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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1  SOUTH CENTRAL SERVICE REVIEW OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
INCLUDING SPHERE OF INFLUENCE REVIEW / UPDATE 
RECOMMENDATIONS  

The South Central Santa Clara County Service Review includes a comprehensive review of services 
(with the exception of fire and water services which were covered in recently completed service 
review reports) provided by cities and special districts located within the South Central region of the 
county as well as recommendations for sphere of influence updates for the agencies included in this 
study. The agencies covered in this report include the following 5 cities and 9 special districts: 
 
• City of Gilroy 

• City of Milpitas 

• City of Morgan Hill 

• City of San Jose 

• City of Santa Clara 

• Burbank Sanitary District 

• County Sanitation District No. 2-3 

• Lion’s Gate Community Services District 

• Santa Clara County Library Service Area 

• Santa Clara County Lighting Service Area 

• Santa Clara County Open Space Authority 

• Santa Clara County Vector Control District  

• South Santa Clara County Valley Memorial District 

• Sunol Sanitary District 
 
This report utilizes the information presented in the recently completed countywide fire protection 
service review and the countywide water service review in its analysis and recommendations for the 
cities.  
 
This report will be used by LAFCO to update the spheres influence of individual agencies. Although 
this report may include a discussion of various alternative government structures for efficient service 
provision, LAFCO is NOT required to initiate boundary changes as part of this service review. 
LAFCO, local agencies (including cities, special districts and the County) or the public may 
subsequently use the service reviews together with additional research and analysis, where necessary, 
to pursue changes in jurisdictional boundaries.  
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LAFCO may also use the information in this report in reviewing future proposals, and other entities 
as well as the public may use this report as a foundation for further study and analysis of issues 
relating to services and governance within this county.  
 
 
1.1.1 The Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century Recommends Service    

Reviews 
In 1997, the State Legislature enacted Assembly Bill (AB) 1484, which established the Commission 
on Local Governance for the 21st Century. The Commission was responsible for assessing 
governance issues and making appropriate recommendations regarding the CKH Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 1985. Among other recommendations, the Commission suggested that each 
LAFCO should have knowledge of the services available within its county. This knowledge would 
assist in decision-making regarding city and district boundaries. The Commission stated that this 
knowledge should include the current efficiency of providing service, future service needs, and 
expansion capacity of the service providers. AB 2838, authored by Assembly Speaker Robert M. 
Hertzberg, which included this requirement as well as several other major changes to LAFCO 
authority was signed into law. This legislation, the CKH Local Government Reorganization Act of 
2000, which became effective on January 1, 2001, marked the most significant reform to local 
government reorganization law since the 1963 statute that created a local agency formation 
commission in each California county.  
 
 
1.1.2 Service Review and Sphere of Influence Requirements  
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg (CKH) Act, requires LAFCO to update the spheres of influence (SOI) 
for all agencies under its jurisdiction by January 1, 2008. CKH Act further requires that a service 
review be conducted prior to or in conjunction with the update of a sphere of influence. Since the law 
requires SOIs to be updated every five years and service reviews must be completed for SOI updates, 
service reviews should be updated at least every five years. Government Code Section 56430 requires 
the service reviews to include an analysis and a written statement of determinations for each of the 
following categories: 
 
1. Infrastructure needs or deficiencies 

2. Growth and population projections for the affected area 

3. Financing constraints and opportunities 

4. Cost-avoidance opportunities 

5. Opportunities for rate restructuring 

6. Opportunities for shared facilities 

7. Government structure options, including advantages and disadvantages of consolidation or 
reorganization of service providers 

8. Evaluation of management efficiencies 

9. Local accountability and governance 
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A description of each of these factors is included in LAFCO’s service review policies in Appendix B. 
 
In determining the SOI of local agencies, Government Code Section 56425 requires LAFCO to 
prepare a written statement of determinations with respect to each of the following: 
 
1. The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands. 

2. The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area. 

3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency provides 
or is authorized to provide. 

4. The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area, if the Commission 
determines that they are relevant to the agency.  

 
In addition, state law requires that special districts provide written statements specifying the 
functions or classes of service provided and establish the nature, location and extent of any function 
or classes of services provided.  
 
Aside from these factors, the State law allows each LAFCO to determine the procedure, criteria, and 
policies to be utilized in developing and adopting SOIs. LAFCO’s SOI policies are included in 
Appendix C.  
 
 
1.1.3 LAFCO’s Service Review / SOI Work Plan 
Pursuant to this requirement, LAFCO adopted a work plan and priorities in August 2002. LAFCO 
conducted and adopted a countywide service review of fire protection services in April 2004 and a 
countywide service review for water provision services in June 2005. For review of the remaining 
services, LAFCO has divided the County into two different geographic regions (south central and 
northwest). This service review document includes services (with the exception of fire and water) that 
are provided by the cities and special districts located in the south central region of the county.  
 
This service review report has been prepared in accordance with Section 56430 of the California 
Government Code, the Service Review Guidelines prepared by the State Office of Planning and 
Research and the policies adopted by LAFCO. 
 
 
1.2  HISTORY OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT POLICIES AND BOUNDARIES IN  

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
Over the years, the cities, County and LAFCO have adopted a series of planning tools and strategies 
to manage growth in Santa Clara County. The following is a historical overview of the development 
and use of various planning boundaries and policies in Santa Clara County.  
 
 
1.2.1 Boundary Agreement Lines  
In 1967, LAFCO adopted “boundary agreement lines”. These lines were intended to end the 
“annexation wars” in which cities were competing amongst themselves to annex additional lands. 
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These boundary agreement lines divided up the entire county into 15 pieces, indicating the maximum 
geographic extent to which each city could potentially annex. (These boundaries were initially labeled 
as “sphere of influence” boundaries but later re-named “boundary agreement lines” when other 
“sphere of influence” boundaries were adopted in the 1970s.)  
 
 
1.2.2 Urban Service Areas 
In April 1970, LAFCO adopted its “Guidelines” consisting of policies and criteria which it proposed 
to use in reviewing proposals for annexations of land to cities and special districts, incorporation of 
new cities and formation of new special districts. Included in these “guidelines” were policies 
encouraging cities and special districts which provide municipal-type services to “establish urban 
development areas within their sphere of influence” and “define and establish staged urban 
development plans for these urban development areas”. In order to implement these concepts of 
staged urban development, LAFCO adopted its “Urban Development Polices for Santa Clara County” 
in December 1971, which were subsequently adopted by the County and the 15 cities. Working 
collaboratively with the County and the cities, LAFCO adopted “urban service area(USA)” 
boundaries for the 15 cities between 1972 and 1973. The USAs are the areas in which the cities (with 
LAFCO approval) designate where and when urban development should occur based on the concept 
that cities should plan for the provision of urban service and facilities within a 5-year time span. The 
USAs may be updated by LAFCO annually if requested by a city. LAFCO approval is based upon the 
need for urban expansion and the city’s ability to provide services in addition to other considerations. 
 
Together, the USAs and the joint urban development policies have formed the foundation of land use 
planning in this County since then and include the following key principles: 
• Cities, not the County, are responsible for managing and accommodating urban population 

growth and development; 

• Urban forms and densities of development may occur only within cities’ urban service areas 
(USAs); 

• Outside USAs, the County will prohibit urban forms, densities, and intensities of development; 

• Inside USAs, development occurring on unincorporated lands will be according to city’s general 
plan, regarding type of use and density of development allowed; 

• Inside USAs, islands or pockets of unincorporated lands should be annexed by the surrounding 
city. 

 
 

1.2.3 Spheres of Influence 
In 1972, State law was amended to require that LAFCOs adopt sphere of influence boundaries for all 
agencies within its jurisdiction, indicating the physical boundary and service area each agency is 
expected to serve. Since Santa Clara LAFCO’s SOIs were lines which divided the county into 15 
pieces, one for each city, these lines were renamed “boundary agreement lines” and new “spheres of 
influence” were adopted, which corresponded generally to the outer boundaries of a city’s general 
plan area. In 1985, LAFCO formally adopted spheres of influence for the cities and special districts 
after completing comprehensive review and analysis necessary to make the required findings in state 
law. State law defines spheres of influence as the probable physical boundaries and service areas of a 
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local agency. In Santa Clara County, this definition is relevant for special districts, however, for 
cities, the inclusion of an area within a city’s SOI should not necessarily be seen as an indication that 
the city will either annex or allow urban development and services in  the areas. The USA boundary is 
the more critical factor considered by LAFCO and serves as the primary means of indicating whether 
an area will be annexed and provided with urban services. The USA boundary also serves many of 
the objectives of the Government Code and LAFCO policies such as directing the location of urban 
development, ensuring an agency’s ability to provide services, and preserving agricultural and open 
space lands. SOIs for cities in Santa Clara County serve multiple purposes including serving as: 

• A long range planning tool to help LAFCO evaluate USA boundary changes and annexation 
requests, 

• The area designated as a city’s planning area or area covered by a city’s General Plan, 

• Areas that will not necessarily be annexed by a city or will not necessarily receive services from 
the city, but areas in which the County and a city may have shared interests in preserving non-
urban levels of land use, 

• Areas where a city and a county have significant interaction, and 

• Areas that contain social or economic communities of interest to a city. 
 
The manner in which Santa Clara County LAFCO utilizes USAs also fulfills many SOI objectives of 
the Government Code and LAFCO policies such as directing the location of urban development, 
ensuring an agency’s ability to provide services, and preserving agricultural and open space lands. 
Hence, in many respects, the USAs within Santa Clara County function in the same manner as SOIs. 
When evaluating proposed urban expansions, LAFCO utilizes the agency’s existing USA as a more 
important factor than the agency’s existing SOI, because the USA is a shorter-term growth boundary 
that is directly linked to the ability to provide services. Due to this, SOIs have a broader objective 
within the County, which includes planning for long-term growth and the ultimate service boundary 
of the agency.  
 
 
1.2.4 City Urban Growth Boundaries and City General Plan Boundaries 
In addition to SOIs and USAs, some cities in Santa Clara County have also adopted Urban 
Growth Boundaries (UGBs). These are long-term growth boundaries that delineate areas 
intended for future urbanization. Because UGBs are adopted individually by cities and do not 
require County or LAFCO approval, cities define and utilize the UGBs differently. The information 
below summarizes the intended uses of the UGBs by the cities that have adopted UGBs and are 
discussed within this service review. 
 
• In 1996, the Morgan Hill City Council adopted a UGB. The City of Morgan Hill defines the area 

within the UGB as the land that is appropriate for and likely to be needed for urban purposes 
within the next 20 years. The City of Morgan Hill General Plan allows adjustment of the UGB at 
the time of a major General Plan update, assumed to occur approximately every 10 years or in 
conjunction with the Urban Limit Line/Greenbelt Study. The City of Morgan Hill UGB is 
intended to provide greater stability of future land use patterns. 

• In June 2002, the Gilroy City Council adopted an update of the General Plan and a 20-Year 
Planning Boundary that identifies lands intended for urbanization and service provision. The 
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objective of the boundary is to guide long-term land planning and development decision-making. 
Likewise, the General Plan Land Use Plan Map covers the area within the 20-Year Boundary of 
the General Plan. However, the 20-year boundary can be amended in the context of a 
comprehensive update of the General Plan or a specific plan that takes into account citywide land 
availability and the objectives of the long-term growth boundary. 

• In November 1996, the City of San Jose established a UGB, which was adopted and incorporated 
into the City’s General Plan by a unanimous vote of the City Council. The UGB findings and 
modification procedures were also codified under Title 18 of the City’s Municipal Code. The 
intent of San Jose’s UGB is to augment and solidify the City’s longstanding policy of 
discouraging urban sprawl and preventing further encroachment of urban development into the 
hillsides surrounding the City. This reinforces other General Plan policies that encourage infill 
development within urbanized areas where facilities and services are available, thus minimizing 
the cost of providing services. The UGB contains all lands within the City’s USA and its two 
Urban Reserves, one in Coyote Valley and the other in South Almaden Valley. The City’s UGB 
is intended to be the ultimate limit to urban development. Lands outside of the UGB have been 
identified by the City as those intended to remain permanently rural in character and should 
remain under the jurisdiction of the County. Due to this, City policies and codes strongly 
discourage significant modifications to the UGB and its supporting policies. Significant 
modifications can only be considered in the context of a major, comprehensive update of the 
General Plan, which fully considers all of the implications of expanding the limits of 
urbanization. The City Council is also required to make specific findings for approval. These 
include fiscal and service considerations in addition to the modification providing an 
overwhelming public benefit.  

• In 1998, the City of Milpitas established a UGB with the passage of a ballot initiative. The City 
designated this as a 20-year growth boundary. The Measure and UGB delineation will be 
effective until December 31, 2018. Although the boundary is scheduled to expire at the end of 
2018, the city intends for the boundary to be a permanent. Therefore, the City anticipates that the 
timeframe for the boundary would be extended through another ballot initiative. The City’s USA 
currently extends past the UGB. 

