
 
Agenda Item C.3 

DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEM 
 Meeting Date:  July 1, 2008 
 
 
 
 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Daniel Singer, City Manager 
 
CONTACT: Julie Hayward Biggs, City Attorney 
 
SUBJECT: Resolution Approving a Council-Sponsored Ordinance Repealing the 

Revenue Neutrality Agreement to Be Submitted to the Voters. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Adopt Resolution No. 08-__ entitled “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Goleta, California, Approving an Ordinance of the City of Goleta Amending and 
Repealing Certain Provisions of Section 17 of Measure H2001 and Amending and 
Repealing Related Provisions of the Revenue Neutrality Agreement Ratified by the 
Goleta City Council to Implement Measure H2001 on February 1, 2002 Relating to 
Revenue Neutrality Payments from the City to the County of Santa Barbara” thereby 
approving the Council-sponsored initiative measure for submission to the electorate. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
On June 17th, the City Council directed legal counsel to ready and forward for Council 
consideration a ballot measure amending the existing Revenue Neutrality Agreement 
between the City and the County of Santa Barbara.  Details of the measure are 
contained in the staff report prepared for the meeting of June 17th and attached to this 
report. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The decision to pursue a vote of the citizens on a new Revenue Neutrality Agreement 
poses some challenges as well as opportunities.  A significant consideration is that by 
asking for an affirmative vote by our citizens, there becomes a raised expectation of 
action and resolution.  While this, in and of itself isn’t a bad thing, the ensuing legal 
costs and delayed action is certain to be of growing concern to residents in Goleta.  
Beyond that, there is little legal history in this area and the City must consider if handling 
it through these means is deemed to be in the best interests of the residents of Goleta. 
 
Finally, as the recent community poll of 400 likely Goleta voters indicates, there is 
strong support for a re-writing of the Revenue Neutrality Agreement.  When asked the 
questions whether residents would definitely or probably vote yes or no on such a 
measure, 78% said yes, while only 11% said probably or definitely no. 
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ALTERNATIVES: 
 
The Council could choose to not move forward with the proposed actions at this time.  If 
so, the ordinance repealing the revenue neutrality agreement could not be placed on 
the November 4, 2008 ballot.  
 
LEGAL REVIEW: 
 
The City Attorney’s office has diligently worked with the City Manager and the City Clerk 
to put together and review the necessary documents for the proposed ordinances and 
related materials and recommended actions. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
The County provided a cost estimate for the consolidated election in the amount of 
$.80-$1.00 per registered voter.  In addition there is a per candidate charge of 
approximately $600.  There are approximately 15,200 registered voters in the City of 
Goleta.  Based on the estimates provided, the pro-rata election cost for the City could 
range from $14,000-$20,000. 
 
The Fiscal Year 2008-09 City Clerk’s budget includes $10,000 to cover election costs.  An 
additional allocation of $4,000 to $10,000 may be required to ensure sufficient funds to 
cover these costs.  This request will be made to the Council once final costs are known. 
 
 
Submitted By: Reviewed By: Approved By: 
 
 
 
_______________________ _____________________ ____________________ 
Julie Hayward Biggs  Michelle Greene Daniel Singer 
City Attorney Administrative  City Manager 
                                                      Services Director 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
1. Resolution approving Council-sponsored ordinance amending Measure H2001 

and the Revenue Neutrality Agreement. 
2. June 17th Staff Report 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

 
Resolution Approving Council-Sponsored Ordinance Amending Measure H

 2001 and the Revenue Neutrality Agreement. 
 



