








































































































































































































Public Improvements from Applicants who seek the Town's approval for development
projects; and

WHEREAS, the Town has established infrastructure needs based upon the Town's
adopted General Plan, the General Plan Circulation Element, the General Plan Park,
Recreation, and Trails Element, the adopted Master Plan of Drainage, the adopted
Parks and Recreation Master Plan, the adopted Trails Master Plan, the Caltrans SR
62 Route Concept Report, the Caltrans SR 247 Route Concept Report, and based
upon the population growth projections developed for the Town by Stan Hoffman &
Associates ("Plans & Projections”); and

WHEREAS, the continuation of Development Impact Fees is based upon the
information contained in the document prepared by MuniFinancial entitled "Public
Facilities Development Impact Fee Study”, dated May 2, 2005 (“Study”); and

WHEREAS, descriptions of each of the Public Improvements, their approximate
location, size, and their estimated costs are also set forth in the Study, in addition to
the Plans and Projections citied above; and

WHEREAS, the Study complies with the California Government Code Section 66001
by establishing the basis for the imposition of fees for new development; and in
particular, the Study accomplishes the following:

1. ldentify the purpose of the proposed fees;

2. ldentify the use to which the fees will be put;

3. Demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the fees’ use and the types
of projects on which the fees are imposed;

4. Demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the need for the public
facilities and the types of developments on which the fees are imposed; and

5. Demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fees and
the cost of the public facilities or portions of the facilities attributable to the
developments on which the fees are imposed; and

WHEREAS, the Public Facilities Development Impact Fee Study prepared by
MuniFinancial, Dated May 2, 2005, identifies and contains findings identifying items 1
through 5 above for General Facilities, Park Facilities, Trail Facilities, Storm Drain
Facilities, and Street and Traffic Facilities, in addition to those findings contained in
Attachment "B" to this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the Development Impact Fee Report justifies the imposition and
continuation of each development fee on new construction by analyzing the Town's
needs for Public Improvements, assigning the costs on a fair share basis to the
various types of development, and assigning the resulting fee per dwelling unit and/or
commercial/office/industrial square footage, based on the anticipated burden of such
new dwelling unit and/or commercial/office/industrial area on Town Public
Improvements and the need created by such dwelling unit and/or
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commercial/officefindustrial area for new and expanded facilities and infrastructure;
and

WHEREAS, the Development Impact Fees collected pursuant to this Resolution shall
be used to finance the Public Improvements described or identified in the Study; and

WHEREAS, the projects and fee methodologies identified in the Study are consistent
with the Town's General Plan; and

WHEREAS, after considering the types of projects to be funded by the Development
Impact Fees and the cost estimates contained in the Study, the Town Council
approves such projects and approves the cost estimates and finds them reasonable
as the basis for calculating and imposing the Development Impact Fees; and

WHEREAS, copies of the Study are on file in the Town Clerk’s office and have been
made available for public review in accordance with state law, as more fully

described below; and

WHEREAS, copies of the Plans and Projections are on file in the Town Clerk’s office
and have been made available for public review in accordance with state law, as

more fully described below; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council considered the Public Facility Development Impact
Fees at a public hearing on October 5, 2010; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council adopted Ordinance No. 217 at its meeting of October
18, 2010, amending section 3.40.070 B of Chapter 3.40 of the Yucca Valley
Municipal Code amending the methodology for evaluating and establishing the
maximum legally defensible public facility development impact fees imposed upon
new development and as attached to this Resolution as Attachment “C”; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council adopted Resolution No. 10-26 at its meeting of
October 5, 2010, reducing the maximum legally defensible public facility development
impact fees contained in the 2005 MuniFinancial Study related to the Town of Yucca
Valley Development Impact Fee Schedule and as attached to this Resolution as

Attachment “D"; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 66000, et. Seq., the Town is
empowered to impose fees and other exactions to provide necessary Public
Improvements required to mitigate the effects of new development in the Town; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Section 66006, the Town deposited its
Public Facility Development Impact Fees in separate funds in a manner to avoid co-
mingling of the Development Impact Fees with other revenues of the Town, except
for temporary investments, and to expend such Development Impact Fees solely for
the purpose for which the Development Impact Fees were collected; and
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WHEREAS, Government Code Section 66006 permits the Town to make inter-fund
transfers and loans between capital facilities accounts upon those reasonable terms
of repayment and interest rates as determined by the Town Council; and

WHEREAS, the Town of Yucca Valley has made no inter-fund transfers or loans
between capital facility accounts contained Public Facility Development Impact Fees;

and

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 660001(d) requires the Town
Council to make specified findings every five years with respect to any portion of the
Public Facility Development Impact Fees collected that remain unexpended or
uncommitted in its account and to identify the purpose to which the fee is to be put
and to demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for
which it was charged; and

WHEREAS, attachment “B" to this Resolution identifies the purpose(s) to which the
Public Facility Development Impact Fees are to be put for General Facilities, Park
Facilities, Trail Facilities, Storm Drain Facilities, and Street and Traffic facilities; and

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 217 adopted by the Town Council on October 19, 2010,
amended the "Study” for determining the maximum legally defensible public facility
development impact fees; and

WHEREAS, the amendments to the Study enacted by Ordinance No. 217 are found
consistent with the purpose to which the fee is to be put and to demonstrate a
reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for which it was charged:;
and :

WHEREAS, the Town Councii conducted the review of its Public Facility
Development Impact Fees required by California Government Code Section
660001(d) on an annual basis in conjunction with its review of the capital
improvement program as required by California Government Code Section
6600a02(b) and the annual accounting as required by California Government Code
Section 66006 (b)(1); and

WHEREAS, the purpose of this Resolution is to re-establish the Public Facility
Development Impact Fees based upon the 2005 MuniFinancial “Study” and to enable
the Town to continue the Public Facility Development Impact Fee Program; and

NOW, THEREFORE, THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY,
CALIFORNIA, DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The 5-Year Report identifies the purpose for each Public Facility
Development Impact Fee.
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Section 2, The 5-Year Report identifies the amount of fees unexpended in each
Fund at June 30, 2010 and sufficient detail regarding the expected use
of the fees to demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the fee

and the purpose for which it is charged.

Section 3. The 5-Year Report includes the sources and amount of funding
anticipated to complete financing of incomplete improvements identified

in each program.

Section 4. The 5-Year Report includes the approximate dates on which the
funding is expected to be deposited into the appropriate account or
fund to finance the incomplete improvements.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this day of , 2011
MAYOR

ATTEST:

TOWN CLERK
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summarizes an analysis of the need for public facilities and capital
Improvements to support future development within the Town of Yucea Valley through
2025. It is the Town's intent that the costs sepreseating fature development’s share of
tbese facliies and improvements be imposed on that development in the form of 2
development impact fee, zlso known as a public facilities fee. The public facilities and

improvemexnts incloded in this analysis of the Town's public facilities fee Program are
divided into the fee categories listed helow, ) '

+  Genernl +  Storm Diains
° Paiks + Streets and T'raffic
*  Trzls

The primary policy objective of a public faclities fee program is to ensure that new
developmeat pays the capital costs assodated with growth. To falfill this objective
public zgencies should review and update their fee proprams periodically to
incorporate the best available information. The primary purpose of this report is to
adjust fees to incorporate current facility plans to serve a 2025 service population.

The Towa imposes public facilides fees nnder authority graoted by the Mitigation Fee Ad,
conteioed in Coflffornia Governiment Code Sections 66000 ¢ seq. This report provides the

occessary findings required by the .4 for adoption of the revised fees presented in the
fee scbedules contained herein.

To estimete faclity meeds, this study uses residential and household population data
provided by the Californiz Department of Finance and wnternal projections developed
for the Town of Yucca Valley by Stan Hoffman and Associstes. Current and projected
employment figures were based on data pravided by Clanitas and the Southern California
Associetion of Govermments (SCAG). The development projections used in this
analysis are summarized in Table E.D.

M:uiFinandal
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Town of Yuru Vally Public Faibtier Fee Sty

Table E.0: Demographic Assumptions

2004 2025 Increase
Residents’ 18,410 33,880 15,470
Dwelling Units®
Single Family 6,710 41,230 4,520
Mulli-family 1,730 2,900 1,170
Total B,440 14,130 5,680
Employment®”
Commercial 3,040 - -5,080 2,050 e
Office 660 1,100 440
Industrial 600 1,000 400
Subtolzl 4,300 7,190 2,890
Other! 1,640 2,750 1,110
Total 5,940 8,940 4,000
Building Square Feet (000s)" _
Commerclal 7,600 12,730 5,130
Oifice 2,200 3,670 1,470
Industrial 1.000 1,670 870
Total 10,800 18,670 7,270

1 Caliornia Departmen) of Finence {DOF), Southem Calfomiz Associalion of Governments
{SCA®G), Dala trom Town of Yucca - Stan Holimen and Associales Populallon Projections,
March, 2085,

? Assumes peresntage of employess by [and use remalns constant to tolel fram 2004 {o
20285.

? Eslimales by land use typa based a Clariias repord prepored for the Town of Yucca Valley,
February 2004. Projected employment figures derfved by assuming 2 consiant ratlo of jobs
b housing.

* Reprasents govemmert and other Instiulional,

* Based on emplaymenl by lend use and occupant densHy shown In Table 2.0,

Seurces:Table 2.0; Caliomla.Beparment ol Financa (DOF), Table E-5, 2004; Town of
Yucca Valiey; Southem Calilornda Associalion of Govemmenls (SCAG); Claritas 2004;
MonlFinanclzl

Eatility Standards and Costs of Growth

This fee analysis uses standards based on the Town’s policy to determine the cost of
[acilities required to accommodate growth for public facilibes. A standard for each
facility category considered in this study is dedved from the Town’s facility plans for
2025. Depending on the facility standard, the Town currently may or may not have
sufficient facilifies to serve existing development. If the Town's existing facilities aze
below standard, then a deficiency exists. In this case, the portion of the cost of planaed

MunFinandal 3
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Towi of Yurra 17ally Public Facilitics Fee Study

tacihties associated with correcting the deficiency must be 2llocated to funding sonrces
other than the fee. Puhlic facilities fees can only fund planned facilities needed to
accommodate new development at the adopted standard.

Therefore, this study distinguishes between the share of plenned fadlities needed to
sccommodate growth and the shere that serves existing residents and businesses.
MNew development czn only fund its fair share of planned facilities. To ensure
compliance with the law, this study ensures that there is a reasonsble relationshi
between new development, the amount of the fee, and facilities Funded by the fee.

Schedules End Heven

Table E1 summarizes the schedule of maximum justified public fadlities fees based on
the 2nalysis contained in this report

Tabls E.1: Proposed Faclilitles Fee Summary

General Storm Streels &
Land Usa Facilitias Parks Tralls Drajns Trafflc Total
Rasidepilal (Fea par Dwelfing Unil)
Single Family Unil $ 1290 § 2568 § 4b8 5 5161 $§ B137|F 15815
Mulik-jamily Unit BGB 1,880 354 2,581 4,809 10,820
Non-residential (Fee per 1,000 Building Square Fest)
Commercial 3 340 NIA NA§ 3407 § 15741|5 19488
Office 452 WA N/A 3,560 13,531 17,543
Induslriai 2268 N/A NIA 2377 4,894 7497
Source: MuriFinancial
MuniFinancal d
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report presents an analysis of the need for public facilifies to sccommodate new
development in the Town of Yucca Valley, This chapter explains the study approach
and summarizes results under the following sections:

* Background and study objectives;

+ Public faciities Anandag in California;
* Orgamzanonof the n:port, and

+  Facility standards approach.

Backaround and Stidy Objéctives. = =5 o7~

The primary policy abjective of a public facilines fee program is to ensore that new
development pays the capital costs assodated with growth. To fulfll this ohjective
public agendies should review and update their fee prograrns pedodically to
incorporate the best available information. The primary purpose of this report is to
adjust fees to incorporate current facility plans to serve a 2025 service population for
the Town of Yucca Valley.

The Town imposes public facilities fees under authosity granted by the Mitigation Fre_Ad,
contained in California Government Code Sections 66000 ¢f seg. This report provides the
pecessary findings required by the Ax for adoption of the revised fees presented in the
fee schedules contained herein.

Public Fagilities Finanging In Califoriia: | & " iy

The changing fiscal landscape in California during the past 30 years has steadily undercut
the financial capacity of local governments to fund infrastructure. Three dominant
trends stand oung

*+ The passage of a strng of tax limitation measures, starting with Proposition 13
11 1978 and contimung through the passape of Proposition 218 in 1996;

*  Dedining popular support for bond measures to finance infrastuchure for the
next generation of residents and businesses; and

+ Steep reductions in fedemnl and state 2ssistance.

Faced wath these trends, many dties and counties have bad to adopt a policy of "growth
pays its own way”. This policy shifts the burden of funding infrastructure expansion
from existing rate and taxpayers onto new development. This funding shift has been
accornplished pomarily through the imposition of assessments, spedial taxes, and

MuniFinangal I
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Tozn of Yo Vally Public Foeikines Fee Study

development impact fees also known as public faciliies fees. Assessments and speaal
taxes require approval of property owners and are appropriate when the funded facilities
are directly related to the developing property. Development fees, on the other hand,
are an appropgate funding source for facilities that benefit all development jurisdicHon-
wide. Development fees need only 2 majosity vote of the legislative body for adoption.

it

(O iZatERIGHtHe rabBHIL)

LA

X

i R

I

AL

The determination of a public facilities fee begins with the selection of a planning
horizon and development of projections for population and employment. These

projections ate used throughout the analysis of different facility catepoties, and are
surnmarized in Chapter 2.

