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Revised

MAYOR BOB FOSTER
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REVISED
July 6, 2010

MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL
City of Long Beach

RECOMMENDATION:

To receive and approve Mayoral appointments to the Blue Ribbon
Commission on Funding Arts and Culture in accordance to agenda
item 10-0223 as approved by the City Council on March 2, 2010.

DISCUSSION:

Pursuant to City Council Action of March 2, 2010, | am submitting for your
consideration and approval the following nominees to serve on the Blue Ribbon
Commission on Funding for the Arts. In addition, attached are the 2001 “Public &
Private Percent-for-Public-Arts Study” and the 2004 report to City Council from the
Community Arts Funding Strategy Task Force used for deliberation and submitted
here for public record.

Blue Ribbon Commission Nominees:

Larry Black is owner and operator of the Varden Hotel, formerly known as the
Dolly Varden Hotel and currently ranked #1 on Trip Advisor. Mr. Black is active in
his community and serves on the ICT Board of Directors and the board for the
Long Beach Convention Visitors Bureau.

Blair Cohn is the Executive Director of the Bixby Knolls Business Improvement
Association. Former race director of the International City Marathon, Blair has put
his experience to work in Bixby Knolls managing a bustllng uptown with a modest
budget and creative ideas.

Carina Cristiano Leoni is the Project Director of the Connected Corridor; a
project of Leadership Long Beach transforming neighborhoods into one
community by connecting stakeholders along Atlantic Avenue. She is a former K-



12 teacher and has developed social media curriculum for use by CSULB’s
Professional Development Services. Ms. Cristiano Leoni remains active with the
day-to-day operations of Nino’s ltalian Restaurant, a family-operated business
serving Long Beach for over 50 years.

Julie Heggeness is an attorney with a long history with the Long Beach Memorial
Foundation. She is currently the Director of Trusts & Estates serving Long Beach
Memorial Medical Center and Miller Children’s Hospital. As a Leadership Long
Beach graduate, she remains very active in her community through several boards
and commissions. Ms. Heggeness was recently appointed to the Redevelopment
Agency Board.

Antonio Ruiz is founder of the Creativity Network, a web based video channel
showcasing segments on artists, art venues, performances, and discussions to
promote arts, culture, and creativity. Mr. Ruiz is a graduate of the Leadership Long
Beach Executive Quick-Start program. He remains active in the community,
looking for ways to engage residents, artists, and stakeholders, and to preserve
and advocate for the arts within the City.

Jan van Dijs is a Principle of J.R. van Dijs, Inc., a locally based building and
development company. Jan is actively involved in the restoration of historical
properties throughout Long Beach; past projects include the Art Theater, east
Village Creative Offices and the Ebell Club.

Michele Wilson is an experienced trial attorney in the Civil and Criminal arenas.
Ms. Wilson stays involved in her community by serving on local boards for Food
Finders, Long Beach City College Foundation, and the Arts Council of Long
Beach. She is also a member of CAMEO and past affiliations include the Long
Beach Opera, Long Beach Museum of Art, and Musical Theater West.

SUGGESTED ACTION:

Approve recommendation.

Respectfully submitted,

for

Mayor Bob Foster
City of Long Beach

Dated: June 28, 2010
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Suzanne Frick, Assistant City Manager - - ﬂ%/f

Robert M. Swayze, Manager, Economic Development and Cultural Affairs

Reports

Please find'attached copies of the two reports.'you reqpestéd. The first is the 2001
“Public & Private Percent-for-Public-Art Study.” This report includes a full nexus
- study. - : '

The second is the 2004 report to Council from the Community Arts Funding
Strategy Task'Force, “Long Beach Community Arts funding Strategy.”

Thank you.

RMS:dm
At
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Public & Private Percent{qr—fﬁblic%ri Study

Executive Summary

Facing increasing costs for maintaining existing infrastructure and the decline of
public support for taxation, governments have been forced to-seek aliernatives for
'-' dazsmg funds. Impact fees on private developments are one aliernative.

Impact fee is deﬁncd as “a monmary oharge imposed by local government on '

© new: [private] development to recoup or offset a propertionate share of public - -

 capital costs required 1o accommodate such development with necessary public

#acilities. The inpact fee originated in states and comrmunitics expencncmg
relatively rapid growth, because such growth requires the rapid provision of

' additional capital facilities o & 1argc;r population. The underlying guestion in all

- oontrovcrsms about impaoct faes is'who is to pay for ... public facilities needed to

gerveé'a growing po;:ulatmn?” b N

“Impact fees for public art exist in numerous mumclpalmes in California and
- nationwide. Arts impact fess on private developmsn’cs are instituted ag cities
- gtrive 1o provide public artin their c;ommumtms in ‘the face of reduced federal
and state suppoﬂ for 'l:he arts. :

"I‘hf; ﬁrst percent~for -art progmm 1m"posed on pubhc capital Improvemeni
projects was established in Philadelphia in 1959. Since then many cities have
also enacted peroent-for-art fees on public deveiopments including San

- Praneisco, the first west coast city 0 do so in 1967. Today, en estimated 300
 cities, counties, states, federal aencies, and other government bodies have

adopted pereent- 1"91‘~a1't programs generatmg more than $200 milkion annually in
. pubhc art support ' :

 After’s nimerous mc}nihs of TBSB.:ITGh study and mpui it has been determmcd that a
ﬁywxde pcrccni«for~pubhc ~art program is an appmprmie mechanism foz
provision of public art in Long Beach. This siudy privides the basts for*
: "_’assessmg 2 1% fa,e on ehg]b]e public and private deve]opmem projects.

T Tamies N:cholas “The Calculauon of Proporﬁonate -Bhare Impact Fees (Amencan
Plannmg Association; 1989), '

: Ptgb!zc Ar! Fundmg Developzr:g Puacnr for-Art Programs meg; aph {(Americans for
- the Aris, December 2000) 1.

J. Spangler Cansuhmg/fiMS Plazmmg & f\esecu ch . , ‘1
January 2007 . : R .



Public & Private Percen.r;for-—PublioA r Study

: [ntr.ductin |

. Purpose of ‘this Study

Tt'is the pmposc of thls study to provxde a rationale and guadelmes j" or a citywide
pro gram to A88E55 2 percentage fee for art on public and private developments.

For the pubhc progrftm, thig repart prowdes the followmg
Ly ehgﬁple de%]opment pIOJﬂGtS have been defined;
2 yp_cs.of- pmJects to bc;.funded identified;
:3 rcconn‘ncndatlons for al]ocatwn of funds made and,

4, & mamgament structure proposad

: Fcu the prlv'xte program, the same. four tasks have been completed, and in
addition: ‘ ‘ .

5. amexus ana}yms has been performed under the State of Cahi"om:a -
AJB 1600 rsqummems and

S 6 a_l_eg‘al raﬁ_onaie '_15 prowded_'. ‘

Bdsed 011 2 ﬁVc~ycar hlstory of dev&iopmem in the C1ty of Long Bmch ag v
measured by permit apphca‘cmns w1th the Planming and Building Department,
approximate annual revenuss for the percent:for-art program were estimaied,

- These estimates are GDll'fdll’lGd in Appendix B of this mport

':M_ethodology
- Tl‘llS ,smdy 18 based on mfonnatlon gdthe:red from ﬁvc principal sources; 1evlew :
of existing parccn’&for—ar program ordinances and descriptions; interviews with
key informants; review of existing nexus study documents; & survey of City of
Long Beach departments to determine anmual art spending; and & review of
- literature relevant to the subject. A bibliography contained in an appendix to this
- study provides a complete listing of sowrces, The research and information -
derived from these sOurces were qnialyzed end recommendations developed for -
- the civic art 1mpaot fee on prwate and pubhc, devclopmen’ns

4 5panglez Cmf.sultmg/AMS.Plamimgd’, Research RN _ 2o
elamuary 2000 . : '



T City of Lonig Beach currently provi

pid W Public & Private Pérce_n_igj_'elr'-FuBIic—Arz‘_Sfﬂdy

Situation Analysis

des arl facilities and services fo its

" Yesiderits i fulfillment of ité role in exinancing the quality of life, economy and

environment for its citizens. The City's policies and programs reflect the City’s
comimitrent, to this continued roie. S ' :

Relevant Clty policy

“The City of'Long-‘ Beach racaﬁt’ly completed a strategic plan £ guide the city

- through 2010, This plan adopts seven strategies and the arts figure prominently in

the Nejghborhood Development strategy. One of fhe six goals of the

Nsi ghborh‘qod Development sira‘tegylis as follows:

Create neighborhoods where arts and culfiral programs flourish, services are

* “acosssible and all psople; ineluding senfors and people with disabilities, have
B ’codlfs o tmprove the 'rqu'aliityzof- their lives? ' . '

" Gurrent Support for
LT AB}dOG',llifﬂme?‘»diflA: Public Azt Plan for Long Beach completed in 1994, a

telephone survey of Jocal residents found extremely broad support for public art
and desigh, The overwhelming majority of respondents — in reost cases near or
above 00 percent ~ agreed that visually enhanced elements in the city were “very
fipportant” or “somewhat important.” The comclusion: of the consultants was that,
“there is a mited public art activity in neighborhoods, yet there-is great interest
‘th 'atid potential for public art 1o further the objestives of both city-sponsored

R " neighborhood improvement programs-and community based organizations.”
© The new city plan adopted i 1999 said that in order to make the main entries 1o

LdngBe}acﬂd trare visually atiractive, and increase neighborhood pride, pereent-

< for-puiblic-art tegislation shotld be expanded to cover 2]l public and private
©goustruction acrogs: Long Beath: - :

3.'L-ang Beach 2010, The Strategic Plar, March 2000.
4 4 Puiblie Art Plan for Long Beach (Wolf, 1994).

- JoSpangler Consulting/ AMS Pi_annz'ng & Research . ' - 3
amilary 2005 L e ‘ : o



Long Beach Publlc Art
Program

Pugl.ie & Private PE?‘Cé?If-r o.z-nPubli&Arr“:S'rudy

A

A percent-for-public-art policy for the- downtown redevelopment area was -

adopted by the City’s Redevelopment Agency in 1989, The policy was later -
changed to include all redevelopment project areas. It is the only standing policy
on public art in the city and is limited to those areas of Long Beach that are

L within defined boundaries of fhe redevelopment project areas, The policy and

gmdelmes allow for a broad range of public ari options and encourage innovation

- and diversity through its inclusive listing of eligible expenditures, The guidelines

- allow developers. expendmg percent~for—pubhe -art funds to choose from a menu

- ::of options:

. Zaﬁtohdi‘nbusartwgrk'* _
° amstudeslgned building elements . &
e ~ariist participation as 2 mefber of the pro_}ect deszgn ieam,
o _ _'subeudy of nonproﬁt orgamzahons cultural spaces and facilities; or.

S sponsorship arfd underwrltmg of cultural programming,
perfomances and specla cultural events. -

-In parmershm W1th tl;m Long Beach Redevelopmeni Agency, the Public
- Corporation for the Arts (PCA) edministers the Percent-for-Public-Art Program

that reqirires e11g1b1e public and private developers to allocate 1% of the total
development costs of 2 project o the creation of public art, cultiral pro gramming
or culiural facilities. On the private side only de‘veloprnen’ts tht' get assistance

. from the Redevelopmeni Agenoy fall under the réquirément, The 1% requirement
s manda ted through 2 contr aema] agTeement between the Redevelopment
Agency and the developel )

‘Percentfor-Art Fess in

Other Jurisdictions. - . |

‘Research revealed, nﬁmereﬁe-peleem for- art programs in California and
~throughout the United States, The programs, both pr:vale and public, are

administered through a yariety of Jw‘:sdmhons ranging from redevelopment

- agencies; transportation awthorities, and airport and government entities. The

-~ following table deseribes programs administered by local governments on a

s citywide basis, and pe;jtam_s 10 }J.Oih.pl‘l‘bllc and privaie percent-for-art fees.

" The table describes the programs of six California cities that have adopted arts
‘impact fees on private development on a citywide basis, Of those instituted after -
_enactment. of AB 1600 in 1989, two produced and adopted nexus studies — the

City of Los Angeles and the City of Newark, Two California jurisdicticns —

.. Sante Moniea and Los Angeles County — have conducted nexus stucies 1o

. gubstantiate proposed arts fmpact fees, however, arts developmcm fees hwe not
v yet been adopted in'these szsdlctlons

o i Spangier Conwkmg,/AMS Plamzzng & Rescmch . - o 4
Cudanuary 2001 : : :



JRublic <& ‘Private Percenz-j’or—Pubhc-Ari Srudy

- The: pf:rccnt for—art fees: assessed on public capital nmprovemcnt pro;ects rdnge '
from: 1% to 2%, The fee basis is generally the total cost b¥ construstion bt in -
somc cases mcludc—: “sof’c” costs (fegs ﬁxtures and equlpment ctc) and land
“acquisition of permanent art WOrk but in some cases the pr ograms support a wide
variety of activities mcludmg facilities dcvclopmeni pcr:fanmng art activities,

. admihistration, conimissioning of temporary art, angd unspsmﬁsd puitural

services. Two cities, Porfland- and-Scottsdale, have enacted percent-for-art
programs on public projects wihich are managad by nonproﬁt organizations,

Tn 1980, the City, of Portland adopted an ordinance dcdacatmg 1% of the

' Gonstruction costs: of major capital improyement projects to public, art. In 1989, .
T the ity of Portland broadened the. scope of the program, inciuding an additional
"7 (.33% of the total donstruction costs for administration and estabiishing the

" Public Art Trust. In 1995, the Regional Arts and Cultural Council (RACC), the
- non-profit successor to the Metropolitan Arts Commission, formerty a city
department, was officially authorized to administer the eify’s percent-for-art
o programy ‘and related serviees, A ten member Public. Art Commitiee (PAC)
+ gonsisting of-architects, landseape architeets; art professionals, vzsual artists and -

. 'inembers of the RACC board of directors; provides the official review of public

art projects. The PAC meetings are attended by the chisf of staff of a designated
¢ity council member. The RACE Publie Art Managc: reports that the programi
worles very well and 18 virtndlly' probiam-.ﬁ‘ee due 10 thiee important factors; the

city is very acoepting of the programy, adhinistration of the program is. wewed as
8 collaboratlvc effort; and a succeqsful haolc record of 20 years.

In 1988 the Scottsdale Cultural Counci] was g1vcn the authon’ry to operate the

 city’s publicly- funded peréent-for-art progrzun The Soottsdd]e Cu]tm al Council
i5a nonproﬁt organization whlch manages an art musaum, a center for the arts -

" and an aniual arts festival. The percent-for-art program is managed as part of the
* ‘museurn department znd is governed by a Publie Art and Collections (PAC)

Commitiee. This fifteen-member eommittee is made up of artsts, architeets, art
profcssmnals Iandsoape architects, business people, and ‘members of the ‘board of
_the Scottsdale Cultm 2l Couneil. The Scottsdale Culmra Coungil board approves
all PAC Committee recominendations. Staff from the City of Scotisdale’s '
© planning depar&ment attend every meeting, Public art staff suggest that their -
program works well because the PAC Committee and the Scottsdale Cultural
: Coumi] a1e 1 t1po11t1ca] agencies and are given complete autonomy by the City -
_ 'Counall ln addltlon the public art staff work with the city's capital project
manager to determine which city projects are eligible.

J Spangle: Camulzmg/AMS lezmng cf. Remar ch-
January 2001 .

St



Flgure ’1 Art: Fees in- Selected Cities

Exempted
Projects

Citj/Counly_ Appliéablerl)evelopment- Projects Assessment Uses of Funds

"Comme.rmal mdusmal and ramdcnml o
‘private devc]opmen‘rs of Sormore

e R : %of-buiiding . S
Breae o umits with # total buﬂdmg valiation of Churches sahools  ~valuation, Onzsite publicly
Private $500,000 or more and fres stinding - sin 1e farail homc buiici T accessible permanent
T 'addmons to commeir¢ial o imdustrial &) ¥ S b dmg ‘;?jgacl;mn artwork
" gites with atotal buﬂdmg valua‘unn of i  Pased on R
$500,000:0r more - I PRI s
B i ! AR ,; - :Lr-.f‘ : PR P Eﬂfﬂlquﬂkﬁ. : I]-%Ofbui]ding
 Cuver City-  Public buﬂdmg develmpments w1th 2 rehabilitation v :ail;a’gp n land A work or payment to
o Publict ‘-bu11dmg valuarmn exceadmg $500,000 raqumad for sexsrmc ai: p gfflf;%tg e City Axt Fand
. o ) ' » safety __}mprovemants
- Commemmi incustrial, and 1ea1dentml -7 1% of building
_ pivate devslopments of 5-or more - -Low-or moderaie~- - valnation
C;}:i; r(g)ity -ijnite with'a total building valdaﬁon ineome housing; - excluding land o Zﬂf ;1 u:jhau feeto
.+ expeeding $500,000 a,nd ramodelmg sepior hotising - and off-site uy TL AU
, .Acxcesdmg $250 000 RIS - Improvements
© Bmeryville: - ];’g‘;g‘ﬁpgigxgzcgg;&Bho%%"zﬁpxzjict Progects balow - 35% of building  Publicly accessible
- Public - 'to Des1gn Rewew e 31300 000 th:reshold ‘constriciion costs artwork .
J Céﬁuﬁemiaﬁ énd induqiria]. pﬁx}ﬂie d% o}f building
S ‘__;.dcv‘alopments and nonresidential - I P Gz::; og;l“lifd 28 _ _
Emeryville- - portions of mixed-ige projects thh i L On-site publicly
 Private. building dcvelopment costs in excess -Res:den‘n‘al_]:amj.c.c-'.cs. CONSUUGHON COSTS 0 oceible art work

SRRy . declared on
of $300,000 and SubJeCt to Deslgn N  uilding permit

‘ ,_waw, ‘ T o ..‘:.applicaﬁons
e ' ' Pubhciy ass1sied 7 _
Fremont-~ 'Pubhc hmldmgs and pmks WlﬂJ casts xehahﬂxt_ap.on of 7 1%of comst- ~ Publicly accessible
Pablie Df &SOO 000 or more “private property, nmﬁon costs - '

artwork
- affordable housmg :
BT S , Fee paid inio fund to be
T TR Rwdenhal plDJeGTS, g - distrl;buied by Cufltural
wpau whnovation or Offices/R&D - o P
7 rebablitation Wiich - $1.57/sf Af}f?,lrs Daﬁﬂm’t‘?.m for
Retail - $1.31/f % tural and artistic

“dées ot alter the use focili vices and
Whse - §0.30/5f S2cilitios, services an

Nonresidential private construction”  or size of a structure,

Los Angeles-
Privare .

with a total building valnation over
$500,000

adds handicap

facilities, installs-fire

Mfg, - $0.51/s7

Hotels --50.52/sf

“communnity amenitiss or

developér can design an
art project or program

sprinklers, or not to exceed 1% whereby a 141 credit ;
complies with the  of building pesmit o0 Y & TECH
carthquake hazard  value . given Jor coliats spent

towards the tota]

reduction ordinance e
. : obligation.

