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CITY OF LODl 

INFORMAL INFORMATIONAL MEETING 
"SHIRTSLEEVE" SESSION 

CARNEGIE FORUM 
305 W. PINE STREET 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 23,1999 

An Informal Informational Meeting ("Shirtsleeve" Session) of the Lodi City Council was held Tuesday, 
February 23, 1999 commencing at 7:OO a.m. 

ROLL CALL 

Present: Council Members - Hitchcock, Nakanishi and Land (Mayor) 

Absent: Council Members - Mann and Pennino 

Also Present: City Manager Flynn, Deputy City Manager Keeter, Community Development Director 
Bartlarn, City Attorney Hays and City Clerk Reimche 

Also present in the audience was a representative from the Lodi News Sentinel and The Record. 

TOPIC(S) 

1. School Impact Fees 

ADJOURNMENT 

No action was taken by the City Council. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:30 a.m. 

ATTEST: 

h Alice u A F  M. Rei che 

City Clerk 



To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

MEMORANDUM, City of Lodi, Community Development 
Department 

Mayor and Members of the City Council 

Community Development Dire 

February 18,1999 

Shirtsleeve Item Concerning School Impact Fees 

* 
As the City Council is aware, legislation went into effect last year that changed the law 
regarding School Impact Fees. This legislation was set out by  SB50 and tied to 
Proposition lA,  which was approved by the voters of California. Attached is the 
summary of the legislation provided by the League of California Cities. 

This shirtsleeve item will be presented by Mamie Starr, Assistant Superintendent for 
Facility Planning at Lodi Unified School District. Mamie has been involved with school 
facility issues at the District and State level for many years. Because of the status of 
facilities in Lodi and her background with various statewide facility issues, she brings a 
wealth of experience to this discussion. 
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Proposition 1.4 School Bond/Developer Fees. SB 50 (Greenel Chauter 427. Statutes of 
- 1998. Urpencv. Authorizes a 59.3 billion K- 12 and higher education bond passed by the 
voters on the November 3, 1998 general election. These bond funds hill be allocated in 
rhe following way: 

1 )  S6.7 billion for K-12 education facilities: a) 52.9 billion for new construction related 
to growth*; b) S2.1 billion for rehabilitation/modernization of older j~hools*; c) St.0 
billion for hardship application; and d)  3700 million for class size reduction related 
faci I i ti es. 
* A  Xpercen t  local match is required for new construction funds, and a 30 percent local 
march is.required for modzrnization i inds .  

2) S2.5 billion for higher education facilities, including $1 65  million for new campuses.. 

;) 5160 million for affordable housing programs, of which SlOS million is allocated 
among three single-famil y down payment assistance programs, and SSZ million is 
allocated for rental housing construction incentives. 

Develooer Fee Issue: There are a number of statutory changes--which were approved by 
the Legislature as pan of the bond pzckqe--and will also take effect. Of most 
significance to local governmznts, are staturov changes uhich place statutory caps on 
school developer fees. and prohibit [he ability of  a local government to deny a project 
based on the adequacy of school faciliries. Thesc developer-backcd provisions wcre 
included in the school bond package despit? the vigorous opposition of ihe League and a 
coalition of other local Zovernment groups. cnvironmsntalisu and school groups. 

More specifically. the developer fee provisions: 

I )  Cap school developer fees at S1.93 per square foot for residential construction and 
5.03 1 per square foot for commercial consrruction. with permitted adjustments for 
inflation. Additional developer fees. up to 50 percent of the state's contribution, may 
only be imposed if [he school district has: a) conducted a needs analysis, as specified; b) 
is deemed eligible for sa te  funding b>* rhe State Allocation Board: and c)  meets one of 
the following conditions now, and two of the following conditions after January 1,2000: 
{ 1 )  has attempted to pass a local bond u-irhin the last four years, that has received at least 
a majority vote; (2) has 30 percent of its K-6 students enrolled in year-round tracks:'(;) 
has met specified local bonding thresholds; and (4) has 30 percent of te&ng stations in 
rdocatable classrooms. 

