
 

 

 
 

AGENDA 
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MORENO VALLEY 

MORENO VALLEY COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
CITY AS SUCCESSOR AGENCY FOR THE 

COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF 
MORENO VALLEY 

MORENO VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
 

September 2, 2014  
 

STUDY SESSION – 6:00 P.M. 
 

City Council Study Sessions 
First & Third Tuesdays of each month – 6:00 p.m. 

City Council Meetings 
Second & Fourth Tuesdays of each month – 6:00 p.m. 

City Council Closed Session 
Immediately following Regular City Council Meetings and  

Study Sessions, unless no Closed Session Items are Scheduled 
 

City Hall Council Chamber - 14177 Frederick Street 
 
Upon request, this agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons 
with disabilities, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Any person with a 
disability who requires a modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting 
should direct such request to Mark Sambito, ADA Coordinator at 951.413.3120 at least 48 hours 
before the meeting. The 48-hour notification will enable the City to make reasonable 
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. 

 
 

Jesse L. Molina, Mayor  
Victoria Baca, Mayor Pro Tem                                                              George Price, Council Member 
Richard A. Stewart, Council Member      ___________, Council Member 
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AGENDA 

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MORENO VALLEY 
MORENO VALLEY COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

CITY AS SUCCESSOR AGENCY FOR THE 
COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE  

CITY OF MORENO VALLEY 
MORENO VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY 

 
*THE CITY COUNCIL RECEIVES A SEPARATE STIPEND FOR CSD MEETINGS 

 
STUDY SESSION - 6:00 PM 

SEPTEMBER 2, 2014  
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
INVOCATION 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MATTERS UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL 
 
There is a three-minute time limit per person.  Please complete and submit a BLUE 
speaker slip to the City Clerk. All remarks and questions shall be addressed to the 
presiding officer or to the City Council and not to any individual Council Member, 
staff member or other person. 
 
SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 
1. EDGEMONT WATER ISSUES (Staff Report/PowerPoint) (CEDD/15 MINS) 
 
2. MANAGING POLICE CONTRACT SERVICES COST INCREASES (Staff 

Report/PowerPoint) (FMS/15 MINS) 
 
3. CITY COUNCIL REQUESTS AND COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 
 
(Times shown are only estimates for staff presentation.  Items may be deferred 
by Council if time does not permit full review.) 
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vvvv  Oral Presentation only – No written material provided 
 
*Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the City 
Council/Community Services District/City as Successor Agency for the 
Community Redevelopment Agency/Housing Authority after distribution of 
the agenda packet are available for public inspection in the City Clerk’s 
office at 14177 Frederick Street during normal business hours. 
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CLOSED SESSION 
 
A Closed Session of the City Council, Community Services District, City as 
Successor Agency for the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of 
Moreno Valley or Housing Authority will be held in the City Manager’s Conference 
Room, Second Floor, City Hall.  The City Council will meet in Closed Session to 
confer with its legal counsel regarding the following matter(s) and any additional 
matter(s) publicly and orally announced by the City Attorney in the Council 
Chamber at the time of convening the Closed Session.   
 
• PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MATTERS ON THE CLOSED SESSION AGENDA 
UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
 
There is a three-minute time limit per person.  Please complete and submit a BLUE 
speaker slip to the City Clerk. All remarks and questions shall be addressed to the 
presiding officer or to the City Council and not to any individual Council member, 
staff member or other person. 
 
The Closed Session will be held pursuant to Government Code: 
 
1 SIGNIFICANT EXPOSURE TO LITIGATION PURSUANT TO 

PARAGRAPH (2) OR (3) OF SUBDIVISION (D) OF SECTION 54956.9 
 

Number of Cases:  5 
 
2 SECTION 54956.9(d)(4) - CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - 

INITIATION OF LITIGATION 
 

Number of Cases:  5 
 
REPORT OF ACTION FROM CLOSED SESSION, IF ANY, BY CITY ATTORNEY 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
CERTIFICATION 
 