. Spangler Conmlrm,g/AMS Px‘annmg & Research. .
Sanuary 2001



) : . e E_xém_ptéd
-City/County Apphcable--pevelopment Prq]ects_ TPy 6je‘c s
Low« and. mederate

R | . . income housing, -
Res1dcnua1 cormmércial and mdus’mal income housing,

Newarl- . new construction private projects and |
. Private - additions over 10,000 square feetar, EZDM% dmm_cts
: that are located along major arterials at contain
_ o pmvmmns :for publm
art
Qaldand- " 5 o L . . - L
Public Publi¢ fmprovement projects ort and Anpor
All projects planncd through CIP
process.and at the-departmental Jevel: g
Pasadena- New construction, éxterior renovation .
Public . or remodeling, Mynicipal buildings 10 Peoed
- . and facilities, street improvements:: '
street lighting, sewers, storm dfaing™ -
Pasadena Commercial, industrial and mized- use
. private developments over 25, 000 Residential projects
- Private )
: square feet T :
 Transportation

improverments snch
ag strest paving,
TEpal or”
improvements; all
mechanical,
' - plumbing and "
San'F Fr‘[nmgc{) Public. b‘lﬂdmgﬁ above-ground- - . electrical syqtem
Publie struchures, parks, and transporLanon
projects g or selsmic upgrades
' - i . park.and landscape

TENOVALIODS, sewer

deva]opmants that are

upgrade% stmctural.

; Us_&_s of Funds

Assessment
e e Onegite publicly .
gﬁfﬁﬁf _h 3?(? 355 . abogssible artwork the
Light Maou- ~ domation of gallery space
 facturing/ Wave- - or fee paid tor city for
house « §0.,31 - Gevelopment of art

~‘within the guidelines of

HiTech - §8.60 fhe Master Plag

1 5% : i Tempmary or parmanem
) art work

1% of congtruc-

" tion costs .

gxcluding .~ On-site or off-site public -
architectural;~  art work, or culiura) -

*engineering and - programuming or services
administrative S
costs
o i Developer may fund
1% ol building - cultural facilities,
permit valuation -programis or on-site
(land costs and - artwork or make in-lisu
off-gite contribution to Cutural,

improvements are Trust Fund for general

excinded) enhancement of city
Lo cultaral resources -
Amomnt not to
exceed 2% of
estimated project

cogts Funds which -
are part of progcct
costs but which
are lumted by 1aw
or funding agency
riles will be

Painting, sculpture or
othtn woﬂc«; of art

and water lines; CIP  excluded from '

fimded mprovcmcnts calculatlon :

- for security/life
safety; Port
developments

Director of

- Eligible mmnicipal and Redevelopment Redevelopment

Ageney construction projects whose
overall‘budgats exceed $500,000

- R
San Jose-
Public

projects

Agency and Director |
of Public Works have
discretion to exermpt

2% of cons-~
fruction budget _ .
including design  Public works of art
and engincering

costs

J Spangler Comulrmg/AMS P!amnng & Resear ch
January 200/



City/County Applicable Development ?;fojdcts - Exempted

- Projects
ai
E Brow'u 4 Planned oap;tal improveénient progects
F " determined-to be eligible by Culturat
gﬁ:ﬂ zjh TL- Affaivs Division staff and the Office of " Mot sp eclﬁcd
- Budget and Managcmcntpohcy '
Loveland, CO City pchcts w1t11 costs of $50,000 or  Projects below
~Public : more: £50,000 thresho
R o Improvemﬁm projects
- Any project of $100,000 or more paid funded by he ;.

: for wholly ordin part by the City of
TPortland involving sonstruction,
rehabilitation, remodeling, or’
improvement of any buflding,

Ex_lvzmnmemal
Services; imaprove-

Portland, OR- ment projects finded

Publ;e structure, park, public wility, street, Knﬁ;ﬁiﬁ:"g&gﬂ
 sidewalk, or parking facility, or or state an‘ts: Street
- projects developed privately and laasedLl . Lg‘r F ’ 4 and
back to the City 1At Levy Fund an
T - Local Improverment
oo ~ District Revenues.

_ L Individual tenant
S ay o v Improvements or
Sc_(;ffl?:e’ AL Capital Improvement Projects alterations of less .

_ ' ~ than 30,000 square
feet
Capna} projects pzud for wholly or in
Sea Hle W pait by the City to construct or remodé!l’
. }"zu‘b [ any building, stracture, patk, utility, -~ Not spsmﬁed

- street, sidewalk, or parkmg fac111ty or
le‘tlon ihereof '

sooAssessioent :

 Upito 2%of

1% of
construction costs. artwork

. Bureans of Water. and

© costs but which
‘are limited by law. artworks |

- Uses of Funds

© Heguisition or
corunissioning of
artworks ‘

project costs

Permanent or temporary

1:33% 6f total
CGnStl’UGt‘lUﬁ GOStS

excluding costs - - On-site or off-site art

for design, - work or Public Art Trust
enfineering; . Fund

demolition, land

acquigition-

1% of amount.

~ budgeted for
f;:apﬁtal . Commissioning of
improvement :
e o artworks
projects is
appropriated to

fine arts trust fand

1% ofthe

estimated project -

costs Funds which

are part of project Acquisition or

- commissioning of

or funding agency
rufes will be”

excluded

J. Spangier Cons ulting/AMS Plazmmg & Research
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Purpose of ’che Fee

L - Public & Private Pefbéﬁl«;fornPublic—Arz Smdj

F mdmgs

The purpose and goals of the Crty s current Percent-for-Public-Art Prograth in

. redevelopment. areas. provide & besisfor a citywide arts impast fee on private
~ development. These are: . . |

The RDA and PCA seek to maintain a public art program in such a way that it is
intimagely integrated into the fabric of Long Beach and that reflects a'broad range
of community input and the involvement of artisis and arts professionals, The '
Pcrcent—for—Art program. considers artists to be valuable members of a planning

or dcs1gn teamn and pnmary resources i the revitalization of designated

Tedevaloprnent areas and the City, Throughout history the arts have been
instramental in creating unique-public places that have yielded physzcal socml '

o and: eoo:nomlc bensﬁts for a oommumty 5

'Prdpo'sad F’-ro:gréi;n

Buﬂdmg on the RDA’s. cun’ent Pe:rcent~for»Pub110 Art Program, review of arts
impact fees in other cities; the recommendations of staff currently responsible for
1mpiemenimg the Redcvelopmcni Agency’s Percent-for-Public-Art Program; and

S input from PCA’S pubhc arl consuttant Gail Goldman the city wide Percent-for-

PuElia o )

Public-Art Program is defined as follows

The City of Long Beach will 2llockts 1% of the construction budget of 21l -

eligible capital finproveriont projects for civic art. This ncludes projects of the '

Commumty Redevelopment Agency.

Se venty peroent ( 0%) 01" the 1% will be used to prov1de cmc art on- site.

The mmammg i‘nu'ty pc; ccnt 30%) of the 1% will be dir ecﬂy deposned ‘mio the
Civie Aﬂ Trust l‘und '

5 Percent For Public Art P':"o:gram“ Guidelines for Developers, July 1998,

i Spangie: Gorz,sulnng/AM S P!amzmg & Rmem oh _ ' 7 9
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Private

Exceptions

- Housing.

© Public & Private 'Peroeni;j‘ar‘;}”u.blicvi;‘f Study

All eligible nonresidential pro;aots in the C:ty of Long Boaoh will be required to '
fund civic art in an amount egual to 1% of tho construction budget

Seventy peroent (’70%)’ of' .Thc l% wil] be used to-provido civic art on-gite.,

The romammg ﬂm'ty perccnt (3 0%) of the 1% will be directly deposztod mto 'the
Civic Art Trust Fund.

‘ Buﬂdmg progocts under §1,000; 000 (One million dol]ars) ivtal construction costs -

are exempted from the 1% for civit art policy. Other cxoopuons include;

Arts and C’ulrural Facilitie, fies

Musoums, ‘galleries, and nonproﬁt thoators

' ,, Artlsi hvo/wolk spaoos (on]y whon primary renter or purchaser isa
practmmg, professmnal artist; noi imended for “lwabﬂny” lofts)

' stzm e and Cultural Heritage

H1s1.oncally designated landmark buﬂdmgs
- Additions 1o hlstomal.iy_demgnatod 1and1_:1ar1{ buildings

~  Low and modcrate income: housmg
—~ . Slng}e family ros1don’c1a1 homos and townhouses -
e =H1gh~r-1-sc resideitial ‘buﬂdmgs

~  Senior and elderiy -housilw.g

Sehools .-

o Long Boach Umﬁod Sohool District
= Private schools

- ' Umvorsmes zmd collogos

«-Houses of Wms]up _ ' ' .

"—4 “Chur chos‘ and tcmplos

“Chureh bm mngs (l.e. day care faclhuos classrooms)

~Miscellaneous

- Tenant improvements to interior, non-public spaces of éxisting
buildings

= Non-profit charitable and health organizations

g Spongler Consu!tmg/AMSPlarmmg&Revcmch T o 10
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Civic Art in Capital

- Improvement Projects .

. .Pu.b'Zic & Private Perc.é‘n-;.‘»f_or'—Public-Art Study

¥

§ __The stvcmy pt:rccnt (70%) of the 1% al]ooahon 1“or civic art must be usec] as

N follows

- The dornmission andior 'acquisi’tion of publicly accessiblc, permanent
works of art located in or on the eapital improvement project site; or

< - Fees for artist participation on design and plamming teams.

" Civic Artin Private”

- Developmeni

Civie Arr Trust Fund -~ o N o
| - The Public Corporation for the Arts and the City will sstablish 2 special orust

::Uses Owaw Anf Tr ust

B The seventy perccnt (70%) of the 1% al]ocat]on for civic art must be used as

follows:

— . The commission and/or acquzsmon 01” pubho}y accesmble permanent
i works of aﬁ ]ocaicd in or on the development site; or

e Payment of m-heu fee - the amount equal to the full 1% allocation - -
- into the Civie Azt Trost Pund. -

fund for civie art, with eppropriate interest bearing sub-accounts as necessery for
the tracking of all funds associated with. both ihe pubhc a‘nd the pmvatf- sector

porhons of the Civie Art Pro gram

J“und R

- _"Fﬁﬁds”in‘ther Civie Art Trust Fiind may be used as follows:

~  Acquisition, installation, improvenient and insurance of publicly
~ accessible works of art located throughoﬁt the City; -

- Fces f or amst pa1“t1c1pat10n on deS1gn and planning teams;
Rt AILS and cultura] plannmg for civie art initiatives in Long Beachy;
“Zo The cost of admmlsiermg the City’s Civic Art Program.

- Mamtenance and wnsm vauon of existing works of art gener: atcd
through the Civie Art Program, excluding;

~  Works of art located on C1ty—ommd“rannhus,musaums, and schools;
. Artifacts donated Or'giﬁed to-the Cisz;' or

~ Historical iatkers, plagues and commemorative objects.

R Spanglw Consultmg/AMS Pamzmgeﬂfiesemch S . By
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Implementation

Annual Report:

Policies and Procedures

| Ar.ti;fr".Sé'@rec;'ian{?u._’)'lic;

Artist Selection-Private -
Projects

 Public Pr;x‘ﬁa_ze Per‘cgﬁ:—for}Pﬁbﬁc-A v Study

“r

The Public Corperation for the Arts will be charged wrch the’ 1mp1cmentatlon of

the Civie Art Program, working'in cooperation with City officials, City

departments and agencies, and 2ll other appropriate City entities,

The:Public Carporatlon for the Arts will prepare an annual budget 1hat will
include projected costs associated with the implementation of the Civic Art

- Program. In addition, the Public Corporation for the Arts will prepare an annual

report for the City detailing the financial status. of. the Civic Art Trust Fund and

. ‘the use of the funds genemted under this reqlm ement,

'The Pubhc Corporatlon for the Atts will prepare detailed pohcles and procedures

. for the 1mplcmentat10n of both the public and private sector portions of the Civie
- Azt Program, The policies will address eligible projects and provide gnidelines

for selecting and contracting artists and i incorporating them into the design

- process, In addition, the guidelines will address the artwork approval process -

Frojects

and maintenance and conservation procsss for all artworks produced through the

:CchItProg'ram I

" The Public Corporahon for ihe Arts wzl be rcsponsﬂﬂe for the selection of ertists

for each eligible capml fmprovement project; in conjunction with the appr opriate
City department, in accordance with the adopted program guidelines and the
participation of a civie art advisory committee, Final approval of artists and

- mrtwork are the responsibility of the Public Corporation for the Arts,

' "":"l‘he Pubhc COTPOI‘dth‘n for the Arts, in comjunetion w11:h pnvate developers, will -
“be responsﬂ}le for the'selection of artists for civic art associated with their
. projects, in aceordance with the adopted program guidelines and the pammpamon
-of a-civic art advmory commitiee. Final approval of artists and artwork gre the
' ’rcsponmbﬂlty of the Pubhc Comporahon for the Arfs.

Muaintenance on Public

_ Prqjec-t;

- City depaﬂmems that are rempmms of civic art under 1,1115 requirement will be

responsible for routing mainteriance. Conservation and restoration will be the
responsibility of the Public Corporation foz the Arts-and may be paid f1 om the
Civie At Trust Fund.

- "'J Spanglew Consultmg/AMS Plannmg él Remamh _ ' 12
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Public & Private. Percent-for-Public-Art Srudy '

" Muaintenance on Private ' ' ' - : o
Projects _ . ’ ,
The pwaer of any civic art project on private property developed under this
requirement will be responsible for the maintenance, conservation, and

restoration of the artwork. '

J ‘Spanglél" Cor:_sultf.ng/A'M.S_‘.Px‘ami‘ing & Research
January 2001 L
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Legal _Bas%is

"J Spar:giar Camulng//iMS Plannmg cf. Rc.sea: ch ' I 14

Public & Private Perceﬁf_-:for—fublicﬂdrr‘:,'Szua’y

Nexus Analysis
In 1987, in .respdn-se to d&vs’lﬁpers’ conoerns that local agenties were imposing

development fees for purposes unrelated to development projects, the California
legislature adopted AR 1600 which established a comprehensive framework for

“the 1mp031t10n of such fees. AB 1600 requires local governments to demonstrate

‘a link or “‘nexus” between the development fee bs:mg nnpose:d and the project or
services. 1o be funded,

. In general, AB 1600 specifies fhat fees can be levied for specified public

improvements, services, or community amenities if certain nexus conditions are
met. {Please see the Legal Rationale section of this report for further discussion
of the legal framework.) In summuary, the main legal requirements for a
development fee for civic arts programs and services must do the following:

1. Identify the purpose -a‘n.d"use of the fee;, -

- 2. Determinga reasonable relaﬂonship between the use of fne fee and
' the iype of development on whwh the fee 1s imposed;

3. Determine a reasonable IBlatzonshlp betwccn the need for the public
art, cultural facilities and eultural programming and the type of
development project on which fhe fee is imposed; and.

4. Delermine a reasonable relatlonshlp, or nexus, between the amount’
- of the fee and the cost of the public art, cultural facilities and cutiure]
programiming attributable to the development on which the fee is
zmpmad :

The reasonableness of impact fees is usually determined by the rational nexus
test, The major tenets of the rational nexus test are as follows:

January 2007



Public & Privaie Percentfor-Public-Ar Study

There must be a rf:asonable connsction between the need for
arustm/cultural TESOUTCES and the growth resul‘uﬁg from new
developmf:nt ‘

o Th'e fees charged must not exceed a propoitionate share of the cost

incurred or o be incurred in qccommodatmg the development paying

' the faﬁ a,nd

There must be a redsonab]e connection between the exp'endnure of
- the i”ﬁ:f-;:s collectsd and the benefits received by the development
paymg the ff:cs

These lagal prmcaplas st be regtated in operaimnal terms so that an amount — a -
fee ~may be cajeulated. The operaucmal principles for this study are:

1.

Thc need for additional artistic/euliural resources that witl be

..fmance:d with deve,]opmcm fees must be 2 consequence of new
* development rather than, arising from existmg developmcnts

. The charges or fets 1mposed upon anew davelopment must be no

mote than s proportionate shave of the local government’s cost of

- - those new .capnal facilities naﬂded to service new dcvelopments and

Estimate of City Arts.» -
8 pending

.-~ The revermes rajsed must be mzmagad and expended at such 2 time
- and in-guch & time that the development paying the fee will receive a
--substantial benefit from the improved facility,

- To determine the. ap'pf_oriat‘e level of fees that may be imposed, the consultants

L .+ conducted a ‘survey to estimate current ahrual per. capita municipal allocations
o for art andeonltural facilities, services and community amenities by the City of
: Long Beach, o : :

'1 he Dlrec‘{cn oi Fmanc;]a} Managcment confirmed that the broadest possnble
approach should be exercised and that all municipal departments should be
surveyed for their nllouatlons “With assistance from the City Manager :
_deparl:ments were contacied and asked to sibmit reports indicating Spe:ndmg for

" a1t and culhire for FY 199871999 (the most recent completed year for which data .

