Feasibility Study of a Special Service District in Cedar Riverside

MPP/MURP Professional Paper

In Partial Fulfillment of the Master of Public Policy and Master of Urban and Redterahing Degree
Requirements
The Hubert H. Humphrey School of Public Affairs
The University of Minnesota

Sasha Bergman, MURP
Andrew Grewell, MPP
Jacob Walls, MPP

May 17, 2011

Signature below of Paper Supervisor certifies successful completion of oral presembat@mmpletion
of final written version:

Greg Lindsey Professor, Interim Dean  Dateabpresentation Date, paper completion
Paper Supervisor

Faith Cable Smith Partners, PLLP, Date
Second Committee Member °

Signature of Second Committee Member, certifying successfopletion of professional paper






Table of Contents

Executive Summary

INEFOAUCTION ..o eeeseseeeeseeeeeseeeessseesesmeeeseseeeeseeesesaeeesesseseens

Methodology, Assumptions, Approach

T <T T o] o

City Ordinance Process

Existing Special Service Districts in Minneapolis

INfOrmMational INTEIVIEWS ... sees e seseesseesesseesssssesens

© © O 0O W O O O O U1 Ww

N NN B R R R R
N~ 00 W W Rk Rk Rk O




Executive Summary

This report was created as part of a student-led community-based research (CBR) project

through the Humphrey School of Public Affairs at the University of Minnesota. This report is the
product of a graduate | evel <cour s@darldumghtey t hr ough
Action for Neighborhood Collaborative Change (CHANCE) capstone course. This project was

selected by stakeholders in the Cedar Riverside Neighborhood and endorsed through

unanimous vote by the Cedar Riverside Partnership (CRP) at which time the CRP became the

study 6 s (Abpengirlt) The CRP is an executive body consisting of major institutional,

business and municipal stakeholders within the Cedar Riverside neighborhood." The
Partnershipbébs Chair is Augsburg Coll egeorsedt®esi dent
closely examine whether the implementation of a special service district (SSD) is feasible in

Cedar Riverside and if so, under what circumstances. This report used the principles of CBR to

engage neighborhood stakeholders in discussion on community issues with the goal of

expanding knowledge and understanding of issues and ways to affect positive change and

produce desired outcomes. This report summarizes the feasibility study, describes the

background work in preparing for the study, the methodology used in creating the district

scenarios, and the iterations of scenarios as they changed after community feedback. The

report concludes with recommendations and observations determined to aid in the

advancement of a special service district in Cedar Riverside.

A special service district is a mechanism that can be used to provide services beyond those a
municipality already provides. Commercial, industrial and utility properties are the only
properties that are subject to assessment under the Minnesota State Statute, and the affected
property owners must follow a formal petition process under Minneapolis City Ordinance in
order to initiate the process of creating a SSD. Once the process has begun, affected
properties that would be subject to assessments to pay for these services are given an
opportunity to override the efforts. This process is explained in further detail in the section titled,
Methodology, Assumptions, and Approach.

Various methods were used to map district scenarios and determine potential costs for a
hypothetical SSD in Cedar Riverside. Budget comparisons on three existing linear special
service districts in Minneapolis were used to determine the costs associated with a specific
bundle of services. A unit cost method also used to determine both costs for bundles of services
as extrapolated from existing SSD budgets and for specific services based on linear footage.
Through background research, articulation of the legal requirements involved in the
implementation of a SSD and discussionsofe ach partnerdéds interests, pri
participation in a SSD in the Cedar Riverside neighborhood, this project moved forward through
an iterative process whereby hypothetical SSD scenarios varying both in boundaries and
bundles of services were presented and altered numerous times before arriving at a final
scenario.

! Please refer to page 26 for a list of CRP members.




Ultimately, this report suggests that a special service district is feasible in the Cedar Riverside
Neighborhood, but due to the makeup of the neighborhood in terms of land use and need for
services, there are a number of limitations that would need to be addressed in order for a
special service district to move forward and meet the needs and desires of the major

stakeholders.




