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Agenda Item #: 1E 

Title: Award of Contract for a Body-worn Camera Solution (F16-44) 

Question(s): what does the formal policy say regarding public records requests for 

camera footage? 

Staff Response(s): The policy provides for retention and disclosure of footage in 

accordance with the City’s established records retention requirements for evidence and 

investigatory records. Under current California law, digital recordings are evidence that 

is part of a police investigatory record. Investigatory records, including evidence, are 

generally exempt from public records disclosure under Government Code § 6254(f). 

 

 

Agenda Item #: 1L 

Title: Approve an Agreement between the City of Sunnyvale and the California Theatre 

Center for Use of City Facilities from September 26, 2016 through May 31, 2017 at a 

Rental Rate Below Established Rental Fees 

Question(s): Council policy says that in situations like this, the agreement requires 

review by the appropriate Board and Commission as well as authorization by the City 

Council.  Shouldn't this have been reviewed by the Arts Commission and/or the Parks & 

Rec Commission? 

Staff Response(s): In the past this agreement was approved administratively.  Our 

research shows that past Council action was not obtained. In order to avoid further 

delays with approving the agreement, which may impact ticket sales for the California 

Theatre Center (CTC), staff is requesting that Council approve the one-year agreement 

without the advisory review by the Parks and Recreation Commission.  Staff will advise 

the Commission of this agreement and the reason for the expedited review at its next 

regularly scheduled meeting.   

 

 

Agenda Item #: 4 

Title: Annual Public Hearing on FY 2016/17 Budget and Resource Allocation Plan and 

Establishment of Appropriations Limit 

Question(s): The second paragraph of the staff recommendation refers to fees and is 

identical to the staff recommendation for item 5. Perhaps it was copied inadvertently 

from item 5. 

Staff Response(s): That is correct, staff inadvertently copied over the language from 

the fee schedule without updating it.  The language should read: “Council is conducting 

a public hearing in order to solicit public input and provide direction to staff on changes 



RE S P ONS E (S )  T O COUNCIL  QUE ST ION (S )   
R E :  6/14/2016  AGE ND A  

6 /13 /2016   2 | P a g e  

to the budget prior to the June 28, 2016 Council meeting where the proposed budget 

will be considered for adoption.”  

 

Agenda Item #: 5 

Title: Annual Review of Proposed Fees and Charges for Fiscal Year 2016/17 

Question(s): What's the basis for the decision to differentiate between resident and 

non-resident golfers?  What is the expected impact on overall golf revenue from such a 

change?  Are our golfers predominantly residents or non-residents?  And how do these 

numbers stack up against other nearby golf courses? 

Staff Response(s): Sunnyvale has utilized resident and non-resident rates at both golf 

courses on weekends and recommends to apply the two-tiered system to weekdays as 

well. A two-tiered rate structure has been in place with other municipal golf courses in 

the area.  For example, Santa Clara and Mountain View have discounts for residents 

between $7-$8.  Therefore, staff recommends to offer a discounted rate to Sunnyvale 

residents between $2 and $6 depending on the course played and the day of the week.  

Currently, about 75% of golfers are non-residents.  Staff anticipates that the increase in 

revenue from the higher rate will offset the discounts afforded to residents.  Regardless, 

staff will monitor golf rounds closely during the upcoming fiscal year especially in light of 

the anticipated golf course closure in Santa Clara in 2017.  The City is also open to 

negotiate agreements with neighboring cities to offer golf course rounds for their 

respective residents at the Sunnyvale resident rate. 

 

 

Agenda Item #: 7 

Title: Adopt a Resolution Calling a General Municipal Election to be Held in the City of 

Sunnyvale on Tuesday, November 8, 2016, for the Purpose of Submitting to City Voters 

an Initiative Ordinance to Require Voter Approval for Any Sale, Lease, Lease Extension, 

Lease Renewal, Land Swap or Transfer of Property Owned, Leased Or Used by the 

City as a Public Park or Community Service Amenity (The "Public Lands For Public Use 

Act"); Requesting Consolidation with the Statewide General Election and Election 

Services from Santa Clara County; Directing the City Attorney to Prepare an Impartial 

Analysis; and Setting Priorities for Ballot Arguments. 

Question(s): If Council authorizes one or more members to submit a written argument 

against the measure, are those same members also authorized to submit a rebuttal? Or 

does Council need to make a separate authorization for a rebuttal? 

Staff Response(s): The resolution placing the Public Lands Initiative on the November 

8, 2016 ballot provides the Council with several different options for submitting or 

authorizing others to submit an argument against the measure. One of the Council 

Members requested clarification on allowed signatures and rebuttal arguments if the 

Council chooses to authorize a member or members of the Council to submit the 



RE S P ONS E (S )  T O COUNCIL  QUE ST ION (S )   
R E :  6/14/2016  AGE ND A  

6 /13 /2016   3 | P a g e  

argument against.    

 

Elections Code section 9285 requires the clerk to a send a copy of the argument in 

favor of the measure to the authors of the argument against the measure and a copy of 

an argument against the measure to the authors of the argument in favor of the 

measure, and provides that those authors may prepare and submit a rebuttal argument 

or may authorize in writing any other person or persons to prepare, submit, or sign the 

rebuttal argument. Section 9282 allows up to five individual signatures to accompany 

any primary or rebuttal ballot argument.    

 

To ensure that everyone has a clear understanding of authorized signatures and 

rebuttal arguments if Council chooses to authorize certain members to write an 

argument against the measure, staff has revised the option regarding designated 

authors as follows to include specific direction on these items:    

 

b.        Authorizes __[#]___ member(s) of the City Council to submit a written argument 

against the measure:__[one or more name(s)]_. At      [Name(s)]        discretion, the 

argument may also be signed by other members of the City Council, bona fide 

associations, or individual voters who are eligible to vote on the measure. In the event 

that an argument is filed for the measure       [Name(s)]       is also authorized to submit 

a rebuttal argument on behalf of the City Council, which, at      [Name(s)]      discretion, 

may also be signed by members of the City Council, bona fide associations, or 

individual voters who are eligible to vote on the measure. Signatures on the rebuttal 

argument may be different from those who signed the primary argument.    

 

A complete copy of the revised resolution including this option (in Section 9, page 4) is 

attached (Attachment A).  
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