I, Jane Halstead, City Clerk of the City of Moreno Valley, California, certify that the 
City Council Agenda was posted in the following places pursuant to City of Moreno 
Valley Resolution No. 2007-40: 
 
City Hall, City of Moreno Valley 
14177 Frederick Street 
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Moreno Valley Library 
25480 Alessandro Boulevard 
 
Moreno Valley Senior/Community Center 
25075 Fir Avenue 
 
Jane Halstead, CMC,  
City Clerk 
 
Date Posted: August 27, 2014 
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APPROVALS 

BUDGET OFFICER 
 

CITY ATTORNEY 
 

CITY MANAGER 
 

 
 

R e p o r t  t o  C i t y  C o u n c i l  

 
TO: Mayor and City Council 
  
FROM: John C. Terell, AICP, Community & Economic Development Director 
  
AGENDA DATE: September 2, 2014 
  
TITLE: EDGEMONT WATER ISSUES 
  

 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Recommendation: 

1. That the City Council receive and file this report. 

 
SUMMARY 
 
Staff will provide an update regarding water reliability issues in the Edgemont 
neighborhood of Moreno Valley and discuss current collaborative efforts by the City and 
Box Springs Mutual Water Company (BSMWC) that seek funding to resolve those 
concerns. 
 
DISCUSSION 

Current issues include: 

§ Declining Water Infrastructure:   BSMWC’s well has developed a leak. Storage tanks 
and pipelines are deteriorated.  Pipeline condition and shallow locations under 
roadways make the system vulnerable to damage by heavy trucks / street traffic. 

§ Inconsistent Water Reliability:  The system experiences numerous leaks, causing 
service interruptions during repairs.   

§ Impaired Water Quality / Cost (with blending):  Well water tests high in nitrates.  
BSMWC connects to Western Municipal Water District (WMWD) for blend water to 
achieve State water quality standards.  There are potential cost impacts to both the 
company and the residents/property owners if the price of blend water increases due 
to drought conditions. 
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§ Threat to Public Safety:  The Fire Prevention office tested all BSMWC hydrants in 
January 2014 and documented inadequate fire flows from 47% of hydrants.  Moreno 
Valley Fire has safety concerns related to fire suppression – for residents, property, 
and Fire personnel.  In addition, significant sediment was found in the water flows 
during the hydrant testing.  Fire expressed concern that the sediment could cause 
significant damage to the fire engine’s pumping equipment. 

§ Disadvantaged Community (DAC): The Edgemont neighborhood is home to many 
families living in poverty.  Residents and property owners are very sensitive to water 
rate increases. 

§ Delayed Public Improvements:  The City has deferred street improvements because 
of potential conflicts and damage to shallow water lines.  A substantial portion of the 
Edgemont neighborhood lacks adequate street paving, sidewalks, and other 
infrastructure. 

§ Impediment to Economic Development:  Without minimum fire flows, development 
that brings residents, businesses, and infrastructure investment cannot occur. 

 
Solving these issues requires a substantial financial investment.  Design alternatives 
estimate construction costs for water system replacement at more than $20 million.  As 
a private company, BSMWC is not eligible to apply independently for most grants.  Yet, 
with just 600 connections, the company is also unable to generate adequate revenues 
to fund the improvements privately.  Staff will present concepts that could provide a 
pathway to solving this longstanding problem, including a proposal to create a multi-
agency partnership.  As a public–private partnership, the water system would be eligible 
for several existing and emerging grant programs.  City staff is tracking various 
opportunities to seek grant funding on behalf of BSMWC, including programs by the 
California Department of Public Health, Cap and Trade, and the November 2014 Water 
Bond.  Most immediate is the final round of the Proposition 84 water bond, which is due 
for release in 2015.   

o Application Schedule: Due Fall 2015 

o Funding level: Santa Ana Watershed region to receive $63.8 million 
Dedicated DAC set-aside at 10% ($6.3 million) 

o Match waiver for Disadvantaged Communities  
o Competitive Grant Requirements: 

§ Integrated Regional Water 
Management participation 

§ Public agency as lead 
§ Preliminary Design complete  
§ Fire Flow Improvement   

§ Fire Flow Moratorium 
§ Environmental Review Update 
§ Disadvantaged Community outreach 
§ Agreement between the City, BSMWC, 

and WMWD as the IRWM participant. 

