
>> 3) Undergrounding the lines would have no impact on our views, which, if you visit the
house (which I understand you did at the invitation of the previous owner, Christopher Lacey),
are of the GG Bridge and Sausalito, and are not impacted by the power lines, far down the
street from our house. To improve our views over the tip of Belvedere itself would require
removing all the roofs and houses, not just the power lines (that is a tongue in cheek comment
and not an actual recommendation).
>> We understand that this proposal has come to ballot before and has been voted down. I am
writing this, having received this notice only just this weekend, with a requirement that I submit
written objections by today, so please excuse if this is rushed or under‐researched on my part.
As mentioned, we are new to the neighborhood, and new to this ongoing proposal.
>> Thank you,
>> Nikki Johnson

‐‐ Dear Robert‐‐
I am writing to you from New York City where I live for most of the year and hence do not get
snail mail from Belvedere ovenight. On Friday I received the letter concerning the upcoming
undergrounding meetings, after I had left for the weekend, but in any case would not have
been able to turn around a response/protest in time to meet your deadline. (I'll add that I find a
letter dated/mailed 5/14 that has a response deadline of 5/20 is ridiculous and makes it
eminently clear that you have a vested interest in NOT entertaining dissenting views.
As far as the criteria cited as a basis for my exorbitiant assessment is concerned:
I have a single pole on my property/property line which is next to my entry walk and never in
my primary view which is towards the bay, so view enhancement is not a factor.
On a relative basis, I have a hard time understanding why my assessment figure is so close to
those who have many more poles, among them properties owned by Harris, DuMoulin and
Flaherty.
I would appreciate a detailed explanation of the rationale.
Sincerely,
Cathy Steck

Hi Robert‐‐
I am leaving tomorrow at the crack of dawn for a visit with my daughter in London and am
on to‐do‐list overload. Would you mind speaking with my property manager Vicki Nichols in
my stead? I have copied her on this email. She is up to speed on the matter and will be
attending the meeting tomorrow evening. Her number is (415)272‐9755 and she will be
available to talk with you today.
Thanks very much,
Cathy Steck

RECEIVED
May 14, 2019

City Council
City of Belvedere
450 San Rafael Avenue
Belvedere CA 94920

City of Belvedere

Attention: Robert Zadnik, Public Works Manager
My husband, Robert Harris and I reside at 304 Golden Gate Avenue, Belvedere CA and
are part of the Golden Gate utility undergrounding assessment district. While we have
supported the undergrounding project to this poil)t, we feel that ourassessment
amount which is substantially higher than others in the district is .unfair and we wish to
appeal it.
.

Under benefit 2, Enhancement of streetscape appearance across frontage, we
acknowledge having a long street frontage on Golden Gate Ave and will benefit from
removal of two poles and wires. However as with everyone else on both sides of
Golden Gate Ave, we do not see the wires in a meaningful way from our house and
they do not obstruct any of our primary views. Amongst the homes on Golden Gate
Ave, we all use the street and experience the street scape. More importantly, we do
not believe we should be assessed for the frontage on Hawthorne Lane. The electricity
and other wires that come up Hawthorne Lane provide the utilities for the whole district
and therefore benefit every homeowner in the district. It seems much fairer for that
cost to be split evenly among all the homeowners.
For benefit 1, Improved public safety and dependability of service, we were under the
impression from the early discussions about the district that this would be the most
significant factor with a higher weighting than the other factors. We believe that since
primary views are not really affected on most lots, this benefit is the most important
reason to do the undergrounding and should have a 50% weighting(rather than 33%)
making it much fairer for all parties.
Benefit 3, Improved neighborhood ambiance is somewhat vague and seems more like
another way to allocate street scape which has already been done in Benefit 2. The
weight of this falls on lots 2, 3, 4, 8, and 9. All of these lots are on a small portion of
Golden Gate Ave where the streetscape issues are most apparent. However lots 11,
10, 12, 5 and 6, for instance, look at wires, have poles including the ones down Golden
Gate Lane and/or access their homes through Golden Gate Ave facing the street
scape daily.
There is an additional issue we find equally troubling in the assessment process. There
are lot parcels such as 1, 11, 6, 5, 10, 12 14 and 15 who are fortunate to have benefited
from other Belvedere utility districts that undergrounded and removed poles and wires.

These parcels did not contribute to the costs of those districts and in one case actually
receives utilities from another district. However, they are benefiting from what these
districts have done because their parcels are adjacent to the already undergrounded
districts resulting in fewer poles and wires. Their assessments in our district have been
significantly reduced. This is unfair to the .other district members who must now bear
the project cost over a smaller base.

We believe these factors need to be reviewed to make the assessment allocations in
our district more equal. We think our assessment for the Jody and Robert Harris Jr.
Revocable Trust at 304 Golden Gate Ave should be reduced.
We appreciate all the work Robert Zadnik, Craig Middleton and the Belvedere City
Councii have ·done to get our undergroundihg project to this point. We hope to be able
to support it in the future. We are traveling until May 26 but can be reached by mobile
if you would like to discuss. Jody's mobile is 917 817 8720.

Sincerely
1

J

IA_______. ,

arris
30 Golden Gate Ave
Belvedere CA 94920
917 817 8720

James and Suzanne Ou Molin

308 Golden Gate Avenue
Belvedere, CA 94920

May 20, 2019
Mr. Robert Zadn ik

City of Belvedere
450 San Rafael Avenue
Belvedere, CA 94920-2336

Re: proposed assessment for undergrounding
Dear Robert:
I have a number of concerns with respect to the undergrounding.
To begin with, there are two cost components of the overall project to which I take
exception.
First, as I understand it, the pole located between 256 and 298 Bella Vista, and the wires it
supports, serve no purpose other than to transport power to the pole at the intersection of
Bella Vista and Hawthorn Lane, which then serves power up the Lane to Golden Gate
Avenue. These orphan wires and the orphan pole at 256-298 Bella Vista should have
been undergrounded when Bella Vista Avenue was undergrounded. Since the City
allowed the Bella Vista district to leave these wires and pole behind, the City should now
bear the cost of undergrounding them. It is not fair to burden the residents of the Golden
Gate district with this cost.
Secondly, a very substantial portion of the annual assessments, for those who do not elect
to pay in cash, is the $125,000 of "financing" or bond issuance costs (not including the
interest that will accrue on those costs.) This seems very expensive at 14.8% of the bond
principal ($843,000.) Even if the $20,000 financing contingency is ultimately returned in
fu ll to the homeowners, the financing cost is still 12.5%. This is too high. I would like to
see the City work with the municipal finance advisor and the other parties involved to
reduce this cost, which will benefit all of the homeowners proportionately.
I am attaching an article by Marc D. Joffe which discusses "Municipal Bond Cost of
Issuance." On page 5, he includes a table summarizing his findings after extracting data
pertaining to 451 municipal bond issues valued at $10 million or less, between 2012 and
2015. The bonds were issued in various states, so some variation in cost factors would
apply as a result of that. The median cost of issuance was 2 .31%. The maximum cost of
issuance was 10.62%. We should strive for something better than the maximum cost.

In addition to those two cost components which affect the overall project cost, I take
exception to two aspects of the benefit allocations.
Special Benefit #2 is "Enhancement of streetscape appearance across frontage." The
Engineer has counted lanes as "streetscape" and "frontage" at a rate of 50%. This defies
logic. First of all, the lanes in question, Hawthorn Lane and Golden Gate Lane, do not
"front" any of the properties; they merely border them. What is significant about "street
frontage" is that it affects the visual appeal and thus the market value of a property. But
lane frontage does not. Our home has been appraised by professional real estate
appraisers at least four times in the last thirteen years; not once did an appraiser mention
the Lane as having any bearing on the value of our property. Lanes simply do not equate
with street frontage, even at a 50% rate.
What is most important about Hawthorn Lane is that it delivers power to all of the parcel
owners on Golden Gate Avenue (with the exception of parcel 1 as stated by the Engineer.)
Accordingly, it is a "safety and reliability of service" issue much more than it is a
"streetscape" issue, and the cost of undergrounding Hawthorn Lane should be borne by all
of the district members located on Golden Gate Avenue in equal portions. Instead, it has
been allocated to only two properties - 304 and 308 Golden Gate Avenue.
Special Benefit #3 is "improved neighborhood ambiance." I feel that the highly
subjective apportionment employed by the Engineer for this particular benefit misses the
mark. He has allocated the vast majority of this benefit to only 5 of the 15 parcels, i.e. , the
ones that have poles and wires in their streetscape. But that was already done in benefit
#2 and is thus duplicative.
He does not define what factors he took into consideration as "neighborhood ambiance." It
is commonly understood to mean the "look and feel" of a neighborhood as people drive
through it, walk through it, live in it. What Mr. Schwartz has decidedly not taken into
account is that the parcel owners to which he has assigned a lesser benefit for #3 stand to
derive just as much enjoyment from the removal of the streetscape poles and wires, as
they use Golden Gate Avenue on a daily basis. For example, parcels 5 and 6, which the
Engineer has labeled as "periphery," both walk their dogs daily in front of our house (#4)
under the streetscape poles and wires, and yet Mr. Schwartz has evidently given them a
zero or nearly zero assessment for this benefit. This is not fair.
Removal of these wires and poles goes to the very heart of what constitutes an enjoyable
"neighborhood ambiance" for all who are out in the street daily -- walking , running,
bicycling, skateboarding and walking their dogs (usually multiple times each day) - not
only in front of their own homes, but in front of our home and other homes as well.
Accordingly, the "neighborhood ambiance" benefit should be allocated equally to all
properties, which is what Mr. Schwartz inidicated he would do in emails from December
2017 (attached.)