Chapters 3 through 7 are devoted to documenting the maximum justified public facilities
fee for each of the following five facility catepories:

*  General +  Stoon Drains
*  Parcks *+ Streets and Traffic
s Trails

The five statutory findings required for adaption of the proposed public facilities fees in
accordance with the Mitjpation Fee At (codified in California Government Code Sectiops
66000 throuph 66025) are suminarized in Chapter 12.

acility[SidndardsA

A fagility standard is a policy that indicates the amount of Fadilities required to
accommiodate service demand. Examples of fadlity standards include building square
feet per capita and park acres per capita. Standards also may be expressed in monetary
terms such as the replacement value of facilities per capita. The adopted facility standard
is 2 cotical component in determining new development's peed for new-facilities and-the
amount of the fee. Standards determine new development’s fair share of planned

facliges and ensure that new development does not fund deficiencies assaciated with
existing development.

"The most commonly accepted approaches to determining a facility standard are
described below.

*+ The existing inventory method uses a facility standard based on the ratio of
existing facilides to the existing development. Under this approach new
development funds the expansion of facilities at the same mte that existing
development has provided fadlities to date. By definition, the existing
inventory method does not consider facility deficiencies attributable to existing
development. To increase fadlity standards the judsdiction must secure
funding io addition to development fees.

MuvniFmangal
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Town of Yurw Valley : Pubfic Facbtics Fee Study

* The system plan method calculates the staodard based on the mtio of all
existing plus plinned facilities to total fotnre demand (existing and new
dzvdopmr_nt) This method is used when (l) the local agency anricipates
increasing its fadlity standard above the existing inventory standard discussed
above, and (2) planned facilities are part of a system that benefit both existing
and new development. Using 2 faclity standard that is higher than the existing
inventory standard creates a deficiency for existing development. The
jupsdiction must secure non-fee funding for that portion of planned facilities
required to correct the deficiency.

+ The planged facilities method calculates the standard solely based on the
_ mtio of planaed fadlities to the incresse in demand associated with new

d:vclopm:nt. This method is sppropriate when planned facilities only benefit
new development, such as a sewer trunk line extension to a previously
undeveloped area. This method also may be used when there is excess
capacity in existing faciliies that can accommodate new development. In that
case new development can fund facilities at a standard lower than the existing
inventory standard and still provide an acceptable level of faclivies.

This study uses the existing inventory approach to determine facility standards for
geoeral facilities. Fees for parks, tmils, and storm drains are based on the system plan
method. Finally, streets and traffc fees are based on the planaed fadlifies standard.

MuniFinancal 7
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2. GROWTH PROJECTIONS

To assist in determining the appropriate fec stucture, nesw developmest growth
projections are vsed. Projected new development is estimated using the existing service
population in 2004 a5 a base year with a Planning Horizon through the year 2025,

tidhs foF impa

Uselofl Giolith Brdjee celEees|l
Estimates of the existing service population and projections of growth are catical
assumptions used throughout this report. These cstimates are used as follows:

¢ Estimates of total development at the 2025 Planning Honzon aze used 1o
determine the total amount of public faclities required to accommodate

growth and to allocate those costs oo a per unit hasis (for example, costs per
capita or per EDU).

* Estimates of service population growth from 2004 to 2025 are used to allocate
to new development its fair shase of total planaed facility needs.

To messure the existing service population and future prowth, population and worker
data, also identified as sesidents andworkets, respectively, are nsed for the General and
Parks and Trails facilities. These measures are used because numbers of residents and
workers are reasonable indicators of the level of demand for public facilities. The Town
builds public facilifes primarily to serve these populations and, typically, the greater the
population the larger the facility required to provide a piven level of secvice. Ta measure
growth for storm drains, the impervious sucface area of 2 sew development is linked to
EDUs, while tdp generation by use classification is used for streets and traffic signals,

Servitd PEpulatioh] Eqlivalentn

Differeat types of new development use public facilities at different mtes in relation to
each other, depending on the services provided. In Chapters 3 through 5, a specific
service population js ideatified for each facility category to reflect total demand. The
service population weights residential land use types aguinst non-residential land vses
based on the relative demand for services between residents and workers. Chapter 6
uses &0 impervious surface area linked to an EDU factor that weights each Jand use type

against one single-family unit’s demand for services. Chapter 7 uses top generation by
use classification to determine the fees.

MuriFinansof &
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To epsure a reasopable relationship between cach fec and the type of development
paying the fee, prowth projections distingnish between different land use types. The
land use types vsed in this analysis ate defined below.

+ Single family: Attached and detached ooe-family dwellihp units; and

+  Mult-family: All attached single family dwellings such as duplexes and
condormnivums, phus mobile hormes, apartmests, and dormitodes.

*  Commercial: All commercial, retail, educational, and hotel/motel
development.

*  Office: All generl, professional, and medical office development
* Industdal: Al manufactunng and warehouse development.

Soine developments may include more than one Jand vsc type, such as an industrisl
warehouse with living quarters (o live-work designation) or a planned unit development
with both single and multi-family uses. In these cases the public facilifes fee would be
calculated separately for each land use type,

The Town should have the discretion to impose the public facilites fee based on the
specific aspects of a proposed development regardless of zoning. The guideline to use is
the probable accupant density of the development, either residents per dwelling unit or
wortkers per building square foot. The fec imposed should be based on the land use type
that most closely represeats the probable occupant deasity of the development

Orcupant densities ensure a reasonable relatonship between the increase in service
population and amount of the fee. To do this, they must vary by the estimated service
population generated by a particular development project. Developers pay the fee based
on the number of additional housiag units or building square feet of nonresidential
developmeat, so the fee schedule must convert service population estimates to these

measures of project size. This conversion is dope with average occupsnt density factors
by land use type, shown in Table 2.0,

"The residential occupant density factors are derived From the 2000 US. Ceasus Bureaw's
Tables H-31 throupgh H-33. Table H-31 provides vacant housing units data, while Table
H-32 provides information relating to occupied housiag, Table H-33 documents the
total 2000 population residing in occupicd housing. The US Census numbers are
adjusted.by using the California Department of Finance (‘DOF™) estimates for January
1, 2004 found on Table E.5, and the most recent State of California data available. The
non-residential density factors are based on Employment Density Study §. Hmmary reporf,
prepared for the Southern California Associz2tion of Govemments, October 2001 by The
Natelsan Company. For example, the industral density factor represents ag average for
light industrial, heavy indvstrial, and warehouse uses likely to occur in the Town.

MuniFinandal
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Table 2.0: Density Assumptions
Land Use Density
Rasidentlal

Single Family 428 Residents per Dwelling Unit

Multifzmily 1.77 Resldents per Dwelling Unit
Non-rasidentis!

Commercial 2.50 Employees per 1,000 square feet

Office 3.33 Employees per 1,000 square feet

Industriat '~ .67 Employees per 1,000 square fest

Source: 2000 Census, Tables H31-H33; Califomla Depsriment of Flnance {BOF), Table E-5, 2004;
Southem Calfemia Assoclatlon of Govemments (SCAG); MenlFinanclal.

L ahE (]

iohs!fof Vet

H Hrdjedt

The base year for this study is the year 2004. The existing facilities in 2004 cambined
m with the planned facilities in 2025 will make up the system plan standard in our study.

Base year residential estimate is caleulated using the Califoria Department of Finance
(DOF) January 1, 2004 estimates and information provided by Town staff. Base year
employment estimates are based on date from the Southern California Assodiation of
Governments (SCAG) and the California Employment Development Department
(EDD). Future 2025 population and dwelling units were provided by the Town of
Yucca Valley. Employment projections were interpolated from the current employment
estimates (provided by Clagtas) by maintaining the jobs-housing ratia. Building square
footage was computed by MuniFinancial using the density assurnptions shown in Table
240.

Table 2.1 shows estimates of the growth in terms of residents 1nd workers.

L
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Table 2.1: Demographic Assumptions

2004 2025 Increase
Residenis’ 18,410 33,880 15,470
Dwelling Units’
Single Family 6,710 14,230 4,520
Multl-family 1,730 2,900 1170
Tatal B,440 14,130 5,680
Emp!oymenlz':’
Cormmercial 3,040 . 5,090 2,050
Office 860 1,100 440
Industrial 600 1,000 400
Sublnfa]_ 4,300 7,180 2,Bo0
Olher! 1,640 2,750 110
Tolial . 5,940 9,940 4,000
Buiiding Square Fes! (000s)"
Cornmerciai 7,600 12,730 ‘5,130
Ofilce 2,200 3,670 1,470
Industrial 1,000 1,670 870
Total 10,800 18,070 7.270

1 Calfomis Department of Finance (DOF), Southem Calllomis Assoclallon of Govemmenls
{SCAG), Data from Town of Yucca - Star Hefiman and Assocleles Papulallon Projachions,
March, 2008,

? pgsumes percentzge of employees by Jend use remafns constant 10 fota) fom 2004 1o
2025, .

? Eanales by land use type based 3 Clanlas repor preparad for the Town of Yucoa Valley,
February 2004. Frojected employment figures derjved by assuming a conslan! ralio of Jobs
te housing.

* Represenls gevemment and ather Insiiulional

® Based on employment by lend use end occupant densiy shown jn Tabls 2.0,

Sources: Teble 2.0; Callfomia Depariment of Finance (DOF), Table £-5, 2004; Tawn of
Yucea Valey; Southemn Caillomla Associalion of Govemmenis (SCAG); Clarilas 2004;
MunlFinandcial,

MmiFinonaal
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The purpose of the fee is to en

ensure that pew development

ice Boptilatisill|
Gegeral public faclities serve

residents and workers.

Table 3.0 shows the estimated
service population, workers ax
service demznd, Nonresidentis
dwelling units, so it is reasonat
is Jess than average per-resideq
on & 40-hour workweek divide

Table 3.0: General Facilifies Service Population

3. GENERAL FACILITS

ES

sure that new development funds its fair share of general
public facilities. A fee schednle is presented based on the cost of these facilities to

provides adequate funding to meet its needs.

e e A

lrnth resideots and businesses. Therefore, demand for
services and associated facilitie

5 are based on the Town’s service population incuding

service population io. 2004 and 2025 In calculating the

r weighted less than residents to reflect lower per capita

] buildings are typically occupied less intensively than

e to assume that average per-worker demnad for services

it demand. The 0.24-weighting factor for worlters is based
d by the total number of bours in 2 week (168).

Service
Residents Workers Population
Existing (2004) 18,410 5,940 19,840
New Development {2004-2025) 15,470 4,000 16,430
Total (2025) 33,880 8,940 36,270
Weighting factor 1.00 0.24

Sources; Table 2.1; MunlFinencle!

Existing Town fadlities housg
Town Clerk’s offices and otha
faclities, as well as, the curren

T
t

ldins|&Sta

n

e R

the Town Coundl chambers, the Town Manager and

governance and administrative Fupctons.  These existing
facility standard are noted in Table 3.1,

MmniFinonnal
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Table 3.1: General Facilities Existing Standard
Inventory  Cost/Unjt Total Value

Exisiing Faeilitlas

Land {acres)
Town Hall Camplex 927 § 20,000 3% 185,000
California Welcome Center 175 20,000 35,000
Public Works Complex 1.60 20,000 32,000
Subtolal Land 5 252,000

Buildings (sqg. L)
. ....Jown Hall Complex

Town Hailllibrary 42,840 § 200 § 2,528,000
Community Center 11,822 250 2,981,000
Museumn 5,108 200 1,022,000
California Welcome Cenler 4,408 200 880,000
Sublolal Town Hall Complex 34,070 % 7,411,000
Corporalion Yard
Admin. Building 6,897 3§ 200 % 1,379,000
Operzliens Buliding 9,623 200 1,925,000
Subtotal Corporate Yard 16,520 5 3,304,000
Total Facililies | $ 10,967,000 .
Exsting Service Population (2004) 19,840
Cosl per Caplta b3 553
Facillty Standard per Resident 5 553
Facllity Standard per Worler 133

Sourcas: Tables 2.1 and 3.0; Town of Yuccs Valley; MuniFinanciz)

The contribution of new development towards future general facilities expendimres is
captured in Table 3.2.

Tabie 3.2: New Development Development Contribution

Facility Standard Per Capila $ 553
Growth In Service Population {2004-2025) 16,430
New Development Conlribution L 8,082,000

Sources: Tahles 3.0 and 3.1, MuniFinancial

MuniFinanoal 13
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frealSchedilel i

e
‘Teble 3.3 shows the proposed general facilities fees based on the existing inventory
standard shown in Table 3.1. The cost per capita.is converted to a fee per unit of new
development based on dwelling unit and building space densities (persons per dwelling
uait ("DU) for residential development and workers per 1,000 square feet ("KSF”) of
building space for non-residential development).

Table 3.3: General Facilities - Proposed Fee Schedule

e — Féél

Land Use Capita  Density Fee Admin’ Fee Sq. FL

Residentin!
Single Family B 553 228 % 1265 % 25 § 1290
Multi-family 553 1.77 876 20 Q06

Non-residential

Commerchal 5 133 250 % 333 § 7 3% 34D 5 034
Office 133 3.33 443 9 452 045
Industrial 132 1.67 222 q 226 D.23

! Administralion fes of 2.0 percenl

Sources: Tables 2.0 and 3.1; MuniFinancial

MunFinondel 14
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4. PARK FACILITIES

The purpose of the fee is to ensure that new development funds its fair shore of park

faciliies. The Town would use fee revenues to expand park fadlities to serve new
development.

Sefvice Popitlation = i

Residents are the pamary vsers of parkdand. Therefore, demand for parks and assodiated
facilities are based op the Town's residential population. Table 4.0 provides estimates
of the resident population with a projection for the year 2025.