 
Table 1.A and the Figure below provide a summary and visual description of the relationship between 
the different boundary lines that are utilized within Santa Clara County. 
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Table 1.A: Santa Clara County Boundary Terms 
Boundary General Description 
Incorporated City—City Limits Delineates lands currently within or annexed to a city 
Urban Service Area (USA) Delineates incorporated and unincorporated areas authorized to 

receive urban services or proposed to receive urban services 
within five years 

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Areas delineated by the city that are appropriate for and likely to 
be needed for urban purposes within a city-designated time frame 

Sphere of Influence (SOI) Defined by the California Government Code as the probable 
physical boundaries and service area of an agency. In Santa Clara 
County inclusion of an area in a city’s SOI is not necessarily an 
indication that the area would be annexed to the City or receive 
urban services. Specific uses are detailed in Section 1.2.3. 

Boundary Agreement Line Delineates limits beyond which a city will not be allowed to 
annex territory 

 
 

1.  Incorporated Area 
     (City Limits)
2.  Urban Service Area

3.  Urban Growth Boundary

4.  Sphere of Influence

5.  Boundary Agreement 
     Line

Hypothetical Relationships Among Boundaries 
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1.2.5 Urban Unincorporated Pockets 
The USAs of many cities contain urbanized unincorporated areas that are surrounded by city 
lands. These areas are referred to as urban pockets or islands. The pockets are a result of 
development that occurred in the County in the 1950s and 1960s (prior to the adoption of 
County urban development policies).  During this time, urban development was often scattered 
and not necessarily required to be within cities.  This resulted in some unincorporated areas 
being fully developed. Likewise, as urban development and city annexations continued 
outward, some unincorporated areas were “leapfrogged” and left in County land use.  
 
Historically, it has not been the role of the County government to provide urban services and 
infrastructure. As a result, the County has very few mechanisms or resources for providing and 
maintaining urban infrastructure and services. The picture is further complicated by the inefficiencies 
of having to ensure that services are provided for the many small, widely scattered areas that are 
surrounded or substantially surrounded by cities. Consequently, it is common that the residents of 
such areas generally receive lower levels of urban services than the surrounding city residents.  
 
Specific services in some pockets are provided by special districts.  Residents of these areas generally 
receive urban service levels for the specific services that are provided by the district.  However, the 
districts do not provide a full range of services and it is similarly inefficient to have multiple special 
districts providing one or two specific services to small scattered areas.  
 
In other cases, residents of urban unincorporated pockets may utilize city-provided services for which 
they pay no property taxes to the city. To minimize the complexities and inequities of urban service 
provision, the adopted policies of the County and LAFCO state that urban islands and pockets should 
be annexed.  
 
Recent changes in State law provide an opportunity for cities to annex urban unincorporated islands 
through a streamlined process that does not require protest proceedings or elections, provided that the 
island meets specific criteria. In 2001, when the legislation was first passed, the changes applied to 
islands up to 75 acres. In 2004, the legislation was expanded to include islands up to 150 acres or less. 
However, this streamlined annexation opportunity will expire at the end of 2006. To encourage cities 
to take advantage of this opportunity, LAFCO adopted Island Annexation Policies in February 2005. 
The policies include additional fee waivers, collaborative efforts, and city workshops. The existence 
of the unincorporated pockets and current annexation efforts is discussed within each City’s section 
of this service review. 
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2.0 POPULATION AND GROWTH 

2.1 Population 
The California Department of Finance estimates the 2005 population of the County of Santa Clara to 
be 1,759,585. In the 10 years between 1990 and 2000, the population of the County increased from 
1,497,577 to 1,682,585, a total of 1.24 percent. During the same 10-year period, the housing stock 
increased from 540,240 to 579,329 units, which was 0.72 percent.  
 
Table 2.A shows past population and housing growth within the cities included within this MSR, 
unincorporated areas, and the County as a whole. Growth within these cities from 1990 through 2004 
has been much higher than growth within other areas or within the County as a whole. The Cities of 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill have the highest growth since 1990. 
 
Table 2.A: Population and Housing (1990, 2000, 2005) 
 

Year Population 
Annual Percent 

Change Housing 
Annual Percent 

Change 
City of Gilroy 

1990 31,487 — 9,767 — 
2000 41,464 3.17 12,152 2.44 
2005 47,671 2.99 14,054 3.13 

 
City of Milpitas 

1990 50,690 — 14,466 — 
2000 62,698 2.37 17,364 2.00 
2005 64,998 0.73 18,095 0.84 

 
City of Morgan Hill 

1990 23,928 — 8,157 — 
2000 33,586 4.04 11,100 3.61 
2005 36,423 1.69 12,092 1.79 

 
City of Santa Clara 

1990 93,613 — 37,873 — 
2000 102,361 0.93 39,630 0.46 
2005 109,106 1.32 42,454 1.43 

 
City of San Jose 

1990 782,224 — 259,358 — 
2000 895,131 1.44 281,937 0.87 
2005 944,857 1.11 298,901 1.20 
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Year Population 
Annual Percent 

Change Housing 
Annual Percent 

Change 
Countywide Unincorporated Areas 

1990 106,173 — 35,102 — 
2000 99,813 -0.60 32,038 -0.87 
2005 98,473 -0.27 31,507 -0.33 

 
Total Santa Clara County 

1990 1,497,577 — 540,240 — 
2000 1,682,585 1.24 579,329 0.72 
2005 1,759,585 0.92 607,035 0.96 

Source: State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 2005, Revised 
2001–2004, with 2000 DRU Benchmark. Sacramento, California, May 2005.  
 
 
2.2 Average Household Size 
The 2000 Census reports that there were 565,863 households within the County, with an average 
household size of 2.92. The County’s population per household is about average when compared to 
the following neighboring counties: 
 

Alameda County (2.71) San Benito County (3.32) 
Merced County (3.25) Santa Cruz County (2.71) 
Monterey County (3.14) Stanislaus County (3.03) 
San Mateo County (2.74)  

 
The Association of Bay Area Governments’s (ABAG) most recently adopted growth projections 
show the County’s population per household being similar in 2030 at 2.97. Likewise, most of the 
cities within this MSR are expected to have a steady average of persons per household through 2030, 
as shown in Table 2.B.  
 
Table 2.B: Population per Household (2000–2030) 
 

County Area 2000 2010 2020 2030 
Gilroy 3.49 3.45 3.52 3.47 

Milpitas 3.66 3.60 3.63 3.57 
Morgan Hill 3.09 3.05 3.11 3.07 
Santa Clara 2.66 2.62 2.66 2.63 

San Jose 3.24 3.20 3.23 3.21 
Unincorporated 3.24 3.25 3.24 3.24 

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections, 2005. 
 
 
2.3 Growth Projections 
The most recent growth projections adopted by ABAG indicate that population growth in the County 
between 2005 and 2025 is expected to be 20,785 persons annually, or 1.19 percent, which is slightly 
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less than what occurred in the 1990s (1.24 percent annually). The number of households will have 
slightly more growth than in the recent past (6,477 households annually or 1.09 percent).  
 
ABAG has broken down the most recent growth projections by each city’s boundary SOI areas. 
These projections are shown in Table 2.C. The projected growth within the different geographical 
areas of the County varies from a low growth rate of 1.14 percent annually in Morgan Hill to a high 
of 1.64 percent annually in Milpitas. The areas with the lowest projected growth rate include Gilroy, 
Morgan Hill, and Santa Clara. The areas with the highest projected growth rate include Milpitas and 
San Jose.  
 
 
2.4 Jobs/Housing Balance 
The jobs/housing balance is the relationship between the number of jobs provided by a community 
and the number of housing units needed to house the workers in those jobs. The measure of jobs/ 
housing balance is the jobs/employed resident ratio. A ratio of 1.00 indicates that there is a numeric 
balance between the number of jobs and the number of employed residents in a community. A ratio of 
less than 1.00 indicates that a community is “job poor” and its economic development has not kept 
pace with its housing growth. A jobs/housing balance indicates whether (1) a community’s housing 
costs match worker incomes, (2) travel distances between homes and jobs are not excessive, and 
(3) the environment and quality of life are maintained at an acceptable level. A jobs/housing 
imbalance can create both environmental problems (increased traffic congestion, decreased air 
quality) and fiscal problems (insufficient resources to provide services since housing cannot pay for 
all its service needs). Santa Clara County as a whole is relatively well balanced (slightly “jobs rich”) 
in terms of employment and resident workers. However, there are differences among the geographical 
areas evaluated within this MSR. The balance between jobs and employed residents within the cities 
(from 2000 to 2025) are shown in Table 2.D. 
 
Table 2.D shows that Santa Clara and Milpitas are jobs rich. What is not evident in the Table is that a 
majority of the jobs within the City of San Jose are located in the northern portion of the City toward 
the jobs rich cities of Santa Clara and Milpitas.  This land use pattern creates a regional imbalance, as 
a large percentage of jobs are located in the north central area.  This regional land use pattern 
indicates that employees will be commuting in from other areas. The fact that there is peak-hour 
congestion on routes to this area is directly attributable to the jobs and housing imbalance. As 
indicated in Table 2.D, the land use pattern is not expected to change within the short-term.  



Table 2.C:  ABAG Growth Projections for Santa Clara County Cities and SOI Areas

Santa Clara Total County
Boundary SOI Boundary SOI Boundary SOI Boundary Boundary SOI

Population
2005 46,100      53,500      65,400      65,500      35,600      41,000      108,700      935,300    985,000    1,750,100     
2015 53,700      62,300      76,400      76,500      40,900      46,800      123,600      1,062,500 1,118,800 1,959,100     
2025 56,800      65,600      86,800      86,900      43,700      49,700      135,400      1,202,100 1,264,400 2,165,800     

Annual Growth Rate (%) 1.16 1.13 1.64 1.63 1.14 1.06 1.23 1.43 1.42 1.19
Housing Units

2005 13,400      15,450      18,130      18,170      11,730      13,330      41,520        293,600    309,020    595,550        
2015 15,480      17,870      21,180      21,220      13,320      15,090      46,870        331,640    349,210    660,850        
2025 16,210      18,690      24,080      24,120      14,070      15,890      51,090        373,410    392,800    725,090        

Annual Growth Rate (%) 1.05 1.05 1.64 1.64 1.00 0.96 1.15 1.36 1.36 1.09
Employment

2005 18,080      22,430      50,910      50,980      13,600      14,520      110,030      361,330    375,750    903,840        
2015 23,180      30,420      58,400      58,490      17,800      19,170      127,780      440,750    464,040    1,077,050     
2025 26,370      33,970      65,370      65,480      22,690      24,330      144,030      531,100    564,510    1,249,090     

Annual Growth Rate (%) 2.29 2.57 1.42 1.42 3.34 3.38 1.55 2.35 2.51 1.91
Source:  ABAG Projections 2005

San JoseGilroy Milpitas Morgan Hill

P:\SNF530\South Central Area\Final\Table 2.C Growth Projections.xls\Table
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Table 2.D: Jobs and Employed Resident Balance 
 

2000 2005 2015 2025  

Jobs 
Employed 
Residents 

Jobs/Emp* 
Ratio Jobs 

Employed 
Residents 

Jobs/Emp 
Ratio Jobs 

Employed 
Residents 

Jobs/Emp 
Ratio Jobs 

Employed 
Residents 

Jobs/Emp 
Ratio 

Gilroy 20,770 22,785 0.91 22,430 20,740 1.08 30,420 25,670 1.19 33,970 28,500 1.19 
Milpitas 53,980 31,063 1.74 50,980 26,490 1.92 58,490 32,880 1.78 65,480 39,390 1.66 
Morgan Hill 15,220 18,913 0.80 14,520 16,620 0.87 19,170 20,160 0.95 24,330 22,580 1.08 
Santa Clara 131,690 56,989 2.31 110,030 49,500 2.22 127,780 59,810 2.14 144,030 69,090 2.08 
San Jose 432,480 470,027 0.92 375,750 401,970 0.93 464,040 486,860 0.95 564,510 580,690 0.97 
Total County 1,044,130 863,432 1.21 903,840 734,000 1.23 1,077,050 874,300 1.23 1,249,090 1,019,210 1.23 
Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections, 2005. 
*Emp = employed resident 
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3.0 CITY OF GILROY 

The services that are provided by the City and evaluated within this service review include: 
 
• Wastewater 

• Solid Waste 

• Parks and Recreation 

• Storm Water Drainage 

• Law Enforcement 

• Library 
 
 
3.1 LOCATION, ADMINISTRATION, AND OPERATIONS 
The City of Gilroy is located approximately 20 miles south of the City of San Jose and 10 miles 
south of Morgan Hill. The City is bisected by State Highway 101 in a north-south direction and 
by State Highway 152 in an east-west direction. The City limits encompass approximately 14,610 
acres.  The City’s location and planning boundaries are shown in Figure 3.1. 
 
The City of Gilroy was incorporated in 1870 and operates under a Council-Administrator form of 
government.  The City Council consists of six members and a mayor who are elected to four-year 
terms.  The City Council meets in the Council Chambers on the first and third Monday of each 
month at 7:00 p.m. The public is encouraged to participate in City Council meetings and other 
City activities. Meeting agendas are posted pursuant to the Brown Act at City Hall and on the 
City’s website.  Both City Council and Planning Commissions meetings are also shown live (and 
replayed) on cable Channel 17.  A video of the meetings can also be downloaded and viewed 
from the City’s website.  In addition, the City has Info Express, which is a dial-in service that 
provides callers with prerecorded information regarding various city questions or issues of 
concern. 
 