- were available). Adist of: posqfole areas of ex;aendm!res Was provzded as follows: -

o Art uiasses
o . 'Artpur;:hases
»  Murals _
e+ Artservices (for example for security for festivals)
J Spungler C onsuinng/AMS Piaruzzng&!?esmrci: _ _ - . I3
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. ‘Banners ‘ _ ‘ _

. Li-va,perfonnaﬁccs--(for example poetry readings at libraries)
e Coneerts | '
. Mamtenance of cultural facilities

g Phraded (i‘or examp]f: St. Pairick’s Day Parade, not including
S pohtma] ot sports evenis)

s HlStDl ic Preservanon

"'Professmna] urchitéctiral services (for example for improvements to
* enftural .md/or hlstor‘]cal properties) :

Afs guide to the departmsnts 2 definition of art and culture that was developed
by the planmng tcam OVerscemg the 1994 Cuitural Plan was utilized:

The sum toia] of a corrmunity’s customs, bel1e'fs 1rac11t1ons and artistic
expreesmns both forma] and informal

*The following 'pﬁnc'iples guided the compilation:

e -Dapartrnents that areé seif-financing and do not rely on General Fund
" tevenug: for operating support were not included. The only exception
- ~tothisis inthe case of the Convention and Visitors Bureau, whlch is
allocated funds anmmally from hote] tax revenues.

= - Only non-reimbursable expcndltures were included, For example
- revenue collected from fees for uft ¢lassés provided through the Park,
~ Recreation and Marise Department were deducted from art class
- vexpenditures and only the net figure was included. Funds expended
by the Library to produce specific exhibitions were not included
because, according o staff, the exhibitions were funded thr ough
* grants from the state of California, On the other band, programs .
o finded through-private’ donations were cons:dercd to be an integral
" part.of the ciepamnam budget.

e 'Expcndnuzes for mamtcnancc 01" historic structures and related.
o archltectural serwccs wme mclucled

L3

e -Expandnures fol pdrades c.‘:[ld festivals were inciuded.

»  Ohne-time only expcnditures were exeludad if the expenditure was
deemed to be an cxcepuon to normal anmual spending,

Twelve depamnents mcllcated zero direct spending on arts and culture:

—  City Atiorney .
~  City Auditor

Coe

J Spfmgler Comulzuzg/AMS Piam:mg& Resew ol ' : : 16
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o Pubiic:d’rfrz’vfjrézPerceni-';j-paz"_fPu?Jflic~ArT Study

T CITyCiBTk e e ' o,
- City Councﬂ/lviaym SR o o
=~  City Prosecutor

= Civil Service

-~ Finaneial Management' =
- Harbor . .
~  Humen Resowees, . . .. .
~ Oil Properties -~
~ Police
e Technology Semces

Two-city departments; Gas. & I:]ecmc and Water, reported spcndmg on.arts
programs but their expenditores were not inchided in the analysis since these
departments are self-financing and do netrely on General l”unci rEvenue.

. Expenditures Fom eight City departments plug the Comvention and Visitors-
Bureau were included in the calewlation df City spending for arts and culture.
These departments are:

— City Manager
- Commumty Develc)pmant
— Fire s G R
~  Hedlth and Human Servmes
. = Library : e
~  Parks, Recreation & Marme
- Planmng & Building ... .
- Public Works e
= Convention and Visitors Bm‘eau

The table on the following page, provldes a tabulatlon of the results of the survey. |
~ Most of the expenditures listed rcprf:sant dll‘Bb‘L spendmg, on arts and culture fm
each dcpariment o G .

s Spanglez G onﬁulzmg/AM?P!anmng &Re.semc]r ' : 17
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Public & Privare .Perceni—ﬁfb#fubiic-;drt Study

Figure 2: Estimated Arts ‘Spending by City of Long/Beach (1998-99)

January 200}

|Department | Expenditure. Amount | Total
City Manager Pubiic Corporation for the Arts ™+ . "$500,000
Smithsontan Support : 356,546
PCA Newsistter $13,500
‘Rose Parade Float - §115,000
Clty Sponsored Parades .- . . $38,600
July 4th Firewaorks $30,000
Long Beach Junmr Concert Band $102,000
“ Gtaff cost 3 $4,250
WA . Subtotal $860,8986
Commurijty Development - - .Radevalmpment Agenoy Parcenthur~Art sat asade " $230,000 _ .
Co T U : .Subtmtai : $230,DDG
Fire Parades 54,002 _
Subtota! 54,002
Health & Human Services. Performars ai pubiic health events 34,585
(muslcal aid dance  groups, stczryteliers) _
- Banners . $280
Subtota! 54,875
Library Maintain Long. Beagh Photoih:story - %100
: live F’erformancas " ! 51,000 -
Book Talks. - $80
.. Vocal Concert $30
e Straiv At Webstte opemng ©$30
Book Aftievent 80
Art-exhibitions SRR .80
- Installaiion of art display systam .. 80
Arnualpurchase of aft books for adults §31,508
Annual purchase of arl books {m children $10,602
Art Contest : 50
Storytima/iive readings $0
Live performances $11,600
Summer Reading Program 54,250
Toan Read and Childrers Book Weeks $1,000 ~
Staff cost $206,204
Subtotal ' $356',3'§5 .
J Spang.’er meulrmg/AMS Plamzmg d. Rewar cit 18



Public & Privare Pércem—for—]’ubiicmziﬁ Study

- Flgure 2 (cont d) Estlmatcd Arts Spendmg by City of Long Beach (1998 99)

Total _J

January 200/

IDepartment Expendlture | Amount. I
' Parks, Recreation & Marine l.ong Beach' Musetim of Art - $318,000
. Homeland Culiural Ganter $172,664
Murieipal Band. $354,806 ‘
" Mural Arte: Program 576,385 .
Ranehi Los Alamitos - $387,858
(management and malntenance).
- Rancho Log Cerros. .. L $373,886.
Black Hlstury/Juneteenth $17,339
' Cingo de Mayo $13,467
Rainbow Harbar Entertainment " $96,581
° Ses Festival ' : $15,748
e Artand Cultural Gontracﬁ Ciﬂsses $146,713
cl s Muslo and Arts Camp - $71,074
" . A Bupply Costs . $51,360
Estimated Maintehance 280,813
Administrative Overhead : 330,538
Less Rmmbursement for Glasaes and Camp {B207 282)
Subtotal o : ' 52,124,137
Planning & Bullding . - - . Neighborhoad Prasarvation Serwcas $116,645
. L (neighborhoed-pressrvation officer, traln:ng '
- workshope, supphies)
Subtotal 3116,646
Public Works ' Architectural Services, Rancho Los Carritos 534,733
. Architeciural Services, Performing Arts Ceter . $32,492
Improvements, Rancho Los Cerrtos ~ © $300,274
-Impravements Performmg Arts Centel $200,000 :
Subtotal : i $667,488
Genetal Fund Spending Subtotal $4,264,369
. General City Overhead @.7.83% $312,578
" Generak Fund Spending’ Toml 54,576,047
Conventian & Visitors Buréau R :
S Tl L Bhacial Projects . 14,000
- ‘Publications ' - _§77,280
- Promotions-and. Prcmotmnal Matenals $278,500
, o Advsrtismg $45,000
" Team Resourcas $471,750
T < Subtutal - $586,500
TOTAL GITY'SPENDING -/ , $6,163,447
=P‘e}‘-Resm-eu‘u't_s;‘jending e $11.26
“* Redevelopmient Agenoy perceninfor—art funds were included because the Gity maintains authorlty over generatlon
‘and axpe_n;jlture The pereent-forart program in Redevalcpmanl Areas mandates thal private developments
- Tecelving Glty support are required to allocate-funds forpublic ar. The: raqmremenl is negohated on & pel pl‘DJEGt
. basus through & conhtract batween the Glty and the developer : _
. Spanglei C on.wmng/AMS F‘!anmng d\_ Research 19



Public & Private Percéqubr—?ubl lemdrt Study

Several departments provide fiinding to Park, Recreduon and Marine for arts
programs such as mural making and art clesses. In these instances, the '
expendltwe of funds is reflected in the budget of Park, Recreation and Marine

- only.

Denvatmn of Civic Art
o lmpact Fee .

In general, the estimated cdsts"r_e‘p_res"ant the most conservative figures. This is
due in part io the difficulty in exiracting the administrative and overhead costs

.associated with the spending. For example, an expense for staff costs was

provided by the Park, Reoreation and Maririe department, City Manager, the
Library, and the Converitfon and Visitors Bureau only, due-to their relatively
significant spending on 4rts and culture services.

" An estimate fof 'Generai; C1‘ry OVﬂFhB_ad:Of 7.33% was provided by the City

Controlier, General City Overhead is defined as the costs associated with the
geperal running of the City for services such as those provided by the City
Attorney, City Audnor and Cjty Clcrk 1o support citywide functions 2nd
PrOgrams, '

Based on the results of the survey, the tota] estimated amourt of City spending
on arts and cultural services for FY 1998/1999 was $5,163,447. Using an updated

population‘estimate for 1999 of 457,608, this expenditire equates 1o an amount

betweed 511 and $12 per rcs:tdent of the Clty of Long Beach.

The method of dcmvmg an art m'lpact fce based on & percentage of total
construction 6osts mvolves a number of assumptions and a series of caloulations |
which form the basis for the variables used in the caloulation of the civie art
impact fee for the City of Long Beach.” '

) Every step of developing the assumptmns. and the bu'bsequuit caleiilations uses

fhe most ﬁscally conservative alternatives. The iirst and most important
consideration in the analysis evaluates the increased demand for future civic art
programs and services based on nétnew resident employment generated from
new land use developments. BEvery new non-residential building constcted in
Long Beach, has jobs associated with it and an associated demand for arts
programs and services, This net new démand for art programs and S&I’V]GBS
results from the new employee as well as people in: the new employee's”
household, The new development therefore adds to the tota] Long Beach
populatlon demand for arts programs and SEIVIGES.

' Th1s analyms EHC udes the oomplex assumphons assocmted wﬂh “n"ymg 10 apgess
-5 demand for oivic art programs.and services-that might result from new
commercial development and potential increase iy visitor trade. By nsing fiscally |

conservative techniques in the caleulation of the civic art impact fee, every effort

J. Spangler Consu Img/AMS Planm:zg df R@\cazch . 7 o _ 20
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. Public.& Private Percéntfor-Public-Art Study’

.~ has been madﬁ: tp not overstate the future fees that would be necessary from new
- .development, The calculations associated with net new employment are

©  furthermore based on maintaining the existing Jevel of art programs and services

Assumptions

- for residents of Long_Bcat_:h 5

The fee calculatmn is SlleCCT to the following assumptzone.

I‘he futurc demand for civic art from any future populations .
associated with net new Tesident workers, is at Jeast as great as the
current resident popu]atmn demands for civie art programs and

- perviess.,

The current per capita “Level of Service” (LOS) in the municipal

provision of civic arl programs and services 1s dertved from a

' calculation of the current per capita tofal public spendmg on givie

art, The aim of mitigating any future demand for civic art is based on

' assessmg 2 fee on net new developrnent that generaies net new

resident workers and the assocmted populauon increases. The LOS
is calculated as follows:

T otal Cujf Am‘s Spending « Resident Long Beach Papularzon = LOS

The propomon of resident workers at firmre developments is at least |
a5 great as the proportion of resident workers at existing

o :devclopmcnts

. The w01,i=:111g popu]atmn n Long Beach is composed of people who
Jive-in Long Beach and those who cormmute into the city for work. It

is assumed that the current proportion of workers who commute 10

 the city for net pew jobs will remain constant in the future. The

Percentage of Fufure Remdcmi Workers is caleulated as foliows:

E_xz'Srin.gNumber - i"ozai Number of = | Per‘éenmge of

_of Residens + | Existing Long Beach = | Future Resident

Workers Workers . Workers

-D1f£eren1 types of'land use developmcms create. d1ffcrcni densmos of
worker populations,

~ This assumption is based on the fact that different types of non-

residential devclopment need different amounts of space for each
worker, Analysis of new development projects has assumed different

_ cmployee densities for the purposes of trip generation caloulations.

The assamed employee densmes are based on local markets and
indistry standards that are well documented 1n planning and

o Spangler Cozz.sullmg/ziM A Pfamzmg dl Rc—'.sear clt - _ .21
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| Public & Private Pércéﬁtéfofy?ublfc%r!':Study _

envitonmentz] ana]ysm literature, For the purposes of this analysm

- thie following Jand-use types-and associated employee densities have
been applied o the caloulations. These empioyee dengities are based
on-standards developed for Southern California teal estate market
conditions and other accepted California industry standards.®

Office Building - < 250 sg ft/employee
Research and Deve]chmcnt 250 sq. ft/employee
Manufacturing 800 sq, ft./employse .
“ - Warehousing and Disgibution 1,000 sq. ft./employee
Retadl oo - 1300 sg. ft/employee
Hotel -~ - ' 500 sq. ft./employee

+  Different types of land use developments cost different amounts 10
' buiid o & per square foot ‘uas1s '

o Due _tc_‘ diffg:r_ent_"buﬂdmg typf:s and the amenities associated with.

. land uges; the'cost of construction varies by use type. The following
constmctlon costs are based on current mdustry standards znd local
maikat condmons

1991 $ per sq. . 1999 § per sq.87

ngh RJSE Office: - - $130 $153
Mid Rise Office - 375 388 -
Low Rise Office . ¥55 k65
- Research afid Development §75 5 88
v Manufacturing §45 - 8§53
- Warchousing and Dzstnbunon b 25 528
‘Retail o $35 $41
-, BighRiseHotel - 8159 . $187

" Low RiseHotel . $130 $153

) ﬁKeywr Marszon Assomates, Inc The Nexus Report prepared for r!w City of Los.
" Angeles; San Fr ancisco Emm omnentai Assessment Standards.
, 7Aa,'jusz‘ed by 11.5% CPJ mcmase? Jor LA-Riverside-Orange County berween 1991 and
y 1999 and wund@d o the nearest dollar. US Bureay of Labor Statistics Data, Augusr 13,
2000

7. Spm:gler Cmmdrzncg/AMS Plarmmg & Re.sear ch o : 22
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Calculations.
- Levei of Servzce (LOS)
ceoens D Cglelation s e : . : -
The existing Level of Serviee is-a variable expressed as total dollars spent on
. cmc art programb and services per resident Long Beach worker,

The Total City Arts Spending fi gure is the numerator in thlq equatlon This figure
1is detezmmed to'be $5,163,447 onan amma bagis (see Bstimate of C1ty Arts
Spendmg sectior of this' report) : :

Based on hlstonc Census data and surveys of major Long Beach employers
45% of the total employment in the city has been assumed to live in Long Beach.
Y. . The Total Residents Working in-Liong Beach is therefore the total employment in
Long Beach mult1phed by 45%, Figure 3 summarizes populauon households and
cmployment data for the City of Long Beach.

B Flgure 3 Long Beach Populaﬂon, Households and Empioyment |
(2000 & 201 0) :

o Pmpu’lahon o ':45‘7“608‘
' ~ “Houseliolds - (RN 169,484 180 857
i Employment Sl 209,252 217,901

Uullzmg a stralght line- avcragmg techmquﬁ: the assumeéd populatmn, households
and employment for Long Beach in the year 2005 are summarized in Figure 4.

~Figure, 4: Long Beach Popula(t;iz%n,s?ou‘sehoids and Employment

o T 472960
1"1011561101&5 S et ) S 175,170
Employmcnt SRR Y 213, 576

4 :Uuhzmg ihe cmplo‘yrnent ﬁgures froma the tables.above and the assumed 45%
resident pIOpOTi‘lQTl of the fotal 'Lohg Béach employment, the Total Resxdems
. Working in Long Beaoh m 2000 is calculated as follows:

8 Clry of Long Br,ach Mr:yo; Empfoyem Depa:tmenr of Community Devc!apmenz

. Economw Developmenr Bm eau, Busmess Assistance Division,

9 Ciiy of Long Beach Pla;zmng & Buz dmg Dept., Advanced Pl annmg Dzwsmn via FAA
10/11/2000.

el .Spaugle} C‘oﬁsullmg/AMS P!anmng&Re&earch . . 3
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200,252 x 0.45 = 94,163

The Total Residents Work:mg in Long Baach in 2005 oan be pro;ected andis
_ calculated as follows . )

2]3576.1, 045 96,109

_. fThta LOS calcu}atmn oan, be camecl out for the yc:al 2000 based on the figures
: de:rlved above, Thzs calcuiailon is as follows

.0

'T@fa-ff City Aris Spéhdﬁng'*Rcsiden-rfiong-}?each Population = YEAR 2000 LO.S

83,105,447 + 457,008 residents = 811.25/resident

'iAt the cunf;nt lech of annual fundmg for civie art programs and services, the
City of Long Beack is spendmg 511,25 for each resident. Of the current Total
City Arts Spemdmg ﬁgure, 51,062, 493 or 21% can be directly hnked to the
'utﬂmatmn of owzc art by rmdent Workers This is. calculmed as follows:

i (94,163 A5, 608X 185,163, 447) = §1,062,493

lgnoring inflation, by the year 2005, to maintain the existing LOS for civic art
ﬁmding, the annualamount spent on all Long Beach residents will need to

-~ increase by approximately $172.710. This increased civic arts spending is based
- on the-addition of appmx:mam]y 15 352 net new msadents in Long Beach over

. the next, ﬁvc ycars :

White i‘herc are pchoted 1o bt over 15,000 new residents living in Long Beach
by 2005, tlie net new resident worker population is only anticipated fo grow by

- 1,946 workers, This means that for every new resident worker the overall
population is expec:icd to increase by 7.89 or nearly eight people. The anticipated
net new demand for civic arts programs and services during the period from 2000

A “to 2005 using. thc $11.25° perresident figure will result in an annual average

~_increase in spcndmg QI‘ over 5;34 542 nccded to maintain the cmstmg Level of .
: ‘Scrwce :

i Spanglﬁr Comultmg/AMS,PiamzmgdiRcsearch T ' : 24
January 2007 - AT - T .



mEm S
@’E o Public & Private Percent-for-Public-Ari Study

In determining the existing LOS for civie arts programs and services for €ach
resident, this analysis can now begin to evaluate the net new ‘Gemand for civic

arde fundmg that can be directly attributed o net new resident workers and the

Art impact Fee
Calculation

populaﬁon mereases assoma‘ced with these new jobs.

_ Figure 5 provides 4 summary of the estlmated number of new resident workers

for new development projects based on & threshold of tota] construction costs of

$1,000,000-(.¢., projects mnder $1 million are exempt) for apphcation of an At

Impact Fée, The employee density and building costs for the different land uses

utilized in these calewlations are drawn directly from the density and cost
assumptions described above. An example of the complete set of caleulations

utilized is provided below.

-J. Spangler Con.suitmg/A/la’SP mmmg & Research
January 2001 _ ‘
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L 'Qfﬁée}(highé&se)_Exampl‘e

A-§1,000,000 hlgh Tise oi'ﬁcs project wﬂ:h construchon costs of ‘3153/ square foot
ywlds a project of 6,536 square feet: :

' $1 000, OOO $153/square foot =6, 536 squam feet..