RESOLUTION NO. 08-__ 
 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GOLETA, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING AN ORDINANCE OF THE 
CITY OF GOLETA AMENDING AND REPEALING CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF SECTION 17 OF MEASURE H2001 AND 
AMENDING AND REPEALING RELATED PROVISIONS OF THE 
REVENUE NEUTRALITY AGREEMENT RATIFIED BY THE 
GOLETA CITY COUNCIL TO IMPLEMENT MEASURE H2001 ON 
FEBRUARY 1, 2002 RELATING TO REVENUE NEUTRALITY 
PAYMENTS FROM THE CITY TO THE COUNTY OF SANTA 
BARBARA 

 
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GOLETA, 
CALIFORNIA, AS FOLLOWS: 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Goleta, California has reviewed 
and considered an ordinance (the “Ordinance”)  entitled  

 
“AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF GOLETA AMENDING AND 
REPEALING CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF SECTION 17 OF 
MEASURE H2001 AND AMENDING AND REPEALING RELATED 
PROVISIONS OF THE REVENUE NEUTRALITY AGREEMENT 
RATIFIED BY THE GOLETA CITY COUNCIL TO IMPLEMENT 
MEASURE H2001 ON FEBRUARY 1, 2002 RELATING TO 
REVENUE NEUTRALITY PAYMENTS FROM THE CITY TO THE 
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA” 
 
WHEREAS, the full text of the Ordinance is attached hereto as Exhibit A 

and incorporated herein by reference;  and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to submit the Ordinance to the voters 
at the November 4, 2008 election. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GOLETA 
DOES RESOLVE, DECLARE, DETERMINE AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 SECTION 1: 
 

The Ordinance is approved for submission to the electorate for a vote to 
be held on November 4, 2008.   
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SECTION 2: 
 
The City Attorney is directed to prepare an Impartial Summary as required 
by California law.   
 
SECTION 3: 
 
The proposed question for the ballot measure shall read as follows: 

 
MEASURE _____ 

Shall the ordinance amending and repealing 
certain provisions of Measure H2001 and the 
Goleta Revenue Neutrality Agreement, which 
would establish a base year for calculation of  
sales and property tax allocations and  a five year 
graduated phase-out of mitigation payments 
resulting in the City, starting in 2018, receiving its 
full statutory share of sales and property taxes in 
the same proportion as now received by all other 
cities in Santa Barbara County be adopted? 

  

     YES 

       

      NO  

 
 SECTION 4:   
 

That the City Clerk shall certify to the passage and adoption of this 
resolution and enter it into the book of original resolutions.  

 
 
 PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this ___ day of July, 2008. 
 
 
 
            
      ______________________________ 
       MICHAEL T. BENNETT, MAYOR 
 
 
ATTEST:     APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ ______________________________ 
DEBORAH CONSTANTINO  JULIE HAYWARD BIGGS 
CITY CLERK     CITY ATTORNEY                                                               
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA ) ss. 
CITY OF GOLETA   ) 
 
 
 
 I, DEBORAH CONSTANTINO, City Clerk of the City of Goleta, California, 
DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 08-__ was duly 
adopted by the City Council of the City of Goleta at a regular meeting held on the 
__ day of _______, 2008, by the following vote of the Council: 
 
AYES:  
 
NOES:          NONE. 
  
ABSENT:      NONE. 
  
 
       (SEAL) 
 
    
   
       _________________________ 

 DEBORAH CONSTANTINO  
CITY CLERK 
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Exhibit A 

COUNCIL-SPONSORED INITIATIVE MEASURE TO BE SUBMITTED DIRECTLY TO 
THE VOTERS 
 
 
 The City Council for the City of Goleta submits the following initiative measure to 
the voters of the City for approval and enactment: 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF GOLETA AMENDING AND 
REPEALING CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF SECTION 17 OF 
MEASURE H2001 AND AMENDING AND REPEALING RELATED 
PROVISIONS OF THE REVENUE NEUTRALITY AGREEMENT 
RATIFIED BY THE GOLETA CITY COUNCIL TO IMPLEMENT 
MEASURE H2001 ON FEBRUARY 1, 2002 RELATING TO 
REVENUE NEUTRALITY PAYMENTS FROM THE CITY TO THE 
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 

 
The people of the City of Goleta ordain as follows: 
 
SECTION 1. Findings 
 
 A. Measure H2001 was enacted by a vote of the people of Goleta on 
November 6, 2001 to establish the City of Goleta (the “City”). 
 