Expanded information is included in the attached PowerPoint presentation. 

CITY COUNCIL GOALS 

Public Facilities and Capital Projects:  Ensure that needed public facilities, roadway 
improvements, and other infrastructure improvements are constructed and maintained. 
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Public Safety. Provide a safe and secure environment for people and property in the 
community, control the number and severity of fire and hazardous material incidents, 
and provide protection for citizens who live, work and visit the City of Moreno Valley. 
 
Positive Environment. Create a positive environment for the development of Moreno 
Valley's future. 

NOTIFICATION 

Publication of the Agenda 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1: Edgemont Water Issues PowerPoint 
 
 
Prepared By:  Department Head Approval: 
Michele Patterson John C. Terell, AICP  
Assistant to the City Manager Community & Economic Development Director 
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Edgemont Water Improvement Project 

Next Steps 

Funding 

Community 

Fire Flow 

Infrastructure 

Water Supply 

BSMWC 
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Box Springs Mutual Water Company 

 Established in 1920 as an irrigation 

district to supply water to the area’s 

agricultural operations.  

 Now:  430 acres / 600 connections  

 Ultimate:  1,200 connections 

 In WMWD boundaries 
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• WELL has a leak  

• UNLINED & UNDERSIZED  

• 4" and 6" pipes should 
be 8" and 10”, 
turburculation 

• DETERIORATED   

• 50+ years in service 

• Numerous leaks 

• Inconsistent reliability 

• Low pressure 

• SHALLOW – vulnerable  

= 

Declining Infrastructure 
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Water Supply / Quality 
 Well #17 – provides 80% 

• Contaminated groundwater  
• Oil Leak 

 WMWD - 20% blend 
• Imported water from MWD - $$ 
• Drought impacts pricing 

 Quality monitored 
• Weekly monitoring 
• Daily blending calculations  
• Monthly reports to CDPH 
• Blended water meets quality 

standards - at the tanks  
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 HYDRANT TESTING – January 2014:   

    47% failed minimum FIRE FLOW  

 

 LIFE SAFETY Concerns 

 

 EQUIPMENT DAMAGE Concerns  

 

 DELAYED Public Improvements 

 

 IMPEDES DEVELOPMENT 

Fire Flows 
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 Low Income / High Unemployment 

 Language Barriers 

 Education 

Speak Only 
English at 

Home,  
30% 

Speak 
Asian/Pac. Isl. 
Lang. at Home,  

2% 
Speak Spanish 

at Home,  
67% 

Speak Other 
Language at 

Home,  
0% 

Language Barriers 

HS Grad  
or less, 63% 

Some  
College /  
AA, 26% 

BA, 7% 
Advanced / 
Professional 
Degrees, 4% 

Education Levels 

Disadvantaged Community < $15K  
25% 

$15 - $25K 
16% 

$25 - $35K  
13% 

$35 - $50K 
17% 

$50 - 
$75K 
15% $75 - $100K 

7% 

$100K + 
7% 

Household Income Household Income 
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Upgrade Needs / Options 
 

 

INVEST IN IMPROVEMENTS:   

1. Maintain the Blend: ~ $22 million 

2. Transition to 100% Imported Water: ~ $16.5 million 
in infrastructure, but rate impacts 

3. 100% Ground water w/ treatment 
 

PAY AS YOU GO: Incremental Improvements take decades 

 

Doing Nothing = Economic Stagnation in Edgemont 
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 EPA Grant - $240,000 

 Redevelopment TABs 

 CDPH - Drinking Water SRF  

 SWRCB - Clean Water SRF 

 Cap-and-Trade – developing 

 EB - 5  

 

 

 

 