Introduction

Cedar Humphrey Action for Neighborhood Collaborative Engagement (CHANCE) is a program
under the Center for Integrative Leadership at the University of Minnesota and housed within
the Humphrey School of Public Affairs. At its core, CHANCE provides a forum through which
graduate | evel students at the University of Minn
Carlson School of Management, and Law School can get involved with and engaged in the
Cedar Riverside Neighborhood at a deeper level. This project was developed through the
CHANCE capstone course - a two-semester course offered through the Humphrey School
where students spend four months learning about the neighborhood, and four months working
on projects designed to produce a useful outcome or product for a client in the Cedar Riverside
Neighborhood. All projects are designed by students but are selected by residents and
stakeholders in the neighborhood.

Projects developed through the CHANCE capstone course are based on the principals of
Community-Based Research (CBR). CBR is egehttdned as HfAcol
research that engages faculty members, students, and community members in projects that

address a community-identified needd(Cutforth, 5). Through collaboration, democratization of

knowledge, and social change, CBR is governed by a number of principles: campus-community

partnerships, research design and process, and teaching and learning (Cutforth, 6).

Collaboration through engaged participation among academic and community partners breaks

down the wall between the researcher and the researched, leading to the democratization of

information. Democratization of knowledge is not just about the open communication of

information between a | | parti es bequallyahb knowedge that ¢éaahibrings to that
process-bot h the experiential, or fAlocal o community Kk
knowledge of faculty and studentsd6 ( Cu t f For thishproject, all parties had highly skilled

knowledge and the democratization of knowledge was less of a barrier. To enhance social

change, CBR assists in enhancing capacity to pursue community interests and desired change.

These principals formed the basis for the research, design, and implementation the project.

During the first four months of the CHANCE capstone course students attended a number of
community meetings where a potential Cedar Riverside special service district (SSD) was
repeatedly discussed. After reflecting on the community meetings, potential projects were
proposed internally. The issue of a special service district was determined to be a topic of high
relevance among the majority of community partners and CHANCE course members. At first,
the project proposed the idea of creating a guidebook for a client to use to create a special
service district (Appendix A). As questions arose over potential scenarios of a SSD, the project
morphed into a feasibility study to determine whether or not a SSD would be feasible for the
neighborhood and what it may encompass. On November 16", 2010, a community meeting was
held at the African Development Center to evaluate proposed projects among community
members. Projects were selected directly by stakeholders who were supportive of the project.




On December 21st, 2010, the Cedar Riverside Partnership (CRP) officially endorsed the study.

Background

Goals

The original project goals for this feasibility study were to conduct a stakeholder analysis,
research the steps that need to be taken to implement a special service district in Minneapolis,
and create a step by step guidebook for stakeholders to use to implement a special service
district in the Cedar Riverside neighborhood. A primary objective was to determine what the
estimated cost would be for those patrticipating in a special service district relative to determined
boundaries and services.

Upon taking first steps to conduct the feasibility study, the goals for the project had to be
modified to better suit the project to the needs of the stakeholders and our client. That required
assessing the level of possible participation of the large institutions in the area including
Fairview Hospital, Augsburg College, the University of Minnesota, major property owners such
as Sherman Associates, as well as the West Bank Business Association. Due to indicated
interest on the part of most of these institutions and because they are not legally required to
participate financially in a SSD, the goals required close examination of cost estimations and
geographic borders that make sense for all stakeholders.

The final goals of this project, which were established in consultation with the CRP, include:
determining the feasibility of a special service district in Cedar Riverside based on the logistics
of existing special service districts in Minneapolis, and defining the possible scenarios that could
occur including given cost estimates and varying bundles of services.

Timeline

Preliminary research and project development took place during the fall of 2010. Much of this
work consisted of community meetings, assessing of issues and community needs, and
preparation of project proposals. The SSD feasibility study began as an independent project on
December 21, 2010 after the endorsement of the Cedar Riverside Partnership. The timeline
below provides a context for this project.