 B. Measure H2001 references and relies upon the “Revenue Neutrality 
Agreement by and Between the County of Santa Barbara and the City of Goleta” as 
approved by the County Board of Supervisors on March 20, 2001, and the proponents 
of incorporation of the City of Goleta prior to the incorporation of the City of Goleta. 
 
 C. To take effect and be binding on the City of Goleta, the terms of the 
Revenue Neutrality Agreement were required to be submitted to a vote of the people at 
the time of incorporation of the City as part of the incorporation question and were made 
a part of Measure H2001.  
 

D. Some of the terms and conditions imposed by enactment of Measure 
H2001 and the related provisions of the Revenue Neutrality Agreement enacted to 
implement Measure H2001 have proved over time to be deficient, unfair and 
inconsistent with the intent of the Revenue Neutrality Agreement and California law and 
public policy with respect to mitigation payments imposed to achieve revenue neutrality 
as to the County of Santa Barbara (the “County”) as required by Section 56845(c) of the 
California Government Code. 

 
E. Due to economic conditions and other causes, from 2002 to the present 

the City has consistently paid substantially more to the County than what was 
anticipated by the parties in the Revenue Neutrality Agreement and approved by the 
voters in Measure H2001 and the related provisions of the Revenue Neutrality 
Agreement enacted to implement Measure H2001 .  
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 F. The allocation of property and sales taxes generated within the corporate 
boundaries of the City to the County by Measure H2001 and the related provisions of 
the Revenue Neutrality Agreement enacted to implement Measure H2001 in excess of 
the amount necessary to achieve revenue neutrality under California law imposes a tax, 
fee or charge on the people of Goleta that is not imposed on other similarly situated 
residents of the County who reside either in unincorporated areas or in other 
incorporated cities within the County.  
 

G. Specifically, the provisions relating to allocation of property and sales 
taxes  to the County of Santa Barbara in perpetuity for the purpose of reimbursing the 
County for the normal on-going social services and administrative costs associated with 
general County services available to all residents of the County, including those in other 
incorporated cities of the County, is contrary to current state policy as set forth by the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research in “A Guide to the LAFCO Process for 
Incorporations” adopted in 2003. 
 
 H. Because the people of Goleta adopted Measure H2001 and the related 
provisions of the Revenue Neutrality Agreement enacted to implement Measure H2001 
and by their terms imposed a tax, fee or charge on themselves, under the provisions of 
Article XIII (C) of the Constitution of the State of California, such taxes, fees or charges 
are subject to amendment and repeal by an initiative measure adopted by the people. 
 
 I. Amendment and repeal of portions of Measure H2001 and the related 
provisions of the Revenue Neutrality Agreement enacted to implement Measure H2001 
by enactment of this Ordinance is necessary to protect the health, safety and general 
welfare of the citizens of the City of Goleta by assuring adequate revenue for the City to 
operate efficiently and provide basic governmental services for its residents and are 
consistent with the requirements for revenue neutrality set forth in Government Code 
Section 56845(c). 
 
 J. The amendment and repeal of portions of Measure H2001 and the related 
provisions of the Revenue Neutrality Agreement enacted to implement Measure H2001 
by this Ordinance relating to the allocation of tax revenues as set forth herein is exempt 
from review under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”)(Government Code Sections 21000 et seq.) because such activities do not 
constitute a “project” as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4) which 
excludes the “. . . creation of funding mechanisms or other government fiscal activities 
which do not involve any commitment to any specific project which may result in a 
potentially significant physical impact on the environment” from the statutory definition of 
a project. 
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SECTION 2. Amendment and Repeal of Section 17 of Measure H2001 and Section 
4.2 of the Revenue Neutrality Agreement. 
 