Table 4.0: Parks Facilities Service Population

Residents
Existing (2004} 18,410
New Development {2004-2025) 15,470
Total {2025) 33,880
Source: Table 2.1
Facility lnventories, Plang & Standards 57 = L 0 il

This section descobes the Town's existing facility inventory, standards, and Planned Park
faalities.

Existing Inventory

The Town owns and operates, or has agrecments with other agencies to use various park

[acilities. The Town's inventory of improved park facilities includes approximately a
total of 37.67 acres summarzed in Table 4.1

MunFinangal 5
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Table 4.1: Existing and Planned Park Facilities
Improved  Unimproved Total
Facllty Acres Acres Acres
Existing Parks
Community Center Park 12.84 12.04
Jacobs Park £.00 5.00
Machris Park 12.00 12.00
Remembrance Park 0.20 0.20
Sunnyslope Park 253 8.00 10.53
Paradise Valley Park 5.00 5.00
South Side Park 80.00 B0.00
Planned Parfs
West End Park 10.00 10.00
Easl End Park 15.00 15.00
North End Park 10.00 10.00
Total Acres 37.67 123.00 160.67

Note; Excludies BLM patented open epace lends

Souces: Tovm Parie Masier Plen by Putdss Rose-RS|, Ber, 18, 1898; Town of Yucea Valley

MunlFinancial

Park Facility Standards

To caleulate new development’s need for new parks, munidpalities commonly use a ratio

expressed in terms of developed park acres per 1,000 residents. The cosrent Town
General Plan policy standard for parks is 5.0 acres per 1,000 residents, Additional
information included in this report was talken from the Town Parks Master plan
completed for the Town by Pirkdss Rose-RST in December 1999. According to the
provided information, The Town currently has 37.67 acres of improved parkland. To
reach the Town’s planning-standard of 5:0 acres per 1,000 residents, the acquisiion and
improvement of an additional B.33 acres and 131.33 acres, respectively, by 2025 is

required (as shown in Table 4.2).

MuniFinangal
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Table 4.2: Parks Facilities General Plan Standard

General Plan Standard (developed acres per 1,000 residents) 5.00
2025 Service Population 33,880
Total Facllities Needs (acres) 168.00
Total Land Acquired 160.67
Deficit {8.33)
Tolal improved Acreage 37.67
- Deficit {131.33)

Sources: Table 4.0; Town of Yucca Valley Comprehensive Gzneral Plan, Prepared by Tawn of
Yucca Valley Communily Developmenl Department, Dac. 14, 18995; MuniFinancdal

Unit Costs for Land Acquisition and Improvement

Unit costs represent the cucrent cost of park acquisiion and improvement. This
approach represents the land costs and level of improvesnents that existing development
have provided to date. This approach ensures that the cost of fadlities to serve new
development is not artificially increased, and new developroent unfaidy burdened,
compared to existing development.

The unit costs used to estimate the total cost of parkland facility needs ate shown in
Table 6.4. All costs are expressed in 2004 dollars. Land acquisition costs and
irnprovement costs are based on the Town’s expenience with park development.

Table 4,3: Park Facilities Unit Costs

Average
Cost
Par Acre
Land Acquisition $ 20,000
Park Improvement 200,000
Totlal $ 220,000
Source: Town of Yucca Valley; MunlFinancial
MuniFinandal 17
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Total Needs and Costs

The total amount of park facilities to serve growth is calculated by multiplying the facility
standards developed in Table 4.2 by the growth in residents. The total cost of these
needs for park facllifies is based op the average unit costs for land acquisition and
improvements shown in Table 4.3. To sccommodate the increase io service population
through 2025 new development or alternative sources would need to fund fadlitics
estimated to cost approximately §17 million 25 shown in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4: Park Facllities to Accommodate Growth

Lend Acquisition
General Plan Standard (acres/1,000 residents)
Residant Growth {2004-2025)
Facility Needs. (acras)

Averaga Unil Cost (per acre)
Total Cost of Facilities

Land Improvemen
General Plan Standard (scras/1,000 residents)
Resident Grawth (2004-2025)
Facility Needs {acres)

Average Improvement Cost (per acre)

Tatal Cosl of Facilities

Total

5.00
15470
77.35

b 20,000

+ 1,547,000

5.00

15,470

T77.35

3 200,000
$ 15470000

$ 17,017,000

Sowces: Tobles 4,0, 4.1, and 4.3; MuniFinendal

If the Town cannot acquire all 77.35 acres calculated in Table 4.4 because of land
constraints, the Town may apply the same funds to rehabilitating, renovating, or
sebuilding facilities in existing parks. The §15.47 million in improvement facilities must
be nsed for ephancing, upprading, adding, or expanding new park Eacilities. Renovating
and intensifying development of existing parks is another reasonable methad for
accommodating growth that could be used in conjunction with expanding improved
patk acreage. The use of fee revesues would be ideatified through planned parldand
acquisition and improvement projects descrbed in the most recently adopted version of

anpual capital improvement budget.

The Town anticipates that the park fees would be the primary reveaue source to fund
the planoed facilifes zequired to serve new development. T'able 4.5 shows the share of

MuniFinanaal
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costs that could be attributed to new development. This amount represents the balance
after allocating to new development its share of those planned Park fadlities.

Table 4.5: Parks Facilities Costs per Capita for New Development

Land Land
Acqulsition Improvement
Cost Per Acre 5 20,000 % 200,000
Facility Standard (acres per 1,000 residents) 5.00 5.00
Cosl Per 1,000 capiia 100,000 1,000,000
1,000 1,000
Cost Per Resident 3 100 % 1,000

Sources: Tables 4.3 and 4 4; MuniFinancial

Alternative Funding Sources-

The Town can obtain the funding needed to complement facilities fee revenues over the
Planning Horizon through non-fee revenue sources. This funding is necessary to justify
the fee imposed on new development using the standard shown here. If this funding is

not obtained, the new development will have paid too high a fee by the end of the
Planning Horzon.

Feé Schedule:.. "o

Park fadlity cost per resident is shown in Table 4.6.

MuniFinandol 19
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Table 4.6: Parks Facilities Fees
Cost per Total
Land Use Capita Density Fee Admin' Fee
Rasidential
Single Family
Land Acquisition % 100 229 § 229 % 5% 233
Park Improvement 1,000 229 2,288 46 _ 2,335
Tolal | $ 2568
Multi-family
Land Acquisition § 100 177 § 177 % 4 % 180
Park Improvement 1,000 1.77 1,765 35 __ 1,800
Total 5 1,980

' Administmiion les of 2.0 perceni

Souroas: Tables 2.0 and 4.5, MunlFinendsl

The fec schedule in Table 4.6 includes separate components for land acquisiion and
improvement so that the Town can caleulate 2 credit if a developer dedicates parkland or
provides improvements. An average per-acre reimbursement is reasonable becanse the
fees collected may not be nsed in the same area from which they were collected. The
costs provided in this report represent the current Town-wide value.

MuniFinnndal 20
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6. TRAILS
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The purpose of the fee is to epsure that new development funds its fair share of trails.

The Town would use fee revenues to expand the town’s network of tmils to serve new
development.

Service Population: .- . tui o 2 il

[Nk ien e T Fatid)

Residents are the primary users of Yucca Valley's trails. Therefore, demand for hiking
and bike trails, and their assodiated facilities, are based on the Town’s residential

population. Table 5.0 provides estimates of the resident population with s projection
for the year 2025,

Table 5.0; Trails Facllities Service Population

Residents
Existing {2004) 18,410
New Development (2004-2025) 15470
Total {2025) 33,880

Souree: Table 2.1

Edcility Inventories; Plans & Standards’

This secon deseribes the Town's existing faclity inventory, standards, and planoed
Trails facilities.

Proposed Inventory

The Towp has a comprehensive Trail Master plan completed by RHA Landscape
Architects — Planners, Inc. The Trails Master Plan was cornpleted in June 2002. The
Town has since made amendroents to this Trails Master Plan and the information in this

report reflects those changes. The proposed Truils facilities are summarized in Table
51

MuniFinandal
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Table 5.1: Trall iInventory {Proposed)

Estimated Estimated Estimaled
Construction Easemsnl Total

Cost Cost’! Cost

Yucca Wash Trall - Reach 1 5 216,000 § - § 218,000
Yucea Wash Trall - Reach 2 310,500 - 310,500
Yucea Wash Trall - Reach 3 234,000 1] 234,800
California Riding & Hiking Trall - Yucsa Wash - Reach 4 214,500 - 214,500
California- Riding: & Hiking Trail - Marvin Drive 85,800 3,300 BE,100

Callfarnia Riding & Hiking Trail - Haclenda Drive - Reach 1
276,900 1,320 278,220

California Riding & Hiking Trall - Haclenda Drive - Reach 2
’ 191,160 4,290 195,380
California Riding & Hiking Trall - Chipmunk Trail 218,400 6,600 225 000

Californla Riding & Hiking Tr - Skyline Ranch Rd - Reach 1
280,800 2,310 283,110

Callfiornla Riding & Hildng Tr - Skyline Ranch Rd - Reach 2
93,600 2,640 86,240

Callfernia Riding & Hildng Tr - Skyline Ranch Rd - Reach 3
189,000 4,280 183,280
Klckapoo Trail 144,300 2,640 148,040
Litfe Morongo Canyon Road - Reach 1 187,200 1,320 188,520
Littla Morongo Canyon Road - Reach 2 136,500 BBO 137,160
Royal Springs Wash Trall 280,800 1,650 282,450
Black Rock Canyon Trei} 148,200 10,230 158,430
Easl Bumni Mountaln Wash Trtail - Reach 1 144,300 2,640 148,940
East Bumi Mountaln VWash Traill - Resch 2 225,200 B,250 234,450
East Bumt Mountsin Wash Trall - Reach 3 261,300 - 261,300
San Andreas Road Traifl - Reach 1 489 520 8,250 507,770
San Andreas Road Trall - Reach 2 472,760 3,960 478,720
Sen Andreas Road Trall - Reach 3 472,760 5,610 478,370
Sen Andreas Road Trail - Reach 4 148,200 990 148,190
Cammelila Wash Trall 202 BOD - 202 BO0
Black Rock Wash Trall 148,200 - 148,200
Covington Wash Trall - Reach 1 163,800 1,650 185,450
Covington Wash Trall - Reach 2 226,200 3,880 230,160
Cavinglon Wash Trall - Reach 3 285,200 3,960 288,160
Covington Wash Trall - Reach 4 214,500 4,200 218,780

Totals: § 6,653,340 § 85800 5 6,739,140

Total Trall Miles: 27758
Estimated Cost/Mile: $ 239793 % 3082 § 242604

! Easament Coste inflated by 10 percen| over costs provided In the Town of Yocca Valey Tralls Bike Roule Masler Plan,

Sowces: Town of Yueea Valley Adopled Tralle/Bike Route Moster Plan, March 10, 2005; Town of Yucca Vallsy Planning
Depsriment. MuniFinoncial

MuniFinamal 27
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Unit Costs for LLand Acquisition and Improvement

Unit costs represent the current cost of construction apd easement acquisition. By
dividiog the total costs over the 2025 service population, this approach ensuvres that
there is an equitable distibution of costs between pew and existing developmest.

Table 5.2 snmmarizes the per capita cost for completion of the Trails System faclities.
Al costs are expressed in 2004 dollars.

Table 5.2: Trails Facilities Cost per Capita

Construetlon Easement
Costs Acquisition Costs’
Cost 5 6,653,340 3 85,800
2025 Service Population 33,880 33,880
Cost Per Resldent 3 196 % 3
Total Costper Resident 3 199

Sourcas: Tables 5.0 and 5.1; MuniFinendal

Allocdtion of Facilities ?-'Gs"t’si’ttii'»'NéW:Dé\iéinpiﬁsﬁt-q Ry

The Town anticipates that the trail fees would be the primary revenne source to fund the
planned facilities required to serve pew developmeat. The allocation of costs for trails
facilities between the existiog service population and new development is shown in Table

3.3. The trails impact fee would be used in conjuncton with alternative funding sources
to elose the defidency.

MuniFinania!
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Table 5.3: Costs Attributable to New Development
Deflclency To
Be Funded By
New Non-Fea
Development Total Plannsd Revenue
Contribution Facliltles Sources
Cost per Resident ¥ 189
New Development (2004-2025) 15,470
New Developmeni Contribution $ 3,077,168

§ 3,077,168, % 6,738,140 . $ (3,661,971)

Souices: Tables 5.0 end 5.2; MuniFinanciat

Thable 5.4 shows the maximum allowable trails facilities fees based on the Master Plaa

standard. These cost factors are based o the cost per capita derived from the unit cost
estimates.and facility standards..

Table 5.4: Trails Facilities Fee

Cost per Total
Land Use Capita’  Denslty Fee Admin’ Fea
Residenlial
Single Family
Consiruction 3 196 2.29 % 445 % 9 % 458
Easemenl 3 229 & 0 6
Sublotal 5 464
Multi-family
Canslruction 3 196 177 % 47 5 7 3 354
Easement 3 177 4 0 5
Subiotal 3 358

! Administration fes of 2.0 parcent

Sources: Tables 2.0 and 5.2; MuniFinanclat

AMuniFinangal ol
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The fet schedule in Table 5.4 includes separate components for construction and
easement acquisition so that the Town can caleulate a credit if a developer dedicates trai

easements or other improvements. ‘This fee credit plan conld be structured similar to the
one discussed for Patks facllities in the previous chapter.

