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C I T Y  COUNCIL MEETING 
June 21 ,  1991 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT 

CC-46 
CC-56 

1. 

2. 

C.i t y  Manager Peterson introduced the agenda subject  
"Development Impact Fees". Pub1 i c  Works Director presented 
the following responses t o  questions tha t  were raised a t  
the May 28, 1991 Development Inipact Fee public hearing. 

What i s  the "Value" of ex is t ing  Parks and  Recreation 
Department ir! $/Acre f o r  the ex is t ing  City compared t o  the 
new fees  (Terry Piazza)? 

Since the "ex is t ing  standard" as  defined i s  the same as  
t h a t  used f o r  ca lcu la t ing  the f e e ,  the "value" would be the 
Sam€ i f  replacement value of ex is t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  was used. 
The es t imate  f o r  fu tu re  p a r k  f a c i l i t i e s  took in to  account 
the ex is t ing  inventory shown in Table 9-2 on Page 80 of the 
study. Thus, the  new park f a c i l i t i e s  are  comparable t o  
ex is t ing  f a c i l i t i e s .  Expl ic i t ly  answering the questior! 
would require  a more de ta i led  inventory and additiondl 
es t imates;  both requir ing s ign i f i can t  s t a f f  time and 
consul tant  expense. 

Sewer R A E  schedule appears inconsis tent  with Design 
Standards and Water RAE (Steve Pechin). 

The Design Standards while based on the various Master 
Plans,  were wr i t ten  t o  cover the des ign  of f a c i l i t i e s  
wi th in  a developmerit p ro jec t .  The irripact fee  study 

on c i t  -wide flow data taken d i r e c t l y  from the 

The u n i t  f l o w  f ac to r s  a re  not necessar i ly  t h e  same and a r e  
more conservative i n  the Design Standards ; thus,  comparing 
the RAE schedule t o  the Desigr? Standards will not provide 
cons is ten t  r e su l t s .  

engineering -5- consu t a n t s  who worked on the General Plan. 

However, i n  reviewing this issue, the consultant found 
m a n c i e s  i n  both the Water and Sewer R A E  schedules. 
The  scheduiss have been recalculated as  follows: 

Category Water RAE Sewer RAE 

1 .oo 
Medium Den;; t y  1.96* 
High  Density 3.49" 
East Side 1 .oo 
PR-LD 1 .oo 
PR-MD 1.96* 
P R - H D  3.49f 

1 .oo 
1.96* 
3.49* 
1 .oo 
1 .oo 
I .96* 
3.49" 

Comercial  
Neiqhborhood 0.64 
General 0.64 
Downtown 0.64 
Off ice  0.64 

0.94 (was 1.25) 
0.94 (was 1.25) 
0.94 (was 1.25) 
0.94 (was 1.25) 
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I ndus  t r  id 1 
Light 
Yeavy 

\ 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

0.26 (was 0.92) 
0.26 (was 0.92) 

0.42 (was 0.33) 
0.42 (was 0.33} 

*Original f i gu re  was rounded to  nearest  0.1; used nearest  
0.01 t o  be cons is ten t  with other  categories  

Storm Drain RAE schedule appears inconsis tent  with Design 
Standards and  Water and Sewer RAE'S (Steve Pechin). 

T h e  storm drain relat . ive f ac to r s  a re  the same as  those 
presently i n  e f f e c t .  They were determined by the City i n  
1988 as  par t  of the update of the Master Storm b a i n  System 
Master Plan and Fee Program. An analysis  was done on the 
to t a l  cos t  of providing t r u n k  l i n e s ,  basins and pumping 
f ac i l  i t .  f o r  res ident ia l  versus commercial development. 
The Design Standards o ~ l y  address runoff calculat ions.  
While i t  could be argued t h a t  a more refined breakdown i s  
possible ( f o r  example, commercial versus indus t r i a l )  , the  
cos t  d i f fe rence  would be less the difference implied by the 
Design Standards which i s  only 13%. 

Incidental ly ,  the s t a m  drain fees  need t o  be recalculated 
due to  land use changes i n  the adopted General Plan and the 
omission of two e x i s t i n g  storm drain reimbursement 
agreements t h a t  a r e  t o  be paid out of the  impact f ee  fund. 

How does addi t ioqal  water system revenue from metering 
a f f e c t  the fee program (Steve Pechin)? 

Presumably, water r a t e s  will be set t o  cover maintenance, 
replacements and contr ib*l t ions to  general fund and  no new 
capi ta l  f a c i l i t i e s .  Of course,  actual water r a t e s  a re  set  
by the City Council. To the ex ten t  water conservation from 
metering reduces the need f o r  addi t ional  wel ls ,  fu ture  
updates of the General Plan and the Water Master Plan would 
reduce the number of new wells --eeded. Then the f ee  could 
go down, 

k'hat i s  the e f f e c t  of removing Lodi Lake from the 
calcti lation on ex i s t ing  park standard (Steve Pechin)? 

The lake i t s e l f  accounts f o r  35 acres  of the l o ?  acres of 
Lodi Lake Park included i n  the ex is t ing  standard. 
Eliminating acreage from the exis t ing  standard and reducing 
the new park acreage t o  match the existing standard wil l  
reduce the fee .  The exact reduction amount wi l l  dppend on 
the r e s u l t s  of the cash flow analysis .  Based on the 
average cos t  of new parks, Table  1 (see Exhibit A attached) 
presents the approximate e f f e c t  of reducing the acreages a s  
shown. 

Question using $100,000 per acre  a s  value f o r  l a n d  
acquis i t ion  (Steve Pechin, Dennis Bennett, J e f f  Kir-st, 
Council). 
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7 .  

8. 

9. 

10. 

Based on comments from o t h e r  d e v e l o p e r s ,  s t a f f  f ee l s  t h e  
$100,000 f i g u r e  i s  r e a s o n a b l e  c o n s i d e r i n g  the C i t y  W i l l  
have t o  have  a p p r a i s a l s  d o n e  and pay p r e v a i l i n g  m a r k e t  
r a t e s  a t  t h e  time of p u r c h a s e .  T h i s  ac t ion  w i l l  Occur  
n e a r e r  t o  development  time, t h u s  l a n d  w i l l  be more 
e x p e n s i v e  t h a n  'land p u r c h a s e d  y e a r s  a g o  on s p e c u l a t i o n .  

I n  comput ing  t h e  a r e a  o f  e x i s t i n g  community b u i l d i n g s ,  w2re 
l e a s e d  f a c i l i t i e s  i n c l u d e d  and how dozs i t  e f fec t  the 
program; i s  t h e r e  a l i s t  o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  ( S t e v e  
Pechi  n ,  Jeff  K i r s t ) ?  

The f a c i l i t i e s  used  i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s t a n d a r d  
are: 

H u t c h i n s  S t r e e t  S q u a r e  C a f e t e r i a  
Camp Hutchins  Room 
Hutchins  S t r e e t  S q u a r e  North Ccmplex 
H u t c h i n s  S t r e e t  S q u a r e  Pool Area 
H u t c h i n s  S t r e e t  S q u a r e  F i n e  Arts B u i l d i n g  
R e c r e a t i o n  Annex, North  S t o c k t o n  S t r e e t  
Kofu Park  B u i l d i n g  
Lee J o n e s  B u i l d i n g  ( @  Legion  P a r k )  
Grape  F e s t i v a l  Pavi  1 ion** 
Grape F e s t i v a l  C h a b l i s  Ha71 
R e c r e a t i o n  Office Meet ing  Room 

TOTAL 

6,400 
6,000 

19,600 
5,400 
8,700 
3,500 
1,800 

900 
32,000 

9.600 
900 

94,800- 

SF 
SF  
SF 
SF 
SF 
SF* 
SF 
SF 
SF" 
SF* 
SF 

SF 

(use of i n d o o r  s c h o o l  f a c i l i t i e s  n o t  i n c l u d e d )  
*Leased 
**Pavi l ion  only  a v a i l a b l e  5-1/2 m o n t h s / y e a r  

T h i s  s q u a r e  f o o t a g e  was u s e d  i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  amount a n d  
cos t  of new comnuni ty  b u i l d i n g s  (44,100 SF @ $lOO/SF = 
$4,410,000). Reducing t h i s  s q u a r e  f o o t a g e  h a s  a similar 
effect on t h e  fee a s  r e d u c i n g  park a c r e a g e ,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  
amounts are smaller. See T a b l e  1 ( E x h i b i t  A a t t a c h e d )  f o r  
some a p p r o x i m a t e  a1 t e r n a t i v e s .  

Were r e v e n u e s  from r e n t i n g / l e a s i n g  community b u i l d i n g s  
i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  program ( S t e v e  P e c h i n ) ?  

No, C i t y  policy i n  s e t t i n g  r e n t a l  r a t e s  i s  t o  attempt t o  
recover operat ing expenses only.  

Police RAE'S the l a n d  use i s  n o t  as important a f ac to r  as  
t h e  a r e a  o f  town ( S t e v e  P e c h i n ) .  

Possibly, b u t  t h i s  i s  n o t  a c c o u n t e d  f o r  i n  the methodology 
and i t  would p r o b a b l y  n o t  b e  i e g a l  t o  do so. 

R e s i d e n t i a l  impact  fee compar ison  - T r a c y  i s  g o i n g  down, 
G a l t ' s  f i g u r e  i s  o n l y  fo r  c e r t a i n  p a r t s  of town and i n c l u d e  
Mello-Roos f i g u r e s ,  a l s o  t h e  c a n p a r i s o n s  a r e  d i s t o r t e d ,  
m i s l e a d i n g  and i n a c c u r a t e  ( D e n n i s  B e n n e t t ) .  
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Trac.y's storm d r a i n  fee has  been reduced from $5,204 t o  
54,564; however, many o f  the other categories have gone 
up.  The to t a l  of $23,116 shown i n  the comparison i s  now 
923,661. We have a l s o  been informed tha t  a s u i t  i s  being 
f i l e d  over Tracy's fees. 

Based on correspondence from Bennett and  Compton, the 
City's comparison i s  accurate except in two categories: 

Water - Depending on the area being developed, the fee  is 
$950 instead of $1,800. 

NE Area - These fees were established t o  reduce the 
Hello-Roos bond payments. They are  used f o r  capital  
f a c i l i t i e s  including the types of f a c i l i t i e s  i n  Lodi's 
proposed program, and i n  ou r  mind f i t  the definit ion of a n  
impact fee. 

Their l e t t e r  provided the following fee examples: 

1,331 SF home i n  NE area: $12,623.64 
1,250 SF home n o t  i n  NE area: $ 8,763.20 

The City comparison showed $12,677 for  a 2,000 SF home. 
Given the wide variation i n  fee programs and s i tua t ions ,  we 
feel the comparison i s  suf f ic ien t ly  accurate fo r  the 
purpose intended. 

The fee comparisons wwe not intended to  be precise. Doing 
so would require a specific project design i n  a spec i f ic  
area fo r  each c i ty .  The proposed Ci ty  o f  Lodi fees a re  
based on p r o v i d i n g  the f a c i l i t i e s  l i s t e d  f o r  the General 
P l a n  service area. The Ci ty  Council may, as a matter of 
policy, reduce the fees i n  order t o  be "competitive". 
However, this will  t ransfer  the burden to  the General Fund 
and/or U t i l i t y  Funds. As discussed a t  the public hear ing,  
a r b i t r a r i l y  a d j u s t i n g  the fees opens the City t o  legal 
challenge. Reducing the fees can be done by: 

1. 

2. 

3 .  

Lowering the service standard and 
eliminating projects - T h i s  would uniformly 
reduce the fee i n  each land use category f o r  
t h e  reduced s t a n d a r d  fee  category (< . e . ,  
Police, Fire, e t c . ) .  

Reduce the fee per RAE in  any or  a l l  of the 
fee  categories - This wauld require 
subsidies from other City fufids in order t o  
maintain the service s t anda rd  o r  would mean 
deferring or eliminating projects,  i n  e f f ec t  
reducing the level of service. 

Directly subsidize l a n d  use categories (such 
as low income housing) by paying a ? ?  o r  a 
portion of the fee out of the General Fund 
or other Ci ty  funds. 
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11.  

12. 

13. 

14. 

Fee. co l lec t ion  a t  Final Map versus Building Permit s tage 
(Dennis Gennett) . 
Later co l lec t ion  wil l  increase fees  and crea te  much more 
adminis t ra t ive burden ,  i . e . ,  b i l l i n g  and  tracking every 
parcel versus one map. Chaoging to  col lect ing a11 fees  a t  
huilding permit would fiean recalculat ing to  a square 
footage basis  fo r  comnercial j industr ia l  and  presumably per 
dwelling uni t  f o r  r e s iden t i a l .  We could s p l i t  w i t h  some 
categories  a t  map and others  a t  building permit. We 
already c o l l e c t  storm drain fees  a t  map stage.  

Parks standard d is tor ted  espec ia l ly  considering Lodi Lake 
and School acreage, need more analysis  (Dennis Bennett). 

The standard i s  a pol icy decision; the data i s  there  fo r  
Council t o  decide. The f i r s t  Parks project i s  a new Parks 
Master Plan which wil l  more precisely define the nature of 
the new p a r k s ,  improvements t o  be included, e tc .  S ta f f  
suggests t h a t  i s  the  time to  do more analysis and f ne-tune 
the fee program. 

School acreage was riot included i n  the existing 
nor included i n  fu tu re  addi t ions s ince the City 
control over either s i tua t ion .  

Need more analysis  on General City Fac i l i t i e s  Fees 
Bennett). 

tandard 
has no 

(Dennis 

Again, this is  a policy decis ion on the Ccuncii 's  pa r t  as  
t o  what pro jec ts  should be paid out of fees  versus the 
genera7 fund o r  simply deleted. All the City F a c i l i t i e s  
i ncl uded are  needed t o  accomnodate growth. 

Effect on house price of borrowing money to  pay fees  a t  
Final Map stage (Dennis Bennett). 

The impact fees  f o r  a single-family subdivision a t  5 l o t s  
per acre  to t a l  $7,634 per l o t .  A t  15% i n t e r e s t  f o r  18 
months, the addi t ional  cos t  t o  be passed on the home buyer 
i s  approximately $1,700 p l u s  whatever the developer and  
bui lder  mark up their costs .  These numbers a r e  comparable 
to a realtor's fee  on a $ZCJC,OOO sa le  ($9,000 8 6%).  

Th is  i s  over-estimated however, since i t  includes the  t i m e  
spent building the house. I n  co l lec t ing  a t  building permit 
s tage ,  there  i s  s t i l l  6 months' o r  so interest while the 
house i s  being b u i l t .  In co l lec t ing  a t  tha t  l a t e r  s tage ,  
the fee  wil7 have to  be zpproximately 4% higher t o  account 
fo r  the loss of interest revenue i n  the fee  progran;. These 
two f ac to r s  would reduce the addi t ional  amount 
approximately $800 p l u s  markup. We a lso  would assume tha t  
w i t h  the growth management program, we will not see 
excessive numbers o f  l o t s  mapped so there  should be a 
shor te r  time between map f i l i n g  and home construction. 
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15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

Lodi,'s proposed P a r k  standard i s  3.4 acres per 1,000 
pers'ons served. N h a t  i s  the parks standard for other 
agencies (Counci I ) ?  

Stockton - 3 acres per 1,000 residents (considering 
commerc i a 1 / i ndus t r i a 1 impact ) 

Davis - standard i s  area/distance based 

Tracy - 3.5 acres per 1,000 residents 

Manteca - 5 acres per 1,000 residents 

Woodland (draf t )  - 3 . 2  acres per 1,000 persons served plus 
additional standards for f a c i l i t i e s  and regional parks 

Relationshiplmethodology between Comnercial l a n d  use and  
Police, Fire a n d  General City Faci l i t ies  and  sales t a x  
revenue (Mi 1 1  iam Mi tchell ).  

No credit was offered f o r  potential sales t a x  revenue. 
These sources d o n ' t  even pay for Police, Fire, and Parks 
and  Recreation operations, l e t  alone new capital f a c i l i t i e s .  

D i  f f erence/rela t i onship between commercial fees (especial ly 
s t ree ts )  based on per acre basis versus per 1,000 SF of 
building area (William Mitchell). 

The basic decision t o  use General Plan l a n d  use categories 
to keep the fee program simple and t o  collect  a t  map stage 
means t h a t  acreage must be used since specific project 
plans are not  available then. This also evens o u t  small 
differences in land use and i s  mtich simpler t o  administer 
(fewer arguments over t r i p  rates for specific types o f  land 
use nor worrying a b o u t  minor changes i n  land use). Given 
th i s ,  there will always be a t  least  50% of the projects who 
feel they are below the average and should get a f e e  
reduction. T h a t  could be done, b u t  only i f  we charge the 
other 50% a higher fee. 

Why have parallel water mains on certain s t reets  (Council)? 

This i s  done on major s t ree ts  and provides better service 
t o  w h a t  are usually large parcels needing many f i r e  
services. I t  reduces the need t o  cross the major s t ree t  
repeatedly which i s  zxpensive since such crossings are 
usually ,bored rather t h a n  open cut. 

Police "existing persons servod" i s  80,207 per Table 7-1. 
This seems high (Council). 

The number includes a n  accounting of residents and 
employees based on the various General P l a n  documents. I t  
i s  consistently used in the existing land USE! and  project 
l a n d  use, a1 t h o u g h  i t  i s  recalculated separately for each 
fee category. 
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20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

The. a d d i t i o n a l  number o f  f i r e f i g h t e r s  a p p e a r s  t o  be more 
t h a n  t h a t  needed f o r  t h e  new s t a t i o n .  I s  i t  " t o p  heavy" 
(Counci  1 ) ?  

The p r o j e c t s / e q u i p m e n t  shown 011 T a b l e  8-1 a r e  per t h e  F i r e  
Long Range P l a n  which  i n c l u d e s :  

- A 4-person  " q u i n t "  (combined t r u c k / e n g i n e )  a t  the new 
S t a t i o n  4, which i n c l u d e s  1 c a p t a i n  (rnid-management) 

- Adding a f i r e f i g h t e r  t o  the e a s t  s i d e  t r u c k  company 

- Adding 2 f i r e  i n s p e c t o r s  

- Adding 1 p u b l i c  e d u c a t i o n  s p e c i a l i s t  

- Adding 1 h a z a r d o u s  m a t e r i a l s  s p e c i a l i s t  

A l l  a r e  f i r e f i g h t i n g  p e r s o n n e l .  T h i s  i s  a t o t a l  o f  23 
p o s i t i o n s  f o r  which equipment  c o s t s  o n l y  a r e  i n c l u d e d .  

We a r e  c o l l e c t i n g  fees f o r  a f i r e  s t a t i o n  t h a t  w i l l  n o t  be 
b u i l t  f o r  a few y e a r s  ( C o u n c i l ) .  

The c o l l e c t i o n  of fees f o r  fu ture  p r o j e c t s  is i n  c o m p l i a n c e  
w i t h  S t a t e  law g i v e n  t h a t  we h a v e  a l o n g - r a n g e  C a p i t a l  
Improvements  Program. 

P a r k s  and R e c r e a t i o n ,  Page 78, P a r a g r a p h  2 s a y s  770 SF i s  
t h e  e x i s t i n g  b u i l d i n g  s t a n d a r d  ( C o u n c i l ) .  

T h a t  i s  a t y p o g r a p h i c a l  e r r o r ;  t h e  c o r r e c t  f i g u r e  i s  1,800 
SF. 

I f  a s e r v i c e  c l u b  o r  p r i v a t e  d o n a t i o n  b u i l d s  a park 
improvements ,  w h a t  happens  t o  t h e  fee ( C o u n c i l ) ?  

When a p r o j e c t  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  fee program i s  funded  from 
a n o t h e r  source, t h e  cost estimate would b e  changed a t  t h e  
n e x t  fee program u p d a t e  a l o n g  w i t h  a n y  o t h e r  c h a n g e s  a n d / o r  
cos t  i n c r e a s e s ;  t h u s  t h e  t o t a l  fee would b e  a d j u s t e d  
a c c o r d i n g l y  . 
iJhy d o n ' t  we reimburse the City f o r  the cos t  of l a n d  
a1 ready purchased (Counci 1 ) ?  

T h a t  c o u l d  b e  done.  However, t h e n  t h e  l a n d  c o u l d  n o t  b e  
c o u n t e d  as p a r t  of t h e  e x i s t i n g  s t a n d a r d .  F o r  example ,  t h e  
semi-developed  p o r t i o n  o f  Pixley P a r k  (C-Basin)  was c o u n t e d  
i n  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s t a n d a r d .  I t  c o u l d  be removed from t h e  
s t a n d a r d  and i n c l u d e d  i n  new p a r k s .  I n  some s p e c i f i c  cases 
( s u c h  a s  t h e  rest  of C-Bas in) ,  t h e  undeveloped  l a n d  was 
p u r c h a s e d  w i t h  impact  fee ( M a s t e r  S torm D r a i n )  f u n d s  so i t  
would n o t  h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  "buy" i t  a g a i n .  I n  o t h e r  
c a s e s ,  s u c h  a s  t h e  1 3 - a c r e  Lodi Lake Park  e x p a n s i o n ,  t h e  
l a n d  was acqu i red  many years a g o  (more t h a n  10) and i t  
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25. 

woulp be d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine the purchase terms and 
conditions. I n  the case of streets where we included 
recent widening projects, the cost of land  (Right-of-way 
acqdisi t i o n )  was included. We would include some allowame 
f o r  park land already owned i f  Council so desires and City 
provides specific direction. This would o f  course increase 
the  fee. An example i s  shown i n  Table 1. 

Why i s  the level o f  service standard f o r  City Hall being 
increased per Page 91, Table 10-1 (Counc i l ) ?  

The analysis f o r  City Hall reflects t h a t  fact  t h a t  the 
existing building is overcrowded, t h u s  the t o t a l  cost of 
the project cannot he placed on new development. The term 
"level of service standard" in this case i s  misleading 
since -it i s  a statement of existing conditions, no t  a 
desired level of space allocation. The future t o t a l  i s  
based on the  present plans for the expansion of the 
building and matches the projections o f  City Hall personnel 
increases throughout the l i f e  of the General P l a n .  

Addi t iona l  Discussion 

A l t h o u g h  there were 30 specific questions, the issue of 
"affordable housing" was discussed. This issue involves 
much lTiore t h a n  just impact fees and includes land prices, 
construction costs, interest  charges, p r o f i t  margins a n d  
"the Market". However, the following discussion just  
addresses impact fees. 

Certainly anything t h a t  increases expenses t o  developers 
and builders has the potential of increasing the final sale 
price. The issue of "who ultimately pays" i s  n o t  clear and 
depends on aany local factors. According t o  the la tes t  
infomation s taff  received a t  a recent seminar on impact 
fees, there have been very few rigorous studies t h a t  
attempt to  answer this  question. These few indicate t h a t  
while there i s  an increase, i t  i s  "tr ivial"  when compared 
a g a i n s t  increases due t c  other factors. 

T h i s  seminar included some discussion on the "impact'' of 
impact fees. Ten suggestions on offsetting their frnpact 
are attached as E x h i b i t  A. Given the C i t y ' s  2% Growth 
Management P l a n ,  sane of these suggestions are not  
possible. Note t h a t  No. 7 suggests fees  be charged as 
early as possible i n  the approval process. Numbers 9 a n d  
10 and similar alternatives would require a much more 
active role by the City i n  the area of housing programs. 
Such programs could be handled by other public agencies on 
a contract basis, by a consultant, o r  by new City s taff .  

Recommenda t i  onjAc ti on 

A t  this p o i n t ,  s t a f f  needs Council direction cn how t o  
proceed w i t h  the Development Impact Fee Program i n  order t o  
complete the enabling ordinance and  implementing 
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resplut ion.  The d r a f t  fees  as  presented need t o  be 
recalculated anyway because o f  the  changes. Also, the 
ca lcu la t ions  started with revenue and  expenses i n  f i s ca l  
year 1990/91. Obviously, the program wil l  n o t  s t a r t  then. 
We do w i s h  t o  proceed as  quickly as  possible;  the City 
cannot c o l l e c t  any o f  i t s  county-wide 1 / 2 t  sa ies  t a x  
(Measure K )  a l loca t ions  un t i l  we have a t r a f f i c  f ee  in 
place. 

Council decisions a re  needed on the following issues t h a t  
have been raised which wil l  a l s o  a f f e c t  the fe2 calculat ion:  

1. 

2. 

3.  

RAE Schedules - I n  addi t ion t o  the water and 
sewer changes, i f  the Council has 
questions/concerns on other  schedules (such 
as P a r k s  a n d  Recreation and  
commercial/industrial land use ) ,  these 
should be resolved. 

Projects/Standards - A decision should be 
made on the pro jec t  l i s t  and standards used, 
espec ia l ly  in Parks and Recreation where the 
most questions were raised;  a l s o  the land 
value f igure  should be agreed upon. 

Fee Collection - The issue of co l lec t ing  a t  
Final Map versus Building Permit i s  
c r i t i c a l .  I n  changing t o  building permit, 
s t a f f  would recommend changing the  
res ident ia l  acre  equivalent  f ac to r s  ( R A E ' S )  
t o  a dwelling u n i t  and 1,000 SF 
cotmncrci a l / i ndus t r i a l  basis .  

' d - 2  
A l s o  presented f o r  Council review was the += Reviser 
Draft (June 20. 1991) of the DroDosed 1991 Fee and Servic?. . .  
Charge 'Schedule-. 



CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
June 21, 1991 

Fol.lowing a lengthy discussion, w i t h  questions be ing  posed 
by members of the Lodi C i t y  Council and members of the 
audience, the City Council tobk the following act ions:  

a )  On motion o f  Council Member Sn ide r ,  Sieg 
second, the C i t y  Council determined tha t  
Parks Standards as described i n  the 
Study, including the acreage standard of 
acres  per 1,000 persons served, be adop 
The motion car r ied  by the following vote: 

ock 
the 
Fee 
3 .4  
?d . 

Ayes: Counci I Members - Pennino, Sieglock, 
Snider and 
Hinchman (Mayor) 

Noes: Council Members - Pinkerton 

Absent:  Council Members - None 

On motion o f  Council Member S eglock, 
Hinchrnan second, the City Council 
unanimously voted tha t  the parks res  dent ia l  
acre  equivalent fac tors  described i n  the Fee 
Study be  approved and tha t  a Parks and 
Recreation Master P l a n  study be done. 

On motion of Mayor Hinchman, Sieglock 
second, the City Council unanimously voted 
tha t  a l l  of the pro jec ts  shcwn i n  the  Fee 
Study be included i n  the Fee Program. 

On motion of Council Member Snider,  Sieylock 
Second, the City Council unanimously voted 
tha t  the Fee Program provide f o r  fees  t o  be 
co l lec ted  a t  Final Subdivisioa Map o r ,  when 
not appl icable ,  a t  B u i l d i n g  Permit. 