In conclusion, I would like to see the City pick up the cost of the undergrounding on Bella
Vista Avenue and I would like to see the $125,000 of financing costs reduced substantially.
I would also like to see a reduction to our personal allocation as a means of distributing the
"safety and reliability of service" (from undergrounding Hawthorn Lane) and the
"neighborhood ambiance" benefits more equally.

Finally, I have a significant concern about the possible impact of the
undergrounding with respect to the three giant redwoods located near Hawthorn
Lane. One of the three has its trunk only about 6 to 8 feet from where the trench will be
dug. You and I previously talked about this, and you said that you thought the trees would
not be impacted . I am now requesting written assurance that this is the case.
It would be a tragedy if these trees, which I estimate are each 50 to 60 feet tall, and which
are landmarks on the Belvedere ridge , distinctly visible from as far away as downtown
Tiburon and downtown Sausalito, were damaged and ultimately lost. Furthermore, the
loss of any one of these trees, which provide privacy between our home and 304 Golden
Gate, would have a profound negative effect on the visual landscape from inside our home
and thus, the value of, and our enjoyment of, our home.
Therefore, I am requesting written assurance that these trees will not be damaged during
the construction and I am requesting that this become part of the written contracts with all
the utilities. I suggest that some exploratory digging be done at the site, during the next
week or two - well ahead of the vote on July sth -- to ensure that the roots of these three
magnificent trees will not be impacted by the trenching for this project. Please let me know
when this will occur so that I can be present.
In addition, along the path of the proposed undergrounding at Hawthorn Lane, there are
eight additional trees with trunk diameters between 8 and 15 inches approximately, which
also provide privacy for our property. I am also requesting that every effort be made to
preserve these trees. I request written assurance that they will be tagged prior to the start
of construction for the purpose of signaling that they should be preserved if at all possible.
I am happy to meet with you to identify these eight trees and tag them.
Sincerely,

fa~~) .TJ~~·
Suzatfni S. Du Molin

Suzanne Du Molin
Subject:

FW: Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District, Our File No.

9153

From: Irving L.Schwartz<ilschwartz@ilscels.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 7, 2017 2:56 PM
To: Suzanne Du Molin <sdumolin@drsl.com>
Cc: 'David Flaherty' <david@brand-force.com>
Subject: RE: Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District, Our File No.
9153
Suzanne,
I am unaware of any guidelines used by the City of Belvedere. I have provided you my Draft
Method of Assessment Spread for the Acacia/Laurel District. However, as stated, your District
would have four different benefits as compared to the Acacia/Laurel District having only three.
While I don't use an actual point system, it would appear from the Draft Acacia/Laurel District
Method of Assessment Spread that all of the parcels would get the full assessment for the
benefit associated with public safety and dependability and the benefit associated with
neighborhood ambiance. However, the benefit related to enhancement of streetscape
appearance across frontage and the view benefit could range from zero to a full assessment. If
this is interpreted to be a point system, then you are correct. All parcels would get a minimum
of two points and a maximum of four points. However, there still may be some balancing
needed where currently I have shown preliminary that each benefit receives an equal share of
the total assessment, in other words, for your district, there would be U of the total
assessment assessed for each benefit.
I hope this helps explain my methodology.

Regards,

Irving L. Schwartz, C.E.
ILS Associates, Inc.
79 Galli Drive, Suite A
Novato, CA 94949
(415) 883-9200 ext. 117
(415) 883-2763 Fax
ilschwartz@ilscels.com
From: Suzanne Du Molin [mailto:sdumolin@drsl.com]
Sent: Thursday, December 7, 2017 12:27 PM
To: Irving L. Schwartz <ilschwartz@ilscels.com>

Municipal Bond Cost of Issuance
By Marc D. Joffe, Public Sector Credit Solutions

Submitted to the UC Berkeley Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive Society
This working paper does not necessarily reflect the views of the Institute or of anyone else aside from the author.

Abstract: My research team collected cost of issuance information from Official Statements
representing over 800 bond issuances since 2012. We found that costs of issuance including
underwriter discounts averaged 1.02% of bond principal. Further, we found substantial variation in
the sample, with six California school district issuers incurring costs in excess of 8.5%. To determine
the composition of issuance costs we sent public records requests to a subset of issuers, receiving 180
responses. The four largest contributors to total issuance costs were underwriter discounts, legal
expenses, financial advisor fees and rating agency charges- in that order. We argue that some
combination of increased price transparency and intervention from higher levels of government could
substantially reduce issuance costs faced by local governments, especially smaller ones.

Interest is not the only cost incurred by state and local governments when they borrow in the municipal
bond market. These debt issuers also bear a variety of expenses when they sell their bonds. These "costs
of issuance" are subtracted from the bond sale proceeds remitted t o the government and are thus not
available for public purposes. Just as a home buyer hopes to minimize the points she pays on a
mortgage loan, municipal stakeholders should hope to limit fees paid to various financia l industry
interests when the government needs to borrow.
This study describes the types of issuance costs US local governments incur and estimates the size of
t hese expenses. Our research team obtained total issuance cost data for 812 municipal bond offerings
issued between 2012 and 2015 from the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board's EMMA system. 1

EMMA contains Official Statements that describe each bond offering. In most cases, the Official
Statement shows " Costs of Issuance" in the section that outlines the Sources and Uses Funds. Our
rese archers catalogued these costs for the bonds included in the study.
We also sent public records requests {often known as freedom of information requests) to the local
governments that issued the bonds asking for itemized details of the issuance costs. We received and
cataloged over 150 responses to these requests.
Although our samples were not random, they are sufficiently large and heterogeneous to provide a
reasonable portrayal of the issuance cost environment facing government bond issuers. To maximize the
use of our data and in hope that others will supplement it, we have posted it online in a Google sheet at
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/li6rUXuZENWbcpxBNpyl4FJDhbRqEM7YIGfkl zca NOxk/edit?us
p=sha ri ng.

In some cases, a single Official Statement includes descriptions for multiple bond series being offered
simultaneously. Our data may include one row for each bond series.

1

Joffe/ Municipal Cost of Issuance I 2

Other Research and Data
Ours is not the first attempt to collect cost of issuance data, but we believe that the extensive use of
public records requests is fairly unique. That said, our research should be placed in a broader context. In
this section, we review some other sources of cost of issuance data. Most sources report issuance costs
as a percentage of the face value of the bonds offered.
Bloomberg records cost of issuance data from official statements and provides this data to users of its
Bloomberg Professional service - a costly subscription product typically used by financial industry
professionals. However, Bloomberg has provided some of this data - at an aggregate level - for free on
its municipal market website. Bloomberg's 2014 Municipal Market Stat Book showed a nationwide
average cost of issuance of 0.513%. 2 Bloom berg's tabulations by state show wide variation nationally,
with costs ranging from a minimum of 0.2% in Wyoming to 1.002% in Arkansas.
Unfortunately, the Bloomberg data does not appear to provide a complete picture. Official statements
we reviewed most often include two categories of issuance costs: Underwriter' s Discount, which is the
fee paid to the investment bank for sel ling the bonds, and "Costs of Issuance", a blanket category that
includes all other fees and expenses. The Bloomberg data appears to only include the Underwriter's
Discount. We reached this conclusion by reviewing selected data points and contacting Bloomberg' s
help desk.
The Internal Revenue Service requires municipal bond issuers to report new tax-exempt borrowings on
Form 8038-G and taxable borrowings on Form 8038. These forms ask issuers to report total bond
proceeds and total costs of issuance, among other data points, on these forms. The IRS aggregates Form
8038/8038-G filing data on its Statistics of Income {SOI) Tax Stats web pages. 3 The latest data ava ilable
are for the calendar year 2012.
For long term tax-exempt bonds, IRS reports total issuance of $324.287 billion and total cost s of $2.690
billion - implying an average cost of issuance of 0.830%. For long term, taxable bonds, issuance volume
was $103.453 billion and costs were $686 million -yielding an average issuance cost of 0.663%.
Another data point in the SOI disclosure suggests that these costs of issuance rates may also be
understated. About 22,000 returns included issuance volume data, but only about 15,000 returns
provided cost of issuance data. Since a zero cost of issuance is unlikely, t he average cost factors derived
from IRS aggregates do not seem to tell the whole story.
A third source we located w as the California Debt and Investment Advisory Commission (CDIAC), a unit
of t he State Treasurer's Office. State law requires California issuers to report costs of issuance to CDIAC,
which then tabulates the results. Although we were unable to locate recent aggregates based on this
data, a CDIAC research paper4 provides summary data for the period 2009-2011.