0,5 36 ‘square feet- of ofﬁcc space wﬂh onc cmployec for EVEeTY 250 square feet |
: yxelds 26 totai employees ' e

6536 250 2614

Only 45% of the :net new employees are expected to hvc in Long Bcaoh
which yields 12 net new resident amployces : :

26}('.45 "—*11.'76

Figure 5 Calculation of Net New Residani‘ Employees by Buildmg

Ofﬁac (hlgh.nse) B | _'6','536 | | 12“
Offics (mid-rise) | o 11,364 W
Ofﬁce(lowmség o o 15,385 Y
Rese’arcih and-Develobmcxlt 1.1,364 .. 20 -
' M’ﬁﬁﬁfach‘ning' - 18,868 S
Wﬁreh.'ou-se and Disﬁibutiqn 34,{183 - 16
| Retail 24390 36 v
7 I—_I-o.tcl (high-rise) . 5,347 . g
Hote] (low-rise) | 6,536 S

10 Calcﬁia:‘ion: Total number of new workers [# of sq.fi./(workersisg f1.)) X 45%. -

o Spangler Consul rzng/AMS Piam:mg & Research : _ 26
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- Applying eirrent Federal Internal Revenue rules, capital developments of this
. naturehave an-expected 39-year life and are amortized for tax purposes over this
. period. These new tesident employees, and their subsequent turnover B
i . repiacements, are therefore agsumed 10 utilize civic arts programs and services . -

Scenario One

over the useful life.of the building. . -

. An.example of the complete set of cal_culaﬁons 18 provid‘c_d-bf:low. )

-_'Ca;l,cul,é_z_zibn,Exar}iple; Th¢ new }jig_li.-;dsc office building generates 12 nef new
- resident employees. These. 12 new workers ad the. associated 7.89 new residents

" for every.new worker will utilize civie arts programs and services over the 39-

osfioe thightise) - 541,540

o Offes Guidrise)y o

year Jife of the buildings. The existing LOS for each Long Beach resident as
calentated above is $11.25 on a yearly basis, The caleuiation of the LOS demand
is therefore as follows:. . .- o S

L (12X 7.89X811,25X39) = 841,540

" Figiire 6 Calculation of Existing LOS Art Impact Fee
{for Total Population Growth Assoclated with Net New Workers by
Com y Type} . : -

B

i Eert S Ay
Aot )] TR s el et T i

SR e T a0 $ 60,235
Ofice (owive) . 28  sos
Research and Dc\fciopmcllt o ..2‘0 $69,2-35
Mauizfachlrh@ IR ) 11 o _5338,07.9_
Warchonse and Disiribuion 16 §55388
TRetal 36 5124623

Hotl (hightiss) o v | $17,308

Hotel(ow-rise) - 6 S 820,770

. JSpangler Consulting/AMS Planning. & Research 3 : Tt
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' If‘ al% art 1mpact fee for new non-residential devclopment projects in Long

- Beash were applied, thiswould exact 810,000 for éach $1,000,000 of
 ghnstruction costs, Prom the tableabéve it is clear that a $10,000 exaction would

Secenario Two

. be justified in all cases oi" ew non-rcs1dent1a] dwcbpmsm‘r pro_]ects of -

$1,000,000,-

Takitlg 2 more conservative approach; the table below caleulates the demand for
arts Programs and services for onty the net new workers and their associated

' household popula’aon The'average household size in Long Beach is 2.7 people,
In'the calculatlons below; thérefore, ather than the 7.89 factor for tota) resident

‘paputhtion i incréases used in the previous calonlations, a factor of 2.7 forresident
N worker household p””ulahén is subthfuted '

C.’alculatzon Exangnle Tbe Hew h1gh—nse ofﬂce building generates 12 netnew

_resident entployees, These 12 new workers snd the associatad 2,7 people in every

- new workeér’s hovisehold will utilize eivic arts programs and services over the 39-

- year life of the buildings, The existing LOS for each Long Beach resident as

caleulated above is §11.25 on E yearly basig, The oalcula‘non of the LOS Demand

i

s therefore as follows' : .

i}

12X2 7X$JJ 25X39 $]42]6

Figure 7 Calculation of Existing LOS Art impact Fee
(for Total Popuiation Growth Associated with Net New Warkers
Households by L.and Use Type) ‘ :

R Ofﬂce (h1ghnse) g $14 216
Office (midige)+ 0 v 207 S s
‘jOfﬁqc_(low-rrise.) T T | S $33,170
| Resemchand .20 §23,693
Development : R ' - '
{?"Manﬁfacturing - AT ' .$13,031 ’
Warehouse and | T 16 ' 318,954
Distribution o o o
“Retail I  saeT
Hotel (high-rise) 5 850
Hotel (low-rise) = - 6 o 57,108
' ."’] Spangﬁe: Comultmg/AMSPz‘a:mmgcﬁRevemch “ T 28 |
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s
s

Even under these more conservative czleulations of net new 'demand for arts.
programs and services of new resident workers and their household population,
all uses except the hotel-uses would exceed the 1% or $10,000 art impact fee for

‘the niew developmert, In the case above, the hotel use from the standpoint of
~employee household demand for civic arts is difficull to justify, However, if there

s consideration of the fact that hotels'draw visitors to Long Beach and assuming
2 Yisitbts also demand arts servioes the TOS may well exceed $10,000. (Research

ififo visftor use of arts services was beyond the scope of this study.)

. Takenn combination, hotel worker households and visitor demand could justify

"4 1% civic art impact fee for all the associated hotel development types. These

possible justifications would need 1o be made with underlying assumptions that

can be supporied by detailed “audience and visitor surveys” of the actual users of

the programs and services funded threugh eivic arts budgets, It is assumed that

 such justifications could be proved in part due to the status of Long Beach as &

Scenarie Three

visitar destination ity with attractions such as the Aquarium, Queen Mary and: '
the Grand Prix. ' - '

The final set of calculations, assumes an even more canservative approach to-the

analysis. In this, only a proportional fraction of the total civic arts spending is

atiributed to new workers and their household population, Continting to apply
the factors *hat historically indicate that 45% of the employed people living n
Long Beach work in Long Beach and that the average household size for these

resident worker households is 2.7 people per household, the following

caleulations present the most conservative possible estimates of net new worker
demands for civic arts programs and services.

© Calcilation Example: Using the Total City Atis Spendiﬁg fpure of 85,163,447, a
- worker household size of 2.7 people per houschold and a factor of 45% of the

employed Long Beach residents who actualty work in Long Beach, the _
proportion of civic arts spending on only the locally employed worker household
population is as follows. AR : : o

“From the tables above the number of employed Long Beach residents in 2000 -

totaled 209,252 people. Of these employed Long Beach residents, 45% br 94,163
work in Long Beach. Given.a household size of 2.7 people per household, the
fotal population of locally employed workers and their houschold members
comes to 254,241 people, These 254,241 people represent 55% of the total Long

Beach population in 2000 (254,241 + 457,608=55%). A 55% share of the

45,163,447 total civic arts spending is $2,839,896. Caloulating the per capita

 ¢ivic arts spending for just this portion of the entire Long Beach population

S January 2000

results in the following; o : -
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32,839,896 + 254,241 = $11.17 per person ,

e Ths new }ugh-rlse ofﬁoe bmldmg geperates 12 net new regident- cmp]oyces
.. These 12 new workc:rs dl’ld the ast;omated 2.7 people in every new worker's
- heusehold will. ut1hze Givip. arts programs and services over the 39-year life of the

. . buiidings. The f:x:stmg LOS i"or each Long Beach resident as calculated above i

$11.25 on a yearly basis. Thc calculatlon of the LOS Demand 18 therefore as
follows, .

: ~J2“X5-2;'75X$Jr1.J.?ﬁX’;:'_s’Qe = §14,174

”J. ‘-S‘pmz;g!t-a.r.' C'ér'aéﬁ[ifnﬁ/AMSi?laﬁ;{irz:n.g:&erse@zrch ' . - 30
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F‘lgure 8: Calculation of Existing LOS Art In)pact Fee

o (F‘roportlcsna] tothe Net New Worker Household Pépulation Growth
v Associated with Net- New Workers by Land Use Type) o

Ofﬁce(}ughnsc) N BEEr o 514,114
| oe (mld—-mse)= T s
Ofﬁce (low-—mse) . . 28 | _ $32,934
Research and Devclopl.nsnt: o 20 $2ﬁ,524
'Manufacm'mig '_ B | | 312,938
Warehouse and Dlsirlbutmn o | 6 ‘ 351_8,.819
Rewl s s
HeelGiges 5 ssal

| Hotel (lowsrise) B L §7,057

'Applymg thc host conservative caleulations of net new de:mand for arts
© programs and services of new resident workers and their household population
. results in 21l uses except the hotel nses, exceeding the 1% or $10,000 art impact
fee for the new developmem ' :

~ Legal Rationale™ = o ioml :
‘ L o .'ln 1987 [in regponse to dcvelopers concemms that local & 'Lgcncws were imposing.
development fees for purposes unrelated to development projects, the California
. legislature adopted AB 1600 which established & comprehensive framework for
¢ fhe smposition of such fees, This legislation, codified in Gov, Code Sections
66000 et seq. ; and- known: e8.the Mmgatzon Act, became effective on Tanualy 1,
'1989 _ o ’

Under Gov Codc Seotmn 66000 Sectlon (b) includes “fee is defined as "a
monetary. exaction othier than a tax, or special assessment, whether established for
a broad class of projects by legislation of general applicability. or imposed on a

"7 This section of the report was prepared with the assistance of Galifornia Lawyers for
the Aris ’

- J.Spangler Comultmg/fIMS Plamlmg c(i Research : : ' 31
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specific projest on an ad hoc bas1s that is charged by a local agency to the
. applicant incormection with: approval of a development project for the purpose of
© - defraying all ora portion of the cost of public facilities related to the

© o development project,” *“ Public facilities’ includes public zmprovements, pubhc

 services and commumty amcmtleé " Scchon (&)
" Prior to cnactmg such’ fe‘e_s, locaJ agenmes are reéguired to:

(1) dentify the purpose of the fee; (2) identify the nse to which he fee s to be
put; and (3)-determine how there 15 4 reasonable relationship between the fees®
use and the ‘rype of development prcgect on which the fee is Jmposed '

In addltlon if the feeq w111 be used to fmcmce public. facﬂmes the facilities shall

be identified and the agency must déterfiine how there is 2 reasonable

. relationship between the need for the public facility and the type of development
om which the fee 15 Imposed, 1.¢., the nexus. The agency must also determine how.

 there is 2 reasonable reianonsmp between the amount of the fee and the cost of

the public facility or portion of the plilic faolhty atiributable to the devclopment
on Whlch the fee is imposed.

A desonptmn of the civic art fee in Long Bcach is prowded in the Findings
section of this report. lmportant charactanstms of the fee program include:

«  The fec will be dssessed on pmvnte nomemdenual development of
total construction costs of $1 OOO 000 or more.

e A fee split will be apphed whercby seventy percent of e fee will be
-+ used to fland op-site arf programs and thirty peroent of the fee will be
deposited in the Public Art Fund,

. “Thie on-site art program can-consist of publicly accessible pennanem
- artwirk, parchiase of publisly - accessible permanent artwork, n-leu

fee to Public Art Fund, or mamtenancc and conservatlon of art works
},enerated through the prog1 AT '

Y e The Public-ArtFund witl fund pubhc y aocesmble permanc:m or
o -_tcmporary art work, purchise of publicly accessible permanent art
~work, fees for arfist partictpation on design and planning feems,
Arts/Cultaral plamming for public art initiatives in Long Bcach,
and/of pro gram admlmshratmn

L

Pnor to levymg anew fee or approvmg an inerease to an emstmg fee, the local

- agency shall hold &t least one open and public meeting at which oral or written
presentations can be made; as part of @ regularly sche:duled maeung Government

“Code Section 66016, :

7 Spanglez Consuiz‘mg/AM.S‘lemmg & Research : ' 32
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: Provxded thai such fees do. not c,xcced thc “rcasanable cost of prowchng the _
{ service ot regulatory actmty for which the fee is charged” and are not levied “for

general revenue purposes,” the development fees are not considered a “special
tax” under Government Code Section 50076 necessitating & two-thirds vote of
the district’s electorate under Article 13A, Section 4 of the California State
Constituuon : . : :

A

Com 11ance with the TE quzremcnts o damonstrate a rcasonable reiationship”
berween the development project, the need for the fees and the use of the fees,
wil] sahs:fy judicially creaed standau ds for detenmmng the legality of these fees,

Two tests have cmergcd through Us Sup1 eme Court cases which examined the
constitutionality of deve]opmcnt exactions; and together, they set the standard for

field: (1) whether there is an “asscnhal nexus” between a “legitimate state

inferest” and the condmon exacted by the local municipality, Nollan v. Californda
Coasta] Comm1s=;10n, 488 Us. 825 ( 1987) and (2) whether thers is “rough

or opomonahty” between the fees and the development, requiring a quanuﬁed
Vana]ysm Dolan V. Czt'y of Tlgarcl 512U S.374 (1994)

» ,In"Nolldn, a publm casement was demanded across the Nollans® beachfront
* property in exc'han;:,e for & permﬁ to'demolith a bimgalow on the property and

replace it with a thtee-bedroom House. The easement would have connected two

public beachss of elther side of the Nollan property, but the state had claimed

that it was to enhance thé ocean v1ew from the beaches, The court found a lack of

 nexits belween visual access fo the OCBﬂn and a permit condition requiring lateral

puiblic aceess across the property owhers’ 1ot

In Dolan, thc U, Courtlf:vwwcd ihe range of requirements adopted by state

" courts and decided that “yeasonable relationship” was closest to the federal

'.'consummonal norst, However, the Court declined to-adopt that langnage and

* chose mstead a Standard of g ough proportionality,” explaining that such 2

formuhmon entails some soﬂ of individhalized determination that the required o

o dedication is relatéd both in nature and extent 1o the impact of the proposed
_ developmem and fmdmg that the City must make some effort to quantify its
_ ,ﬁndmgs m su‘ppmt oi‘ the dechcatlon

These cases were analyzr,d extenst vely in a California Supreme Court’ Caee
.Lhrhch V. C1ty of Culver City, 12 Cal. 4th 854 (1996), In Ehrlich, the court

provides a unique review of a percent for arts fee which was imposed on a
private business owner a5 & conditioh of changing the zoning restrictions on his

property. The 'pldlniiff who owned 2. private tennis/health club in Culver City,

sought DPertits to dcmohsh the facility and build townhouses on the property. In

J. Spanglez Consulti ng/AMS Plannmg & Res.earch | - 33
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addition to a.1% public art fee, the city imposed a $280,000 fee for a replacement
facility to “mitigate the loss of community recreational facilities,” despite the
club being private, As to the recreational fee, the:Court found no connection
betwetn the'effect of the new. housing. development and the required fes, “The
amoun‘c of such a fee..; must be tied more closely fo the actua) impact of the land

' ‘uqe change the clty granied p}alntlff ” 12 Cal 4‘Lh 854 at 884,

The arts fee rcqmred that the fee be pald to the city’s art fund or, a}tcmaiwely, be
spent for approved artwork of an equivalent value. Under the latter option, the azt
could either be placed on site or it could be donated to. the: eity for pldcement

. ¢lszwhere, The plaintiff avgued that the city made no individualized
dﬁ:termmahon ihat the aﬂ rmhgates A nﬁ:sd generate:d by the project,

The Borirt agreed w1th the city that the azt in public places fee is not a
development exaction of the kind subject to the Nollan-Dolan analysis. As both

" the trial court and the Courf of Appeal concluded, the requirement to provide

. either art or 2 cash equ:valent is “more akin to traditional land-use regulations
y :'_1mposmg minimal buz]dmg setbacks parkmg and lighting conditions, '
) landscapmg rcquuements and other demgn conditions such as color schemes,

- building materials and arohltectural amenities. Such aesthetic conditions have

. long been he}d to'be vahd exercisés of the city’s traditional police power, and do.
© not amounf toa talung merely bccau% they might mmdsmﬁai]y restrict a use,
diminish the value, or JImpose a cogl in connection with the property. The

;_requlrcment of pr owdmg arl in an area of the project reasonably accessible to the

) pubhc is, Itke other desi gn and landscapmg requirements, & kind of aesthetic
confrol well W1th1n the '1u1:honi'y of the ity to impose.” (12 Cal. 4th 854 at 886),

o The plamtlfi" § pet:ltaon for certiorari fo the U.S. Supreme Court was denied, and

. _:ihe issue. of an alis i‘ec has not msen m Ca.hfornm appf:llate case law sznce this
. 6R88,

_ Ehrhch B concluswn that cities, can. 1mpose art developmcnt fees without passmg
o \the Nollan/Dolan scmtzny prOV]Ci&S sirong additional support for i 1mposmg fees-

o _-;SuGll as the proposed Long Bcaah Arts 01 dmance Arguing that it is not at all

'No}lcm and Dolan c'xsc.s applles 10 oases m which the exaction takes the form of a
- gener ally apphcable development fee or assessment, the Ehrlich court concluded
that thie courts have dcfcn ed fo leglslauvc and political pressures to formulate
pubhc pwgram () adJusnngD ihc benefits-and burdens of economic Tife to-
promote the common good,” cifing Pfsnn Central Tlansp Co. v. New York City
(1978), 438 UiS. 104 a1 124, :

_ Eln lich has baen use:d by some Juusdmtlons, ncluding Culve1 Clty, to ]usufy a

. decision to fowgo a NExus siudy to support arts impact fees if the developers are

. givena choicé of whether t0 put the finds in a fund or to pur chase art for their
“building or for the Cuy By pr 0V1d1ng such a choice, the c1ty can argue that it has

T Spangieﬁ Convultmg,/AMS lemmg d’. Remmch T . T34
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avoided the “Nollanﬁ)olan requnements of ezther “reasanable relationship”
(Nolldn) ot “rough proportionahw (Dolan) 7

In analyzing the pIOpOSfﬁd development fee Tor the City of Long Beach, one
conciudes that legal precedent firmly establishes that the City can enact a fee 1o
compensate for the increased need for cultural services imposed by ncw
development, The City needs to show that there is a “rational nexus” or
connection between the need for artistic/cultural resources and the growth -
resulting from new developmcnt The fees charged must not excesd a
proporhonate share of the cost incurred in accommodating the development
paying the fee. Finaily, there must be 2 reasonable connection between the
cxpcndmlre of the fees collected and the benefits received by the developrient
paving the fées. I*iavm i demonstrated these criteria in advence, the legislation
calling for payment into a fund, and thus giving the City maximum fexibility
,.about how to.spend thege resources, should be able to withstand any Jud;caal

‘ qcrutmy oriegal chd]icnges

_J, Spangler Corzsuizmg/AMS Planmng & Research
January 2001 . e
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Public & Private PErceml—j’Oz;Puf;li&Art Study

Conclus on

In @ time When rev1tﬂ11zmg evm'y ne1ghborhood of the c:nty, and | improving the
gateways and entrances to Long Baaoh have become major priorities as noted in
* the recently adopted Long Beach 2010, The Strategic Plan, expanding the
Percent-for-Public-Art program can be a major assist to these efforts.