 CDBG – $ for technical studies 

 Prop. 84 - DWR 

• Admin. by SAWPA  

• 10% DAC Set-aside /  

• Match Waiver 

• Round 4: 2015 Solicitation  

Funding Barriers / Opportunities 
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Image of woman w/ 
water bottle in stroller 

 

 Seek $6.3M: Engineering & Phase 1 Construction 

 Schedule: Spring to Fall 2015 

 Approve a Cooperation Agreement 

 IRWM Participant 

 Public Agency as applicant / administrator 

 Complete Preliminary Design – 35% Engineering 

 Model Fire Flow Improvement 

 Update Environmental Review 

 Seek Regional Support 

 Continue Community Outreach 

 Document Leakage / Rising Groundwater 

Next Step – Proposition 84 Application 
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Questions? 
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APPROVALS 

BUDGET OFFICER 
 

CITY ATTORNEY 
 

CITY MANAGER 
 

 
 

R e p o r t  t o  C i t y  C o u n c i l  

 
TO: Mayor and City Council 
  
FROM: Rick Teichert, Chief Financial Officer 
  
AGENDA DATE: September 2, 2014 
  
TITLE: MANAGING POLICE CONTRACT SERVICES COST INCREASES 
  

 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Recommendation:  

1. Review and discuss the report addressing the challenge of increased police service 
contract costs. 

BACKGROUND 

City Council reviewed and discussed the issue of annual increases in Public Safety 
Contract Costs at a Study Session dated March 19, 2013.  The presentation discussed 
the City’s challenge of supporting projected Police Service rate increases estimated at 
5% per year, while the City’s revenues are growing at a slower rate.  Subsequently, the 
City has been informed of the intent to cost recover the annual costs of the County’s 
new Police Communication System (PSEC) and we are aware that CalPERS will 
increase employer rates significantly during the next five years.  These two issues make 
it necessary to revisit the challenge to pay for rapidly rising police service costs.  The 
presentation will highlight that these costs are rising at the same time the City faces 
other demands on the City’s new revenue growth.   

DISCUSSION 

The City of Moreno Valley is party to three agreements over which it does not control 
the contract rates.  Two of these agreements are with the County of Riverside for the 
provision of police and fire services and these contracts are the subject of this report.  
The third agreement is with CalPERS for funding and management of employee 
retirement benefits.  The CalPERS rate increases not only directly affect the City’s cost 
base, but are also a primary driver to increasing costs for both Public Safety Contracts.  
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This presentation focuses on the Police contract rate growth, discussing the magnitude 
and impacts, contrasted against our ability to pay for these costs through growth in 
General Fund revenues.  

The police services provided to the City and our residents are of the highest quality.  
This fact can be illustrated in numerous ways, including the most recent Uniform Crime 
Rate statistics indicating that Moreno Valley continues to have one of the lowest Part I 
crime rates in the County.  There are many benefits to contracting for public safety 
services; however the fact that the City Council has no control over the costs for 
services (the rate) makes it difficult to reign in costs, particularly during an economic 
downturn or periods of slow growth.  Without any ability to control police contract costs, 
the City Council’s only option to lower costs is to reduce service levels.  
 
Revenue Decline and Slow Recovery 
 

The City’s tax revenues decreased dramatically from FY 2008/09 through FY 2013/14. 
Although some recovery has begun, the total General Fund revenues remain at $17 
million below the FY 2008/09 revenues of $96 million.  
 
As previously reported during the Study Session on March 5, 2013, the City’s General 
Fund tax revenue growth is slow and gradual with no swift revenue recovery projected. 
Staff anticipates overall revenue growth of approximately 3% annually for the General 
Fund.  These revenue projections should result in an increase in the overall General 
Fund from $78.9 million in FY 2013/14 to $81.3 million in FY 2014/15 and to $83.7 in FY 
2015/16. 
 