MentFinanne! 23
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6. STORM DRAIN FACILITIES

This chapter docurments a reasonable relationship between new development and the

funding for proposed Storm Dmin fcilities. Joformation included in this chaprer comes
from the Yueca Valley Master Flan of Drainage (the “Storm Dimin Study”) completed in
June 1999 by john M. Tettermer & Assodiates, Inc.

1id lrllll!t!lmn ol
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Table 6.0 calculates the equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) for each laad use using average

densities shown in the December 1995 Yucca Valley General Plag and Impervious

surface values denved from United States Department of Agriculture. Table 6.1 shows
the total existing and future EDUs for storm drainage facilitics by Innd use.

Table £.0: Storm Drains - Impervious Surface

DUiAcre Average Egulvalent
or Percent Dwelling Unlt  Acres/ EDU/
Acre’  Impervious® _ (EDUY K5F? KsF®
Residential {dwelling unils)
Single Famlly 2.78 35% 1.00
Multi-Family 10.B5 68% 0.50
Non-rasidential
Commercial Space 1.00 S50% 7.15 0.09 0.68
Office Space 1.00 95% 7.558 0.08 0.69
Industrial 1.00 75% 5.96 .08 0.4G

" Dwelling units per acre for residentizl usage and ncres for Non-residential usape. Resldenlist averane based on
midpoint of dwailing unlls per atre - Yucca Villey General PIan; December 1595,

? percent Impatvious Servica derved fom USDA dala.

* Floor Area Ratlo [FAR™) per acre based upan Non-residenilal space ciassification .25 for Offies, Retail & Senviea and
.30 for Industrlel space and desived by the following formda: 14{423560° 25}/ ,000) for Commercial 2nd Office Spaca and

{[43560".30)1,000 for Industial end Fsted In KSF.

Sources: Yucca Vuolley Genersl Plan, December 1295; MuniFinandal

MnniFirenoal
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Table 6.1: Storm Drain Facilities Total Equivalent Dwelling Units

Projected
EDU Existing  Growth | Exising Growth In
Faclor | {DUWKSF) (DU/KSF)] EDUs EDUs Total
Besidential .
Single Famlly 1.00 6,710 4,520 6,710 4,520 11,230
Mult-Famiy 050 1,730 1.170 865 585 1,460
Total Dwelling Units 8,440 5,600 71,575 5,105 12,680
Non-residential
Commerclal Space 0.66 7,600 5,130 516 3,386 8,402
Office Space ... . 088 .-2200.. 470} . 4518 1,014 2532 -
Industrial 0.46 1.000 670 460 308 768
Tala) KSF Commercial 10,800 7.270 6,994 4,708 11,702
Total 14,569 9,813 24,382
Percent of Tolal 59.8% 40.2%  100.0%

Sounes Tables 2.1 and 6.0; MuniFinancial

Facility Inventories, Plans & Standards " : 0s

Hydrologic modeling uses a "design storm” to estimate the rainfall rnoff peediog to be
accommodated by Storm Drain faciliies. The measure of 2 design stomn is typically
expressed in terms of the probability of a particular stomm in a0y one year. For example,
a 100-year storm is the storm that would accur oo sverage once during 100 years.
Facilites designed to accommodate runoff from this type of storm provide 100-year
flood protection.

The modeling completed for the Stormm Drain Study was based on 100 year-and 25-year
peak discharges using an approved watershed sub-area delineation map with defined
flow paths. Selected peak discharges resulting from the comnputations were used io
sizing the drainage facilities.

The Yucca Valley Master Plan of Drainage developed two different types of storm drain
systems, 2 non-detained system, with an estimated cost of $121,303,000, and a detained
system with an estimated cost of $102,016,000. Based upon information provided by the
Town, the detained system was selected as the preferred system. '

The storm dratnage faciliies fec uses a facility standard (Table 6.2) to demonstrate 2
reasonable relationship between new development and the need for pew facilities, The
facility standard is besed on the planned faclities investment into the Town's system of
storm drainage fadlities on 2 per EDU besis. The seed for new stomm drainage facilities
15 determined by maintaining the same investment on a per EDU basis as new
development ocours,

MumiFinandnf . 277
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Table 6.2: Storm Drain Faciifties Standard

Cost {2004}

Delalned Flood Control System Projected Cost’ 5 102,016,000
Cost Escalator® 1.21

Escalated Detained Flood Control System Cost 5 123,439,360

Tolal EDUs {2025) 24,382

Equity per £EDU ™~ $ 5083

! Town of Yucea Valley Master Plan of Dralnage - Fina) Reporl Praparsd by John M,
Tetlemer & Assoclaies, Inc. A Division of Kelth Companies, Inc. June 1888,

* Engineering News Record Cansinuction Cost Index - June 1800 1o MNovember 2004,

Sowees; Table 6,1; Town of Yucca Valley; MuniFinancial

Table 6.3 presents the cost of upgraded, expanded, or new storm drminage
improvements needed to 2ccommodate pew developmeat The new developrent

contibution shown in the table represents the total revenve that fhe storm drein
facilities fee would generate.

Table 6.3: Storm Drain Facillties to Accommodate Growth

Total
F acility Standard Per EDU 5 5063
Growth in EDUs (2005-2025) 9813
New Development Contribution $ 40,681,428

Sowees: Tables 8.2 and 6.3; MuniFinential

i
i

Bl SEREa Ll L

Table 6.4 shows the sewer facilities fee based on the cost per EDU shown in Table 6.2.
The cost per EDU is converted to a fee per nnit of developroent based on dwelling units
for residential and 1,000 building square feet for nonresidential development.

ManiFinannal 78
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Table 6.4: Storm Drain Facilities Fee

Cost per Total Fea !
Land Use EDU EDU Feg Admin’ Fee Sq. Ft,
Resideniisl
Single Family $ 5,083 .00 § 5080 % 101 5 5,161
Multi-Family 5,063 0.50 2,530 51 2,581
Non-residentiz! .
Commercial % 5,063 066 § 3340 § 67 $ 3407 & 341
Office 5,063 0.69 3,450 70 3,560 .56
Industrial 5,063 - 0.46 - 2,330 47 2,377 -2.38-
! Administration fee of 2.0 percent
Sources: Tablas 6.0 and 6.2; MunfFlnancial
MuniFinondol 29
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This chapter summarizes an analysis of the need for streets and related trapsportation
facilities to 2ccommodate growth within the Town of Yucca Valley. 1t documeants a
rcasonable relationship between new development and a traffic fee to fund streets and
related transportadon facilities that serve new development.

iDeina Ael B

L

Estimates of existing and new development provide the basis for calculating the traffic
facilities fee. Estimates of existing developmeat provide the basis for the facility
standard, The facility standard is used 1o determine the rate at which new development
must increase the value of the Town’s equity in its system of street improvements.

Estimates of new development are nsed to calculate the total amount of fee revenues
that would be generated.

The need for strcet improvements is based on the trip demand placed on the syster by
development. A feasonable measure of dernand is the number of average daily vehicle
trips, adjusted for the type of tdp. Vehicle tip generstion rates are a reasonable measure
of demand on the Town's system of street improvements across all modes becauvse
alternate modes (transit, bicycle, pedestdan) often substtute for vehicle trips.

The two types of trips adjustments made to tdp genertion rates to calculate trip demand
nze described below:

*  Pass-by trips are deducted from the tdp generation mte. Pass-by trips are
mntermediates stops between a0 ofgin and a final destination that require no
diversion from the route, such as stopping to get gas oo the way to work.

* The wip generation rate is adjusted by the average lengih of trips for a specific

land nse category compared to the average length of all tips on the street
system.

Table 7.0 shows the calculation of trp demand factors by land use category based oo
the adjustments described above. Data is based on extensive and demailed tip surveys
conducted in the San Diego region by the San Diego Assocation of Governments. The
surveys provide one of the most comprehensive databases available of tip generation
rates, pass-by trips factors, and average tdp length for 2 wide range of land uses. Urban
development patterns are similar enough among the San Diego and Southern

California/Los Angeles regions to make the vse of the San Diego data applicable to the
Town of Yucca Valley.

MauniFinandal 30
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Table 7.0: Trip Rate Adjustment Factor

Non-Pasa-by Tdas
Total Average Average Trip

Primary Diveried  Excluding Trip  Adjustment Delly Demand
Trips'  Trips! Pass-by’  Length’® Factor  Trips' Facior®

Residentiaf®
Single Family 86% 11% 7% 7.8 1.04 10 10.4
Mulit-family B86% F1% 97% 78 1.04 8 8.3
Nonrasidsntial’
Commarclal 47% 31% 78% .6 0.38 70 26.6
Cffice TT% 18% 88% 8.8 1.4 20 22.8
Induslnal 02% 5% o7% 8.0 1.18 T 8.3

' Percent of iokal tips. Primary trips are irips wilth no midway stops, or “links”. Divened bips are finked bips whose distance adds al
Inast one mie 1o he primary idp. Pass-by Yrips are finks that do nol add morme than one mite 1o the otel tip end therefore placa Rlie
addifonal burden on ihe slreel syslem, As 2 rosuli lhe tip adjustmen factor includes a raducton for the sham of pass-by Yips.
Tinmiles,

? The trip sdfustment facior aquals tha parcen) of noa-pras-by trips muttiplied by the avarags tip length and divided by the systemida
averzga tip fength of 6.8 miles.

* Trps per dwelng unll o7 per 1,000 buliding square feel

* Tha Arlp demand Iscior Is the product o thi bip ndjustmen lettor and the avempe dally lipa,

! Tip percenteges, avorape tip lenpths, and averags dally tips based on "rasidential” colégory. See SANDAG lor source, below,
? Trip pomoniages, ovorope tip leagihe, end averape dally kips lor.commerndal based bp "communtty shopplhg canie category, for
officet based! on "standard commencial offics” miegery, and for Indestial based on ndustial park {mo commerciol)® colegory. Sea

Sources; San Dego Associalion of Govemmants, Brief Gukle of Vehlculer Tralfic Generalfon Ratas for tha Sen Diego Reglon, July
1888; MunlFinencial,

Table 7.1 estimates the trip demand for existing and new development oo the Town’s
system of street improvements. Total tip demand is based on the tmp demand factors
caleulated in Table 7.0 and the growth estimates in Table 2.1. As shown in the table,
new development would represent about 40.5 percent of total tdp demand.
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('I@ Table 7.1: Trip Demand From Exlsting and New Development
Trip Demand Existing Trlp Trip Demand Total
Factor Existing _ Growth Bsmand _ From Growlh Trip Damand
Residenlial
Single Family 10.36 6,710 4,520 69,485 46,806 116,291
MulB-family a.28 1,730 1,170 14,332 8 693 24,025
Sublotal : B,440 5,690 83,817 56,490 140,316
Nonrasidantlal
Commercig} 26.56 7,600 5,130 201,872 136,264 338,136
Office - 2283 2,200 1,470 60,231 33,564 'B3,795
Industrial 8.26 1,000 570 B,258 5533 13,794
Subtolal 10,800 7,210 260,362 175,361 435,732
Tolal ' 344,179 231,880 576,038
Parcent of Total 80.7% 40.3% 100%
Sources: Tables 2.1 and 7.0; MuniFinancial,
e B P

The cost of streets apd taffic facilities attributed to new development (T'able 7.2) are
vsed to develop a Streets and Traffic Signals facility standard in Table 7.3. This
approach allows the town to use fee revenues only to those projects that add new
facllities and otherwise expand capacities for new development and exclude projects that
upgrade existing facilities. This standard calculates and exisbng equity per tdp that
becomes the standard used in fee determination.

O
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Table 7.2: Streets & Traffic Facllities Master Plan Cost Summary for New Development