2

Bloomberg Briefs: Municipal Market StatBook 2014.
http://www.bloombergbriefs.com/content/uploads/sites/2/2015/01/2014-Muni-St atbook.pdf
3
Internal Revenue Service. SOI Tax Stats - Tax-Exempt Bond Statistics. http://www.i rs.gov/ uac/SOl-Tax-Stats-TaxExempt-Bond-Statistics.
4
Doug Chen. California Local Agency General Obligation Bond Cost of Issuance 2009-2011.
http://www.treasurer.ca. gov/cd iac/publ ications/issua nce.pdf .
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CDIAC notes significant differences in issuance cost rates by issuance size, and thus reported aggregate
cost rates by deal size bucket. Cost of issuance ranged from 0.741% for bond issues over $75 million to
3.096% for bond issues under $10 million. CDIAC included underwriter fees, legal expenses and financial
advisor fees in its calculations. While these are the three largest cost categories, the CDIAC figures
would have been somewhat higher had other issuance cost elements been included. Despite this
concern, and although the CDIAC results are older and limited to California, they are broadly consistent
with our findings.

Types of Issuance Costs
The public records responses we received used a variety of terms to describe various issuance costs.
Most of this terminology is explained in industry guides such as the MSRB's financing team leaflet5 and
CDIAC's California Debt Issuance Primer. 6 Based on our review of the early responses and industry
knowledge, we divided issuance costs into the following categories:
Underwriter's Discount - Issuers usually hire an investment bank to sell their bonds. The investment
bank, or underwriter, retains a portion of the sales proceeds as a commission for its services.
Financial Advisor {or Consultant) Fees and Expenses - CDIAC defines a financial advisor as "a
professional consultant retained (customarily by the issuer) to advise and assist the issuer in formulat ing
and/or executing a debt financing plan to accomplish the public purposes chosen by the issuer. A
financial advisor may be a consulting firm, an investment banking firm, or a commercial bank." MSRB
uses the term "municipal advisor" and provides a bulleted list of their services.
Bond Counsel Fees and Expenses - CDIAC defi nes the bond counsel as "the attorney or firm of attorneys
that gives the legal opinion delivered with the bonds confi rming that the bonds are valid and binding
obligations of the issuer and, customarily, that interest on the bonds is exempt from federal and state
income taxes.".
Disclosure Counsel Fees and Expenses - The law firm that prepares the Official Statement, and, in some
cases, renders a "lOb-5 opinion" which indicates that the Official Statement is free of errors or material
omissions. In many cases, the bond and disclosure counsel are the same entity and that entity charges a
single fee.
Underwriter's Counsel Fees and Expenses - In some cases, the underwriter hires its own law firm to
prepare and certify the Official Statement. Although the firm is directly accountable to the underwriter
in this circumstance, the underwriter may pass along its fees to the issuer.
Rati ng Agency Fees - Fees paid to a Nationally Recogni zed Statistical Rating Organization such as
Moody's or Standard & Poor's. These agencies assign letter grades to bonds indicating t heir level of
safety. Bonds with higher ratings are expected to pay lower interest rates than those with lower ratings
or t hat are unrated.

5

Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board, Roles and Responsibil ities: The Financing Team in an Initial Municipal
Bond Offering. http://msrb.org/msrbl/pdfs/Financing-Team.pdf
6
http://www.treasurer.ca.gov/cdiac/debtpu bs/primer.pdf
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Bond Insurance Premiums - Some issuers insure their bonds. The insurance company agrees to pay
interest and principal in the event that the issuer defaults. When an issuer purchases bond insurance, its
bonds receive a higher rating and the expectation of lower interest costs.
Verification Agent - A consultant that checks various calculations in bond documents. For example,
when a local government issues refunding bonds to pay off a previous bond issue, a verification agent
determines whether sufficient proceeds from the new bond issuance are being escrowed to fully pay the
interest and principal on the original bonds.
Trustee, Cost of Issuance Agent, Paying Agent and/or Escrow Agent Fee - Various names assigned to a
bank or other financial institution that handles payments on behalf of the bond issuer. For example, a
trustee ensures that bondholders receive their interest and principal payments on time and in full.
Printing- As described by MSRB, the printer "prints, or creates the electronic version of, the prelim inary
and final official statements for distribution to the marketplace" .
CUSIP Fees - CUSIP numbers are nine position alphanumeric identifiers that uniquely identify any given
bond. CUSIP is an acronym for the Committee on Uniform Security Identification Procedures. The CUSIP
numbering system is administered by the CUSIP Global Services (CGS), a unit of Standard & Poor's. CGS
charges issuers for each CUSIP number assigned. According to the CGS web site7 , the fee is currently
$165 for the first identifier, plus $20 for each additional identifier assigned to bonds in a given offering.
A bond offering may include dozens of individual securities, each requiring a separate identifier.
Contingency- A reserve for any unanticipated expenses. For the 180 bonds we reviewed in detail, this
contingency represented on average about 1.1% of total issuance costs .
All Other - Among the items we did not classify into standard categories were fees paid to state
treasurers and atto rneys general, charges for the time of municipal employees working on the issue and
appraisal fees (when debt service on a bond comes from a dedicated property tax, an appraiser may be
required to assure that the property to be taxed will have a high enough total value to generate tax
payments sufficient to service the bond).

Empirical Findings
The median cost of issuance for our sample of 812 issues was 1.71%, while the average weighted by
principal amount was 1.02%. Costs ranged from a low of 0.13% for an issue of Salt Lake City, Utah tax
and revenue anticipation notes to 10.62% for a special tax bond issue from Jurupa Un ified School District
in California's Inland Empire. Descriptive statistics for the data set are reported in Table 1.

Table 1- Cost of Issuance Data, Descriptive Statistics
All Issues

Count
Average (Unweighted)

2.05%

Average (Weighted by Face Value)

1.02%
1.71%

Median

7

812

https://www.cusip.com/cusip/r eguest-an-identifier.htm
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Standard Deviation

Issues<= $10 Million

1.45%

Maximum

10.62%

Minimum

0.13%
451

Count
Average (Unweighted)

2.71%

Average (Weighted by Face Value)

2.39%

Median

-

Standard Deviation

Issues > $10 Million

•

2.31%

1.54%

Maximum

10.62%

Minimum

0.65%

Count

361

Average (Unweighted}

1.23%

Average (Weighted by Face Value)

0.91%

Median

1.07%

Standard Deviation

0.73%

Maximum

6.41%

Minimum

0.13%

It should be noted that the sam ple fro m Table 1 includes bond issues from mult iple st ates, different types of bond
fi nancings, alte rnate methods of sale, et c. wh ich can have dis parate costs of issuances due to these facto rs

Similar to the CDIAC fi ndings, issuance costs as a percentage of face value were significantly higher for
smaller issues. This supports the intuition that there are certain irreducible costs associated with bond
issuance t hat become a larger fa ctor in small issues. That said, t he descriptive statist ics show substantial
cost rate va ri atio n among both the smaller and larger issues.
Six of the seven issuers reporting the highest issuance costs - all in excess of 8.5% of face value - were
California school districts. All were small issuers selling less than $5 m illion in bonds, and all we re " new
money" bonds rath er than " refunding bonds" (a distinction we discuss be low) .
Educational borrow ing practices in California have been the subject of controversy in recent yea rs. In
20 11, Pow ay Unified School District north of San Diego issued a $105 million bond that had over $1
billion in debt service. The offering received critici sm from local media, 8 the state attorney general's
office9 and the San Diego County civil grand jury.10 The primary criticism of Poway' s debt issu ance
pract ices w as its use of capital appreciation bonds (CABs) t hat do not pay periodic interest. Instead,
interest expenses accrue and compound over the life of each bond, causing very large repayments t hat
co uld j eopardize district property values when they become due.
Poway and other California school districts also followed a controversial practice of using premium on
bond sales to finance iss uance costs. Bonds are not necessarily sold at their face value. Depending on