GUIDELINES hvD STA,WARD CONDITIONS APPLMiVG TO ALL 
lVEW DEVELOPMENT 

I. PROPOSED OPERATION OF PHASED ALLOCATION PLAN 

F i v e  Year Plan  
A " r o l l i i q "  five-year phasing period will be in effect, vhereby 
t h e  City will annually plan t h e  unit phasing for an additional 
year, and make modifications as needed to prior phasing 
deteminations. Annual amendments v i l l ,  however, he lkiiiteci t c ~  

a m r o v i n s  additional areas or units f o r  earlier Dhasinq, but not 
reaoving earlier phasing approval u n l e s s  requested by the 
applicant, upon legal expiration of an approved tentative map, or 
other circumstances particular to that project. 

City consideration f o r  modifying prior allocations should include 
financial commitments (subdivision improvement agreements, e t c . )  
and requirements o f  executed development agreements. 

11. GUIDELINES 

The following are th2  guidelines that apply to t h e  phased 
allocation system and the standard conditions that apply to all 
projects within the phasing system. Exception or modification to 
these Guidelines is subject to approval from t h e  city Council and 
vould require the adoption of a resolution. 

k. EXCEPTIONS : 

The following types o f  lises vould be permitted to be processed 
and approved at any time, in addition to those  base units 
approved €or  the 5-year phasing plan ,  provided a l l  development 
conditions are net and roquired infrastructure is or w i l l  be 
provided : 

1. Housing u n i t s  granted allocations prior to adoption of 
the Phased Allocation Plan prcvided the original 
project has not been rezoned: t h e s e  units are subject 
to the s tandard conditions adopted in the corresponding 
allocation, rather t h a n  those of this phasing plan; 

2 .  All commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  development, until and 
u n l e s s  the City Council finds probable cause that_ the 
proposed t i n i p g  of such development threatens tke 
City's fiscal balance relative to Prop. 4 (Gann linit): 

1 
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3 .  All types of Cevelopment, including residential, y i t h i n  
the Csre A r e s ;  

4 .  I n f i l l  residential davelopment on 10 gross acres 3r 
less for lcts created prior to January 1, 1489, and 
w i t h  a residential land usc designation on the G e n e r a l  
Plan Xap, such lots nay be further subdivided; 

5 .  Affordable housing units ineeting o r  exceeding the 
designated inclusionary standards f o r  very low and low, 
50% and €lo%, respectively, of median income f o r  the 
MSA. 

- B. STANDARDS AHD C R I T E R I A  FOR PROJECTS INCLDDED IX TEE 
ALLOCATION SYSTEM: 

1. Each p r o j e c t  shall be considered based cn a master p l a n  
ske tch  mzp and any other infornation provided by a 
p r o j e c t  applicant. 

2 .  Zarh p r o j e c t  allocation shall include a review f o r  
adequacy of existing and anticipated city services and 
facilities. 

3 .  Unless specifically released with the projec t  apcrcval, 
a mininun of 15 percent of the lots are to be sold to 
other builders, inclcding owner/bcilders, no t  to 
include those builders who are otherwise included in 
t h e  current: 5-year phasing plan. 
required to sell such lots t o  other builders and a gcoa 
faith effort a t  sales must be demonstrated. The 
Community Development Director may recommend releasinrj 
t h e  project from this requi rement ,  subject to City 
Council approval. The intent is to provide 
construction opportunities f o r  local, small builders 
within major  development areas of the C i t y .  

The developer is 

4 .  The degree to which the affordable housing or ocher 
incentives are being met will be examined and taken 
i n t o  account at the tine of t h e  annual review. 

5 .  Each prcject shall be required to submit an internal 
project phasing p l a n ,  including the proposed phasing 
f o r  both single-family and sulti-family u n i t s  apprcved 
during the 5-year Phased Allocation Plan at t h e  
tentative zap or final planned development stage of 
each project a p p r o v a l .  

2 
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6. INCLUSIONARY HOUSING: Phasing af all residential 
projects invclving lots, existing zs of J a n u a r y  1, 
1989, that are aore than 10 gross acres in size a r e  to 
be  subject to the project's provision f o r  inclusionary 
housing units. Inclusionary hocsing unirs are those 
affordable to noderate, low, or very l o w  income 
households as _oer standards defined by hVD. These 
units are a l s o  referred to as "affoidable units'' in 
t h i s  plan. 

a .  The inclusicnary housing provisions shall be as 
adopted by the city in the General Plan and shall 
include adopted isplenenting prograns ,  if any. 4s 
applicable each development project shall: 

1) Designate the location of inclusicna-Ty units 
f o r  specified parcels on e i t h e r  the tentative 
nap or the final planned development nap. If 
a developer defers such designation to the 
final planned development zap scage, 
additional environmental r e v i e w  say be 
necessa-ry . 

2 )  construct inclusionary units prior to or 
concurrently with '-the allocated market r a t e  
units to be constmcted during the f ive-year  
development phase. 

b. If a density bonus option is exercised, the number 
of increased units approved could be constmcted 
in addition to the base allocation of units f o r  
t h a t  project. The additional u n i t s  due to a 
density bonus may not be constructed before the 
designated affordable units are b e i n g  constructed, 
3r have been constructed. 

7. PROJECT 8 UTLD-OUT: Any p r o j e c t  r h i c h  is approved for 
development would be permitted to build-out within a max' imum 
of 15 years from the first year t h e  p r o j e c t  was allocated 
units, provided minimum development conditions are met. A 
p r o j e c t  say be 9erznitted to build-out in less tkan 15 years .  

A minimum of 50 p e r c e n t  of t h e  renainbg units of a 
residential project nay be developed during the 6th throuqh 
the 10th year a f t e r  t h e  firsz units were complete, and  the 
b a l a n c e  of the units nay be developed during t h e  11th 
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th rough t h e  -15th year a f t e r  t3e f i r s t  u n i t s  v e r e  c o n p l e t e d .  
During each of t h e  15 y e a r s  qh ich  wculd c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  
naximuia ? e m i t t e d  h i l d - o u t  pe r iod ,  some p o r t i c n  of the 
remaining u n i t s  w i l l  be p e m i t t e d  t o  be c o n s t r u c t e d  e a c h  
yea r .  The annual  de t e rmina t ion  of this number xi11 occur 
d u r i n g  t h e  annual  updates  of t h e  5 - y e a r  Phased AllocaCion 
Plan .  

BUILDING P E W I T  APPLICATION: s u i l d i n g  p e m i t s  for t h e  number 
cf u n i t s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  i s suance  v i t h i n  a g iven  f i s c a l  year 
w i l l  n o t  be accepted  p r i o r  t o  J u l y  1 for t h e  fo l lowing  
f i s c a l  yea r ,  w i t h  one i n i t i a l  excep t ion .  For 1989 o n l l t ,  
b u i l d i n g  p e n i t s  will be accepted one nonth prior t o  t h e  
beg inn i rq  of the f i s c a l  year, i . e .  Zune 1st. 

ANNUAL REVIEV PROCEDURES FOR NONITORIHG DEVZLOPHENT PIiOGRESS 

1. S t a f f  v i l l  review a c t u a l  development of  a l l  projects 
w i t h i n  t h e  c u r r e n t  5-year phas ing  p e r i o d ,  r e l a t i v e  t o  
the u n i t  complet ion p r o j e c t i o n s .  All a - , p l i c a n t s  of 
p r o j e c t s  w i t h i n  t h e  p r i o r  5-year phas ing  per iod  a r e  
requested t o  submit e i t h e r :  

a )  Confirmation of i n t e n t  t o  proceed vith development 
schedule as proposed i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  phas ing  p l a n  
f o r  t h e  next  f i s c a l  y e a r ;  

b) Requests  to de lay  t h e  t iming  of development of 
units from t h a t  proposed i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  annua l  
phasing.  

2 .  S t a f f  w i l l  ana lyze  and r e p o r t  t o  the Planning  
Commission and C i t y  Council  on overall. development 
status, including development of a f f o r d a b l e  u n i t s ,  and 
any request f o r  delays  i n  initial proposed development ,  
and w i l l  propose findings r e g a r d i n g  any r easons  for 
development d e l a y s  vhich  appear  t o  be beyond t h e  
c o n t r o l  of t h e  d e v e l o p e r ( s ) ,  versus t hose  determined t o  
b e  wi th in  t h e  control of project developers. 
beyond the c o n t r o l  of t h e  deve lope r  would i n c l u d e  
r e g i o n a l  and/or  n a t i o m l  d e t r i m e n t a l  economic 
c o n d i t i o n s  such as p r o h i b i t i v e l y  high interest r a t e s ,  
o r  a major r e c e s s i o n .  

Based on evidence reqard ing  lack of due diligence i n  

Reasons 

. 

4 
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develcping units and upon making appropriate findings, 
the City may act to revoke units previously allocated, 
by rescinding and/or suspending allocation of units f o r  
subsequent years. 

If the above action is taken, the connitnent to perrnit 
a maxim- build-out within 15 y e a r s  from the first year 
in uhich the project received an allocation could also 
be rescinded. 

3. Any reqilests f o r  modifications to annual unit 
allocations f o r  a p r o j e c t  are to be included in the 
developer's report  on the construction status of the 
projects allocated units. Interim modification 
requests may be considered o n l y  >hen necessitated by 
economic and financial constraints. A11 such requests 
shall include information as requested by the City, a n d  
shall be subject to the approval of t h e  Planning 
commission and c i t y  Council. 

4 .  Rousing units which are allocated, but for which 
building permi t s  are riot issued, in any given fiscal 
year, may receive building pernits in the succeeding 
fiscal year and shall not be subject to administrative 
review through the annual review process.  Housing 
units which have been allocated for more than t-do 
fiscal years prior to the annual review, but Ear which 
building permits.have not been issued, shall be subject 
to C i t y  review. 

B. PROJECTS NOT IXCLUDED IN I N I T I A L  5 YEAR ALLUCATION: Zoning - 
and development applications for projects n o t  included 
within the initial 5 year allocaticn will be processed f o r  
approval, consistent with Council-approved s t a f f  workload 
and determination of General Plan consistency. 

(phs . con/j r2 } 
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BENNETT G COMPTON 

Mr. Jack Ronsko, Public Works Director 
Mr. Richard Prima, Assistant City Engineer 
CITY OF LODI 
221 W. Pine 
Lodi, CA 35241 

Gentlemen, 

I am writing at the request of Dennis Bennett regarding the 
discussion of residential impact fee comparisons during the May 
28th workshop. Mr. Ronsko requested any additional information 
we may have regarding the fee structure in Galt, a community in 
which w e  are developing and building. 

I would like to start by delineating "impact" fees from 
"standard" fees. Following the order of the exhibit labeled 
"residential impact fee comparison", I offer the following: 

WATER: This is not an impact fee, but a hookup fee. The 
$1,800.00 cost is charged only if the project is 
participating in a well development program, i.e. on-site Well, 
storage tank, or participation in an assessment district that 
provides these facilities. Of the 4 on-going projects w e  are 
building in Galt, and the 5 future projects we are developing, 
all are participating in assessment districts, thus our water fee 
will be $950.00 per unit, payable at building permit. I should 
add that to my knowledge there are no subdivisions in Galt of any 
size, (25 lots or more), that are paying the $i,800.00 water fee. 

SEWER: The $3,000.00 fee shown i7 the hookup fee for all 
projects in the City and is paid at permit. 

STORM DRAIN: This fee represents the acreage drainage fee paid 
prior to final map approval. The fee is $1,800.00 per gross acre 
and has been at that level for ak least 3 years. 

STREETS h ROADS: The amount shown Of $1,139.00 per unit is 
representative of the traffic Capitol ilr,pact fee changed at 
building permit, if the project is outside the Northeast Specific 
Plan Area. Projects within the NEASP area are charged $550.00 
per unit at building permit. 

P O L I C E  & F I R E  AND GENERAL C I T Y  F A C I L I T I E S :  These fees are 
accurate representations of the capitol impact fees charged 
City-wide and payable at building permit. 



ROUTE 104/TWIN CITIES ROAD, 
NE AREA IMPROVEMENTB, AND 
NE AREA WATER BTORAGE: These fees are unique to projects 
within the NE area. They are not "impact fees"; they a re  per 
unit costs of providing the improvements described and other 
infrastructure, such as road construction, sewer tank lines, etc. 
These fees came into existence at the request of the landowners 
within the NE area in an effort to keep Mello Roos tax 
assessments at a maximum $500.00 per year per lot level. These 
3 fees are paid at building permit. 

Not including school fees our most,recent permits paid in Galt 
are as follows: 

1331 sq. ft. within NE area $12,623.64 
1250 sq. ft. outside NE area $ 8,763.20 

In May of this year, a 60 lot project we own was approved as a 
final map in Galt. The total fees collected by the City for that 
project were approximately $166,000.00, or $2,766.00 per lot. 
None of the final map fees paid were impact fees. I have 
included the cost breakdown for that project for your files. 

As I stated in a previous workshop session, and Dennis Bennett 
stated during the May 2 8  session, wc feel strongly that impact 
fees should be charged at a point in time after final nap., Other 
than a small portion of General city Facilities, Fire, and 
Police, the impacts created on the services are non-existent 
until well after home construction begins. As Dennls stated 
during the May 28 workshop, the additional carrying costs of a 
project having to pay impact fees at final map will sigriificantly 
impact the cost  of housing in Ludi, which is already unaffordable 
to over 75% of it's residents. 

Should you have any questions regarding the above, please feel 
free to contact Dennis or myself. We look forward to developing 
(again! 1 in Lodi. 

s i n c e r e l y  yours, I 

J& 
Dalb N. 
Project 

DNG/rlc 

Gillespie 
Coordinator 

cc: Dennis Bennett 
City Council Members 
Tom Peterson, City Manager 

A:  \WS%\LODI. IMP 



EXHIBIT A 

FEE SCHEDULE - MITCHELL ESTATES 

1. Parkland Dedication 

2. Computerized Input 

3. Map Updates 

4. Final Map Review 

5. Addressing 

.6. Plan Check 

7. Inspection 

8. Storm Drain 

9. Materials Testing (deposit) 

TOTAL 

$100,182.70 

$ 400.00 

$ 4 4 0 . 0 0  

$ 553.00 

$ 190.00 

$ 14,366.28 

$ 21,732.57 

$ 25,614.00 

$165,683.55 

I '  



CITY OF LODI 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT I 

Sewer 

RAE FeaiAcre 

_- 

3991 Fee and 

Service Charge Schedule 

Storm Drainwe I Streets 
RAE FselAcraf RAE Fee/Acr, 

I 

1 1  1 Revised Draft - Development frnpact Mitig8tiOfI Fees. I 

~ 1 . 0 ~ 0  
52,117 
$3.770 
$1.080 

$2,120 
$3.770 

si.080 

Ti€ = Residential Acre Eauivalent 

1.00 $7.380 1.00 $5,380 
1.00 57,380 1.96 510,540 
1.00 $7.380 3.05 $18.410 
1.00 $7,380 1.00 $5.380 

1.00 $7,380 1.96 310.540 
1.00 $7.380 3.05 616.410 

1.00 37.380 1 . ~ 0  $5.380 

I 6120191 

$1.020 1 1.33 $9.820 
31,020 1.33 $9,820 
51.020 1.33 $9,820 
$1,020 1.33 $9,E20 

5450 I 1.33 59,820 
$450 1.33 $9.820 

Land U s e  Catagory I Total Fee 

1.90 s10.220 
3.82 320.550 
1.90 $10,220 
3.27 517.590 

2.00 510.760 
1.27 $6,830 

Residential 
Low Density 
Medium Dsnsirf 
High Density 
East Side Residentiel 
Plonned Low Density 
Flsnned Med. Density 
Aenncd High Density 

Commercial 
Neighborhood 
Genarel 
Downtown 
Otfico 

Industrid 
tight 
n e w  

2.77 ~ 1 . 4 1 0  
1.93 $980 

2.46 $1.250 
2.77 5?.410 

539, t 60 
$59,820 

5 105,200 
$41 .I 30 
339,160 

3105,200 

$40.280 
$48.270 
$40,280 
553.530 

$29.930 
$28,870 

~59.820 

0.32 ~3.780 
0.32 33.780 

0.54 $6.380 
0.32 $3,780 

lssidsntial 
Low Density 
Medium Density 
High Density 
East Side Residential 
flsnned Low Density 
Planned Mod. Density 
Flanned High Deneity 

Keighborhood 
General 
Downtown 
of f i ce  

:ommerciel 

nduatrisl 
tight 
H e w  

Sse Note 4. 

Water 
RAE FeelAcre 

1.00 
1.96 
3.49 
1.03 
t .Do 
1.96 
3.49 

0.64 
0.64 
0.64 
0.64 

0.26 
0.26 

Police 
RAE 

35.5m 

519,200 
55.500 
35,500 

510,780 
$19.200 

53,520 
53.520 
$3,520 
33.520 

31,430 
51.430 

sio.7ao 

FeelAcre 

1.00 51,130 
1.77 52,000 
4.72 35.330 
1.09 $1.230 
1.00 $1,130 
1.77 $2.000 
4.72 35.330 

4.28 $4.840 
2.59 $2,930 
4.28 $4,840 
3.72 $4,200 

0.30 $340 
0.19 $210 

1 .oo 
1.96 
3.49 
1 .oo 
1 .OO 
1.96 
3.49 

0.94 
0.94 
0.34 
0.94 

0.42 
0.42 

Fire I Park8 & Recreation [ GsnsraiCity 
RAE FeelAcreI RAE FeslAcreI RAE FealAcre 

1 1 
1 .oo 5510 
1.96 $1,ooO 
4.32 $2,200 
1.10 5560 
1 .oo $510 
1.96 $1.000 
4.32 $2,200 

1.00 $11,810 
1.43 516.890 
2.90 $33.070 
1.10 $12.990 
1.00 $11,810 
1.43 $16.890 
2.80 $33.070 

1.00 16.370 
1.43 59.110 
2.80 $17.840 
1.10 $7.010 
1.00 50,370 
1.43 $9.1 10 

2.80 S17,840 

0.89 55.570 

0.89 35.870 
1.53 59.750 

0.89 $5.670 

0.64 
0.61 

& Resolution 
, :  ~. 

5 15.64.m Reference: LMC 

Notes 
1. This schedule ie e summery only: refer to the reference cited for detaila of epdiccbi:irf and tnterpretsnona. 
2. LMC = Lodi Municipsl Code; PJljD = Public Works Department 
3. Fees must  be paid before work IS scheduled or sppllcsble Mep/Perrrut issued. 
4. Spensl 8etessments or charges requtred by re i rnbursment agreements are not lncluded in this S U m O r Y .  

9 1 - m  

oars AppmMd: Jack L. Ronsko. Pwbiic Works Director 
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M E M O R A N D U M ,  C i t y  of L o d i ,  Publ i c  Works Depar tment  

TO : City Counci l  
C i t y  Manager 

FROM: Publ  i c  Works D i r e c t o r  

DATE : J u n e  20, 1991 

SUBJECT: Development Impact  Fees - Publ i c  H e a r i n g  Q u e s t i o n s  and Responses  

Fol lowing  a r e  r e s p o n s e s  t o  q u e s t i o n s  r a i s e d  a t  t h e  Kay 28 Development 
Impact Fee public h e a r i n g .  
t h e  meet ing .  
memo. 

The q u e s t i o n s  are p a r a p h r a s e d  from t h e  t a p e  of 
Some a d d i t i o n a l  d i s c u s s i o n  i s  p r o v i d e d  a t  t h e  end of  t h e  

1. What i s  t h e  "Value" o f  e x i s t i n g  P a r k s  and R e c r e a t i o n  Department  i n  
S/Acre f o r  t h e  e x i s t i n g  Ci ty  compared t o  the new f e e s ?  ( T e r r y  P i a z z a ) -  

S i n c e  t h e  " e x i s t i n g  s t a n d a r d "  a s  d e f i n e d  i s  t h e  same a s  t h a t  u s e d  f o r  
c a l c u l a t i n g  t h e  fee, t h e  " v a l u e "  wou!d b e  t h e  same i f  r e p l a c e m e n t  
v a l u e  of e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  was used. 
f a c i l i t i e s  took i n t o  a c c o u n t  t h e  e x i s t i n g  i n v e n t o r y  shown i n  T a b l e  
9-2 on Page 80 of t h e  s t u d y .  Thus ,  t h e  new p a r k  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  
comparable  t o  e x i s t i n g  f x i l i t i e s .  E x p l i c i t l y  a n s w e r i n g  t h e  q u e s t i o n  
would r e q u i r e  a more d e t a i l e d  i n v e n t o r y  and  a d d i t i o n a l  e s t i m a t e s ;  
b o t h  r e q u i r i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t  s t a f f  time and c o n s u l t a n t  e x p e n s e .  

The e s t i m a t e  f o r  f u t u r e  r a r k  

2. Sewer RAE s c h e d u l e  a p p e a r s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  Des ign  S t a n d a r d s  and 
Water  RAE ( S t e v e  P e c h i n )  - 
The Design S t a n d a r d s ,  w h i l e  b a s e d  on t h e  v a r i o u s  M a s t e r  P l a n s ,  were 
w r i t t e n  t o  c o v e r  t h e  d e s i g n  o f  f a c i l i t i e s  w i t h i n  a deve lopment  
p r o j e c t .  The i m p a c t  fee s t u d y  r e l i e d  on c i t y - w i d e  flow d a t a  t a k e n  
d i rec t ly  from t h e  e n g i n e e r i n g  consultbn's who worked on t h e  Genera l  
P l a n .  The u n i t  flow fac to r s  a r e  n o t  necessar i ly  t h 2  same and a r e  
more conservative i n  t h e  Des ign  S t a n d a r d s ;  t h u s ,  compar ing  t h e  RAE 
s c h e d u l e  t o  the Design Standards will not prov ide  consistent 
results. 

However, i n  r e v i e w i n g  t h i s  issue, t h e  c o n s u l t a n t  found d i s c r e p a n c i e s  
i n  b o t h  t h e  Water and Sewer RAE s c h e d u l e s .  
r e c a l c u l a t e d  as f o l l o w s :  

The s c h e d u l e s  have  been 
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Category Nater R A E  Sewer RAE 

Residential 
Low Density 1 .OD 
Medium Density 1.96* 
High Density 3 .39*  
East  Side 1 .oo 
F R - I D  1.00 
PR-MD 1.96* 
PR-HO 3.44* 

1 .oo 
1-96" 
3.49* 
1.00 
1.00 
1.96* 
3.49* 

Comerc i a 1 
Neighborhood 0.64 0.94 (was  1 . 2 5 )  
General 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25; 
Downtown 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25) 
Office 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25) 

-- 

I ndustri  a1 
Light 0.26 (was 0.92) 0.42 (was 0.33) 
Heavy 0.26 (was (3.92 0.42 (was 0.33) 

*Original f igure  was rounded t o  nearest 0.1: used nearest  0.01 to  
be consis tent  w i t h  o ther  ca tegor ies  

3 .  Storm Drain RAE schedule appears incons is ten t  with Design Standards 
and Water and Sewer RAE'S (Steve Pechin) - 

The  storm drain r e l a t ive  f ac to r s  are t h e  same as  those present ly  i n  
e f f ec t .  They were determined by the City in  1988 a s  pa r t  of the 
upda te  of the Master Storm Drain System Master Plan a n d  Fee Program. 
An analysis  was done on the t o t a l  cost Q f  providing t r u n k  l i n e s ,  
basins  and pumping f a c i l i t i e s  for r e s iden t i a l  versus commercial 
development. The Design S tanda rds  only address runoff calcui atic!ls. 
While i t  could  be argued t h a t  a more ref ined breakdown i s  possible  
( f o r  example, commercial versus i n d u s t r i a l } ,  the cos t  difference 
would be l e s s  the difference implied by the Design S tanda rds  w h i c h  i s  
only 13%. 

Incidental ly ,  the storm d r a i n  fees  need t o  be recalculated d u e  t o  
land use changes in  the adopted General Plan and the omission of two 
ex i s t ing  storm drain reimbursement agreements t ha t  a re  t o  be p a i d  out 
o f  the  impact fee  fund. 

4 .  How does additional water system revenue from metering a f f e c t  the fee  
progrm? (Steve Fechin) - 
Presumably, water rates will be s e t  t o  cover maintenance, 
replacements and  contr ibut ions t o  general f u n d  and no new cap i t a l  
f a c i l i t i e s .  
Ccuncil. To the extent  water conservaticn from metering reduces the 
need fo r  addi t ional  wel l s ,  fu ture  u p d a t e s  o f  the General P l a n  and 
Hater Master Plan would reduce the nunher o f  new wells needed. Then 
t he  fee  could go down. 

Of course,  actual  water r a t e s  are se t  by the City 

MCC91 Ol/'TXTW. 0214 



--.. ,-- 

City Council 
June 20, 1991. 
Page 3 

5. 

6 .  

7. 

8. 

Mhat is  the e f f e c t  of removing Lodi Lake from the ca lcu la t ion  on 
ex is t ing  p a r k  standard? (Steve Pechin) - 

The lake i t s e l f  accounts fo r  35 acres  of the 101 acres  of Lodi Lake 
P a r k  included i n  the ex is t ing  standard.  
ex is t ing  standard and reducing the new park acreage to  match the 
ex is t ing  s t a n d a r d  wil l  reduce the fee .  The  exact reduction amount 
wil l  depend on the r e su l t s  of the cash flow analysis .  
average cost  of new parks,  Table 1 presents the approximate e f f e c t  Of  
reducing the acreages as shown. 

Eliminating acreage from the 

Eased on the 

Question using 9100,000 per acre  as  v a l u e  fo r  land acquis i t ion  (Steve 
Pechin, Dennis Bennett, Je f f  Kirst, Council) - 
Based on c,mments from other developers,  s t a f f  f e e l s  the $l@O,r300 
f igure  is  reasonable considering the  City will  have t o  h a v e  
appraisals  done and pay prevail ing market r a t e s  a t  the time of 
purchase. T h i s  actior! will  occur nearer t o  development time, thus 
land wil l  be mare expensive t h a n  land purchased years ago on 
speculation. 

In computing the area of ex is t ing  community bui ldings,  were leased 
f a c i l i t i e s  included and  how does i t  a f f e c t  the program; i s  there  a 
l i s t  of t h e  ex is t ing  f a c i l i t i e s ?  (Steve Fechin, J e f f  K i r s t )  - 
The f a c i l i t i e s  used in determining the ex is t ing  standard are:  

Hutchins S t r ee t  Square Cafeter ia  
Camp Hutchins Room 
Hutchins S t r ee t  Square North Complex 
Hutchins S t r ee t  Square Pool Area 
Hutchins S t r ee t  Square Fine Arts Building 
Recreation Annex, North Stockton St;-eet 
Kofu P a r k  Building 
Lee Jones Building (0 Legion P a r k )  
Grape Festival Pavilion 
Grape Festival Chablis Hall 
Recreation Office Meeting Room 

6,400 SF 
6,000 SF 

19,600 SF 
5,400 SF 
8,700 SF 
3,500 SF leased 
1,800 SF 

900 SF 
32,000 SF leased* 

9,600 SF leased 

34,800 SC T o t a l  
900 SF 

(use of indoor school f a c i l i t i e s  not included) 
*Pavilion only avai1ab;e 5 j  months/year 

T h i s  square footage was used i n  determining the amount and cos t  o f  
new community buildings (44,100 SF @ SlOO/SF = 54,410,000). 
t h i s  square footage has a s imi la r  e f f e c t  on the fee  as  reducing park 
screage,  although the amounts a re  smaller.  
approxiinate a1 te rna t ives .  