Fall 2010:

1 September 7, 2010: Potential projects were presented to the CHANCE class as
preliminary starting points for discussion

1 October 5, 2010: Robin Garwood, Policy Aide to Councilmember Cam Gordon, attended
class for a discussion on neighborhood issues and discussed the potential uses and
benefits of a special service district in Cedar Riverside

1 October 13, 2010: Minneapolis Department of Community Planning and Economic
Development conducts a Riverside Plaza Renovation community meeting and brought
up the topic of a special service district, which was later incorporated into a




Memorandum of Agreement whereby the owner of Riverside Plaza committed to
participating in a SSD contingent upon equitable financial participation by Augsburg
College, the University of Minnesota, and Fairview Hospitals

1 November 9, 2010: In-class development and vetting of potential final projects

1 November 16, 2010: Community meeting with class and more than a dozen
stakeholders at the African Development Center to discuss and select projects for spring
semester

1 November 23, 2010: Final selection of projects and selection of team members for each
project (including Sasha Bergman, Andy Grewell, and Jacob Walls for the Cedar
Riverside special service district project)

1 December 8, 2010: Feasibility study of special service district team members meet with
Minneapolis Department of Public Works (DPW) to learn background information on the
logistics of implementing a special service district in Minneapolis

1 December 21, 2010: Cedar Riverside Partnership meeting where the members formally
endorse their support and willingness to partner for project (Appendix L)

Spring, 2011

1 March 3, 2011: Team presents Scenario 1 to the Cedar Riverside Partnership
Implementation Meeting

1 March 14, 2011: Team presents Scenarios 1 and 2 at the Cedar Riverside Partnership
meeting

1 April 5, 2011: Team meets with Cedar Riverside Partnership SSD/BID Work Group to
present Scenario 3

1 April 26, 2011: Team meets with Cedar Riverside Partnership SSD/BID Work Group to
present Scenario 4

1 May 13, 2011: Feasibility Study on Implementation of a Special Service District in Cedar
Riverside final draft report submitted to Faith Cable, Smith Partners, PLLP

1 May 17, 2011: Team attends Cedar Riverside Partnership SSD/BID Work Group
meeting to present Scenario 5

1 May 23, 2011: Team attends Cedar Riverside Partnership meeting and presents Special

Service District in Cedar Riverside final report.




Methodology, Assumptions, and Approach

Research

As noted in the timeline, one of the first steps taken in order to understand the necessary
background and logistical information in regard to the formation of a special service district in
Minneapolis was to meet with the experts at the DPW. On December 8, 2010, a meeting was
conducted with Mike Kennedy from the DPW and Michael McLaughlin, a consultant from
UrbanWorks, Inc., both of whom had been a part of the formulation of many special service
districts throughout the City. They were able to provide the background information needed to
proceed with the study, including the process through which a special service district is
developed and information about the enabling legislation in Minnesota State Statutes. The full
statute outlining the authority and steps necessary to create a SSD can be found in Appendix B,
and a selection of this statute outlining the general purpose of SSDs is below.

State Statute (428.A)

The governing body of a city may adopt an ordinance establishing a special service
district. Only property that is classified under section 273.13 and used for commercial,
industrial, or public utility purposes, or is vacant land zoned or designated on a land use
plan for commercial or industrial use and located in the special service district, may be
subject to the charges imposed by the city on the special service district.

Given this information, owners of property not zoned or designated on a land use plan as
commercial, industrial, or public utility use are therefore not obligated pay for these special
services. These property owners may, however, opt-in to such a district through financial
contributions so as to reduce cost burden on assessable properties. This arrangement has
been made in Downtown Minneapolis, whereby local tax exempt government and nonprofit
property owners have contributed to the Minneapolis Downtown Improvement District. This will
be covered in further detail in the following sections.