The City prepares an annual financial budget, a Capital Improvement Budget (CIB), and a five-
year financial plan.  Before adopting these documents, the Council holds a noticed public hearing 
for discussion and comment.  The City’s 2005–2006 through 2009–2010 Financial Plan states 
that since 2003, the City has been dealing with fiscal problems, which have generally resulted 
from a slower economy in the area, State budgeting issues, and increasing employee benefit costs.  
The City’s costs for retirement and medical insurance have increased two and one-half times 
within three years.  Due to this, the City has reduced expenses by $16.4 million since FY 2003–
2004 and has projected no new employees over the next five years. This will result in an overall 
reduction of services. The City has utilized the following objectives to financially plan for the 
future. 
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• Attempt to maintain “core” services and their corresponding standards as much as possible 

• Reduce/eliminate those services that can be easily reinstated first 

• Reductions of full-time employees should be accomplished through planned attrition and 
retirements 

• Make every attempt to maintain full-time staffing levels at 2002–2003 levels for the 2005-
2006  fiscal year 

• Use the City Council priority list of services as a guide in service reductions  
 
The Financial Plan also states that the City will go through an “incremental degradation” of its 
services.  The City is expected to continue to grow at the same rate as in recent years and not 
having any new police, fire, and park workers would eventually lower service provision.  To 
provide funding for infrastructure and facilities related to new development within the City, 
development impact fees are assessed.  The impact fees include water, sewer, public facilities, 
library, traffic, police, fire, recreation, drainage, and parks.  The City has also adopted resolutions 
providing for annual adjustments in the impact fees based upon the increase in construction costs. 
 
Due to the City’s existing financial issues, the 2005 capital improvement budget is focused on 
competing projects that began six years ago such as construction of a police station, Santa Teresa 
Expressway widening, Gilroy Sports Complex, and three neighborhood parks.  The funding for 
these projects is from enterprise funds and impact fee funds.   
 
The City has adopted purchasing policies and procedures, which control costs by outlining 
approved purchases, dollar thresholds, and specific procedures for all needed products and 
services.  The City’s Municipal Code establishes a decentralized purchasing system to be utilized 
Citywide.  This means that for most purchases, the department with the request would solicit 
quotations and place orders directly with suppliers.  However, the policy details the methods that 
should be used for each type of purchase.  The City uses a Purchasing Card Program for low-
dollar items.  The Program is intended to ensure that allowable goods/services acquired are 
accomplished in accordance with the Purchasing Program and to ensure that the appropriate 
internal controls are implemented.  The overall objective of the Purchasing Card Program is to 
ensure that the City operates efficiently and effectively and provides accountability. 
 
The City has also adopted an Investment Policy with the three basic objectives of safety, 
liquidity, and maximum yield.  The policy identifies policies, types of investments, and the 
manner in which the City will invest idle funds. In addition, the policy details the Investment 
Committee’s responsibilities and the contents of the City Treasurer’s quarterly investment report. 
 
The City has cooperative agreements with other agencies in the County, which provide for 
service provision in a cost-effective manner. This includes the agreement between the Cities of 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill to jointly own and operate the wastewater treatment facility in Gilroy.  
This agreement provides cost savings for both cities in that they share the financial responsibility 
for one facility versus having one facility for each City.   
 
 



Santa Cruz 
County

San Benito
County

City of Gilroy
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3.2 CITY PLANNING BOUNDARIES AND GROWTH 
3.2.1 Planning Boundaries 
The City of Gilroy first adopted a 20-year Planning Boundary in the early 1980s. In the fall of 
1996, after a three-year process, the “Strategies to Balance Planned Growth and Agricultural 
Viability” was adopted by the City of Gilroy, County of Santa Clara, and LAFCO. This inter-
jurisdictional agreement is unique in that the three agencies were able to develop important 
agricultural strategies that are supportable by each agency, as well as by the Santa Clara County 
Farm Bureau and Greenbelt Alliance. 
 
Intending to strike a balance between accommodating growth and preserving agricultural lands, 
the “Strategies to Balance Planned Growth and Agricultural Viability” document recommended 
that the City of Gilroy re-affirm its 20-Year Planning Boundary to serve as the long term urban 
growth boundary east of U.S. 101 and that LAFCO in turn re-examine its policies regarding USA 
expansions east of U.S. 101 within the 20-Year Planning Boundary. 
 
The City of Gilroy amended its General Plan on February 18, 1997 to adopt specific policies to 
implement the “Strategies to Balance Planned Growth and Agricultural Viability” action 
recommendations and on February 12, 1997 LAFCO adopted a set of policies relating specifically 
to the Gilroy Agricultural Lands Area in accordance with the agreement.  These policies were 
adopted by LAFCO at a public hearing after soliciting comments from the City of Gilroy, the 
County, the Farm Bureau and Greenbelt Alliance. 
 
These policies acknowledge that lands within the 20-Year Planning Boundary are less likely to 
remain in long-term agricultural uses and that a stable 20-Year Planning Boundary may be 
considered an effective protection/mitigation for loss of agricultural lands within the boundary. 
These policies also state that LAFCO supports the City’s 20-Year Planning Boundary as it existed 
in 1996 and that any revision to the boundary is required to be endorsed by LAFCO before 
LAFCO can approve any USA expansions in the area. The policies then go on to establish criteria 
for LAFCO endorsement of a revised boundary. 
 
During the City’s 2002 General Plan update, the City expanded the 20-Year Planning Boundary 
in several areas.  The expansion included small areas along the southern and eastern boundaries 
of the planning area; the area north of Day Road and Buena Vista Road; and, most notably, the 
area east of the Outlets (located at the city limit and Leavesley Road) south of Leavesley Road, 
north of Ronan Channel, and west of Llagas Creek, which is within the Agricultural Lands Area 
and beyond the 20-Year Planning Boundary that was deemed six years previously to be the long-
term urban growth boundary in that area of the City.   
 
Urban Pockets 
As discussed in Section 1.2.5, the County and LAFCO have adopted policies, which state that 
urban islands and pockets should be annexed.  LAFCO identified eight unincorporated areas that 
are less than 150 acres within the City of Gilroy’s USA.  LAFCO has provided maps of the 
islands to the City and are also available on the LAFCO website. Three of the eight islands have 
recently been annexed and two other areas are expected to be annexed soon. The City does not 
anticipate initiating any additional annexations for the remaining pocket areas. 
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3.2.2 City Growth 
The City has adopted a Residential Development Ordinance (RDO), which limits the number of 
residential units that can be built in the City each year and provides a process to evaluate which 
proposed residential projects best meet the City’s overall needs.  The RDO goal for the 1994–
2003 period was 4,000 new units. The goal for the 2004–2013 period is 3,450 new units or 
approximately 345 units per year. The City periodically holds a competition for development 
projects (typically every two to three years) when allocations are available. The RDO has a rating 
scale that is used to evaluate and rank competing projects each year.  Projects that best meet the 
City’s overall goals, as established in the General Plan, receive the highest ranking and are thus 
more likely to be approved. (The City Council, however, is not obligated to approve projects 
based solely on the point totals.)  The rating scale can be used as an incentive for developers to 
incorporate trails, parks, or other amenities into their projects, consistent with the City General 
Plan or Master Plans.  
 
The population projections for the City of Gilroy that are listed in Table 3.A are provided in the 
City’s 2004 Police Department Master Plan. The Master Plan states that these projections are 
based on the “Adjusted General Plan Land Use Buildout Projections” adopted by the City, the 
City’s review of every type of residential parcel in the General Plan, market considerations, 
anticipated timing of residential permits, and the City approved RDO.   
 
Table 3.A: City of Gilroy Population Projections Based Upon the RDO 
 

Year Population 
2010 56,407 
2015 60,820 
2020 65,082 
2025 69,344 
2030 73,606 
2035 77,869 
2040 82,136 

Source: Gilroy Police Department Master Plan Update and Nexus Report, August 2004. 
 
 
The City’s 2002 General Plan states that the population growth projection from ABAG (a 
population of 56,800 for 2025) was lower than what would result if the current RDO allocation 
were granted and built each year for the next 20 years.  Further, the General Plan states that in 
essence, the regional forecast indicates that demand will slow over the 20-year period to a rate 
that’s actually lower than that allowed by the RDO.  These General Plan statements are consistent 
with the growth projections included in the Gilroy Police Master Plan, as provided in Table 3.A. 
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3.2.3 Availability of Vacant Land 
 
The City’s 2002 General Plan notes that the City has ample available land to accommodate 
growth within the 20-Year Planning Area.  The General Plan states that more than 3,000 acres of 
land are either vacant or in non-permanent agricultural use (more acreage than currently occupied 
by all of the City’s existing residential, commercial, and industrial development).  However, in 
January 2005 the City completed a Vacant Residential Land Survey that indicates an 
approximately 11 year supply of vacant residential land exists. Table 3.A1 shows the City’s 
vacant acreage within all land use categories within the 20-Year Planning Area as detailed in the 
2002 General Plan and Table 3.A2 provides the vacant residential land within the Urban Service 
Area as detailed in the 2005 Vacant Residential Land Survey. 
 
Table 3.A1: Acreage of Vacant Land within the Gilroy 20-Year Planning Area  
 

Land Use Designation Total Acres Undeveloped Acres1 
Residential  6,053 1,551 
Rural 350 120 
Hillside 1,460 305 
Low 2,240 135 
Medium 285 60 
High 95 25 
Neighborhood District 1,623 1,210 
Commercial 1,559 458 
General Services 1,116 433 
Professional Office 15 2.6 
Visitor Serving 243 87.5 
Downtown 160 7.6 
Neighborhood 25 25 
Industrial 2,006 1,492 
Campus Industrial 497 495 
Industrial Park 364 207 
General Industrial 1,145 790 
Total 9,618 3,501 
1 Gilroy defines undeveloped acres as those currently vacant or in agricultural use.  Does not include underutilized 
parcels 
Source:  General Plan EIR Addendum, May 30, 2002. 
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Table 3.A2: Acreage of Vacant Residential Land within the Gilroy Urban Service Area 
 
General Plan 
Designation 

Net Acres 
Vacant 

Average Net 
Density 

Probable 
Units 

Build Out 
Rate 

Supply in 
Years 

Neighborhood 
District 

101.94 9.25 943 345 2.7 

Low Density 24.02 5.13 123 314 < half year 
Rural Residential 27.68 0.4 11 314 < half year 
Hillside 
Residential 

47.79 2.25 106 314 < half year 

Hecker Pass 145.00 - 530 345 1.5 
Glen Loma 178.90 - 1,641 345 4.8 
Country Estates 8.20 - 15 314 < half year 
Medium Density 0 12 0 9 0 
High Density 0 23 0 22 0 
Total 497.02 - 3,354 - About 11 
Source:  Vacant Residential Land Survey, January 20, 2005. 
 

 

3.3 WASTEWATER SERVICES 
The City of Gilroy operates its own sewer system and associated infrastructure facilities and 
provides services to residents and businesses within the City limits.  As of 2004, the City’s sewer 
collection system consisted of approximately 110 miles of 6- to 33-inch-diameter sewers. The 
“backbone” of the system consists of the trunk sewers, generally 12-inches in diameter and larger, 
that convey the collected wastewater flows to the wastewater treatment plant, which is located at 
the southernmost end of the City on Southside Drive.   
 
The wastewater treatment plant and associated joint trunk sewer is owned by the South County 
Regional Wastewater Authority (SCRWA), which is a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement 
between the Cities of Gilroy and Morgan Hill for the shared use and responsibility of the facility.  
The plant is operated via contract with Operations Management International, Inc.  In accordance 
with the Agreement, Gilroy’s wastewater flow discharges into a joint trunk that conveys 
wastewater south to the plant. The agreement includes capacity allocations for each city for both 
the joint trunk and the plant.   
 
The plant is currently permitted for an average dry weather flow of 7.5 million gallons per day 
(mgd).  A re-rating to 8.5 mgd is expected to be completed next year.  The City of Gilroy owns 
58.1 percent of this capacity. The build out capacity of the plant with expansions is estimated to 
be 15 mgd.  During 2004, the average and peak-hour flows from the City are 4.63 and 8.33 mgd, 
respectively.  This equaled 62 percent of the plant’s flow.  At build out conditions of the 2002 
General Plan, the average and peak-hour dry weather flows are anticipated to approach 7.7 and 
16.6 mgd, respectively, as shown in Table 3.B.  
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Table 3.B: City of Gilroy Sewer System Design Flows 
 

Weather Conditions Average Flow (mgd) Peak Flow (mgd) 
2002 Dry Weather Conditions 3.6 7.9 
General Plan Build Out Dry Weather Conditions 7.7 16.6 
2002 Wet Weather Conditions 5.8 14.5 
General Plan Build Out Wet Weather Conditions 9.8 20.4 

Source:  City of Gilroy Sewer System Master Plan. 
 
 
The SCRWA has a Master Plan for the treatment Plant that provides for the following 
infrastructure needs: treatment capacity, effluent disposal capacity, recycled water capacity, and 
solids handling. The following expansion projects are currently scheduled in the Master Plan: 
 
• Expand plant treatment capacity (to 12.75 mgd); scheduled to begin in 2009–2010. 