A. Section 17of Measure H2001 and the related Section 4.2 of the related Revenue 
Neutrality Agreement implementing that measure are hereby repealed and amended to 
read in its entirety as follows:  

 
“17 (4.2). Mitigation Obligation – Based upon the demonstrated consistent over 

payment of tax revenues by the City to the County resulting from the provisions of the 
Revenue Neutrality Agreement and Measure H2001 approved  by the voters of the City 
of Goleta on November 6, 2001, the mitigation payments originally agreed to by the 
parties in accord with the revenue neutrality requirements of  Government Code 
subsection 56845(c) are hereby revised and amended to assure that revenue neutrality 
under California law is accomplished in accord with the policies of California law.   

 
 A. Base Year.  The tax revenue received in fiscal year 2007-2008 

shall be used as the “Base Year” for calculation of all tax revenue allocations set forth 
herein. 

 
 B.  Alternative Base Year.  In the event actual tax revenue shall at any 

time be less than that generated during the Base Year, the amount of tax revenue 
actually received in that fiscal year shall be used as the “Alternative Base Year” for 
calculation of all tax revenue allocations for that year as set forth herein.   
 
  C. Temporary On-going General Services Mitigation Obligations – To 
assure the County time to develop new tax revenue streams from unincorporated areas 
outside the City of Goleta, the following tax revenue allocations shall be made for the 
periods of time indicated: 
 

(i) Property tax generated by property located within the City that would 
otherwise accrue entirely to the City will be shared equally by the parties until 
June 30, 2012 to the same extent that they were shared during the Base Year or 
during the Alternative Base Year.  Beginning July 1, 2012 all property tax 
allocations shall be reduced annually in increments of ten percent (10%), so that 
as of July 1, 2012 the property tax allocation shall represent a forty percent 
(40%) share of the Base Year or Alternative Base Year revenues;  as of July 1, 
2013 the property tax allocation shall represent a thirty percent (30%) share of 
the Base Year or Alternative Base Year revenues; as of July 1, 2014, the 
property tax allocation shall represent a twenty percent (20%) share of the Base 
Year or Alternative Base Year revenues; as of July 1, 2015, the property tax 
allocation shall represent a ten percent (10%) share of the Base Year  or 
Alternative Base Year revenues; and as of July 1, 2016, no further sharing of 
property taxes generated by property located within the City that would otherwise 
accrue entirely to the City  shall occur.   
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(ii) 30% of the 1% retail sales tax revenues generated during the Base Year or 
Alternative Base Year allocable to the City shall be allocated to the County until 
June 30, 2012, at which time all further sales tax allocations shall be reduced 
annually in increments of ten percent (10%), so that as of July 1, 2012, the sales 
tax allocation shall be a twenty percent (20%) share of the Base Year or 
Alternative Base Year revenues; as of July 1, 2013, the sales tax allocation shall 
be a ten percent (10%) share of the Base Year or Alternative Base Year 
revenues; and as of July 1, 2014, no further sharing of the 1% sales tax revenues 
allocable to the City shall occur. 
 
D. Mitigation Period Obligations – During the Mitigation Period which ends as 
of June 30, 2012, tax revenues shall be allocated as follows: 
 
 (i) An additional 20% of the 1% retail sales tax revenues generated during 
the Base Year or Alternative Base Year allocable to the City shall be allocated to 
the County. 
 
 (ii)  40% of the transient occupancy tax (“TOT”) generated by TOT 
taxpayers which existed within the City as of February 1, 2002 at the rate then in 
effect shall be allocated to the County.  All TOT revenues generated by any TOT 
taxpaying entities whose facilities were not constructed prior to February 1, 2002 
or that is derived from any increase after February 1, 2002, on existing and future 
TOT taxpayers shall be allocated 100% to the City. 
 
E. Transition Year Payment. The Transition Year payment of $1,500,000 
made by the County to the City for the first full fiscal year of operation (2002-
2003) shall be deemed to equalize and reimburse the City for the significant 
overpayments made as payment of the Mitigation Obligations that occurred 
during the period from February 1, 2002, to the adoption of this ordinance, and 
the City shall have no duty or obligation to pay the County $1,500,000 in the 
eleventh complete fiscal year or thereafter.” 
 