Reducing 

See T a b l e  1 f o r  some 

Were revenues from rent ingl leasing community buildings included i n  
the program? (Steve Pechin) - 

No, City policy i n  s e t t i n g  reptal  r a t e s  i s  to  attempt. t o  recover 
operating expenses o n l y .  

MCC9101/TXTW .02M 
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9 .  Police R A E ' S  the land use i s  not a s  important a f ac to r  a s  the area Of 
tcwn (Steve Pechin) - 
Possibly,  b u t  t h i s  i s  n o t  accounted for  i n  the methodology acd i t  
would probably not be legal  t a  do so.  

Residential  impact fee  ccjmparison - Tracy i s  g o i n g  down, Ga l t ' s  
f iqure  i s  on ly  fo r  ce r t a in  par t s  of town and include Me?lo-Roos 
f igures ,  a l so  the comparisons a re  d i s to r t ed ,  misleading and 
inaccurate (Dennis Bennett) - 
Tracy's storm drain fee  h a s  been reduced from $5,204 to  54 ,564 ,  
however, many o f  the other  categories  have gone up .  
923,116 shown i n  the comparison i s  now 423,661. He have a l so  Deep 
informed tha t  a s u i t  i s  being f i l e d  over Tracy's fees .  

Based on correspondence from Bennett a n d  Compton, the C i ty ' s  
comparison i s  accurate except in two categories:  

10. 

The to t a l  of 

Water - Depending on the area being developed, the fee i s  5550 
instead of 51,800. 

RE Area - These fees  were establ ished t o  reduce the Mello-Roos 
bond payments. They are  used fo r  capi ta l  f a c i l i t i e s  includinq 
t h e  types o f  f a c i l i t i e s  in Lodi 's  proposed program, and  i n  o u r  
mind  f i t  the de f in i t i on  o f  an impact fee .  

Their l e t t e r  provided the  following fee  examples: 

1,331 SF home i n  rtE area: 512,623.64 
1,250 SF home not  i n  NE a rea :  $ 8,763.20 

The  City comparison showed $12,677 f o r  a 2,000 SF home. Given the 
wide v a r i a t i o n  i n  fee  programs and s i t u a t i c n s ,  we fee l  t h e  cornparisor: 
i s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  accurate f o r  the purpose i n t e n d e d .  

The  fee  comparisons were no t  i n t e n d e d  t o  be precise.  Doing so would 
require a spec i f i c  pro jec t  des ign  i n  a spec i f i c  area f o r  each c i t y .  
T h e  proposed City of l o d i  fees  a r e  based on providing the  f a c i l i t i e s  
listed f o r  the General Plan serv ice  area.  The City Council may, as a 
mat ter  o f  policy,  reduce the fees  i n  order t o  be "competitive". 
However, t h i s  wil l  t r ans fe r  t o  burden  t o  the General Fund a n d / o r  
U t i l i t y  Funds.  As discussed a t  the public h e a r i n g ,  a r b i t r a r i l y  
adjust ing the fees opens the City t o  legal challenge. 
fees  can be  done by: 

1) 

Reducing the 

Lowering the serv ice  s t a n d a r d  a n d  eliminating pro jec ts  - This 
would uniformly reduce the fee  i n  each l a n d  use category f o r  the 
reduced standard fee category (i . e . ,  Police, Fi re ,  e t c .  ) .  

Reduce the fee  per RAE i n  any o r  a l l  o f  the fee  categories  - T h i s  
would require  subsidies  from other  City funds i n  order t o  
m a i n t a i n  t he  serv ice  standard o r  would mean deferr ing o r  
el iminating pro jec ts ,  i n  e f f e c t  reducinfi the level of se rv ice .  

2 )  
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11. 

12. 

13.  

14. 

3 )  Direct ly  subsidize land use categories  (such a s  !ow income 
housing) by.paying a l l  o r  a port ion 3 f  the fee out o f  the General 
Fund or other City f u n d s .  

Fee co l lec t ion  a t  Final Map versus Building Permit s tage (Dennis 
8ennet t )  - 

Later col ' lection will increase fees  a n d  c rea te  much more 
adminis t ra t ive burden, i . e . ,  b i l l i n g  and tracking every parcel versus 
one map. 
mean recalculat ing to  a square footage b a s i s  f o r  
conrnercial/ industrial  and presumably per dwellino uni t  for  
r e s iden t i a l .  We could s p l i t  w i t h  sane categories  a t  r a p  a n d  others  
a t  building permit. 

C h a n g i n g  t o  co l l ec t ing  a i l  f e e s  a t  buildina permit would 

We already c o l l e c t  storm drain fees  a t  map s t a se .  

Parks standard d i s to r t ed  espec ia l ly  considering Lodi Lake and  School 
acreage, need mwe analysis .  (Denni; Bennett) - 

The standard i s  a policy decis ion;  t h e  d a t a  i s  there  for  
decide. The f i r s t  Parks  project  i s  a new ?arks I.laster P 
will  inore precisely def ine the nature o f  ;he new p a r k s ,  
t o  be  included, e tc .  S t a f f  suggests t h a t  i s  the time t o  
analysis  and fine-tune t h e  fee program. 

School acreage was not  included i n  the  ex is t ing  s t a d a r d  
i n  fu ture  addi t ions s ince  the City has no c o n t r o l  over P 
s i tua t ion .  

Counci 1 to 
a n  which 
mDrovernents 
do more 

nor icciuded 
:her 

Need more ana lys i s  on General City F a c i l i t i e s  Fees (Dennis Bennett) -.  

Again, this i s  a policy decis ion on the Council 's  par t  a s  t o  what 
projects should be paid ou t  o f  fees  versus the general fund  o r  simply 
deleted.  All the City F a c i l i t i e s  i n c l u d e d  a r e  needed t o  accommodate 
growth. 

Effect on house pr ice  of  borrcwing money t o  pay fees  a t  Final Map 
s tage (Dennis Bennett) - 
The impact fees  fo r  a single-family subdivision a t  5 l o t s  per acre 
t o t a l  $7,634 per l o t .  
cos t  t o  be passed on t h e  home buyer i s  approximately $1,700 plus 
whatever the developer and bui lder  mark u p  t h e i r  cos ts .  
numbers are comparable t o  a r e a l t o r ' s  fee on a 51'30,000 sa l e  ($9,000 
@ 6 % ) .  

A t  15% i n t e r e s t  f o r  18 months, the addi t ional  

These 

This i s  over-estimated however, since i t  includes the time spent 
building the house. 
s t i l l  6 m G n t h S '  o r  5 0  i n t e r e s t  while the house i s  being bu i l t .  I n  
co l lec t ing  a t  the la ter  s tage ,  the fce  w i l l  have to  be approximately 
4% higher t o  a c c o u n t  f o r  the loss  o f  i n t e r e s t  revenue i n  the fee 
program. These two f ac to r s  would reduce the additional amount t o  
approximately 5800 p l u s  m a r k u p .  
growth manaqernent program, we will  not see excessive numbers of l o t s  

I n  co l lec t ing  a t  building permit s tage,  there  i s  

We a l s o  would dssiime t h a t  w i t h  the 

M C C 9 l O l i T X T W .  0214 
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mapped so there should be a shor te r  time between map f i l i ng  a n d  horile 
conztruction. . 

Lodi's proposed Park standard i s  3 . 4  acres per 1,000 persons served. 
What  i s  the perks standard for other acencies (Council) - 

Stockton  - 3 acres per 1,000 residents (considerinq 
comerc i a1 / i ndus t r i  a1 irnpac t ) 

Davis - standard i s  area/distance based 

15. 

Tracy - 3.5 acres per 1,009 residents 

Manteca - 5 acres per 1,OCO residents 

Woodland ( d r a f t )  - 3.2 acres per 1,000 persons served plus adaitional 
standards for faci 1 i t i e s  ;1?d regional parks 

16. Relationship/methodolcgy between Comercia? land use and Fol i ce ,  Fire 
and General City Fac i l i t i e s  and sa les  t a x  revenue (Wil l?anr  Mitchell) - 
No cred i t  was offered fo r  potential sales tax revenue. These sources 
d a n ' t  even pay for  Police, Fire,  and P a r k s  and  Recreation operatiorls, 
l e t  alone new capital  f a c i l i t i e s .  

D i  fference/rel a t i  onshi p between commerci a1 fees (especia; 1 y s t r e e t s )  
based on per acre basis versus per 1,000 SF o f  buildinq area (William 
Mitchell) - 
The basic decisions t o  use General Plan land use categories t o  keep 
the fee program simple and t o  c o l i e c t  a t  map stage means t h a t  acreage 
must be used since spec i f ic  projec? plans a re  no% available then. 
This also evens out small differences in land use and i s  simpler 
t o  administer (fewer arguments over t r i p  r a t e s  for  spec i f ic  types of 
land use nor  worrying about minor changes in land use). Giver, t h i s ,  
there will always be a t  l e a s t  50% of the projects who feel they are 
below the average and should ge t  a fee reduction. 
done, b u t  only i f  we charge the other 50% 3 higher fee. 

Glhy have parallel water  mains on cer ta in  s t r e e t s ?  (Council) - 

17. 

That could be 

18. 

This i s  done on major s t r e e t s  and provides be t t e r  service t o  w h a t  are 
usually large parcels needing many f i r e  services. 
need t o  cross the major  s t r e e t  repeatedly which i s  expensive since 
such crossings are usually bored rather t h a n  open c u t .  

high. (Council) - 
The number includes a n  accounting of residents a n d  employees based on 
the various General P l a n  documents. I t  i s  consistently used in the 
existina land use a n d  project  land use, although i t  i s  recalculated 
separately for each fee category. 

I t  reduces the 

19. Police "existing persons served" i s  80,207 p e r  Table 7-1. T h i s  seem 
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The a d d i t i o n 2 1  number of f 
needed  for  the  r;ew s t a t i o n  

r e f i y h t e r s  a p p e a r s  t o  be more t h a n  t h a t  
Is  i t  " t o p  heavy"? (Counci  ) - 

The p r o j e c t s / e q u i p m e n t  shown on T a b l e  8-1 a r e  p e r  t h e  F i r e  Long Ranqe 
P l a n  which i n c l u d e s :  

A 4-persor:  " q u i n t i '  (combined t r u c k / e n g i n e )  a t  the nevl S t a t i o n  4 ,  
which  i n c l u d e s  1 c a p t a i n  (mid-management) 
Adding a f i r e f i g h t e r  t o  t h e  e a s t  s i d e  t r u c k  company 
Adding 2 f i r e  i n s p e c t o r s  
Adding 1 p u b l i c  e d u c a t i o n  s p e c i a l i s t  
Adding 1 h a z a r d o u s  m a t e r i a l s  s p e c i a l i s t  

A l l  are f i r e f i g h t i n g  p e r s o n n e l .  
which equipment  costs  o n l y  are i n c l u d e d .  

We are c o l l e c t i n g  fees f o r  a f i r e  s t a t i o n  t h a t  w i l l  no t  DP b u i l t  f o r  
a few y e a r s  ( C o u n c i l )  - 
The c o l l e c t i o n  o f  fees f o r  f u t u r e  p r o j e c t s  i s  i n  compl iance  w i t h  
S t a t e  law g i v e n  t h a t  we h a v e  a l o n g - r a n g e  C a p i t a l  Improvement Program. 

P a r k s  and R e c r e a t i o n ,  Page 78, P a r a g r a p h  2 s a y s  770 SF i s  the 
e x i s t i n g  b u i l d i n g  s t a n d a r d  ( C o a n c i l )  - 

T h a t  i s  a t y p o g r a p h i c a l  e r r o r ;  t h e  correct  f i g u r e  i s  1,800 SF.  

I f  a s e r v i c e  c l u b  o r  p r i v a t e  d o n a t i o n  b c i l d s  a p a r k  improvement ,  w h a t  
happens  t o  t h e  fee? ( C o u n c i l )  - 
When a p r o j e c t  i n c l u d e d  i n  %he fee program i s  funded  from a n o t h e r  
s o u r c e ,  t h e  cost estimate would b e  changed  a t  thc next fee program 
u p d a t e  a l o n g  w i t h  a n y  o t h e r  c h a n g e s  a n d / o r  cost  i n c r e a s e s ;  t h u s  t h e  
t o t a l  fee would b e  a d j u s t e d  a c c o r d i n g l y .  

Why d o n ' t  we reimbirt'se t h e  City f o r  the cos t  o f  l a n d  a l r e a d y  
p u r c h a s e d ?  (Counci  1 ) - 
That c o u l d  be done. 
p a r t  o f  the e x i s t i n g  s t a n d a r d .  
por t ion of  P i x l e y  Park  (C-Basin) was c o u n t e d  i n  t h e  e x i s t i n g  
s t a n d a r d .  I t  c o u l d  be removed from t h e  s t a n d a r d  and i n c l u d e d  i r !  new 
p a r k s .  In  some s p e c i f i c  c a s e s  ( s u c h  a s  t h e  res t  o f  C-Bas in) ,  the 
undeveloped  l a n d  was p u r c h a s e d  w i t h  impact  fee ( M a s t e r  Storm Dra i r l )  
f u n d s  so i t  would n o t  b e  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  "buy" it. a g a i n .  Ir: o t h e r  
cases, s u c h  as t h e  1 3 - a c r e  Lodi  Lake Park o x p a n s i o n ,  the l a n d  was 
a c o u i r e d  many y e a r s  a g o  (more t h a n  10) and i t  would b e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
d e t e r m i n e  t h e  p u r c h a s e  terms and c o n d i t i o n s .  In  t h e  c a s e  of  s t r e e t s  
where we i n c l u d e d  r e c e n t  w i d e n i n g  p r o j e c t s ,  the cost of l a n d  
(Right -of -way a c a u i s i  t i o n )  was included. ;Ic! would i n c l u d e  some 
a l l o w a n c e  f o r  p a r k  l a n d  a l r e a d y  owned i f  Counci l  so  d e s i r e s  and C i t y  
p r o v i d e s  s p e c i f i c  d i r e c t i o n .  T h i s  wc?uld o f  c o u r s e  i n c r e a s e  the fee. 
An exdmple i s  shown i n  T a b l e  1. 

T h i s  i s  d t o t a l  o f  2 3  p o s i t i o n s  f c r  

However, t h e n  t h e  l a n d  c o u l d  n o t  b e  co t in ted  a s  
For example, the semi-developed 

MCCPiOl/TXTW .02!1 
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2 5 .  Why i s  the level o f  serv ice  s t a n d a r d  fo r  City H a l l  being increased 
per Paae 91, Table 10-1? (Council) - 

The analysis  f o r  City Hall r e f l e c t s  t h a t  f a c t  t h a t  the ex is t ing  
building i s  overcrowded, t h u s  the to t a l  cos t  o f  the pro jec t  c a n n o t  be 
placed on new development. 
t h i s  case i s  misleading s ince  i t  i s  a stdtement o f  exis t ing  
condi t ions,  n o t  a desired level of spdce a l loca t ion .  The fu ture  
to t a l  i s  based cn the present plzns f o r  the expansion of the building 
and matches the project ions of City H a l 1  personnel increases 
t h r o u g h o u t  the l i f e  of the General Plan. 

T h e  term "level  o f  service standard" in 

Additional Discussior? 

Although there were no spec i f i c  quest ions,  the issue o f  "affordable  
housing" was discussed. 
fees  a n d  includes land pr ices ,  construction c o s t s ,  i n t e re s t  charges, 
p ro f i t  margins and "the Market". 
addresses impact fees .  

This issue involves ruth more than j u s t  impact 

tiowever, the following discussion j u s t  

Certainly anything tha t  increases expenses t o  developers and  bui lders  has 
the potent ia l  of increasing the f ina l  s a i e  pr ice .  The  issue of "who 
ult i inately pays" i s  n o t  c l e a r  and depends on nany local fac tors .  
According t o  the l a t e s t  information s t a f f  received a t  a recent seminar on 
impact fees ,  there  have been very few rigorolls s tud ies  t h a t  attempt t o  
answer t h i s  question. 
i t  is  " t r i v i a l "  when compared aga ins t  increases due  t o  other  fac tors .  

These few indica te  t h a t .  while there  i s  a n  increase,  

T h i s  seminar included some discussion on the "impact" of impact fees .  
suggestions on o f f se t t i ng  their impact a r e  a t tached a s  Exhibit A .  
the Ci ty ' s  2% Growth Management Plan, some of these suggestions a re  not 
possible.  
in the approval process. Numbers 9 and 10 and s imi la r  alternatives would 
require  a much more ac t ive  r o l e  by the City i n  the area of housing 
programs. 
contract  basis ,  by a consul tant ,  o r  by new City s t a f f .  

Ten 
Given 

Note t h a t  No. 7 suggests fees  be charged as  ear ly  as possible  

Such programs could be  handled by o ther  public agencies on a 

RecommendationlAction 

A t  this point ,  s t a f f  needs Council d i rec t ion  on how t o  proceed w i t h  the 
Developmect Impact Fee Program i n  order t o  complete the enabling ordinance 
and implementing resolut ion.  
recalculated anyway because of the changes in the f ina l  adopted  Generdl 
Plan and the Water and Sewer R A E  f ac to r  changes. 
started with revenue a n d  expenses i n  f i s c a l  year  1990/91. 
program wil l  n o t  s t a r t  t h e n .  
possible;  the C i t y  cannot  c o l l e c t  any of i t s  county-wide 1 / 2 &  sa les  t a x  
(Measure K )  a l loca t ions  un t i l  we h a v e  a t r a f f i c  fee i n  place. 

The d r a f t  fees  a s  presented need t o  be 

Also ,  the calculat ions 
Obviously, the 

We do wish t o  proceed as  quickly as  

Council decisions a re  needed on the followinq issues t h a t  have been raised 
w h i c h  w i l l  a l so  a f f e c t  the fee  ca lcu la t ion :  

M C C 9  10l/TXTW. 02M 
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1. 

2. 

3 .  

RAE Schedules - I n  addi t ion t o  the water and sewer changes, i f  the 
Counci 1 has questions/concerns on other  schedules (such as  Parks a n d  
Recreation a n d  cortmercial/ industrial  land use), these should  be 
reso l  ved. 

Projects/Standards - A decis ion should be made on the project  l i s t  
and  standards used, espec ia l ly  i n  P a r k s  and Recreation where the most 
questions were raised;  a l s o  the land value f igure  s h o u l d  be agreed 
upon. 

F:e Collection - The 
Permit i s  c r i t i c a l .  
recommend changing t h  

issue o f  co l l ec t ina  a t  Final Map versus Building 
I n  changing t o  bl;ilding perm i t ,  s t a f f  would 
e res ident ia l  ac re  equivalent  factors (RAE'S) t o  

SF commercial/industrial basis. 

JLR/RCP/mt 

cc: Concerned Citizens 
No1 t o  a n d  Associates 
McDonald and Associates 
Assis tant  City Engineer 
Depar tnien t Heads 

MCC91Gl/TXTW .02N 



"Exi sti ~KJ" Future Cost o f  Fee C i f f .  

Additions 
Standard Additions Future per PAE 

Parks 

W i t h  Lodi Lake 177.8 k 83.0 Ac 912,99l,oCo* $11 ,a0 -- 
- 

k h c t  Lake 35 Acres 142.8 k 66.7 k S l O , ~ , ~  (appmx.) 510,210 -51,600 
Deduct WZ o f  Lake 35 Aces FQ.3 k 74.8 Ac S11,710,ocO (apprux.) 511,ooO -S 810 

Comunity Building? 

With All Facilities 94,eoO SF 44,lCKI SF 9 4,410,rcO $11,810 -- 
W t  All Leased Facilities 49,700 SF 23,120 SF S 2,312.0 (apprux.) $10,490 -9,320 
Prorate Pavilion SF 77,470 SF 36,040 SF S 3,604,OO (appmx.) 511,310 -S 

Land Peirrtursmt 

Lodi Lake 13 Acre Expansion -- -- S 1,303.m) (appmx.) S12,630 +S 820 

mster Plan, Camunity Buildings, and m i s c e l l a m s  projects subtotal 55,739,ocO for 518,740,CCO total program 

MCC 9 1 0 1 / T 7.T1.I. 02M 
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Offsetting the ImDacty of Imuact Fees 

Connerly (1988) argues that impact fees are simply bad policy because of their 
tendency to force higher prices and thereby displace lower- and middle-income house- 
holds. Huffmm Nelson. Smith, and Stegmm (1988) warn that impact fees may displace 
development to areas that may be less able cope with that development They also warn 
of fiscal effects. The problem is that public officials have not generally come to grips with 
these or other eifects of impact fees. Where impact fees are relatively small., however ;is 
they seem to be at the present time in most communities assessing them - m y  impact of 
impact fees will be p r a c t i d y  meaningless. 

Nevertheless, where communities are concerned about prospective adverse impacts 
of impact fees, they may pursue any of several mitigating policiec 'Weitz, i984). The aim 
of such policies is to shift as much of the burden back to o\ ers of vacant land ;Ls 

possible, soften the magnitude of impact fee effects on housing prices by encouraging 
greater land use intensity, and distribute the remaining burden among tenaots of new 
development and developers so that no parry is burdened with the whole i m p a n  What 
exactly are those policies? Ten are suggested here. 

1. 

2 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Assure that long-range community plans adequately foresee future development 
demand by providing enough land for that development That land must be 
provided with suitable infrastructure. These efforts will keep the land market from 
internalizing supply shortages attributable solely to unserviced land. 

Give adequate advance notice to developers of impending impact fees. This xnay 
be done through public hearings a d  delayed effective dates. The objective is to 
give developers enough time to negotiare more favorable land purchase pnces. 

Tailor impact fees to the effects that specific developments wiIl have on com- 
munities. Fixed fees fail to account for projects have relatively higher impam 
because of their location in more congested areas. Setting fees by service area of 
facilities is one workable sdution. 

Attempt to provide a competitive market. In a tight market where demand for 
developable land exceeds supply in the short term, public officials might allow 
greater development density (where facilities can accommodate it), or allow 
annexatiom. 

Assure coilsistent land use practices. When landowners perceive that zoning or 
planning changes are easily acquired, they uill force deve!opers to pay prices 
reflec&hg those expectations. Communities should hold f'im to land use designa- 
tions. 

Many communities under-assess vacant land or extend i t  certain open space tax 
preferences. Such practices subsidize speculative behavior, allow landowners to 
hold land for fongzr periods, and enable Ia.ndowners to demand higher pnces than 
the market would otherwise justify. They should be reconsidered. 



7. Assess impact fees at the stage in the development process that c a ~  have the least 
impact on prices. Consideration misht be given to assessing the fees upon approval 
of a project. - 3 3 s  has the effect of forcing developers to internahze the fee as 3 
WSt before selling land to builders. It should encourage developers to negotiate 
lower land prices. 

As a practical matter. the farther along in the development process the fee is 
assessed, the more likely it will passed along to buyers. Assessing the fee at the building 
permit stage has the advantage of raisixig revenue approximately when the impact iS felt 
while keeping the fee relatively far away from buyers. Assessing fees upon completion or 
explicitly shifting fees to buyers will not put downward pressure on sellers of va-ant, 
buildable land and wiil instead guarantee forward linkage of the fee. 

8. Cmmunities should consider more flexible use of local improvement districts. Lf 
communities can extend to new development lower borrowing rates and allow 
repayment of the fee over a long period oE time, the potentially adverse effects of 
impact fees may be greatly reduced. 

Communities should aggressively pursue subsidized housing programs offered by 
the federal and state govemments. Connerlv (1988), for example, calculates that 
the impact fee burden on lower-income households can be nearly completely 
eliminated by use of federal low income housing tax credits. 

Some communities pay the impact fee for lower- and mjddle-income housing from 
the general fund or other sources. This has many attractive features. First, there 
is little adverse impact on the construction of affordable housing. Second. the 
h p a a  fee revenues are in fact raised and put h t o  necessary, earmarked accounts 
for use by specific facilities. Third, it is the community at-large that subsidizes such 
housing With payment of the fees. Loveland, Colorado, and Broward County, 
Florida, are among communities that do this. 

9. 

10. 

Communities should consider an impact fee mitigation policy package comprised of the 
combination of those policies that together show the greatest promise for offsetting the 
impacts of impact fees. 

i 
Si3:lrct.: "A Prac t i t i one r ' s  Guide to  Development Impact Fees" by 

James C .  N i  choias  , Arthur C .  Nelson, Ju1 i a n  Juergcnsmeyer 

Course notebook from 1991 seminar on Pevelopment Impact Fees 
81 
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MEMORARDUM, C i ty  cif Lodi , Pub1 i c  Forks Department 

TO : City Manager 
Department Heads 

FROM : Public Works Director 

GATE : January 23 ,  1991 

SUBJECT: Administrative Draft o f  Impact Fee Study 

Attached i s  a copy of the  adminis t ra t ive d ra f t  o f  the Impact Fee Study 
prepared by NoltejAngus McDonald. Richard Prima wil l  be attending our 
next Department Head meeting on January 28 t o  review w i t h  a l l  of us the 
general concepts t h a t  were used i n  the  development of t h i s  proposal. 
%chard will  hopefully be able  t o  answer any general o r  minor questions 
t h a t  you have concernifig your portion of the study a t  t h i s  meeting. I f  
necessary, we will  make arrangements t o  a l so  meet w i t h  you on a n  
individual basis t o  discuss t h i s  d r a f t .  

I t  i s  important t h a t  we provide our comments back t o  Nolte/McDonald by 
February 1 i n  order t h a t  we can keep t h i s  project  moving ahead. 
d ra f t  i s  revised, the Public Works s t a f f ,  together w i t h  No1 te/McDonald, 
will  be meeting w i t h  local developers and  engineers t o  review this  
document,. We do not want t o  make this  information public un t i l  t h i s  d r a f t  
i s  revised. 

Once this 

Table 2.2 shcws a recap o f  a l l  proposed fees .  

If  you nave any questions concerning this pr ior  t o  the Department Head 
meeting, please contact  me. 

JLR/mt 

Attachment 

cc: Assistant City Engineer 
Nolte and Associates,  Wally Sandelin 

...., . 
CICM9103/TXT'd. 02H 
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The enactment of A6 1600 (Governmeqj:fdde 966000 e t .  seq.) ha< generat@-, 
formal and s t r ingen t  requirement+:,”fdr documenting the basis f o r  .yal id 
development impact fees.  In- @i$onse t o  the changing 1 egal c t j h a t e ,  as  weJ.1 
as the d e s i r e  t o  have a cpprehens ive  financing plan f o r  Jh\‘yarious publi&:,., 
f a c i l i t i e s  i n  Lodi, thpph-rent fees  must  be updated and3iew.wmerous fees ‘<j$ 

The goal o f  tJ&Public F a c i l i t i e s  Financing P)- repare development 
impact fee.s--which will provide funds t o  construck’various types of 
improvm-nts such t h a t  the City of Lad+.> adopQed&..level o f  serv ice  i s  
mai,ptaiined throughout the planning pertrad-;__-Tbi-s’..-Eioal wi 11 be a t ta ined  

i’. 

> .  

t ?. .> 
i. _. . I 

.f I 

need t o  be implemented:’ ,..* i ; 

/- 

! 

cbhsistent w i t h  the requirements of ABII_M)O?-‘ ,,. 