• Implement a river discharge disposal program to increase total disposal capacity to 19.8 mgd; 
scheduled to begin 2007–2008. 

• Expand the reclamation plant to 12 mgd; currently under construction. 

• Upgrade and expand the solid-handling facilities for increased capacity; scheduled to begin 
2009–2010. 

 
In May 2004, the City of Gilroy completed a Sewer System Master Plan.  The report includes 
master planning assumptions, existing sewer system capacity evaluation, recommended facility 
improvements, and a Capital Improvement Program (CIP) through 2020.  The Master Plan states 
that the City’s existing sewer system was well planned to meet the needs of existing customers. In 
fact, in anticipation of future growth, the City has planned and constructed sewer facilities in 
conjunction with new street construction. 
 
The Master Plan includes several proposed projects, which consist of new or increased capacity 
pipelines that will be needed to extend service to currently undeveloped areas. These proposed 
improvements are phased to provide capacity enhancements as needed to serve future anticipated 
developments. 
 
The City has a CIP and CIB that are used to plan and finance wastewater system improvements.  
In the CIP, pipelines that are larger than 12-inches are funded by sewer development impact fees. 
The installation/cost for any pipelines up to 12-inches in diameter is the responsibility of the 
developer. The City has adopted Sewer Development Impact fees to provide funding to expand 
the sewer system and wastewater treatment plant to accommodate the new development. These 
fees are to be paid on a proportional basis in relation to the projected demand. 
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Wastewater Rate Comparison 

The City’s wastewater rates are set monthly fees as shown below.  Commercial and industrial 
rates are dependant upon the amount and type of flow.  Table 3.C compares Gilroy’s sewer rates 
to those of nearby jurisdictions.  As shown, Gilroy’s existing rates are similar to those of other 
jurisdictions. 
 
Table 3.C: Monthly Wastewater Rates 
 

 Morgan Hill Gilroy Milpitas 
Residential: single-family $32.57 $29.74 $25.13 
Residential: multifamily $22.33 per unit $21.12 per unit $18.24 per unit 
Commercial and industrial Calculated depending 

on use 
Calculated depending 

on use 
Calculated depending 

on use 
 
 
3.4 SOLID WASTE SERVICES 
Solid waste service is provided by the City via contract with South Valley Disposal & Recycling, 
Inc. The existing contract is through 2013. The solid waste that is collected within the City of 
Gilroy is hauled to the landfills listed below. These facilities are Class III, which accept 
construction/ 
demolition waste and mixed municipal refuse. Additional detail regarding these facilities is 
located in Appendix A. 
 
• Billy Wright Disposal Site 

• Newby Island Sanitary Landfill 

• Guadalupe Sanitary Landfill 

• Forward Landfill, Inc. 

• Vasco Road Sanitary Landfill 

• John Smith Road Landfill 

• Zanker Material Processing Facility 

• Kirby Canyon Recycling & Disposal Facility 

• Monterey Regional Waste Management District/Marina Landfill 
 
According to the most recent information posted by California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (CIWMB), the City of Gilroy disposed of 52,870 tons of solid waste. CIWMB shows that 
the solid waste disposal generation factor for the City is 2 pounds per resident per day and 18.8 
pounds per employee per day. 
 
Diversion rates are defined as the percentage of total solid waste that a jurisdiction diverted from 
being disposed in landfills through reduction, reuse, recycling programs, and composting 
programs. The California Public Resources Code (PRC 41780) requires all jurisdictions to 
achieve 50 percent solid waste diversion after the year 2000. Per CIWMB, the City exceeded this 
goal and had a 54 percent diversion rate in 2003, which is the most recent data posted. 
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The City has varying rates for residential solid waste services, which are dependent upon the type 
of residence (e.g., single-family, multi-family, low income). Commercial rates are based on the 
larger refuse bin size and by number of pickups per week.  The City has increased solid waste 
rates by 4.73 percent as of July 1, 2005.  Table 3.D provides a comparison of City solid waste 
service rates. 
 
Table 3.D: Monthly Solid Waste Rates 
 
 Gilroy Milpitas  Santa Clara 
Residential 
   Single-Family 32 gallon can at $22.79 $47.10 32 gallon can at $13.25
   Hillside 32 gallon can at $27.52 $59.50–$1,275.55 32 gallon can at $13.25
   Low-Income Senior 32 gallon can at $19.19 — — 
Commercial 

 $22.79–$2,367.57 
Dependent on size of 

bin and number of 
pickups per week 

$25.51–$1,636.68 
Dependent on size of 

bin and number of 
pickups per week 

$8.53–$1,889.67 
Dependent on size of 

bin and number of 
pickups per week 

 
 
3.5 PARK AND RECREATIONAL SERVICES 
The City of Gilroy has 17 existing parks, which provide a total of 125.67 acres of developed 
parkland to the community.  These parks are listed and detailed in Table 3.E. In addition, the City 
has several special use facilities within the community, as listed in Table 3.F. 
 
Table 3.E: Gilroy’s Existing City Park Inventory 
 

Park and Location Amenities Acres 
Christmas Hill Park 
Miller Avenue at Uvas Park Drive 

play equipment, picnic area, reservable group 
picnic area, restrooms, ball fields, basketball, 
amphitheater, community event center 

50.00 

Las Animas Park 
Wren and Mantelli 

play equipment, picnic area, reservable group 
picnic area, restrooms, ball fields, basketball, 
horseshoes pit, volleyball, handball, tennis 

30.58 

Miller Park 
2nd Street between Carmel and 
Princevalle Streets 

play equipment, picnic area, restrooms 4.14 

San Ysidro Park 
Murray Avenue at 2nd Street 

play equipment, picnic area, basketball, 
handball, soccer, community center 

9.25 

Del Rey Park 
Calle del Rey at Partridge Drive 

play equipment, picnic area, basketball 3.00 

El Roble Park 
Wren Avenue between Perrelli & 3rd 
Street 

play equipment, picnic area, handball 3.50 
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Park and Location Amenities Acres 
Rainbow Park 
Mantelli at Hirasaki 

play equipment, picnic area 2.25 

Babbs Creek Park Preserve 
Babbs Creek at Thomas Road 

public sidewalk parallel to the creek 4.00 

Uvas Creek Park Preserve 
between Santa Teresa Boulevard & 
Thomas Road Bridge 

nature preserve, trails 125.00 

Butcher Park 
East End Old Gilroy Street 

picnic area 0.10 

Forest Street Park 
Forest Street between 6th & 7th 

play equipment, picnic area, horseshoes pits, 
bocce ball courts 

0.78 

Renz Park 
Hanna Street at Oak Court  

open grass area, benches 0.52 

Wheeler Tot Lot 
6th and Church 

play area 0.15 

Gavilan Sports Park 
Gavilan College 

restrooms, ball fields 8.30 

Carriage Hills Park 
Carriage Hills Way & Valley Oaks 
Court 

basketball court, playground equipment, shade 
structure, bike racks, benches, picnic tables, 
turf area  

3.00 

Los Arroyos Park 
Hirasaki Avenue & Martiri Court 

basketball court, playground equipment, water 
playground, gazebo, bike racks, benches, picnic 
tables, turf area 

2.10 

Sunrise Park 
Saddler Avenue & Hogan Way 

basketball court, tennis courts, playground 
equipment, water playground, exercise area, 
recreation building, bike racks, benches, picnic 
tables, turf area 

8.00 

Total City Park Developed Acreage 125.67 
Park Preserve Acreage 129.00 

Source:  City of Gilroy Parks and Recreation System Master Plan, September 2004. 
 
 
Table 3.F: City of Gilroy Special Use Facilities 
 

Facility and Location 
Lot 

Acreage 
Building Square 

Footage Amenities 
Senior Center 
7371 Hanna Street 

1.19 10,653 kitchen, gift shop, meeting 
rooms 

Wheeler Community Center 
250 W. 6th Street 

1.31 14,950 gymnasium, weight room, craft 
room, dance room 

Willey Cultural Center 
5th Street 

0.26 2,350 Victorian house, meeting and 
reception rooms 

Youth Center 
7100 Railroad Street 

1.23 5,732 meeting rooms, courtyard, 
gymnasium 

Gilroy Golf Course 90 acres 2,880 (clubhouse) 11 holes; par 69, 5,939 yards; 
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Facility and Location 
Lot 

Acreage 
Building Square 

Footage Amenities 
2695 Hecker Pass driving range 
Gilroy Historic Museum 0.13 3,600 museum 
Ascension Solovasno Middle 
School Gymnasium 

— — joint-use gymnasium developed 
with school district 

Total Special Use Facilities 
Acreage 

4.12   

Source:  City of Gilroy Parks and Recreation System Master Plan, September 2004. 
 
 
The City also has a bicycle track scheduled to begin construction during fiscal year (FY) 2007–
2008, and a Center for the Arts is scheduled to begin construction in 2006–2007. Undeveloped 
parks within the City include Gilroy Sports Park, Farrel Avenue Park, and Santa Teresa and Third 
Street.  In addition, three park sites (Murray Avenue, Hecker Pass, and Glen Loma Ranch) are 
scheduled for purchase during 2006–2010. 
 
The City has several adopted standards for the provision of park facilities.  The City has adopted 
a standard of 5 acres per 1,000 residents (includes special use facilities except for the golf 
course).  “Limited Use” park preserves (such as Uvas Creek and Babbs Creek Park Preserves) are 
included at 10 percent of their total acreage.  The City’s standard also includes that all residents 
should live within walking distance of a neighborhood park.  Based upon the 2005 California 
Department of Finance population estimates for the City (47,671), the City currently has 2.9 acres 
of parkland per 1,000 population.  Hence, the City’s current park and recreational facility acreage 
is lower than the adopted standard.  Based on the 2002 General Plan, the City will need a total of 
410.68 parkland acres to achieve the standard at build out of the General Plan.   
 
The City has a Park and Recreation Master Plan, which was updated in 2004.  The Master Plan 
was coordinated to ensure consistency with the City’s General Plan and to analyze the future 
facility demand that would occur with build out.  The plan identifies future park sites and the 
following existing infrastructure needs: 
 
• Several existing parks and special use facilities are in need of renovation and completion. 

Also, some parks have approved Master Plans that have never been fully implemented. 
Completion and renovation of the existing parks will help to accommodate existing and 
future recreation needs. 

• New special use facilities are needed to accommodate existing and future recreation 
(including preschool and afterschool) programs.  Several existing facilities have reached 
impacted levels of use, and waiting lists are being utilized.  Likewise, existing programs 
cannot be expanded nor new programs offered.  

 
To assist in financing new parks or recreational facilities, developers are required to dedicate land 
and/or pay fees in lieu of dedication.  Each year, through the City’s CIB process, the City 
establishes and updates priorities for funding of park and recreational facilities.  
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In addition to the City’s parks, several County park facilities are located in and near the City.  
These parks supplement the facilities that are provided by the City.  These County Parks are 
detailed below in Table 3.G. 
 
Table 3.G: County Parks Within or Nearby Gilroy 
 

Parks and Locations Amenities Acreage 
Coyote Lake-Harvey Bear Ranch 
County Park 
10840 Coyote Lake Road, 
Gilroy 

635-acre lake, boat launch facilities, visitor center, 75 
family picnic sites, campground with 74 reservable 
sites and associated facilities, 13 miles of multiuse 
trails 

4,595 

Uvas Reservoir 
14200 Uvas Road, 
Morgan Hill 

286-acre man-made reservoir 626 

Uvas Canyon County Park 
8515 Croy Road, 
Morgan Hill 

six miles of hiking trails, picnic sites, 25 campsites  1,133 

Mt. Madonna County Park 
7850 Pole Line Road, 
Watsonville 

118 campsites, 14 miles of trails, picnic areas, 
amphitheater, archery range 

3,688 

 
 
Trails 
Several regional, subregional, local, and connector trails exist within the City.  The City of Gilroy 
has an adopted Trails Master Plan, which is intended to provide long-term recommendations for 
development of a comprehensive and coordinated trails system within the City.  The objective of 
the Trails Master Plan is to plan, design, and implement a network of trails that, together with the 
City’s on-street bikeways and pedestrian sidewalks, will connect the community, its park and 
open space system, schools, employment centers, and other community destinations. The Gilroy 
trails system will be an integral part of and provide links to the existing and proposed regional 
trail system. 
 