8

http :l/www.voiceofsa nd iego .org/investigations/where-borrowi ng-105-mill ion-wi 11-cost-1-billion-poway-schools/
https://archive.org/stream/202322-ags-warning-letter-on-poways-school-bond-behavior#page/nO/ mode/2up
10
htt p:l/www.sandiegocounty.gov/grandjury/reports/20 12-2013/School District Dilemma Bonds Bondage.pdf
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market conditions and the interest offered, bonds may sell at a premium or discount so that their yields
conform to investo r demand. Some California school districts have generated very large premium by
offeri ng interest rates above market levels. By using the premium to offset issuance costs, school
districts can use the full principal amount authorized by voters to fund school construction . But, by
paying higher interest rates, the issuer obligates future residents to pay more debt service than
necessary.
The seven bond issues with the highest issuance cost rates were small offerings ranging from $1.8
million to $5 million. Our data set allows some comparisons between school district issuance costs in
California and other states. Table 3 compares an offering by Dehesa School District in San Diego County,
CA with an offering of similar size from a Missouri school district.
Table 2 - Comparison of Two Small School District Bonds

State
School District
Series
Sale Date
Principal Amount

California

Missouri

Dehesa School District
General Obligation Bonds,
2014 Election

Cole County R-1
General Obligation
Refunding Bonds, 2014

5/20/2014
$2,170,991.95

5/1/2014
$ 2,595,000.00

Issue Premium

156,718.65

0.00

M aturity Dates

20 bonds maturing
between 2024 and 2044
3.630%

6 bonds maturing
between 2020 and 2025

3.630%

2.550%

Interest Rate on 10 Vear Maturity
Yields on 10 Vear Maturity
Rating
Location of Prospectus

2.550%

AA-

AA+

httQ:Llemma.msrb.orgLEP817395EP6326 78-EP1034448. Qdf

httQ:LLemma.msrb.orgLER761565·
ER591813· ER993833.Qdf

16,854.96

33,735.00

Issuance Costs
Underwriter Discount
Underwriter Expenses

3,300.00

Bond Counsel

40,113.00

Financial Advisor

128,185.06

Rating Agency
Trustee/ Paying Agent Fees

9,500.00
1,800.00

Official Statement Printing

800.00

2,500.00
1,000.00

State Auditor Registration Fee
Contingency

4,000.00

3,685.47
200,138.49

45,335.00

Issuance Costs as% of Principal

9.22%

1.75%

Issuance Costs as% of Total Proceeds

8.60%

1.75%

Total Issuance Costs
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The two bond issues were both offered in 2014 by small districts and have similar interest rates (for
comparable maturities), so the bond and issuer characteristics don't appear to justify the very large
difference in issuance costs. Yet the Dehesa bonds were five times more expensive to issue that the Cole
County, MO bonds. The California bonds have higher legal fees, while the Missouri issuer did not use a
financial advisor. Cole County also achieved a higher bond rating without the need fo r municipal bond
insurance (although Dehesa School District did not purchase municipal bond insurance, a number ofthe
other high COi school districts in our sample did).
Cole County appears to have achieved lower issuance costs and a higher rating because the state of
Missouri offers a "direct deposit program" through its Health and Educational Facilities Authority. 11
Under this program, the authority pays bond investors directly and deducts debt service costs from state
aid payments remitted to participating districts. Because the payee is effectively the state, the bonds
can carry the state's credit rating while avoiding the payment of separate credit rating agency fees and
municipal bond insurance premiums. California might replicate this program, but the benefits could be
limited by the fact that the state carries a lower credit rating than does Missouri.
A school finance expert who reviewed this comparison also noted that the California bond was a "new
money'' issue while the Missouri bond was a refunding- meaning that the district was refinancin g
existi ng bonds with new debt in order to take advantage of lower interest rate. Because the California
issue was financing new construction that had to be approved by voters, the district incurred preelection planning related costs (such as remunerating a bond counsel to prepare legal documents calling
an election and a financial advisor to analyze the tax base) . These expenses then become part of overall
issuance costs. Consequently, a new money offering can be expected to have higher issuance costs than
a refunding bond.
It should be noted that the Missouri school district traditionally has had a short call feature (in this case
five years) for its bond issuances, meaning that the bonds can be refinanced in a shorter time frame
than a typical ten-year call feature. The 2014 Missouri bond issue was the third refunding of a 1999 new
money bond issue. One conclusion that can be drawn is that the frequency of issues by the Missouri
school district over the years increases the overall costs of issuance when compared to a less frequent
issuer offering a longer call period like Dehesa School District.
As discussed in the previous section, we obtained issuance cost details for over 150 bonds through
public data requests. We bucketed these costs into categories and report the results in the second tab
of the Google Sheet accompanying this paper. Table 3 shows the proportion of issuance costs associated
with each category in our subsample.
Table 3 - Issuance Costs by Category
Cost Category
Underwriter's Discount
Bond Counsel Fees and Expenses
Financial Advisor/Consultant Fees and Expenses
Rating Agency

11

Proportion of Total

46.03%
15.14%
14.17%
7.86%

Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. Guidelines for Program for the Issuance of
General Obligation Bonds by Missouri School Districts. https://dese.mo.gov/sites/default/files/ddp.pdf

Joffe I Municipal Cost of Issuance I 8

Bond Insurance
Disclosure Counse l Fees and Expenses
Underwriter's Counsel Fees and Expenses
Trustee, COi Agent, Paying Agent and/or Escrow Agent Fee
Printing
Verification Agent
CUSIP Fees (if separate)
All Other
Contingency

3.62%
2.61%
1.67%
0.71%
0.67%
0.23%
0.03%
6.16%
1.11%

In some cases, the "All Other" category includes items that are not services related to bond issuance.
Further, contingency amounts are likely to not be spent in all cases. Consequently, the actual cost of
issuance is slightly lower- perhaps 1% or 2% lower -than those shown in Tab le 1.

Overall Issuance Costs
Because we used a convenience sample, our estimates of overall issuance costs are subject to errors
that are difficult to estimate. But, given the large size and heterogeneity of the sample, we believe our
estimates serve as a good starting point for further research.
As reported in Table 1, weighted average issuance costs were 1.02% of principal value. We furthe r found
that this amount is slightly overstated due to the inclusion of unused contingency and irrelevant
expenditures in the total costs of issua nce. Thus an issuance cost rate 1% would seem appropriate.
The Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association (SIFMA) reports 12 total municipal bond
issuance of $382.4 billion in 2012, $334.9 billio n in 2013 and $337.5 billion in 2014. Earlier, we
referenced IRS data showing 2012 total long term municipal debt issuance of $427.7 bill ion (taxable and
tax exempt), so it is possible that the SIFMA issua nce totals are understated.
Assuming that the SIFMA data are correct, annual issua nce costs nationally are between $3 billion and
$4 billion. Perhaps more importantly, these costs fall disproportionately on small issuers -which are
often poorer rural districts that could undoubtedly use every extra dollar not consumed by financia l
industry interests.

Policy Options
In this section, we consider a variety of policy options that could reduce overall municipal bond issuance
costs. Because the processes of creating and distributing municipal bonds invariably require some
degree of human labor, issuance costs cannot be reduced to zero. That said, the high variability of costs,

12

http://www.sifma .o rg/ up Ioa d ed Fi Ies/Resea re h/Statisti cs/Statistics Fi Ies/CM-U 5-Bo nd-M a rket-

S1FMA.xis?n =94511
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both in absolute terms and as a percentage of issue size, suggests that there is an opportunity to greatly
reduce this overhead.

Greater Cost Transpa rency
A first step toward reducing issuance costs is to increase their transparency, as we have done in this
study. We hope that other researchers will conduct similar investigations and that governments
themselves will publish issuance cost details without the need for public records requests. 13 The data we
are releasi ng with this report can provide a starting point for other investigators, and a template for
standardized reporting. If others wish to contribute data to our particular data set, we can add it to the
Google spreadsheet accompanying our study.
One positive step in the direction of cost transparency is the increasing availability of open government
checkbooks. Several cities, including New York, Chicago and San Francisco publish all their payments o n
line. Due to the existence of Chicago's on line payments system, The Wall Street Journal was able to
report how much t hat city had paid Moody's, Standard & Poor's and Fitch to rate its bonds 14 . Because
online checkbooks vary in the details they provide, some are more useful for issuance cost research than
others. In the best case scena rio, bond issuance costs are disbursed from a dedicated bond fund and
online checkbook entries are keyed to funds. When these conditions are in place, as th ey are in San
Francisco, it is possible to obtain the issuance costs (together with a few extraneous items) from a single
web query.
Cost transparency provides opportunities for cost reduction because it allows issuers to benchmark their
expenses against peers. For example, if we can identify the one Ca lifornia school district that paid the
lowest rate fo r bond cou nsel statewide, that rate can serve as a data point for use by other districts.
Finance managers can cite that price observation when negotiating with attorneys over t he cost of
future issuance services. If district staff or board members don't t ake the initiative to match the prices of
low cost providers, community activists can reference this data when commenting at school board
meetings or support alternative board candidates more willing to pursue savings.
In a 2011 paper for the Hamilton Project, Andrew Ang and Richard Green proposed a new inst itution
they called CommonMuni that would pool knowledge from government bond issuers to make their
funding operations more cost effective. An issuance cost database would be a logical service for such an
entity.