Actuals Actuals Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget

FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13/14

General Fund Revenue 96,006,854       77,222,730       71,916,648       74,389,117       75,202,034       78,947,770       

Increases ($) (1,040,871)        (18,784,124)      (5,306,082)        2,472,468          812,918             3,745,736          

Increases (%) -1.1% -19.6% -6.9% 3.4% 1.1% 5.0%  
 

Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 14/15 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20

General Fund Revenue 81,316,203       83,755,689       86,268,360       88,856,411       91,522,103       94,267,766       

Increases ($) 2,368,433          2,439,486         2,512,671          2,588,051          2,665,692          2,745,663          

Increases (%) 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%  
 
Increasing Police Services Rates/Costs 
 
Police service contract rates continued to increase during the recent recession, and the 
increases have been projected to be more rapid in the post-recession period.  While the 
City’s revenues declined approximately 17% from FY 2008/09 through FY 2013/14, the 
contracted police service remained flat following a cumulative $8.3 million budget 
reduction to offset the increases in the Police contract rates.  These items resulted in a 
reduction of 27 sworn officers.  The increased contract rate was primarily the result of 
County approved multi-year labor agreements that became unaffordable to the City as 
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our revenues decreased.  The County has negotiated a labor agreement with its largest 
public safety labor union which has resulted in contract cost increases that are 
unsustainable for the City in the foreseeable planning horizon.  The FY 2013/14 contract 
rate increased 4.97%.  Based on direction from the County Sheriff’s administrative staff 
and information available from CalPERS, the City is anticipating up to a 7% contract 
rate increase for FY 2014/15 and a 10% contract rate increase for FY 2015/16.   

Budget Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 14/15 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20

Police Expenditures 38,500,177       42,350,195           45,738,210       49,397,267       53,349,048       57,616,972       

Increases ($) 947,982             3,850,018              3,388,016          3,659,057          3,951,781          4,267,924          

Increases (%) 7.0% 10.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0%  

At current levels of service, costs will grow to over $42 million per year by FY 2015/16. 
This is an increase of $4.8 million over a 2-year period.  This extreme swing in the costs 
of a single public service will require the City to examine all service levels.  Projected 
total General Fund revenue growth of 3% is projected to not be sufficient to cover the 
projected cost increases in police services. 

Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 14/15 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20

General Fund Revenue Changes ($) 2,368,433          2,439,486          2,512,671              2,588,051          2,665,692          2,745,663          

Police Expenditure Changes ($) 947,982             3,850,018          3,388,016              3,659,057          3,951,781          4,267,924           

CONCLUSION 

During the past two years, as part of the Budget adoption, the Police and Fire 
Departments have made efforts to assist the City to balance the General Fund budget.  
For Fiscal Year 2013/14 the police service reduction was $6 million.   

The City Council has directed the City Manager to develop and maintain a balanced 
General Fund budget.  As the City continues to examine revenue projections and future 
cost increases, the City Council must continue to examine public safety service levels 
reductions, or the creation of a new source of revenue, to balance the General Fund.   

The presentation and discussion on Tuesday, September 2, 2014, will include a 
PowerPoint presentation that will provide additional data and further context to this 
issue (see Attachment 1).  

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1 – PowerPoint Presentation 

 
Prepared By: 
Rick Teichert 
Chief Financial Officer 
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CITY OF MORENO VALLEY - CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION 

September 2, 2014 

MANAGING POLICE SERVICES  
COST INCREASES 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE TREND 

2 

Actuals Actuals Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 14/15 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22

96,006,854       77,222,730       71,916,648       74,389,117       75,202,034       78,947,770       81,316,203       83,755,689       86,268,360       88,856,411       91,522,103       94,267,766       97,095,799       100,008,673     

(1,040,871)        (18,784,124)      (5,306,082)        2,472,468          812,918             3,745,736          2,368,433          2,439,486         2,512,671          2,588,051          2,665,692          2,745,663          2,828,033          2,912,874          

-1.1% -19.6% -6.9% 3.4% 1.1% 5.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%

Footnotes 

• FY 08/09 deficit of approx. $5M 
• Between FYs 08/09 and 13/14 

• GF revenue loss $17M 
• GF Non-Public Safety 

expenses cut $23M or 
50% ($46M to $23M) 

• Citywide 495 or 52% of 
positions cut (944 to 
449)  
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POLICE SERVICE COST TREND 