Cost
Sirasls
ROW Cosls lowiden SR 62 - West Town Boundary lo Klchapoo Trail, 2.88 AC L3 1,346,408
wWiden SR 62 1o 6 Lanes - West Town Boundary o Kickapoo Trall, 1.42 miles 2,227,500
ROW Casts 1o widen SR 62 - Kickapoo Trall to Acoma/Mohawk Trafl, 1.32 AC 1,033,511
Widen SR 62 lo § Lanes - Kickepoo Trall to Acomea/Mohawk Trall, 1.08 miles 4,707,750
ROW Caosts |o widen SR 62 - Acoma/Mohawk Trell 1o 8R 247, 1.83 AC 1,487,160
Widen SR 62 ln B Lanes - Acoma/Mohawk Trall to SR 247, 1,51 miles 2,361,150
ROW Cos's to widen SR 62 - SR 247 1o Hilton Avenue, 1.03 AC 802,775
Widen SR 62 o 6 Lanes - SR 247 1o Hiilon Avenug, 0.85 miles 1,336,500
ROW Cosis to widen SR 62 - Hiltlon Avenue Jo Avelon Avenue, 1.03 AC 806,578
Widen SR 62 lo & Lanss - Hliton Avenue 1o Avalon Avenue, 0.83 miles 1,336,500
ROW Gasts 1o widen SR 62 - Avalon Avenus to Yucez Mesa Road, 1.26 AG 7'DB4,828
Widen SR 62 Io 6 Lenes - Avalon Avanue (o Yucta Mesa Road, 1.04 miles 1,633,500
ROW Caosls to widen SR 247 - Siete Roule 62 1o San Juan Road, 12,19 AC 2,804,775
Widsn SR 247 lo 4 Divided Lanes - Slatas Rle. 62 to San Juan Rd, 1.57 miles 12,322,412
ROW Cosis to widen SR 247 - Sen Juan Rd. 1o Buena Vista Dr., 12,18 AC 2,804,775
Widen SR 247 o 4 Divided Lanes - Sen Juan Rd. 1o Buena Vista Dr., 1.57 miles 12,322 412
ROW Caost to widen SR 247 - Busng Vista Dr. Ie N. Town Boundary, 17.80 AC 4,003,113
Widen SR 247 !o 4 Divided Lanes - Buena Vista Dr, to N. Town Bndry., 2.16 mi. 13,543,200
Widen Onaga Tr=il, 4 Lane Arterial Divided - Kickapoo TT. 1o Joshun Lena 7,437,150
Widen Yucea Trall, 4 Lane Arterial Divided - Sage Ave. to Avalbn Avenug 5,883,584
Widen Joshua Lane, 4 Lane Arterial Divided - Onaga Tr. lo Slafe Routy 82 2,621,389
Widan/Construc! Camino det Clelo, 4 Lane Collecior - Onaga Tr. tu Sunnyslope (2 Lanes} a51,941
Widen/Conslruct Sunnysiops Dr., 4 Lena Colleclor - Camino def Clelo fo Pioneeriown (2 L 1,186,400
Widen Kichapoo Trafl, 4 Lana Collector - Onaga Trail to Stale Rouls 62 387,318
Widen Ploneeriown Road, 4 Lane Collecior - Sizfe Rie. 82 lo Sunnyslope Drive 1,402,235
Widen Acoma Trail, 4 Lane Collaclor - Goldan Bee Drive 1o Sisle Rie. 62 3,327,726
Widen Sape Avenue, 4 Lane Collecior - Golden Bee Drive fo State Roule 62 3,327,726
Widen Joshue Lane, 4 Lane Colleclor - Golden Bee Drivs to Onaga Trall 2,065,485
WWiden La Conlenta Ruad, 4 Lane Collector - Yucca Trall lo State Route 62 3,174,245
Widen Paiomar Avenue, 4 Lana Collscior - Joshua Lane to Yueea Trall 3,077,871
Widen Avalon Avenue, 4 Lane Colleclor - Yucea Trail {o Stele Roule 62 2,930,328
Widen Yucca Trall, 4 Lane Coflector - Avalon Avenue 1o Yucca Mesa Road 4,037,342
Widsn Onaga Trll, 4 Lane Caolletlor - Joshua Lane 1o Palomar Avenue 2,983,479
Consirucl Onaga Trail, 4 Lane Collecior - Camino de! Clelo 1o iickapoo Trall 1,703,882
Widen Joshua Drive, 4 Lane Collsctor - Acoma Trall to Joshus Lana 2,485,232
Widen Warren Visla Avenue, 2 Lane Collector - Yucca Trail lo State Rie. 62 474,564
Widen Golden Bag, 2 Lane Collector - Acoma Trall to Joshua Lane 1,587 608
Widen Joshua Lane, 2 Lane Collecior - Golden Bee Drive to Warren Vista 743,406
Subtolal - Slreels 3 117,555,292
MuniFinonnol 33
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Tahble 7.2; Streets & Trafflc Facilitles Master Plan Cost Summary for New Development

Cast

Trafiic Ssfely

Ralsed Medians on SR 62 - West Town Boundary to Falway Drive

Relsed Medlans an SR 62 - Falrway Drive le Caming del Cleln

Ralsed Medians on SR 62 - Camine de! Clelo 1o Kickapoo Trail

Ralsed Medians on SR 62 - Kickapoo Trail to Elk Tral

Raelsad Medlans on SR 62 - Charokee Trall 1o Acoma/Mohewk Tral

Ralsed Medlans on SR 62 - AcomaMohawk Trall to Palm. Avenus

Raised Medians on SR 62 - Palm Avenue 1o Sage Avenue

Ralsed Medlans on SR 62 - SR 247 ib Warren Visla Avenue

Ralsed Madians on SR 62 - Warren Vistz Avenue fo Hillen Avenuz

Raked Medians an SR 62 - Hillon Avanue to Balsa Avenus

Ratsed Medians on SR 62 - Balse Avenue 1o Avalon Avanue

Ralsed Medians on SR 62 - Avalun Avenue lo Indio Avenue

Ralsed Medlans on SR 82 - Indlo Avenus to Yucca Mess Road

Sidawalks on both sides SR 62 - West Town Bonndary lo Fairway Dr.

Sldewalks on both sidas SR 62 - Falway Drive 1o Camine del Glela

Sldewalks on both sldas SR 62 - Camino del Cielo to Kickapoo Trall

Sidewslks en both sldes SR 62 - Kickapoo Trall to Elk Trali

Bidewalks on both sides SR 62 - Elk Trall 1o Cherolee Trall

Sidewslks on both sidss SR 62 - Cherokee Trall to AcomaMohawk Trail

Sldewals un both sides SR 62 - Acoma/Mohawk Trall to Palm Avenua

Sldewalks on both sides SR 62 - Palm Avenue to Sage Avenue

Sldewalks on both sides SR 62 - Sege Avenus 1o SR 247

Sldewalks on hath sides SR 62 - SR 247 to Warren Vists Avenue

Sidewalks on balh sides SR 62 - Wamen Visla Avenue tn Hilton Avenua

Sidewalks on both sides SR 62 - Hlilon Avenue lo Balse Avenue

Sidewalks on bolh sides SR 62 - Balsa Avenue lo Avalon Aventie

Sidewalks on belh sldes SR &2 - Avalan Avanue 1o Indio Avenue

Sidewalks on both sides SR 62 - Indlo Avenus 1o Yuces Mesa Road
Subtotal - Trafllc Safaty

Traffic Sionsls

Yucca Trall @ Joshua Lane

HwyG2/Camino Clelo

Hwy 62/5age Avenue

Hwy §2/Joshua Lens

Hwy 62/Yucca Mesa Road/La Conlents Road
Yucca TralVAvalon Avenue/Palomar Avenua
Onage TralllAcoma Trail

Subtotal - Trafiic Signals

Tolal

810,000
1,114,000
1,114,000
1,335,000
516,000
1,025,000
794,000
1,198,000
E08,000
840,000
1,178,000
1,094,000
1,126,000
276,000
380,000
380,000
456,000
130,000
210,000
350,000
378,000
370,000
408,000
208,000
218,000
402,000
373,000
384,000

17,576,000

500,000
500,000
500,000
500,000
500,000
500,000
500,000

3,500,000

130,631,292

Sources: Town of Yucea Vallny, Exhiblt T, of the Genernl Plan EfR Treffic Study praparad by Robert Kahn, John Kaim & Associoles, BRES

MuniFinzrool
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Table 7.3; Streets & Traffic Facilities Standard

Cost
FPlanned Projeets
Streel Improvements $ 117,655,292
Traffic Safety 17,576,000
Traffic Signals 3,500,000
Total Streets & Traffic Faciilies $ 138,831,292
Less: Other Funding Sources {2004-2025)" 4,015,000
Net Facility Needs a 3 134,616,292- T,
Projected Trip Demand for Future Growth (2004-2025) 231,880
Standard Per Trip 3 581

' Represents pariion of Measure | funding available for reglonal trsffic picjects. Estimatad at
182,500 per yeat.

Sowrces: Town of Yucce Valley; Tables 7.1 and 7.2; Mun(Finsnclal

Fee and.Revenua Schetules.©. o7 o e o

The maximum justified fee for waffic facilities is shown in Table 7.4. The Town may
adopt any fee up to that shown in the table. If the Town adopts a lower fec then it
should consider reduding the fee for each landluse by the same percentage. This
approach would ensure that each new development project funds the same fair share of
costs to improve the Town's system of streel improversents.

MuntFinandal 35
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Table 7.4: Streets & Traffic Facilities Fees

Trip
Standard Demand Fea/
Land Use PerTrip  Factor Fee Admin' Total Fee  Sq. FL

Residentiel

Single Family § 581 104 § 6016 § 120 § 6,137

Multi-family 581 8.3 4,813 8B 4,508
Non-residentis!

Commercial L3 5§81 266 % 15433 5§ ans & 45741 5 1574

Office - o - 581 22.8 13,266 265 13,531 13.53

Industrial 581 8.3 4,798 96 4,894 4.89
! Atmintstralion fee of 2.0 percent
Solrcas: Tatles 7.0 and 7.3; MuniFinandal
MuriFmaneial 36
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8. IMPLEMENTATION _
%

Frogramming Revenues and Projects with the CIP

"The Town CIP should be amended to identify fee revenue with specihc projects. The
use of the CIP in this manner docuroents 2 reasonahle relationship between new
development and the use of those revenues.

The Town may decide to alter the scope of the planped projects or to substihate pew.
Projecis as long a5 those new projects continue to represent an expansion of the Town’s
facilities. 1f the total cost of facilities varies fram the total cost used as a basis for the
fees, the Town should consider revising the fees accordingly.

For the fve-year planning period of the CIP, the Town should consider allocating
exsting fund balances and projected fee revenue to specific projects. The Town can
hold fonds in a project account for longer than five years if necessary to collect sufficdent
monies 10 cornplete a project.

Identify Non-Fee Revenue Sources

The use of the method for calculating fucility standards can identify revenue Defidendes
attributable to the existing service population. As fees are only imposed under the Act
to fund new development's fair portion of fadlities, the Town shouvld copsider how
Defidendies might be supplemented through the use of alternative funding sources.
Fotentia] sources of revenue include existing or new general fund revenues or the use of
existing or new taxes. Any new tax would require two-thirds voter approval, while new
assessments or property-related charges would require majority property-owner
approval.

inflation Adjustment

Appropriate inflation indexes should be identified in a fee ordinance including an-
automatic adjustment to the fee annually. Separate indexes for land and constraction
costs should be nsed. Calculating the land cost index may require the pedodic use of 2
properiy appraiser. The construction cost index can be based on the Town's recent
capital project experience or can be taken from any reputable source, such as the
Engineering newr Rerord. To calenlate prospective fee increases, each index should be
weighed against its share of total planped facility costs represented by land or
constructon, as approprizte.

Reporting Requirements

The Town should comply with the angual and five-year reporting requirements of the
Act For facilities to be funded by a combination of public fees and other revennes,
identification of the source and amount of these nog-fee Tevenues is essential,

MuniFinanaa! 37
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Identification of the timing of receipt of other revenues to fund the facHities is alsa
important.

MumiFinantial
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9. MITIGATION FEE ACT FINDINGS

Fees arc assessed and typically paid whes s building permit is issued and imposed on
new development projects by local agencies responsible for regnlating land use (cities
and counties). To guide the imposition of facilities fees, the Califarnia State Legislatnre
adopted the Act with Assembly Bill 1600 in 1987 and subsequent smendments. The
Act, contained in Califorzio Governanent Code §§66000 — 66025, establishes requirements g

local agendies for the imposifion and administration of fees. The Act requires local

agendes to document five stanitory findings when adopting fees.

The five findings in the Act required for zdoption of the maximum justified fees
documented in this report are: 1) Purpose of fee, 2) Use of fee Revenues, 3) Benefit
Relationship, 4) Burden Relationship, and 5) Proportionality. They are each discussed
below and are supported throughout the rest of this report.

Pirpgose of Fee.- - .0 -0

¢ Identify the purpose of the fee (§66001 (a)(1) of the Acs).

We understand that it Is the policy of the Town that new development will not buiden
the existing service population with the cost of fadilities required to accommodate
growth. The purpose of the fees proposed by this report is to implement this policy by
providing 2 Funding source from new development for capital improvements to serve
that development. The fecs sdvance a lepitimate Town interest by enabling the Town to
provide muaidpal services to new developoent,

Use of Fee Reveniues” ., i &, .

*  Tdenitfy the use to which the fees will be put. If the use is Jinonang facilities, the foclities shafl be
identified. That identification may, but need not, be made by reference o a capital trprovernent
Plon as pecified in §65403 or §66002, may be mads in applicable general or spectfic plon
requirements, or may b made in other public documents that identify the faclities for which the
Jees are charged (§66001(a)(2) of the Au).

Fees proposed in this report, if enacted by the Town, would be available to Fand
expanded facilities to serve new development. Facilities funded by these fees are
designated to be located within the Tows. Fees addressed in this report have been
identified by the Towa to be restricted to Funding the following facility categores:
General fadlities, Park facilities, Trails facilities, Storm Drain facilities, and Strests and
Traffic Signals.

MenFinandal 3z
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Summary descrptions of the planned facilides such as size and cost estimates were
provided by the Town and ate included in Chapters 4 through 8 of this report. More
thorough des!:nphnns of certain planned facilities mcludmg their specific location, if
known at this time, are incloded in master plans, capital improvement plans, or othe.r
Town plinning documents or are available from Town staff. The Town may change the
list of planned facilities to meet changing needs and droumstances, as it deems necessary.
The fees shauld be npdated if these amendments result in 2 significant change ia the fair
share cost allocated to new developmeat.

Planned facilities to be funded by the fees are described in the fugkites, Insentortes, Plans
and standarils sections in each facility category chapter.

el ation s Hio IR DL DR i

Determine the reasonable relationship hetween the fees’ e and the typs of develgpment
project on mibich the fees are imposed (§66001 (a)(3) of the Aet).

We expect that the Town will restrict fee revenue to the acquisition of land, construction
of facilities and buildings, 20d purchase of related equipment, furnishings, vehicles, and
services used to serve new development. Fadlities funded by the fees are expecred to
provide 1 Town-wide network of facilities accessible to the additional residents and
worlers assodiated with new development. Under the Act, fees are not intended to fund
planoed faclities needed to correct existing Deficencies. Thus, a reasonable relationship
can be shown between the use of fee reverme and the new developmeat residential and
pon-residential use classifications that will pay the fees.

BlirderiRelatinnsip I T T I A [

[{i

+  Determine the reasonahle relationsbij between the need for the public facilities and the types
of develgpment on whith the fers are imposed (§66001 (3)(2) of the Act).