: T.’’ 
, /  

/--. 
,..p--; .; :’ . .  (?--;,+;....> i-’ 

I’ Purpose o f  the Fee 

’.,,, The purpose o f  the&xe?ap e n t  impact fees  is t o  provide adequate-financing 
f o r  the variou&-pGbRc,~fac$i t y  pro jec ts  t h a t  a ra  required .Wimp1 ement the 
Cjty’s Gene@<-.Plan. .:The &e is imposed such t h a t  new &$vdopment will  bear 
fQ f a i r  s%k.e of p?$iding adequate in f r a s t ruc t  
c:. %. >. ,..7’ 

Theyfees coll&&i will be used t o  finance th.F.,d 
inspe&ion o f  s t r e e t s  and roads, Water, S e w ,  qrainage, Parks and Recreation, 
Polick;’ Fire, and General City f a c i l i t i e A ’ .  The fee revenue will a l so  be used 
for a m@;lor update of t he  fee progra,w’which is t o  be performed every 5 years. 

i ..‘I..’ 

. .. . .  
i--. 

onstructicn,  and 

,/ - .  
& 

__I. Planning kyiod ,/ 

The propose&+eneral 
\ 

the City of Lodi covers a planning period of 
April 1987 t o  ?a- o f  the f ee  study, t h e  planning period 

1993194, 1994/95, 1995/96, 1996/97, 1997198, 2001/02, 2002103 and 2006/07. 
was broken down into f i s c a l  year increments: 1990/91, 1991/92, 1992/93, 

The planning increments a r e  the  bas is  f o r  projecting fee  co? lec t ions ,  cap i ta l  
improvement expenditures and cash f l o w  analyses - 
Basis o f  Costs 

Capital improvement schedules have been prepared f o r  the  Proposed General P1 an 
t ha t  cover water, sewer, storm drainage, streets and roads, police,  f i r e ,  and 
General City f a c i l i t i e s .  Capital cos t s  included i n  the genera? f a c i l i t i e s  
category a re ,  fo r  example, c i t y  ha l l  expansion and remodel, l i b r a r y  



construction, fee  program monitoring, parking l o t  constructi-on, and 
miscellaneous pro jec ts  not f a l l i n g  i n t o  o ther  i n f r a s t ruc tu re  categories.  
Project descr ip t ions  f o r  each pro jec t  were developed w i t h  the a s s F t a n c e  of 
City s t a f f ,  o ther  City-retained consul tan ts ,  and the  authors. 
p ro jec t ,  estimates a f  cos t  have been prepared u t i l i z i n g  current cosGLdata from 
the City, recent b i d s  f o r  s imi l a r  projects,,<cbntractors and suppl i e rng  
Estimates o f  cos t  a r z  based upon January,X, 1990 d o l l a r s  throughout te 
report.  Estimates of construction q s ~ C  a r e  based upon the Engineering Npws 
Record 20-Cities Average Cons t ruwdn  Cost Index f o r  January 1990 of 4675;;: 
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The f i r s t  step i n  c a - e l a t i n g  a Val id development i , g p d f e e  '$.$,.to prepare a "%:< 
forecast  of the  5;imSng and r a t e  a t  which the C i t ~ ~ ~ l ~ . ; . d s v e l o p ; ~ '  T h i s  forecas t  . \ y  

must be cons .ifxnt w i t h  Lodi's General P1 an an&: ti Management Ordinance. '*-.. 

The dev,eTopmnt fo recas t  serves two puraoses : ..'..... . .  \%. 

:,..-.-**-The developrient fo recas t  provides #he&-&- f o r  determining when the  
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required in f r a s t ruc tu re  p e b e  coppTeted t o  maintain the targeted 1 eucl' 
of service set fol-th b#h&C$ty.~j 

flow. 
period detefmines $,lie &ount o f  the f ee  and the de 

a r t i c u l a r  year &tennines the t o t a l  d o l l a r s  that;:. .- . . 

,.,. --,. & , .>-..--._,. i.; 

The development ioreb,a$t p l a y k a  s ign i f i can t  r o l e  in  forecasljng cash 

mpr0veuieb.t . gr&cts.  .._.. <-.,:-.: 

The , f i -%T d&el opment t h a t  occurs throughout ...the p l  ann.i ng 
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The h x e c a s t  OF f i n a l  mapping was prepared,.p&gross acre  by the City of Lodi 
and iS-.-presented in  Appendix A. 
the tinw.,<of the f i n a l  subdivision map,% recorded, a forecas t  of f i na l  mapping 
was u s e d - 4 ~  estimate t h e  i n f l o w  ofdash. A second forecast  was prepared by 
the City %at presented the t i p x g  of construction and i s  a l so  provided i n  
Appendix B:'%,., Forecasts o f  Sgr6truction r e f l e c t  the estimate o f  cash outlay f o r  
capi ta l  inrpriiyements. TM annual update of the f ee  program w i l l  include an 
assessment of '3ib-e e_x_fxrit t o  which development i n  Lodi has been occurring as  
forecasted. 
expectations, the development fo recas t  and fee program w i l l  be updated based 
on a forecas t  t h a t  reflects then-current expectations. 

Because,:Tlie City will c o l l e c t  these fees a t  

i f  r xes  o f  development begin t o  depart  subs t an t i a l ly  from 

Residential Acre Equivalents 

After the amount o f  development was forecas t  f o r  each land use category, a 
conversion was made i n t o  the  number of Residential Acre Equivalents (RAE'S) 
t ha t  would be developed, for each category of public improvements. An RAE 
f ac to r  measures the use o r  burden a land use places on a category of public 
improvements (e.g., water supply o r  roadway improvements) relative t o  the use 
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o r  burden placed on those improvements by an acre  of single-fZmily dwellings 
i n  t he  low-density r e s iden t i a l  category. 

As one simple example, the water service RAE factprs';eflect r e l a t i v e  water 
consumption. Since the Low Density residentia,J,-tategory i s  selecte&Las the 
use from which a l l  o ther  land uses a re  measyred, this land use categ% has a 
RAE f a c t o r  o r  a17 ser vi 
acre. A l l  ' d r s  f o r  the,.ca-fegory of public serv 
considered a re  scaled r e l a t i v e  t,Q&h'$s "base" RAE f ac to r  f o r  t 

For this example, the R&%a&ors f o r  water a r e  ca lcu la  
manner f o r  low densit$*and medium dens i ty  res ident ixe5?  
Assume a populati_orr"and uni t  dens i ty  a s  shown beJgw.' .,/p 

Un'j . .  t--I>e nsi t v  Pooul a t i o n  Land UW-.'' 

tow-'Densi t y  2.75/uni t G+=-l v a c r e  
2. 251un j t ,! 1 ,+----- 12/acre 

i *.p' S.=i'Mediurn Density 

-- -_ 
i. 

equal t o  the,&pected density o f  1.0 u n i t  jfer 

P L J  land use category. ,.-.L.: 
..-!L' 

,/ .,.;;/ ,- _- 
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/' Also, assume a per capita@rag*water consumption o f  285 gal lons  per day. 
i Therefore, the water de@d &"ac& can be calculated a s  follosds: - "  

'.'.. Low D e n s i t ~ ~ 5 = ~ ~ D & k t d  = 2.75 x 5 x 285 = 3,919 gal,!dai/acre 

{:.> Nediurn €)msity:..A$-' Demand - 2.25 x 12 x 285 = 7,6&'gal/day/acre ,.- ...' 

By &Is m e t h o w e  results indica te  t h a t  the/.$etkarid o f  medium dens i ty  
res id@tia l  land exe r t s  a 2 times (7695/39L%s 1.96) g r e a t e r  demand upon water 
supplphnd transmission f a c i l i t i e s  than .,dCdi low density r e s iden t i a l .  
Therefoyi+ a RAE f ac to r  of 2.0 i s  asqighed t o  medium dens i ty  r e s iden t i a l  for 
water r e q b e r i n g ,  of course, thatAow dens i ty  r e s iden t i a l  is  the base1 ine 
having a & f ac to r  o f  1.0. 

L.4 
\ <.' 

*,- 
.<= -4 .*.+'. !) L' 

\ , \. '.. 
A', 3. 1 -.<./ --.> 

.-.;-: - 

/. 



. .. - 
<-- -_ CHAPTER 2 

HETHOWLOGY AND RESULTS -. ... -- - . . ~  
\ 
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Capital improvement projects t o  supp_gtt'the Proposed General Plan and o'%r 
City improvements a re  t o  be funde.&%hrough a number of sources. 
of identifying Proposed G e n e r q w a n  capi ta l  improvements, a n d e r  of 
exis t ing def ic iencies  were, f a n t i f i e d  i n  each of the servjzcgy(reas t h a t  ar&, 
not t o  be funded by deyqhpment impact fees. 
possible, the source.;_:;df funds t o  finance those proj&s and/W.yortions of 
projects  t h a t  are.,n6t development re la ted a s  sunpaFfze+in . .  Tab13 2-1 .  

In the @.urse 

City s t a fQj~~s ' . p r ;p j ec t ed ,  wher', 
;-->. 
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%. ;. r?. The p&hing of required p u b l i c  improv&nmt;projkCts t o  revenues from the 
d-evelopment impact fee program was an /ft?W?ve- process t h a t  incl uded close ......=-.-i.i 

,.,.coordination w i t h  the Growth &arpgeme@t=.fl an. 

i P 
.. 

Two objectives were served: =.- 
/.., , i t  !i I ,,y 

The location and timi<g,.&'kwldl ic improvements in Lodi were---planned t o  
h e l p  assure an_:r&e-rly-<$nd cos t - e f f i c i en t  pattern o f  deve lqpen t  - 

,-+/----.., .\, '.. 1. i 

Public i.mpdvement$,/wer< timed t o  assure t h a t  Le 
targets,; 1. for .. each,-5jervice were maintained. 

Service (LQS) 

I n s & =  a s  p i a  the growth r a t e s  t h a t  aye 
P1 an'-Qn be accomnodated throushout the City+v Development can occur 
simultaneously i n  several areas of the C j Q ,  r a the r  than be concentrated i n  
one arez-lat a time. 
is avoid*;. ,./= 

The f o l l o w i k  paragraphs desd<be some o f  the basic assumptions and concepts 
t h a t  were used i n  arrivi@fat project  phasing. Additional information 
concerning spe ' c i fk fk i l i t i e s  is  included a t  t h e  end. 

Asstnnpt i ons/Concepts 

e Growth Management 

A temporary quzrsj--fnonopoly on supply of developable land 

'I-- .> ,- 

The following assumptions and concepts guided the process of preparing the 
development forecast  and staging pub1 i c  improvements t o  meet LOS t a rge t s .  

Development of new resident ia l  land will be l imited such t h a t  the 
population will grow a t  2% based on the September 1989 population. This 
3 1 1 0 ~ s  more u n f t s  (acres) i n  the ea r ly  years than i n  middle years due t o  
"catch up" a f t e r  the wastewater moratorium. 



TABLE 2-1 0 1 ~ 1  

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM COSTS AND FUNDING SOURCES 



C m r c i a l  development will tend t o  follow resident ia l  development, except 
where one major development is currently being processed (Codi Shopping 
Center, a l so  cal led Sunwest Plaza, a t  the SE corner of Lower SQcraniento 
Road and Kettleman Lane). \ ./ 

,'I, 

:,s Industrial development was assumed t o  grow uniformly. --- 
Y7 / 

The implementation of t h e  6ro&~b.:#ahagement Plan w i l l  discourage neb&, 
developments t h a t  require ex*?dinary extension of u t i l  iti.es o r  o t h y  
improvements, such as trun&%nes through agricultural  pcoperty. T h i s  _. 

will h e l p  lower t h e  cyt'ibf development and reduce d isyupt ipn  of 
asr i  cul tural  act  i yi+$es. .: .. \ . .  . .  

;../ -..\. . .  *.3< 

, 
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Procedure for Stq i -ng  Public Iraprov&ents 

The speci fi-r'sileps t h a t  led t o  the staged Capit&z?mprovements . .  Program are  

?..--.-. The annual number of u n i t s  t o  be 4 loy&€-;r;ds converted t o  acres based on.. 

f- 

. .  

% i  
descriqed'--in the fol1 owing paragraphs .r-.l- I. 1 

j :-------.. ., 
i' 

!-,. 

.' 

an average of seven unit?? acr$$& the Draft General Plan. 

Sub-areas s u r r o u n d i R ~ , t ~ ~ C ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e  ident i f ied based on avail abl&torm 
drain basins, uQlj . ty. ,~f~unk lines, major s t r e e t s ,  General Plan 1 imits, and 
natural b o u . a d a ~ ~ ' ~  '\.. ..... 

into three phases: 

'/- ~. f, :.-. 

n e  above two s teps  were repeated untiJ..Mie acreage provided i n  each phase 
m c h e d  the number of u n i t s  i n  the f 5 5 1  step.  

,;I--' 
,.,- ,/.. I. <.. i j 

'v' ;; ,.:...- ..'/- . .- 

>-y. The acrG&ges wep56atched w i t h  the sub-areas and.. b 
-,;one 7 year', b1,ock.- followed by two 5 year block.$<-- - .  

.. . _ .  . ../--,.. .- -. 
< :  

0 

The rPajo3$y of the projects  vere-.ftien placed i n  the appropriate phase 
coincidingTith development 0f.A.e adjacent area. 
i n  which the ,  impact fee fu,@%ould be used i n  conjunction w i t h  frontage 
irnprovements''~~y a develpger such as f o r  oversized l i n e s  and major street 
crossings. 
u t i l i t y  must be extended outside the development. 
c l a r i f i ca t ions  a re  noted below.) 

/' 
y=% 

T h i s  would include projects 

AS-=;-ao&ttd.A the assumptions, there should be few cases i n  which a 
(Exceptions and 

Careful a t tent ion was paid t o  the timing o f  construction of public 
improvements, compared t o  increases i n  development and demand f o r  services . 
Each improvement was staged t o  insure t h a t  i t  would be completed and in place 
before the actual level of service had declined below the City's Level O f  
Service target .  

In support o f  the objective o f  avoiding degradation cif service level ,  the City 
of  Lodi intends t o  co l l ec t  development impact fees in advance of the date o f  
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f ina l  inspection o r  the  date a Cer t i f i ca t e  of Occupancy is-i-s-sued. Delaying 
res ident ia l  f ee s  t o  the time of occupancy would assure t h a t  compl.etion of 
pub1 i c  improvements would considerably lag  the r e s i d e d i a l  develohment tha t  i s  
creating a s ign i f i can t  percentage of the demand 3of''the improvements. To 
avoid t h i s  s i t ua t ion ,  the City 's  f ee  ordinanceuprovide t h a t  develd(yent 
impact fees  a re  due a t  the time t h a t  a fin#-'.subdivision map i s  file&A* Public 
capi ta l  improvements can t h e n  be c o n s t y t e d  i n  pa ra l l e l  w i t h  the pro%Fs of 
readying parcels f o r  development a w c b n s t r u c t i n g  residences. 
capacity provided by the public,,j,$kovements can be i n  place a t  2 ,  /the tim&.:that 

The present document p$&itutes a '. . .proposed constru hedule or $+-, 
plan.. . f o r  seventm 'years. The var'ious \ fee ordj,n.&ce nsure t h a t  <"-. . . .an account h,w%een establ ished and funds app-prw Accordingly , .'.,. 
the requireme,atS of Government Code Section 660(17-..b.&e been met. 
c o l l e c t  re-si-dential impact fees  i n  advance of'...fi.fia-l inspection o r  occupancy. 

d n t s  on Specific Projects and ~r$cw+--- -~~ i +..=.' 

The fo1low:ng paragraphs_;gpla) the[$easons f o r  the staglng o f  ce r t a in  key 
projects.  

The serv-he 

increased deinand ac tua l ly  occu& '6- 
:x, 

.- L.' 
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Lodi can 
. .. 

,-.- 
! .r-,---- -__ -__ .-. 

A=TJ i! 

<<; ,,/--+ 
\ ..,/ 
\. --5 t t  '\. 

...<, . . Transportation .,+- > ~ 8  

/ I  
/;..- <:/ _.- 

The Higkway 12 $&leman Lane) Project Study Re 

:affect tW%ope and cos t  o f  subsequent pr?ojects. 

&beet capacity improvements were p h d e i b a s e d  on examination of the 
preS;ent and future volumes, capaci-ty of ex is t ing  !Fnprcvements and the 
capacj t y  a f t e r  the new improv-endnt . 

The Mast'e\r-P&was placed ea r ly  since i t  w i l l  take some time t o  do 
and t h e  results w i l l  a f f e c t  t h e  scope and cost  o f  subsequent projects.  

Parks would be completed by the end o f  the phase in which adjacent 
development occurred. 

as  placed ear ly  in  

. .- 
-.-! the program.,..:.. 44 i s  - Report will take some t .fw!;ta--do and the r e s u l t s  w i l l  

I_ -z, 
*. -, - 

ir 
,/. 

Parks and 'Acrea t ion  / 

Yater 

No new wells would be required i n  1990/91 since no annexations/new housing 
would be occupied in  tha t  year. 



Wells were added i n  each of 15 of the remaining 16 years-_in the  Program. 
I t  was assumed tha t  the f i r s t  wells t o  be added woul_d-not Fequire Granular 
Activated Carbon (GAC) f i l t r a t i o n  u n f t s .  Since # @ * w a t e r  system is  highly 
interconnected, wells need not be constructed,.wi'thin the area tha t  i s  
being developed. I t  is possible t o  decide,where t o  d r i l l  an inkfj.vidua1 
well a t  the time t h a t  the additional cgpacity i s  required. \.! ... 7:: 

/' I. 

f.3 

Projec ts  were phased bast&&'i'discussions w i t h  the Pol ice.*.and ,- .c Fire Ch3-f~ 
and o ther  department tyS&'. 

The west s ide  f4.&kouse was placed i n t t h e  

' 
-. 
'4 

Police, F i r e  and General F a c i l i t i e s  :<.'. 
<<W .--> 

, <-. /., '.., . .z .. ~ .. . . .. -. 
I- f. 

Ident i fyine.-& jects Curing Existing Def i c i en  

wkich primarily cured ex is t ing  def ic i$f i s~s?- -Pro jec ts  t h a t  were excluded fr;wn.'. 

t&hase si.hie i t  is located; . .. i n  the correspsnding area. \. 
-.., 

.,. 

i I x. 

The ;d i r e  1 i s t  o f  capi ta l  improveiaengFwiQ-revi'ehed r--- t o  ident i fy  pro jec ts  I 

-.,'..the fee program based on t h j ,  luatjprr a r e  any type o f  replacement, rei?a.fr 
.: o r  renovation of an existligdfpc T lit$,khich provides f o r  l i t t l e  o r  nqadded 
i capacity. c; /5----=\...;z. 

c -. 
\. <' 

'"..,In addition, l q g q m + ~ e c b ? ~  --* o r  groups of pro jec ts ,  i n  ,Parks..-:and Recreation, 
Police and *era1 City. Fak i l i t i e s  were evaluated on an.:,i$dividual basis. The 
rkults of ':$his lev%I$bf analysis is t h a t  ce r t a in  p r & k t s  were s p l i t  between 
nekytevelopbnt {.fe'&'program funded) and e x i s t  i n-g.$wi-el opment ~ (other f i n a x i n g  

Two T&!r Fee - The Case o f  Lodi General . m y  F a c i l i t i e s  
y' i'. 

An exam$%. from Lodi's fee p r o g r m 6 i n  i l l u s t r a t e  the concept of the two t ier  
fee. The'-$xample is i71us t r a t . d" in  Figure 2-1. The General City f a c i l i t i e s  
fee can be's:umarired w i t h  Me following f ac t s .  ( A l l  f igures  a re  i n  constant 
January 1 1990 do1 l a r s w '  

During the-;Si& from 1990/91 through 2001/02 the t o t a l  cos t  of the 
improvements t o  provide capacity required t o  serve new development a t  t h e  
ta rge ted  level o f  serv ice  i s  $8,093,369. The projec ts  funded by the 
General City Facilities fee are not curing any existing deficiencies. 

\.J 
., :. ,/ ..-. 

.-;:%.. 
',. -,.' source). -.- . .,.. 

1 I ,+ 
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FIGURE 2-1 

Sewer Fee - City of Lodi 
Cumulative Average Cost Per RAE 

Dollars Per RAE 
800 I 

- Cum. AVQ. Per RAE +AVQ Per RAE Program 

.. . . -. . . . . . . . . 
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During 1990/91 through 2001/02, a to t a l  of 1,568 Ge 
Residential Acre Equivalents (RAEs) will  develop. . 

a1 - -  ~- City - Fac i l i t i e s  

The average cost  i n  the period 1990/91 through-20/01/02 i s  S5,;hl per RAE 
and the fee necessary t o  fund the improvements in t h i s  period 1'&$5,482 
per RAE. (The s l i g h t  difference i s  dufl/.to i n t e re s t  payments, w h Q ,  are 

I <> ' 
The improvements constructed,4&$?ng 1990/91-2001/02 will provide s o w :  
capacity t h a t  w i l l  be avai ,Wle t o  serve development a f t e r  2001/02. 
capacity avail able to,d&lopment a f t e r  2001/02 is  a by_:product of "1 umpy 
projects" (e.g. the-ei'ty Hall expansion) which can no1 be broken down i n w  
smaller un i t s .  ?$2rcreation of some excess capa&y, incidental t o  the <C 
demand c r e a t e b y  new development, i s  f r e q u e n e -  7wavoidabte f o r  temporary 1 

periods of-time. 

explained subsequently.) /' t? 
9, 

Tbe 

.; ,;= 
/ -  . ,, 

'/ -, 
If  development f o r  period 2002/03-2006,LQ7 happeu& only an additional 
$1,550,400 is  required t o  serve the 7?T-@lE~-for&asted t o  develop in t h i s  
period a t  the targeted level of servi$f.,fltifs would require a fee  of only 
$2,150 per RAE If the increme-f gro@ occurring between 2002/03 and 
2006/07 were charged for,*essay( irpemental  capacity and were allowed t o  
enjoy, a t  no cost ,  the t%tid,mTiii-e&ss capacity financed by those-who 
developed between 199W,91, and 2001/02. 

This " f r ee  rMi '&uld~ke &equitable. On the other ha& 'a fee  during the 
period 2002/03-2006&?' of $4,482 would be sufficient t s f u n d  the Improvements 
sl'ated f o r  t h i s  pt+id, as well as f u l l y  re!mburse-,& f a i r  share of the 
incidental excess' capacity funded by development 1990/91-2001/02. The fee 
during 2002/03=2006/07 is higher than the jyerage cost  through 2006/07 of 
$4,212 because the funds col lected subjqc2'to contingent reimbursement are  

Conceptual:-Jssues and Concerns,/' 

The nature and timing ofifhe General City Faci l i ty  projects is  such tha t  they 
are  required € ~ - ~ ~ o y j - $ t i  the targeted level of service t o  the new development 
leading up t o  the i r  construction, The projects w i l l  provide incidental excess 
capacity which future development would then buy into. However, i t  should be 
noted t h a t  t h e  requirement f o r  t h e  capacity a project is providing, and the 
timing of i t s  construction is  based on the development occurring p- i ts  
construction, not af temards.  In other words, I f  development occurred which 
triggered the requirement f o r  the project  t o  be b u i l t ,  and no other 
development subsequently occurred, t ha t  project  would s t i l l  be required t o  
provide the desired level of service f o r  the t h e n  existing development. 
is an engineered finding supported by Nolte and Associates. 

, 
, 

' '\ /I----- 

w i t h  i n t e re s t ,  based on a p a t e  2% above inf la t ion.  

I' 

/ I  

T h i s  

Separate fees are  recommended f o r  two d i s t i n c t  time periods. 



1. Fee For The Period 1990/91-2001/02: The impact fees,colleCted during t h i s  
period would finance the improvements t ha t  a r e  requ’ired t o  me@! Lodi’s 
level of se rv ice  t a rge t  f o r  new development during t h i s  time period. 
Further, improvements fjnanced by these fe,es a re  the  minimal seflof 
improvements t h a t  will provide the capacity required t o  serve tha$ew 
development over t h i s  period. 
a s  complete u n i t s  they unavoidauy provide excess capacity inc iden tq ,  t o  
the  demand t h a t  would be placep&“n them by new development tbrough t h s  
year 2000. 

Due Jo‘the f a c t  t ha t  projects must @e bu i l t  

< .. ’a’ qci .- L 
iJ 

2. Fee For The Period~!@d2/03-2006/07: The f ee  chargecb6hng the period 1- 
this period woulQ;,6e su f f i c i en t  t o  meeb three yquirements: 1 

0 The a W t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  required t o , s  development in the 

*“‘Those who necessarily financec(;%k-$kntaF”excess capacity during the 

--’ - /’ 

pey;iod 2002/03-2006/07 would be funded. 

period 1990/91-E001/02 would q$Fe$mbrtfsed w i t h  i n t e re s t  compounded on 
the balance due ( a t m l ) . i  ,I 

The f ina l  balan<i.ip,&afee’account would be approximately zero. 

I 

.*I 

,< G, il 
\ -/ --- The fee f o r  the,pertod. J9bO~~91-2001/02 has two components: 

P&on o f  $6 && SuJ&ct To Contingent Reimbursemyti 
co?$ected p e r  acre,& development and charged f o r  the e n t i r e  planning period. 

Port%* o f  Fe&;bject To Contingent ReiPbu_p&ent: The portion of the fee 
subjeM t o  contingent reimbursement is i_@sed per acre on new development i n  
the earQer years of the fee  program $dinsure funding f o r  improvements on a 
timely b-&is. I f  development occm’according t o  the forecast ,  this charge 
rJould not‘% imposed through t&&ntire planning period. Those who develop i n  
the ear ly  yeprs would be r p n h r s e d  from fee  r ece ip t s  from future development 
if ,  and when;,that deveJelSntent occurs. The reimbursement would include 
in t e re s t  over the epW f o r  the portion subject t o  contingent reimbursement 
t h a t  was outstand+g. The reimbursement i s  not guaranteed a s  i t  is  contingent 
on fu ture  development actually occurring. 

k t h o d  of  Calculation 

I .  2 -  ,< ‘ 

s component i s  
I -/y --. 

The portion of the fee  
approximately equal t o  the t o t a l  cos t  of a l l  improvements, divided by the 
to t a l  number of RAE’S t h a t  have been forecas t  t o  develop through the year 
2006/07. 
balances i n  each development fee  account earn in t e re s t ,  and i n t e r e s t  i s  earned 

subject t o  contingent reisbursement i s  

This re la t ionship  i s  approximate, r a the r  than exact, because the 



by, and paid on, the outstanding portion of the fee tha t  i s  subjec t  t o  

The ca lcu la t ion  of the portion of the fee subject,,.to'contingent re'hnbursement 
i s  more complex. 
modifications of t h ree  separate variables $re made. 
are the level of the portion subject t o y h t i n g e n t  reimbursement and 
i t  is  collected.  
t o  contingent reimbursement, plu3Sccrued in t e re s t ,  i s  repai 
then ava i lab le  i n  the developmiW fee account. 

contingent reimbursement. 'x. .. 