Footnotes 

FY 14/15 – Additional $700,000 
radio/communication system 
(PSEC) increase absorbed 

Cumulative reductions through FY 
2014/15: 

Actuals Actuals Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Budget Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 14/15 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22

38,370,806       38,726,541       39,157,265       39,099,718       41,243,246       37,552,195       38,500,177       42,350,195       45,738,210       49,397,267       53,349,048       57,616,972       60,497,821       63,522,712       

2,789,072          355,734             430,725             (57,547)              2,143,527          (3,691,051)        947,982             3,850,018          3,388,016          3,659,057          3,951,781          4,267,924          2,880,849          3,024,891          

7.3% 0.9% 1.1% -0.1% 5.2% -9.8% 7.0% 10.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 5.0% 5.0%
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DRO reductions (FY 11/12) (1,000,000)           

DRO reductions (FY 12/13) (2,000,000)           

DRO reductions (FY 13/14) (2,000,000)           

+/- other changes (FY 13/14) (2,044,461)           

DRO reductions (FY 14/15) (1,000,000)           

+/- other changes (FY 14/15) (299,421)              

Total Reductions (8,343,882)$        
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE VERSUS POLICE SERVICE COST TRENDS 
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Footnotes 

Cumulative percent change since 
2007/08 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE TREND 

• Reduced Police Service Contract by $1 million in FY 2011/12  

• Equivalent of 4 sworn officers reduced 

 

• Reduced Police Service Contract by $6 million in FY 2013/14  

• Equivalent of 27 sworn officers reduced 

• General Fund Budget Balanced 

 

• Reduced Police Budget by $1 million in FY 2014/15 

• Reduced spending an additional 2% or $700,000 anticipated rate 
increase 

• Equivalent of 1 sworn officers reduced (No impact on patrol levels) 

• General Fund Budget Balanced 

 

PRIOR EFFORTS TO REDUCE POLICE COST 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE VERSUS POLICE SERVICE COST ANNUALLY 

Historical/Current 

Projected 
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Actuals Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected

FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 14/15

General Fund Revenue Changes ($) (18,784,124)      (5,306,082)        2,472,468          812,918             3,745,736          2,368,433          

Police Expenditure Changes ($) 355,734             430,725             (57,547)              2,143,527          (3,691,051)        947,982             

Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22

General Fund Revenue Changes ($) 2,439,486          2,512,671         2,588,051          2,665,692          2,745,663          2,828,033          2,912,874          

Police Expenditure Changes ($) 3,850,018          3,388,016         3,659,057          3,951,781          4,267,924          2,880,849          3,024,891          

Balanced Budget 

• 100% of General Fund revenue growth not sufficient to cover increased police expenditures. 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE CHANGE VERSUS POLICE SERVICE COST CHANGE 

Balanced Budget 

$25M 

$18M 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE VERSUS POLICE SERVICE COST 

Notes 

• 50% GF Revenue growth to Police 

• $12.6M shortfall remains in FY 19/20 

• Police reductions continue; or 

• Sales Tax Revenue Measure (1%) 
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Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected

FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20

General Fund Revenue Increases ($) 2,439,486         4,952,157          7,540,208          10,205,900       12,951,563       

Portion allocated to Non-Public Safety and Fire (50%) (1,219,743)        (2,476,078)        (3,770,104)        (5,102,950)        (6,475,781)        

Portion allocated to Police (50%) 1,219,743         2,476,078          3,770,104          5,102,950          6,475,781          

Police Expenditure Increases ($) 3,850,018         7,238,033          10,897,090       14,848,871       19,116,795       

Shortfall (2,630,275)        (4,761,955)        (7,126,986)        (9,745,922)        (12,641,014)      
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GENERAL FUND POLICE SERVICE CONTROL 

Footnotes 

• 50% of General Fund revenue 
growth allocated to police 
 

• Reduce officers to meet 
available budget 
 

• Need new revenue to maintain 
police service levels – If cost % 
increases realized 
 