B. Section 18 of Measure H2001 and Section 4.3 of the related Revenue Neutrality 
Agreement implementing that measure are each repealed in its entirety. 

 
C. Section 27 of Measure H2001 and Section 4.12 of the related Revenue Neutrality 

Agreement  implementing that measure are each hereby amended to read in its 
entirety as follows: 

 
 “27. (4.12) Change in property tax allocation factors – In the event that the 

property taxes currently received by Goleta West Sanitary District within the 
boundaries of the City are reallocated, the City shall be allocated 100% of such 
taxes.” 
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SECTION 4. Severability.   
 
  If any portion of this initiative measure is hereafter determined to be invalid by a 
court of competent jurisdiction, all remaining portions of this initiative measure shall 
remain in full force and effect.  Each section, subsection, sentence, phrase, part or portion 
of this initiative measure would have been adopted and passed irrespective of the fact 
that any one or more sections, subsections, sentences, phrases, parts or portions be 
declared invalid or unconstitutional. 
 
SECTION 5.  Effective date, amendment and repeal. 
 
 This initiative measure and all of its provisions shall take effect according to 
California law within 10 days of certification of the election at which it is enacted and may 
be amended or repealed only by a majority vote of the electorate of the City of Goleta. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

 
June 17th Staff Report 

 



 
 Agenda Item C.3 

DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEM 
 Meeting Date:  June 17, 2008 
 
 
 
TO: City Council 
 
FROM: Daniel Singer, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration of Ballot Measures for the November 2008 General 

Election for the City of Goleta  
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

A. Discuss ballot measure options. 
 
B. Direct staff and legal counsel to prepare ballot measure options being considered 

by the Council for the November 2008 General Election and to bring back such 
options for consideration by the Council at the next available meeting. 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The City Council has been engaged in a deliberative process to study the City’s 
Revenue Neutrality Agreement (RNA).  The Council is working with the County of Santa 
Barbara on renegotiating aspects of the Agreement, and exploring additional ballot 
measures that would assist the City in achieving future financial stability.  Those 
discussions have led the City Council to the following actions: a) to appoint a sub-
committee to work with the County’s Board of Supervisors on the RNA and desired 
amendments that could be tailored to meet both the County and City’s needs; b) to 
invest in a community survey and the hiring of a public affairs consultant to study City 
services, community needs, and local taxing options; and c) to explore ballot measures 
to rewrite the RNA or focus on establishing our own local tax structure to fund desired 
community services. 
 
On March 4, 2008, the Council considered a number of ballot options and ultimately 
focused on two primary approaches.  First, the placement on the ballot of an ordinance 
amending the RNA terms and conditions (under the provisions of Proposition 218), in 
order to repeal the Agreement and replace it with a new agreement.  Second, to 
consider a local sales tax measure to generate General Fund revenues for the City to 
provide funding for needed and desired City services.  Also, on June 3, 2008, the City 
Council voted to support the placement of Measure A on the November ballot.  Measure 
A is the extension of a ½ cent County-wide sales tax measure (known as Measure D), 
which would greatly assist the City and the County and all other jurisdictions with 
needed street, road and alternative transportation funding.  
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Over several months, the City Council has examined a number of options to adjust the 
Revenue Neutrality Agreement tax sharing provisions, including legally challenging the 
terms of the Agreement by filing a legal action against the County.  To avoid litigation, 
efforts have been made to open a dialogue with the County of Santa Barbara on the 
issue of the Revenue Neutrality Agreement.  So far, that effort has resulted in an offer 
by the County to amend one section of the RNA to forgive the start-up loan of $1.5 
million to the City provided it is used for a project of mutual benefit.  A copy of the 
County’s offer letter is attached to this report.  No other formal dialogue with the County 
is scheduled. 
 
 

DISCUSSION: 
 

At this point in time the City Council has requested that staff return with potential ballot 
measures for the November 2008 General Election.  Currently, a community survey is 
underway which would test registered voters’ support for various ballot measure 
options, including a Business License Tax measure. Results of that survey are expected 
by the end of this month. 
 