Minneapolis City Ordinance (Minneapolis Code of Ordinances i Title 17)

Based on the Minneapolis City Ordinance governing the implementation of a SSD, there is a
four part process necessary to formally implement a special service district. The four steps
outlined below are taken directly from the City of Minneapolis Code of Ordinances found on
page 24 of this study.

l. Petition: Owners of 25 percent or more of the applicable land area that would be subject
to the charges and either owners of 25 percent or more of the net tax capacity of property or
owners, individuals, and business organizations that would be subject to 25 percent or more of
a proposed charge, must formally petition for a SSD.




Il. Ordinance: If a petition is filed, the city may prepare an ordinance that describes the
specific area and lists the services to be provided. During this time, hearings and waiting
periods for notification and/or objections may take place.

1. Objections: Affected property owners may object, resulting in property exclusions from
the SSD, delay of the ordinance, and/or appeal to district court. If owners of 35 percent or more
of the relevant land area or owners, individuals, or business organizations subject to 35 percent
or more of the charges file an objection before its effective date, the ordinance may be vetoed.

V. Advisory Board: The city council creates an advisory board for each special service
district in the city to advise the governing body in connection with the construction,
maintenance, and operation of improvements, and the furnishing of special services in a district.
This Advisory Board would also be responsible choosing for the assessment methods and
budget for district services.

Existing Special Service Districts in Minneapolis

There are currently 18 special service districts in the City of Minneapolis, however, not all SSDs
are currently active. 17 are based on the traditional model, with one being a third-party
managed model known as the Minneapolis Downtown Improvement District (DID). The DID is
managed not by the DPW, but by a nonprofit that organizes and manages the finances, hiring,
service contracts, and marketing of the district. As discussed previously, many government and
tax exempt properties also contribute to the DID on a voluntary basis.

Some of the more common SSD services include snow removal, streetscape improvements,
and garbage removal. Aside from the DID model, Minneapolis SSDs do not assess the extra
fees/taxes on all property owners - only property owners owning land with commercial,
industrial, or utility land use are obligated to contribute.

Informational Interviews

As noted in the timeline, on December 21, 2010 the Cedar Riverside Partnership formally

endorsed the special service district feasibility study. Informational interviews were then set up

with individual partners of the CRP and other key informants. These meetings were designed to
discusseachpar t ner 6s i nterests, priorities and capacity
Riverside neighborhood. Informational interviews were held with key staff at Fairview Hospital,

Augsburg College, the University of Minnesota, the West Bank Business Association and City

Ward 2 Council memberés Office to help daadk er mi ne p
relevant concerns about participation.

Additional informational interviews were held with existing special service districts and




businesses patrticipating in SSDs concerning management and participation. A meeting was
also held with the Downtown Improvement District (DID) to discuss alternative management
options, such as third party management, for a SSD. (See Appendix C for selected interview
guestions and responses)

Assumptions

The process of mapping hypothetical scenarios req
assumptions based on available knowledge and data limitations, use of a consistent and

measurable metric (e.g. linear footage and services measurable by Lft), language used in state

statute and city ordinance relating to SSDs and direct informational interviews with the CRP.

1. Mixed-use properties whose land use was listed as primarily residential were not assumed to
be assessed despite the fact that some of the mixed-use properties do also have commercial
use. A deeper understanding of the practice of assessing mixed-use properties is required and
is beyond the scope of this project.

2. All vacant-commercial land use designations were assumed to be paying into the special
service district even though some of them are tax exempt and the requirement for such
properties to pay into a special service district is unclear; this assumption allowed for uniform
assessment based on introductory knowledge.

3. Three major institutions (UMN, Augsburg, and Fairview) as well as the ownership of the
Riverside Plaza are interested in participating in some capacity in a special service district
regardless of whether or not they would be obligated to under law based on the language of the
Riverside Plaza Renovation Memorandum Of Understanding (Appendix D).