J Spangler Co;wulnng//IMS P!mming dl Resew ch
January 2001 '
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AppendixA Deﬁmtions o

© Public & Privaie PGFCEﬁ_?f:Qi'TPﬂbHC—A e Study

__,. ndices

Artist — a practitioner in the Arts, generally recognized by his/her peers, critics

- and other-arts pro:fesszonals a8 comrmtted 1o producing works of a:rt ona regular

‘ r’bams

o Crvzc Arr pubhc art; cultural faclhtles and cultural programs for the City of

“LongBeach: -

Consfmcnon Costs ~ Conshuctlon COBtE for 2 progcct a5 declared on building
pesimit apphcatmn& ineluditig but not timited to construction, eleeirical,

- ‘plumbing eftd mechanical permits, for thie project, and as accepted by the
* Building Ofﬁmal bui shal] not app]y to fcosts solely atmbutable to tenant

indpr ovaments

Impact fe-e a monetary charge imposed by local gOvcmﬁuent on new
development o recoup or offset a proportionate share of public capital costs

o requn ed to acconnnodale such development with 1mccssa1y public famlmes

JaSpangler. Cmuu!nn&/AMS Pianmng . Rmcarch : 37
January 2001



Appendix B: Givic Art
Impact Fee Projections

Public & Pr‘z‘var_é'Perc;a’n!*j’é;&_Pubiia—A rtStudy

In order to estimate the annual potential imding which could be generated from a
civic art fee on public and private development a five year permit history of
development in the City of Long Beach was analyzed. Reports from the

" Planning and Building Department provided figures for public and private

developmenis with total construction costs of one miliion dollars or more from
the period of 1996 through 2000. These totals are az follow:

T otal Pubhc Deve}opmenr Projects over $]M Jfor rhe paSl‘ Sive years =
: "' $432 895,000

Total Private Developmcm Projects over §1M for the pasr f Ve years =
$307,684,203 . - e

Tt should be noted that the total public development figure of $431,895,000
includes projects for the quasi-governmental agency, Long Beach Transit. Also
included are projects of the Harbor Department in the amount of $62,000,000,
Based oh.diseussions with City staff it may be determined that Harbor
Department and Tidelands projects should be- exempted from the per cent- for-
pubhc ~art progrdm : : :

In ordsr to estlmata the: aImual funclmg potcntial for 8 c1tyw1de civie art fee over

the next five years; the historical figures were utilized without consideration for

market and environmental forces_ which would likely effect the actual future.
- development tofals. Caleulations for the anmial estimate are as follows:

$43i 895 00() 3 years = 386,379,000 x 1% =
863,790 yielded on publzc projects per year:

$307,684,205 + 5 years = 861,536,841 x 1% =
8615,368 yielded on public projects per year

S Spangler Consulxmg/AMS Pfamzmg d Re.spar ch : | 38
sehdanary- 2001 , S



Appendix C: City of

Long Beach Impact
... . Fees

" Sehool Im}aa'cf Fees
’ Seﬂﬁer 'Cap’acity*F 'iee

Par]c and Recreataon
R aczlzzzes F ee

Transporiation and
: ‘_)_Imprayem_@nrfee

o CrtywzdeFee

: _Residéntial Fee

ave lisied balow

$0.33 per square fbot for Commcrmal/lndusmal
$2.05 per squaré foot of Resldenhal :

$61,13 per Eqﬁiﬁralgﬂt‘Fﬁtfl}}'epnit"\ -

$2,680 per Smgle I"amﬂy Unit,
$2,070 per Duplex or Mlti-farmily Unit,

81,522 per Mobile Home Unit Pads or'Secondary Housing Unit,
81,015 per Accessory Umi up 1o 220 square feet

Downtown Commercial Fee - o
Office: $3 per. BQUATE, foot L
Retail: $4.50 per squate foot

- Hotel: $1,125 per guest room..
: Mowe $9O per seat -

Office: $2 per square, foot, B

Retail: $3 per squave. :Eoot

Hotel: 750 per guest room

Movie: $140. per seat. L
Industriat $1.10 per squarc foot o
Warahousc Wl 10 pc:r square fooi

(‘1tyw1de &1 125 pcr dwelhng umt L
Accessory, up.10:220 square foot: $236.25
Secondary, up. 1o 640 square foot $0663.75
Senior szcn 5663 75 -

PR .»::::: RETIISS

, ;Eygahf_c & Private Peré;eﬁrnfbrép'ublich ri Study

Existing ]:rnpaci Fees 1n1posed by thr:: Clty of Long Beach on nEw dcvelopmant

J. Spangier Conmlzmg/AMS Plrmrzmg & Resemch
" January 200I : '

- 3h



Appendix D: Sources ,

City of Long Beach:

Lennie Arazo, .Gras & Elactnc :

" Departmeiit” :
Vigtaria Bell, Pollce Dcpamnent
Robert Bernard, Zoning Officer

- Deborah Chanidn, Public, Wc}rks .

§ __Phl Hester, Park, “Recren‘uon and .

- Willie Miranda, Planmn;, and : :

- Carolytin Montgomery, Secxctary, o

Gary Flaxman, Commmn‘cy
Dr:velopmem Departmcnt

Pat Gagrow,. Senior Planner. -

Dan Gooch, Fire Departmmlt

Desiree Gooch, City Mdngc: g
Office .-

Reginald Ilaznson, any Manager 5
Offige.,

Martne Department
Dav:d Honey, Health and Fliman
Services

Amnette Hough, Budgct Manager o

Jack Humphrey Acivance:d Planmng
Officer

Seyed Jalali, Developme:nt Pro;ect
Manager, Bconomic. DeveIOpment
‘Department

Tor Johnson, IIarbor Depaﬂmant

‘Suzamme Masor, Parlcs Rec and
Marine -~ 1"

Building

Advance Planming Division
Larry Moutgemery, Community

, DeVGlOPJthtDepamem B
- Gwendolyn Parlcer, Depﬂrtmeni of

Public Works % -
‘Greorgie Richmond, Plamnng and
Building Department

~ Richard Steinhaug, lerary

Department

...Roberto Torrez, Dlrcctor of

-Financial Managemeit

4. John Wills, Water Department
- BEugene Zeller, Planming and

Building

Public & lFl’rfivézte Percent:for-Public-Art Study

S

: _gdﬁgg(;,g;-commirzee for Public Ayp: .

Martin Betz, Exhibition Director,
Long Beach Musewn of Art

Ilee Kaplan, Associate Director,

- University Art Museum, CSULR

Robert Leigh, Managing Director,
Long Beach Playhouse =

fay Kvapil, Chajr, Californiz State™

University Long Beach Art
Department

: Patr] oig Lofland, Commmnty

Leader

- Jenmifer Curry Scott, President,

Scott Investment Advisors

- Jane Netherton, President & CEO,

Intarnahonal City Bank

NexuS'A'deory Commirtee:
Desiree Goook, Administrative

Assistant to City Manager

Robb Hanking, Exéoutive Dzrector
PCA

Barbara Kaiser, Bureau Manager,
Redcvelopmemt Agency

Gerald Miller, Assistant Ciiy
Manager

Jorge Parde, Director, Visual Art
and Design, PCA (remgncd
Octobar 2000) )

T Spangier C‘onsulz‘mg/AMS P]annmg cL Research o 40

Manumy 2001



Other:

Roberta Babcock, Cﬂ:y of Oakland

Michae! Biddle, City Attomey, City
of Emeryville

. Brenda Brown, City of San Jose -

" Cynthia Brown, Seatilé Aﬁs
Commission o

~Vida Brown, City of Culver C1ry

~ Margaret Brining, Public At
Managet, Scottsdala Cu]tuml
Council

Chugek Canada, Recreation

Supermtsndent City of Fr dmont

Steve Chesser, Cormmunity

4 Rclatlons Boeing -

'Ramon Chiriel, Persormcl Dn‘ector
1BSD

g ._.Tesslca Cussick, Cussick Consultant_
* Christian Dane, Sunnyvale Al‘ts -

Couneil.

- Eloige. Damrosch, Regional Arts and

" Culmge Council, Porfland”
“Carol DeLay, Clty Planner, Culver

City

_'Lmda Howell DiMario, Long Beach 7

' 'Convention and Visttots Buteau
Marla Dresch, Public Policy

., Institnte of Califorpia .~
NMark Jotinston, Pibiic Ak~
Administrator , City of Los

 Angeles

o Publicd P:'z‘wize'Percent{ar—Pﬁbiic—A-rr Study

Jonathon Gluf, City of Pasadena
Gail Goldman, Publie Art

- Consultant:.

Pepgy Kendellen, Public Art
Manager, Regional Arts and
Culture Council, Portland

Cary Letterer, City of Walnut Creek
* Jarmie McKenzie, Public Policy-

Institute of California _
Joseph Pannone, City Attomey',
Culver City

: Susan Pontms Public Art Prog:ram

City of San Francisco

- Gary Schaub, Lesher Center for the
.. Performing Arts, Walms Creek
Julie Silliman, Senior Public Arts

Officer, Metropolitan -
Transportation Authority, Los
Angeles

' - Consuelo Underwood Sﬂmon Valle

y Arts
Council
Erlinda 'Wormo, Housing and _
Development Department City of -
. Pasadena :
Laura Zucker, Exeoutive Dir ector
Los Angeles County Arts
Cornirission

- J Spangler Consulizng/AMS Piannmg & Reuar ch ‘ 4]

szuary 2001
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. Public & .Pr—'z'v{azefPercentfé}-—Péx!ﬂic»Azaf Study

Percent for Pubhc Art Program, Gu1dc]mes for Deve]opers Pubhc Corporahon
for the A:rts 1988, ‘

Freilich, RobertH a,nd Bushek Dade Exactlons Impaci Fees and

Dedications: Shapmg land Use Dcvalopmcnt And Fending Infrastructure in the
Dolan Era, 1995 o S _ -

| - Fuiton, Wﬂham, Gmdf; to Cahfonna lemmg, 2nd Edmon, Solano Press Books :
- 1999, " .

| APubhc Art Plan for Long Beaoh Consultams Report March 1994, The Wolf

Organization, Inc.

A Cultural Plan i‘or Long Beach Fma] Consultants Report January 1954, The
Wolf Orgamzatmn, Inc. : .

' tholas Tamas, The Ca oulatxon of Proportlona‘ce-Share Impact I“ees Plannmg

Advisory Semce Raport Number 408 “American Planning Association, July
1988, :

Long Beach 2010 Tha Straieglc Plan, Worlung Draft for Pubhc Review, Mar ch
7 2000, : . :

Goals and Stratcglc Actlons Lcmg Beach 2010 The SU‘BnglC Plan, June 30,
2000, - o

City of Long Beach F1sca1 Years 2001 to 2006 Slx—Ymr Capndi Imp: ovement
_Plan :

City of Long Beach, Fiscal Year 2000 Adoptad Resdurce Allocat-ioln Plan.

Long Bcach Community Cultural Plcm Q.ummary chort Pubhc Corpor dtlon for .
the Aris, 1996

“Fee-For-At Study, Prepared for City of Szmta Monica, Stan]cy R. I*Ioffman
Assocmtes, Inc., 1990, .

‘The Nexus Report Submitted to The City of Los Angeles Cultural Affairs

“HDepartment, Morris McNt:ill Inc., 1991,

| Jmpact Fees and Exactions, Selecicd Refercnces InfoPacket No. 305, Urban

s Land Institute. 1999,
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CITY OF LONG BEACH

1
THERHITRI
SENHUNHANE

js;,,q | OFFIGE OF THE OITY MANAGER e R 27
AN YA , £
Mﬁ 233 WEST OCEAN BOULEVARE »  LONG BEACH CAUFORNM 90802 (532 6706711 = FAX (482) 570-8583

'GERALD R’;'M'MLLER T
- GITY MANAGER

- May 18, 2004

HONDRABLE MAYOR AND OITY COUNC L
City of Long Beach
California.

SUBJECT Transmltta} of Commumtv Arts Funqu Stratagy’ Task Fcrce F“mai Report

DISCUSSION R

_ ‘“;On March 25, 2003 the Clty Council endmrsed the Three Year P‘:nanolai Strategic Plan
“(Pian), the Citys strétegy for addr%smg the structural deficltina iogical and balanced
manner. Thé Plan called for réductions in the City's support for arts and cultural
programming by approximately $1.5 million, down from a budget close to $2.7 miilion In
Fiscal Year 2004, In light of these reductions, the Mayot convehed, with the input of
Clty Councilmembers, & 17-member Gommurﬂty Arts Funding Strategy Task Force
(Task Foree) charged with developing a fong-term funding stratsgy for ars: and culture

In Long Beach, Each-of the 17 members sérved as representatlves for the Iarger Long

: Beach arts and cuiturai commumty : ,

- The Task Force was called to ordar in January 2004 ‘Since that tlme the group has
held six Task Force mestings and two community workshops, . The first communlty
workshop was attended by over 50 members of the public and was instrumental in
developlng a comprehensive list of both public and private funding options for the arts,
in addition to identifying benchmark "arts” cities in the United States for comparing
fundmg mechanisms. The second community workshaop, atlended by over 40 interested
residents, provided an opportunity for the Task Force to receive feedback from the

' pubhc on possmle fundmg strategy recommendatlons deve!oped by the Task Force,

During the last three manths, the Task Force developed an extensive Hist of potentiat
funding options. With the help of AMS Planning and Research, the Task Force also
- recelved reports on best practice approaches from across the country for funding arts
—and cultural activities, - Once a comprehensive list was developed, the Task Forge
pngnt]?ed sach idea based on its ablllty o generate sufficient revenues, its reliability as’
arevenue atream and Ihﬁ’ commurntys Wlllmgness to support the fundlng option.



HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
May 18, 2004 : L :
F’age 2

The Task Force arrived at a Iong-term mulil pronged fundmg strategy that includes

bath public and private support.  The recommendations are mcludad in the attaohed
Task Foroe correspondence and final report

'TiMING CONSIDERATIONS

City Councli actlon is requested at the May 18, 2004 mesating to allow the City Manager
time to review and ana%yze the comprehenswe Community Arts Funding Strategy Task

Force repoit. -

FISCAL E.MPACT

-7 Thers is no fiscal 'impact .re!_a_te_a,d fo .thé_pr_esenifatipn‘ of this report.
IT 18 RECOMMENDED THAT THE CITY GOUNCIL:

Refer the Community Arts Funding Strategy Task Force Recommeandatlons and
Final Report. to the City Manager for further review and analysns and. 1o repoﬁ
: bac;k to the City Councn on posszbie lmpiementat lon optlons )

Respec’rfully submltt@d

o GERALD R MILLER
CITY MANAGER
Attachimanle )

GHMSRMIEPS .
- CARE TF’GC Lnl\&’ﬁ‘iﬂ-{)‘i -
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May 18, 2004

Long Beach Mayor and Clty Council
333 West Ocean Boulevard, 14" Flooz‘
Long Be"sch CA 90802

o ‘.Honorable Mayor and C1ty Councﬁ

 is with great enthusiasm fhat | submlt l’or your review 1he Commumty Arts

Funiding “Strategy Task Force's' recommendatnéns for & long-term funding

straiegy for the arts and culture in Long Baach. We did our work acting on the

premise that a strong arts and cultural community is critical to the quality of life in
our city — a belief we hmpe and believe you share _

As you are no ‘doubt aware, ‘the Cltys Thrée-Yaar Fmanclaf Strategm Plan calls
for dramatic reductions in the Clty's support for the arts,” As a result, the Mayor,
with recommendatlons from the City Cotlncil, ‘sonvenad a17- member Task Force
charged with ‘identifying & ‘sirategy for future funding. Each of the Task Force
members represents a segment of the: diverse: Long ‘Beacti arts and culture
commun[ty All shoWec} an incr@dlble dedlcatmn ar‘nd passzon 10 ourtask

Since January 2004, the Task Force has conducted six meetmgs and two very
well attended community workshops o gather the public's ideas about potential
funding options and to provide feedback on the dirsction of the group. The Task |

Force also received reports on funding mechanisms usad In benchmark cities
and best practices for arts funding in other municipaiities,

Understanding that we are‘all paftnars in strangthening the quality of life for Long
- Beach residents.and visitors, the flinding recommendations are both public and

U private In nature. Thesé recommendations are spelled out in more detail in the

~attached- Gommunlty Arts I'undmg Strategy Task Foroe Recomm@ndailons and

~ “the enclosed report. .

- on behalf Qf‘ne members of the Commumty Arts Fundlng S’Erategy Task Foree, |
thank you for the tlme and oonSJderatlon gl\/en 1o thzs report

- Sincerely;

oy ”%W
Harry Saltzgaver
- Task Force Chair

Attachments



| COMMUNITY ARTS FUNDING STRAT.EGY
TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS L
- MAY 2004 :

The Community Arts Funding Strategy Task Foroe reoommends that.the Long
Beach City Council: ‘

1.
2.

3.