The procedure for submitting either an advisory or binding measure to the electorate is 
simple.  The Council must adopt a resolution calling the election and setting forth the 
question or the measure to be voted on by the people.  Submission of a Council-
sponsored binding initiative measure to the voters will create law if it is enacted.  A 
sales tax measure, for example, would impose additional sales taxes within the City and 
be legally binding on the community.   
 
The deadline for submission of a ballot measure to the County Board of Supervisors 
with exact wording for consolidation with the November 2008 election is July 3, 2008.  
As the legal and policy implications for any action the Council may wish to take are 
significant, and the timing limited, it is imperative that clear direction be provided to staff 
and legal counsel so that the formation of any ballot language coming back to the 
Council is reflective of the Council’s intentions. 
 
PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDING THE REVENUE NEUTRALITY AGREEMENT 
 
The Council may want to consider an ordinance amending the current RNA, subject to a 
binding vote.  Submission of a binding initiative measure to the electorate by the Council 
that changes the Revenue Neutrality Agreement unilaterally is very likely to spark 
immediate discussion and may result in litigation either before the matter is submitted to 
the electorate or afterward.  The County could challenge the legality of the measure 
before it is placed on the ballot, which could result in the removal or alteration of the 
ballot measure by a judge before ballots are printed. 
 
Historically, tax, assessment, fee and other charges measures were not subject to being 
overturned by either referendum or initiative actions.  However, Proposition 218, which 
was adopted in 1996, amended the California Constitution to permit use of the initiative 
process, instigated either by the petition process or by a Council-sponsored measure, to 
repeal tax, assessment, fee or charges measures.  To the extent that the revenue 
allocation established in the Revenue Neutrality Agreement, which was approved by a 
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vote of the electorate, is a tax, fee, assessment or charge, it theoretically may be 
subject to repeal by an initiative measure.  To prevail on this theory, however, the 
provisions of the Revenue Neutrality law that permit permanent taxes, assessments, 
fees or charges to be imposed as part of the incorporation process would have to be 
found by a court of law to be in conflict with the constitutional provisions established by 
Proposition 218.  In theory, therefore, one might opine that the very electorate that 
voted for the Revenue Neutrality Agreement should be empowered to repeal, reverse or 
alter the Agreement. 
 
The decision to pursue a vote of the citizens on a new Revenue Neutrality Agreement 
poses some challenges, and opportunities.  A significant consideration is that by asking 
for an affirmative vote by our citizens, there becomes a raised expectation of action and 
resolution.  While this, in and of itself isn’t a bad thing, the ensuing legal costs and 
delayed action is certain to be of growing concern to residents in Goleta.  Most of this 
frustration will be focused on the County government, but there is a possible residual 
effect to the City. 
 
Beyond that, there is little legal history in this area and the City must consider if handling 
it through these means is deemed to be in the best interests of the residents of Goleta. 
 
There is a possibility that the increased attention and focused frustration could actually 
benefit the City’s negotiating position with the County.  A City-wide vote would have the 
effect of City/County residents telling their City and County elected officials what their 
priorities are as well as directing action to that affect. 
 
PROPOSED SALES TAX MEASURE 
 
The Council may also choose to pursue a local sales tax measure designed to capture 
additional revenues that would be solely available for use by the City of Goleta.  A local 
sales tax would be applied within the City for a stated length of time (usually 20-30 
years), and could be in increments of ¼ percent.  Such a measure would require a 
majority vote of the electorate should it be used for general purposes by the City.  A 
special or specific tax, for example a transportation tax measure, requires a two-thirds 
vote to pass.   
 
In light of Measure A being placed on the ballot this November, the Council should give 
careful consideration to the placement of a local sales tax measure on the same ballot, 
especially if a Business License Tax measure is also to be pursued.  Feedback on the 
community’s tolerance and support for multiple tax measures will be tested with the 
community survey currently underway. 
 