4. Assessment method would be based on the number of linear feet that a property has along a
participating street within the special service district and not based on any other assessment
method (net tax capacity, gross building area, and other methods). Linear feet pricing was the
most straightforward and feasible way to create cost burden assumptions based on the
information available.

5. Certain key roads would be included in the special service district and others would not; the
creation of these boundaries was based on the location of the bulk of the commercial properties
within Cedar Riverside, the location of the various institutions, and the fact that most of the
streets chosen for the district serve as major thoroughfares to the neighborhood.

6. Costs would be similar to those that have been assessed in other SSDs or those that have
been included in past estimates produced by UrbanWorks, Inc.; since these were some of the
only cost estimates made available and they were used to estimate cost burdens for this report
(Appendix E).

7. Only services selected for this report will be provided, and the selected services are based on
popularity and frequency in existing special service districts as well as feedback provided by
stakeholders in Cedar Riverside.

8. The state statute and city ordinance do not preclude creation of district zones within a
traditional SSD in spite of the fact that there are not examples of this in practice. This feature of
the scenario creation was included at the request of the Cedar Riverside Partnership, based on
the knowledge that the state statute and city ordinances do not explicitly prohibit the creation of
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zones within a special service district.

Approach

Based on the assumptions outlined above, a first scenario was created, which assumed various
boundaries of streets and properties that would be included in the special service district in
Cedar Riverside. Additionally, a number of costs were calculated based on bundles of services
provided in existing special service districts and the DPW costs of particular services. The
creation of the first scenario was critical in the approach to the feasibility study. By creating a
baseline scenario, the progression of the feasibility study was driven by reactions to each
scenario and requests for alterations of existing scenarios to create new ones. This iterative
process allowed for feedback from stakeholders and directed the conversation toward aligning
the various visions, priorities, and needs within the neighborhood.

Linear Footage (Lft)

The bulk of commercial properties in the Cedar Riverside neighborhood are located along
Cedar Avenue and make up the largest share of thillabledproperties in any potential special
service district. The major institutions mostly face Riverside Avenue and merge with the
business district between 21st and 19th avenues. As assumptions 4 and 5 state, linear footage
was determined as the most straightforward and feasible way to create cost burden
assumptions based on the information available.

To obtain the linear footage, a distance-measuring tool in Geographic Information Systems
(GIS) was used. GIS is a spatial analysis tool that enables mapping and data analysis. The
GIS data for this study was provided by the Center for Urban and Regional Affairs, and came
from MetroGIS, which is a collaboration of government and non-profit entities in the seven-
country metro area and provides a sharing forum for geospatial data (Appendix F).

Budget (Comparison / Unit)

Two methods were used to estimate costs for services. A budget comparison method and a unit
cost method were used to determine both costs for bundles of services as extrapolated from
existing SSD budgets and for specific services based on linear footage. Using existing linear-
type SSDs (Chicago-Lake, Central Avenue, and Bloomington-Lake), a comparison method was
used to determine the costs associated with a specific bundle of services. The total budgets for
these three SSDs were taken and divided by linear footage to determine the cost per linear foot
eachdi strictds bundle of services. That <cost
hypothetical district boundaries in the Cedar Riverside neighborhood to determine an estimated
cost for the same bundle of services in a Cedar Riverside SSD. The strength of this method was
that it allowed for the study to get at the potential cost for services that are not associated with
or could not easily be determined by linear footage. (Appendix G for original budget comparison
estimate)
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To provide alternative methods for estimations a unit cost method was used according to the
same hypothetical scenarios and linear footage as the budget comparison method. This was
done by taking costs for services from the DPW that were priced either by linear foot, square
foot or unit and applying those costs directly to the same series of hypothetical district
boundaries. (Appendix H for original unit cost estimate)

The cost spread between the two budget methods was approximately the same which
demonstrated the strength of both of the estimat:i
comparison method and the unit cost method were highly useful for providing our client with

cost-service estimations and beginning the conversation on interests, priorities, and capacity for