2) If the state runs out of school bond hnds.  developer fees n a y  be lei.ied to an amount 
equal to -100 percem of a stare formula for determining school construction costs. A 
school district may a g e ?  to reinburs2 a developer for up to fifty percent of the fees paid 
from future state bond funds. 

2 )  Existing projecrs in the pipeline are also affected. Afier January 1 ,  7,000: any existins 
condition related to schools--that is not part of a development agreement--sunsets, 
thereby allowing schooi Fees to be recalculated in accordance wirh the ik caps imposed 
by the bill. 



4) Local governments are prohibited from denying a development project where a 
developer has paid fees in compliance with the limits established above. Tnis suspension 
of local authority is sffective until the yezr 7006. If a n  additional school bond is placed 
on the ballot in the year 2006, and is approved by the voters, the prohibitian againsr the 
local ability to deny continues indefinitely. If a school bond fails in the year 2006, local 
sovernments may deny projects based on the adequacy of school facilities, but may not 
impose any fees o t h x  than those authorized above. The bill ciarifies that public agencies 
are not limited or prohibited from reszwing or designating real propeny for a school site 
or to mitigate thz impacts of  a land use approval involving, but not limited to, the 
planning, use, or development of real property other than the need for school facilities. 



1205 E. Vine Street 
Lodi, CA 95240-3148 

ACTION 

To: 

StrBJECT: 

A. AGENDA ITEhi 

kIEhlBERS OF THE BOARD EDUCATION 

BOARD MEETING OF November 17, 19% 

Approval _ _  of Fiscal Year 1997-1993 Development Fee Exp 

B. STXTEEIENT OF ISSUE/PURPOSE 

i i t i  re Rep t 

Effective Januarv 1, 1997, A B  3081 and  SB 16?3 amended the Government 
Code to add  additional requirements regard ins det-elopment fees which are 
Zssessed CE r,e:v development to zlitigzb the k p x ?  of that deve!oprien; or, 
schooi iaciiities. T'nese requirements, and the status of compliance in Lodi 
L-nified, were reviewed in the Board Action of August 19, 2998 (Approad of 
F i m d  Yrnr 7996-79?7 Deaelopment Fe.e E.~etrdi frrre  Repor t ) .  How the District 
coEp!ies :vith a nl:mber of the SB 1593 itezs x31 once again be nodified in  
17YO-iS% &IS a result of SE 56, primarily in  the area o€ the five-year plan €or 
expenditure of fee revenue. This will be addressed with other SB 50 
development fee issues in the future. 

- nnn 

Attachment A is the year-end findings report required in Government Code 
Section tiiii)M(b)(l) for the 1997-1998 fiscal year. 

C RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Board of Education approve the fiscal Year 1997- 
1998 Development Fee Eupenditure Report. 

h i  tiator: 

Approved for Asend 
Y 

Agenda Item No. _K .n 



Attachment A 

REPORT AND FINDINGS O N  THE COLLECTlOlt’ AND 
EXPEhTDITURE OF DEVELOPiVENT FEES 

FISCAL YEAR 1997-1998 
[Government Code Section 66006(b)(1)1 

Prepared by 
Lodi Unified School District Facility Planning Department 

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

This report has been prepared in compliance with the requirements of 
Government Code Section 66006 (b) (1). The purpose of the report is to 
provide the Board of Education, and subsequently the general public, specific 
in forma tion pertaining to the accounting and expenditure of development 
fees. This is the District’s second report of this type. 

CATEGORIES OF FEES IN LODI LWIFIED IN FISCAL YEAR 1997-199s 

Lodi Unified had three categories of mitigation for school facilities. 
Mitiption is exacted on all new residential, com.ercia1, and industrial 
development within the District. The District monitors development 
reqxests within the District boundaries and sought the application of 
mitigation on a varietv of actions which were taken by the Lodi, Stockton, or 
County Planning Co-rnmissions, the Lodi or Stockton City Councils, the 
County Board of Supervisors, or the Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO). 

