
CITY OF YUBA CITY

From: Ad-hoc Committee on Development Impact Fee Report
Vice Mayor Ramirez
Council Member McBride

Sent: September 6, 2007

To: Mayor and City Council

Subject: City Council Study Session of September 11, 2007
Development Impact Fees

Background

On July 23, 2007, the City Council held a special workshop regarding the City's
proposed update of its development impact fees. At this meeting, the City
Council Ad-hoc Committee on Development Impact Fees ("Committee")
presented their findings to the Council after meeting with interested stakeholder
groups for nearly three months on the subject. The purpose of the workshop was
to update the Council on the progress that was being made on the proposed
increases in the City's development impact fees in accordance with state law AB
1600.

The focus of that workshop centered on: the proposed updates to residential
fees; fee implementation alternatives; incentives for infill projects; credits and
reimbursements; revised park standards; and, "pipeline" projects. The
Committee had completed their deliberations with the residential stakeholders
and presented the Council with a proposed fee amount for residential projects.
The Committee had not yet completed meeting with the non-residential
stakeholders as that group was still conducting a peer review of the City's
proposed fee numbers and the potential impacts on future non-residential
development. A copy of the Committee's July 23rd memo to the Council is
included as Attachment 1 to this report.

Following staff's presentation on the Committee's findings and recommendations,
multiple representatives from the different stakeholder groups, as well as from
the public at large, addressed the Council on this subject with varying comments.
A copy of the minutes from the workshop, which summarize the comments are
included as Attachment 2 to this report. At the conclusion of the workshop, the
Council requested that a second public workshop be conducted after the
Committee finished meeting with the non-residential stakeholders on the
proposed fee updates to commercial, office, and industrial projects. The
Committee has since conducted multiple meetings with the non-residential



stakeholders and is now prepared to present their latest findings to the Council.
This report provides a summary of the Committee's recommendations for non-
residential projects.

Analysis

A thorough and complete evaluation of the City's proposed impact fee
methodology had been completed as part of the deliberations with the residential
stakeholders. This evaluation included a detailed review of items such as: scope
of improvements; improvement costs; contingencies; land use assumptions; and,
population projections. As a result, the discussions with the non-residential
stakeholders were more focused on the potential adverse impacts to future
development that would be associated with any proposed fee increase due to
current economic conditions.

Unlike the methodology that was used for calculating the proposed impact fees
for single family residential uses (which is essentially a flat rate regardless of unit
size), the impact fees for non-residential projects can vary significantly based on
the: use type; size; and, infrastructure demands (e.g. water line size). Therefore,
for purposes of completing an evaluation of the proposed impact fees for non-
residential projects, staff identified three "typical" projects. These projects
included: a 12,000 square foot office building; a 10,000 square foot retail
commercial building; and, an 8,000 square foot industrial building. By using
these sample projects and applying the typical infrastructure improvements
associated with their development, staff was able to generate development
impact fee estimates for typical non-residential projects.

Exhibit A provides a detailed summary of the impact fees, both existing and
proposed, for the three typical projects. A third column is included on this
spreadsheet to reflect a proposed adjustment to the fee amount for these
projects. The proposed adjustment includes a fifty (50) percent reduction in the
roadway fee and the use of the Gilsizer Drainage Fee versus the proposed West
Yuba City Drainage Fee. The reduction in the roadway fee is to account for the
City's current practice of assessing only fifty (50) percent of the roadway fee for
commercial projects as an economic incentive. It should be noted that for office
and industrial projects, the City currently assesses only twenty-nine (29) percent
of the roadway fee as an economic incentive for those job producing type uses.
The proposed adjustment to utilize the Gilsizer Drainage Fee versus the
proposed West Yuba City Drainage Fee is due to the fact that the majority of the
non-residential land use within the City (including the Sphere of Influence) is
located within the boundaries of the Gilsizer Drainage District.

Staff used this adjusted rate for these three typical projects to determine how the
proposed impact fees for non-residential uses compared with those jurisdictions
that were surveyed for the residential comparison. As shown on Exhibits B-D,



the City's proposed adjusted fee rate is below the average fee rate for the
surveyed jurisdictions.

Exhibit E was prepared at the request of the stakeholders who wanted to identify
the cost per square foot for those items that are categorized as "impact fee" line
items on the City's "Building Permit Fee Calculation S/7eef(Attachment 3).
Currently the City does not include water, sewer, and drainage as line items in
the calculation of impact fees as these items can vary project by project. All
other line items shown on Exhibit E (e.g. fire, police, roadways, etc...) are
included in the flat rate fee. The stakeholders have agreed in concept with the
proposed fees for commercial projects, but expressed concern about the
proposed fees for office and industrial projects and requested modifications to
those fee amounts due to the current economy.