SSD participation in Cedar Riverside. After the second presentation to the CRP, the budget

compari son method stopped being used, as the CRPH
specific bundles of services rather than comparative costs. The unit cost method was further

developed to incorporate more services by unit and linear foot. (Appendix | for most recent

budget)
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Scenarios 1-5

In total, there were five different scenarios developed throughout the duration of this project.
The first scenario which will be described below was created based on a general understanding
of what was desired as an outcome for the neighborhood. Ultimately, the four subsequent
scenarios were created based on feedback and requests provided by the Cedar Riverside
Partnership. The matrix in Table 1a provides an overview of all of the scenarios.?

Tablela¢ Overview of Scenarios

Date Scenario Lft Cost Estimation Method Streets Zones Cost Description
Riverside Ave, Cedar Ave, 15th
) Comparison Budget Method; ! ' $74,600- bundle of
2011 1 2 . . A 16th Ave, 4th St th .
313120 Scenario 0.000 1 it Cost Method (highfiow) ve, 16 é??eet Street, 6 no $394,600 services vary
Riverside Ave, Cedar Ave, 15th
. Comparison Budget Method; Ave, 16th Ave, 4th Street, 6th $97,920- bundle of
14/2011 2 27,7 . . .
Sl Scenario 700 Unit Cost Method (high/low) Street, 19th Ave, 3rd St, no $549,440 services vary
Washington Ave
Riverside Ave, Cedar Ave, 15th ambassadors,
. . . Ave, 16th Ave, 4th Street, 6th $177,974- snow removal,
4/5/2011 Scenario 3 27,700 Unit Cost (high/low) Street, 19th Ave, 3rd St, yes 584,510 streetscape
Washington Ave installations
ambassadors,
Riverside Ave, Cedar Ave, 15th snow removal,
. . . Ave, 16th Ave, 4th Street, 6th streetscape
4/26/2011 Scenario 4 27,700 Unit Cost (midpoint) Street, 19th Ave, 3rd St, yes $503,252 installations (in
Washington Ave kind separated,
midpoint cost
Riverside Ave, Cedar Ave, 15th Green
) . . Ave, 16th Ave, 4th Street, 6th Medians,
May Scenario 5 27,700 Unit Cost (midpoint) Street, 19th Ave, 3rd St, yes $664,172 Ambassadors,
Washington Ave Snow Removal
Scenario 1

Scenario 1 was created as a base level scenario, with the aim to provide a framework for
discussion. The goal was to present the scenario with basic assumptions, get input from the
members of the Cedar Riverside Partnership and the Cedar Riverside Implementation Group in
order to craft new scenarios that adequately represented varying perspectives and visions for a
potential special service district. Scenario 16 streets included those surrounding Riverside
Plaza, Cedar Avenue from Interstate 94 to Interstate 35W, and Riverside Avenue from Interstate

2 Note: The full budgets, maps, and appendices for each scenario (1-5) have been provided to Smith Partners,
PLLP in digital form.
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94 to Cedar Avenue. To determine the varying costs for the possible budget outcomes, two
different cost estimation methods were used including the comparison method, whereby the
special service district budgets for the Chicago-Lake, Central Avenue, and Bloomington-Lake
districts were calculated out by linear feet and then applied to the potential SSD boundaries in
Cedar Riverside. Furthermore, a unit cost method was used based on the linear feet contained
in the potential boundaries and calculated based on estimations of various services. According
to UrbanWorks, Inc. estimates, there were high and low cost scenarios for some services such
as snow removal, and so both the high and low cost scenarios were calculated into the
scenario. Table 1b (below) provides an overview of the varying scenarios that were examined
for comparison purposes. Figure 1 features a map of the boundaries in Scenario 1 delineated by
the thick red line.