• By FY 20/21: 
• Population 211,500 
• Officers ratio .46 per 

1000 population 
 

• Reductions in excess of 10% 
require 1 year advance notice 
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GENERAL FUND POLICE SERVICE CONTROL 

Footnotes 

• 100% of General Fund 
revenue growth allocated to 
police 
 

• Reduce officers to meet 
available budget 
 

• Need new revenue to maintain 
police service levels – If cost % 
increases realized 
 

• By FY 20/21: 
• Population 211,500 
• Officers ratio .60 per 

1000 population 
 

• Reductions in excess of 10% 
require 1 year advance notice 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE TREND 

• City CalPERS  

• Costs are projected to increase at a minimum 3% of Payroll annually 

• Approx. $300,000 General Fund 

• Approx. $600,000 Citywide 

 

• Fire Contract Costs  

• Increasing due to CalPERS and Labor Agreements 

• Approx. 5% or $750,000 annually 

 

• Negotiations with City Employees will occur in FY 15/16 

• Dissolution of the RDA is impacting the General Fund 

• Street Light costs are proposed to increase significantly 

ALLOCATE 50% OF FUTURE GENERAL FUND REVENUE GROWTH 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE TREND 

POLICE SERVICE BUDGET COMPARISON TO OTHER LOCAL AGENCIES 
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City County

FY 14/15 Police 

Budget Population Per Capita

Officer 

Ratio

1 **Ontario San Bernardino 66,157,480 167,382 395.25 1.43

2 Pomona Los Angeles 45,112,031 151,713 297.35 1.07

3 Riverside Riverside 88,378,601 314,034 281.43

4 Corona Riverside 41,402,903 159,132 260.18 0.96

5 San Bernardino San Bernardino 55,315,951 212,721 260.04 1.47

6 Rialto San Bernardino 25,716,263 101,429 253.54 1.14

7 Beaumont Riverside 9,811,000 40,876 240.02 1.08

8 Fontana San Bernardino 46,481,350 202,177 229.90 0.97

9 Murrieta Riverside 23,666,310 106,425 222.38 0.79

10 **Colton San Bernardino 11,701,585 53,057 220.55

11 **Temecula Riverside 23,289,729 106,289 219.12

12 Moreno Valley Riverside 38,500,177 199,258 193.22 0.76

13 Hemet Riverside 14,939,025 81,537 183.22 0.88

14 **Rancho Cucamonga San Bernardino 31,466,100 172,299 182.62 0.78

15 Banning Riverside 5,491,595 30,325 181.09 0.90

**NOTE: Based on FY 13/14 budget.
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE TREND 

UCR CRIME STATISTICS DATA 
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VIOLENT CRIMES PROPERTY CRIMES

Crimes

Jan - Dec Per 1000

Year % change Total Total Population

2008 2008 v. 2007 195,649 7,346 1,082 10 66 538 468 6,264 2,192 3,052 1,020 13 38

% change 2.80% -0.70% 5.70% -23.10% 0.00% 16.70% -3.30% -1.70% 12.70% -5.70% -14.20% -18.80% -3.40%

2009 2009 v. 2008 197,114 6,879 921 6 30 467 418 5,958 2,020 3,086 852 16 35

% change 0.70% -6.40% -14.90% -40.00% -54.50% -13.20% -10.70% -4.90% -7.80% 1.10% -16.50% 23.10% -7.10%

2010 2010 v. 2009 193,365 5,946 724 15 33 373 303 5,222 1,843 2,595 784 10 31

% change -1.90% -13.60% -21.40% 150.00% 10.00% -20.10% -27.50% -12.40% -8.80% -15.90% -8.00% -37.50% -11.90%

2011 2011 v. 2010 195,638 6,494 732 7 32 330 363 5,762 2,095 2,767 900 3 33

% change 1.20% 9.20% 1.10% -53.30% -3.00% -11.50% 19.80% 10.30% 13.70% 6.60% 14.80% -70.00% 7.90%