There are a number of dynamics that should be considered before placing a revenue 
measure before the voters of any city. Here are some considerations in general and 
specific to the City of Goleta. 
 

• What are the arguments and justification for new revenue in the City of Goleta? 
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The fact Goleta will be running budget deficits as soon as next year requires the City to 
engage the residents in budget solutions.  Regardless of the outcome of negotiations on 
the RNA, City leaders will have to have some recourse to a worsening budget situation. 
Goleta residents should have the option to determine their own financial course, and 
revenue enhancements can be a consideration. 
 

• How many other issues will be before the voters? 
 
Santa Barbara County’s Measure A will appear on the November ballot. There is also a 
growing likelihood that the State of California will place a temporary tax increase on the 
same ballot and there appears to be at least one bond measure that will be competing 
for funding priorities. 
 
While conventional wisdom suggests that this could be problematic it should be noted 
that support for revenue measures in most cases enjoys the strongest support at the 
local level. The polling work regarding the RNA last month clearly showed this was the 
case in Goleta. It should also be noted that in November of 2006, a record number of 
bond measures appeared statewide at the same time a record number of sales tax 
measures passed at the city level, suggesting that the case for new revenue is far more 
a local matter than an ideological one. 
 

• What is the mood of the electorate as it relates to tax increases? 
 
A slowing economy and deteriorating opinion on the “state of the State” and country will 
clearly be on the minds of voters this November. But again, as it relates to the outcomes 
of revenue measures, that doesn’t necessarily mean residents aren’t open to supporting 
the financial condition of their city.  In fact, a very high percentage of cities passed new 
revenues in this environment on June 3, 2008 – in a climate not dissimilar to what we 
are likely to face in November. 
 

• What will voter turnout be? 
 
It’s often instructive to consider who will be voting prior to placing a tax measure on the 
ballot. The greater the turnout, the more voters will be having a voice in the process. 
November 2008 is likely to have one of the highest voter turnouts in a generation. This 
is related to the awareness generated in Presidential elections where demographic 
groups such as women, minorities and youth are more engaged. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Should the Council direct that a measure or measures be prepared for consideration, 
the following important matters need to be decided by the Council: 
 

1. What is the preferred length of the measure? 
2. What should be the percent of the tax (1/2 or 1/4 cent)? 
3. Is this a general or special tax? 
4. If general, should an advisory vote accompany the measure or should only a 

general indication be given of the use of the tax? 
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ALTERNATIVES: 
 
The City Council has many options available to it.  In the first place, the Council may 
decide to take no action at this time and to continue to pursue discussions with the 
County.  It may also be prudent to wait until after the November election in order to 
determine the outcome of Measure A, prior to the City placing any local sales tax 
measures on the ballot. 
 
The Council may also request the County Board of Supervisors to submit a County-wide 
ballot measure to adopt a County ordinance establishing policies relating to past and 
future revenue neutrality agreements and request that the County Board of Supervisors 
place such an ordinance on the November ballot to be voted on throughout the County. 
 
Similarly, the Council may propose a County-wide advisory measure on the November 
2008 ballot relating to the voter approved Revenue Neutrality Agreement and ask the 
County to consolidate that election with the November election. 
 
It should be noted that each of the last two options poses risk of challenge, opposition, 
and litigation.   
 
LEGAL REVIEW: 
 
The sample ballot language attached to this report was developed by the City Attorney 
and the Attorney’s office was involved in the development and review of this report. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
The cost of a ballot measure, accompanied by any informational materials, is difficult to 
estimate, but could amount to about $10,000 in direct expenses and additional funds for 
any polling and or information campaign. 
 
Reviewed by:   Approved By: 
 
 
 
_____________________     ______________________  
Michelle Greene   Daniel Singer 
Administrative   City Manager 
Services Director 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
1. RNA Offer Letter from County of Santa Barbara 
2. Sample Binding Measure repealing and amending portions of the Revenue 

Neutrality Agreement 
3.   Sample Sales Tax Measure 
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