Open Security Identifiers

13

Subsequent to the completion of ou r research, we learned that CDIAC intends to publish detailed cost of
issuance data for California municipal bonds.

14

Timothy W. Martin and Mark Peters (May 22, 2015 ). Chicago Snubs Moody's for Restructuring --- City's decision
to choose S&P and other rating- firm rivals followed downgrade to junk status, Th e Wall Street Journal, Page C-1.
The authors reported t hat "Chicago has paid Moody's $824,000 since January 2014, versus $605,000 to S&P and
$77,000 for Fitch over the same time period, according to the city's vendor, contract and payment information
database."
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As we saw earlier, municipal bond issuers pay mill ions of dollars each year to obtain CUSIP numbers for
their bonds, even though these identifiers are not freely redistributable. The benefits provided by the
CUSIP service bureau, such as the avoidance of duplicates, consistency and resistance to transcription
errors (through the check digit scheme}, do not appear to merit the costs - especially in today's
environment of connectivity and automation.
Domain nam e registrars provide analogous services to the CUSIP service bureau at a small fraction of
the cost, and the internet names they provide are freely redistributable. Meanwhile, the federal
government has issued hundreds of millions of social security numbers and employer identification
numbers since t he late 1930s at no cost to recipients and with relatively limited problems. Within the
financial industry, governments across the world have been advancing the concept of a non-proprietary
Legal Entity Identifier (LEI) . A natural extension of LEI would be a non-proprietary instrument identifier.
In the muni cipal market, non-proprietary security identifiers could be issued by the MSRB, a new notfor-profit entity or by the US Treasury Department. Since Treasury also houses t he IRS, centralizing
identifier issuance in this Department could prove useful in enforcing t ax collections on taxable
municipal securities.

Higher, Model-Driven Municipal Cred it Ratings
At least some rating agencies persist in violating the Dodd Frank Act and SEC Regulation 17g-7 by rating
municipal bonds more harshly than they rate corporate and structured finance debt securities. This
disparity provides the opportunity for municipal bond insurers to effectively sell their ratings to
government bond issuers without creating concomitant economic value. In addition, lower ratings
mean higher interest rates for issuers. For a debt market with over $400 billion in bonds annually, the
additional borrowing costs of "undervalued" municipal credits is significant.
Further, rating agencies charge governments hundreds of millions of dollars each year for their services.
M uch of these fees fall to agencies' bottom line while a sign ificant portion would appear to support an
ana lytical process that is unnecessa rily labor intensive given the rarity of defaults. As we proposed in a
sepa rate Haas Institute study, the municipal bond rating system could be replaced by a model based
approach that provides generally higher ratings, yet flags at-risk governments using an index of
acco unting and economic metrics possibly supplemented by web content analysis.
Migratin g to a new municipal rating system may require new legislation or regulatory mandates. For
example, federal or state governments could impose ca ps on rating fees within their jurisdictions effectively obliging issuers and rating agencies to seek lower cost alternatives. Regulators could also set
up an alternative rating mechanism . Bank regulators and the Department of Ed ucation have scoring
syst ems for banks and universities respectively. A municipal scoring system could be implemented by
the SEC or MSRB.
Alternatively, an existing for-profit rati ng agency or a new not-for-profit rating agency cou ld adopt a
model-driven approach. Any such altern ative institution would likely require a period of evangelization
and live testing to ga in investor acceptance. Un less investors use an alternative rating system in t heir
decision-making process, the new ratings will have no market impact. Since some municipal bonds are
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purchased by governments and by government-run pension funds, an initial user group fo r a new rating
system could conceivably emerge from the public sector.
A final consideration w ould be political pressure on the rating agencies by state legislatures and
government leaders. This pressure to more correctly rate issuers based on actual default rates would
lower borrowing costs through reduced interest rates and eliminate the need to purchase insu rance in
many instances. Issuers that currently bear the brunt of higher borrowing costs due to lower ratings are
the smaller and poorer municipalities, those whom have the greatest need for cost efficiency.

Federal and/or Federal Reserve Involvement
A number of observers have advocated Federal Reserve purchases of municipal bonds. During the
period of quantitative easing, the Fed was purchasing mortgage backed securit ies fo r its portfolio in
addition to the US Treasury instruments it normally buys. In a 2012 New York Times op-ed, Joseph
Grundfest and t w o Stanford Law col leagues argued that Federal Reserve purchases of municipal bonds
would be superior to buying mortgage securities, because the former more directly target the nation's
infrastructure needs and create jobs 15 .
More recently, Saqib Bhatti of the Roosevelt Institute argued for Federal Reserve pu rchases of
m unicipals, noting that the Fed already has the legal authority to buy these instruments as long as th ey
mature within six months.16 Bhatti advocates federal legislation to remove this maturity limit. Frigon and
Roy-Cesar note the existence of a similar limitation faced by the Bank of Canada, but t hey also observe
t hat t he Canadian Central Bank could circumvent this restriction by rolling over its holdings of Canadian
Provincial bonds every few months 17 . A similar option may be available to the Federal Reserve.
W ith the ending of the quantitative easing program, the near term window for Federal Reserve lendi ng
to US local governments may be effectively closed . But it is worth considering, and perhaps add ing to
t he Fed's toolkit, as future economic downturns will inevitably trigger calls fo r further monetary
stimulus. Also, even though the absolute size of the Fed eral Reserve's balance sheet is no longer
increasing, it is possible for the bank to trade some of its existing holdings of mortgage-backed and
Treasury securities for municipals.
If the Federal Reserve were to purchase traditional municipal bonds in the primary or secondary market,
there would be no direct impact on issuance costs.

15

However, if Federal Reserve financing took the form

Joseph A. Grundfest, Mark A, Lemley and George G. Triantis (October 23, 2012).
Getting More Bang for the Fed's Buck. New York Times .
http://www. nyti mes .co m/2012/10/24/opinion/why-t he-fed-shou ld-buy-munis-not-mortgages.html .
16
Saqib Bhatti (Ja nuary 5, 2015). Let the Fed Lend Direct ly to Cities and States to Save Taxpayers Billions. Next New
Deal Blog. http://www.nextnewdea l.net / let-fed-lend-d irectly-cities-and-states-save-taxpayers-b illions
17
Mathieu Frigon and Edison Roy-Cesar (April 2015).Canada and the Eurozone: What
Distinguishes the Two Currency Unions? Hill Notes.
https://hi 11 notes.word press. com/2015/04/07 /what-makes-can ad as-currency-union-strong-com pa red-with-that-ofthe-eu rozo ne/. The authors raise Bank of Canada lending to Provinces as a t heoretical possibility in the event of a
pot ential default; currently the Bank of Canada does not purchase sub-sovereign Canadian debt securities.
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of direct loans or special issue non-negotiable bonds (with limited documentation requirements), the
Central Bank could reduce issuance costs for state and local governments to which it offered credit.
As far as this author can determine, the federal government does not incur issuance costs analogous to
those shouldered by US state and local governments. A review of the Department of the Public Debt 's
budget showed no funds allocated to underwriters, attorneys, financia l advisors, rating agencies or
other service providers. That sa id, some of these services are provided by in-house staff. The federal
government's cost of issuance is undoubtedly positive - but most likely far less on a percentage basis
than any other government in the US.
To the extent that municipalities can leverage or emulate the federal government's debt issuance
process, they may be able to reduce issuance costs. A possible precedent for this exists in Germany,
where that country's federal government recently issued bonds jointly with several German states,
sharing the proceeds 18 . Because of the German government's strong credit profile, some German states
can achieve lower interest costs through this group financing technique. US Treasury bonds that were
partially used to fund stat e and local infrastructure projects might also enjoy strong market acceptance.

Conclusion
Our research suggests that mu nicipal bond issuers face upwards of $4 billion of issuance costs annually.
This represents taxpayer and ratepayer money diverted from infrastructure development and service
provision to a variety of financial industry interests. Moreover, t he burden falls most heavi ly on smaller
- often less fina ncially capable - bond issuers.
Greater transpa rency can reduce these costs, as can greater involvement in municipal investment by
State governments, the Federal Reserve, and federal government. Whether policy makers choose
market-based or government-oriented approaches to constraining issuance costs - or some
combination of both - those of us benefiting from municipal investment stand to see substantial
rewards.