A heuristic algorithm i s  em@uyed and successive '57. 

years 
The t h i r d  variab!e!gf the years i n  which the portion ' a b j e c t  

The f i r s t  two v h a b l e s  

..-;- 

e, along w i t h  the years the..portion 
ment is  imposed, and subsequently -repaid, are 

.- . 
i I  

0 l& portion subject of contingent re.i%ursement balance, along w i t h  
acctimulated i n t e r e s t ,  has been fu t ry  repaid. 
a t  

Only a--norainal surp luspemi ins  i n  the Development Fee account a t  the end 
of the planning per id .  

The balance i n  this account 
nd of the planning pe~%a i s  zero; 

./ 

Sunrsary o f  Fees 
,. 

-------= 

A sumnary o f  t h e  development impact fees  is presented by General Plan land use 
category i n  Table 2-2. T h i s  sumnary presents the sumnation of the impact fee 
imposed f o r  each of the relevant f a c i l i t y  categories in the public f a c i l i t l e s  
financing plan. 
presented i n  the applicable chapter (e.9. S t r ee t s  and Roads - Chapter 6 ) .  
Each fee, except the sewer impact fee is  imposed citywide throughout the 
entire planning period, and a portion of the fee i s  subject t o  contingent 
reimbursement. 

The fee  f o r  each pa r t i cu la r  cztegory of public improvement i s  
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Each fee will be fine-tuned annually t o  r e f l e c t  i n f l a t i o . ~ . - a n d - o t ~ ~ r  minor 

The various fee ordinances should provide f o r  /a6automatic annual i e e a s e  i n  
proportion t o  the Engineering News Record Cmstruction Cost Index, in?t,he 
event t ha t ,  f o r  what ever reason, a moreAefined annual update i s  not dbne. 

>3 *,-, 

Further, each fee w i l l  be subjecJ ,&--o  a major revision every flye years‘&d 
every time an event occurs, s&”as a General Plan update, wh.icWcould havg,.a 
s ign i f icant  effect on the  *f&‘ A major update should refl..e&:Lchanges in the:; 
development forecast ,  d.+kihg of proposed pro jec ts ,  the peoJec@..l ist i t s e l f ,  :?-. 
and changes i n  cost,..s3nce the l a s t  revision. 
of the financing,p’Tan should extend the time fra*fo,.t$iat no l’ess than 15 
years worth of-.growth and required pro jec ts  aFe:tJse$Xo determine the fee  
s t ruc t ure /. 

Chang& ,.-- In Land Use Entitlements 

\ adjustments .  ,/- ’\.. 

<-> 

A maJ,qF%evisiori-.,..$ year updatep-t 
:.., 

.. .. ..__ --,/ 

\ -,- .. t 3.. > 

-. .> 

F a c i l i t i e g y e r e  sized based on./tFie expected land uses and i n  many cases 
capacity w i I J  be provided jw”advance of t o t a l  demand because o f  the inab i l i t y  
t o  build certa,in classe.v-6f pro jec ts  i n  stages.  If exceptions a re  granted 
eas i ly ,  particillaV&--fm the l a t e r  years  o f  the  planning period, suf f ic ien t  
development impact fees will not be ava i lab le  t o  complete the Capital 
Improvements Program. 

An additional consideration i s  t h a t  although a parcel may be developed 
i n i t i a l l y  i n  a l e s s  intense use, i t  may undergo redevelopment i n  f u t u r e  years. 
As a specific example assume t h a t  a parcel w i t h  commercial enti t lements i s  
or ig ina l ly  developed a s  a residence. 
I f ,  subsequently the parcel was redeveloped, i t  would receive c r e d i t  f o r  the 
f a c t  t ha t  the fu l l  comerc ia l  fee had been paid. Only i f  the future use was 
more intense than the commercial land use category would a higher fee be due. 

The f u l l  comnercial fee would be due. 

I 



The amount and timi 
accuracy. Accordi n 

of redevel 
r ,  the deve 

i ncl udes only new d-. 21 opment . 
pment 2nd reuse cannot be predicted w i t h  any 
opment forecas t  on whi$b-t5e feqs were based 
f proposals f o r  sigy.Wicant amounts of 

redevelopment o r  reuse a re  forthcoming i n  fu ture  years, the ef fec t 'o f  this can 
.Cc7 be considered during the annual update o f  theJee ordinances. 

L - .  
./. .-I- \?! 

Successfully implementing a 17 year,  $73/r96,558. 
Program is  a major undertaking. 
program management and monit0ring.M actual performance a s  com 

The Capital Improvements erc&am contains spec i f i c  1 ine itppp$~to provide t'ke., 
cos t  of s t a f f  o r  consul&*rit services t o  a c t  a 
Improvements Programc?.i.A budget i s  a1 so pravi 
Update/Capi t a l  Impr'dvements Program and Devel 
f i f t h  year. ,.,---. 

The prqgrih' management function shouldJnc1 ud 
a c t u T -  performance compared t o  pl an. 
wi-th any environmental impact m n i t o r / ~ k g & m  t h a t  is recommended either --.it-- 

General Plan o r  i n  the EIk5'f/o + a j v  pro jec ts .  

Capital Improvement$;-. 
I t ~ $ 3 l  requi re  a very serious e f f o r t  :at.. 

... c: 
Manag'kn..for the Capit?l 
major Ginera1 Plan ::.--. 

act Fee '.-Bpdate every =. 

s i b i l i t y  t o  monitor 

-..' 
-.-- 

F g i t ' d i n g  function can be combined ..:..' 

.,' Environmental Impact Report 1 . 7 )  on e,p5 update o f  the City 's  update of. the 

.' f i s ca l  performa@%-f-~e.$~ty compared t o  the expec 

<(, ,,;y-i.> 
.'. The monitoring f u n c t j p n  kaW a l so  include a respons ib i l i ty  t o  monitor actual 

s. ..th-at were forecast  
ljq the f i s c a h h a l y s i s j p f  the General P1 an. 

*.. :. ,' '..' 
'I "-. L .  '% ../y . .c 
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CHAPTER 3 - 

". 
YATER SERVICE 

Water serv ice  t o  Lodi res idents  i s  . p p d d e d  by the City. Major componei$s o f  
the water system include wells, , d P r i b u t i o n  piping and a single_elevate'i%> 
storage tank. The following .+tions w i l l  describe the City'.sp3iisting supjly 
and d i s t r ibu t ion  f a c i l  i t iesi3hrrent planning f o r  expansio.R;i the system,'...:.:;. 
policy r e l a t i n g  t o  cos&&iiring f o r  major f a c i l i t i e s ,  ancf-.ext.$tjng . .  water 7;- :. 

1_.-- 
7. '. , -.. 

service deficiencies.C'<-. / L\ -.: 
." 

Supply 

Water for-fhe City of Lodi is pumped drWectly fk& wells located w i t h i n  the 
City.-.lfmits. 
system. 

.,.Two wells a r e  not producing dw con L ination and a th i rd  well is  being----.'- 
,/,I 

A t  present, wells d i s c h q g & - ~ c t ~  in to  the d i s t r ibu t ion  
O f  the 25 ex i s t ing  wells i n  t e_&$t3y'20 a re  cur ren t ly  producing. 

:-' equipped f o r  production. ,..*;5-7,,,/-<... 

'. Water qua l i t y  i n  the &qu)i.fWs tapped by City wells i s  generally..gbod. 
I <:I: ,.</';/ '?7 - 

'-Recently adopte.&D6@rt;inehg'L.Lof Heal t h Serv i ce (DHS) standards- -for 
di  bromochl orqgrdpane (QBCP)V w i  11 impact the City becaus+$he DBCP 
c-&centratiun.. a t  12 .*71 s i t e s  exceeds the new State,qt&ndard. Presently, the 
Ci&, is  p r e p a ~ t n g . , . ~ c o n d u c t  p i l o t  s tud ies  o f  g r q n d a r  activated carbon 
f i l t+a t ion  uni.€.53o remove the DBCP from theyat'k-l' With  respect t o  DBCP, the 
bettgfi-wells are located i n  the northeast  +or o f  the General Plan area. 

Groundwater levels w i t h i n  the basin hHi . ' s t ead i ly  dropped over the l a s t  years. 
Concernf:f,or s a l t  water in t rus ion  A d a  regional concern but may not be a 
t h r e a t  t o ' b d i  due t o  in f luencg4f  the Hokelumne River as  a major contributor 
t o  replenishment of the grouridwater basin. 

Well y i e l d s  iri---t.ofii--dgood. 
gallons per minute .  Pumping l eve l s  vary across t h e  well f i e l d  by 
approximately 80 f e e t ,  w i t h  the shallowest water i n  the northeast area and the 
deepest water i n  the southwest area. 
and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system t o  a s s i s t  i n  operating the well f i e l d ,  
maintaining pressures i n  the system, and recording operating data. 

Distribution System 

f>. ..:, 

,/'. 
Individual wells praduce an average of 1,600 

The City operates a Supervisory Control 

Existing d i s t r ibu t ion  piping w i t h i n  the City ranges in  size from 2 t o  14 inch. 
By current standards, any d i s t r ibu t ion  piping smaller than 6 inches i s  



substandard. Smaller p i p e  was primarily used i n  the older portions of town 
and i t  hss, i n  many cases, been constructed i n  backyards--ahd a h y s .  

Backbone o f  t h e  Ci ty  d i s t r ibu t ion  system consists,of.-a network of  t.0 and 14 
inch p ipe  l a i d  on an intersect ing gr id .  

Pressures w i t h i n  the d i s t r ibu t ion  s@Pm a re  maintained using an elevat'@[ t a n k  
and w i t h  ass is tance from the SCAI&systern. Water elevations i n  ,the tank.:ye 
consistently 165 t o  180 feet2,re5%lting i n  a 49 t o  55 pound py+square inch. 
pressure a t  the tank. ,< :. ... '.L 

Yater #aster Plan  .L.' 

./I '. 

GridJnfersections a re  typ'f@lly 
,- ,I 

/'- 1- 

.:<. separated by a distance of 1/4 t o  1/2 mile/ & 

. .. 
.. ,. 

.- - , c i i  '. - i 
. .  * ~, .., 

.-I .,, -.. 
\ '1 \ /.,' /./-./ .. i 

,$.? ' 

I' ,..'.' .,3 

.<- 
--'.% ... 

' - this report  

$+& recently 

.<- /'- 
3. "Fkr each 2,000 equivalent,pehons added t o  the system, a new well 

s h l d  be constructed./ 
'\ 

4. One 6$ three be equipped w i t h  standby power. .----J' 
5. Re-evaluate the Water Master Plan a t  l e a s t  every 5 years. 

Ua ter Reimbursement Pol icy 

Under the City's Water Main Extension policy, applicants a re  reimbursed a 
portion o f  the construction cost  o f  oversize mains and major crossings. 
Comnonly, c i t y ' s  and agencies share i n  the cost  of constructing special items 
of Infrastructure ,  especial ly ,  since these special items are  typical ly  part  of 
the backbone of the system. 

. I .  
. .. ... . . . .  
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For oversize mains, the reimbursement policy applies to water mains larger 
than 8 inches in diameter. HaJor crossings covered by this policy are 
Woodbridge Irrigation District canals, Southern Pacifjc Transportation 
Company, Central Callfornia Traction Company, Highway 99, Highway 12 west of 
Highway 99, Lower Sacramento Road, and Hutchinyfireet south of K e t y  
Lane. 

For the purposes of this report,.&%bursable construction costs are a s s e  
to i ncl ude materi a1 s , construrCfun, admi n i strati ve , eng i neeri ng and 
inspection. 

For major crossings, the City will rg-fmburse one half the cos sf 
r- construction. / /’ ’. 
Y-, 1 -  

Administratiye‘Xffd engineering reimbursement i s  limited to ld a- by 
,. ’i 

\ :+ /-< L’ \ 
\ -<,*L 

city policy. 

Ex1 sting W f  i clencies 
L: 

A’ ,<; , 

//‘ A’ ,<;’ 
The Water ws’ter Plan identified a number of ;<5~tfng deficiencies in the 
water c?€stribution system. These defi4.-encies generally include replacement , 

of older pipe and construction o f  par4 ebipes’l-’  Signlficant water quality 
@ K P )  deficiencies exist at 12 o f  th&p@foctdcing wells. Estimated cost to- 
correct the pipeline and water- Pipellne 
reconstruction will be fun#&f$$ugrthe City water fund. DBCP facilities 
will be constructed usi&l,yIeZ~Sjn e funds that will be repaid by customers 
through water servlce rate%. 

W a b r  facilitjes .ta;serve buildout of the GeneraJ:plan were identified in the 
Water Master P&n. As part of the public fac,iJitfes financing effort of the 
Gene+al P1 an, speci< : project descriptionqwre generated for those 
improvemnts identified by the Water Mast&“ Plan. 
included.+defining the length and size-a# pipe and appurtenant facilities; 
defining-,-the additional equipamnt,Ad be provided at the wells; and identlfying 
the canal;?street and railroad,mssing that involve cost sharing by the City. 
A suumry of, these faci1iti.w’ is presented below and described in Table 3-1. 
Project numb6p listed Jn-table 3-1 are used to identify the project locations 
on Figure 3-1: -.-----...‘’ 

aljtjhficiencies i s  $8.2 mill ion. 

.<--3, ‘\ \ 
pas, W T ~ ; F A C I L I T J #  ,., v 

\ \  , ;:! 

Generally this effort 
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TABLE 3 - 1 
WATER SYSTEM 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING 
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TABLE 3 - 1 
WATER SYSTEM 

DEVELOPMENT REUTED CONSTRuCTlON COSTS AND PHASING 
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TABLE 3 - I 
WATER SYSTEM 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHAStNG 
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TABLE 3 - 1 
WATER SYSTEM 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTlON COSTS AND PHASING 
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TABLE 3 - 1 
WATER SYSTEM 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTlON COSTS AND PHASING 
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TABLE 3 - 1 
WATER SYSTEM 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING 
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TABLE 3 - 1 
WATER SYSTEM 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING 

. . .. -. . .. -. - .  

to to $0 to 

to 

to 

$0 $0 to )o $0 $0 $723.000 to 

to to 

to $0 $0 

to *3 to 

to $0 fo 

to 

uO5.0oo 

to fo to vn000 

$0 to to $S!i.Mx) 

00 so 00 so 

to 

fo 



TABLE 3 - 1 
WATER SYSTEM 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING 
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TABLE 3 - I 
WATER SYSTEM 

ONELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING 
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Through buildout of the General Plan, the City wiJVgontinue t o  rely upon 
groundwater a s  the so le  water supply. 
is 22.1 a i l l i o n  gallons per day. 
supply t o  water t o  the General Plan are*' Proposed locatlons of the rifiw wells 
marked on Figure 3-1. 

Distribution System 4. .. q '- 
Additional water mai&&i11 be required tordi  
regard t o  f u n d i n p i a t e r  main extensions, the 
water mains 194nches and l a rge r  i n  diameter. 
of these w.at6r mains a re  s h o w  on FIgure 3-1. 

completed. 

ji .;Treatment 

i Two types o f  treatment 
'3.. chlorination and 

Project,&erage day demand a'fzbuildout 
A t o t a l  95?5 new welts w i l l  be r e a i r e d  t o  

Seven of theP ' -wel l s  will be equipped w i t h  s t a b y  , I  

-.a ,-; power generators. , ...\ \t 2 . /J i-- 

..p Cd  ,..< : 

<-.;L; -' 

of the,.water mains may s l i g h t l y  planning i s  

I 

,_, i-JLa' 

.., v' 
.. 1. ,.</ 

5:. '\, .-.+...' 
,. \. 

ESTIkTED I .  d S  AND PHASING 

In Tab?4_3-1, a sumary of the water,$fojects and estimated costs  i s  
present&$ Estimated cos t s  a r e  r 
Cities CoT3truction Cost i f idq,  7 o r  January 1, 1990 o f  4,673. Water main 
extension cqsts represent ,wry the City's funding responsibi l i ty  per the City 
Reimbursement, Policy. ;Ir(actual f a c t ,  the developer will be constructing the 
improvement ahi-Aeceive back from the City a portion t o  cover the cos t  of 
oversizing the pipelines zed tire City's share (5W) o f  the crossings. 

Phasing of the improvements i s  presented i n  Table 3-1 and is based upon t h e  
Forecast o f  Units Constructed Over the General Plan Period (Appendix A) 
provfded by the City. In  Table 3-1, t h e  phasing is  divided by year f o r  t h e  
f i r s t  7 years  followed by two 5-year increments. Costs f o r  projects serving 
General Plan development funded on or before July 1, 1990 a re  shown i n  the 
current year  (1990/91). Actual costs  of these projects have been adjusted t o  
the January 1, 1990 dol lars .  

-.' 

renced t o  the Engineering News Record 20 



Many of t h e  pro jec ts  l i s t e d  i n  Table 3-1 are  oversizing pro jec ts  wherein the 
City's pa r t i c ipa t ion  is  l imited t o  reimbursement t o  the developer f o r  
oversizing cos ts .  
the t o t a l  cos t  of construction. Similarly,  f o r  ppfects such as  tfk Public 
Works building expansion, the cos t s  have been,ditided between the @Er and 
sewer impact f ee  funds and the c o s t s  shown,are the portion al1ocated.Q the 
water impact f ee  fund. Also, where a p/yo\ject p a r t i a l l y  serves the e x W i n g  
comnunity and p a r t i a l l y  the general #Jan expansion areas,  only the  cost-;, 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE I I 

Relationship o f  Watw'b-ojects t o  New Development ,/' 

A reasonable reTaiionship must be e s t ab l i shed ,~ '~wee~ ' i l )  a fee 's  use and (2)  
the type ofidevelopment on which the fee Is inipos-cd. 

f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  t o  be 

Because of the logical 
and because of the Master Plan, the  City 

I t  is not intended t h a t  the cos t  shown i n  the t ab le  r e f l e c t  

-.- allocated t o  the general plan ar& a re  shown. r- <' 

, -.C'd ' 
,- L. 

-gf- ' :"- 
,C' ,'i ' 

To es t ab l i sh  such a 

Proposed GeneraT Plan 

benefl t the 

Re la t imsh ip  o f  Yater Projects t o  Lond-ses 

On the bas>> t h a t  a l l  land u s e r r i i l  benef i t  from the f a c i l i t i e s  t o  ke 
constructed:. the burden of ,Nnancing will be d i s t r ibu ted  t o  each land use i n  
proportion to, their use,of, o r  benef i t  from, the improvements. 

T h i s  Is accompliified+hrough the use o f  a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE) 
schedule. A RAE schedule indicates the relative responsibility to pay for 
improvements for each land use category i n  relatfon to the single family 
detached r e s iden t i a l  category. A sumnary o f  the RAE factors f o r  water is 
presented i n  Table 3-2. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable re la t ionship  
between the cos t  of the required water pro jec ts  and financing burden placed on 
each land use. 

/ _- 
_L 

.* 
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TABLE 3-2 
SUMMARY OF DMELOPAAENT IMPACT FEES 

WATER 

lWUr-01 

Charge Per Unit 
Portion Not Portion 
Subject To Subject To 
Coatingent Contingent 

Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Fieimbursement Total 
r 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Deruity Acre 1.00 $4.187 
Medlum Dedty Acre 200 58,374 
Hbh Acre a50 $14.655 
East SMe Residential Acre 1 .oo $4.187 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density Acre 1 .00 a.187 
Medium Oerc!!y k18 200 $8.374 
High Dendty Acre 3.50 $14.655 

CQMMERCIA!, 
Neighbwtmd Corn- srcfal Acre 0.64 52.680 
General Commercial Acre a. m 52.680 
oomrtam Commercial Acre 0.64 $22.680 
m e  Commercial Acre 0.54 $2.680 

1MDUSTRIAL 
Ughtlndustrial . Auo 0.92 $3.852 
Heavy Industrial Acre 0.92 $3,852 
lndustrlal Reserve Acre 0.92 53.852 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 
so 

$0 
rso 
$0 
$0 

$0 
so 
$0 

$4.187 
$8,374 

514.655 
$4.187 

$4.187 
m.374 

514,655 

52.680 
52.680 
$22.680 
52.680 

$3.852 
63,852 
$3.852 

k 

: I  
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CHAPTER 4 
/' 

SEUER SERVICE ,. -\. 
'.. A'- -5 
L, / ,' 
.& 1' 

/- 
1. % 
1. /. 

OVERVIEW 

ea r ly  1920's. 

Slough Water 
-.$ .- . 

Collect  ion Systm,.,,.' 
... 

The sanita&ewer co l lec t ion  system w i t h i n  
miles o€..-$ipeline. Sizes of the 
di-Br, with 6 Inches being the 
wastewater f lows  a re  kep t  separate 

i F ive sewer 

Uest. 
..- 

beds have been 

. I  ,-... 
/' Treatraeqt-. and Disposal ,. 

A- /' 
White SJo@ Yater Pollution Ccmtrol F a c i l i t y  i s  owned and operated by the 
City. 
ga31ons per dqy (MGD). Jxpansion of the p lan t  t o  a capacity o f  6.8 MGD i s  
curren t ly  undekpm:.W6ction. 

Fac i l i t y  c o s t s  and financing f o r  wastewater treatment and disposal a r e  not 
addressed i n  t h i s  report .  

Curreptly, the p lan tp 'ope ra t ing  a t  the design capacity of 6.2 million 

Future expansion t o  10.3 MGD is  planned. 

.- 

hs te r  Sewerage Plan 

Planning f o r  sewerage co l lec t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  serve the expanded General Plan 
area a r e  addressed i n  the repor t  by Black and Veatch, "Draft Sanitary Sewer 
System, Technical Report, General Plan Update, (July 11, 1990)." 
the repor t  a r e  r e s u l t s  of a comprehensive hydraulic evaluation of the ex i s t ing  

Included in  

h 
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collection system and proposed expansions of the collection . .  .- system to serve an 
expanded City . -'-. 

The Master P1 an presents recommendations for gravi3f' and pressure sewer 
design, sewer 1 ift station design, and collecy.on'system maintenancr',. 
Recommendations for sizing and location of ,new facilities are presentfl that  
will serve the General Plan expansion a r y 3  as discussed in the sectim< 
"Planned Sewerage Facilities". In aW?ion, Master Plan identifies a niimber 
o f  collection system deficiencies.l#$t are described in 
"Existing Deficiencies". 

&L .. 

,-' 
/' \ 

.-'a' 
,-.L 

,,- L- 
. iJ 

Sewer Reimbursement POI++ f 

for oversizing costs . ... 

are reimbursed a 
sewers. For 

1 arger than 

a&$nistrati<ii, eogineering and inspection. 
reihbursement'..L.i4imi - ted by City pol icy to ly- LJ 

Existkg Deficiencies 

Admi-$%ative and eng 
.. y b' .-1 

,:l. t' 9.. ' 
/' -.' 

Y, .r- 

neeri ng 

A number-:'f existing sewers withibtf;e City are operating above des gn 
capacity ahdetermined by the,ethods presented in the Master Sewerage Plan. 
Correction-qf the problem rpquires the construction o f  parallel sewers to 
relieve the qrcharge cgndltion. Listing of these sewers is presented in the 
Master Plan. #4intemrlce deficiencies within the collection system were also 
identified consisting primarily o f  sewer cleanlng that had not regularly been 
performed in the past. 

Based upon construction costs referenced to January 1, 1990 dollars, the 
estimated cost to construct those parallel re1 i e f  sewers i s  $743,000. 
Estjmated cost to clean the  e x i s t i n g  sewers i s  $165,000. 
for these deficiencies has been identified by the City to be the Sewer Fund. 

Source of funding 



.w 

pi, 

I 

pr 
i ?  

p 
i S  

f* 
t n  

w 

PLANNED SEUEWE FACILXTIES _-  - 

Sewerage co l lec t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  serve the expanded Gi-ty have been ident i f ied  
i n  the Master Sewer Plan. 
and i n  Table 4-1. 

,-.i-. cz Collection Systea 
,.-:.'- c. 

Expansion of the ex is t ing  colJ..&tion system t o  serve new a reas  ~ I l l  require 
construction o f  new gravitydbwers and l i f t  s t a t i o n s  a s  d e m - b e d  i n  Table 4- 
1 and shown on Figure 4-E.' Two new l i f t  s t a t i o n s  and speaa1, 'sener service 
areas have been desiq&t^ed. One near Kettleman Lane/flighway'ly and the 
second near Harneytane. -IT'onspnd boundary o f  the 

required to,serve the General Plan areas.  
l a rge r  than 10 inches i n  diameter a r e  
i n  Ta&Te 4-1. 

&atsent and Disposal 

A sumnary of these facipi-t ies i s  presenfed below 
Project numbers l i s t e d  i n  5&?'6 4 - 1  a r e  used t o  Y e n t i f y  .:.' the pro jec t  locations as  shown on Figure 4 - , k  4 

/- y-, 
/, 
L' ., 

, < '  

Location of the l i f t  s 
serv ice  area i.s--Shown on Figure 4-1. Additiopa .rt"f 'gr&+fy sewer t r u n k s  will be 

O n r y ' w s e  t r v n k  l i n e s  t h a t  a r e  
t h i s  report  and a r e  l i s t e d  

1 Expansion of the White F a c i l i t y  i s  cur ren t ly  

Sewer Connection 

\ under construction. Cos.bs"ca# the expansion and future planned expansions a re  
not considered $X%R%~ e h k t .  

F6ks c o l l e c t @  a t  th/e;time of building pennit issuance 

Funding f o r  these improvements has been 
arranged by t . e - C i t y  ah 2 re'iibursement w i l l  come from 

E s T l R p )  r n & & ' M X l U G  < " 

-. , .  ;'J -' 
r- 

+$ 
- 

8 '  

In Ta& 4-1, a summary of the sewer profs& and estimated cos t s  is  
presentd. 
Cities Ckhytruction Cost Index for,d'tnuary 1, 1990 of 4673. 
extensfonyxpts  reflect only t , M i t y ' s  funding r e spons ib i l i t y  per  the City 
Reimbursemi%$ Pol icy and d o p t  r e f l e c t  the t o t a l  estimated construction cost .  

Phasing of th&--t-ppro-wknts is based upon the Forecast of Units Constructed 
Over t h e  G e n e r a l r a n  Period (Appendix A) provided by t h e  City. 
Table 4-1, the phasing is  divided by year  f o r  t h e  first 7 years followed by 
two 5-year increments. Costs far the projects serving the Gem a1 Plan 
development funded on o r  before Ju ly  1, 1990 a r e  shown i n  the cur ren t  year 
(1990/91). 
January 1, 1990 dol lhr  reference. 