Fadilities need is based on & fadlity standard that represents the demand generated by
ncw development for those faclites. Faciliies demand is determined as follows:

© The service population is established based upon the number of
residents and workers, which correlates to the demand for General
facilities, Park fadlities and Trails facilities;

0 Stormm water generation is directly related to the impervious surface
area of a new development and is linked to the pumber of EDUs
and comresponds to an increased demand for Storm Dmin facilities;

0 The number of vehicular trips generated per use classification
determines Strects and Traffic Signals faciliges demand.

MzeniFinandal 20
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For each facility category, demand is measured by a single facility standard that can be
applied across land nse types to ensure a reasonable relationship to the type of
development. Service population standards are calculated based upon the number of
residents associated with residential development and the number of workers associated
with non-residential development. To calculate = siogle, per capit standard, one worker
Is weighted less than one resident based on an analysis of the relative use demand
between residential and non-residential development. For Stomm Drain facilitics, fadlity
standards are based on the impervious surface area of a development and Jinked to the
oumber of EDUs as compared to one single-family dwelling unit.

The standards used to identify growth needs are also used to determine if planned
facilities will partially serve the existing service population by correcting exishing
Deficiencies. This approach ensures that new development will only be responsible for
its fair share of planned facilities, and that the fees will got unfairly burden new
development with the cost of faciliies assodiated with serviop the existing service
populztion.

Céapter 3 Growth Projections provides 2 desexription of bow service population and prowth
projectons are calculated, Facility standards are described in the Faakses, Inventories,
Plans and randards sections of in each facility category chaptr.r.

Propertionality -~~~

¥ Defeomine bow rhere iv a reasonable relationship between the fers amonnt and the cost of the
Jacikties or poriion of ibe facifitier ottributable to the developraent on which the fee 1 fmrposed
(§66001 (b) of the Ac).

The reasonable relationship between each Facilities fee for a speafic new development
project and the cost of the facilities attdbutable to that project is based oq the estimated
new development growth the project will accommodate, Fees for a spedific project are
based on the project’s size or increases in the number of EDUs or vehicle trips. Larger
new development projects can sesult in 2 higher service population, larper impervious
surface areas, or 2 higher trip generation rate.resulting in higher. fee revenue than smaller
projects in the same Jand vse classificaion. Thus, the fees can ensure a reasanable
relationship between 2 specific new development project and the cost of the facilites
atiributable to that project.

Sec Clapter 3, Growth Projections, or the service population, Eguivolent Dwelling Unit or Trip Rate
Adjnsiment Factor sections in each facility category chapter for z descrption of how
service population, EDUs or Trip Rate Adjustment Factors are determined for differcot
types of land uses. Ser the Fee Schedule section of each fadlity category chapter for a
prescntation of the proposed facilities fees.

MuvriFinonoal 41
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ATTACHMENT "“B”
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

GENERAL FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpese:
The purpose of the general facilities fee is to provide funding for the construction and or

expansions of existing general facilities within the Town. These include the Town Hall
Complex, the Californin Welcome Center, and the Community Developmeni/Public
Works Complex. Specifically, these include the areas of Town Hall, Library,
Community Center, Museum, California Welcome Center, the Community Development
Administration Building and the Public Works Operations Building. These facilities and
their specifics are identified in Table 3.1 of the Study.

Use of Fee Revenues:

The revenue generated from this fee will be used to furnish the funding required to erect
new municipal buildings or expand existing municipal buildings as described in the
foregoing section. These facilities will provide centralized, efficient, and expanded
public service facilities 1o accommodate the projected increase in the Town’s population
due to new development.

Benefit Relationship:

The new residential, commercial, office, and industrial development which are
anticipated to occur during the plenning period will generate significant additional
demand for the ndministrative, management, professional, fechnical and para-
professional services provided by the staffs of the Town's nop-emergency services. This
demand will occur among all components of the community and will require adequate
provision for office expansion to accommodate the new growth. The fee recommended
will apply to each of these community components, since all will contnibute to the
demand for new and expanded municipal services.

Burden Relatonship:

New development will require the services supplied by the administrative offices of the
Town’s nen-emergency services. These services will require adequaie, convenient and
efficient workspace to fulfill their public service requirements. Chapter 3 of the Study
addresses General Facilities. Specifically, Tables 3.0, 3.1, and 3.2 establish the rational
and methodology for determining the fee for new development, as identified in Table 3.3.

Proportionality: 7
Chapter 3 of the Study nddresses General Facilities. Specifically, Tables 3.0, 3.1, and 3.2
establish the rational and methodology for determining the fee for new development, as
identified in Table 3.3.

Development impact Fee Resclulion Page B of 13
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PARK FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpose; :

The purpose of this fee is to provide funding for the acquisition and improvement of
those park facilities and projects identified in the Parks Master Plan, and that are required
to augment the Town's current park system to accommodate the needs of projected new

growth and development in the Town.

Use of Fee Revenues:

The revenue generated from this fee will be used to purchase land and develop new
community, neighborhood and specialized parks within the Town of Yucca Valley
pursuani to the goals and objectives of such facilities contained in the General Plan and

the Parks Master Plan,

Benefit Relationship:

The new residential development which is anticipated to oceur during the planning period
wil] generate significant need to improve and expand the Town's basic park facilities.
This fee will be nsed to finance such improvements and additions. These new park
facilities will be needed in order to accommodate the projected growth from new
development which will be oceurring during the planning period as well as maintgin
existing service levels.

Burden Relationship:

As noted previously, new development will require additional, improved or expanded
park facilities to maintoin existing service levels. Growth fram new development will
require adding five acres of new park facilities per 1,000 popuolation to accommodate
such growth and to maintein current service levels. Further, the new facilities will
enbance the community’s quality of live and living environment to the benefit of all its

citizens.

Proportionality:

Chapter 4 of the Draft Study, including Tables 4.0, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, identify the
methodology and basis for caleulating the maximum fees that may be imposed for park
facilities ns identified in Table 4.6. No fees are recommended for commercial, office or

industrial type development.

Brvclopment Impact Fee Resolution Poge 90l 13
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TRAILS FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpose:
Chapler 5 addresses the Town’s trails system as identified in the Master Plan of Trails.
The purpose of the fee is 10 ensure that development fimds its fair share of the trails

system.

Use of Fee Revenues:

The Town will use fee revenues to expand the Town’s network of trails to serve new
development. The continued implementation of the trails system will further encourage
the vse of this alternative transportation mode consistent with the General Plan’s stated
goals end objectives.

Benefit Relationship:

The projected residential development which is anticipated to occur during the planning
period will generate significant additional demand and need for the trails network. The
fee will be used to finance such improvements and additions that are necessary to serve

new development that is projected to occur during the plarming period.

Burden Relationship:

As noted above, new residential development generates additional pedestrian and multi-
use traffic which will require edditional or improved and/or expanded trail facilities to
maintain existing service levels as new growth occurs,

Proportionality:

Chapter 5, specifically Tables 5.0, 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3, identify the methodology and basis
for caleutating the fee leve] identified in Table 5.4,

Development [mpact Fex Resolution Page 10 of 13
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STORM DRAIN FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpose:

The purpose of this fee is lo provide funding for the acquisition and improvement of
those storm drain facilities and projects identified in the Master Plan of Drainage, and
that are required to sugmeni the Town's current flood control system to accommodate the
needs of projected new growth and development in the Town.

Use of Fee Revenues:

The revenue generated from this fee will be used to purchase land and develop new storm
drain facilities within the Town of Yucce Villey pursuant to the goals and objectives of
such facilities contained in the General Plan and as identified in the Master P]an of
Drainage, as well as within Chapter 6 of the Study.

Benefit Relationship:

The new residential, commercial, office and industrial development which are anticipated
to occur during the planning period will penerate significant need to improve and expand
the Town’s slorm drain office. This fee will be used to finance such improvements and
addibons. These new storm drain facilities will be needed in order to accornmodate the
projected growth from new development which will be occorring during the planning
period as well as maintain existing service levels.

Burden Relationship:

Chapter-6, specifically Table 6.2, establishes and demonstrates a reasonable relationship
between new development and the need for new facilities. The facility standard is based
on the planned facilities investment into the Town's system of siorm drainage facilities

on a per EDU basis.

Proportionality:

Chapter 6 of the Drafi Study, including Tables 6.0, 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, identify the
methedology and basis for calculating the maximum fees that may be imposed for storm
drain facilities as identified in Table 6.4

Development Impact Fee Resolution Pope 110l 13
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STREETS AND TRAFFIC: Additional Findings

Purpose:

Chapter 7 summarizes an analysis of the need for streets and related transportation
facilities to accommodate growth within the Town of Yucea Valley. 1t documents a
reasonable relationship between new development and a traffic fee to fund street and
related transportation facilities that serve new development. The purpose of this fee is to
provide funding for the construction of those improvements to the Town’s sireel facilities
as identified in Chapter 7.

Use of Fee Revennes:

The revenue generated from this fee is to provide fonding for the construction of those
improvements to the Town’s street facilities as identified in Chapter 7, which are required
to augment the Town’s current street system to accommodate the needs of projected new
growth and development in the Town.

Benefit Relationship:

The new residential, commercial and industrial development which is projected to occur
during the planning period and to build out will generate significant additional traffic and
the need to improve and expand the Town’s street facility system. The fee will be used 1o
pravide for those capacity improvements and traffic and pedestrian safety improvements
required by growth projections to maintain existing levels of service and to accommodate
new growth 4nd development.

Burden Relationship:

As noted in the previous section, each type of new residential, commercial, office and
industrial development will generate additional traffic, which will create an incremental
need to add to roadway capacity, and to improve traffic and pedestrian safety.
Specifically in Chapter 7, Tables 7.0, 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3 establish the methodology and
basis for the fees identified in Table 7.2

Proportionality:

The recommended fee is demand or trip generation based. Based upon trip generation
rates, Chapter 7 identifies the costs attributable to new development including residential,
commercial, office, and industrial. Specifically in Chapter 7, Tables 7.0, 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3
establish the methodology and basis for the fees identified in Table 7.2
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ATTACHMENT *C”

gﬂg@ DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE
Single Family Residential Development: $5,200.00 Per Unit
Mulii-Family Residential Development: $3,600.00 Per Unit
Cammercial Development: $0.00 Per Square Foot
Office Developmeni: $0.00 Per Square Foot
Industrial Development: " $0.00 Per Square Foot

Z:AID 27 05 town council meetingy| 0 27 05 tc mecting impart fec fodings nod basis of ocis resolution.doe
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY

1, Janet M. Anderson, Town Clerk of the Town of Yucca Valley, California do
hereby certify that Resolution No. 05-59 was duly and regularly adopted by the Town Council of
the Town of Yucca Valley, California, at a meeting thereof held on the 27®  day of Ociober,
20035, by the following vote:

AYES: Council Members Cook, Luckino, and Mayar Mayes
NOES: Council Members Leone and Nezb
ABSTAIN: None

ABRSENT: None

/ OWN CLERK
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ATTACHMENT “B”
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

GENERAL FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpose:
The purpose of the general facilities fee is to provide funding for the construction and or

expansions of existing general facilities within the Town. These include the Town Hall
Complex, the California Weicome Center, and the Community Development/Public
Works Complex. Specifically, these include the areas of Town Hall, Library,
Community Center, Museum, California Welcome Center, the Community Development
Administration Building, Animal Shelter and the Public Works Operations Building.
These facilities and their specifics are identified in Table 3.1 of the Study as amended.

Use of Fee Revenues:

The revenue generated from this fee will be used to furnish the funding required to
erect new municipal buildings or expand existing municipal buildings as described in the
foregoing section. These facilities will provide centralized, efficient, and expanded
public service facilities to accommaodate the projected increase in the Town's population

due to new development.

Benefit Relationship:
The new residential, commercial, office, and industrial development which are

anticipated to ocecur during the planning period will generate significant additional
demand for the administrative, management, professional, technical and para-
professional services provided by the staffs of the Town's non-emergency services.
This demand will occur among all components of the community and will require
adequate provision for office expansion to accommodate the new growth. The fee
recommended will apply to each of these community components, since all will
contribute to the demand for new and expanded municipal services.

Burden Relationship: '
New development will require the services supplied by the administrative offices of the

Town’s non-emergency services. These services will require adequate, convenient and
efficient workspace to fulfill their public service requirements. Chapter 3 of the Study
addresses General Facilities. Specifically, Tables 3.0, 3.1, and 3.2 establish the
rational and methodology for determining the fee for new development, as identified in

Table 3.3.
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Proportionality:

Chapter 3 of the Study addresses General Facilities. Specifically, Tables 3.0, 3.1, and
3.2 establish the rational and methodology for determining the fee for new
development, as identified in Table 3.3.

Fund Balance: The General Facility Public Facility Development Impact Fee Fund
Balance is $52,423.14 and is uncommitted. The funds collected are
not sufficient to construct any one General Facility as identified in the
“Study”. Additional General Facility revenues will be necessary over
the 20 year planning period and wili include Redevelopment Agency
Funds, Community Development Block Grant Funds and federal and
state grant resources. $9.9 million in revenues and expenditures
projected;

Planned

Expenditures: The planned alternative expenditures for these funds include the
Yucca Valley Animal Shelter design and construction project,
anticipated to be completed within 36 months; and/or the Yucca
Valley Town Hall Complex Analysis for merger and incorporation of
Community Development operations, which would be completed within
24 months of Town Council authorization. The Yucca Valley Animai
Shelter will be constructed by the Joint Powers Authority, consisting of
the County of San Bemnardino and the Town of Yucca Valley with a
total estimated cost of $3.5 million.

PARK FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpose:
The purpose of this fee is to provide funding for the acquisition and improvement of

those park facilities and projects identified in the Parks Master Plan, and that are
required to augment the Town's current park system to accommodate the needs of
projected new growth and development in the Town.