Table 1bg Cost Summary, Scenario-20,000 Lft

Comparison Method Cost
Nicollet Ave So. SSD $90,000
Bloomington-Lake SSD $160,000
Central Ave SSD $320,000
Unit Cost Method Cost
Unit Cost Low $70,700
Unit Cost High $396,700
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Figurel-Scenario 1 Map

Cedar Riverside
Base Map
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Scenario 2

Based on feedback provided at the May 3™ Cedar Riverside Implementation meeting in reaction
to presentation of Scenario 1, the one major request that was made was to extend the
boundaries of the special service district. As such, the length of 19th Avenue from Riverside
Avenue north to the Mississippi River were included, as well as 3rd Street, and Washington
Avenue westbound from 19" Avenue. This change resulted in an additional 7,700 feet for
Scenario 2, which corresponds to higher costs. The same cost estimation methods were used
for Scenario 2 as for Scenario 1.

Table 2¢ Cost Summary, Scenario-27,700 Lft.

Comparison Method

Nicollet Ave So. SSD $124,650
Bloomington-Lake SSD $221,600
Central Ave SSD $443,200

Unit Cost Method

Unit Cost Low $97,920

Unit Cost High $549,440

Below is a map that illustrates the boundaries for Scenario 2 as presented to the Cedar
Riverside Partnership on March 14, 2011.

Figure2-Scenario 2 Map

Cedar Riverside
Base Map

~27,700 Lft
13,850 Lft x 2 for both
[ sides of street

nd
Source: Minneapolis GIS Files hesghoorhood
Data as of August 2006 Parcsl
wrraptie Scale: 110,500 Far
o August 2006 vimter
Scenario 3
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After presenting Scenarios 1 and 2 to the stakeholders, a significant amount of feedback was
provided. In examining the various cost estimators for each service and taking a closer look at
the map, it became clear to the stakeholders that providing new services throughout the
boundaries in either Scenario might result in the duplication of services, especially for the larger
institutions that already do their own snow removal. As such, the idea of creating zones within a
special service district was explored. Although the Downtown Improvement District in
Downtown Minneapolis already employs the zone concept to create various areas within the
district that receive some services while other areas receive different services, it was not
immediately clear whether or not a special service district that operated under the traditional
city-managed model could employ this concept as well since there was no precedent. After
some investigation, it appeared that moving forward under the assumption that zones could be
formed within a special service district based on the fact that no language in state statute or city
ordinance precluded it. Four zones were created based on the services that were needed as
determined by the Cedar Riverside Partnership. Additionally, after some conversation at the
March 14, 2011 meeting about what services might be able to be provided in the district that
would address the idea of safety, the concept of providing ambassadors as a part of the
services bundle was brought up and requested for a future scenario.® Figure 3 illustrates the
boundaries that were used for Scenario 3, while Tables 3a and 3b provide the abbreviated
budgets for the high and low levels of service.

Figure3-Scenario 3 Map
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3 Ambassadors are individuals hired to engage with people in the neighborhood providing an element of friendliness and safety
throughout the SSD. These ambassadors can provide limited cleaning services such as garbage removal, graffiti removal and snow
removal and salting. The interest of ambassadors within the CRP arose as a way of unifying the neighborhood, making the
neighborhood safer and minimizing streetscape costs associated with cleaning services.

17

Pt
et




Table 3a - Scenario 3 - More Services Budget Summary

Scenario 3 More Services (4-5-11)
Zone 1: Business District Zone

P
UnitCost($)  Unit  Freq.  Lft & Block Cost

(Cedar Avenue, Washington Ave S, Riverside Avenue-Cedar-19th); 8,104 Lft; 14 Blocks Block