18

Eva Kuehnen (Jun e 20, 2013). Germany tiptoes into new territ ory with federal-regional bond.
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/06/20/germany-bond -idUSLSNOEW20720 1306 20.
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Expected vote using the Engineer's allocations.

Current
Allocation

Anticipated
Vote

Anticipated
Approval

(l=yes)
1 Johnson
2 Steck
3

4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13

14
15

Harris
Du Molin
Frei burger
Vano, Rice
Greene
Hosie
Roberts
Snow
Flaherty*
Emery
Schmitt
Cappeloni
Summers

$ 16,806
$ 79,071
$ 106,234
$ 96,540
$ 31,441
$ 22,016
$ 25,884
$ 83,965
$ 92,475
$ 41,403
$ 91,464
$ 36,019
$ 22,016
$ 25,883
$ 18,156

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
1
1

0
0

$ 789,373

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

.
83,965

91,464
36,019
22,016

I

I .._ -·
~

~

j • - ['
~ "-T:;
I
_=l ~ 'f' ..~
_J
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233,464
::::-"- --.,._,
( 29.58%
j
''----~---,..--

_,,.,,,_,.,..,

Weight:

50%=
over/ (under)

$
$

394,686
(161,222)

June 11, 2019
Problems and Inconsistencies with the Engineer1 s methodology Upper Golden Gate Undergrounding

1. Inconsistencies and lack of fairness in how properties are burdened for feet of
wire adjacent to or even on their own parcels.
a. The Engineer burdened the parcels adjacent to the lanes with the length of
wires running over the lanes (public property) in Benefit #2, but did not
burden the parcels that have wires actually running over their own private
property (275, 331, 308, 312 and 316 Golden Gate, and 310 Belvedere) in
any aspect of his allocations. Doesn't the removal of wires that run
through one's own property have at least as much benefit as the removal
of wires that merely border one's property, but are on public property?
b. He applied the footage on lanes inconsistently. He burdened 300 Golden
Gate with the wires on Pomander Lane, but did not burden 244 Golden
Gate, which has an equally long border with those wires.
c. Wires over the lanes should not be counted at all. The primary function of
these wires is that they deliver the power to the district. Thus, their
primary benefit when undergrounded is Safety and Reliability of Service
improvement. They also relate to Neighborhood Ambiance, because most
or all of the neighbors in this district use the lanes for recreation (using
Hawthorne Lane now, and Golden Gate Lane when it becomes available.)
The lanes do not enhance the value of adjacent properties; if anything,
they detract because they diminish privacy. The lanes relate much more to
Benefit 1-Safety and Benefit 3-Neighborhood Ambiance, than they do to
"streetscape." They are not "streets" and they are not "frontage" in any
normal use of the word. The lanes should be removed from the
calculations.

1

In his email of 12/7/17, the Engineer indicated that he would use the same
criteria in this district as in Acacia/Laurel, except for the addition of a
fourth benefit in this district. His description of the allocation factor for
Benefit #2 was as follows: "enhancement of streetscape across frontage
.... (frontage is the boundary of the property adjacent to the street.)" This
description has no room for counting footage along public lanes. This was
an invention the Engineer made up for this district .... why?
d. The Engineer has an error with respect to 300 Golden Gate. He has
recorded the streetscape plus 50% of the lane "frontage" as 100 feet. My
calculation yields 64 feet.
For the property on the other side of the lane (244 Golden Gate), he has
listed 0 fee; however, the 82 feet of wires over Pomander Lane also
border this property (50% = 41 feet.)
e. I believe the Engineer has also listed incorrect footage numbers for the
properties bordering Golden Gate Lane.
On one side of the lane, we have parcels 11 and 10. For 339 GG (parcel
11), he has listed 260.2 feet for Benefit #2. I measured 59.5 feet for that
property's street frontage, which leaves 200.7 feet assigned by the
Engineer for 50% of that property's lane footage. That figure seems more
like 100% than 50%. Assuming 50% of 339GG's lane footage is 100 feet,
and adding the 45.6 feet listed for parcel 12, one gets a figure of 145.6 feet
for the length of the lane.

On the opposite side of the lane, we have parcels 9 and 10. For parcel 9
(335 GG), the Engineer has listed 160.3 feet for Benefit #2. I measured
127.0 feet for that property's street frontage, which leaves 33.0 feet
assigned by the Engineer for 50% of that property's lane footage. Adding
the 69.8 feet listed for parcel 10, one gets a figure of 102.8 feet for,the
length of the lane.

/''50
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Which is the correct length of Golden Gate Lane? 145.6 feet or 102.8 feet?
Alternatively, did the Engineer record lane footage correctly for these
properties but street frontage incorrectly? Something is not correct in
these numbers.

2. Neighborhood ambiance: the Engineer has made a highly arbitrary and
prejudicial judgement that "neighborhood ambiance" relates primarily to
whether there are wires over the street adjacent to your own parcel, rather than
in your neighborhood. "Neighborhood" includes all the places that the
"neighbors" walk, bicycle, walk their dogs and allow their kids to skateboard. In
the case of Upper Golden Gate, this includes all the properties on that street that
are included in the undergrounding district. Examples:
a. The following property owners walk their dogs regularly -- daily when in town,
usually more than once per day-- across the street frontage of my property
(308GG): 300, 304, 312, 316, 331 Golden Gate. Also, 275GG did the same
when he had family visiting with their dog. When the teenagers at 312
Golden Gate skateboard, they do so in front of my house, not their own house
(they use about 5 feet of their own property's streetscape, and all 118 feet of
mine.)
I am not familiar with the habits of the parcel owners on Belvedere Avenue,
but I suspect that it is similar: those with dogs don't limit their walking to the
footage directly in front of their own property, and those with and without
dogs feel free to walk the entire neighborhood.
b. When the owners of 312, 316, 335 and 339 Golden Gate leave their property
to go anywhere, they drive under the streetscape wires that front 300, 304,
308, and 335 Golden Gate, and the wires that cross the street between 300
and 275 Golden Gate. The same is true when they return home. Don't they
experience those wires that they drive under, multiple times per day, as part
of their "neighborhood ambiance?"
c. In Mr. Schwartz's email to David Flaherty and me on December 7, 2017, he
wrote, "all of the parcels would get the full assessment for the benefit
3

associated with public safety and dependability and the benefit associated
with neighborhood ambiance." At that point, he clearly understood that
"neighborhood" means more than just the street frontage of one's own parcel
and the "neighborhood" benefit is experienced equally by all. Why did he
depart from this premise which he had already laid down? He deviated from
both the common understanding of what "neighborhood" means and his own
rule.
d. It is true that the removal of wires in front of one's own property conveys a
benefit that is particular to that property owner; this is handled in Benefit #2.
Benefit #3 purports to address something different and should not be used as
a means to double-up on the allocations that relate to Benefit #2.

3. Highly skewed allocations.
In his email of 12/7/17, Mr. Schwartz also affirmed that "All parcels would get a
minimum of two points and a maximum of four points." This would produce a
result where the highest property allocation would be no more than 2x the
lowest one. Even if Mr. Schwartz did not mean this as literally as he wrote it, the
fact is, he has produced an allocation where the largest allocation ($106,234} is
6.3x the smallest one ($16,806.}
This skewing of allocations is not limited to the two properties at the extremes;
it is reflected in the allocations as a whole:
6 properties have allocations between $79,071 and $106,234, while
6 properties have allocations between $16,806 and $25,884.

This places an outsized burden on a handful of properties.

4

Proposed Solution:

1. Benefit #1: Wires over lanes should be taken out of the calculations.

Undergrounding these should be considered primarily a Safety and Reliability of
Service benefit, equally shared by all.
2. The calculations for Benefit #2 should be applied more evenly. Inconsistencies
that treat one parcel differently from others should be eliminated. If the
calculation includes wires on public property that are adjacent to parcels (lane
wires), then it should also include the full length of wires that will be removed
from within the boundaries of all parcels.
I propose that the simplest way to handle this benefit, at the current stage of this
project, is to count only street frontage, in the literal meaning of the word, and
as originally defined by the Engineer: wires that go over the street in front of and
adjacent to a parcel.
3. Benefit #3, neighborhood ambiance, should be spread equally across all parcels.
Everyone knows what "neighborhood" means. It means all the places close to
home that you walk through, drive through, and where your kids skateboard or
ride their bikes. The Engineer has done something idiosyncratic here which not
only ignores the facts of who uses which spaces in the neighborhood and how
often, but also violates his own premise of equal sharing of this benefit.

5

!/· Suzanne Du Mol.in
Subject:

FW: Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District, Our File No.