Use of Fee Revenues:

The revenue generated from this fee will be used to purchase land and develop new
community, neighborhood and specialized parks within the Town of Yucca Valley
pursuant to the goals and objectives of such facilities contained in the General Plan and
the Parks Master Plan.
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Benefit Relationship:

The new residential development which is anticipated to occur during the planning
period will generate significant need to improve and expand the Town’s basic park
facilities. This fee will be used to finance such improvements and additions. These
new park facilities will be needed in order to accommaodate the projected growth from
new development which will be occurring during the planning pericd as well as maintain

existing service levels.

Burden Relationship:

As noted previously, new development will require additional, improved or expanded
park facilities to maintain existing service levels. Growth from new development will
require adding five acres of new park facilities per 1,000 population to accommodate
such growth and to maintain current service levels. Further, the new facilities will
enhance the community’s quality of live and living environment to the benefit of all its

citizens.

Proportionality:

Chapter 4 of the Draft Study, including Tables 4.0, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, identify
the methodology and basis for calculating the maximum fees that may be imposed for
park facilities as identified in Table 4.6. No fees are recommended for commercial,

office or industrial type development.

Fund Balance: The Park Facilities Public Facility Development Impact Fee Fund
Balance is $13,680. The funds collected are not sufficient to
construct any one Parks Facility identified in the "Study”. Additional
Park Facility revenues will be necessary over the 20 year planning
period and will include Redevelopment Agency Funds, Community
Development Block Grant Funds, Quimby Fees, developer constructed
facilities and federal and state grant resources. $17.0 million in
revenues and expenditures projected;

Planned

Expenditures: The Park Facility funds are committed to the South Side Neighborhood
Park and the Brehm Youth Sports Park, with design of SSNP
scheduled for completion in fiscal year 2010/2011/2012 and Brehm
Youth Sports Park Phase | scheduled for completion in calendar year

2012.

TRAILS FACILITIES: Additional Findings
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Purpose:
Chapter 5 addresses the Town's trails system as identified in the Master Plan of Trails.

The purpose of the fee is to ensure that development funds its fair share of the trails
system.

Use of Fee Revenues:

The Town will use fee revenues to expand the Town’s network of trails to serve new
development. The continued implementation of the trails system will further encourage
the use of this alternative transportation mode consistent with the General Plan’s stated

goais and objectives.

Benefit Relationship:

The projected residential development which is anticipated to occur during the planning
period will generate significant additional demand and need for the trails network. The
fee will be used to finance such improvements and additions that are necessary to
serve new development that is projected to occur during the planning period.

Burden Relationship:
As noted above, new residential development generates additional pedestrian and
multi-use traffic which will require additional or improved and/or expanded trail facilities

to maintain existing service levels as new growth occurs.

Proportionality:
Chapter 5, specifically Tables 5.0, 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3, identify the methodology and basis
for calculating the fee level identified in Table 5.4.

Fund Balance: The Trails Facility Public Facility Development Impact Fee Fund
Balance is $18,246 and is uncommitied. The funds collected are not
sufficient to construct any one Trail Facility as identified in the “Study".
Additional Trail Facility revenues will be necessary over the 20 year
planning period and will include Redevelopment Agency Funds,
Community Development Block Grant Funds and federal and state
grant resources. $6.7 million in revenues and expenditures projected;

Planned

Expenditures: There are no planned expenditures at this time as the funds collected
to date are not sufficient to construct any one Trall facility as identified
in the "Study”. Additicnal financial resources are necessary to move
forward with a specific project.
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STORM DRAIN FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpose:

The purpose of this fee is to provide funding for the acquisition and improvement of
those storm drain facilities and projects identified in the Master Pian of Drainage, and
that are required to augment the Town's current flood control system to accommodate
the needs of projected new growth and development in the Town.

Use of Fee Revenues:

The revenue generated from this fee will be used to purchase land and develop new
storm drain facilities within the Town of Yucca Valley pursuant to the goals and
objectives of such facilities contained in the General Plan and as identified in the
Master Plan of Drainage, as well as within Chapter 6 of the Study.

Benefit Relationship:

The new residential, commercial, office and industrial development which are
anticipated to occur during the planning period will generate significant need to improve
and expand the Town's storm drain office. This fee will be used to finance such
improvements and additions. These new storm drain facilities will be needed in order to
accommodate the projected growth from new development which will be occurring
during the planning period as weil as maintain existing service levels.

Burden Reiationship:

Chapter 6, specifically Table 6.2, establishes and demonstrates a reasonable
relationship between new development and the need for new facilities. The facility
standard is based on the planned facilities investment into the Town'’s system of storm

drainage facilities on a per EDU hasis.

Proportionality: _

Chapter 6 of the Draft Study, including Tables 6.0, 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, identify the
methodology and basis for calculating the maximum fees that may be imposed for
storm drain facilities as identified in Table 6.4

Fund Balance: The Storm Drain Facilities Public Facility Development Impact Fee
Fund Balance is $224,810.48. The funds collected are not sufficient
to construct any one Storm Drain Facility identified in the “Study”.
Additional Storm Drain Facility revenues will be necessary over the 20
year planning period and will include Redevelopment Agency Funds,
Community Development Block Grant Funds and federal and state
grant resources. $121.0 million in revenue and expenditures
projected;
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Planned
Expenditures: The Storm Drain Facility funds are committed to the Long Canyon
~ Basin and Channel Project. Scheduled completion of the Benefit/Cost
Study, combined with approximately $1.0 million from the Corp of
Engineers, is anticipated within approximately 24 months.

STREETS AND TRAFFIC: Additional Findings

Purpose: :
Chapter 7 summarizes an analysis of the need for streets and related transportation
facilities to accommodate growth within the Town of Yucca Valley. It documents a
reasonable relationship between new development and a traffic fee to fund street and
related transportation facilities that serve new development. The purpose of this fee is
to provide funding for the construction of those improvements to the Town’s street
facilities as identified in Chapter 7.

Use of Fee Revenues:

The revenue generated from this fee is to provide funding for the construction of those
improvements to the Town's street facilities as identified in Chapter 7, which are
required to augment the Town’s current street system to accommodate the needs of
projected new growth and development in the Town.

Benefit Relationship:

The new residential, commercial and industrial development which is projected to occur
during the planning period and to build out will generate significant additional traffic and
the need to improve and expand the Town's street facility system. The fee will be used
to provide for those capacity improvernents and traffic and pedestrian safety
improvements required by growth projections to maintain existing levels of service and
to accommodate new growth and development.

Burden Relationship:

As noted in the previous section, each type of new residential, commercial, office and
industrial development will generate additional traffic, which will create an incremental
need to add to roadway capacity, and to improve traffic and pedestrian safety.
Specifically in Chapter 7, Tables 7.0, 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3 establish the methodology and
basis for the fees identified in Table 7.2

P121



Proportionality:
The recommended fee is demand or trip generation based. Based upon trip generation

rates, Chapter 7 identifies the costs attributable to new development including
residential, commercial, office, and industrial. Specifically in Chapter 7, Tables 7.0, 7.1,
7.2 and 7.3 establish the methodology and basis for the fees identified in Table 7.2

Fund Balance: The Streets and Traffic Facilities Public Facility Development Impact
Fee Fund Balance is $337,639.38. The funds collecied are not
sufficient to construct any one Street and Traffic Facility identified in
the "Study”. Additional Street and Traffic Facility revenues will be
necessary over the 20 year planning period and will include
Redevelopment Agency funds, Community Development Block Grant
funds, Measure | funds, and federal and state grant resources. $139.0
million in revenues and expenditures projected;

Planned
Expenditures: The Street and Traffic Facility funds are commitied to the SR 62 Shelf

Ready Plans for the future widening of SR 62. Scheduled completion
of the Shelf Ready plans is anticipated within approximately 24 months
for Phase |, and 36 months for Phase I
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ATTACHMENT “C”
ORDINANCE NO. 217
ADOPTED OCTOBER 19, 2010
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ORDINANCE NO. 217

AN ORDINAMNCE OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
YUCCA VALLEY, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING SECTION 3.40.070B
OF CHAPTER 3.40 OF THE YUCCA VALLEY MUNICIPAL CODE

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

WHEREAS, the Town approved by the 2005 Public Facilities Development Impact Fee
Study (Study) prepared by Munifinancial; and

WHEREAS, since adoption of the Study in 2005, the Town has evaluated growth
patterns, growth rates and trends and corresponding infrastructure needs within the

community; and

WHEREAS, the Town has identified based upon these changing conditions thet the
Meaximum Legally Defensible Public Facility Development Impact Fees should be

adjusted.
SECTION 1. MUNICIPAL CODE AMENDED

Section 3.40.070 B, of the Town of Yucca Valley Municipal Code is hereby amended to
read as follows. :

B. The maximum fees that may be adopted by resnlition nf the town Couneil
shall be in accordance with the following maximum legally defensible fee
levels:

Sinple-family residential

development $0,081 per unit
Mulii-family residential

Development $6,352 per nnit

Commercial development §7,735 per 1,000 square feet

Office development $7.038 per 1,000 square feet

Industrial develnpmeant $3.176 per 1,000 square feet

SECTION 2. NOTICE OF ADOPTION. Within fifteen (15) days after the adoption
hiereof, the Town Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Ordinance and cause it to be
published once in a newspaper of general circulation prinied and published in the County
and circulated in the Town pursuant to Section 36933 of the Government Code.

SECTION 3. EFFRCTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall become effective thirty (30)
days from and after the date of its adoption.
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APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Town Council and signed by the Mayar and
sttested by the Tovm Clerk thizs __ 19" day of __Qretoher |, 2010.

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
%”
TOWNCLERK TOWN ATTORNEY
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN BERMNARDING

TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY

I, _ Janet M. Anderson , Town Clerk of the Town of Yucca Valley, California

herehy certify that the foregoing Ordinance No._217 _ as duoly and regularly introduced at a meeting

of the Town Council onthe 5% dayof _October . 2010, and that thereafter the said ordinancs

was duly and regularly adopted at B meeting of the Town Council on the_19" dayof __ October

20140, by the following vote, to wit:

Ayes: Council Members Huntington, Luckino, Neeb, and Mayor Mayes

Noes: MNone

Abstain: None
Absent: Council Memhber Herbel

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, I have hereunto setmy hand and affixed the official seal of

the Town of Yucca Valley, California, this 20" day of _Ociober , 2010.

(SEAL) B e N

wn Clerk of the Town of
ficea Valley
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ATTACHMENT *D”
RESOLUTION NO. 10-26
ADOPTED OCTOBER 5, 2010
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RESOLUTION NG 10-26

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA AMENDING RESOLUTION REDUCING THE MAXIMUM
LEGALLY DEFENSIBLE PUBLIC FACILITY DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
CONTAINED IN THE 2005 MUNIFINANCIAL STUDY RELATING TO THE
TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

WHEREAS, a duly noticed public heering was conducted on September 7, 2010, at
which time the public was invited to make oral and written presentations as part of the
regularly scheduled meeting prior to the adoption of this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, at least ten (10) days prior to the public hearings, the Town Clerk made
available for public inspection the Study and supporting documentation and data
mncluding the services and estimated costs of providing said services and sources of
revenues required to defray those costs as well as a proposed form of ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the Town published notice of the public hearing as described above in
accordance with Government Code Sections 6062(a) and 66018; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council approved the Public Facilities Development Impact Fee
Study on October 27, 2005; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council adopted Ordinance No. 173, implementing Public
Facilities Development Impact Fee authorization; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council adopted Resolution No. 05-59, implementing Public
Facility Development Impact Fee charges; and

WHEREAS, the Public Facilities Development Impact Fee Study (Study) identifies the
maximum legally defensible fees that the Town may impose upon new development; and

WHEREAS, the Study has been evaluated and recommended adjustments to the
Maximum Legally Defensible Fees are contained within the Staff Report as attached to

this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the Study supports the implementation of fees as contained in this
Resolution; and :

WHEREAS, Public Facility Development Impact Fees imposed by the Town may be
modified by Resolution of the Town Council; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council does not desire to modify, in accordance, the Public
Facility Development Impact Fees imposed upon new development.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS.
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SECTION 1:

SECTION 2:

SECTION 3.

SECTION 4.

SECTION 3.

SECTION 6:

The Town Council hereby adopis and approves the Public Facilities
Development Impact Fee Study prepared by MuniFinancial dated May
2, 2005, included as attachment “A” to this Resolution, including the
Findings contained therein, in addition to those findings identified as
attachment “B” to this Resolution, and amendments to the Tables
contained in the Study as identified as Attachment D to this
Resolution; and

The Town Council hereby adopts and approves the Public Facilities
Development Impact Fee Study prepared by MuniFinancial dated May
2, 2005, including adopting and approving the maximum legally
defensible fees identified in the Public Facilities Development Impact
Fee Study prepared by MuniFinancial dated May 2, 2005, and as
amended by the Tables contained in Attachment D to this Resolution;
and

The Town Council hereby adopts the findings set forth in the above
Recitals.

The Town Council hereby adopts the “Town of Yucca Valley
Development Impact Fee Schedule™ as set forth in attachment “C¥,
attached hereto, Unless otherwise stated in the Fee Schedule, all
Development Impact Fees shall be paid to the Town prior fo the
Town’s issuance of a final inspection or Certificate of Occupancy for
any phase of a development project. The Fee Schedule may be
amended from time to time by resolution of the Town Council, in
compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code, Section
66000.