2012 2012 v. 2011 199,673 7,077 706 5 25 331 345 6,371 2,018 3,456 897 8 35

% change 2.10% 9.00% -3.60% -28.60% -21.90% 0.30% -5.00% 10.60% -3.70% 24.90% -0.30% 166.70% 6.80%

2013 2013 v. 2012 198,129 6,510 638 10 31 312 285 5,872 1,822 3,224 826 4 33

% change -0.80% -8.00% -9.60% 100.00% 24.00% -5.70% -17.40% -7.80% -9.70% -6.70% -7.90% -50.00% -7.30%

Population*

FBI       

Crime 

Index 

Total

Forcible 

Rape

Aggravated 

Assault

Larceny 

Theft

Motor 

Vehicle 

TheftHomicide Robbery Burglary Arson 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE TREND 

• Public Safety service reductions 
• Not sustainable based on number of calls for service experienced 

• FY 11/12: 137,186 

• FY 12/13: 154,692 

• FY 13/14: 150,496 

• Risk of long term operations at significantly reduced levels?  
 

• The City cannot financially support and sustain the projected contract rates  
• County Police Service costs projected to grow from 8% - 10% annually 

• Impacting all contract agencies 
 

• Solutions 
• A Ballot Measure to fund the needed service levels As Soon As Possible to 

maintain public safety for Moreno Valley Residents 

• Approach County Board of Supervisors, County Executive Officer, and Sheriff to 
achieve cost reductions/control 

 

OBSERVATIONS 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE TREND 

• Transient Occupancy Tax 

• Adjustment of Hotel Tax to match neighboring communities 

• Increase from 8% to 12% = $500,000 

• Community Services District – Zone A 

• Consider increase in parcel tax (currently $87.50 with no CPI) 

• Sales Tax Measure 

• A Ballot Measure to fund the needed Public Safety service levels As Soon As 
Possible 

• Several options should be considered to strategize a possible ballot measure in 
2015 

• Possible Sales Tax Measure: 

• ¼ cent = $3.5M 

• ½ cent = $7M 

• 1 cent = $14M 

ACTIONS TO ADDRESS THE STRUCTURAL IMBALANCE 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE TREND 

• Sales Tax Measure 

• A Ballot Measure is a temporary, but important, solution to sustain 
Police Service at current levels 

• Long Term – cost growth must be controlled at or near CPI 
(currently at about 2.1%) 

• Estimates indicate that a ½ cent sales tax measure would address the 
cost problem for a 3-4 year period 

• Once the tax measure revenues are consumed by cost growth rates, we are 
back in to the same position as today 

• If cost escalators exceed revenue escalators, shortfalls shall persist long term 

• Tax growth from commercial developments may extend feasibility for 
additional year 

• A Revenue Measure alone does not achieve balance. Costs must eventually be 
controlled within the rate of revenue growth or CPI 

 

 

ACTIONS TO ADDRESS THE STRUCTURAL IMBALANCE 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE TREND 

• City Manager 

• Meeting with City Managers representing the Contract Cities to identify 
critical issues to raise and address with the County Board of 
Supervisors, the County Executive Officer and the Sheriff emphasizing 
the need for cost control by the County 

 

• Chief Financial Officer 

• Met with County Sheriff’s Admin staff and is leading a meeting of 
Contract City Finance Officers to identify areas of concern to Cities with 
the Contract Rate 

 

• County Board of Supervisors/County Executive Officer/Sheriff 

• Contract Cities must get the attention of County Officials to take the 
financial condition of cities seriously and establish Contract Rate 
targets that are manageable for both the City and the County  

ACTIONS TO ADDRESS THE STRUCTURAL IMBALANCE 
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE TREND 

• Long Term Concepts to Control/Impact Public Safety Cost Increases  
 

• Negotiate changes to the Police Services Contract with the County to 
include some input by Contract Cities and Agencies regarding major cost 
factors affecting the contract rates 
 

• Review a possible change in service structure 

• In-house Police Service 

• Regional Joint Powers Authority for provision of Police Service 

ACTIONS TO ADDRESS THE STRUCTURAL IMBALANCE 
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