9153

From: Irving L.Schwartz<ilschwartz@ilscels.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 7, 2017 2:56 PM
To: Suzanne Du Molin <sdumolin@drsl.com>
Cc: 'David Flaherty' <david@brand-force.com>
Subject: RE: Golden Gate/Belvedere Utility Undergrounding Assessment District, Our File No.
' 9153
Suzanne,
I am unaware of any guidelines used by the City of Belvedere. I have provided you my Draft
·_iylethod of A_ssessment Spread for the Acacia/Laurel Distric~_· However, as stated, your District
would have four different benefits as compared. to the Acacia/Laurel District having only three.
__;;;>
While I don't use an actual point system, it would appear from the Draft Acacia/Laurel District
,Method of Assessment Spread that all of the parcels would get the full assessment for the
benefit associated with public safety and dependability and the benefit associated with
neighborhood ambiance. However, the benefit related to enhancement of streetscape
-appearance
across frontage and the view benefit could range from zero to a full assessment. If
this is interpreted to be a point system, then you are correct. All parcels would get a minimum
·----..
-··
of two points antj-a-maximum of four points. However, there still may be some balancing
needed where currently I have shown preliminary that each benefit receives an equal share of
the total assessment, in other words, for your district, there would be Y-i of the total
assessment assessed for each benefit.
.

.

I hope this helps explain my methodology.
Regards,

Irving L. Schwartz, C.E.
ILS Associates, Inc.
79 Galli Drive, Suite A
Nova to, CA 94949
(415} 883-9200 ext. 117
(415} 883-2763 Fax
ilschwartz@ilscels.com

From: Suzanne Du Molin [mailto:sdumolin@drsl.com]
Se.nt: Thursday, December 7, 2017 12:27 PM

ACACIA/LAUREL
UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING ASSESSMENT DISTRICT
METHOD OF ASSESSMENT SPREAD

General Information
There are 59 Assessment Parcels within the Acacia/Laurel Utility Undergrounding Assessment
District, all of which are developed. Thirty-eight parcels are developed as single family
residences with one parcel being a sewer pump station and the remaining 20 parcels developed
as multi-family residences, a yacht club, a church, city hall and a park. The highest and best use
for every parcel, assuming full development as allowed by the Zoning District in which they are
located, is the basis on which the special benefits are assigned.

The District is being formed, and the Assessments will be levied, under the Act and Article
XXXIII D of the California Constitution, which require that only special benefits may be
assessed, and that a parcel's assessment may not exceed the reasonable cost of the proportional
special benefit conferred on that parcel. The law does not specify a method to use when
determining the amount of special benefit to each parcel. The Engineer of Work is responsible
for conducting the benefit analysis and then making a recommendation to the City Council, who
then makes the final determination. Therefore, the assessments within this report have been
apportioned by the Engineer of Work in accordance to the proportionate special benefits received
by the lots and parcels of land within the District. The Assessment apportioned to each lot
represents its prorated share of the total estimated capital cost of the Improvements. No
assessment has been apportioned on any parcel that exceeds the reasonable cost of the
proportional special benefit provided to that parcel.
Special Benefit
There are many special benefits to the parcels within the Assessment District that will result
from the undergrounding of existing overhead utility lines and removal of existing utility poles
within the District. The parcels are comprised of residential lots fronting portions of Acacia
Avenue, Laurel Avenue, Bayview Avenue, San Rafael Avenue and Beach Road. The primary
benefits are:
I . Improved public safety and dependability of service.
2. Enhancement of streetscape appearance across frontage.
3. Improved neighborhood ambiance.

N:\GEN\CORRESPO.JOB\2017\8425\lvfethod of Assessment Spread 8-30-17.doc

The three (3) primary benefits are each assigned a 1/3 portion of benefit.
It is determined that benefit number 1, improved public safety and dependability of service, will
be shared equally by each parcel within the District and has been apportioned a benefit share
equal to 1.

It is determined that benefit number 2, enhancement of streetscape appearance across frontage,
will have an enhancement proportional to the length of frontage (frontage is the boundary of the
parcel adjacent to the street) cunently occupied by existing overhead utilities on either side of
the street fronting each parcel within the District with the exception of Assessment Parcel 46, the
sewer pump station, which will have no benefit.

It is determined that benefit number 3, improved neighborhood ambiance, will be shared equally
by each parcel within the District and has been apportioned a benefitshare equal to 1 with the
exception of Assessment Parcel 46, the sewer pump station, which will have no benefit.
Financing and incidental costs of the District have been assessed to each Parcel in the District on
a pro-rata basis relative to the allocation of special benefit.

General Benefit
General benefits to the surrounding community and public in general from undergrounding of
the existing overhead utilities within the Assessment District, such as to the general public
visiting in cars, on bicycles or on foot, are incidental and not quantifiable, and are adequately
offset by the contribution from the City and utility companies.

N:\GEN\CORRESPO.JOB\2017\8425\Method of Assessment Spread 8-30-17.doc
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For Benefit #2, this version uses the allocations that result from counting all wires that go over any part of a property, its streetscape and 50%
of lane footage adjacent to Qrty.
1
2
3
Safety/
Street I
Neighbor-

Allocati on method :
1

2
3
4
s
6
7

s
9

10
11
12
13
14
1s

Johnson
Steck
Harris
Du Molin
Freiburger
Vano, Rice
Greene
Hosie
Roberts
Snow
Flaherty *
Emery
Schmitt
Cappeloni
Summers

Weight:

Reliability

Frontage

hood

of Service

(no lanes)

Ambiance

Equal

Va ri abl e

Equa l

3.442
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897

3.25
5.09

%

Calculated
Allocation

Current
Allocation

Increase or
(Decrease)

J. Jj o~~~~·I

6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
. 6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667

13.360
18.650
31.207
29.384
17.541
14.132
15.546
23.436
28.456
19.987
25.910
21.700
13.564
13.564
13.564

4.45%
6.22%
10.40%
9.79%
5.85%
4.71%
5.18%
7.81%
9.49%
6.66%
8.64%
7.23%
4.52%
4.52%
4.52%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

35,153
49,072
82,114
77,315
46,155
37,185
40,906
61,666
74,874
52,590
68,176
57,097
35,689
35,689
35,689

$ 16,806
$ 79,071
$ 106,234
$ 96,540
$ 31,441
$ 22,016
$ 25,884
$ 83,965
$ 92,475
$ 41,403
$ 91,464
$ 36,019
$ 22,016
$ 25,883
$ 18,156

$
$
$
$

300.00

100.00%

$ 789,371

$ 789,373

$

17.64
1
15.82
3.98
0.57
1.98
9.87
14.89
6.42
12.35
8.14

Total

100.00

100.00

100.00

33.33%

33.33%

33.33%

$
$

$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

18,347
(29,999)
(24,120)
(19,225)
14,714
15,169
15,022
(22,299)
(17,601)
11,187
(23,288)
.21,078
13,673
9,806
17,533

Decreases
only

~,WJI
J

-

.I

Revised
Allocation

Antic.
Vote

adjustng for

{l=yes)

Decreases
only

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

16,806
49,072
82,114
77,315
31,441
22,016
25,884
61,666
74,874
41,403
68,176
36,019
22,016
25,883
18,156

(2) { 8 $

652,842

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$

(29,999)
(24,120)
(19,225)

-

.- .

- •. 11
~

(22,299)
(17,601)
(23,288)

Anticipated
Approval

0

0
1
1
0
0
0
1
0
0

1
0
1
0

0

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$

82,114
77,315

rr-'·..

".- ~

61,666

$
$

$
$
$
$
$

68,176

22,016

$ 311,288

~-:~
50%=
under by

$ 326,421
$ (15,133)

('

=.

Footage calculations for Benefit #2.
feet
frontage
over street

#feet of wires running over parcel
front
side
back

#feet
of wires
total

lanes
x50%

l

Total

% of Total

Engineer's
assignment of
footage

Difference

41.0

3.25%

0.00%

3.25%

why charge Steck for Lane but not Johnson

-3 .36%

error

-1.13%
0.73%
1.87%
0.57%

a portion runs over garage not street

1

Johnson

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

41.0

2

Steck

23.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

23.1

41.0

64.1

5.09%

8.45%

114.0
94.0
29.5
0.0

27.0
24.0
20.7
7.2

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

141.0
118.0
50.2
7.2

81.5
81.5
0.0
0.0

222.5
199.5
50.2
7.2

17.64%
15.82%
3.98%
0.57%

18.77%
15.09%
2.11%
0.00%

Harris
4 Du Molin
s Freiburger
6 Vano, Rice
3

7

Greene

8

Hosie
Roberts
Snow
Flaherty
Emery
Schmitt
Cappeloni
Summers

9

10
11

12
13
14
1s

0.0

0.0

109.5
127.0
0.0
59.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
?
?
?
?

556.64

78.83

25.0
15.0
0.0
?
?
?
?
?
?

0.0

25.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
57.0
?
0.0
0.0

124.5
127.0
0.0
59.5
57.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
60.8
81.0
96.2
45.6
0.0
?
?