The Development Impact Fees imposed by this Resolution shall only
apply to those Development Impact Fees described in the above-
referenced Development Impact Fee Schedule. All other community or
development or other impact fees and user fees and charges adopted

by the Town Council by prior Town ordinances or resolutions or other
prior actions, as may have been amended from time to time, or as may
be adopted or amended in the future, shall remain and be in full force
and effect, unless expressly or by the terms and provisions herein are
amended hereby.

Where the Town Manager determines that the public inlerest would be
served by such an agreement, he or she is hereby authorized to execute
agreements on behalf of the Town with Applicants in order to provide
a credit to the Applicant against certain Development Impact Fees in
exchange for the Applicant’s construction and dedication of oversized
Public Improvements, on those reasonable terms and conditions as the
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SECTION 7.

SECTION 8.

SECTION 9.

SECTION 10,

SECTION 11,

SECTION 12.

Town Manager may determine on a case-by-case basis, subject 1o
approval by the Town Council.

The Town Manager is empowered to negotiate and execue
agreements fo defer, waive or reduce any Development Impact Fees
upon an Applicant for a particular development project, but only if the
Town Manager determines upon evidence presented by the Applicant,
that (i) the development project will provide a peneral benefit to the
health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the Town of Yucca
Valley, and will not be of special benefit only to an Applicant, or (i1)
other properties to be benefited by any Development Impact Fee wil]
not be unfairly burdened by the delay, reduction or waiver of said
Development Impact Fee, or (jii) deferral, waiver or reduction in
Development Impact Fees will result in a more fair funding
arrangement, and, in the case of waiver or reduction, the owner will
receive insufficient or no benefit from the Development Impact Fee
imposed and would therefore be required, if the Fee were imposed in
full, to pay more than his fair share for the benefit received. Such
findings and the resulting agreement(s) to defer, waive or reduce any
Development Impact Fee shall be subject to approval by the Town
Council,

The Town Council is hereby authorized {0 make inter-fund transfers
and loans between capital facilities accounts into which are deposited
Development Impact Fees upon those reasonable terms of repayment
and interest rates as determined by the Town Council.

The Town Council shall review the adopted Development Impact Fees
annally in conjunction with the annual operating and capital budget
process, to determine the necessity to increase/decrease the leve] of
Development Impact Fees charged annually.

The Town Council hereby waives the imposition e£Public Facility
Development Impact Fees for the first 10,000 square feet of new
development of commercial, office, and industrial development
projects, as well as the first 10,000 square feet of the expansion of
existing commercial, office and industrial development projects.

The Town Council hereby waives the imposition of Public Facility
Development Impact fees for the construction of single family
residential structures developed within a subdivision, including parcel
maps and tract maps, recorded prior ta October 27, 2005,

The Town Council hereby approves the allocation of the Public

Facility Development Iimpact Fees identified in Attachment C to this
Resolution to be allocated by the Direction of Administrative Services
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1o all five categories of public infrastructure contained within the 2005
study.

SECTION 13.  Town staff is hereby directed to prepare and file a Notice of
Exemption, under the California Environmental Quality Act, within
five (5) working days of adoption of this Resolution.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 5th” day of October 2010.

YOR

ATTEST:

TQ ERK
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TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Honorable Mayor & Town Council
From: Jim Schooler, Community Services Director
Date: February 23, 2011

For Council Meeting: March 1, 2011

Subject:  Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Prioritization Hearing

Prior Council Review: Each year, the Town Council is asked to review eligible project
and program proposals and to make a locai priority recommendation to the County
Board of Supervisors for the next cycle of CDBG program funding.

Recommendation: Move to recommend that the Town's entire 2011-12 net CDBG
allocation of $126,395 to be applied to the Town of Yucca Valley's Code Enforcement
project, and direct staff to reflect the additional anticipated revenue in the 2011-2012

budget proposal.

Summary: As a participating city with San Bernardino County in the Community
Development Block Grant program, the Town of Yucca Valley is required to prioritize
eligible local proposais and forward a recommendation to the County Board of
Supervisors for funding approval. The 2011-2012 proposals were submitted to the
County Community Development and Housing (CDH) department, where they were
reviewed for eligibility under program guidelines. Although the Council has previously
declared its intention to allocate three years of CDBG funding to a single project, the
Public Hearing is required to allow applicants an opportunity to speak on behalf of their
proposals. The Council's funding recommendation will be forwarded to the County

Board of Supervisors.

Order of Procedure:
Request Staff Report
Open Public Hearing
Request Public Comment (pro and con)
Close Public Hearing
Council Discussion / Questions of Staff
Motion/Second
Discussion on Motion
Call the Question (Roil Call Vote)

Discussion: Through a cooperation agreemenf with San Bernardino County, the

Town of Yucca Valley participates with the County’s Community Development and
Housing (CDH) department in the administration of Community Development Block

Reviewed By: @ ‘ ﬂ{ﬂz

Town Manager Town Attorney Mgmt Services Dept Head
Deparment Report Ordinance Action Resuoiution Action X Public Hearing
Caonsent Minute Action Receive and File Study Session
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Grant funding. Through this agreement, the Town Council is asked each year to
review and prioritize eligible projects and proposals, and to forward a funding
recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.

Applicants submit project and program proposals in November and December of each
year requesting funding under the following fiscal year's allocation. The application
period is publicized locally and proposais are submitted either to the Town or directly to
the CDH office. Any agency is entitled to apply for funding if the proposal fits the public
benefit criteria established by the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) in the Code of Federal Regulations.

The most typical criterion for CDBG funding is the proposal’s benefit to low to moderate
income residents. Other factors that favorably influence eligibility include compliance
with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards and certain economic
development activities. The CDBG program is intended to provide funding for the
completion of a beneficial project, or to provide funds for new programs or measurabie

improvements to existing programs.

The Town's net allocation for the 2011-12 funding cycle is anticipated to be $126,395
following a deduction of $41,010 that is set aside for the local Senior Housing Repair
Program. In 2009, the Council agreed to designate all funding for three CDBG cycles
(2009-10, 2010-11, and 2011-12) to a single community project, the renovation of the
Community Center playground. The Town subsequently has used CDBG funds for
Code Enforcement activities in eligible areas, and could choose to continue that effort

with the 2011-12 funds.

Although15% ($25,111) of the local allocation could be designated for Public Service
Programs, the Council has opted instead to backfill funding to certain agencies from the
General Fund's partnership budget in 2009-2010 and again in 2010-2011.

The total amount requested from the Town's allocation for 2011-12 public service
programs is $201,829. The total requested for projects is $628,889.

As in previous years, the County discourages recommendations that result in partial
funding of proposals. The timely completion of projects and programs is strongly
emphasized in managing the use of Community Development Block Grant funds in
accordance with the program’s intent. The commitment of administrative resources
increases as the number of funded projects and programs increases, so larger projects
are considered preferabie to several smaller allocations. For these reasons, the County
CDH office has asked that a minimum of $75,000 be recommended for project funding
and a minimum of $10,000 be recommended for any particular program.
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Recommendation

The Town received a special CDBG allocation of $50,000 from the County in the fall of
2010. Those funds, intended for immediate use to address a pressing community
concern, have been used for Code Enforcement operations in eligible areas of the
community. As a follow-up, staff applied for $150,000 in 2011-2012 to fund an
additional Code Enforcement project.

Although two years of CDBG funds have been allocated to the Community Center
playground project, staff recommends identifying other funding to complete that project
and allocating the Town’s 2011-12 funding to the Code Enforcement project. Staff
would then return to Council for authorization to participate in the County’s Plan
Moadification process in the fall to re-allocate the playground funds.

Following the Town Council's funding recommendation, the County Board of
Supervisors will make the final determination of projects and programs to be funded.
The board’s decision typically occurs in early April.

Alternatives: None recommended

Fiscal impact: In the 2011-12 CDBG cycle, a total of $126,395 will be available for
iocal programs and projects. If allocated to the Code Enforcement project, the Town's
2011-12 budget will be supplemented by that amount.

Attachments: CDH Allocation letter
Program request summary
Project request summary
County summary of proposals
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COUNTY OF
SAN BERNARDINO

ECONIC DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

385 North Arrowhead Avenue * Second Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0043 » (909) 387-9801 » Fax (908) 387-0815

February 8, 2011

Mr. James Schooler, Community Services Director
Town of Yucca Valley

57090 Twentynine Palms Highway

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932

RE: 2011-12 CDBG PROJECT PRIORITIZATION PUBLIC HEARING

Dear Mr. Schboler:

Each year as part of our preparation of the Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) application, we ask those cities participating with the County in the CDBG
program, to prioritize projects for funding. This year, we are requesting that the cities
complete their prioritization hearings and submit their lists of funding recommendations
to our office by March 41, 2011. This will permit us to include all City recommendations
received by this date, in the Proposed CDBG Plan. The Plan is scheduled to be
presented at a public hearing before the County Board of Supervisors on April 19, 2011.

During the month of February, your City Council will have an opportunity to consider
proposals requesting funding from your City's CDBG allocation for Fiscal Year 2011-12.
The estimated 2011-12 allocation for your city is $167,405. This amount is based on
the County's grant amount last year plus an estimated 10% reduction. The minimum
amount of 2011-12 funds your city set aside for the Senior Home Repair Program
(SHR) is $41,010. We ask that you limit your funding priorities within a CDBG allocation
of $126,395 which is your allocation amount minus the SHR program funds already set
aside. The 2011 CDBG formula grant amounts have not been announced by U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) so this is an estimate which
may change when HUD announces the 2011 grant amounts.

The County's estimated CDBG allocation is $6,955,724. Your City's estimated
allocation amount has been calculated using Census 2000 poverty and overcrowded
housing counts in addition to 2010 population estimates.

To assist your efforts, we have enclosed a list of eligible CDBG project proposals
identifying benefit to your City, a copy of each project proposal, and a list of proposals
found “not eligibie” for CDBG funding for your reference. Further, we have enclosed
instructions and a form for preparing and returning your funding recommendations.

Board of Supervisors
GREGORY C. DEVEREAUX BRAD MITZELFELT .. .... Sirst District HEILDERRY « oo veeeennnns Third Dislrict
Chief Execulive Officer JANICE RUTHERFORD . . . P. 1 3 Sgnu District GARY C.OVITT . oo vevnnns Fourlly Dislrict
JOSIE GOMZALES . ... 0vuvn. .. Fifth Districk



RE: 2011-12 CDBG PRO.JECT PRIOCRITIZATION PUBLIC HEARING
February 8, 2011
Page Two

In your deliberations, please keep in mind that public service activities for the County as
a whole are limited to 15% of the grant received from HUD. This public service
allocation has been prorated to your City utilizing the standard allocation formula.
Accordingly, the maximum CDBG funding total that the City of Yucca Valley may
allocate to its priority public service project is $25,111.

Again this year, the County will implement HUD's recommendation that the County
establish a minimum grant award amount necessary to justify the cost of administering
funded projects. The new minimum threshold amounts are $10,000 for public service
programs and $75,000 for construction activities. Big Bear Lake, Grand Terrace, and
Needles are cities receiving less than $100,000 which will have no limit, but may only

fund a total of four (4) projects.
Thank you for your past and continuing support in the CDBG program. | appreciate
your assistance in returning your funding recommendations no later than March 11,

2011. Should you have any questions or need additional assistance, please call Bryan
Anderson, Supervising ECD Analyst, at (908) 388-0961.

Sincerely,

O, O

PATRICIAM. COLE
EDA Assistant Administrator

PC/IM
Enclosures

cc:  Mark Nuaimi, City Manager
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Town of Yucca Valley - 2011-12 CDBG Eligible Programs Summary

i
Applicant Program CDBG Funds Requested Funding 2010-11 Recommendation
previous Town budget
year
Total CDBG | TYV Request
American Food Bank Food Bank low/moderate income 5 173,228 % 35,276
Another Way Pravision of emergency housing assistance 5 &00001% 2,500
Family Services Association Senior services & transportation assistance to low-income & elderly & 50,0001%5% 10,000
Hippotherapy, Inc. Therapeutic Treatment Program for disabled & low income $ 2000005 10,000
Inland Empire United Way Social Services Referrals $ 80,000 |5 10,000 e
Joshua Tree Kids Club Homework help for youth - low/moderate income in Joshua Tree § 16820 | % 8,410 B
_egal Aid Society of 5B Providing Legal Aid 3 05643 | % 15,643 &~
MB Adult Health Services Services for Seniors % 10,000 | & 10,000 3 5,000 -
MB Unity Home Shelter services 5 30000 % 10,000 3 3,000
Reach Out MB . Seniar & handicapped -Transporiation Serviges 3 30000!% 10,000 3 7,000 .
3B County Library - YV Literacy Education 5 10,0001 % 10,600 8 3,000
SB Sexual Assault Intervention & Counseling 5 20,000 (% 10,000
L § 595691 |§ 201,829 5 18,000 | $ -

Notes:

Tatal 2011-12 allocation $126,395

Maximum allowed for Programs $25,711




Town of Yucca Valley - 2011-12 CDBG Eligible Projects Summary

v Partnership
CDBG Fundi
Applicant Project CDBG Funds Requested Funding NN_.._,D.“_W Recammendation
previous Town budget
year
Total CDBG | TYV Request
Boys & Girls Club-Hi Desert Renovation of B&G Club building § 127,000 | % 125730
Hippotherapy, [nc. Construction of an indoor riding arena far therapeutic treatment § 150,000 | & 75,000
MB Adult Health Services Renovation, parking lot, ADA restroom, roof, septic system $ 278158 1% 278,159
Town of Yucea Valley Code Enforcement Activities $ 1500001 % 150,000 *
{$ 705159 |% 6288B9! % - 3

*$50,000 Third District mid year allocation

P. 138

Notes:

Total 2011-12 allocation $126,395

Maximum allowed for Projects  $126,395
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