The development fee structure in all California school districts was 
si,pificantly modified on November 4, 1998 as a result of provisions in SB 50, 
which became effective with the passage of Proposition 1A - the state school 
bond measure. The effect of these changes on Lodi Unified will be reflected in 
next year’s re?ort (Fiscal 1998-1999). 

Statutory Fees 

Tnese fees were not affected by SB 50. They are collected by the District on all 
new construction (unless specifically exempted or covered by one of the other 
catesories) prior to issuance of a building permit by the local agency. The rate 
is set by statute and is inflated based on a cost index every two years. The 
present rates permitted are $1.93 per square foot for residential and $31 per 
square foot for industrial and commercial. These fees are deposited in Fund 
17 (this number will be changed next year). 

Development Fee Expenditure Report 
Page 1 

November 17,1998 



These fees are deposited in Fund 77. Although i t  appears that this fund is 
exempt from the annual reporting requirements of GC 66006(b)(l) it is 
included in order to show a complete development fee picture. This fund 
number will also change next year. 

Reporting Element 
StartinP; Balance 7/1/97 (including interest) 
Amount Collected 7/1/97 to 6 / 3 0 / %  (inc. int) 
Total Fiscal 97-38 

Spanos Park hiello Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) 

- 
Fund 17 Fund 77 

S2,081,S18 5277,168 
S1,34-l.S18 $535,130 
S3 ,-l25.G6 $812.298 

The third category of mitigation in Lodi Unified is the CFD covering homes 
in Spanos Park east of 1-5. The developers established the CFD under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Stockton to finance a variety of public 
improvements, including school facilities. There are three signlficant aspects 
of this financing mechanism which should not b e  forgotten: (I) the amount 
generated for schools was equal to the amount that would have been 
generated if the statutory fee were paid on each residential unit at the time of 
construction (no development fees are collected on residential building 
permits in this area of Spanos Park); (2) the CFD was a n  alternative financing 
mechanism for the stamtory fee only, no supplemental amounts are 
generated; and (3) the $7 million plus for schools was available in one lump 
sum, up-front, wl-uch enabled the District to immediate!y q u w  for, and 
receive, an additional $7 million irom the State for the constructign of Julia 
Morgan and John Muir Elementary Schools. 

There is no separate reportins for these funds as they are not subject to the 
new requirements, and have been received and expended for the intended 
p uL’p o se . 

SUMMARY OF FEE A4CCOUNTING 

The following information is provided in compliance with the new 
provisions of Government Code section 66006 (b) (1) (B) through (H). 
Paragraph (F) requires that the District identify an approximate date by which 
the construction of speclfic projects will commence once it has been 
determined that sufficient funds have been collected for that project. At this 
time, Lodi Unified has a number of projects approved in the Capital 
Improvement Plan 2000 whch will s e n e  students generated by new 
development; however, there is presently insufficient funds to complete any 
of those. As permitted by statute, development fees are also used to pay rent 
on interim space. 

Fiscal 1997-199s Revenue 

Development Fee Expenditure Report 
Page 3 

November 17,1998 



tod i  Unified School M s t i c i  
D~VIEII)PMIONTpBgs 

Lodi City Council 
Shirtsleeve Session 
February 23, 1999 

Deuelopment Fees in LUSO 
Whrd and Why 

* A  fee on new development to pay 
for school facilities 

House = Kid = School 
Not enough classroom space 
lnsuff icient facility funding - new 
development needs to help pay way 

I 

Development Fees in LUSD 
Where We'ue Been 

0 1977 - SB 201 - Bedroom Tax 
J by ordinance of crty or county 
dlevied by city or county on request 
Jrenewed annually 
dcity or county collected a t  permit 
dtemporary facilities only - tide over 
distill on the books 

About Deuebpntent F e e s  
in LmdZ Unified 

*What, Why, and Where 
@Where We've Been 
*Where We Are 
*Where We're Going 
*What's Next? 