Sow projec ts  l i s t e d  in  Table 4-1 a re  not included i n  the overall  development 
impact fee program. These include pro jec ts  r e l a t ed  t o  serving the C l u f f  

Estimated cos t s  a r e  refer9nted t o  the Engineering News Record 20 
Sewer t r u n k  

\ 

\ I 

I n  

Actual cos t s  o f  these p ro jec t s  have been adjusted t o  the 



TABLE 4 - 1 
DEVELOPMENT REUTED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING 

SEWER 

01 /22/9 1 

-a lmaaa 
RoJec( D==wion Fee Area Fee 
Nunber Fund Fund 1-1 1991l%? 1992153 1993191 1- 1- 19961971997-20022002-2W7 

fo uoo.oO0 so 

50 $0 

to to so w $0 to $0 f3o;).OOo 

$0 to so $0 $0 



TABI.EE-1 0 1 1 m 1  
DEVELOPMENT RELATED C O N s T R U C l ”  COSTS AND PHASING 

SEWER 

so $0 $0 

so $0 to 

$0 $0 

$0 u) 

$0 $42.000 $0 to to $0 

$0 $49.OOo $0 $0 w9.m 50 

$0 $0 $0 

$0 $0 $0 

so 9 $0 

$0 so $0 

to to 

$0 $0 

$0 s42.000 

$0 $0 



TABLE 4 - 1 01122191 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING 
SEWER 

UsSwnO M to $0 to to $0 $0 $0 

$151,000 W 

524 .m $0 

t82.753 $82.753 

$0 $154.000 to $0 to $0 SO tc 

$0 $0 to 524,000 W $0 to M 

$0 $0 $0 to to to $0 $0 
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Avenue l i f t  station service area, the Harney Lane Lift S t a t ion  Service Area 
and the Kettleman Lane Lift S ta t ion  Service Area. 
separate supplemental fee is calculated because the benefit o f  t h y e  projects 
can be isolated t o  a specific area, 
zones i s  presented in the section, BURDEN ANALJ8IS FOR SEWER SUB-ZOqS.  

For e i d o f - t h e s e  areas a 

A separate c/al<ulation for these  sub- 
, ,>‘/ 

/ Y <\ Relationship o f  Hew Development to  S e y y f - a c i l i t i e s  Projects ,_ 
* <.’ c ’ 

A reasonable relationship must ba$&ablished between: 
(2 )  the type o f  development oA&ilSch the fee is imposed. 
relationship, i t  must be shbi’ff t h a t  the type of developmerlt.J$at i s  going t o  
be charged the fee actybfll) uses, is served by, o r  ben$fjts f r o m  the public 
fac i l i t i es  t h a t  are be financed by the fiee revenue? 

(1) the fee’s us& and; 
To establish such a 

\ 

, 

‘dwer projects i n  the capital 
of  the fee program. 

I‘ Relationship o f  Land 

Once the 

By definjtion, an acre of low density,dngle family detached dwelling units 
has a RAkfactor o f  1.0. A l l  o t h e r l a n d  use categories have ME factors t h a t  
show thei*Jolice Facilities demand relative t o  one acre of single family 
detached dweJling units. The’ RAE schedule shows a reasonable relationship 
between the cQst o f  the,m?quired Police Facilities projects and financing 
burden placed ‘w each-land use. 
the Sewer FacilitTes Fee i s  shown i n  Table 4-2.  

The WE schedule that has been developed for 

Recoreaended Fees 

The Sewer Facilities Fees fo r  each land use are summarized in TabJe 4-2. 
t o t a l  fee i s  $500 per low density residential acre. 
fee subject t o  contlngent reimbursement is required. 

The 
For Sewer Facilities, the 



TABLE 4-2 

SEWER 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT 

Charge Par Unit 
Portion Not Portion 
Subject To Subject To 
Contingent Contingent ,- Land U s 6  Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Reimbursement Total 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density Acre 
Medium Density Acre 

MsitV Acre 
East !Me Resklential Acre 

PLANNED RESIDENRA~ 
Low oenslty Acre 
Medlum Denstty ACT9 

Hlgh Denslly Acre 

COMMERCIAL 
Neighbornoad Commerclal Acre 
General Commercial Acre 
DcwntownCommerclal Acre 
CMke Commerclal Acre 

22Jan-Ot 

IMPACT FEES 

INDUSTRIAL 
Ught Industrial Acre 

-4 lndushlal Rsserve Ar J 
i &  ‘ 1  

Heavylndustrldd &8 
; u  

1 .oo 
200 
3.50 
1 .oo 

1 .oo 
200 
3.50 

1.25 
1.25 
1.25 
1.25 - 

0.33 
0.33 
a33 

$260 
%20 
$991 0 
$260 

$260 
$5520 
s910 

$325 
$3325 
$325 
$325’ 

886 
$86 
S86 

$7760 
$1,520 
52.660 

$760 

$760 
$1.520 
$2.660 

$950 
$950 
$950 
$950 

$251 
$251 
5251 

Not= Daltar amounts are in constant Januvy 1.1990 dollars 
Sourcsg Nohe 8 Associates and Angus McDonald 8 Associates. 



BURDEN ANALYSIS FOR SEWER SUB-ZONES 

There a re  three sewer sub-zones w h i c h  a r e  not s e rved ,wthe  improvements in 
the f ee  program and cannot be funded by the sewer development impact fee. 
These areas require l i f t  s t a t ions  and other imgPdGements t h a t  will kimefit 
only a spec i f i c  area of undeveloped land. $.ince the improvements w i l t h a v e  t o  
be constructed pr ior  t o  any development ,faking place, development irnparflt_ fees 

The t o t a l  cost  o f  l i f t  s t a t iondabd  appurtenant sewers equals/-$7i14,000. 
practice,  t h i s  amount wou$l litkit be obtained by borrowing NoIn another City of 
Lodi fund. A special y@-hrea Impact Fee could then beiCollected i n  the three 
sewer sub-zores su f f t c fen t  t o  repay the borrowing p w a n  appr'opriate r a t e  of 
i n t e re s t .  

The a1 ternative, three sub-area financing distk$&' (Special Assessment 
D i s t r i c t s  'or Me1 1 o-Roos Comuni t y  Faci ]At_ies D i  r t k i c t s )  would be uneconomic. 
The,cost of  processing would be excesqijVc+Xmarbd t o  the funds required. 

,,,A'series of analyses p r e s e n t w h e  b u 3 &  of financing the improvements i n  
I each o f  these sub-zones iF<rovi'&d iplTable 4-3. 

1 the approximate mount &th,itd&7r&land i n  each sub-zone w i l l  need t o  
contribute i n  order--tQftnan'ce the needed improvements. I t  should be noted 
tha t  the cost  Finan+g has not been included. 

exis t ing development 
-t-w the s iz ing of the facilitie>;-:+At the time of annexation, 

- -_ 
./ 

1 ,  do not  provide a viable means t o  f i r p c e  these projects. <- 

A$- 

I n  

, ,/p'// 
// , <'X' /</ 

, /5-- 

The calculations indicate 

r /  

y Lane 1 i f t  s t a t ion  service 

i t  14; expectedLtkat this area w i l l  be requireditoipay the supplemental fee 
and, -aerefore ,  i t  has been included i n  thg shpplemental f ee  calculation. 

The subbtones a re  the Kettleman Lift  Station Area, Harney Lane Lift Station 
Area, ank4he C l u f f  Avenue Lift Stat3on Area. 
type withfkits boundaries. ./ 

or' 

Each area has only one land use 

\ , , 
\ 



. ‘, I’ TABLE 4-3 ,- 
/’ 

\ 
\ , SEUER SUB-ZONE FEE CALCU ./ 

Kettleman Lif t  S / 

3- \& 
-2, 
)- 

tatiotl 
/ a 

. i  

4 

e 
t-l J 

Y 

* ‘  

-C. 

’- 100 4 ,  Total Planned Residential Acres: c+,’. 

Total Cost o f  Improvements: ,Ac; 
r;y \x.w 

$171,000 
- -  

Cost Per RAE: .-c 

Total 
Burden 

Per Acre 

$1,385 

$4,846- 
$2,769 .. -- 

- 
123.5 ..-... 

Y Lane L i f t  Sta 

Average-.:$ost Per RAE: 
iL /’ 
-6- (3 Total ./ 

Total Burden Total RAE 

187.1 1 .o 187 $1,277 
26 $2,553 

Acres 15.1 3.5 53 $4,469 

215 266 

/” 

\ /” 

PR - tow Density Acres 

PR - Hfgh Density 

,./ pevelooed Factor RAEs &LASE 
___-*’ ---- 

PR - Medium Density Acres 12.9 2.0 

7 -- 

M 



Gluff Avenue L i f t  Station Sub-Zone ,,-- 
A. ,' 

'\ 

\ Total Industrial Reserve Acres: 158 //'- ./, 
!5 ., \>. /' +, f-. Total Cost of  1mproven;ents: 

Average Cost Per RAE: 

$234 ,OO,Jl-' .-'- 

-: ? 

f R-Industrial 
Reserve 

and Associates, - 



._- - ,~ -_ CHAPTER 5 

STORM DRAXNAGE 
>,/ , 

,' \ 

'.. 

/ 

Storm drainage serv ices  a re  provide$<b'the City o f  Lodi. 
the storm drainage system i n c l u d ~ k b ~ l e c t i o n  system, runoff stoyage/detent,ion 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  and pumping plantsc;'-'ferminal drainage f o r  the Ci,tFls provided by 
the Mokelumne River and the'lbodbridge I r r iga t ion  Distriyt&ID) canal. ' - 

Major feat"& of 

Charac te r i s t ics  of t h e y  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  described belyk..- \ '  \ ._  
Col 1 ect i on System, i, /r: ,9 

I-\ \ 5' 1.; \ ,+ 
~ 4- ,;/' 

Storm drai,pge serv ices  a re  provided t o  an area -9fit'ompassing approximately 
7,700 acres. 
divi,ded in to  planning areas.  Storm d qi&ige-.f$Llities f o r  these planning 
-2s a re  incorporated in to  a City w i , +  8 stdm-drainage f a c i l i t i e s  plan. 

,' Approximately 1,340 acres d i r w y  dise6i'rge t o  the  Mokelumne River via 

The remaining approxirnatdy,!?;W-%S pumped t o  the  WID canal from two pump 
s ta t ions .  

Uischarges t,a,lh UID ,&aY'are controlled by t h e  flow w j d i t y  of the canal 
s&item. B$ 3greement; the City is  l imited t o  a cornbt@M'total discharge of 80 
cu@c f e e t  per: s e c d  a t  the two exis t ing  pumpingtL$€&ions. 
diskqarge locabjbns are not cur ren t ly  permitt/ed by t h e  agreement. The City 
operabes a serles of interconnected detentiqac basins w i t h i n  t h i s  area t o  s t a re  
runoff'prior t o  pumping t o  the canal. 
other ??as a l so  t o  s t o r e  runoff priop'fo pumping t o  the Mokelumne River. 

Existing w i l i t i e s  f o r  t he  co]lection o f  storm runoff include surface 
inrprovemenfs, 1 i ke a1 leys ,  $itches and gu t t e r s ,  and underground p ipe l  ines. 
Present desigp s t a n d a r d s f o r  storm drainage co l l ec t ion  f a c i l i t i e s  only allow 
gu t t e r  and undarground'piping. The use of  di tches  and a l l e y s  f o r  conveyance 
of storm runoff K-cur ren t ly  substandard and not a1 1 owed. 

New development in the City i s  required to construct a l l  storm pipellne 

consfdered t o  be part o f  t h e  Master S t o m  Dra in  Plan Improvements and are 
currently funded by Storm Drainage Fees co l lec ted  by t h e  City. 

A number o f  def ic ienc ies  e x i s t  w i t h i n  t h e  co l lec t ion  system. 
par t ,  these cons is t  of substandard surface drainage f a c i l i t i e s  ( for  example, 
ditches and a l l e y s ) ,  de te r iora ted  curb and g u t t e r ,  and undersized pipelines 

For f a c i l f t y  planning pyrposes, thh drainage area has been 

l r '  gravity pipelines.  Approxtmatql$,anc$her 2,290 acres is pumped t o  the - r ive r .  

\ ,' 
\ ,  _-- - _-- - 

Additional 

T t B ~ i t y  u t i l i zes  detention basins in 

1' LC 

saaller than 30 inches in diameter. Pipeilnes 30 inches and 1aqer are 

For the most 



- - -  

.1 

.- and catch basins. 
central  and eastern parts of the City. 

Many of the system def ic ienc ies  can be found _ -  in  the older 
- -  ,- 

'x.. 
./-- 

\ 

Large sca le  replacement of de f i c i en t  f a c i l i t i e s ,  
major s t r e e t  reconstruction pro jec ts .  Small have beqt). 
performed by the City t o  r epa i r  sec t ions  

Detention Basins ..&-' * 

occurs, wilI,,be par t  of 

ReplackEnt of 
the a l l ey  systems i s  not expected due to,M$h cos t  and grade cooditionr,  

., 
i :. ,,-i -. ?z, 

c; 
As mentioned above, the C!.t%bperates a system o f  i n t e r c o n w c e d  de ten t ion  -. 
basins t h a t  s t o r e  runoff$Mor  t o  pumping t o  the WID caq,&oy'Qhe Mokelumne 
River. hen noq 'v t i l  ized f o r  

A t o t a l  of ,ei-tj$t basins e x i s t  w i t h i n  the Cityk..s'.&%inage serv ice  area. Basins 
i n  sheds.,-< (Pixley Park), B (Glaves Par-k), and 'ff.JWestgate Park) s t o r e  runoff 
prioptfo discharge t o  the Mokelumne Ri@c--_Basi'RQ i n  sheds A - 1  (Kofu Park), 
A72'.(Beckman Park), B-1 (Vinewood School LsW>alas Park), and G s t o r e  runoff..- 

..-prior t o  discharge t o  the Y ~ ~ ~ ~ , a a l  fj&*.pumping s t a t i o n s  located on Cabril.10 
1.1' Circle and a t  Beckman Park<.;: -..!A. ; 1 

'\, Current design standards@+'the &tention basins requi re  storage/'capaci t y  f o r  
.\.,the 100-year 4 Z??m..'>.,, Changes in  hydrologic design da,tdover the pzst 

,*' .,' ,&. 

City?e,f Lodt Engineering Division prepared;.theiMaster Storm DraJnage Plan i n  
1988. X h i s  plan fonns the principal basiT.'for future expansions of the  
drainage serv ice  area t o  serve the 6epe?%1 Plan area. 
inprove#&ts and detention basin i.uprczvements a r e  iden t i f i ed  i n  the plan t h a t  
have been.l';)pcluded i n  this repoyt'l __.. 

4 ,--;.> 

These basins,$.so function as park71ike a re4  storage o f  storm_T:utioff. ,/? ..-/ 

<.// ,+/ 

.. 

& ,.,p-.,, :. .. - b- 

..,,*..-.. --.. I--..- ~~qv~.-resuiice,a, in'uome ea r l  ier basins being un,$@T.s-lzed. 
- *  .:' I: ., .. \ 
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Major co l lec t ion  system 
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Storm drainage improvements t o  serve buildout o f  the General Plan were, f o r  
the most par t ,  ident i f led  i n  the Master Storm Drainage Plan. 
those f a c i l i t i e s  i s  presented below and summarized i n  Table 5-1. Project 
numbers l i s t e d  in  Table 5-1 are used t o  i den t i fy  the loca t ion  of projec ts  
shown on Figure 5-1. 

A summary o f  



TABLE 5 - 1 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING 

STORM DRAINAGE 

0 1 m 1  

$1 72.OOo 

m to SU so 00 so w $0 &lS.tOa 

& m $0 $0 so to $0 $0 w.Oo0 
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TABLE 5 - 1 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING 

STORM DRAINAGE 

01/22/91 

#, so so 

$0 50 so 

so (0 so 

to so so 

so so to 

50 so so 

so so $3.e1o.MM 

SQ to $367.000 

so tl(0.000 so 

50 s184.OOo so 



TABLE 5 - 1 
DNELOPMENT RELATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND PHASING 

STORM DRAtNAGE 

01122101 
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FIGURE 5-1 STORM DRAINAGE fMPROVEMENTS 



rc Collection System 

Drainage sheds established during planning f o r  storm,drainage imprQ,vements 
w i t h i n  the  ex is t ing  City limits had already incorporated much o f  the land i n  
the  expanded General Plan area. 
expansion of service t o  the e a s t  and south.,/New sheds F and I will be=_, 
established t o  provide drainage services,-to areas west of Lower Sacramento 

Major storm drainage t r u n k  pj@'-are planned t o  serve the expanded Gener 
Plan area. 
Generally, these improyements a r e  localized in 
expansion area west a$ Lower Sacramento Road and 
expansion of the , indus t r ia l  a reas  e a s t  of Highw 

Detention <Basins 

Expvsibn of ex is t ing  detention basins(:&Sheds Cd:J E, and G a r e  ident i f ied  in 
W Haster Plan. 

Sheds C ,  D, €,,-and G were already planned fo r  

Road. r .d .$"- 
Locations of these- t r u n k  improvements a re  shown;on Figure 5-1. 

res$dent ia l  
thwest' quadrant p l u s  

New detention basins la,r,dpTmned f o r  new Sheds F and I. 
I .  

ESTIMTED COSTS AN0 M 

In Table 5-1. a,sumnary of the storm drainage pro jec ts  and estimated 
cgnstruction. costs i s  presented. 
Engineering'. News Record 20 Cities Average Constructi-oq8ost Index f o r  January 
1;&990 of 4673. Storm drainage t r u n k  pipelines represent the t o t a l  estimated 

Phasing' of the storm drainage improvementS>presented in Table 5-1 and i s  based 
upon the' Forecast o f  U n i t s  Constructed-Over the General Plan Period (Appendix 
A) providep by the City. Costs fa r 'p ro jec ts  serving General Plan development 
funded on W before duly 1, 1996-are Shawn i n  the  current year  (1990/91). 
Actual cos ts ,of  these p ro jec t  have been adjusted t o  the base d o l l a r  of January 
1, 1990. \ 

Relationship o f  &%'Development t o  Pol ice  F a c i l i t i e s  Projects 

A reasonable re la t ionship  must  be established between the pro jec ts  and 
improvements funded by the fee and t h e  type o f  development upon which  the  fee  
i s  imposed. 
development I s  served by and/or benef i t s  from the public facilities t o  be 
financed by the fee revenue. 

Estimated cos ts  a r e  refkrenced t o  the 

cost-'pf constructjon. < -  
I> ', +L 1 

Essentially,  i t  i s  incumbent upon the City t o  show t h a t  the 

rc. 

+- 
. ., 
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City of Lodi Storm Drainage Haster Plan presents a soundly conceived and 
comprehensive plan fo r  providing storm drainage services t o  a l l  areas o f  the  



General Plan. Only 
the fee program are 

those improvement costs benefit t ing the--areas included in 
included in the fee program. 

\ 

Relationship o f  Land Uses t o  S t o n  Drainage Facili,ties Projects 

Once the relat ionship between the f ac i l i t i e s - td  be constructed and t~ land 
uses has been established, the burden of,>fInancing is  t o  be d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  
each land use i n  proportion t o  i t s  u%e 6f ,  o r  benefit from, the Improvements. 
T h i s  is accomplished through the w' of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RA€) 
schedule. A RAE schedule indigates the r e l a t ive  responsibi l i tx  t o  pay f o r  
improvements f o r  each land &category i n  r e l a t ion  t o  
detached resident ia l  

By def ini t ion,  an -dc density s ingle  fami2y'dkached duelling u n i t s  
has a RAE f ac to r  of 1.0. A l l  other land use categw5es have RAE f ac to r s  t ha t  
show their ?olice F a c i l i t i e s  demand r e l a t ive  t o  gm7 acre of s ingle  family 
detached dwelling u n i t s .  The RAE sche$qle shows a reasonable re la t ionship 
between' the cos t  o f  the es' projects and financing 
buden placed on each l a  e t ha t  has been developed f o r  
the Sewer F a c i l i t i e s  Fee 

1 
,-; 

3' 

, ,, 

i 

I Recopm#nded Fees 

'The Storm Dra inage 'Tad l i t i e s  Fee is  shown i n  Table 5-2. The t o t a l  fee  is 
$8,075 per low A t s i t y : r e s i d e n t i a l  acre. For Stnm! Era!nd';z Fac!l:tiss, the 
c<sj~ f l o w  is'such t h a t  a portion of the fee subject -toicontingent 
rel$bursement I required. - 

I :  - 
5 .  I ,  

I /  

,* 
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TABLE 5-2 EJAWe1 

SUMMARY OF DEWELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
STORM DRAINAGE 

Charge Per Unit 
Portion Not Portion 
Subject To Subject To 
Contingent Contingent 

[Land Use Categories Unit RAE - Reimbursement Reimbursement Total 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density Acre 
Medium Density Acre 
High Densfty Acre 
East Side RssMential Acre 

PLANNED RESIDENTII 
WDenSity Acre 
Medium Density Acre 
High M ! y  Acre 

CQM M ERCI Ah 
Ne4~hb~rhood Commercial Acre 
General Commercial Acre 
oowll!orm Comnerclal Acre 
Once Commercial Acre 

INDUSTRIAL 
Ught lndwtrfal Acre 
Heavy Industrial Acre 
lnduslrlal ReSenfe Acre 

1 .oo 
1 .oo 
1 .OO 
1.00 

1.00 
1.00 
1 .oo 

1.33 
1.33 
1.33 
1.33 

1.33 
1.33 
1.33 

$7.800 
$7.800 
$7.800 
$7.800 

$7.80 
$7.800 
$7.800 

$10,374 
f?0.2?4 
$10.374 
$10.374 

$1 0,374 
$1 0.374 
$10.374 

$275 38.075 
$275 $8,075 
$275 $8.075 
$275 sa.075 

$275 $8,075 
$2235 $8,075 
$275 $8.075 

$366 $10,740 - 9lV.140 

$366 $10,740 
$366 $10.740 

A..,... - * - - . -  

5366 $10,740 
5366 $10.740 
a365 $10.740 



CHAPTER 6 

STREETSAND ROADS , 
/< 

Y .  /' 
- \  \ r i  ,' 
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OVERVIEY 

For as long as the City o f  Lodi has._beenin existence, s t reets  and road!q+ave 
been the primary system used i n  i w c i t y  t ravel .  With the change i n  City- 
wide growth, there welcome a ~ w d  t o  improve the s t reets  and rods i n  the / 

comunity. 
addi t ional  t r a f f i c  w i l l  ,&&\generated w i t h i n  the comnunity. As' a r e s u l t  new 
st reets  w i l l  be needecF4nd ex i s t i ng  s t ree ts  w i l l  need'to be imprpved. 
following sections w i l l  describe these improveme,ntS; we. City ob l i ga t i on  f a r  
funding, and t h e  fees calculated t o  reimburse,the q t y  costs. 

Exirt(ng t r a f f i c  counts were colIected/,bi;th&-tZty o f  Lodi Pub1 i c  Works 
Department i n  1987 a t  oumerou,*atidrts-Zhroughout the City by the City and 

' t h e i r  t r a f f i c  consultant. ,Tlie'-d&a weie used t o  estab l ish the current  Level 
o f  Service (LOS) w i t h i n  <the' gmyect--study area. 
intersect ions th roughou t ' $h r t i t y  are operating a t  a LOS o f  C or b e t t e r  w i th  

>the exception o f  HrrtcKYnr Sbreet/KetEleman Lane intersection, which operates 
zt ii iOS E. 

The Draf t  Geneyz)91an w i l l  considerable expand- $he City and ~2 

The 
\\ 

I , \,, ,' 
\ c  - L 1  -_ EXISTING ,TRB~FIc COHDITIONS I -.. -- -.. --- 

Currently, roadways and 

i'ne City of Lodl considers C t o  be the s t a n a r d  l e v e l  o f  service 
Mth anythingcle sjdered t o  be substandard. f '  

(-,a- 1 .- I 
-. ! 

\-.: - CIR~ULATION P , \  

,~ di ' - 1 .  

I n  December o f  1989, a City-wide c i r c u l a t G $  study was put  together by the 
T r a f f i c  Consultant, TJKM, that  i d e n t i f i e d  the impacts associated w i t h  the 
envisfon@. General Plan. 
were done by the Ci ty 's s ta f f .  Jdcorporating t h i s  information along w i th  
using a cornbuter based t r a v e l  demand model, TJKM was able t o  forecast fu ture 
t r a f f f c  condit ions tAroug.bout the p ro jec t  study area. Based upon these 
forecasts, road sections o f  f u tu re  s t reets  and improvements t o  e x i s t i n g  
streets were ident i f fed.  

As mentioned ea r l i e r ,  the ex i s t i ng  t r a f f i c  counts 

A listing o f  general street, intersection, signalization, and interchange 
improvements was submitted t o  the City along wi th  the c i r c u l a t i o n  study. 
Working with City s ta f f  and the City improvement standards, cross-secttons 
were prepared f o r  fu ture streets and improvements t o  ex i s t i ng  streets.  
a r e  discussed i n  the fo l lowing section. 

These 
. --, 

1 

.- 
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PLANNED CIRCUIATIoll IUPROVMENTS 

Developer Required Iaproveaents i 

For a l l  projects w i t h i n  the City, the d e v e l o p e d ;  required t o  buil&streets 
t o  serve the  project.  
required t o  provide a l l  improvements angded ica t e  a l l  rfght-of-way up fa, t h a t  
deslgnated as a major co l lec tor .  
provided i n  Figure 6-1. 
maj,r co l l ec to r ,  the developer,=lgpicaIly i s  required t o  ccinstruct only one<- 
half of the  s t r e e t .  
having a grea te r  uesign&ed capacity than a major co l l ec to r ,  the developme 
impact fee Funds o r  Bther funds w i l l  be used t o  co 
improvements. Examples of these streets incl tleman Lane, Harney 
Lane, Century Boulevard, and Lower Sacramento, 

..' 

Relative t o  street jmpkovements, the developeei4s 

Typital section f o r  a major collector-,i,s 
In the  w- Jhere development occurs on- one s i d e a f  a 

In the:base where development occurs dung a s t r a e t  

uct  the mwe extensive I 

i 

, 
x r  

---- 1 ;,= County and heasure K. ,5---, ' I 

1 '  ' 
A/' ..i 

S t r e e t  and Road I i ~ p m v d t s , ~ ~ - ~ ~ ; ~  \ Y,',' 

A l i s t i n g  o f  the.,-SG-t,arrdyoad improvement pro jec ts  incl<uded i n  the  
development ippact feeidrogpam is provlded i n  Table 6-1,--- Location o f  these 
projects is., shown on Ft'gure 6-2. For the most pa r t ,  the" improvement pro jec ts  
cons is t  of new construction and modification of the; following major routes. 
Below a re  listed%e name, lane configuration anb'riyht-of-way fo r  these major 
routes. 

1. Kettleman Lane (S ta te  Route 12p'- s i x  lane divided (118 f e e t )  
2. h e r  Sacramento Road - fop*'lane divided (190 f e e t )  
3. Hat;qey Lane - four lane,d?vided (92 f e e t )  
4. T u r n e r  Road - four l,de divided (80 f e e t )  
5. Centwy Boulevarv  four lane divided (80 f e e t )  
6 .  Lodi ALenue - , fdur  lane divided (80 f e e t )  

', .( 

._, b' 
\. . 

.-. .. 

\ __ --- 
Typical sections f o r  Harney Lane and Lower Sacramento Road a r e  shown on Figure 
6-1. 
middle 12 foot divider I s  deleted from the section. 