 
Recreation 
Since 1960, the City has been providing recreation programs to residents of all ages.  The City 
publishes a Community Services Activity Guide three times per year (December, May, and 
August), which provides a comprehensive listing of all the programs.  The Activity Guide is 
mailed to all Gilroy households.  The types of programs that the City offers are as follows: 
 
• Kindermusic 

• Senior athletic activities 

• Summer playground program 

• Preschool enrichment programs 

• Youth center activities 
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• Health and fitness programs 

• Senior center clubs 

• Youth sports clinic & camps 

• Aquatics classes 

• Senior trips/tours/events 

• Therapeutic recreation 

• Summer day camps 

• CPR training 

• Drivers education classes 
 
The City has working relationships with numerous public and private agencies and organizations 
that expand recreation opportunities.  In fact, the Park and Recreation Master Plan includes the 
goal of maximizing recreation resources through positive working relationships, partnering, and 
collaborative efforts with other public agencies, nonprofit organizations, and the private sector.  
The following are other facilities utilized by the City’s programs: 
 
• Gavilan College: theater, tennis courts, sports park, gymnasium, pools 

• Gilroy High School: gymnasium, theater, classrooms, pools, athletic events 

• South Valley Jr. High: gymnasium, classrooms, pool, athletic fields 

• Brownell Jr. High: gymnasium, classrooms, playground, athletic fields 

• Luigi Aprena School: classrooms, athletic fields 

• Glen View School: classrooms, playground 

• Rod Kelly School: classrooms, playground 

• Ascencion Solovasno Middle School: gymnasium 

• Ochoa Migrant Housing Multi-purpose Room 

• Kaiser Permanente Meeting Rooms 

• Gilroy Health & Fitness: fitness room 

• Predators Archery Range 
 
 
3.6 STORM WATER DRAINAGE SERVICES   
The City of Gilroy operates its own storm drainage system within City limits, which flows into 
existing channels and creeks that are owned and operated by the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District.  The City lies within two major watersheds: Uvas Creek and Llagas. These watersheds 
are divided into several hydrologically distinct drainage areas. Each drainage area has a system of 
conveyance facilities to collect and dispose runoff. The storm water runoff from these areas is 
ultimately discharged into creeks that flow through the City and eventually reach Monterey Bay 
via the Pajaro River.  
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The City of Gilroy’s storm drainage system consists of underground pipelines that drain to the 
nearest creek or manmade channel. City staff requires developers to construct storm drainage 
facilities in compliance with the Storm Drain Master Plan.  In May 2004, the City updated the 
Master Plan, including master planning assumptions, existing storm drainage system capacity 
evaluation, recommended facility improvements, and a CIP through 2020. 
 
The 2004 Master Plan indicates that the existing capacities of some of the conveyance facilities 
are adequate to accommodate 10-year design storms for the General Plan build out.  However, the 
Master Plan found that other facilities were deficient in existing conditions. The Master Plan also 
indicated that backwater levels in Uvas Creek and Llagas Creek did not significantly influence 
the storm drainage system during the 100-year storm design.  The Master Plan provides 
infrastructure recommendations to mitigate the existing deficiencies and provide for growth 
within the City. 
 
The City maintains a CIP and CIB that are used for effectively planning and financing storm 
drainage system improvements.  In the CIP, pipelines larger than 12 inches in diameter are 
recommended for future construction, and as such, the City provides funding for these pipelines. 
Developers are responsible for constructing pipelines less than 12 inches in diameter. 
 
 
3.7 LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 
The City’s Police Department provides law enforcement services to the City of Gilroy.  The 
existing police station is located on a portion of the Civic Center site.  The current police 
department staff consists of 61 sworn officers (including a chief, an assistant chief, 3 captains, 10 
sergeants, and 8 corporals) and 43 nonsworn personnel.  In addition, the police department has 
two police canines: Kimbo and Cento, both German Shepards.  The Department personnel is 
divided into several divisions, listed below. 
 
The Patrol Operations consist of six patrol teams that cover all calls for service 7 days a week, 24 
hours a day. The City is currently divided into four beats, or districts, that are routinely patrolled 
by members of these teams. Each team works 4 days a week, 10 hours per day. Several days a 
week, the patrol teams overlap to provide maximum coverage answering calls for service during 
peak-activity periods. Patrol Operations are supported by the Anti Crime Team and the Detective 
Unit. 
 
There are currently five detectives in the Detective Unit that are responsible for the follow-up on 
major crimes. The detectives cover several areas such as Crimes against Persons, Property 
Crimes, Missing Persons, and Sexual Assaults. They often serve as the liaison between the Gilroy 
Police Department and the District Attorney’s Office. In addition, the Investigations Unit also 
writes search warrants as needed by the Department.  
 
The Gilroy Police Department formed the Anti-Crime Team in 1992 in response to gang 
violence. The team has a total of eight full-time members, including a sergeant, a corporal, 
narcotics investigators, an intervention officer, gang investigators, and a probation officer. The 
team’s main responsibility is to investigate gang crimes, graffiti, and narcotic-related crimes.  
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The Bicycle Patrol Unit was formed approximately three years ago to assist officers with many of 
the community-oriented policing projects they have undertaken.  The Police Department also has 
a Mounted Enforcement Unit, which began in 1993 to address a need to provide crowd control 
via mounted units. The Mounted Enforcement Unit has eight riders. The Unit works part-time to 
provide support for ground officers during riot and crowd-control situations. In addition, the 
officers are also used in patrolling downtown, the local parks, the Uvas Creek levee area, and 
retail stores during busy holiday weekends. The unit also specializes in search-and-rescue and 
fugitive-recovery operations.  
 
The City has a formal mutual aid agreement with the County Sheriff’s Department.  In addition, 
the City has an informal agreement with the City of Morgan Hill Police Department to ensure 
adequate response to large-scale emergencies and multiple, simultaneous incidents that might 
exceed the capabilities of the Department’s resources, specifically incidents requiring special 
weapons and tactics.  In addition, the Department has an arrangement with the County to assign 
one full-time probation officer to the Department’s Anti Crime Team.  The Department also 
assigns one officer to the Regional Auto Theft Task Force and one officer to the Regional 
Narcotics Task Force. 
 
The Department’s number of service calls for FY2004–2005 was 54,461. The General Plan 
includes policies related to the provision of law enforcement services.  The policy states that the 
average emergency response times for police services should be approximately 4.5 minutes.  
Currently, the response time is averaging 5 minutes.  In addition, the City’s standard for 
personnel is a ratio of 1.5 sworn officers per 1,000 population and a nonsworn staff ratio of 0.43 
to total employees.  Based upon the 2005 California Department of Finance population estimates 
for the City (47,671), the City currently has 1.28 sworn officers per 1,000 population and 0.41 
nonsworn staff to total employees.  Hence, the Department’s current staffing levels are slightly 
below the standards.  The City has also compiled the anticipated future staffing needs of the 
Department based on the standards and the City’s growth projections (Table 3.H). 
 
Table 3.H: Anticipated Police Department Personnel Needs 
 

Year Sworn Nonsworn Total Staff 
2010 85 53 138 
2015 91 56 147 
2020 98 61 159 
2025 104 64 168 
2030 110 68 178 
2035 117 72 189 
2040 123 76 199 

Source: Master Plan for Gilroy Police Facility. 
 
 
The operations of the Department have been evaluated by the County’s Civil Grand Jury along 
with other law enforcement agencies in the County. Specifically, the evaluation has included the 
Department’s Communications/9-1-1 Center, Jail, and Evidence/Property operations.  In addition, 
the Department’s Command Staff and supervisors evaluate present and future operations at 
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annual team-building workshops. The evaluations have resulted in numerous changes to the 
Department’s structure and operations. 
 
The Department has several noteworthy accomplishments to recognize.  The Department’s 
Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT) Team recently placed second in a regional competition, 
which earned an invitation to the World SWAT Competition where the Team placed in the top 
10.  Additionally, two of the Department’s Command staff serve on different State (CA POST) 
subject-matter expert committees to produce state-wide guidelines. A Captain serves on the 
subcommittee for Emergency Vehicle Operations, and the Assistant Chief serves on the 
Executive Committee for SWAT. 
 
The Department has developed a Master Plan in order to forecast its needs to accommodate the 
build out of the City’s General Plan.  This includes the evaluation and development of a new 
police facility. The existing police facility is 17,665 square feet and, per the Master Plan, is 
overcrowded and functionally inefficient.  Following are some of the deficiencies of this existing 
facility: 
 
• The facility has an inefficient layout and lack of operating and storage space 

• The Detention area is in noncompliance with the State Board of Corrections for the required 
separation of adult males, adult female, and juveniles 

• The structural system does not meet current seismic requirements 
 
Due to these issues, the City has acquired a site and is currently constructing a new police facility.  
Final completion and occupancy is scheduled for Fall 2006.  The new facility will be a one-level, 
48,970-square-foot police station over a 58,000-square-foot level of on-grade parking.  The first-
floor parking garage will house a jail facility of approximately 3,500 square feet.  The City’s CIB 
has set aside funding for the development of this facility.  Funding has also been acquired from 
development impact fees for law enforcement services.  The General Plan includes a policy to 
update the Impact Fee Schedule on a regular basis to ensure that public safety facilities and 
services required by new development are paid for by those developments. 
 
 
3.8 LIBRARY SERVICES 
Library services within the City are provided by a joint effort between the City and the Santa 
Clara County Library.  The City provides the library facility and the County library operates, 
staffs, and supplies the materials for the library.  The County Library owns all furniture and 
equipment within the library, including shelving, desks, chairs, computers and peripherals, 
telephones, security gates, self-check machines, and the collection of books and other materials.  
Due to funding issues, in 2004 the County Library cut library hours and closed all of its branches 
every Monday. 
 
The existing library within Gilroy is a 12,800-square-foot facility that is located at 7387 Rosanna 
Street.  The facility is currently inadequate to meet the needs of Gilroy.  The City would like to 
develop a new facility and has completed 90 percent of a facility design.  The new facility is 
proposed to be 52,000 square feet and would be located on the same site.  However, the project is 
currently on hold due to insufficient funding.  The City was not successful in obtaining a 2000 
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State Library Construction Bond Grant.  In 2006, the measure will again be on the ballot, and the 
City anticipates that it will then be passed by the voters.  If the ballot is passed, construction 
would begin after State plan review in 2007 or 2008. 
 
 
3.9 SERVICE REVIEW DETERMINATIONS FOR THE CITY OF GILROY 
The service review guidelines prepared by the State Office of Planning and Research recommend 
that issues relevant to the jurisdiction be addressed through written determinations called for in 
the CKH Act.  Based on the above information, following are the written determinations for the 
City. 
 
 
Infrastructure Needs and Deficiencies 
1. The Sewer Master Plan states that the existing sewer system was well planned to meet the 

needs of the City.  In anticipation of future growth, the City has planned and constructed 
sewer facilities in conjunction with new street construction. 
 

2. The Sewer Master Plan includes several proposed projects, consisting of new or increased-
capacity pipelines that will be needed in order to extend service to currently undeveloped 
areas as development occurs.  
 

3. The City currently provides 2.9 acres of parkland per 1,000 population, which is lower than 
the adopted standard. However, the City is in the process of developing a bicycle track, a 
center for the arts and is purchasing three additional park sites. The new facilities will move 
the City closer to achieving its standard of 5 acres per thousand population. In addition, 
several County park facilities are located within and near the City and supplement the City 
facilities.   
 

4. The Park and Recreation Master Plan states that existing park and recreational facilities are in 
need of renovation and completion.  In addition, new special use facilities are needed to 
accommodate existing and future recreation programs.  Several existing facilities have 
reached impacted levels of use so that existing programs cannot be expanded nor new 
programs offered.  
 

5. The City currently has 1.28 sworn police officers per 1,000 population and a ratio of 0.41 
nonsworn police department staff to total employees.  These staffing levels are slightly below 
the City’s adopted standards of 1.5 sworn officers per 1,000 population and a ratio of 0.43 
nonsworn staff to total Department employees.   
 

6. The existing police facility is 17,665 square feet and is overcrowded and functionally 
inefficient.  Therefore, the City has acquired a site and is currently constructing a new police 
facility.  Final completion and occupancy is scheduled for Fall 2006.    
 

7. The City’s 2004 Storm Water Master Plan found that some facilities were deficient.  The 
Master Plan also provides infrastructure recommendations to mitigate the existing 
deficiencies and to provide for growth within the City. 
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8. The existing library is currently inadequate to meet the needs of Gilroy.  The City anticipates 

developing a new facility; however, the project is currently on hold due to insufficient 
funding.   

 
 
Growth and Population 
1. The City has adopted an RDO, which limits the number of residential units that can be built 

within the City each year and provides a process to evaluate which proposed residential 
projects best meet the City’s overall needs.  The RDO also provides that growth would not 
outpace the ability of the City to provide services. 
 

2. The City’s 2002 General Plan and 2004 Police Department Master Plan indicate that the 
adopted regional projections are lower than what would result if the current RDO allocation 
is granted and built each year for the next 20 years. 
 

3. The City’s 2002 General Plan notes that the City has ample available land to accommodate 
growth within the 20-Year Planning Area.  This includes more than 3,000 acres of land that 
was either vacant or in non-permanent agricultural use.  In January 2005, the City completed 
a Vacant Residential Land Survey that indicates an approximately 11 year supply of vacant 
residential land exists within the Urban Service Area. 
 

4. The Police Department has developed a Master Plan in order to forecast the Department’s 
needs to accommodate the build out of the City’s General Plan.  The needs are based on the 
Department’s adopted standards and the City’s adopted growth projections. 

 
 
Financing Constraints and Opportunities 
1. The City’s 2005–2006 through 2009–2010 Financial Plan states that since 2003, the City has 

been dealing with fiscal problems.  Therefore, the City has reduced expenses by $16.4 million 
since FY 2003–2004 and has projected no increase in employees over the next five years.   
 