- Support ongolng General Fund supporft for the arts

Pursue a transient occupancy tax increase fo be- dedicated to the aris
{requires 2/3 voter approval to be dedicated) :

Pursue an admissions tax onall arts, sports, and entertamment events to
be dadicated 1o the arts (reqwres 213 voter approval to be dedzcated)

. Support the establishment of & one-time Arts Initiative Funding Committee
to fund raise and advocate for the recommendad tax measures
'ReconS!der the proposed raducﬂons to the arts in FY 05 Elqa a means of

~providing. brldgefundmg

The Task Feroe further recammend‘* the foilowmg steps be taken

. :h.c»; by

ficket. price) far the admtssions tax . o
Investigate methods of allocation for arts fundlng o

: Conduct g Iegal rewew of the recommended tax medsures L

Research alternative.collection methods (e. g. ﬂat tax ve, percéhtage of

§

Research Ways to continue General Fund support for the srts

SR L

TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP

Phil Appleby, Commumty Rapm esentative ) ‘le Miramontes Commumty Rfaprasentatwe -

. Shashin Desal, lmernatlonai Clty Thaatre i Ron Nelscm Long Beach Museum of Art .
Steve Eilcker, Community Representative - Larry Rice,: Musica! Théatre West
Jack Fishman, Long Beach Symphony . Harry Saltzgaver, Task Force Chair,

* Orchestra ~ - Community Representatlve .

“‘Nancy Fox, Museum c:f Latm Amerlcan At Rober Senske Jr., Windsor Productions
Robert Guyett, Community Representative . Joan Van Hooten Public Corporation for the
Rini Horn, Community Represénlatlve o /I?ﬂ:me VI!tz..VIIlag_e Traasures -

Judy Jankowskl, KKJZ 88,7 FiM ‘ Jarry Wulk, Long Beacli _Playhousa
Michael Levy, Mioha_el Levy Gallery BT R



| Long Beach |
| _!Commumty Arts Fun dmg St1 ategy

FINAL REPORT
 MAY 2004

ANENTN G &RESEARCI—I
Serving Thes Arts & Entertalnment

AMS Plannm;;, & Research
915D Street
Petaluma, CA 94952
O 707.778.8445
it /AMS -online.com




Commumty Arts Funding Strategy

Task Force Roster
Pl Appleby, Commﬁnity Represr;cn-tm;ivc-' - Liz Miramontes, Community Reﬁresenmﬁve
Seshin Desai, International City Theatre . Ron Ncleon Long Bcach Mussum of Art
’ St'e\'/é} Eii’ckar, Cﬁmmumty I{épfe'saxllwii\)é; o Larry Rioe; Mnsic,ﬂ] Thaaire Wcsi
Jack Fishman, L{mg Beach Symphony Hamy Salgaver, Cormrmunity
Orchestra _ Representative, Task Force Chair

Naney Fox, Museum of Latin Alnclflcan At Robert Senske, Jr., Windsor Prdduotious
Rcibcrt Guyqi‘_c, Comunity Representative Joan Van Hoofen, Publm Corporation for the

Afty
Waxie Viltz, Villa_gc Trcasures
* Jerry Wulk, Long Beach Playhouse

Mini Horn, Community Representative
Tudy Jankowski, KKJZ 88.1 EM

. Michael Levy, Michacl Levy Gallery

| R Moderator

Daniel lacofano, Moore lacofano . Goitsman, Inc,

- Consultants
AMS Planning & Research Corp.
Robert Bailey - Arthur Grefsnberg

Clty Rep reseniatives
Diane Jacobus, Senior Advisor to.the Mayar”
Suganne R, Mason, Deputy City Manager
Stephen Seott, Assistant i0 the City Manager

AMS Planning & Research



ey

Contents . - s i

Lcmg Beach Comm_u'rii 1y Arte Funding Strategy

T

'.Executive Summary SRR A PO ST PSP PRSP TURIR TR ST |

Recommended Actions.,. TR TP D U S DTSRRI |
Intr()ductIOIL......................;..............................;.,...........................................;......'....( 2

The I’roeass‘ .....,.,w,...,... 3

‘ Long Beach’s Arts Inﬂustry.........., L T e

Ke}' Infﬁl‘mﬂﬁtﬂ P P O P T T Y T T LT T e T T P R T S PR R R A TP PPR R YL PR TR LT 6

Case Studles..‘...........,...................................,.‘.. A S

Lodging Taxes (Transient Oecupanty TEX) . oo einede s
Local Option Sales TBXES .ivmir s 8
‘Amusement/ Entertamme.nt Taxes (A{hms,swn Taxes)........ o ' vrnreenn?
Propetty Tax .. e e bt PSR ceermrinann 11
Percent for Art‘ .......... T T PO PSSO YT PRUL U SOPTTP O PRUOPOP PO B
Other Taxes and FEEs ..o msmisn e e 1
Cahfomm Yoter Approval Reqmrcments. TS e .

TERRETEY)

Frnding ALETIATIVES et issi 15
AGTIIESITNS T f1rieernerassersrrressomstsnssirisstssninmsens e d1m s (sessassmraimneserassssninanaesiosrenssiiocoss 42
 Port Container TeX,evvwivuummernmemssiins oo ' e 15
BALEE TAX .irvrvsssssivaesns s imsesssrs i i ...15
Utility Users Tax.... '
Property TaX ciiivaimiin ‘.....L'l......;i‘..;.;.........:...,'...r;.'.,-........‘.;.-‘..,...‘a;.;‘;,.'..¢.. crireererisinnes LB
Airport Landing Fee........ o , e o 16
Cruise Ship PASSENZEr PG o) iveisiliveias v ribirecnsnen s v A o 10
GOL FOEaverreisiiirsssnseriesis s asbva s espsressn s oo e i 18
Marina SHp Fbe. B PR TR T PRI TP ' e LB
“Peroent for Art Fots. i e 16
Transient Occupaney TaX .o i . e 10
Summary - Public Imﬁatwc,s....ﬁ..... e vereneenieneen 17

P I T R IR IR E R R RS T O ]

.......... B OO VPP P UUUPT PO I

RN ERXETIN TR

Ew,nts BT SO T ST ST OT PR PITITN 19
United Arcs Fond..:. O PP PN PO PR PRI IS PP PRTE Ao .....1)
ATES BRACWIMIBIE 1evvvsvirerenrsreerearivesseees e e e et e 19

Eamed Revenue SOUrCES oo ve e e i i e 19
Corporate Counell / Buamc% Comrmttee for e AIE e e e e 19
Summary ~ Private IHBAtVEs i oamabininianda 20

Crprea et ey

Appendlx A:  Summary of City-of Long Beach Budget Reduotions for Arts and Cultural Frograms
Appendix By Examples of Innovaive Local Fundmg 1”01 the AJLS

* Appendlx Cy - PCA Cultural Thventory

Appendlx Dt Recent Admission and Transient Oouupancy '1 nx Tlect]om i Cahfomm
Appendix B Tasl Force end Public Meeting Notes - ‘

AMSPI::mu‘ng & Research



Long Beach Cpmm1mityArI.s"Funding Strategy

¥xecutive Summary _ S TS
Over 2 four month period from January thmugh April 2004, a 17 member Task Force cotivened
numercus meetings and canducled sxiengive rogearch to identify a long-err funchng, strategy Tor
-the-arts in Long Beaoh, The Task Foree's work originated as-a result of the Qity*s projections of
$105 million budget shortfall and profecled reductions in suppon for lha krls thai w111 dmoum {o
gver §1.5 million over & thize year permd from 2004 — 2006, .

The Task Foroe vesearched and evalnated over 30 public fanding: aliemdiwes and dozéns of private
. strategies. Public funding practices in GHIGS throughout the U§ were exzmined and analyzed for
their apphcabilaty to Long Beach,

As the Task Forcc ﬁnahzcd its wmk a pnunnzation proccss wag undartaken to arrive at 8
rccommcndbd st of 31tematwcs b3 was agmcd that the’ ovcrall goal of" the stratcgy would be:

L Deve!ap a [orzg-'term ars ﬂmdzng Strategy thal I8 m rr{tiugrange:, . incln dfng borh
pub!!c and privae support. Proposed. ﬁmdmg aprions shoulri be suffi c!em in size,
reliable, and acceptab!e fo the community.” =

‘Ths final vote of thc Task Torcc to rccommcnd 8 combmed Lax and pnvatc mltmtlvcs was
wnanimous. -

Recommended Aetlons

The Teak Farce recommends that City Councll

A Conﬁnue genemI fuu_d allocations to suppom- the arts' '

2, Pursue an increase m the 'l"rzmsxent Occupancy Tax, the revenues o ba dcdlcat@d for the .
. arts . :

3 _'Pursuc an Ad:mssmns Ta;x or Fee mltlalwc, the funds ﬁom whach tu bc dedxcated for the
&rts y .

, 4, Support the estabiishment of an Axts Initiative Fuucimg Ccrmmtiee o sohmt pnvate
donaimns io-finance and advocate forthe i mmatwes : :

E 5, onwda bncige ﬁmdmg for I“Y 2004—05 by dclaymg proposed I‘undmg2 outbaclcs to the arts
Recommanded next Slbp‘i

| 6. Condueta leg’a]. revipw of ﬂlL pr(;p‘os.e.&.ﬁ;x‘ mwsums :

o -Resaamh al-temaﬁ\ie. for.niulzts' for admission laxes: .. /

8. lnvashbum ‘dtcrnutwo met}wds for allooat:on 01 Lhe revenues Fom. ﬂw tm mesmu_rcs

9. Rt,semoh ways 10 contmue ,g,azmml Fund supy wn for t]na 4r Ls

AMS Plunning & Research o ' R Page |



Long Beach Commum‘:yAri.s'.FL}ndl'ng Strategy

Introductmn T R

I January 2004 the City of Long Beach rntamed AMS Plaxmmg & Rwemch to underta{ke research
for a Community Arts Funding Simteg,y The goa! of project has been 16 identify potential-fanding

. sources for the.aris, T he project arises from a $105 million strugtural deficit in the General Fund

" that the City is expcnencmg In March 2003, ‘City Council endorsed a Financial Strategic Plan to

- redoee the dcﬁmt whlch propo.‘;ﬂd draatlc raductmnh fo: fundmg for the arts bver a three year
*period: _

* The major reciplents of thf: Clty s arts, fundmg have been the Publlc Corporanon for the Arts (PCA)
~and the Long Beach Museumn of Art. The prupnsad Finding for the annual coniract with the PCA

will be reduced from a high of 51,75 million in 2002 to $350,000 by 2005. The Museum's funding
is. slated to be reduced from $669,000 in 2003 10 §319;000 by 2005, Other funded programs such
as & Summer Youth Theater and Municipal Band Congerls will be similarly reduced. In total the
budget reductions for arts and cultural progranis witl be 5959, 000-In 2004 and an additional -
'&550 000 in 2005 Further dataﬂs 01“ the Clty 3 budgct may be found in Appcndxx A,

' ‘demonally, the Czty has :funded arts and ouiturc from 1hi6 G@nera] Fund and the Special
Advertising and Promotions Find (SAP). Given the lumts on this fimding and priorities for public
. safety and mfrastrucmre mamtenzmce he Cuy is seckmg altcmat:ve SOUrees of funding for the arts.

AMS worked with a oammumty«basad Task Fort:c undar thc poidancs of 8 pxofcsslona Tagilitator -
throughont a four mouth planming process. '

The resaarch couszstsd of the followmg inskey

o Antérviews: weifh-key local arfs, c:ulmrai 1a0reat1mn busmcse foundationand government
R _reprasentatw{ss fo: explore opinions regarding potential fundmg mochumsms
opportunmes potentml ‘Sbatacles, and roechanics of" nnplcmcntahon '

. ‘stud{es of compmable nnd mnovatwe ﬁmdmg .sn'atcgms fmm throughout 111@ Us

T analyaxs of local taxmg optums

§ BRI
e mcmngs wwh the Tabk Foree. i‘ia review tesearch fmdmgs and dcvelop
AN | eoommeudaﬂons for; prcfened fundmg stmtegms .

* wo publm workbhops to d)scuss potentla] sQurCEs. and obtmn mput on
rr:cmmnend'xtmns

Fhe 10110w1ng reporl pIGVldCb 4, BInmal y of the waearch and rwommundatzonb
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Long Beach Community Arts Funding Strategy

The Process.

QOver a four month period from January through April )004 a l7—member Cominunity: Arts Funclmg .
.. SBtatepy Task Foree held 6 commmee meetings. and two Commumty W, Gﬂ{bhOpS attended by
almost: 100 pac;p}e, B e _ o : L "

- Chaucd by Hzmy Salrzg,aver thc faslf I‘mce eng,,aged in Splr:Led dzscuas:ons ang b:amstormmg ofa
wide range of approaches to funding the arts. The Task Forog's: focus wag pn developing & long-
term sirategy to fund the arts that would be s1ablc und soeure, Both public and private fundm;,
optmus Were exp]orud : .

" Flgure 1. 'fgﬁ'effélhﬁn_hlihjg Prdcess

)

Over 30 public funding options, Tanging fromi airpart landing fees to golf fees to taxing arfis’s were
reviewed, {See Community Workshop #2 presentation-dn Appendix Bfor & complete lisl.) Private
funding options considered inctuded creating an arts endowment, a corporate counci] for the arts
and!'a: comimunity: Tonindation whlcb vrguid raise funds throuptt donntions; planmed giving, eie,

83 undramng events were dississed at lcngth, rangiog from a:festival of the arts Lo auctions of
artigly’ work, “Lntreprcncmiul” Stl&l.@blcs, such as sellmg arts bmndnd waler 1o dd\fcmsmg,
_marquees were also: conmdemd : el I B

The. ’I‘ask To e immd Di" mnov‘mvc arts fundmg slrangxcs m over 50 U& cmcs 1oscmchcd by AMS,

As the Taak Foroe ﬂnahzed ity work, a prmntmuon proccss was undertakcn 1o #wrive al @ _
:eoommcnded gat of allernatives. U was apgroed that the overall goul of the strategy would be!

AMS Plauning & Rescarch S ' ' T Page 3



Long Beach Community Arts Funding Strategy

Develop a long-term arts funding straiegy thar iy m ultl-pronged, including both
- public and private support. Proposed famdh:g optwm s‘hould be s’uff atent in Szze,
) relmble, and ac:,:,ptable fo z‘he cammumty Co

With regard to the amonnt; or size, of fundmg, the Task Force mdloawd that thc nced is:t0 at least
© replacé the amount of City ﬁmdmg pmpmcd to be eliminated. A relizble souree of funds is
degirabl &, sucl as a'tax (e.g;, TOT, property, wlity)-or sendowment that would nol fluetuate from
"'_ycar to year., lmall‘y the fundmg sirategy needs 1o have: ﬁuppeﬁ from the oommuﬁny anid, n" '
'iwccssary sccmc at 1ca3L n m@gomy 01" votns 1f voter appmva ‘18 rcqmrcd

. i all, over 25 umque ﬁmdmg 'opumls Were 6Ya uated and pneritued based bn thc prOJBOLed amount
" each could provide and thelr advantages ad disadvantages. The ﬁnal ybte of the Task 1‘ oree 0
’ recommend t‘ne combmed tax: nnd prwate inftiatives wasunanimougi: - C . :
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Long Beach Commu._nio%rr.s' Funding Strategy ©

Long Bcach’s Arts Industry -

Many studies have provided oompsllmg wldeme of how thP arts na commwuty stimulate the Jocu!
-goonomy by supporting looal jobs, providing income to local wmdcms, and generaling revenne for
governments, A nationa! stidy conducted by Americans-for the Arts’ revealed that nongrofit arts
organizations alone—a fraction of the. (olal arts mdustry«;,cnemu. $36.8 billion pf buginess within
their;pemmunities. This spending regults i 1.3 m1illon full- Lxme-cquwa]qnt JObS, $25.2 billion in
ingorne to local residents, $790 million. to loca] governmenis, $1.2 bx[hon to staté governtnents, and
$3.4 billion to the federal governmenl. A recent stady by AMS 1n the City of Veniura revealed that

. their artists. and arts organizations produce an annual economic impact of $18 m1lhon, generating
645, full time jobs and producmg over $2.25 miihon i revunue for 1ocal and state gowmments

. Aoccndmg fo the Public Corjpomuon for the: Arts,. (PCA) there arg. more than 135 nen proﬁt arts,

- opltural, heritage and sciznce-based non.profit organizations in Long Bedch. PCA maintains a .
eultural inventory that decumnents economic and attendance informatior for these crganizations,
{See Appendix C) AMS reviewed the dala and has estimated the £CONOTNC ¢ c,ale of the arts industry
in the City : -

. Using the PCA dats, an estimaté of fotal crganizational expenditiures indicates that the total operating
budgets of 100 arts and cultural organizations is about $20 million a year, It should be noted that
this estimate excludes the Long Beach Aquarium, the City’s libraries and parks and recreational
activities and many historical organizations (e.g., Rancho Los Alamites and Rancho Los Cerritos)
but {ncludes the arts activities of California State University Long Beach and Long Beach City

.- Collage, . . '

.Using the PCA datn, AMS’s estimate of annual attendance at arts events conducted by these
organizations s betwaen 900,000 and 1,000,000. Economic impact stadies by AMS and others
reveal that arts audisnces spend, in addition to ticket prices or admission fees, an-average of $19 1o
540 .0n meals, baverages, lodging, transportation and other sventrelated items. AMS's recént study
in Ventura indicated that local andiences-spent, on average, $15.62 in addition to their ticket pr
admission feg. Tourists spent an zverage of $41,32. The overall average was $19.35, A recent
study of the economic impact of the arfs in California® estimated andience spending ar $16.00.

" The PCA dota appears to inolude both Jocal and non Jocal events of the organizations. If'it is
asswned that abont three quarters of their events are in Long Beach, the local annual audisnce
would be between 675 and 750 thousand (for the 100 art¢ organizations), Based on the Ventura
data, and assuming ebout 15% of audiences are visitors to Long Besch for the actmty, the event.