For o ther  major routes designed a s  four lane  undivided roadways, t h e  

for the purpose of identifying the portion o f  each major route t h a t  nl17 be 
funded by the Cfty, the typical sec t ions  described above have been assumed. 
The developer obllgation, a s  described i n  the pcevious section, i s  ltrnited t o  
right-of-way and improvements t o  construct a major co l l ec to r  (68 f e e t ) .  
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TABLE 6 1  

STREETS AND ROADS 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS 

O1RY)l 

ID PHASING 

Major Planned Fadlities Impact 
Fee 1990/91 1991192 1992193 1993194 1994/35 1995196 7996/97 1997-2002 W - 2 0 0 7  

LcrsKyn WeningdLawerSacramento 
Road (4- Lanes, DMdd)trom 
Rm Stm toTaylor Road. 

Wklenlng d Laver Sacranento 
Road (4 - Lwes. +om 
Tayluc Road to Kettleman Lana 

so $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 f22.OOo so so 

W W 53 $0 so $0 512.000 $0 so 

so 

$0 so 

$0 so 

$0 so 

so $0 

so so 

$0 $0 

so so $0 $0 ~1,400.Oo0 $ 1 . 4 0 0 . ~  

$0 s163.m 

$0 so 

$0 so 

$0 $0 

$0 $0 so 5164.m 

$0 so $0 $0 

$0 $0 so $0 

so $0 50 W 



TABLE 6-1 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING 

STREETS AND ROADS 

D l R 3 R 1  

1 ROW Maw phnned Faaliis lmwu I 
Number Fee 1990/91 1991192 1992193 1993194 1994195 1- 1396197 1997-2002 2002-2007 
MTSlOO9 Widening Or Lower Sacfamenlo $0 $0 $0 $0 so so M 50 $0 to 

Road (4 - Lanes, DMded) from 
Kaumall LanelOorCMs Drive. 

m 1 0  Wldenlng d Lower saCraln6nIO 
Road(4 - Lanes. Dhlded) hom 
occhts Drka to CentUIy Blvd 

$0 $0 

LcTsK)11 Wldenhg of Lover Sacramento M so 
w (4 -Lanes. DMded) hom 
Century W. to W e n  Court. 

m 2  wldenlngolLowersacrament0 $17.500 $0 
Road(.( - Lanes. DMdecl) fm 
Krtsren Covrt Lo Hamey Lane. 

MT!3D13 WMenlngdHMneyLme 9284.000 $0 
(4 - Lanes) hom tower 
Sacramento Road east 2.650 feel. 

LcrslMS Wdenlng ol Hamey Lane 
(4 - Lanes) k m  W.I.D. 

crosslng east 2,250 feet. 

LcrSlolS WldoMngdHameyLane 
(4 - Laws) from Hutchins 
Street to StoCncm Street. 

MlSO17 Wldenlng of Harney Lane 
(4 - Lam) I~CNTI StCCktOfl 
Street iu Cherokee Lane 

$1 36.000 M 

$136,000 $0 

5148,000 so 

$0 $0 sc 

$0 $0 50 

$0 so $0 

$0 $0 $0 

$0 $0 $0 

$0 $0 H: 

so $0 W 

$0 to Lo 

to 

$0 

50 sc $0 $0 

$0 50 M $0 

$0 to $0 517.500 

$0 &l 50 $284.000 

$0 M 5284.OOo to 

M 50 $136.000 so 

50 $0 5136.OOo $0 

$0 50 Sla8.OOo $0 



TABLE 6-1 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING 

STREETS AND ROADS 

OlRYgl 

Major PIamed F a c i l i  lmpad 
Fee 1-1 1991/92 1992193 199- 1994JS5 199- 1996197 1997-2002 2002-2007 

MTsKnS WldenlnJdHameyLane $181 .ooo so to so $0 so $0 so so S18?,000 
(4 - Lanes) trom Lmrer 
sacrameno Road to I h e  
General PbnBoundary. 

MlSiO22 RsslriplnodLDdlAvenue 
(4 - Lanes) hm Guild 
Avenue vrest 700 feet. 

213,COO $0 

$17,000 M 

$1 1 ,000 $0 

t22.OOo $0 

s24o.Mx) so 

$0 $0 50 

$0 so so 

$0 $0 so 

so so M 

so $0 50 

)o M to 

M so to 

$0 

$0 

so 

$0 

so 

so 

$0 

so 

$0 

so 

so 

$0 $0 

$0 $1.000.000 

$0 613.oCC 

SO $17.000 $0 

$0 $0 511.oOo 

$0 $0 

$0 S240.000 

M 522.0oO 

$0 so 



TABLE 6-1 
DEVELOPMENT RELATEr) COSTS AND PHASING 

STREETS AND ROADS 

OlRMi 

ROW Major Ptannd FadlitieS impad 
Nunber Fee 1990191 1991192 199393 1993194 1944195 1995596 1-7 1997-2002 2002-207 
uTsI(wI WldenlnOdCentwyBtud. 531 .OOo $0 $0 $0 531.oco so SO $0 to $0 

(4 - Lanes) from Stocktclr, 
Slrw to C!kkadee Lana 

UTSMn wldenlng d 8cckton street 581,OoO $0 $40,500 $0 $40.500 $0 50 $0 M $0 
(4 - Lanes) hom Kettleman 
Lane to Hamey Lana 

UlSO28 WkWnln~6lGuiHAvenoe s168.ooo SlO,OBO 510.c80 510.080 510,ow) 51o.m 510.080 s10.080 $48.720 548.720 
(4 - Lanes) Iran vtdor 
RoadtoKenlemvlLana 

=,OoO M $0 $0 $0 so w1.500 5 4 1 m  $0 $0 

BAS031 ~ lngofKe( t lemu,Lane  s178.OOo 50 so M M so $0 so $0 $178,000 
(4 - Lanes) f rom Lcnuer 
Sacramento Road to the 
General Aan Boundary. 

MTSKBZ Widening d Lockefo-d Street S1.267.000 
(4 - Lanes) f rom Sacramento 
S e e (  to Cherokee Lane. 

S342.ooO $0 $0 $0 

576.187 $76,187 so $0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 51a7.000 M so 

$0 $0 M $342.000 

$0 $0 so $0 



TABLE 6-1 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING 

STREETS AND ROADS 

knpaa 
Fee 1990191 1991192 1992/93 199394 1994195 1995196 1996197 1997-2002 2002-2007 - 

LcTsooa2 MasrerPlu,ud f20,OOo so $0 $0 50 so $0 3x).ooo so so 
C.I.P. Update - 1997 

MTsoo( insl~atlonoftrafflc s47.50 547.500 $0 so $0 so $0 

6lgnal located at the Int. d 

Sacramento Road 
Lodl A v e n u e a d  L- 

‘rCTSOOS Instaltallon of tram 
dwal located at the Int d 
Lodl Avenue and Mills Avenua 

547,500 $0 so $0 $0 so $0 547.500 so 



TABLE 6 1  
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND-PHASING 

STREETS AND ROMS 

01123191 

=.om so 

so $0 to 

$ 0 ,  so W 

to M so 

so 

so s95.ooo 

so 

$0 

M 

so 

to 

M 

so 

w +9O.o00 

so 

so 

so 

SJ 

$0 59o.m 



TABLE 6-1 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING 

STREETS AND ROADS 

Major plarmed Fadtities lmpau 
Fee 1990191 1991/92 1992193 1993196 1994195 199996 1-7 1937-2002 2002-2007 

. LcrSotJ Installattlondtratk J95.m so $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 so 50 $.%.OOO 
@Wal louledgthefrrl ol 
HwleyLaneandstodrton 
Street. 

)ITS014 

Lcrso15 

uTso18 

Lcrso17 

LcTso18 

Mso19 

UTSmo 

$0 $0 #) $0 $0 $0 $0 ill 

so $0 $0 $0 to s45.ooo so w5.m $0 $0 

us.Oo0 $0 w5.m so $0 $0 $0 $0 so so 

so $0 m.m $0 $0 so $45.000 $0 $0 $0 

so $0 so 

$0 $0 $0 

u5.m $0 so so $0 $0 so $65.000 $0 so 
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TABLE 6-1 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING 

STREETS AND ROADS 

OlRYOl 

Proj6cI MajorPlannedFacilities 
Nllmber Fee 1990/91 1991192 1992193 1993i94 1994195 1995196 1946/97 1997-2002 2002-2007 

so $0 
Ldlson Installation oftraftic 545,OOO $0 so $0 $0 $0 $0 S4!j.o00 

skpal located st the W. d 
Brn Streel ard Milk Avenua 

$0 
WSXZ INtallalb d t ram s52500 $0 $0 $0 $0 M so to 552500 

si@nal located at the Int. d 
Cherokee Lane and Vine Streat. 

$47.500 $0 

s52.500 $0 

$0 $0 so 

$0 so $0 

$0 

w 

so 

50 

to $47500 

$0 s 5 w  

m7.m $0 $0 $0 M so so to s207.200 $0 

$0 so 575.000 so $0 $0 so 

$141,000 to so $0 $0 so fo $0 $141.000 

so so 



TABLE 6-1 
DEVELOPMENT REUTED COSTS AND PHASING 

STREETS AND ROADS 

OlRMl 

/Project Maw Planned Facilities Impact 1 
Number FW 1990191 1991192 1992193 199394 1994195 1W5M 1996197 1997-2(?02 2002-2007 
MRRX001 Wldeninp of a raftroad $1 01 .Ooo so $0 50 50 $0 so $0 s101.m $0 

crossing 1.400 It. Nmh 
of Tumw Road. 

MRRXOOI Wldenhg a d  w a d e  of smz000 $0 to $0 W $0 W so sza?.ooo W 
protection devices ol a 
railroad crosslng al the lnt. 
of Lockeford Streel and Guild 
AvenUa 

Wldening of a raiiroad 
crosslng 1.350 ft. East 
d GUrld 

Slll.000 $0 

5227.000 $0 

S215.000 $0 

s188.ooo W 

$215.000 $0 

$0 W 

$0 $0 

$0 50 

so $0 

$0 $0 

$0 s111.Mx) 

$0 to 

so 

50 

$0 

so 

$0 

$0 

$0 W $0 $0 

W I0 so 5227,oOo 

$0 5215.00 so so 
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FIGURE 6-1 TYPICAL STREET SECTIONS 
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Freeway lmprovements 

As recomnended by TJKEI, interchange improvements for Jettl eman Lane/State 
Route 99 and Turner Road/State Route 99 will be n9essary to maintain a LO$ C 
or better. Proposed interchange imprcvements *Kettleman Lane/Sta@. Route 99 
call for the realignment of Beckman Road. Wrently, Beckman Road i&q,ocated 
about 225 feet east of the northbound rapr'onto State Route 99, a dism-ce 
that is considered too close for two 4fgnalized intersections. Realign@t of 
Beckman is proposed in the enviro&tal impact report for Kettleman -> 
Properties located at the norftght corner of Kettleman Lane and Beckman Raad. 
The proposed design constit@ a realignment of both Beckman Road and the 
northbound offramp, but still subject to review by Ca-1f;rans and approval 
the California Transmiation Comnission. As part af- the Kettleman 
interchange work, ,a-route study will be prepared,that ,wlcll address traffic and 
circulation at the interchange and, also, rerou$Tng.%ate Route 12 around the 

ESTIr(ATED*COSTS Atco PHASING 

L,; ,' east of town, \ <  

' ,  
- 

development impact fee 
referenced to the Engineering News 
January 1, 1990 of 4673. Roadway 

improvement costs responsibility per the City 
Reimbursement total estimated con-struction cost. ' v-' 

stimhtes of construction cost, the weloper ob'l igation, 
d,development impact fee funding,-fGr the projects, the 

follwing factor+were considered. 
projet% includes everything not required o$$he developer including special 
medians, landscaping, and right-of-way. &$sure K will provide funding for 
improvements along hwer Sacramento R o d a n d  at the Kettleman Lane 
intercha*+?. 
Lower Sacramento Road, sufficie,~'funds will exist to construct the City 
portion of the street section.' 

Phasing of the improvemeks is based upon the Forecast of Units Constructed 
Over the General 'Plan Period (Appendix A) provided by the Clty. 
6-1, the phasing is divided by year for the first seven years followed by two 
flve-year Increments. Costs for the projects serving the General Plan 
development funded on or before July 1, 1990 are shown i n  the current year 
(1990/91). 
January 1, 1990 dollar reference. 
Relationship o f  New Development to Streets aid  Road Facilfties Projects 

A reasonable reiationship must be established between the fees use and the 
type of development on which the fee is imposed. 

The City oh1 fga'tion for funding of 

Based upon forecasted distribution of Measure K funds along ' 

In Table 

Actual costs of these projects have been adjusted to the 

Ir order to establish this 

47 



relationship,  we must  f i r s t  demonstrate t h a t  the type of development upon 
which the fee i s  t o  be charged w i l l ,  i n  f a c t ,  use, be served by, o r  benefit 
from the public f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be financed. 

Each and every land use w i l l  benefi t  from tha k e e t s  and road f a c i b t i e s  
w i t h i n  the comunlty.  Residents use the s t x e t s  t o  ge t  t o  and from Mrk, 
shopping, and entertainment. Comnerce and industry use the s t r e e t s  fo??-, 
del iver ies ,  customers, and employee$;,'Each and every land use i n  the Proposed 
General Plan w i l l  benefit  from t%:3aci l i t ies  constructed a s  par t  o f  tne :A 

capital  improvements program a@; therefore,  i s  appropriately-part  c?f the fee 
program. " 

Relationship o f  

Once the r e l a t ion ih ip  between the f a c i l i t i e s  tdbe,con'structed and the land 
uses has beerr'establirhed, the burden of financi?g'is t o  be dist r ibuted t o  
each l a n d u s e  i n  proportion t o  i ts  use of, o r  benefit  from, the improvements. 
T h i s  ts accomplished through the use of!f%R+ident"lal Acre Equivalent (RAE) 
scbedule. A RAE schedule indicates  tty pzTd€i& responsibi l i ty  t o  pay f o r  
improvements for each land use-mtegorFfin relat ion t o  the s ingle  family 
detached resident ia l  categtyK,-L [-; 
By defini t ion,  an acre oh,\6Ghensity s ingle  family detached dwelling u n i t s  
.has a RAE f ac to r s  tiiZ-yshob'-their S t r ee t s  and Road F a c i l i t j e s  demand r e l a t ive  

s lngle  ffadnily'detached dwelling u n i t s .  The RAE schedule shows 
1ationsMp between the cos t  of the requ.i);ed S t r e e t s  and Road 

Fac i l i t i e s  prodects-and financing burden placed ont-aach land use. 
schedule t h a t  has-been developed f o r  the Faci1,tti'e's Fee is  shown i n  

/i 

,- '-I 

t o  S t r e e t s  and Road Faciliti;! r. ',2< /,, 

q',' " ,;I.- 

The RAE 

p" TablP<6-2. -,a 
z" , '  

/,- 

Road F a c i l i t i e s , F $ e i s  shmm i n  Table 6-2. 
ens i ty  res idenfial  acre. 

The t o t a l  fee i s  
For the streets and roads 

f a c i l i t i e s ,  the cash flou,fs such t h a t  a portion o f  the fee subject t o  
contingent reimbursemwt & required. -__ -- 

.. . -  . . . - .  
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Charge Per Unit 
Portion Not Portion 
Subject To Subbct TO 
Con tingent Contingent 

Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Reimbursement Total 
A 

TABLE 6-2 2 2 4 4 1  

SUMMARY OF DWELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
STREETS AND ROADS 

RESlDENTlAL 
Law Dens#y Acre 1.00 
Medium Density Acre 1.96 
High Densfty Acre 3-05 
East Side Fiesidmtial Acre 1.00 

!- 

I .. $4,725 
$9,261 

$14,411 
$4.725 

$100 $4,825 
$196 $9.457 
$305 $14,716 
$100 $4.825 

PLANNED RESIDEPmAL 
$4.725 
59.261 

$14.41 1 

$100 $4,825 
$196 $9.457 

$14.716 

L0W-w 
Medlum Density 
High Density 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

1 .oo 
1.96 
3.05 

COMMERCIAL 
Pleighbomood Commercial 
Genet& Commercial 
Downtown Commercial 
office commercial 

1.90 
3.82 
3.27 
8.91 

$8,978 
518.050 
$8.978 

$42,100 

$190 $9,168 
$382 $18.432 
s190 $9.168 
a 1  $42,991 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 
m e  

INDUSTRIAL 
UgM Industrial 
Heavy lndwtrial 
Industrial Reserve 

200 
1.27 
200 

$9,450 
$6.007 
$9.450 

Acre 
Acre 
Acre 

t 

crr 



CHAPTER 7 

POLICE 

/' 

/' OVERV I EU 
Level o f  Service - /  

- -. ,>$ '- : _ .  .- . 

Target f o r  emergency response t-@&-is 3 minutes anywhere i n  tb_q:tity. -, 

Currently, emergency respons.FCi3mes a r e  under this  goal. 
of 65 sworn personnel at~&<33 non-sworn personnel authori:z&d f.n'..,.1988/89. The*- 
f igures  reveal a serpi@'standard of 0.95 sworn persmnel and."O'r,47 non-sworn !.-.':. 
personnel per 1 ,OOpp&rsons served. 
re1 a t  i ve t o  the,..dandard described above by 1 &-&-iym:::and 5 non-sworn 

Th,&e were a 

Currently, tM deeartment i s  understaffed .'%... 

.. :. .-./ -./-.;' 
.. i personnel . r..-Ji . .  . .  

€xi sti.rtg,'hl ice Faci 1 it i es 
'. , ->. 

.".> 
.- . -- : ;----- -- 

I i ,... / 
I i -;.:.-:-:? ='. 

,.The Lodi Police Department pro ides  po$jk6 protection serv ices  t o  a l l  areas 
..within the c i t y  limits. 

i' w i t h  an estimated p o p u l ~ ~ , & - 5 C @ ! l O ~  i n  1990, The Police Department, 
.. located a t  230 W .  Elm St'tyiqZYhas an estimated 21,571 square f e e t ' o f  building 
:,,space. 
'empl oyees per ,&WO pe<s,bn&erved. ndard i s  220 square 

$%Qe Department serves a 9.4 square mile area 

The curren~::mp9,o~ki,, standard based 98 t o t a l  employe.V.;i s 1.3 
The current spa 

of bui $fjhg spacy;$er empl oyee. 
., ..Y. 

1.1; .',/ 

. .  
... t ; - -  

7. -. 
. .  iw Det.i&w+-& , -:.. '.-' 

p 
Exis t&  def ic ienc ies  a re  calculated basectjon what i s  curren t ly  provided i n  
the waypf  s t a f f  and f a c i l i t i e s  and whali'staff and f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  planned t o  
be provided a t  the end o f  the plannjatj period. 
deficiencyj;calcutation i s  prepayd'to ident i fy  the  portion of the f a c i l i t i e s ,  
i f  any, w h i a  should be servtwJexisting development based upon a current 
s t a f f i n g  or f a c i l i t y  defi5Mncy r e l a t i v e  t o  the future standard f o r  police 
s t a f f i n g  and space, / 

Table 7-1 presents the ca lcu la t ion  of t h e  existing deficiency f o r  the Police 
S ta t ion  Expansion. 
space and police s t a f f ing  i n  the future,  the space standard and the s ta f f ing  
standard increase s l i g h t l y .  
deficiency such t h a t  7.1% of the  Police S ta t ion  Expansion i s  not funded from 
the development impact fees.  

Further, the ex is t ing  

---- __-'- 

Based upon forecas ts  provided by t h e  City f o r  building 

T h i s  produces only a very minor ex is t ing  



i 

(d 

TABLE 7-1 224M-01 

EXISTING DEFICIENCIES ANALYSIS 
POLICE 

I Existing Future Future I 
Description of Item Population Additions Total 

80,250 44,314 105.663 GENERAL GOVERNMENT PERSONS S 

SERVICE CAPACITY 
Pdlce Employees 
Pdke Facilites (*. Ft.) 

SERVICE ST ANDARO 
Current Senice Standard: 
Wke ErllprOyees Per 
1.o0Opersonsserved 

Building 9. R. Per Enlployee 

98.0 43.0 
21,571 10,Ooo 

1.31 

220.1 

141.0 
31.571 

1.33 

223.9 

ADDITIONAL SERVICE CAPACITY REQUIRED 
Additional Employees 1.5 41.2 42.7 

Additional Bullding Area (Sq. Ft.) 
For Existing Em9loyees 
FOrNWEmplayees 

372 372 
334 9,226 9,560 

Total 706 9.226 9,932 

Notex DoUa amounts are In constant January 1.1990 dollan. 
Sourcss: N&e 6 Associates and An- McDonald 8 Associates 



P M E D  POLICE FACILITIES 

Police facilities to serve at buildout of the Prop.sed General Pla'kyere 
identifjed by City staff and the Police Departplent. 
facilities is presented in Table 7-2. 
Station expansion arid the jail expansion/the major facilities are seT%.~ 

,I . - .. 

Currently, alternatives for pa,U?e and jail facilities are betfig'considered by 
the City and the Police Dw-nt. 
have not been identifieaq '* A1 ternatives being considere&incl$de renovation Cl. 

A sumnary of tb. 
Uitb-tfte exception of the PolYeg 

I-! <: 
.. _- . J  

expl aoatory. , ?j& ' 
&c.< h .<- 

Specific locations for3he facilities .-::;L 
'*, 
.,. ', ..--,.a 

/., ./, 
..- ..'./ and expansion o f  the&{sting Pol ice Station. 

,. , __. .y ,-3 ,/- 

In TableJ-2, a sumnary of the Police fac-ility'Gd estimated costs to serve 
the future City of Lodi is presented. Esftpated'costs are referenced to the 
Engineering News Record 20 Cities Con&Wfon'Cost Index for January 1, 1990 
of 4673. nts:g'based upon forecasts of facility 
needs by the C!ty over t5q-g pebiod. 

For the purposes of fee bp@,  the police station expansion costs are not 
who1 ly attri butablGbKhe,@vel opment provided for under -the Proposed General 
Plan. A portian'bf theIbuiVding expansion (7.1%) will Ferve existing 
development,',: The cost;,'ln Table 7-2 reflects the reducdd estimated cost. The 
jat'l expansion. and.the other facility costs listed:lnLTable 7-2 are not 
subjet to thb '6-f-iting deficiency reduction. 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE 

RelationQlp o f  New Development to,,PijGce Facilities Projects 

A reasDnab~~,relationshi~ m d  established between: (1) the fee's use and; 
(2) the type o f  developmpt'on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a 
relationship, ft_~must,b6 shown that the type of development that is going to 
be charged the fe+-Xctually uses, is served by, or benefits from the public 
facilities that are to be financed by the fee revenue. 

Police facllities are used by all the land uses in Lodi. Responses to calls 
for service as a function of land use have been provided by the Police 
Department. 
development will indeed create a demand for Police protection services. Thus, 
each and every land use uses and/or benefits from Police Facilities and Is 
appropriately part of the fee program. 

Phasing o f  the impr 

i t ( ,y-,:> ' 

'>-' 

\< ' +* ,-,P 1 I 
/ - +  
\-: 

/ 

4 

This data provides that basis for the assertion that new 



TABLE 7 - 2 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING 

POUCE 
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Charge Per Unit 
1 

Portion Not Portion 
Subject To Subject To 
Contingent Contingent 

Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Reimbursement Total 
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TABLE 7-3 22JM-01 

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
POLICE 

RESIDENTlAL 
Low Dsnslty Acre 
Medium Denslty Acre 
High Density Acre 
East Sue Residential Acre 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low oers&y Acre 
Medlum Density Acre 
Hioh -w Acre 

COMMERCIAL 
Meimborhood Commercial Acre 
General Commercrat Acre 
Downtown commercial Acre 
OMCS Commerctal Act 9 

INDUSTRIAL, 
UQht lndusrrlal Acre 
Heavy Indusrrfal Acre 
Industrial Resenre Acre 

1.00 
1.77 
4.72 
1.09 

1 .oo 
1.n 
4.72 

2-30 
259 
18.48 
3.72 

0.30 
0.19 
0.30 

$1,241 
$2.201 
$5,853 
$1.347 

51,241 
$2.201 
55.853 

55.318 
$3.21 8 
S.318 
$4,620 

$374 
$232 
$374 

$425 
$754 

$2.005 
$461 

$4425 
$754 

52.005 

$976 
$1,102 
$976 

$1.581 

$1 27 
$79 

$1 27 

$1.666 
$2.955 
57,858 
$1.808 

$1,666 
52.955 
$7.858 

$66.294 
$4.320 
$6.294 
$6.201 

$501 
531 1 
$501 
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Relationship of Land Uses t o  Pol ice Facilities Projects., ..-* 

Once the relationship between the fac i l i t i es  t o  b-&.-constructed and.the land 
uses has been established, the burden of finan-Gi'ng i s  t o  be distrib'ked t o  
each land use in proport ion to i ts  use o f ,  . o f  benefit from, the imprbjkements. 
This i s  accornpl ished through the use of_a*esidential Acre Equivalent "ME) 
schedule. A RAE schedule indicates2he relative responsibility t o  pay 'far 
improvements for each land use c+pgory in relation t o  the sing,p family-:> 

Sy definition, an acre a,C-.?Ow density single family detaiikeddwelling u n i t s  
has a RAE factor of 4 9 :  
show their Police,,.l%cilities demand relative Co,.q&ac.y@ of single family 
detached dwelljmj. u n i t s .  
between the.,Ast of the required Pol ice Facilitj6i'projects and financing 
burden placed on each land use. 

Th.e-.&E schedule that has been develo$&$&Wie Police Facilities Fee is .~ .. 

,/ .=...-. 
. .  . ... 

detached residential category...<:;-:- ,..>' 
- .  .,--..Lj ./ c: - .  

A l l  other land use categot& have fIA5 factors t h a  

The RAE schedule shm45- a,,rirtisonable relationship 

.-<...', '.. ,3 - . /  

I 
, I  . '. 

5 .. 
I. i ..-. 

.-. 
p---. . -- 

/- . c J -shown i n  Table 7-2. ;57. 2 i ,/ 
,.' . , 

/;: ,.+? .... ! . -a  

c; i ,.:., .. y --, \ \.-. ;-r 
j Recoar~ended Fees 

".\<S., shown i n  Table 7-3. The totalpfce-. is  $1,666 per 
a d .  
e subject t o  contingent reimbtnisement . .. & required. 

For Police Facilities, t-$cash flow i s  such 

,_ f..;o,- -I 
, .  
:-! 

,$' - 5 

i. .' ' 

/' - 

\ ,' 

.f' 
/.' 

'... 
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CHAPTER 8 

FIRE 
, ,- i .A -'?.. \>, + 

<A 
/ -., /'. 

ovmvr EM 
. .  . .  ''. -. 4 1 &. " ,-- 

Level o f  Service 

The level of serv ice  t h a t  gui$@%he requirement f o r  and place&k of a new;, 
f i r e  s t a t i o n  is t o  provide: &maximum of a three m i n u t e  d r i W q  time t o  a l l  

8 L - J  

+-. areas w i t h i n  the City lwits and the L i m i t  of U t i l i t i e $ . . ~ ~ a n ~ j , i r g .  /-.+ c- b 
2 

\ Existing F i r e  FaC$bides ': 
,'. 