2. The City’s Financial Plan states that the City will go through an “incremental degradation” of 
its services.  The City is expected to continue to grow at the same rate as in recent years and 
not having any additional police, fire, and park employees would eventually lower service 
levels. 
 

3. To provide funding for infrastructure and facilities related to new development within the 
City, development impact fees are assessed for water, sewer, public facilities, library, traffic, 
police, fire, recreation, drainage, and parks. 
 

4. The City’s library facility project is on hold due to insufficient funding.  A State Library 
Construction Bond Grant will be on a ballot measure in 2006.  If passed, the measure would 
provide funding for development of the new facility.   
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Cost-Avoidance Opportunities 
1.  The City has adopted purchasing policies and procedures in an effort to control costs and 

provide for efficiency and accountability. 
 

2. The City has several cooperative arrangements with other agencies that provide services at a 
reduced cost. 

 
 
Opportunities for Rate Restructuring 
1. The General Plan includes a policy and the City has adopted a resolution to update the Impact 

Fee Schedule annually to ensure that facilities and services required by new development are 
paid for by those developments. 
 

2. The City regularly reviews rates for services.  The City has recently implemented a 4.73 
percent rate increase for solid waste services. 

 
 
Opportunities for Shared Facilities 
1. The City has several cooperative agreements with other agencies in the County that provide 

for service provision in a cost-effective manner.  This includes the wastewater treatment plant 
and joint trunk sewer, library services, emergency mutual aid, and numerous agreements with 
public and private agencies that provide recreation opportunities. 

 
 

Government Structure Options 
1. LAFCO has identified eight unincorporated areas that comprise less than 150 acres within the 

City of Gilroy USA.  Three of the eight areas have recently been annexed and two are in the 
annexation process. In order to implement more efficient planning boundaries and take 
advantage of the current streamlined annexation opportunity, the City should consider 
pursuing annexation of the remaining unincorporated pocket areas. 

 
 
Evaluation of Management Efficiencies 
1. The City’s cooperative projects with other agencies provide management efficiencies in the 

provision of services. 
 
2. The operations of the City’s Police Department have been evaluated by the County’s Civil 

Grand Jury along with other law enforcement agencies in the County.  In addition, the 
Department’s Command Staff and supervisors evaluate present and future operations at 
annual team-building workshops.  The evaluations have resulted in numerous changes to the 
Department’s structure and operations, which provide for efficiencies and ensure adequate 
service provision. The Police Department has achieved several noteworthy regional and 
worldwide accomplishments.  This is indicative of an efficiently managed department. 
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Local Accountability and Governance 
1. The City ensures that local accountability and governance standards are met by holding City 

meetings pursuant to the Brown Act, having them shown on cable television, and having 
them available for download on the City’s website.  The City also has a phone-in service that 
provides callers with prerecorded information regarding various City questions or issues of 
concern. 

 
 
3.10 SOI RECOMMENDATION FOR THE CITY OF GILROY 
Current SOI Boundary 

In December 1984, LAFCO established the Gilroy SOI Boundary. The City’s SOI Boundary was 
delineated to be considerably larger than the City’s 1984 General Plan Planning Area and to 
comprise the flat valley floor (including an agricultural preserve), and the adjoining foothills. 
LAFCO concluded in 1984 that the City’s SOI Boundary was not a commitment to staging urban 
expansion but rather a planning tool for LAFCO to use as a framework in considering expansion 
actions. The City’s SOI Boundary also delineated areas in which the City and the County have 
shared interests in preserving non-urban land uses. Since 1984, Gilroy’s SOI Boundary has 
remained significantly unchanged. 
 
 
SOI Boundary Recommendation 

It is recommended that LAFCO reaffirm the City of Gilroy’s existing SOI Boundary because the 
SOI Boundary serves multiple purposes including serving as: 
 
• A long range planning tool to help LAFCO evaluate USA boundary changes and annexation 

requests 

• Areas in which the County and Gilroy may have shared interests in preserving non-urban 
levels of land use. Specific examples include the Gilroy Agricultural Lands Area, SCWRA 
Area, and the foothills and ridgelines surrounding the City. Furthermore, both the City and 
the County share a mutual interest in protecting viewsheds and natural resources, as well as, 
protecting agricultural areas. 

• Areas where Gilroy and the County have significant interaction. A specific example of such 
interaction includes areas where the City receives discretionary planning application referrals 
from the County. 

• Areas that contain social or economic communities of interest to Gilroy such as Gilroy’s 
Agricultural Lands Area. 

 
Although the City of Gilroy adopted a 20-year Planning Boundary in the early 1980s which was 
last amended in 2002 and is intended to represent the 20-year limit for City urban development, 
the City’s existing SOI Boundary continues to perform several important functions as discussed 
above. Therefore, it is recommended that LAFCO re-affirm Gilroy’s existing SOI Boundary. In 
making this recommendation, it should be made clear that inclusion of an area within the City’s 
SOI Boundary should not necessarily be seen as an indication that the city will either annex or 
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allow urban development and services in the area. The City’s USA Boundary is the more critical 
factor considered by LAFCO and serves as the primary means of indicating whether the area will 
be annexed and provided urban services. 
 
 
3.11 SOI DETERMINATIONS FOR THE CITY OF GILROY  
As detailed in Section 1.1.2, Government Code Section 56425 requires written determinations 
with respect to the following four factors to update an agency’s SOI. Based upon the information 
above, the following determinations are provided to update the City’s existing SOI. 
 
 
1.  The Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area, Including Agricultural and Open-Space 

Lands 

Land within Gilroy’s SOI but outside of its City limits is largely designated agricultural large 
scale, ranchlands, and open space reserve. Smaller areas that are designated hillsides and 
agricultural medium scale are located on the northwest side of the SOI. In addition, a small area 
that is designated major public facilities is located around the wastewater treatment plant 
southeast of the City. 
 
Per the City’s 2002 General Plan, existing land uses within the City’s 20-year Planning Boundary 
are largely agricultural (42.2 percent) and residential (16.6 percent). In addition, smaller 
commercial and industrial areas exist along the Highway 101 corridor.  A large amount of vacant 
land currently exists within the City’s 20-year Planning Boundary.  Planned land uses for these 
vacant lands are similar to those within City. 
 
Finding: A variety of urban uses are planned within Gilroy’s USA Boundary and Gilroy’s 20-year 
Planning Boundary. However, both the County and City’s General Plans call for the continuation 
of non-urban uses beyond these boundaries. 
 
 
2.  Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services in the Area 

The City is expected to experience modest growth through continued implementation of the 
City’s Residential Development Ordinance, which limits the number of residential units that can 
be approved each year. Similarly, the need for a full range of public facilities and services is 
expected to grow modestly in the future. 
 
However, there is a low probable need for public facilities and services within most of the City’s 
existing SOI area because (1) more than 3,000 acres of land are either vacant or in agricultural 
use within the City limits that will provide suitable lands to accommodate considerable growth 
within the City. Therefore, the City would not need to extend services into the SOI; (2) the City 
has adopted a 20-year Planning Boundary that does not substantially extend into the existing SOI; 
and (3) a large portion of the City’s SOI includes lands within the Agricultural Lands Area, a 
floodplain, and/or permanent agricultural easements, which would constrain development that 
would require service provision.  
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Finding: The type of public services and public facilities required in the proposed Gilroy SOI will 
not change, although the level of demand will increase modestly.  
 
 
3.  Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services That the Agency 

Provides or Is Authorized to Provide 

The properties within the City receive a full range of public services from the City. For the most 
part, the present capacity of public facilities appears to be adequate. However, the adequacy of 
public facilities is limited due to (1) the need for renovation of existing park and recreation 
facilities; (2) the fact that the Police Department is currently staffed lower than the City 
standards; (3) some storm water drainage facilities are deficient; and (4) the existing library is 
inadequate to meet the needs of the community.   
 
Finding: The present capacity of public facilities and public services is generally adequate. 
However, some City park and recreation facilities require renovation, the City’s Police 
Department is staffed lower than City standards, some City storm drainage facilities are deficient, 
and the existing City library is inadequate to meet the needs of the community. 
 
 
4.  Existence of Any Social or Economic Communities of Interest in the Area if the 

Commission Determines that they are Relevant to the Agency 

Gavilan College is located south of the existing City limits and USA Boundary; however, it is 
within the City’s 20-year Planning Boundary.  Due to its location and the shared use of facilities 
with the City, the college could be considered a community of interest. 
 
Finding: There exist social and economic conditions that cause interaction and interdependence 
between the City of Gilroy and the areas proposed as its SOI. 
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4.0 CITY OF MILPITAS 

The services that are provided by the City and evaluated within this service review include: 
 
• Wastewater 

• Solid Waste 

• Parks and Recreation 

• Storm Water Drainage 

• Law Enforcement 

• Library 
 
 
4.1 LOCATION, ADMINISTRATION, AND OPERATIONS 
The City of Milpitas is located in the northernmost area of Santa Clara County. The City is bounded 
on the south and west by the City of San Jose and on the north by Alameda County. The Milpitas 
incorporated limits encompass approximately 13.6 square miles.  
 
The City of Milpitas was incorporated as a “general law” city on January 26, 1954, and operates 
under a council/manager form of government. The community elects the Mayor for a two-year term 
and the four Council members are elected to serve staggered four-year terms. Council elections are in 
November of even-numbered years. Regularly scheduled Council meetings are held at 7:00 p.m. on 
the first and third Tuesday of each month in the City Hall Council Chambers. Complete agenda 
packets, including the supporting staff reports, are available for review in the City Clerk’s office and 
at the Milpitas Library on the Friday before each Council meeting. In addition, residents can receive a 
copy of Council meeting agendas and minutes in the mail before each meeting. The City has a $30.00 
annual charge for this service to defray the cost of postage and handling. The City provides citizens 
opportunities at each meeting to address the Council on items of concern. The City also has 14 
advisory committees in which residents can participate. In addition, the City publishes a newsletter 
several times per year to reach out to residents regarding City activities, services, and issues of 
concern to the community. 
 
The City adopts an operating budget on or before June 30 each year. The proposed budget details 
each department’s objectives and significant policy issues for Council direction. After reviewing the 
proposed budget, the City Council holds public hearings to provide opportunity for public comment. 
The City Council then adopts the proposed budget as it is amended during the public hearings. The 
operating budget is subject to supplemental appropriations throughout the year in order to provide 
flexibility to meet changing needs and conditions. Expenditures cannot exceed the appropriated 
budget at the Department level without City Council approval. Along with budget preparation, the 
City reviews utility and service rates and fees annually. The City has a policy that directs setting rates 
and fees at a level that fully supports the total direct and indirect costs of the activity, including 
depreciation of assets, overhead charges, and reserves for unanticipated expenses and capital projects. 
Pursuant to State law, the City also implements an annual independent audit of financial records.  
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The City is currently facing fiscal challenges as increases in expenditures continue to outpace revenue 
growth. Thus, the FY 2004–2005 General Fund Budget utilized approximately $2 million in reserve 
funds. In order to balance the FY 2005–2006 budget without using any General Fund reserves and 
have reserve fund balances that are in compliance with the City’s policy of maintaining a 15 percent 
reserve, the proposed budget includes the following cost savings: 
 
• Continue the present hiring freeze, as it is projected to provide more than $4 million in savings 

this fiscal year 

• Reduce the City work force through attrition 

• Fund 95 percent of the operating budget, which would allow each City department to prioritize 
expenditures 

 
The City also adopts a separate CIP budget annually that provides a detailed description of each 
project. The CIP document includes all projects for the budget year, in addition to detailing 
anticipated needs over the subsequent four years. Due to the existing fiscal issues, the 2005–2006 
budget was prioritized to provide needed services and projects that are expected to bring economic 
benefits to the City. 
 
The City has maintained an AA credit rating with “Standard and Poor,” and the City has received the 
Distinguished Budget Presentation Award for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2004. This award is 
presented to agencies with budgets that meet the criteria as a policy document, operations guide, 
financial plan, and communication device. In addition, the City has received an Excellence in 
Operational Budgeting Award for FY 2004–2005 from the California Society of Municipal Finance 
Officers. This award reflects outstanding budget documents and the budgeting process through which 
the budget is implemented.  
 
The City has a formal investment policy that is subject to annual review and approval by the City 
Council. The purpose of the Investment Policy is to establish the investment objectives of safety, 
liquidity, and yield. The City’s investments are in the State Treasurer’s Local Agency Investment 
Fund, corporate notes, money market funds, commercial paper, and governmental securities. The City 
Treasurer provides quarterly investment reports to the City Manager and City Council.  
 