. related ::xpendmubb by local audiences would be at least $14 million annually,

This roug,h analysis of the PCA, data mdlcateh that the arte industry in Long Beach genorates toial
goonomic impact of at least $34. milllon annually. A more detailed study would undoubtedly provide
a larger number based on primary research-and caloulations of regional econcmic multipliers,

"' The Ecenomic Impact ofthe Arts, Americans for fhe Arts, Washington, DC, 1994,

The Aty A Competitive Advariage for Californis 11, Califorain Arls Countil, 2004
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Long Beach Community Arts Funding Sirategy

ey Informants

fn order to prowde conte‘ct for the. study, mlemews wme conducted with c,mmnumty leaders to
explore ppportunilies for and obstdclcs fo ﬁmdmg stmtcum fm Lhc ClLy 5 al tmts dnd dl'iS
'orgamzatwns o

Key isgues determmcd through these micrvxews are smnmrxmed balow

-

Thert are many State of Cahfomm laws and regulations that [imit ’Lhc abﬂny of local
government’ to Tainé revenue. The: Claliforisia State Board of Equalization regulates the

* application of sales taxes: For example, while other unicipalities states- soleotively

apply sales taxes to specific goods such as food of bevernge (In some cities to fund the
arts), such & tax is prohibited in California, In additicn, Proposition 13 requirss a two-

7 thirds migjority voté to appiove 4 new or increased tax for spcmﬁc purpor;c

Voters in the City of Long Beach have shown hmued interest in mbreased taxation and

approved & 1aduction jn the City’s uuhty vser X (UU‘I‘) i 2000, -

There are many resmctions (chera] and ofhigr) an fces or tses: on port-ro atsd

' activmes (e B, contamer tax/fae ar dockmg fae)

The City has several agreements thal lnmt other &% SOUroeE;: such as w1th cruise ship

“companies that may not e taxed or. charged 8 fec for embarkanons or docking

There is conoern that 2 large | increase in the City 8 'I‘ransmnt Occupancy Tax could
deter visitors and place the City in'd Yoor soimpetitive position fir eonventions and

- mesting business; on the other hand, CVB Jeadership scems qu1tc confident that the city

san smll remain competitwe {with its compentors for oonvanhons such ‘#3 Anaheim),

N with &n inorense of up %0 3%.

. Many departments angf agencies of the City are facmg c}rasnc budgat Iaductmm and are
_ alao scckmg new SOUrbes of funds o

The chmate for néw or additlonal tax {8 bleak given the soft eccnomy and }ugh
unemploymcm

M'my appizmd the Cny for lis ])I‘]OI' dcdlcauon to ans fundmg and then corrumtmcnt o
researching potentidl new sources :

AMS Planning & Research ’ L o Page 6



Leng Beash Community Arts Funding Straiegy

Cage Studies

AMS conducted a sucvey and studies of funding modsls. Sites for study were selecied 1
consultation with, the Task Force. Results are summarized below followmg an mtmducto:y
swmmary of public finding models. Details may be found inAppendix B,

There are no comprehensive hsLlngs of funding sources for arts and cuilura] mgamzatwns
However, Ammericans for the Arts does publish  triennial monograph deseribing the universe of
local arts agencies (e.g,, arts couneils, commissions, government office of cuttaral affans, united
arts ﬁmds, and oﬂxu similar program/semce orgm?auons) and their funding sourges. -

‘ -.From thc most rcccn& ‘rf:port dbscnbmg fundmg of. IDGd] arts agunolcs (LAAS) (pubhshsd by

- Americans for the Arts in August 2001, covering the years 1997- 2000) the foll owmg utmﬁsucs can:

L

- be-dravm;

> B6%-of ] LAAs sarvmg populaLmns betweer 100 000 a.nd SOO 000 receive some form of local
government funding

> ‘Lécal gevémmcm ﬁlndilxg. ﬁcco’unts far an.average of '32% of LAA budgets
» 22% receive funds from hotel/motel taxcs

¥ 17% recelve public funds from 2 percent~for—art ordinatice {usually dedicated 1o art in
: publm plaoes programs) .

> 10% receive pmperiy taxes
> 6% receive. funds from-salas taxas‘. )
> ‘LocaI govemment suppmrt inoreased an average of 13% B.IJIll!clUj’ between 1997 and 2000;
larger inicreases have been reported i in the Tagt few Years 1:1 mﬂrket.s up to 1 Million, as much

as 24% growth per year

> Since 1994 50% of LAAS inoreased thedr revenue reseived fmm Togal govemmem
(aneodotal evidence suggests that for the years following the ecofiomic downtuen i in 2400,
Tevenues from local govcmmenis have at best held steady)

T addition o the commonly used lodging, sales and property taxes, other local option mxcs used by

- game wupicipsljties include sommunity development foes, admissions taxes (e.g., ticket

surcharges), fees on wdcotape rentalg, proceads from lottcne" andfor gaming, and income taxes.

Lodping Taxes (T ransient Occupancy Tax) :
The use of hotel/motel taxes to fund arls and culiure grew in popularity rlmmg the 1980y thanks to
& number of communities that established a “nexus” between tourisis/visitors and o community’s
oultura) offerings. Many wmmunlnes have chogen 1o apply TOT funds to arts and culture believing
that & healthy arts community helps 1 draw visitors antl contribuies to sconomic development.

- These taxes are ofien acceplable to the citizenry because they are paid by noz-residents. A

confrarian view, sometimes held by the travel and tourism indusiry opposes this levy, believing that

AME Planring & Research : o S Page 7



Lung Beach Communi.fy Arts Fun ding Srrategy_

- higher Qccupancy {axes make 8 uommumty loss competitive, particularly for the conventlonfmarket
- wherea {ew peroenlage points dlffcrence pan ameunt f¢ & subsm:mal toml whcn hunireds of hoiel

" tooms are booked. _

Some examples of lodging taxes for arts and culture inciudc'

n Dade County, Florida, where 20% of 8 2% tax funds progra atng of the Cultum] Affam.
© Council, penerating $1.8 m1lhon, .

o San Diego where 1% of & 10.5% tax supports the Arts Comumission's programs and
- grants, generpting $8.3 million. Aproposal lo.jnorease thw tax 10.13% to fund seversl
programs, ineluding publie safery the arts and libraries fatled 1o 1ecewe £ 23 voter

_ approva in March 2004 . : :

s 8an Antonio, Tcxds wh::rc 9% of net hatcl/mote] taxcs f about §3:2 mz]hou) suppert the
Oi‘ﬁce af Cultural Affairg® programs and g-rants, ‘

v Austin, Texas, wherctu: CJty s Dcpaﬂment of Cultuml Affcurs receives ]4 3% ofa 17%
pocupancy tax (64% funds the Convension, Centery 21%: 1o the. Convention &-Visitors-
Bureaw), resulting in $2 2 mﬂhon granted to cultural moups out of 1‘; 5 6 million in tofal
recexpts, :

o Columbls, Ohw whte the Arts Counm] iégeives one- quarter of the 6% bed tax that
gencratcd 6 million in 2000

» San Franmsca, Galifornia’s:Grants, for the Artg program reahzes 514, 5 milhon annuaﬂy
from the lovak translant oteupancy 1ax%, basad on.8.5%: oi‘ the. TOT; and

» - San Jose, California, where a poruon of hotel/motel taxes genarate ahno,st $11 million each
.- year for arts and oultura] groups:

: I.uml Optwn Sales Taxua S :
Taxing the sale of products and services in Cahforma ig reguiated by the state and, while most of
the tax acerues o them, most toealities have enacted loeal add-ons to'fund & widetange of public
services; There arg fow, ir altiy; Exdmpliasof lovalsales taxes in Cahfamza bemg dedmatud 16
fundmg arts and oulturc soma national cxzunple.s mclude' ST . :

Bmwar'd Caum;y, Tloridi (F ot Laudcrdaie)
T 1 County has enacted & local option tax dedicating sales tax revemme on spcuﬂed goods and
- Bervices (adlms sions, compact discs, home electronics, and videosasselle rental) to the
- Cultuirg] Affam Council, genetdting apprommately $3 million nnnu'illy Others include video
_ ren tat, lottery ar. gdmbhng faxes {Phocnm ( 2z, Shrcveport (LA))

Denvm ( C‘O) Suu{tzf” Tc rmd Cu!fum/ F rzcx!!fm Dm‘r fer
Cxcatc.d by a populat vote in 1988 (rmuthonwd i 1994 and up for approval in 2004}, Denver's
Scientific and Culwral Facilities District (SCED) reoceives 0.1% of local sales tax for support of
arts and cwltdre. The District’s mission {5 “to fund erganizations that provide for the
enlightenment and entertainment of the public through the production, preseryation, exhibition,
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_ Lnng-Bet]ah Commum‘zyAr'z.v Funding Straiegy

advancement or PTﬁSGI’VﬂliOD of af, music, thcatar dance, zoology, botany, natural hmey or

"enitural lustory The District oncompasscs port:ons of 7 coultities with bomdancq that mirror
those of the Regional Transportation Dlutnct Approximately $38 million was dlstnbutod in
2001, .

Tempe, AZ
A 0 1% sales tax passed by voters in 2000 is dedncated to f‘und a new Icmpe Center for the
ATis

8 Salt Lake City o
CAGIY% couniy sales tax funds rhe 200, a1ts org,am/anom. dnd peuks (ZAP 1ax)

. St Paul, N .
A half-ceny sales tax is dw:ded amozng three rempwnia, the arts receive 10 percent ar about
$1,5 million anpually for grants to local arts Ol"gdlllZdl]OBS

Amusemcnt! Ilntertammcnt Tﬂxes (Admission Taxes)
Many US-cities impose a fee or tax on amusement and entertainment venuss and wentq Thcre are
few cxamples hawwer of ﬂwe TEeVENues ‘uamg dedmaied to arts and culmre :

»  Peor ia, IL J
_ A hotel, restaurant, and amusement fax (FIRA) brought in $6 6 million in 2003 and was used to
r o fund thc slvic center theaters bonds and operations; the Jocal.arts agengy received $103 000
for a grants program.

e Shmveport, LA

" Wiile not an emusemstit tax per s¢; the Rwerhoat Fund-recelves tevenue from a share of the
vt of thrse loesl casinog OF the $13 Saniilion collecLed lastryear;thie looal arts. counm]

' reoewed ."5640 000.

'y Portland OR o ' ,

A fee, ranging froti $0.5¢ 10 51. 50 is addad 10 the pme of tackcts o alI avents at the
Convention Center and the Portland Center for Performing Arts. A *user's fee” is added to the
prme of tckets fo all events a1 its famhtws, The revennes fund: csperauons af the venues.

v Amusement. Ta.xes in Ca[u"ormrz
Over 20! Californin. Cities: impose: admission-tayes. Some vities apply thc tax 10- all antartammcnt
and amusement events and venuesin the- conmunity, Most cities. hmit the. Tee or tax to szlected
venues. Figure 2 provides information on 13 California cities with admissions taxes or fees.
None of'the taxes are cmmarked:for_spmmﬁc expend:tures Mogt are voter-approved but Chula

 Vista anid San l“emando wert negoti latbd with the venue opcraiorv. .

) AMS 8 rcseawh mdloau,b that cailcctmn of ﬁdnusswn taxes is a relativc:ly sitple provess. Santa
- Cruz, for examplu, repori,s ‘that one person. dadmmes about 12 hours per month 1o ek and
collect the revenue and send ottt forms. The tax raises appmxlmately $1.6 million annually,
Inlcreatm;,ly, Santa Crugz, which has had their admlsswns fax since 1993 reports that their

averape muvm prwe is jss than ‘;unmmdmg commumtl(.b whmh (o not unp{ch the tax.
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- Cs
Figure 2: Admissions Taxes in Galifomla
. Clfy . .. vy e e Vinues Taxod A Commends
o ) Tours, museums, galiarles; plaghbusés, ; :
Avalon (Calalinag) 4% concart halls, dancos, night clubs, golf
: COUrsas, rmorte B :
. ‘ ) Voler approved
| Azusa L . Flal,5Q, .. imposed at Swap meal St ooy :
g a0 LA Prevenue-sharing” agraumem With-1he ;
] g
OhL_“E,ViS.{?_- AR amDHhealer and.walaroark .. .

U beime S Gha’r'gﬁd ol Dol Far Grouds ~  © - | Buspended pending
B cho ey SRR T TR i ol cl‘mlian_ge
o | Pl 85 porround oy e g Tanges T '

Falrold | poriyey [P0 9UIS0S B diing Ferges A
' ’ Fajled ot bailot in
Gliroy . 2000
: ; 3% in 2008 up fo ] s [ Veter appproved
_lndlan Wgﬂils 50 2008, Aﬂ ever\ts as cjeﬁned_ yordinance Jdgsg
TR . Y T T NI : 4 Any venuse wilh
inglewaood Flat .80 Graat WeslemForum.only ore 1han_1,000
. . Charged at coll tadl d
arged at collage-stadium an :
Mantarey Park 6% convenlion canter d
1. Pasadang o 1Y% -'Onl}“HOSE Bowlevants. ?g?gg scale, Sin
ST e T T [Approved bycounrsl'
i e e Charged against admisslons tohe}r .
San Ferhdntlo:- o Flat45 o 4 Dutdoor swep meel S Ge;rs ggo tlad o
_ . Flal .50 on fiokots i . , -
e kb el nder $RB0T b o e Lt b s e VOl Rpproverd
San Francigos 1,60 for lgkats || ROSEd GnStai ovents {2000,
o ovar §26.07 et e 1
: : Races, dances, concens, -|Voler approved
Santa Cruz 5% planics, amertalnmant sporis iaclures 1993, ralses:
ﬁlms S Lo )3 B
T EErARCAPTR I, ERMEE
Notes :
Olhar cltles with admissions laXes !miude lrwlndae Salings, Cyprass, Rlvarside. San
Maleo (Horse Track), Easl Palo Allo, Manhattan Beach e
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Long Beach Community Aris Funding S;rafegy‘ :

: Pmpert‘y Tax : ' o
- Property tox i the largert qmgle TEVEINE murce for h:)oa] govemmema but: demgnatm;;, the funds 1o
the rzrts 1s An. uncammon prdctace. S . : .

[

S! L(fm.s‘ Zoo/Musenm District™
L rhe Zoo/Museum District was fritfally approved by votcrs in 197] and an expanded version
wits endorsed in 1983, Fonds are realized thr uugh & 2220 tason real property threughout St,
- Louis County anti ate currenty over $40 million. The District inchides the three original
- smembers (Zoo, Art Musenm, and Scienge Center) which are Clty-owned and operated, and the
Missouri Historioal Socmty and Botanicd) Garden which were added in 1983, ‘Additionally the
© mitro aree also dedicates a portion (4/15 oft the.3.75% tak) of its holeUmotel taxes 1o
Regmna Aty Comrmssmn penciating ahout $3million annvally,

L

o Sm.fe of Montana T oo IR
.The Monitahia legisatuto allows Gonatiss o levy up 0 2 mﬂls (@ 1%, for parkv and cultural
- facilities if local voters approve. About half of fhe stale’s: aountms 1mpose the tax, funds from
Whmh are’ ussd a varwty of ways S e !

Percent ferArt o e :

’ Parcent for Art is the most common fundmg BOUrCEe! for pubhc art in thc US Local Drdma.nces st

. .aside & percentage of finds from the construction budgets of public (and occasmnally private)
eapital projects. THe findi ‘afe almiost alwayg used for: acqmsinon and cormmssmnmg of artworks
w1th=n the project and related ‘activitios such *mamtenancc and’ mterpretaluon y . :

= While the seope and mngc af percent for arts programs ‘i mdanmg (e. g., mclnawn oft h1ghway,
pirk: zmd wiility projects), AMS was tmable 10 ldennfy any commmmes where the ﬁmds are nsed
for general support for arts. and cultu:re B L o :

. ;
o . T
it i

:Othuf Taxes zmd Fees o X : '
There-ar¢ many oities that have mposed umque foes and tnxes for fundmg the arts, Hmc are few
examples:

Delaware River Port Autherity, a r&g;onal transportatmn and econemic devalopmant agency,
owns four bridges. Toll revenuss are used for regional economic development projects that

“promote tourism and some funds hava gone to-cultural projests and to the Greater Phitadelphia
Cultural Alliance.

. Volmtmry Contributlon on Tax and Utility Biil
Alomeds County (CA) Arts Commission solicils voluntary donations with the property tax bill,

© The donation form: is the only insert included in the tax bills and gbour $50,000 is received from
4 mmlmg 10 402,600 households .

[P L P T AT

Several stales have check=off programs for the arts on their state income tax forms incinding

Alabama (arts), Rhode Island (arts & towrism) and Virginia (historic resonrces), The arts
check-offs are one of several organizations thal texpayers can choose, and they raise relutively

low amgunts of {unds {Alabama raised $17,000 in 1999; Rhodc Island rmscd 53,800 in 1998).
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* Um’u:v Late Fees ' ' ' v

In Wilson (NC), a ten doliar fee is assessed on all late e]eamc gas and water bllls in the county

and distribue it 1o local non-profits, The Arts Council of Wilson recelves $100,000 and the

local science fnuseum £75,000; T oia] focs col]actcd in 200% were $630,000 fmm aboul 65,000
: .customero

s Car Renal Ta.x )

In Las Vegas, 2% of the-car rmtal may be eamwrkbd to fund a now Culmary Training
Agpademy and.a new Las chas Perfoming Ars Center, The tax could raise $4 million per
yegr and conlding a provision that excludes local residents renting replacement cars afler an
ncoident, tn Austin a 5% car rsut&] inx ig being 1 uscd ip part 10 fund & new Center for rhc
Performing Arts.

» Golf Fees
Aone doliar Tee at Tucsen’s five pubhc cotrses fands- youth progmms molndmg ArtWorks B
summer Job lmmmgaﬂs ptogram for ﬂl~nsk youih

. Emldmg Permit F ees. .-
~In I—]mmng,on Beach (CA a cultutal earichment f(:ﬁ of 8 cents per 5. A is upphsd to
raszclcntlai building permits to fund the Huntingion Beach Art Conter.

"% Food and Beverage

fh Richmond (VA) a one peroent increment in the Cxty 5 meals tax go 10 Fmance a new Virginia
~ Center for the Performing Arts. The tax will bring In.an additions] $2.7 miltion per year and
"was stractured-so that if the Performmg Arts Center does net meef i funcirammg goals by
: 20@)5 thc tax will automatlcaily be reséinded.