For office projects, the stakeholders proposed a base impact fee of $4.00 per
square foot which excludes the fees for water, sewer, drainage and county fees.
As shown on Exhibit E, this amount is approximately half of the difference
between the existing ($1.25/s.f.) and proposed ($7.43/s.f.) fees. The proposed
reduction is based on the current state of the economy and the need to
encourage to future office growth that can provide new job growth within the
community. For industrial projects, the stakeholders proposed that the City
continue to utilize the existing fee given the current poor economy and the desire
to promote new job growth. The stakeholders have agreed however, to
incorporate the new levee fee as part of the fee adjustment due to the citywide
concerns about future levee improvements. The Committee supports the
proposals given the need to encourage new economic growth within the
community and based on the City's current policy of negotiating fees for industrial
projects. Exhibit F provides a summary of the existing and proposed fees as
agreed upon by the Committee and the stakeholder groups.

Recommendations

The following is a summary of Ad-hoc Committee recommendations as they have
been developed through this process.

A. Proposed Fees

1. Development Impact Fees for non-residential projects should be as
shown in Exhibit F

2. Development fee calculations should be updated on an annual
basis to include:



(a) Adjustments currently reflect the increases in the
construction price index as provided in "Engineering News
Record" (ENR). This should remain in effect.

(b) Annual adjustments should include formula revisions to
reflect changes in: "raw land values" and interest rates
based on a rolling 10-year average.

3. All fee assumptions should be reviewed on a minimum 5-year basis
to reflect unanticipated changes or any modifications to the City's
General Plan elements.

4. The implementation of levee fees for non-residential uses should
be immediate based on pending need and tied to future Benefit
District Assessments.

B. Non-Residential Implementation

Establish a threshold or trigger point for initiating new fees based on
annual Council review, continuation of the existing fee structure for 12-
months. At the end of the 12-month period, the Council shall determine
whether to extend the utilization of the existing fees for another 12-month
period, or, initiate a 3-year phase in of new and revised fees as shown in
Exhibit F. (Exception-levee fees would be immediate upon adoption.)

Attachments

1. July 23, 2007 Staff Report
2. Minutes of the July 23, 2007 Workshop

Exhibits

A. Non-residential fee summary
B. Non-residential fee comparison - office project
C. Non-residential fee comparison - retail project
D. Non-residential fee comparison - industrial project
E. Non-residential fee summary - adjusted fees
F. Existing and Proposed Non-residential fees



ATTACHMENT 1

CITY OF YUBA CITY

From: Ad-hoc Committee on Development Impact Fee Report
Vice Mayor Ramirez
Council Member McBride

Sent: July 20, 2007

To: Mayor and City Council

Subject: City Council Study Session of July 23, 2007
Development Impact Fees

The City Council Ad-hoc Committee on Development Impact Fees held a series
of meetings with interested stakeholders over the last three months to discuss
the justification for the impact fees calculations and the options available for
implementation that allow some discretion based on existing economic
conditions. Both the development community and staff have been extremely
helpful in this process by being willing to discuss the issues and differences to
bring about a fair and defensible fee structure. This report summarizes the Ad-
hoc Committee efforts and recommendations to date.

Goals and Objectives

The goals and objectives of the Ad-hoc Committee were to ensure that
development paid its fair share of future infrastructure needs, recognizing the
temporal economic conditions currently facing business interest in Yuba City.
Our Goals and Objectives considered:

Goal:

Maintain and enhance the quality of life for Yuba City residents, while
providing for future growth and development in the community.

Objectives:

Determine the infrastructure needs necessary to meet community build
out projections.

Establish fair and equitable fees for new development meeting the
requirements of state law AB1600.

Provide for the contiguous and orderly development of the community.

Recognize the current market conditions for housing and commercial
development in implementing new fees.

Address the immediate need for local flood control improvements.