1 

Developnrefi t  Fees  in LUSD 
Where 

For facilities t o  serve t h e  eudents 
generated by new development 
(the nexus) 
Pay for a seat in the 'system" 
Spend only on creating new space or 

Annual public report  on revenue and 
paying lease payments for space 

expenditures . 

0 %  201 - the Formative Years 
din LUSD S200/bedroom + 
4Prop 13 challenge -> abeyance 

Developer Agreements in LUSD 
.Jdeciared constitutional 
SB 201 - the  Productive Years 

,//discretion of t h e  Council or BOS 
,/on all residential permits 
,/paid t h e  r e n t  



Lodi Unified School District 
DEvIGuIpMIIlvTPBBS 

Lodi City Council 
Shirtsleeve Session 
February 23, 1999 

About Deuelopment Fees 
in Lodi Unified 

*What, Why, and Where 
*Where We’ve Been 
.Where We Are 
*Where We’re Going 

What’s Next? 

Deuetopmmt Fees in LUSD 
What and Whs 

A fee on new development to pay 
for school facilities 

House = Kid = School 
Not enough classroom space 
Insufficient facility funding - new 
development needs t o  help pay way 

1 

Development Fees in LUSD 
Where We’ue Been 

1977 - SB 201 - Bedroom Tax 
./ by ordinance of city or county 
dlevied by city or county on request 
drenewed annually 
dcity or county collected a t  permit 
,/temporary facilities only - tide over 
dstill on the books 

I 

Devefopment Fees i n  LUSD 
Where 

For facilities t o  sewe the  students 
generated by new development 
(the nexus) 
Pay for a seat in t h e  ‘system” 
Spend only on creating new space or 
paying lease payments for space 
Annual public report on revenue and 
expenditures , 

SB 201 - the Formative Years 
din LUSD $ZOO/bedroorn + 
JProp 13 challenge ---> abeyance 
4Developer Agreements in LUSD 
,/declared constitutional 
SB 201 - t h e  Productive Years 

ddiscretion of the Council or BOS 
-Jon all residential permits 
Jpaid the rent 



Development Fees in LUSD 
Where W e  Are Going 

Working to levy the Level 2 fee 
dneed state eligibility (new link) 

- projected enrollment = cohort formula 

- subtract existing capacity (affected by 

- difference = ‘eligibility” for state grant 

kids + kids frm Yrnacsn 

YRE; YRE grants; and portables) 

dmaybe need “application” 
,I 

,/a Needs Analysis 
- kids from new develocment (5 years) 
- generation rate for same type of 

housing unit over last 5 years 
- existing capacity from state forms 
- if YRE condition used - must include 

- ID and consider surplus property 
- use all existing capacity first 
- ID and consider other sources $ first 

capacity it provides 

Level 3 - when State is out of 

,/must have Level 2 in place 
dlst time a t  end of 1999/2000 
dimportant time - end of 2000/2001 
dreimbursement agreement if state 

funds come later - district option 
dean not ‘double dip” the $’s 
,/same area - can be different fees 

money 

I. 

-,/# fee can not  exceed amount of 
state grant - t h e s e  set by statute 

(this total is < under old program - it 
is no t  50/50 of project cost) 

I/by 1 /1/2000 meet one condition; 
two thereafter: 
- substantial enrollment on MfYRE 
- GO bond in last 4 years w/ 50% yes 
- have specified level of existing debt 
- 20% d a s s r m s  are portables 

-,/Needs Analysis and Level 2 fee - 
approved by Board of Education 
- set public hearing - advertise 
- public review of Analysis RO< 30 days 
- Analysis t o  local planning agencies 
- District respond to  writ ten comments 
- i f  anatysis revised along way or a t  

- Board resolution - fee effective then 
- good for one year - then start over 

hearing - 30 days starts over 

s 

Hornebuyer Down Payment 
Assistance Program and Rental 
Assistance Program 

d i n  economically distressed areas 
,/for low and moderate income folks 
d g e t  reimbursement for # > Level 1 
dnumerous locational and situational 

Jfunded by the state 
Jdoes not last foreyer 

criteria 