As a cost savings measure, the City participates in ABAG Plan Corporation, a nonprofit public 
benefit corporation that provides liability insurance, claims and risk management, and legal defense to 
its participating members. This method of insurance provision is less costly than other forms of 
insurance coverage. 
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4.2 CITY PLANNING BOUNDARIES AND GROWTH 
4.2.1 Planning Boundaries 
In 1998, the City established a UGB with the passage of a ballot initiative. The City designated this as 
a 20-year growth boundary. The Measure and UGB delineation will be effective until December 31, 
2018. The following are the objectives of the UGB: 
 
• Preserve the predominately natural character of the hillsides 

• Protect the view of the hillsides as seen from the valley floor 

• Conserve environmental resources 

• Minimize public service and infrastructure costs associated with development 
 
As shown on Figure 4.1, the location of the voter-approved UGB is either coterminous or within the 
existing City limit, which indicates that the City would not propose any annexations through 2018. It 
should also be noted that the City’s USA extends past the UGB. The ballot initiative that approved 
the UGB also included a provision to retract the USA boundary to be coterminous with the UGB. 
However, the voter approved USA retraction has not been implemented by the City. The existing 
location of the USA (being beyond the UGB) creates an inconsistency between planning boundaries 
and could create confusion regarding where urban development can occur and where City services 
would be provided. Therefore, it would be appropriate for the City to apply to LAFCO to retract the 
USA to be coterminous with the UGB.  
 
Urban Pockets 
As discussed in Section 1.2.5, the County and LAFCO have adopted policies that state that urban 
islands and pockets should be annexed. LAFCO has identified six unincorporated islands that are less 
than 150 acres and two islands that are greater than 150 acres within the City of Milpitas. When the 
USA is retracted only two island areas will remain, as the other areas will be outside of the Milpitas 
USA. LAFCO has provided maps of the islands to the City and are also provided via the LAFCO 
website.   
 
 
4.2.2 Growth and Availability of Vacant Land 
A majority of the City is currently developed. The areas remaining to be developed include very low 
density hillside areas and industrial park areas, as shown in Table 4.1 below. Other than the hillsides 
and the industrial areas, the remaining vacant developable lands are mostly small parcels that are 
scattered throughout the City.  
 
Per the City’s 2002 General Plan, approximately 15 percent of the land in the Valley Floor area of the 
City is vacant and available for development. However, most of the vacant land in this area includes 
the industrial area mentioned above and the Midtown Specific Plan Area. The Specific Plan focuses 
on redevelopment of old industrial and commercial areas. The Specific Plan has been implemented 
and is anticipated to be 50 percent complete by 2007 and 100 percent complete by 2020. 
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Table 4.1: Acreage of Vacant Land within the Milpitas City Limits  
 

Land Use Designation Total Acres Undeveloped Acres1 
Hillside 5,625 3,747 
Hillside Medium Density 105 16 
Hillside Low Density 372 154 
Hillside Very Low Density 3,618 3,577 
Ed. R. Levin County Park 1,530 0 
Valley Floor 6,792 623 
Single Family Low Density 2,099 7 
Single Family Mod. Density 215 30 
Multi-Family Med. Density 165 0 
Multi-Family High Density 351 27 
Town Center 91 9 
Office 14 2 
Retail Subcenter 60 4 
General Commercial 412 27 
Highway Service 271 44 
Industrial Park 950 272 
Manufacturing 854 57 
Public 311 13 
Parks and Greenways 347 83 
Major Streets, Freeways, Rail 652 48 
Total 12,417 4,370 
1 Milpitas defines undeveloped acres as those currently vacant or underdeveloped in terms of their potential under the 
current General Plan land use designation.   Source:  Milpitas General Plan, March 2002. 
 
Milpitas, please provide the average vacant land absorption rate. Need to include information 
here. 
 
 
4.3 WASTEWATER SERVICES 
The City provides wastewater services within the City limits. The sanitary sewer system collects 
wastewater through approximately 860,640 linear feet of sewers. The flows are conveyed mostly by 
gravity to the Milpitas Main Pump Station, which pumps all the flow to the San Jose/Santa Clara 
Water Pollution Control Plant, which is operated and maintained by the City of San Jose. A second 
pump station, located on Venus Way, connects a low-elevation portion of the City to the gravity 
sewer system.  
 
The Plant treats wastewater from eight cities and districts. The Plant’s treatment capacity is allocated 
through contract to each discharger on the basis of the peak five-day dry weather flow, also referred 
to as the peak-week flow. The City’s current contract with the plant allows for a peak-week flow 
capacity of 12.5 mgd. In 2001, the City discharged 9.0 mgd. The City’s contracted capacity of 12.5 
mgd is projected to be reached by approximately 2015.  
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The City prepared and adopted a Sewer Master Plan Revision in 2004, which is an update to the 2002 
Sewer Master Plan. The Master Plan analyzed both the system’s design and projected flows through 
2018 at the Milpitas Pump Station, as shown in Tables 4.A and 4.B. 
 
Table 4.A: Wastewater Design Flows 
 

Estimated Flow MGD 
 2004 2008 2018 2018 with Midtown Build Out 

Design Base Wastewater Flow 8.2 9.2 10.3 10.9 
Design Groundwater Infiltration 1.48 1.84 1.93 1.93 
Design Rainfall Infiltration 4.76 5.45 5.81 5.81 
Total 14.44 16.49 18.04 18.64 
Source: City of Milpitas 2004 Sewer Master Plan Revision. 
 
 
Table 4.B: Wastewater Flow Projections at Milpitas Main Pump Station 
 

Estimated Flow MGD 
 2004 2008 2018 2018 with Midtown Build Out 

Average Dry-Weather Flow 9.5 10.5 11.7 12.3 
Peak Wet-Weather Flow 19.3 21.5 23.3 24.4 
Source: City of Milpitas 2004 Sewer Master Plan Revision. 
 
 
The projected flows in Table 4.B are higher than the system’s design capacity, shown in Table 4.A. 
The design flows were based upon the City’s wastewater generation factor of 85 gallons per person 
per day. The Master Plan has considered this a conservative number for use as a maximum, and actual 
flows are expected to be less. Likewise, an evaluation (during preparation of the Master Plan 
Revision) of the flows at the Main Pump Station and the flow-monitoring readings during the 
monitored rainfall storm events show that the peak flows during those events were much lower than 
the projected flows listed in Table 4.B (13.3–14.7 mgd versus 19.3 mgd). This leads to the conclusion 
that the Master Plan Revision is conservative in its estimation of peak wet-weather flow and that the 
actual capacity would be higher. 
 
The Master Plan has identified 10 areas where pipelines or manholes are potentially deficient in wet-
weather conveyance capacity. To remediate these potential deficiencies, seven sewer conveyance 
capacity improvement projects were identified within the Plan. The recommended projects consist of 
pipeline replacements to alleviate the potential capacity deficiency. In addition to evaluating the 
existing sewer infrastructure conditions, the Master Plan defines the system improvements that are 
necessary to accommodate the City’s future land use development plans and projected growth to 
2018. In addition, the Master Plan includes a CIP and cost information to provide for project 
implementation. 
 
 
4.3.1 Wastewater Rate Comparison 

The wastewater rates for residential service are set as monthly fees as shown below. Commercial and 
industrial customer rates are dependant upon the amount and type of flow. Table 4.C compares 
Milpitas’s sewer rates to those of nearby jurisdictions. It should also be noted that the City’s FY 
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2005–2006 proposed budget includes a 9 percent sewer rate increase for single-family residential 
customers in 2005–2006 and 2006–2007. The 2005–2006 rates are as follows. 
 
Table 4.C: Monthly Wastewater Rates 
 

 Morgan Hill Santa Clara Milpitas 
Residential: Single-Family $32.57 $9.94 $27.39 
Residential: Multifamily $22.33 per unit $9.94 per unit $19.75 per unit 
Commercial and Industrial Calculated 

depending on use 
Calculated 

depending on use 
Calculated 

depending on use 
 
 
4.4 SOLID WASTE SERVICES 
Solid waste services are provided by the City via a contract with Browning-Ferris Industries (BFI). 
The solid waste that is collected within the City of Milpitas is hauled to the landfills that are listed 
below. These facilities are Class III, which accept construction/demolition waste and mixed 
municipal refuse. Additional detail regarding these facilities is located in Appendix A. 
 
• Keller Canyon Landfill  

• Newby Island Sanitary Landfill 

• Guadalupe Sanitary Landfill 

• Zanker Material Processing Facility 

• Vasco Road Sanitary Landfill 

• Altamont Landfill & Resource Recovery 

• Kirby Canyon Recycling & Disposal Facility 
 
In 2000, the City of Milpitas disposed of 65,979 tons of solid waste. CIWMB shows that the solid 
waste disposal generation factor for the City is one pound per resident per day and five pounds per 
employee per day. 
 
Diversion rates are defined as the percentage of total solid waste that a jurisdiction diverted from 
being disposed in landfills through reduction, reuse, recycling programs, and composting programs. 
The California Public Resources Code (PRC 41780) requires all jurisdictions to achieve 50 percent 
solid waste diversion after the year 2000. Per CIWMB, the City was below this goal and had a 39 
percent diversion rate in 2003, which is the most recent data posted. Based upon this information, the 
City has not met the required levels of solid waste diversion. 
 
The City has set rates for residential solid waste services, which are dependent upon the type of 
residence (i.e., single-family, multi-family). Commercial rates are based on the refuse bin size and by 
number of pickups per week. Table 4.D provides a comparison of City solid waste service rates. 
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Table 4.D: Monthly Solid Waste Rates 
 
 Milpitas  Gilroy Santa Clara 
Residential    

Single-Family $23.55 32 gallon can at $22.79 32 gallon can at $13.25 
Multi-Family $59.50–$1,275.55 

Dependent upon size 
of bin and number of 

pickups per week 

32 gallon can at $22.79 32 gallon can at $13.25  

Low-Income Senior $11.77 32 gallon can at $19.19 - 
Cart Rental $2.62 - - 

Commercial    
 $25.51–$1,636.68 

Dependent on size of 
bin and number of 
pickups per week 

$22.79–$2,367.57 
Dependent on size of bin 
and number of pickups 

per week 

$8.53–$1,889.67 
Dependent on size of bin 
and number of pickups 

per week 
 
 
4.5 PARKS AND RECREATION 
The City of Milpitas provides park and recreational services within the City. Table 4.E lists all of the 
existing facilities within the City. Many of these facilities may be rented. Rental fees vary by facility 
type, and reservations are available on a first-come, first-served basis.  
 
Table 4.E: City of Milpitas Park and Recreational Facilities 
 

Facility and Location Amenities Acreage
Milpitas Community Center 
457 E. Calaveras Boulevard 

Community center — 

Milpitas Sports Center 
1325 E. Calaveras Boulevard 

Locker room and showers; fitness room with weights, 
stairmasters, and lifecycles; basketball court; pool 

— 

Teen Center 
next to the Sports Center 
1325 E. Calaveras Boulevard 

pool, ping-pong, foosball tables, a big screen TV, video 
games, computers 

— 

Senior Center 
540 S. Abel Street 

auditorium, small kitchen, small classroom and patio 
area 

— 

Ben Rodgers Park 
Grand Teton at Sequoia 

barbecue pits, picnic tables, a backstop, play equipment 7.5 

Calle Oriente Mini-Park 
Calle Oriente off N. Park 
Victoria 

two handball courts, two tables, play equipment 2.0 

Cardoza Park 
Kennedy Drive at N. Park 
Victoria 

barbecue pits, picnic tables, restrooms, play equipment, 
lighted ball diamond, horseshoes pits, volleyball poles, 
outdoor amphitheater 

10.0 

Creighton Park 
Olympic west of S. Park 
Victoria 

barbecue pits, picnic tables, play equipment 5.0 
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Facility and Location Amenities Acreage
Dixon Landing Park 
Dixon Landing and Milmont 

tennis courts, barbecue pits, picnic tables, a basketball 
hoop, play equipment, restrooms 

11.0 

Foothill Park 
Roswell Drive at Roswell Court 

barbecue pits, picnic tables, play equipment 4.0 

Gill Memorial Park 
Paseo Refugio and Santa Rita 

lighted ball diamond, tennis courts, handball courts, a 
basketball court, barbecues, picnic tables, play 
equipment, restrooms 

5.1 

Hall Memorial Park 
LaHonda and Coyote 

barbecue pits, picnic tables, tennis courts, play 
equipment, restrooms 

9.5 

Hidden Lake Park 
N. Milpitas Boulevard 

barbecue pits, picnic tables, lake with ducks 1.5 

Higuera Adobe Park 
Wessex off N. Park Victoria 

barbecue pits, picnic tables, play equipment 5.5 

Hillcrest Park 
Fieldcrest off Crescent 

barbecue pits, picnic tables, tot lot 5.2 

Murphy Park 
Yellowstone off S. Park 
Victoria 

open space, restrooms, play equipment, barbecue pits, 
picnic tables 

8.7 

Pinewood Park 
Lonetree and Starlite Drive 

tennis courts, barbecue pits, picnic tables, basketball 
court, tot lot 

8.0 

Sandalwood Park 
Escuela Parkway and Russell 

barbecue pits, picnic tables, play equipment 1.5 

Selwyn Park 
Selwyn Drive off Dempsey 
Road 

playground, picnic tables, barbecue pits 0.25 

Sinnott Park 
Clear Lake and Tahoe 

par course, play equipment, barbecue pits, picnic tables 4.7 

Starlite Park 
Rudyard and Abbott Avenue 

horseshoes pits, play equipment, barbecue pits, picnic 
tables 

4.0 

Strickroth Park 
Martil and Gemma  

play equipment, barbecue pits, picnic tables 5.7 

Augustine Memorial Park 
Cortez and Coelho off Escuela 

open space, play equipment, barbecue pits, picnic 
tables 

6.0 

Jones Memorial Park 
Jacklin at Hillview 

par course, play equipment, barbecue pits, picnic tables 5.2 

Yellowstone Park 
Yellowstone and S. Park 
Victoria 

lighted courts, open space, par course, restrooms 4.0 

Total Park Land Acreage  114.35 
 
 
The City has adopted a guideline requirement of 0.375-mile service radius for neighborhood or 
community parks. In addition, the City has adopted park standards requiring 5 acres of parkland per 
1,000 residents for areas outside of the Midtown Specific Plan area and a standard of 3.5 acres of 
parkland per 1,000 residents within the Midtown Specific Plan. It is difficult to determine the number 
of residents within the Specific Plan area; therefore, it is also difficult to determine whether the City 
is meeting these standards. However, based on the California Department of Finance 2005 population 
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for the City (64,998) and the information listed in Table 4.E, the City is currently providing an overall 
average of 1.76 acres of parkland per 1,000 population, which is lower than the adopted standard. 
 