Background

The Ad-hoc Committee has spent a fair amount of time determining the accuracy
of the proposed fees and studying the assumptions and formulas used in the
determination of the proposed fees. City staff and the developer's consultants
worked to revise fee schedules ensuring consistency in base assumptions for
such things as: population build out (130,000), interest rates (based on a 10-
year average), and contingencies (for design, inspection and construction of
infrastructure enhancements). A summary and chronology of the fee evolution
as a result of the Ad-hoc Committee review is provided in Attachment A. The
revised fees reflect the current status of the review process and represent a
position that provides for development paying its fair share of future infrastructure
cost, and assures the proposed fees are justifiable under state guidelines.

The implementation of proposed fees looked at the needs of the residential and
commercial builders and the desire of the City to have orderly and contiguous
growth. In order to maintain the existing levels of services to Yuba City
residents, the infrastructure improvements necessary to support new
development must be provided as development takes place, or assured as part
of the City's Capital Improvement Program.

The study of Revised Impact Fees for Yuba City has been ongoing for over two
years. Most of this time has been spent with consultants to develop impact fees
for infrastructure and facility needs identified through the General Plan Update.

Following the April 11, 2007 City Council Workshop on Impact Fees, the Yuba
City Council formed an Ad-hoc Committee to work with stakeholders on impact
fee development. Significant time and effort has been devoted to this effort to
ensure that the fees are fair and equitable, and defensible as they relate to state
law.

Since April, the Ad-hoc Committee has met with stakeholders on almost a weekly
basis to refine the fees and discuss options for implementation.

Analysis

The analysis of the revised impact fee proposals requires agreement on both the
development of the fees and the implementation schedules. Significant time was
spent on the evaluation of fee formulas and assumptions that were built into the
fee determination. In addition, agreement on the implementation schedule for
new fees remains a point of discussion as it relates to current economic
conditions.



Fee Development

Fees have been revised to reflect common assumptions for all public
facility categories as shown in Table 1.

Table 1 - Proposed Development Fees

Police
Fire
Roads
Corp Yard
Parks & Rec
Library
Levee*
City Hall*
Sewer
Drainage**
Water
Admin*
Affordable Housing

Total

Existing
$593

749
3,583

0
2,692

954
0
0

4,990
0

7,209
0

3,500

$24,270

10-12-06
Proposed
$1,876

1,587
14,117

934
9,320
1,082
5,366

667
7,826
6,575

10,644
699

3,500

$64,193

7-19-07
Revised
$1,196

1,361
9,094

814
6,160

912
2,874

516
5,261
3,061
5,796

496
1,750

$39,291

* New fees

** Drainage fees apply to properties west of Gilsizer Drainage District.

The largest increases in proposed fees are in roads and Parks &
Recreation, in addition to new fees for levees, drainage (west of Gilsizer)
and affordable housing. Overall, proposed fee increases total $15,021.

The distribution of fees for non-residential land use are based on a ratio of
single family residential units equivalent to commercial, office and
industrial land uses as shown in Attachment B.

Fee Implementation

The implementation of the proposed impact fee program considered the
housing and commercial sectors individually. For housing development
the proposed fees have the largest impact on "in process" or "pipeline"
projects. Many of the residential projects have been developed based on
economic assumptions of stable land prices, construction costs, and fees.
The changes in economic conditions have questioned the viability of these
projects as land values have decreased and construction costs have risen
dramatically in the last couple of years. In consideration of forwarding the
residential impact fees, the Ad-hoc Committee suggests that the "pipeline"
projects be negotiated to develop individual memorandums of



understanding (MOU's) directing the implementation of fees, credits,
and/or reimbursements.

Recommendations

The following is a summary of Ad-hoc Committee recommendations as they have
been developed through this process.

A. Common Assumptions

1. Development fee calculations should be updated on an annual
basis to include:

(a) Adjustments currently reflect the increases in the
construction price index as provided in "Engineering News
Record" (ENR). This should remain in effect.

(b) Annual adjustments should include formula revisions to
reflect changes in: "raw land values" and interest rates
based on a rolling 10-year average.

2. All fee assumptions should be reviewed on a minimum 5-year basis
to reflect unanticipated changes or any modifications to the City's
General Plan elements.

3. The revised Park fees will require a modification in the General
Plan Park's element to revise the parkland requirement from 10-
acres per 1,000 population to 5-acres per 1,000 population.

4. The implementation of levee fees for residential and non-residential
uses should be immediate based on pending need and tied to
future Benefit District Assessments.

B. Reimbursements

1. Credits for oversizing of community facilities, as provided for in the
"General Plan" or "infrastructure Master Plans," are limited to the
categorical facility fees generated by each individual development
and are non-transferable. (It should be noted that water/sewer
lines and plant fees are separate categorical facilities and not
eligible for combined credit consideration.)