**Capital Cost Total| S 75,670

*0Ongoing Cost Total| S 61,092
TOTAL § 136,762

**Capital Cost Total| 5 -
*Ongoing Cost Total| S 49,704
TOTAL| $ 49,704

**Capital Cost Total] $ 64,860
*Ongoing Cost Total| S 59,456
ToTAL] 5 124,316

**Capital Cost Total (in kind] | S 54,860
*Ongoing Cost Total (in kind)| S 41,379
TOTAL (in kind)| $ 106,239

# Per
Sz Unit Cost (§)  Unit tft  Block Block Cost
(7] Safety Ambassadors (4 ambassadors; 8 hrs/day; 7 days/week) * 23.5 hour 2912 [) | S 273,728 I

{does not include one-time capital costs related to ombassadors)
Bottom Line: High End Zone Scenario
ZONES 1-3 TOTALS

Subtotal (Capital Costs) 5 140,530
Subtotal (Ongoing Costs) & 170,252
Subtotal (Ambassadors) 5 273,728

Total (Zones 1-3) 584,510

Subtotal (Capital Casts, University In Kind) 5 64,860
Subtotal {Ongoing Casts, University In Kind) 5 41,379

Total (Zone 4) 106,239

GRAND TOTAL 690,749

ZONE 4 (University In Kind) TOTALS

ALL ZONES GRAND TOTAL (value)

18
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Table 3b - Scenario 3 - Fewer Services Budget Summary

Zone 1: Business District Zone # Per
(Cedar Ave, Washington Ave 5, Riverside Ave from Cedar-19th); 8,104 Lft; 14 Blocks Unit Cost ($) Lk ) Lz Block e (o
**Capital Cost Total| 5 5,880
*Ongoing Cost Total | 5 24,312
Ttotal $ 30,192
**Capital Cost Total
*Ongoing Cost Total see _a !l zones|
item
TOTAL| $ -
**Capital Cost Total| 5 5,040
*Ongoing Cost Total| 5 24,000
TOTAL] 5 29,040
**Capital Cost Total| 5 5,040
*Ongoing Cost Total | 5 15,942
Total § 20,982
# Per
All Zones (1-4) Unit Cost (S) Unit Freq.  Lft Block Block Cost
{7) Safety Ambassadors (2 ambassadors-8 hrs/day; 5 days/week)” 23.5 per hour 2080 2 | S 97,760 |
{does not include one-time capital costs related to ombassadors)
Bottom Line:
ZONES 1-3 TOTALS
Subtotal (Capital Costs) & 10,920
Subtotal (Ongoing Costs)  § 48,312
Subtotal (Ambassadors] § 97,760
Total (Zones 1-3)
ZONE 4 (University In Kind) TOTALS
Subtotal (Capital Costs, University In Kind) S 5,040
Subtotal (Ongoing Costs, University In Kind) & 15,942
Total (Zone 4)
ALL ZONES GRAND TOTAL (value)
GRAND TOTAL
Table 4 - Scenario 3 - Ambassador Costs
Ambassador Costs-4-5-11
Labor Costs Unit Cost [5) Unit Frequency/year Lft Quantity Per Block Block (doubled) Cost
{7) Safety Ambassadard 23.5|hour 2912 4 5273728
|7} Safety Ambassadorg 23.5)per hour 2080 2 407,760
Omne-Time Costs
1 truck [dedicated to Cf 15,000 per truck 1
4 walkie-talkies 1000] per walkie-talkie 1
Cleaning Equipment S000] total 1
Dperations Center 7 1]
Dumpster Fees [DID es) 2,500 per year 1
Scenario 4
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After presenting Scenario 3 and the zones and new bundles of services, further direction was
provided to collapse Zones 3 and 4, as they are both institutional zones in nature and would
likely have the same needs in terms of which services they would want or the services they
would not wish to receive based on the fact that they already provide those services.
Additionally, instead of high and low cost estimates, the cost estimations for the services in each
zone were calculated at a midpoint, with the exception of snow removal. Further, many of the
original services in Scenario 3 were removed based on the inability to provide reliable
estimations of the costs. Also prepared for the meeting was a quick breakdown of revenue and
assessment cost burdens (Appendix O).

Table 4- Scenario 4
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