In addition to the City’s parks, several County park facilities are located within and near the City. 
These parks supplement the facilities that are provided by the City. These County parks are detailed 
below in Table 4.F. 
 
Table 4.F: County Parks within or near Milpitas 
 

Park and Location Amenities Acreage 
Ed Levin County Park 
3100 Calaveras Road 
Milpitas 

Picnic areas, play areas, 19-mile trail system, Sandy 
Wool Lake, 18-hole Spring Valley Golf Course, Laguna 
Cemetery 

1,539 

Alviso Marina County Park 
Mill Street, Alviso 

Picnic areas and launch ramp; facility is currently closed 
due to current renovations  

17 

Penitencia Creek County Park 
Maybury & Jackson Avenue 
San Jose 

Four miles of trails, nature center, picnic areas 134 

 
 
Recreation 
The City provides recreation programs to residents of all ages. The City publishes a recreational 
brochure several times per year. The brochure provides a comprehensive listing of all programs. The 
types of programs that the City offers are as follows: 
 
• Youth art and theater 

• Youth music and theater 

• Youth enrichment programs 

• Youth summer camps 

• Cheerleading and dance 

• Youth and adult fitness 

• All ages sports camps 

• Adult art 

• Family enrichment programs 

• Adult dance and music 

• Adult sports 

• All ages aquatics classes 

• Preschool programs 

• Teen programs 

• Senior programs 
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In addition to the recreation programs that are listed above, the City provides numerous community 
activities such as summer concerts, parades, and sporting events. 
 
 
4.6 STORM WATER DRAINAGE SERVICES 
Storm water drainage in Milpitas is generally westward. Six intermittent streams (Scott, Calera, 
Tularcitos, Piedmont, and Berryessa Creeks and Arroyo de los Coches) flow out of the foothills and 
across the flatlands. In the western part of the City, Lower Penetencia and Coyote Creeks carry water 
from these streams northward into San Francisco Bay.  
 
Santa Clara Valley Water District owns and maintains most of the major drainage facilities in 
Milpitas and the City provides the smaller local facilities. The City’s storm drainage network consists 
of catch basins, conveyance piping, pump stations, and outfalls to creeks. The City has approximately 
123 miles of storm pipe, 3,000 catch basins, and approximately 4 miles of drainage ditches and 
creeks. These facilities direct runoff to ultimately discharge to San Francisco Bay. 
 
The City prepared a comprehensive Storm Drainage Master Plan in 2001. The Master Plan includes a 
prioritized CIP and drainage standards for new development. However, much of the existing 
collection system does not strictly meet these criteria; so when new systems tie into existing systems, 
it may not be possible to provide a design that meets the desired standard. Therefore, each project 
must be designed on a case-by-case basis. 
 
The Master Plan identifies existing deficiencies within the City, which generally consist of inadequate 
capacities of the existing facilities. The Master Plan provides infrastructure upgrade 
recommendations, based on ultimate build out of the General Plan. The recommendations are 
provided by priority, pursuant to the Master Plan analysis. The proposed improvements generally 
utilize parallel relief drains unless site constraints favor the actual replacement of pipe. Generally, 
installing new parallel drains should be more cost-effective than replacing pipes in most cases, since 
the required pipe size is smaller and the existing pipe does not need to be removed.  
 
 
4.7 LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES 
The City of Milpitas has a Police Department that provides law enforcement services to the City. The 
Department has 130 employees, including 95 sworn officers. The Department is organized into three 
patrol shifts: Watch I = midnights; Watch II = days; and Watch III = swings. Each shift includes a 
supervisory team consisting of a Lieutenant, and two Sergeants. The City is divided into six 
geographical beats, and on most shifts and most days, each beat is filled.  
 
The Traffic Safety Division of the Department manages 43 crossing guards and 12 sworn officers 
who provide traffic enforcement, investigation of traffic accidents, implementation of the vehicle 
abatement program, and management of tow companies. In addition, one officer is specifically 
assigned to investigate stolen cars. Eight of the Traffic Safety sworn officers are assigned as 
motorcycle officers, responsible for enforcing traffic laws and the investigation of traffic accidents. 
These officers must take and pass advanced accident investigation courses up to and including 
accident reconstruction. Many of the motorcycle officers have ancillary duties including firearms 
instruction, defensive tactics instruction, and SWAT.  
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One officer in charge of Driving Under the Influence (DUI)-related offenses is assigned to patrol the 
city and enforce drunk-driving laws, primarily by means of enforcement. The Department participates 
in special educational events designed to prevent drunk driving, including the Sober Graduation and 
Reality Check programs conducted in alliance with local schools. Traffic Safety also conducts 12 
DUI/driver’s license checkpoints per year.  
 
The Milpitas Police Department has had a police reserve program for many years. The City Council 
has authorized 15 reserve police officers. Police reserves are required to complete a minimum of 18 
hours per month. The Department provides initial uniforms and safety equipment as well as ongoing 
training.  
 
The Department has recently implemented a School Resource Officer Program, which involves sworn 
officers being dedicated to school facilities. Last year the Department had one School Resource 
Officer; in FY 2005–2006, the Department will have two. 
 
The Department has several joint response/mutual aid agreements with other law enforcement 
agencies within the County. The Department is a participant in the Child Abuse Protocol Program, 
which involves a coordinated effort to resolve child abduction incidents. This program is coordinated 
with the Santa Clara County Sheriff’s Office, Alameda County Sheriff’s Office, and police 
departments throughout both Counties. The Department will participate in a program that is currently 
being developed. The new program will involve the police department sending a specific number of 
officers to assist in events such as riots or disasters wherever they occur within the County. The 
County Sheriff’s Office will be the coordinator of this program.  
 
Likewise, the Department has several arrangements for sharing service functions. All of the police 
departments within the County have an arrangement with the District Attorney’s Crime Lab to 
process all evidence. The police departments are charged a fee for these laboratory services. This 
arrangement is mutually beneficial: (1) the police department saves the cost of equipping and staffing 
its own laboratory; and (2) the District Attorney’s Office has more control over the timing and 
functions of the lab, which is a benefit because the District Attorney is responsible for prosecuting the 
crimes. The Department also has an arrangement for the California Highway Patrol (CHP) to provide 
services to the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes within the City. The roadways with HOV lanes 
that are within the City are County-owned and maintained roads. The CHP patrols and investigates 
accidents on these roadways. The CHP and the City have a cost-sharing agreement for this service. 
Depending upon the revenue generated from citations and the expenses of providing services, either 
the City will receive funds, pay funds, or break even annually. Within the history of this agreement, 
all three cost-sharing circumstances have occurred. The Department is expecting to break even during 
this fiscal year. In addition, the City has an Operational Agreement with the District Attorney’s 
Office, Probation Office, and other police departments within the County to deter drug-related crime. 
The program largely involves information sharing and coordinated investigations. Likewise, the 
program has a asset forfeiture sharing agreement, which divides any money seizes in drug raids 
among the agencies. The program is administered by the County Sheriff’s Office. 
 
The Department has also identified future opportunities for shared staff and equipment in 
implementing homeland security efforts. Potential opportunities include standardizing and sharing 
equipment, programs, and training among all of the law enforcement agencies within the County.  
 
In FY 2003–2004, the Department responded to 79,480 calls for service. The Department does not 
have specific standards for the number of officers per population or the number of officers per call. 
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Department staffing is determined upon the specific programs that are approved by the City Council 
such as the DARE and Drunk Driving Programs and by growth and development within the City. For 
example, the development of the Great Mall resulted in four additional officers due to the number of 
service calls involving incidents at the stores. Another service level indicator the Department utilizes 
is the response time to emergency calls. The Department has adopted a standard response time of four 
minutes or less for all emergency calls. In FY 2003–2004, the Department had an average response 
time of 3 minutes and 41 seconds to all emergency calls, meeting the adopted standard. 
 
The operations of the Department are routinely evaluated utilizing a “Comp Stat” comparison, which 
is a standardized method of law enforcement review. The Police Department Chief and high-ranking 
officers meet every two weeks to evaluate efforts in fighting crime trends. The objective of the 
meeting is to analyze crime and to deploy resources effectively. In addition, the Department has 
received COP awards and in 2004 received an honorable mention for the Helen Putnam Award for 
Excellence in Public Safety from the Institutionalized Community Policing and Partnership Program. 
The Department has also been featured in an article in Police Chief Magazine in 2003. The article 
titled “Proactive Policing Strategies that Work” discussed the Department’s shopping center program, 
in which officers interact with merchants to help reduce crime. 
 
Due to City budget constraints, the City is under a hiring freeze and the Police Department has 
several staff vacancies, including five sworn officers, one dispatch supervisor, and two records 
positions. The Department has taken steps to ensure that the personnel constraints do not affect 
response times and patrolling the City. The constraints have been limited to administrative services. 
Specific facility and equipment needs for the Department are determined either during the budget and 
CIP preparation process or during the grant-writing process. 
 
The Department provides comments and insight regarding growth projections, which may result from 
development within the City. The Department is involved in the development review process and 
provides the City Council projections of department staffing or equipment needs that may occur with 
project implementation. For example, the Department was active in the development of the Great 
Mall and during the development of the Midtown Specific Plan. 
 
 
4.8 LIBRARY SERVICES 
Library services within the City are provided by a joint effort between the City and the Santa Clara 
County Library. The City provides the library facility and the County Library operates, staffs, and 
supplies the materials for the library. The County Library owns all the furniture and equipment within 
the library, including shelves, desks, chairs, computers and peripherals, telephones, security gates, 
self-check machines, and the collection of books and other materials. Due to funding issues, in 2004 
the County Library cut library hours and closed all of its branches every Monday. However, the 
Milpitas City Council has authorized additional funding to provide for the Library to be open an 
additional 13 hours per week, which began on August 29, 2005.  
 
The existing library facility within the City is 19,500 square feet and was built in 1982. The facility is 
currently inadequate to meet the needs of community. The facility was designed to accommodate 
100,000 volumes but currently houses over 210,000. It is estimated that the library has 50,000 
monthly visitors and circulates over 165,000 items each month. The library has the highest circulation 
per square foot in Santa Clara County.  
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In November 2000, City voters approved two ballot measures that provide funding to assist in 
implementing a new library and arts facilities and services. The City is currently designing a new 
60,000-square-foot library, which will be located at the corner of North Main Street and Weller 
Street. The new facility is expected to open in 2009.  
 
 
4.9 SERVICE REVIEW DETERMINATIONS FOR THE CITY OF MILPITAS 
The Service Review guidelines prepared by the State Office of Planning and Research recommend 
that issues relevant to the jurisdiction be addressed through written determinations called for in the 
CKH Act. Based on the above information, following are the written determinations for the City. 
 
 
Infrastructure Needs and Deficiencies 
1. The Sewer Master Plan has identified 10 areas where pipelines or manholes are potentially 

deficient. The plan also includes a CIP and cost information, which detail the recommended 
system upgrades. 

 
2. Per the CIWMB, the City had a 39 percent solid waste diversion rate in 2003, which are the most 

recent data posted. Based upon this, the City has not met the State-mandated levels of solid waste 
diversion. 

 
3. The City is currently providing an overall average of 1.76 acres of parkland per 1,000 population, 

which is lower than the City-adopted standard. However, Ed Levin County Park is located both 
within and adjacent to the City and supplements the City’s facilities. 

 
4. Some areas of the existing storm water drainage system do not meet the City’s drainage 

standards. In order to avoid further impacting the existing system, all new projects that would 
affect drainage must be designed on a case-by-case basis and may also be constrained against 
meeting the standards. 

 
5. The existing library facility is inadequate to meet the needs of community. The City is currently 

in the process of developing a new facility. The new library is expected to open in 2009. 
 
 
Growth and Population 
1. A majority of the City is developed. The remaining vacant lands are generally located in very low 

density hillside areas and industrial park areas.  However, the City is also projecting 
redevelopment related growth to occur as a result of implementation of the Midtown Specific 
Plan area. 

 
2. ABAG population projections show the City growing at a slightly higher rate than the cities 

within this service review and the County as a whole. This rate of growth may not occur because 
a majority of the City is currently developed. 

 
 