2. Reimbursement agreements for utility line extensions and off-site
oversizing of utility lines will be provided as part of a development
agreement to ensure future development reimburses original
construction cost on a pro rata basis.



C. Residential Implementation

Continuation of the existing fee structure for 12-months and a 3-year
phase in of new and revised fees as shown in Attachment A.
(Exception—levee fees would be immediate upon adoption).

D. Non-Residential Implementation

Establish a threshold or trigger point for initiating new fees based on
annual Council review, continuation of the existing fee structure for 12-
months, and a 3-year phase in of new and revised fees as shown in
Attachment B. (Exception-levee fees would be immediate upon adoption.)

E. Infill Projects

Provide incentives to encourage development of infill projects in the
Redevelopment area east of SR99 providing 50% fee reductions for:

Water/sewer (pipelines only)
Transportation
Parks

F. "In Process" or "Pipeline" Projects

City staff to negotiate a memorandum of understanding (MOLJ) for the
implementation of the pipeline projects consistent with the guidelines for
the revised/new fees.

G. Community Facility Combined Fees

Provide for the combination of fee categories for Police, Fire, Corp Yard,
Library, and City Hall, to ensure bonding debt service repayment
capabilities. All fee categories to be separately tracked and accounted for.



ATTACHMENT A

IMPACT FEE SUMMARY

en

Proposed Yuba City Impact Fees
Single Family Dwelling

Fee Category

Police
Fire
Roads
Corp Yard
Parks & Rec
Library
Levee
City Hall Exp
Sewer
Drainage
Water
Admin
Affordable Housing

Existing
Fees

$593
$749

$3,583
NA

$2,692
$954

NA
NA

$4,990
NA

$7,209
NA

$3,500

10/12/2006
Draft Fee

$1,876
$1,587

$14,117
$934

$9,320
$1,082
$5,366

$667
$7,826
$6,575

$10,644
$699

$3,500

4/6/2007
Revised Fee

$1,490
$1,450

$10,967
$932

$8,360
$1,052
$3,938

$642

$3,061
$9,950

$577
$3,500

5/9/2007
Reviagd JFeg

$1,490
$1,450

$10,967
$932

$8,360
$1,052

. : J3.832
$642

:. A-,:i6;i242
$3,061
$7,822 i

$577
$3,500

5/15/2007
Revised Fee

$1,490
$1,450
$9,094

$932
$6,387
$1,052
$2:874;

$642
$6,242
$3,061
$7,822,

$577
$3,500

5/31/2007
Revised Fee

k,, $1,217.
I,/: $1,374

$9,094
$814

$6,387
$988. F~

$2,874
$521

" $5,261
$3,061

i. i ' <tc ~7nc,3>o,/yo|
$559

$3,500

(6/7/2007
P^evisedJ^e*

•

$1;196
$1,361
$9,094

$814
$6,160

T~n~:J$9l"2]
$2,874

1 $516
$5,261
$3,061
$5,796

$496]
$1,750

$24,270 $64,193 $54,042 $49,927 $45,123 $41,446 $39,291



ATTACHMENT B

TO BE PROVIDED UNDER SEPARATE COVER



ATTACHMENT 2

MINUTES
SPECIAL WORKSHOP

CITY COUNCIL & REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
CITY OF YUBA CITY

JULY 23, 2007-3:00 P.M.

Call To Order

The City Council of the City of Yuba City was called to order by Mayor Miller at 3:00 p.m.

Roll Call

Present: Councilmembers Gill, Maan, McBride, Ramirez, and Mayor Miller
Absent: None

Public Communication on Items on the Agenda

1. Appearance of Interested Citizens

None.

General Items

2. Impact Fee Presentation

Community Development Director Aaron Busch said that on April 17, 2007 the Impact
Fee Ad Hoc Committee was formed. Vice Mayor Ramirez and Councilmember McBride
were appointed to the committee which has met eleven times since its formation. Ten to
26 stakeholders attended these meetings. The preliminary impact fee allocation was set
at $64,193 in October 2006. It has been reduced to $39,291 per single family home. He
noted that the fee has been compared with nine other jurisdictions and it is competitive.
It is not the highest, nor the lowest. Non-residential fee studies are incomplete at this
time.

Mr. Busch reviewed the assumptions and how the final number was determined. He
described implementation as follows: there would be a twelve month grace period where
impact fees would remain at the current fee, except levee fees which would be
immediate. The new fees would then be phased in over a three year period—one-third
each year. Final adoption of the impact fees is expected in August or September of this
year. Mr. Busch responded to questions from Council.