The City of-..Ladi Fire Department cur ren t ly  se  
s t r a t eg ica l ly  located f i re  s t a t ions .  
S t r e e k i s t a t i o n  62 is located a t  705 EirmC8yerkfk and Sta t ion  #3 i s  located 
at_.2141 South Ham Lane. When the'se st,qti&'7se+e constructed, they provided. --..-' 
.the des i r e  se rv ice  l eve l s  t o  %c i ty ;  %kith new development occurring W-est- of 

I 

I 

s t a t i o n  #b Is located a t  210 W. E l m  

;..the ex is t ing  City, addition& , ./ fJ4-k. projection capacity is required. 

'9 Existing Deficiencies '\.,'..-? 
-"Currently, no*.,de&iendiks 'kx!st i n  the Fire Facil t t i es , .Rela t ive  . 1::- t o  the level 

i <.'( .,p -Q;7 L-. 

/Jz----.. .. .'. 
\ I, ;.., '.. 

ahd s e r v i c e S a n d a r d  f6r the City. , ..,\:. 

' . -1- ..#, 
Fire kaicilities t o  serve buildout o f  the phposed  General Plan were ident i f ied  
i n  the Fcire Station Location flaster P1,an'and by City and s t a f f  during 
preparattqn of this report .  Ha jo r , f ac i l i t i e s  pro jec ts  a r e  l i s t e d  in  Table 8- 
1. 1- 
The new Fire '%Station (14) w i J Y 6 e  located on Lower Sacramento Road near Park 
West Drive. &her faciltttes l i s t e d  in  Table 8-1 will equip Statfon I4 and 
expand capabil tti-es - - a W h e  _-- o the r  s t a t ions .  

During the preparation of the fee study, a number o f  fire facllity capital 
Improvement projects were identffied by the City. The nature of these 
projects can be characterized a s  replacement o f  ex i s t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  and 
equipment. In a strict sense, these kinds of costs are not  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  
new development but t r u l y  serve the exis t ing  comunity.  As a result, only 
those cos t s  d i r e c t l y  re la ted  t o  extending the ex i s t ing  level of service t o  new 
development a re  included i n  the fee program. 



ESTIMTED COST AND PHASING 

A susrnary OF the Fire Faci l i ty  projects and estimated costs  and phasing i s  
presented i n  Table 8-1. Estimated c o s t s  a re  basedupon the Engineering News 
Record 20 Cities Construction Cost Index f o r  January 1990 of 4673. 

DEYELOWUTT IWPACT FEE ,- 

Relationship of New Development &:-fire F a c i l i t i e s  Projects 

A reasonable re1 ationship,5m3?-be established between: (1)- 
(2)  the type of develo &rant on which the fee is imposed:,’ To establ ish such a?- 
relationship,  i t  must L-shown tha t  the type of dev@npment t h a t  i s  going t o  
be charged the f e e a c t u a l l y  uses, i s  served by, oc5benef3ts from the p u b l i c  
f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t a r e  t o  be financed by the fee rcveaue. 

F i r e  f a c 2 l f t i e s  are used by a l l  the land-uses in‘todi.  
service as a function of land use h a v e / F p r o v i d e d  by the Fire Department. 
This data provides tha t  basis f o r  the /qss&fon’ t h a t  new development w!71 
Tndeed c rea t e  a demand fo r  Fi,r.qZsuppressTon and protection services.  
each and every land use us&andyhr benefits  from Fire F a c i l i t i e s  and is  
app ropr i a t e  1 y par t  of t ty ,fee;$+ugr.m: 

/’ J 

+ /  - - 

(-;-J 

I 

‘t 

Responses t o  c a l l s  f o r  
’ 

Thus, 

\ %  :>’ 

LimcrOSes 30, F i r e  Frcll i t i e s  Projects 
‘ i \’ 

s h i p  &ween the f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be con &o,d and the land 
uses has been e s t ab lbhed ,  the burden of financing,;is“to be d i s t r ibu ted  t o  
each’land use,fn-,-tirbportion t o  thefr use of ,  or benefit  from, the 
improvements. ’This is  accomplished throughL$& use o f  a Residential Acre 
Equiva7ent (RAE) schedule. A RAE scheduleTlndicates the r e l a t i v e  
responsibi l i ty  t o  pay f o r  improvements-For each land use category i n  r e l a t ion  
t o  the sfngle family detached residenl ia l  category. 

By definitfon, an acre of  l o v d n s i t y  s ingle  family detached dwellfng u n i t s  
has a RAE f ac to r  o f  1.O.f l l  other land use categories have RAE f ac to r s  t h a t  
show their F i r e .Fac i l jHes  demand r e l a t i v e  t o  one acre of s ing le  family 
detached dwel7ing”unlts. 
between the cos t  of the required Fire F a c i l i t i e s  projects and financing burden 
placed on each land use. 

The RAE schedule t h a t  has been developed f o r  the Fire Facil i t ies Fee I s  shown 
i n  Table 8-2. 

*. 

The RAE schedule shows a reasonable relatfonship 
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22Jan-01 TABLE 8-2 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

FIRE 

Charw Per Unit - 
Portion Not Portion 
Subject To Subject To 
Contingent Contingent 

Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement Reimbursement Total 

RESIDENTIAL 
Low Density Acre 
Medium Density Acre 
High Density Acre 
East Side Residential Acre 

PUNNED RESIDENTIA& 
Low Density Acre 
Medium Oenslty Acre 
High - Acre 

COMMERCIAL 
. Nefghborhood CMmercial Acre 

General Commercfal Acre 
Oowntow Commerclal Acre 
office Commercial Acre 

INDUSTR IAb 
uQt?t tndustflal Acre 
Heavy in+striai Acre 
Industrial Reserve Acre 

1.00 
1.96 
4.32 
1.10 

1.m 
1.96 
4.32 

1.89 
1.93 

246 
a% 

0 . a  
0.61 
0.64 

S 1 8  
$1,017 
$2.240 
s569 

S 1 8  
$1,017 
$2.240 

$1.435 
$1 .OOo 
$1,435 
$1.274 

9333 
$3318 
$333 

MOO $71 8 
$393 51.410 
$8€s $3.105 
$220 5789 

$200 $71 8 
$393 51,410 
m6!i $3,105 

$379 $1.814 
5386 $1,386 
$3379 $1.814 
$492 $1.766 

$1 28 $461 
$123 $441 
$1 28 $461 

Note: oolkr amounts are in constant January 1.1990 dollars. 
 source^ Ndte 8 Associates a* Angw McDonald & Associates 

, ’.. 
.r. 
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PARKS 

OVERW I f3 
2' , ... 

T h i s  chapter o f  the report  presents $e'cost estimates and the  proposed-,- 
phasing f o r  each Park and Recreat.*$st improvements t h a t  a r e  t o  be,finance&from 
development impact fee r evenuesp  Government Code 566000 specifies certain.., 
f indings a re  necessary f o c  d;vhlid development impact fee 
presents the required fj.p$ings and presents the cal 

Level of  Service 

The current level se rv ice  fo r  standard payks (noi'including school parks o r  
drainage b x i n s )  is 3.4 acres per l,OOO[P&$-.apd Kecreation Persons Served and 
t h e  cur ren t  level of service f o r  c o m ~ t ~ ' c e 3 t f e r  building space is 
approximately 770 square fee tc ,m l,000-=Park and Recreation Persons Served. 
These standards were used -+thg'hasiT / f o r  ca lcu la t ing  the percentage o f  new 
parks and additional comknitqc-cetiter building space t h a t  could be 
appropri ate1 y f i n  

.--!- I Recreation fee .  <. t 

. ./ 2' 

bm:new development. 

i dn. Faci 1 i ti es 

ary o f  the exis t ing  pa rk ,@ n the City o f  Lodi. 
In €be t ab l e ,  t t important number is theJ77.8 acres  of Standard Park 
area. - I t  is t h f s  acreage tha t  is  used t o  c@ute the  ex i s t ing  standard f o r  
park acreage. 
recreation persons served, the existing-3tandard f o r  parks and recreation 
acreage ts.3.4 acres per 1,000, Based upon an e s t ina t ed  cur ren t  building space 
inventwy G€ 40,950 square feet,,ifi comnunity cen te r  buildings,  the exis t ing  
space standard is 777 square.fket per 1,000. 
f a c i l i t i e s  provided by t h e c i t y  and is presented i n  Table 9-2 .  

E x i s t i n g  Deficiencies 

Calculation of ex is t ing  def ic ienc ies  is based upon the current standard 
r e l a t i v e  t o  the fu ture  standard f o r  parks and recrea t ion  acreage and comnunity 
building space. 
comnunity exceeds the current standard. In Table 9-3, results o f  the ex is t ing  
deficiency analysis a re  presented. 

Based upon an estijnated cqr-int usage o f  52,680 park and 

A sumnary o f  ex i s t ing  park 

In the City of Lodi, the fu ture  standard proposed f o r  the 
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TABLE 9-1 

INVENTORY OF EXISTING PARK AND RECREATNN i' ACREAGE 
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The findlngs indicate the following. F i r s t ,  the added park acreage i n  the 
Proposed General P1 an will increase the acreage standard .from-3.3/1,000 t o  
3.6/1,000. As a result, 13.8% of the added park aqreage must be..allocated 
t o  r a i s e  the current standard o f  the current resMents.  
only 86.2% of proposed park iGprovement c o s t s A s  a t t r i bu tab le  t o  n$w .:>, 
Second, the added cornunity buildipg4pace will  r a i s e  the space standifd 
from 777/1,000 t o  1,502/1,000.. @-'a r e su l t ,  49.1% of the added b u i l d i n 9  
space i s  allocated t o  existiogil&evelopment and SO.% is a l l - d t e d  t o  new,. 

Existing deficiencte$.'%re not funded th-qugh the d+.elopmeni,., impact fee 

spec i f i ca l ly  Jbe'nti f ied tha t  would cover payk$;.-andhecreation exis t ing 
faci  1 i t i  es., def i c i  enc i e s  . 

Stated another way, 

c-. +. development. ,. 

. . .  . . .  . I  

SL 

,-,o" devel opraent . ' J  
65 b 7;- 

:-.: 
\ program. In t h ip fde  study, a1 t e rna t ive  funding5huXces a re  h o t  i, 

't . .  
i . .  . .. 

. .  
EXISTING S TAWARD 

3.4/1,000. -. .. p&ons served 

773:. !~@%/~,ooo persons 
.. .J 

'-7'. _I 

-.*.T- + W e d  
.. - 

-. . 

,- - ' : 
,. Restrooms l/park over 3.0 acres 

'kighted Baseball D i  monds'. 

T o t - l o t  l/park 

L i g h ted-7mn-is Courts 
Swimni ng Pool s 

11 Total 
. .  . .  . .. 

..J 

11 Total 

4 Total 

Source: Nolte and Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates 

I- 
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22-Jan-91 TABLE 9-3 
EXISTING DEFICIENCIES ANALYSIS 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

1 Existing Future Future 1 
kscription of Item Conditions Additions Total 1 
PARK PERSONS SERVED 53.148 

SERVICE CAPACrrY 
Park Acreage 
Community Center Bulklings (Sq. Ft.) 

177.8 
40.950 

SERVICE STANDARD 
Current Service Standard: 
Park Acres Per 1 .OOO Persons Served 
Community Center Sq. R. Pw 1 .ooO Persons Sew 

94 
m 

Target %mice Standard 
Park Acres Per 1.800 Persons senred 
Community Center Sq. Ft. Per 1 .OOO Persons Served 

ADDlTlONAL SknJlCE CAPACITY REQUIRED 

Addithat Communitv Center SqFt 38.183 
Additional Park Acres 14.2 

BURDEN ON NEW AND MISTING DEVELOPMENT_ 
A d d i t W  Park Acres 138% 
Addltlonal Community Center SqFt 50.9% 

31,031 77.188 

103.6 281.4 
75,000 115.950 

3.6 
1.502 

89.4 103.6 
36.817 75,000 

86.2% 100.0% 
49.1% 100.0% 



P W E Q  PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES 

A sumnary o f  the Parks and Recreation Fac i l i t y  Projects' is  presented i n  Table 
9-4. Estimated cos t s  a r e  referenced t o  the Engineerlng News Recor&20 Ci t i e s  
Construction Cost  Index f o r  January 1990 o f  46J3i Project descript'igns played 
an important r o l e  i n  preparing the project estimates and were develop& i n  
concert w i t h  City s t a f f .  Project Number>-fisted i n  Table 9-4 a re  u s e c t o  

- ident i fy  pro jec t  loca t ions  i n  Figure,-+l. 1 -, 

ra 
i .  

P 
i t  

w 
tlr 

P 
A 

i." 

d 

- .  
'.J 

Improvement and land acxqfsit ion cos ts  f o r  parks and re& 
based upon informatior6jbovided by City s t a f f  and t & X i  t y  Capi.tpl Improvement.'., 
Plan. Land c o s t s y e r e  assumed t o  be 5100,000 pe.r.yiC 2 In cases where land >*.\. 

f o r  parks expan,don is already owned by the Ct.ty, . .  Jb 
o r  r e imburse the  City f o r  land cos ts .  

As expIa<ned i n  the previous section, &kft&ure",;space and park acreage 
stpndards a r e  g rea t e r  than the current/\sJ#arcf. 

fact1 i t ies a%- 

e program will not pay ",:, 
\ <' I 

\.,.:.--. 

.:. 1.. 

For the purpose of 
the,!W program f o r  funding of these 
separated from a l l  o ther  cos t .  

..-- -- 

A 49.-I% 
th+bUilding _- cos t s  and a 13.8% defftiency has . The exception i s  the Master-,.Plan f o r  Parks 

a.  . . .. , 
t i f i e d  by the City a r e  n@;'aitributable t o  new 
l y  f a l l  i n to  the cat.eg@ry of maintenance and 
a s i l y  iden t i f i ed  .,becduse no cos t  has been g: .-,+ -;Ti; 5. ,). ' 

In Tabfe, 9-4, the phasing of construct.Sa.6' cos t s  i s  presented only fo r  those 
Parks prd$$cts t o  be funded through--the f ee  program. 
is  based upsn forecas ts  provided4y the City. 

Phasing o f  the projects 
1, ...' / 

/' 

DNELOPliMT WACT FEE 
,' 

Relationship ofPark--and Recreation Projects to New Development 

A reasonable r e l a t ionsh ip  must  be es tab l i shed  between: (1) the fee's  use and; 
(2) the type o f  development on which  the fee i s  imposed. To es t ab l i sh  such a 
re la t ionship ,  i t  must be shown t h a t  the type of development tha t  i s  going t o  
be charged the fee  ac tua l ly  uses, is  sewed by, o r  benef i t s  from the public 
f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  t o  be financed by the fee  revenue. 

Park and Recreation f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  primarily used by tke res ident ia l  
population o f  Lodi. However, non-residential land uses are served by these 
f a c i l i t i e s .  Examples Include; employees using park f a c i l i t i e s  during lunch, 



TABLE 9-4 Dlr22.91 

DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASING 
PARKS AND RECREATION 

- - ., . . . - . . . . 
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company picnics, and company teams par t ic ipat ing in softball-. leagues. Thus, 
each and every land use uses and/or benefits from Park @~ Recreation 
f a c i l i t i e s  and i s  appropriately par t  o f  the fee pro?~m-. 

Once the relat ionship between the f ac i l  i $ . V d t o  be constructed and theF3and 
uses has been established, the burdew:.af financing is  t o  be distributed'? 

improvements. This i s  accompbt_t&d through the use of a Resi&htial Acre -:= 

Equivalent (RAE) schedule. $-RAE schedule indicates the rf$at,ive 
responsibil i ty t o  pay fqR?mpravements f o r  each land usckategory . .  in relatio&-. 

i .,y H.... 

By defini t ion,  p d a c r e  of low density s ing le  fa6flk;&-hched duelling u n i t s  
has a RAE factor  o f  1.0. A l l  other land use cageg6ries have RAE factors  that  
show thei,P-.park usage r e l a t i v e  t o  one acre  of Ibw..;density s ingle  family 
detached dwell ing u n i t s .  The RAE sche 6Z:skws \.ai reasonable re1 ationshi p 

\ 

Y/:,.7 Relationship of  Park and Recreation Projects tp-X&nd Uses 
<;A 

.L. 

, >  .>. each land use in proportion t o  t+$%se o f ,  o r  benefit from, th-g 

t o  the s ingle  family , ,&!ached ./' 
, .  
., i .. ., resident ia l  category.,i...::$-" , /' ,..;:, 

between the cost o f  the required park I i nd;:+G&htion projects and financing . .. 
. " ~ . .  . .  . btirden placed on ezch land u?%=.! 

,5y- ,.! L... 

\\. (.'. 

i j  

" The RAE schedule t h a t  has'&eqmRii@~.q!ed , './' f o r  the Park and Recreati.orr..Fee i s  
*------- 

shown in Table 9-5 .  

+omended Fee&' 

Th&>umnary'b.arks asd/Recreation fee i s  shown i n  Trp3&"..9-5. The t o t a l  f ee  i s  
S12;@,1 per l&fd&sity resident ia l  acre. 
flow'% such that a Portion o f  the fee subjeqtYfo contingent reimbursement is 

,/-=--.. .*, \.. .\... 
%! / L-' 
i ?  

z. . ?, ..+ ;,:/ 
For. ..Pakks and Recreation the cash 

-'A ',. ,: -. - not r e q i r e d .  i - 
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224Wt-81 TABLE 9-5 
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

Charge Per Unit 
Portion Not Portion 
SubjecZ To Subject To 
Contingent Contingent 

Land Use Categories Unit RAE Reimbursement -- Reimbursement Total 

RESIDENTIAL 
L o w  W t y  Acre 1.00 
Medium Density Acre 1.43 
High Density Acre 280 
East Side RssWantlal Acre 1.10 

PLANNED RESIDENTIAL 
Low D4MsirJf Acre 1 . 0  
Medium W t y  Acre 1.43 
Hleh -tY Acre 280 

COMMEFi 71AL 
Neighborhood Commercial Acre 0.32 
General Commwclal Acre 0.32 
M o w n  Commercial Acre 1.68 
Office Commercial Acre 0.54 

INDUSTRIAL 
Ught lndustrtal Acre 0.23 
Heavy Industrid Acre 0.33 
lndustrlal Reserve Acre 0.23 

$12.021 
$17,178 
$33.61 9 
$13.197 

$12.021 
$17,178 
S9.619 

53.81 6 
$3.81 6 
$3.816 
$6,543 

$2.726 
f3.953 
$2.726 

512.021 
$17.178 
$33.619 
$13,197 

312.021 
$1 7.178 
$33.619 

S3.816 
=?,a16 
$3.81 6 
s6.543 

$2.726 
$3.953 
$2.7226 
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GENERAL CITY FACILITIES,---"'' 
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<- O V E R V I N  - ,  
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, ?>& % Level of Service ,&'. 

,- ' j  

The current s t a f f ing  level @:i-ervice provided by the City..+$ 
c i t y  se rv i ce s ( e . g . C i ty.&anage r , f i nance de p a r t  men t ) i @i 2 3  F u l  1 T i me 
Equi Val en t s  ( FTEs) p e p r ;  000 persons served. The cyTrknt spat&standard i s 
229 square f e e t  pepFTE.  These standards wer -.'as..-$he bas t s' f o r  
calculating the,.p@rcentage of additions t o  Ci t h a t  would be 

I . opment . appropri ately-charged t o  e i t h e r  new o r  exi  s t i  
. .  
--. '. . .  . .  .-- . .  E X ~  stj&&ficiencies . .. 
deficiency analysis.  In .the 

standard and the  space 

'. (27.8%) of the 
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pw IriJabIe 10-2* a l i s t i n g  of General City Faciliti-!px;hojects is provided. 
Included i n  t hq ,Hs t ing  a re  those cap i t a l  imprqvments and expenditures 
ident t f ied  by City Department heads in  their&dget forecas ts  f o r  2006/7. 

ESTIWTQ COST AtiD PHASING 
- _  -,+, 

, 'J 
/ 

.., 
L-- /- 

A summary"@ the phasing of pro &'s funded by the  fee  program is  provided i n  
Table 10-2:-' Phasing of t h e  ects is  based upon the forecast  o f  units 
constructed aver the Gene@ Plan period. 

DEVELOPMEW IMPACT m' 

w 

I >- 

u Relationship o f  New Development t o  General City F a c t l i t i e s  Projects 

A reasonable re la t ionship  must be established between: (1) the fee's use and; 
(2 )  the type of development on which the fee i s  imposed. To es tab l i sh  such a 
re;ationship, i t  must  be shown t h a t  the  type of development t h a t  is going t o  
be charged the fee  ac tua l ly  uses, i s  served by, o r  benefits  from the public 
f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  t o  be financed by t h e  fee revenue. 

I" 

'U 
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FTE Change End 
Conversion Current 1989190 - State 

Personnel Units (1) Factor 1989190 2007108 2007108 
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TABLE 10-1 224an-01 

EXtSTING DEFiClENClES ANALYSIS 
GENERAL CITY FACILITIES 

Change End 
Current 1989190 - State 

Personnel Units 1989/90 2007/08 2007/08 

Administration Persons 
Finance (40 Purchasing) Persons 
Purchasing (m persons 
Purchasing 0 PersOnS 

Data Processing PWsonS 
Buildlng (CDD) Persons 
Planning (CDD) PWSOflS 
Public WWkS PWSOilS 

13 
28 
5 
1 
5 
6 
5 

19 

8 
14 
3 

-1 
13 
5 
4 
9 

21 
42 

8 
0 

18 
11 
9 

28 

I Totals 82 55.0 137 1 

Administration FTE 
Finance (w/o Punhaslng) FTE 
Purchasing 0 FrE 

Data Prccssslng FIE 
BUildIRQ (m) RE 
Planning (CDD) FiE 
Publk Works m 

Purchasing (pr) 

loosb 
100% 
100% 
50% 

100% 
10096 
100% 
100% 

13.0 
2b0 
5.0 
0.5 
5.0 
6.0 
5.0 

19.0 

8.0 
14.0 
3 0  
(0.5) 
13.0 
5.0 
4.0 
9.0 

21 .o 
420 
8.0 
0.0 

18.0 
11.0 
9.0 

28.0 

81 .5 55.5 137.0 Total Unlts 
BuiMing Area Square Feet 18,657 14.448 3 .1  05 
Total Persons Sewed 64,m 35.842 - 92.996 
Statflng Standard: 

Space Standard: 
F E S  per 1.ooo Persons sarved 

Area Per Employee (FIE) 

1 .a 0.19 1.47 

228.92 1272 241.64 
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TABLE 10-1 222J.n-01 

(Cont.) 

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 
GENERAL CrrY FACILITIES 

Existing Future Future 
Description of Item Population Additions Total 

GENERAL GOVERNMENT PERSONS SERVE 63.676 29.320 92.996 

SERVlCE CAPACJW 
General Government Employees (Full 81.5 55.5 137.0 
Time Equivaient 0) 
General Government Buildings (a. Ft.) 18.657 14.448 33,105 

SERVlCE STANDARO 
Current service standard 
Genefal Government Ernployess Per 1.3 
1,o0OPersonsserved 

Bulldlng Sq. Ft. Per Employee 228.9 
Target Senlce Standard 
General Government Employees Per 
1,OOOpersonsservej 

Bulldlng Sq. R Per Employee 

1.5 

241 -6 

ADDlllONAL SERviCE CAPAcrrY REQUIRED 
Addltlonal Employees (Full Tlme 123 43.2 55.5 
Equjvalent 0) 

For Existing Employees 1.037 1.037 
Additional Bulldlng Area (sq. Ft.) 

For New Employees 2,974 10.437 13.41 1 

Note: Dollar mounts are In constant January 1,1990 dollars 
Sourccr Ndte & hssociates and Angus McDonald & Associates 



TABLE 10-2 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED COSTS AND PHASlNG 

GENERAL CITY DEPARTMENT 
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TABLE 10-2 
DEVELOPMENT REUTED COSTS AND PHAStNG 

GENERAL CITY DEPARTMENT 

OIIZuDl 



General C i t y  F a c i l i t i e s  benefi t  a77 l and  uses i n  the City o f  Lodi. 
f a c i l i t i e s  provide the space and services  necessary f o r  governmental 
administration. General City administrative services a re  p-rovjded t o  
businesses and employees, as well as t o  residents of Lcxi i .  

Thess 

'. 

'\ Relationship o f  Land Uses t o  General City FocilitieS.'hjects ,- 
v'. -2. 

Once the relat ionship between the f a c i l  i t iesdh be constructed and th&land 
uses has been established, the burden of,financing i s  t o  be distribute%!to 
each land use in proportion t o  their_,,afe o f ,  o r  benefit  from, the 
improvements. T h i s  is  accomplish#:through the use of a Resideq$,ial Acr 
Equivalent (RAE) schedule. A,l?N?'schedule indicates the relat$Ge 
responsibil i ty t o  pay f o r  jmfrrovements f o r  each land use W e g o r y  i n  r e l a t i o  
t o  the s ingle  family det&ed r e s iden t i a l  category. 

By def ini t ion,  an ,,&e'of l o w  density sing1)e fa+&d.+Sthed dwelling u n i t s  
has a RAE f a c t o F o f  1.0. 
show their  b.enefit from general c i t y  faci l i t ie&--r&Tative t o  one acre  o f  low 
density M g l e  family detached dwell ing-gnnits-  -.-fie RAE schedule shows a 
reaso-mb?e relat ionship between the cos,g--cif+41e rL$uired general City 
faci-T'ities projects and the financing Jmr&&p%ced on each land use. 

- 

,', 3- , 5 .  
i/ '.. 1.. 

\. '. ,,.~, 
,I 

i .i \..<> 
.-I i. 

/-.v . 

A 7 1  other land use categpFks have RAE f ac to r s  t ha t  j i  

ti y 

,:'The RAE schedule t h a t  has 
i shown i n  Table 10-3. 

eloped f o r  the General City Facil i t . ies  ;s 

I& sumaryr$eneral City F a c i l i t i e s  f ee  i s  shown in T+W?h 10-3. 
is-$9,273 per low densi ty  r e s iden t i a l  acre.  For General City F a c i l i t i e s ,  the 
casfSIflow is such- t h a t  a portion of the fee subje'd- t o  contingent 

The  t o t a l  fee 

c\i reimhrsement required. -:-7" 8 

L '  

- _  
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TABLE 8-2 __-- - 

i GMERAL PLAN ACREAGE GRWTH FORE& '.. 
CIN OF LOO1 PUBLIC FACILITIES FUJANCXNG PLAN 

l991/92 1992/93 1993/94 1994/95 1995/96 1-996/97 f997/2002 2%/2005-7 24 
-.. , 9.. 

t-.. 

,.. ., 
'7 A: ,. I(AxI#RI NO. OF 

DU'S BLT/YR 

PHASE f 

1,344 416. 24 433 442 450 3,391 2,639 
,. i y- 

i ... , ., .I 

/'. < .~ 

< .,.- ., 
,-..u 
i ; 

<; -5.\ ,/ '., "\.. 
\. '..% 

\., 
' 

T0TP.L W'S = 2,767 TF'~ \.. 

.,*. 

1,344 416 424 433- ..-*-.' 
TOTAL W 
BLT/Y R 
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