_LaIifornm Vomx Approval Requlrements
_ Backgmmzd E :
Califoinia cities may charge a tax for public servioss and Tacilities that prowde general benefits that
are pot-otherwise prohibited by state law, There need not be a direct relation between an individual
taxpayer's relative benefit and the tax paid. The state reserves & number of taxes for 1ts I
purposes moludmg taxes on cx;sareltes alooholand pmuonul inoome,

' Tha California Comumhon d1stmgmshcs bc.twcbn a general tax and i hp(:bld.] tax. Gencrai tax

fEvenues may be used Tor any purpose, A’ majonty of viters mirst approve H new genere! tax o

" jherease; Speeid] tax revenues toust bé used for's specific purpésa, and- tw&thu*ds of voicrs must
approvc a now special tax or 1ts incredse: (Saa }tgure EN -
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Long Beach Communify Arts Funding _Sira!eg)

" Flgure 3: Approval Requirements for Local Revenues

Goverilng
' . ~ Body L
| Loenl Level . Approval  Voter Approval
N ' T Majority
[ City or county “genera]” laxes {revenaes  (hiyjority for '
used for unresiricted purposes) chaster ciliey)
[, Gty or county -‘_f,qpécial.’-’_lﬂx’es“(r_e\jen'ues -wMa;]ority-_I » oMY
used for speotfic purposes) G
All :e.(:_h_‘(ml or speedal distriel mxes rvlz_i‘_jurny_‘_i‘- S _ 273
General obligation bonids ~ ) “Majority S gy
. Otiigr debl - ; Ma,igni,ly‘,{; S None.
| Droperty assessments. . Majocity. . Majorily of affécied property
s : ... rowners. Voles weighted by
assessment |iability
Property—related foes O Niajority ‘_2!3 81 votsis o ‘majority of
o - _ mfﬁect&d propartv owners'
| Fées—-all olher S o Majeriiy T None
® Inchudes revamte’%ﬁnd lénsé roverive borids and ceriificales of #nirti'cfﬁ'ai-ion. '
E:\GGpilal‘j The Consmuuen ?.pf:clf fos Ihm a ma;orrly of voto:q can appmve b{mds used for
. repairing or réplacing unsafy publicschool buildings and 45 parcem of volars can approve
bcmdq for mew achonl [aeilities under certain. condzunm : .
° No vole.‘required‘ for 'gas, electric, waler, sewer, refuse, or developer fees,

S
1

Recent Experience with Voter Approvals
In March 2004, California voters considered more than 50 loeal tax measures, 27 of which were
special wse taxes requiring 2/3 voter approval,

Two of three utility user taxes (general nse) received approval. Four of seven transient oecupancy
taxes passed but notably, San Diege failed to pass a two-thirds vote to increase its TOT fora range
of dedicatzd uses including public safety, libraries and the arts. Discussions with local authorities
indicate that the failare was due {o a Jast minate advertising campaign by a conservative advocacy
organization funded by two local dissident lmtcl owners, Mm e0Val; thc Mayer did not support the

AMS Planning & Research s ‘ Page 13



of e1ght seles tax proposals on the March 2004 ballots, three passed, all by more than lw&thirds

_Cancluswn - fax Votes

Long Beach Community Arts Funding Strategy

measure because the tevenues were earmarked (supporters'pm sued & dedicated fund since ey folt

‘that City Council has a poor record of public trust). Afler spending almost $1,5 million on the
' pampaign, supporters were bitterly dtes\ppomtad, particuinrly because they felt that the lust minute

adverusemems ware misleading, Fands. were raised from.hotel opemlms, umons, and. arts
orgmmahom who conmbutad $85,000 to the -effort. : :

majority, Three cities namrowly defeated their measures, by only & few dbzen voles i bome cases,
Dedicated tax proposals tended to be for public safety, There' were no ans or recrestlon ssues, City
pamel taxes were considered i 37 communmcs all requiring 2/3 epproval, AL bt & fow failed;

. nptable cxcephons wue hbrary ta@xes in Oalrland and-Santa Pdula Movi were for publlc saf ety
L --.rolatad issuos: ‘. D : : '

In November 2002 Cahfomla voLcrs vated on mere than 360 meagures, Of pamcu]ar interest in
that election were 16 TOT billots for general revenues, 12 of which suceeeded. Another six TOT

. increases that were carmarked were voted on and only one received a 2/3 deonty Special taxes -
~also fared poorly with three of four failing 1o receive the super- majomy Mo‘;i (8 of §) atility user

taxes also failed 1o rccewc approvalﬁ.

i

California voters are genemliy ékepncal about. a% and fee mcreases except for édnentional honds.

~ Even transient ocoupancy taxes, which are not pdld by local voters, do not recetve consistent

support. Discussions with local officials involved In tax IeAsUIss suggest that the most iraportant-
shooess criterion is an in-depth understanding of the'voting communﬂy prior to developing-a
campalgn They stress the importance of research, pelling and focus groups to ldenttfy community
issues, sstibllsh the ATgUmMENts that will pcrsuade volers; and dcvelop comnurications stiategies

“that relnse directly to voter opifiions and.attitudes. They elso pmnt ous the need for creating

relationships among like-minded constituencies (artd and-tourism for example) and m extended
awareness and oducation program. All'of these do not asswre success a8 evidenced by San Diego's

15 manth campaign and extensive research and public-awarensss advertising,

-~ AMS Planiing & Research ' ' o P Page 14



k Fundmg Alternatlves

- Long Beach Community Arts Funding Swrategy

Béisad on the Interviews with key lnfannants, nanona] ruseamh d.I]d input fron the Task Fores, a

“niimber of patentidl public Aunding ‘options were 1dcnui' ed ang’ f"urther rcscarchc,d by tlm

consultants, A brief description of each fai]ows

'_..Admissmns Tax e L

Preliminary research.by. tht: Clty of Lonz, Bsach mdwdf.f:s thdt .:mm:dl attunddnm al (,,mertummt,m

sports and oultura} events in Long Beach i at least 1,8 mittion, A furthor 1. 8 million.movie

" dttendance.s are esumated Sporting evcms mciudm;, the Gmnd Prix amact over 400, 000 annually.

Rl

“It'was felt by many on the Task Force that 2 modest tax or fee on ail sueh events dould receive
voter appmva} Local 1cadt:rs mturvxewed for the smdy, howevcr, wers cautmus about votar

: F:Ifg ulr_e '4: .ﬁ:;ft_‘iafndciaric':é‘ at Lbng:B'ea'cHV Eveﬁf&é _. .

Bt | D
Attentdance o o . -

* 1,__800,0(50 N Cultura] ovents (mcludmg Qut:en Mary, Aquanum, Ranchos,
Lo a1ty events) :

TR ¢'

©1,800,000" \"Mavw nckets - i '

. 200,000 .'Sportmg Venues (CSIJLE Pyram1¢ LB Conv Cenier)

‘ .:,".'_2(30 000 :_LB Grand an ;" e '

4,000, 909 rOTAL .. W

Sour('e ‘Public Corporation for the Ans, C:ty of Lo,':g Beach, LB Grcznd Prix Website

Port Cuntaimr Tax
Federal lnw prohibits 1mp0.51t10n of taxes or ﬂaes :}n goods passing thmug,h the port,

Sales Tax
Voterapproval for an addition 1o the snles tnx is doubtfnl in thc opinion of inost loca] leaders,
particularly if It were dedxmted

Food & Beverage Tax
The State Board of Equaluatmn deems food and beverages to be a componmt of mc sales
tax. As noted abeve, an increase in the sales tax would be donbtful,

Utlliiy Users Tax
Potential revenwe from a utility uder fee is "ubmantlalwfor each 1% increass, sbowt §7 m:lllon is
renlized annually. The current utility tax is 6% down from [0% since November 2000 when volers
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Long Beach Community Arts Funding Strategy:

approved a-$'percent-reduction'(an additional 1% reduction will be implemented in Ostober 2004),
Ciiven this, if 18, in the opinion of lecal leaders and the Task Force mcmbers, unlikely that local

- residents would vote 1o ingrease the tax. In addition, this tax is zegressive, in that lower income

. residents pay a greater portion of their incune, although there is some relief for seniors and the
poor,

- .Praperty Tax - :

Tiy a besl cass: bGGndI ie, propcrty tﬂms 1mght repwscnt thc: bcst thc,n‘aa! soures ;,,wcn the national -
" precedent for naing such funds and the sheer amount of fands they conld gensrate with  very
small increase. Due to the need for a 2/3 majority and taditional voter reluctance to propr.rty-related
mcredbt,s, this. altumauve has llmxtul potcntml Ce

g

. Airport Landing Fee ™ ‘
Axn increase in landing fees, given the growth in traffic at rhe Long Beach' Alrpon oould realize
snbstantial revenue. There is little nexus between these foos and funding arts and culture and there
are foderal rcstmctmns on imposing landmg fess and the use of said fees, -

Cruise Ship Passenger Tee

There are three cruise opérators based in Long Beach, Camival Cruises, Catalma Express and
“Catafina Cruises, Due 1o restrictions in the use of Tidelands revenues, any inoreases in this fee -
. would need to remain in the State defined Tidelands and would not be eligible for non- T]delands

activities, such as arts and cultare support.

Golf Fee .
Long Beach boasts some of the finest (and afforciabie) public geh:” sourses in the region, They are
undar the City's Parks, Recreation and Marine Department and operated under contract to. a private
company. Fees are used to support the mainisnance of the covrses and other parks programs,
There is & limilsd nexus with the traditional arts programs. and golf and the Parks Depariment,
which is facing similar budgetary consiraints as the arts, and would likely retain ary fee ingrease,

Marina Slip Fee

Duc to restrictions in the use of Tidelands revenucs, any Ioreases iu this fee wculd need to remain
in the State defined Tidelands and would not be eligible for non-Tidelands activities, sugh as arts

an_d culiure support.  Additionally, there is little nexns between the axs and matinas,

Percent fm Art Fee - Co -
The City’s percgnt for art fees are currently llmstcd o capltal pmjebls wﬂhm the redeve]opmcm
mcas

Tr unsiem Orcupancy Tax :

Eash one pereent of transient cccupaliey tax realizes about $l million anmially. The close nexus
between arts and tonrism, potential support from the Convention and Visitore Bursau (CVB) and the
fact that Joual residents do not pay this tax combine to suggest that there is potcntm for voter
support for an increase. On the negalive side, a large inerease could compromise the City’s :
competitiveness i the convention business, For purposes of coniparisen 8 TOT of 15%. would put
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Loig Beach Comm u_nf!y Arts VFund'i'ng Strategy

- - Lang Beach aithe same level as Anahelm 4 5% hlghcr than San Diego and one péresnt sbove Los
Angelas. ‘ : T

S:munary Public Initiatives

- While the research and analysis did not reveal any new ar exceptionslly promlslng finding sources,

the Tagk Fotrce d@nwnxus wait that Admmsmns Tax and T ranmem Oecupﬂncy de ofi‘br the best

potenual.- i : 2 g -_ . o

Asa tthcl stmtegy, the Task Force pmposed was 1o estabhsh an "Arts Endowmcut“ that would
raise private funds 10 angment the public initiatives and provide urgent imrnediate funding for the
City's arls organizations as well as suport for ﬁnancmg an election campaign. This concept is

L dcscubed in the followmg section,.

s
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Long Beach Communily Arts Funding Strategy

Flgure 5 Alternatives;

Taxes-and User Fees

. Tafodu-réé

| Projected Amount

'Ar_i_v antages

| Disadyantages

Utility User Tax

| 7 mittien
{ (1% increase) - -

. Sﬁbétﬂ_nf.‘iaf 89

Previougly approved:in

B

Precedent elsewhere '
Stable '

Lack of voter support

Ragressivetax
Liagk of Nexug

315 millfon plus © | Nexus

| Stable

T Admissions Tax ] | Wonldtak nons
R T (Based on 50 cends | Precedentin 20°CA | profit-& amateur
per tickei) lfles o levents
: Stronglobiby against
by providers
Asdcks:political
g - Usiigport -
Cruise Ship $300,000+ Nexus | Prior agresments with
Embarkation (%1 per passenger) Doesn't tax local operators
residents | Eimited §5
=1 Volatile.
{ Transient $1.4 million, INews  ~ Limited $%
‘Occupaney Tax | annuslly (1% | Doesn’t tax local v
Co inereage) residents
: | Support from
partuers (CYB):

Nore.é: Preferved Allernative

i Allmeasares would: require voter approval:

- 50% fora general tax, 33 for dedicaied tax

AMS Planying & Research
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Lang Beach Community Arts Funding Strategy . -

Private Initiatwcs

Discussion with the Tagk Force focused on several privale fundmg solutfons that other
“commimities have undertaken and possibilities-for Liong Beéath, 1t was epreed by al) that o multi
faceted wmbmed public and puvate fundmg effoit WOUld have a gzcater chance of success.

Thc fa]]owzng outlines chu‘al of thr suatoglcs that were dlscusscd Rafcr w the mcctmg neles in
-Appendix fm & comprchenswe “brainstorm” hsmng

Events : ' .
It-was noted by members of the Task Foroe that ans events generally do not g );,encrate %arge profits,
Even the Long Beach Grand Prix, which sttracts 200,000 has teportedly made only a small profit

~(dlthough it contributes $40 million to the local-coonomy, according 1o the promoter’s. estimates),
Neverthelsss, events can build awareness and support for fhc s, and ean produce a :,mall profit
or break, oven.

.United Ax'ts Fund

Several 1S qities have established cotmmunity-wide srs fundrdising efforts pﬂttemad on the United
Way, While-some are suscessful and build on the synergy of the arts, experience over:many yoars
sugpests that support gradually declines. This, some believe, ig due to the failure 40 majntain
irelationships with doners and competition w1th fundraxsmg cﬁ’@rts of lccal Arts nrgdmzanons

- partmulary large ones,

Arts Entdowment

A one-time éffort 1o raise a swmﬁcam capital base to use as an endowment 1808ived support from
- Task Force Members, To replage the lest funding from the iy, (about £1.5 millien) would require
an endcmfment «of &t least $30 million, based on eamnings of at Jeast 5% annually, Raiamg thiz
'amoum may be feumbie over ¥ Iong term, but the 'I‘az,k Force noted Lhdl ths néed lw short tsrm,

Earned Revenue Sources .

Discussion of‘ earned revenues ranged from davelopment of arts “proclucts” sale of local artists’
works, to a “cow”. project where séulptures {whales were suggested by one informant) decorated
by local artists are instelled in public Jocations throughout the City and anctioned off afier the
exhibition, These represont only 2 few of the suggestions; Appendui E lists others suggestad al the
-Task Porce meetings, i

The potential for advertising marquees to'be looated ulong t‘nc 405 and 407 freewcays was
suggested, In 2003, the City 0f Rolweri Park coustructed & ugh-tcm majguee o advertise events
-al the Sprecklss 'Ihcatcr and‘to sell commercial advertsing, The sign, which cost $500,000, was
funded using the theater’s endowment and-is tocated on City land, It will earn the theater $300,000
annually from advertising revenues, Thess repressnt only a few of the suggwtmm, Appendix B lists
others suggested at the Task Foree mevtings,

Arts Funding Initintive

- Many members of the Task Foroe believe the best straiegy may be to wmise funds h-nm individuals
and corporations to meel both shorl~term and long-lerm needs. An initinl effort would focus on
*Bridge Funding” lo cover immediate needs arising from the City's cutbacks ag well as funding
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Long Beach Community Avis Funding Strategy .

election campaign for the 1ax measures, 11 was suggested that City officials could play a role in

facilitating private funding; one proposal was te credie 4

biue ribbon “Mayor's Commitiee” to

tmgage-promincnt donors and corporations Lo participate in-a fundraising campaign.

Summury Private Iuitmtlves :
The. preferred private initiatives are h1gh]1ghtcd in Plgure 6. Shorl- texm effarts shonld facus on
bridge funding and financing a voter campaign and cenier on contributions from large private

- donors and; Long Beach corporations. Lang-lerm; some snggested sstablishing an endowment for
the arts, the revenues from which woulci be usad 1o suppmt the progms and operations of thc
City’s arts organizations and artists, .

Soures

Figure 6 A]ternatlves Prlvate lnltlatlves

Dis-udvaniagés

Pro]ected Amount Advantages
“United Arts Campaign °f 9 ‘| ‘Wouid'ooalescs arts | Compete with existing:

| proups * = fondraising

| Synergy | Limited §3
Usually moreeffective fLa;Jéjg agency to creaie

for large arts groups ¢ )
|"Ehdowment: 13 | One-timé effort - . | Wouldktake long time
Stable . to. a'c.cumn]_a‘ce.
capital. -

Bamed Revenue ? | Could be substantial $8 | Could be volatile
_gfizri?s: .| Lok of agency to.
Avotion. | Vc?e.velop and manage

“Corpotate Counctl 9 Synergy Lack of corporate will' |
/Business ' o '

Apommiites

Nate: Preferred Aliar'fmtipz‘zr :
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Conclusion

As the Task Foree finalized its work, a prioritization p:cuccss Wwas underlakcn to arrive at a -
rccammcndud zet of altcrnatwes I wag agreed that the overall gca] of the stratogy would be:

Devalnp a Iongwrerm arts ﬂmdmg strategy Urdr-Is p ulri-gmn ged, Including both
© pitblic and private sitpport. Proposed fuhding optums shauld be su_mcfenr in yije,
re!;able, mm’ acaeprab:’e to the com:mmity

A mulu’gronge suatcgy that mcorporated both pnvate an{l public funding would dcmonsimtc to
:..donors and voters uhke that: thcre is 2 broad bage-of support for the arts in Long Beach,

: 'The amount of fundmg should be: suﬂ"xcmnt in size Lo at least replaoe t}w lost City i‘unchng of dboul,
B milhon ;umually :

The funding should be rehable and not subject to economic- fluctuations, continuing voter approval
or City Counml decisions. -

Finally, the sf:ratcgy nccds to bc acccptab]e to the commumty if 1t i to receive voter approval

g The ﬁnal vote of the Task Fofoe to: recommend the combined tax inéasures and private: mltlatwes
was unammous .

Recommended Ac‘aons
"I‘hc Task Fo.rce Jecommcnds that C;t‘y Couno:l
“ 1, Cantmuc genoral fund allocations to support the atis

2. Pussiie & inerease in the I ranswnt Occupancy ’l‘ax the revenues to be dedlcatad for the
©oars : :

R }’u:rsue an Ad&masmns Tax, on Fee imﬁmwe, the funds, from which to be dedlcated for the
- - arts

4, Support rhc establishment of ‘m Arts Initative l'undmg Ccmmiuee 10 sohczt pnvaia
* donations to finanes and advocate for the initatives.

5. Provide bridge fundtng for FY 2004-05 by dc]aymg proj JOoﬂd ﬁmdmg L,utbflckb tothe arls

~ Regommended next steps'
1. Conduct a lcgal review of the proposed tax measures
2. Research alteroative formulas for admission taxes -
3. Investigate alternative methods for allo_caticm of the revenues from the tax.nmasures
4

Research ways 10 continue general fund support for the aris
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