Mayor Miller opened the meeting to comments and the following residents spoke.

Larry Ozeran, Yuba City
Darin Gale, N. State Building industry Association, 1153 Franklin, Yuba City
Crystal Martin, 964 McCall, Yuba City
Bob Marian, 1716 Clark Ave., Yuba City
Lew Hudspeth, 1501 Messina Ct., Yuba City
Ron Sweeney, 1980 Pepperwood Dr., Yuba City
Tom Tucker, 1321 Harter Rd., Yuba City
Mike Tomlinson, 1163 Sam Rider Way, Yuba City

Councilmember Gill thanked the committee for their hard work. He noted that economics
have brought development to a halt. He would like to see a study session scheduled to
review this issue further.

Councilmember Maan said we need to keep growing but the funds to make that happen
have to come from someplace. There has to be a reasonable balance for the City and
the developers.

Councilmember McBride thanked staff for a great job. She noted stakeholders have
contributed endless hours to this process. She said it has been a very enlightening
experience and she agrees a study session to review the fees is a good idea since the
rest of the Council is hearing this for the first time.

Vice Mayor Ramirez said comments from the public ranged from charging no impact fees
to development paying their fair share. Impact fees have not increased since 1994. He
said we need to make sure the formulas are accurate. The Council has a social
responsibility to the community for affordable housing. He noted the economy is a
significant determining factor in projects, but that should not influence Council's view of
the impact fees we are setting for the future. While we don't want to cause unnecessary
strain on businesses, we must keep up with major services. He also supports a study
session.

/cw 7/23/07



Mayor Miller stated we need to keep the progress on fees for non-residential moving
ahead. Once final, a study session should be scheduled. The mayor thanked staff for
all the work on this project.

Adjournment

Mayor Miller adjourned the regular City Council meeting of the City of Yuba City at 5:15 p.m.

John S. Miller
Mayor

ATTEST:

Steve Johnson
City Clerk

/cw 7/23/07



Non Residential Fee Summary
9/6/2007

Exhibit A

12,000 s.f. Office 10,000 s.f. Retail 8,000 s.f. Industrial

Fee
Yuba City

Current Fee
Yuba City
Prop Fee

Yuba City
Adj Fee

Parks and Rec
Civic Center
Corporation Yard
Fire
Police
Roadway System
City Admin.
Water Services
Sewer Services
Levee
In-Lieu Housing
Drainage
General Facilities

N/A
N/A
N/A

$1,845
$1,449

$11,726
N/A

$22,045
$12,124

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

$49,188
$4.09/s.f.

N/A
$1,416
$2,232
$3,732
$3,288

$133,320
$3,972
$15,799
$12,626
$7,884

N/A

N/A
$1,416
$2,232
$3,732
$3,288

$66,660
$3,972

$15,799
$12,626
$7,884

N/A
•EESlsIifll •; lifting

N/A
$214,570

$17.88/s.f.

N/A
$125,624

$10.46/s.f.

Yuba City
Current Fee

N/A
N/A
N/A

$2,304
$1,865

$56,840
N/A

$22,045
$6,870

N/A
N/A

N/A
$89,925

$8.99/s.f.

Yuba City
Prop Fee

N/A
$830

$1,310
$2,180
$1,920

$157,500
$2,470

$15,799
$7,155
$4,600

N/A

N/A
$222,186

$22.22/s.f.

Yuba City
Adj Fee

N/A
$830

$1,310
$2,180
$1,920

$78,750
$2,470

$15,799
$7,155
$4,600

N/A_
?15

N/A
$123,029

$12.30/s.f.

Yuba City
Current Fee

Yuba City
Prop Fee

Yuba City
Adj Fee

N/A
N/A
N/A

$607
$521

$3,817
N/A

$13,903
$1,415

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

$20,263
$2.53/s.f.

N/A
$336
$528
$872
$768

$45,360
$1,688
$9,200
$1,473
$1,840

N/A
$28,422

N/A
$90,487

$11. 31 /s.f.

N/A
$336
$528
$872
$768

$22,680
$1,688
$9,200
$1,473
$1,840

N/A
$8,015

N/A
$47,400

$5.93/s.f.

Notes: Applies a 50% reduction to traffic fees

Utilizes Gilziser Drainage Fee of $0.184 per s.f. (1 acre)