732.47

I
II

-

25.0

1.98%

0.00%

1.98%

124.5
187.8
81.0
155.7
102.6
0.0
0.0
0.0

9.87%
14.89%
6.42%
12.35%
8.14%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

10.31%
13.54%
5.90%
21.98%
3.85%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

1,261.1

100.00%

100.00%

-0.43%
1.35%
0.53%
-9.64%
4.28%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

Difference

Notes:

Engr did not count wires over front yard
Engr did not count wires over front yard
Engr did not count wires over front yard
this does not include the 18 ft of wire that
cross over the street adjacent to property
wires run on side, inside his prop boundary
error in lane footage?
error in lane footage?
error in lane footage?
Wires on back side of prop.

wires do no run thru side of their prop?
wires do no run thru side of their prop?

round ing error, use of estimates

Figures in blue are estimates.
Figures in red are inconsistent and need verification. For Golden Gate Lane footage x 50%:
Parcel
Roberts
Snow
Flaherty
Emery

9
10
11
12

Engineer's
number (approx.)
33.3 )
69.8

ro>I 1

200.7) 2%
45.6
I

3

My
estimate
60.8
81.0
Subtotal:
96.2
45 .6
Subtotal :

I

141.80
141.80

27.5
11.2
-104.5
0.0

-

Engr: 160.3 total ft includes street frontage (est. 127.0)
Engr: 260.2 total ft includes street frontage (est. 59.5)

Ver. },{)

~J

.,/'
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For Benefit #2, this version uses the allocations that result from counting only the streetscape as originally defined by the Engineer, but correcting for measurement
errors.

1
Safety/
Reliability
of Service
Allocation metho

Equa l

Johnson
Steck
Harris
Du Molin
Freiburger
Vano, Rice
Greene
Hosie
Roberts
Snow
Flaherty *
Emery
Schmitt
Cappeloni
Summers

3.442
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897
6.897

1
2
3
4
s
6
7

s
9
10
11
12
13
14
1s

100.00

2

3

Total

%

NeighborStreet I
Frontage*
hood
(no lanes)
Ambiance
Variable:

6.667
6.667

3.79

15.38
4.83

17.92
20.78

-

100.00

Increase or
(Decrease)

I
p

I
"

Revised
Allocation

Decreases
only

....~

Antic.
Vote

~

6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667
6.667

3.37%
5.78%
10.74%
9.65%
6.13%
4.52%
4.52%
10.49%
11.45%
4.52%
10.74%
4.52%
4.52%
4.52%
4.52%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

26,598
45,651
84,772
76,161
48,390
35,689
35,689
82,834
90,369
35,689
84,772
35,689
35,689
35,689
35,689

$ 16,806
$ 79,071
$ 106,234
$ 96,540
$ 31,441
$ 22,016
$ 25,884
$ 83,965
$ 92,475
$ 41,403
$ 91,464
$ 36,019
$ 22,016
$ 25,883
$ 18,156

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

100.00

300.00

100.00%

$ 789,371

$ 789,373

$

9,792
(33,420)
(21,462)
(20,379)
16,949
13,673
9,805
(1,131)
(2,106)
(5,714)
(6,692)
(330)
13,673
9,806
17,533

..

~

".

$
$ (33,420)
$ (21,462)
$ (20,379)
$
- .
$
'
$
$ (1,131)
$ (2,106)
$ (5,714)
$ (6,692)
$
(330)
$
$
$
~.

~·

=(2) $ (91,235)

···-·-

-· ..

-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

16,806
45,651
84,772
76,161
31,441
22,016
25,884
82,834
90,369
35,689
84,772
35,689
22,016
25,883
18,156

'$)

698,138

(l=yes)

0
0
1
1
0
0
0
1
0
0

1
1
1
0

0

33.33%

33.33%

laherty has graciously agreed to accept an allocation equal to Harris'.

84,772
76,161

~'w\.~:
-. f
~

82,834

84,772

35,689
22,016

Q£32~

33.33%
50% =

G

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$ 386,243

~

Weight:

Anticipated
Approval

J I

--· ---

-· ·-·-

10.109
17.350
32.217
28.945
18.391
13.564
13.564
31.481
34.345
13.564
32.217 13.564
13.564
13.564
13.564

~ 6.667

-

Current
Allocation

Equa l

-

( - ~8.65

Ca lculated
Allocation

overage

$ 349,069
$ 37,174

,.

"

Footage calculations for Benefit #2
using only Streetscape frontage.
feet

resulting

over street

%of

in front

Benefit #2

1

Johnson (Laei

0.0

0.00%

2

Steck

23.1

3

Harris

3.79%
18.65% -")

4

Du Molin

94.0

15.38%

5

Frei burger

29.5

4.83%

6

Vano, Rice

0.0

0.00%

7

Greene

0.0

8

Hosie

109.5

0.00%
17.92%

Roberts
10 Snow

127.0

20.78%

-0.0

0.00%

~

9

.'.

~

Flaherty *
t~
12 Emery
0.0
13 Schmitt (Deel
0.0

11

14 Cappeloni
1s Summers

~

I

J~ ' has graciously agreed to same allocation as Harris

0.00%

0.0

0.00%
0.00%

0.0

0.00%

611.14

100.00%

Robert,
In regard to the proposed assessments for our district, several neighbors and I are very
concerned that the project may include two poles, and wires strung between, down on
Bella Vista. Those poles have no effect on us or anyone in the district, other than a
general benefit such as will be realized by all residents. There is no special benefit to
those in our district.
If those Bella Vista poles are included, they should be deleted. We should not have to
pay for the undergrounding on Bella Vista. This might reduce the total project by about
$100,000.
Please contact me as soon as possible. Thank you.
Tom Freiburger
312 Golden Gate
415-320-3790

RECEIVED

City of Belvedere
June 11, 2019
Mr. Robert Zelnik
City of Belvedere

450 San Rafael Avenue
San Rafael, CA 94920
Re: Golden Gate Utility Undergrounding Assessment District
Dear Robert:
At the City of Belvedere information meeting on May 22nd I requested that the City provide me with a
copy of the calculations that determined the dollar amount that I was being assessed. I never received
that information. I sent emails and left several telephone message for you and Craig Middleton. I never
received a response from either one of you.
This morning I stopped by the City offices and picked up a copy of the Assessment Worksheet. This
document is dated May 13, 2019. I have never seen it before. To my knowledge it was never posted on
the City's website.
I was reminded today that the cutoff date for filing an objection to this assessment was May 20th. I
asked for the assessment calculations at the meeting on May 22nd. I don't know how I could file an
objection without seeing the computations that determined my share of the assessment? After
studying the calculations, I wish to file the following objection:
Benefit #1- Improved Public Safety & Dependability of Service
Your consultant has broken down the allocation of costs based on several criteria. Some of these
benefits are reasonable and I am willing to pay my share. Specifically, I agree that the public safety will
be improved and I am willing to pay my pro-rata share. However, service to Parcel #7 (275 Golden Gate)
will not be "more dependable" as a result of the new assessment district. My property will not be
connected to the new assessment district. it is my opinion that a local government does not have the
authority to make an assessment based upon a service that does not benefit the property owner.
Accordingly, I respectfully request that the weighting for Benefit #1 be changed from 1.0 to 0.5.

ncer ly v:~07/
·'lh~

~
I

rank P. Greene

275 Golden Gate Avenue
Belvedere, CA 94920

Barbara Barbel Roberts
335 Golden Gate Ave.
Re: Parcel# 060-202-03

RECEIVED
\.jl lt,I

1 1 2019

June 5, 2019

City of Belvedere

Dear Mr. Schwartz and Mr. Zadnik,
I just returned from Germany visiting my family. I am in disbelief and shock
opening my mail from the city of Belvedere, and reading the Assessment Roll.
I have one of the smaller properties and I am already underground.
I need you to send me your detailed calculations and detailed breakdown on how
you arrived at those assessment amounts, as soon as possible.
I am questioning how can a property owner, with a substantially larger property
and more poles, with way larger benefits, be paying less than I am.
Example: parcel #060-202-04.
Also parcel 060-211-05.
Again way larger property, with many poles and overhead wires, running right in
front of their house. Removing their poles will give their property a huge benefit
in property added value.
Not the case for my home.
That parcel is only assessed $4,000.00 more than I am potentially being assessed.
My property is located below the street and the poles and wires cannot be seen
from my house.
How can my potential assessment be fair?
Again I need to get your detailed information on how you arrived at your
breakdowns and calculations.
Also, why do the Golden Gate Avenue residents have to pay for the Bella Vista
poles?
If the City of Belvedere failed to collect the charges for that district, they should
absorb that cost and not pass it on to the Golden Gate Avenue residents.
Please forward your response to my email.

Si~cerej?"
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Barbara Barbel Roberts

