MEMORANDUM

OFFICE OF THE
COUNTY EXECUTIVE
COUNTY OF PLACER
TO: Honorable Beard of Supervisors
FROM: Thotas M. Miller, County Executive Officer
Submiited by: Leslie Hobson, Senior Manapgement Anakyst

DATE: December 5, 2006
SURJECT: Public Hearing and Adoption of Capital Facility Impact Fees for Animal Services
ACTION REQUESTED
It is requested that the Board:

1. Conduct a public hearing to consider adoption of a new Capital Facilities Impact Fee for
Animal Services facilities, and

2. Make findings relative to implementation of the fee and adopt the attached resolutions
implementing the addition of an Animal Services Impact Fee to the Capital Facility Impact
Fee Program, and

3. Make a {ormal request to Placer County city/town councils to adopt the new Amimal
Services impact fee in their jurisdictions. The cities/town include: Aubum, Colfax, Lincoln,
Loomis, and Rocklin.

BACKGROUND

The Countywide General Plan Policy Decument adopted by your Board on August 18, 1994
provides that new development will pay its fair share of the cost for facilities attrnibutable to
growth in the County. Since Plan adoption, Placer Couniy’s population has grown significantly,
a trend that is expected to continue into the future, Based on California Depariment of Finance,
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) projections and estimates from the City of
Lincoln, it is forecast that new development will bring 136,147 new residents between 2007 and
2025'. This figure represents a 64% growth over the current service population of 212,000. Most
of the growth is expected to cccur within incorporated cities however whether the prowth is in a
city or in the unincorporated area of the county, growth increases the demand for services.
While Placer County has no control over growth within ¢ities, the County is mandated to provide
a range of services that benefit new residents in cities and the unincorporated area. Collection of

a fee countywide to mitigate the impacts of new development is ¢ritical to meet the demand for
facilities that house the function of Animal Services.

! Projections for population growth exclude the City of Rosaville. The city of Roseville will not colkect the

proposed Animal Service fee as they work cooperatively with the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
{SPCA) for these services for thair residents.
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Prior to 2006, the capacity of County facilities did not increase SIgmficantly When new
construction did occur, the focus was on crirninal justice related facitities” and prior to that the
last general government facility 1o be constructed was “the domes” in 1966. More recently,
construction of the Community Development Resource Center was cc.mp]eted earlier this
calendar year and the Auburn Justice Center is expected to be ready for occupancy in 2007.

In 1992 your Board directed that the County analyze impacts of growth on county services and
facilities and, as a result, the 1994 study County Facilities Needed 1o Serve Growth, prepared by
Hausrath Economics Group (HEG) documented and measured the impact of growth on county
services and facilities. This study identified the need for mew/expanded Animal Services
facilities and estimated a fee to impose on new residential development that would support future
facility construction needs. When adopted by the Board in 1996, the Animal Service fee was
excluded from the Capital Facility Impact Fee Program. Over the last few years the growing
demand for animal services, as well as facility deficiencies identified in Auburn and Tahoe, have
prompted the County to reconsider adoption of a capital facility impact fee for Animal Services.
On Taly 11, 2006 the Board of Supervisors directed staff to prepare a nexus study and begin
work with the cities to justify and gain support for an Animal Services impact fee. The Board
also supported construction of an Animal Services Shelter in South/West Placer County and
future expansion of the Animal Shelter located in Aubum as affirmed in the Capital facilities
Financing Plan approved by the Board of Supervisors onr July 24, 2006,

Nexus Study

Government Code 66000 et seq requires that the local agency demonstrate a reasonable relationship
between the amount of the fee and the cost of the public facility, or portion of the public facility
attributable to the type of development on which the fee is imposed. Consistent with Government
Code 66000, the HEG study served as the original nexus study for the existing Capital Facility
Impact Fee Program. An updated study, the Capital Facility Impact Fee for Animal Services in
Placer County prepared by the County Executive Office and HEG, addresses the nexus
requiremnents under Government Code 66000. This new study idemifies the purpose of the Animal
Services fee, describes how the fee will be used, and demonstrates the relationship between the need
for the facility and the type of development project on which the fee 15 to be imposed.

The fee program for new development cannot and does not include the cost of replacing existing
space or funding expansions to remedy existing defictencies. The studies identified above provides
for the establishment of the general nexus require by law and demonsirate that the services for
which the fee is imposed is propertionate to the fee to be imposed.

This action is statutorily exempt from the Califorma Environmental Quality Act pursuant to Tide 14
California Code of Regulations Section 15273 (AX4) and Public Resources Code Section 21080
{B){8) as it establishes rates and charges for the purpose of obtaining funds for capital projects
necessary to maintain service within the Counfy.

? Includes a new jail, a jail expansion, and kitchen largely funded through the use of bonds.
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Animal Services Capital Facility Fees

Consistent with the Capital Facility Impact Fee Program, Animal Services impact fees are based on
the amount and cost of building space, vehicles, equipment and other specialized capital items
required io serve the projected increase in service population. The cost of new facilities and the
amount of the fee is based on a measure of facility space or facility investment per unit of service
population. The County’s public facilities are essentially population-serving. Therefore, per capita
measures of facilities ate a reasonable means of quantifying the relationship between service
population growth and the need for expanded public facilities.

There are two options for measuring future facility needs associated with growth. The first option
uses existing facility standards which is the ratio of existing building space or capital investment to
existing service population. Under this option existing facility standards are maintatned, and fee
levels are based on the presumption that existing levels of service are adequate, and new
development provides for increases in facilities sufficient to maintain that standard. The second,
and recommended option, is based on capital improvement plans and uses planning standards which
are expressed as the ratio of planned future building space or capital investment o future service
population with a planning horizon of about 20 years. The planning standard represents an increase
in the level of service and capital investment per capita to be enjoyed by both the existing service
population and the growth in the service population due to new development.

To impose fees at the higher planning standard, the County would have to comtnit to raising the
standard for the existing service population using other sources of funding. The cost to remedy the
existing deficiency for Animal shelter facilities is estimated to be $6.8 million. Placer County’s
current Capital Improvement Financing Plan includes a new shelter in South/West Placer {29,000
sqquare feet) and the expansion of the Animal Service shelter in Auburn (10,000 square feet) that are
estimated to cost $20 million. To build both shelters will require 2 commitment of funds unreiated
to new development as the Animal Services facility fees are estimated to provide about 35% of the
total cost. The balance will be funded by the County General Fund and contributions from the
cities. As such, the County may substitute the higher planned facility standard for the existing
facility standard.

The impact fee calculation for Animal Services was based upon estimated costs associated with
facility construction and capital equipment needed to serve a projected increase in service
population. The fee assumes a specific service “standard” and identifies future needs by projecting
the impact of future County development on the current services. Proposed fees for residential
development are noted in the following table.

Land Use Category Occupancy per Cost per Capita Residential Fee Amount
Resident Unit {excludes Raseville)
Single Family Dwelling Unit 2.60 $51 . 3133
Multi-Family Dwelling i.16 551 539
Age Restricted Senior 1.67 £51 185

Placer County Capital Facilities Impact Fee Schedule

As required under state law, on November 7, 2006 the Board received and accepted the Placer
County Capital Facilities Impact Fee Annual Report for fiscal year 2005-06. As provided for in
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Current Fee Schedule (effective October 1, 2006)
Land Use Categories Lincoln and Roseville Auburn, Colfax, Loomis Unincorporated
{Cities without County & Rockdin (Cities with
Libraries) County Libraries
Single Family Dwelling 1,717.54 2,193.40 31,329.57 |
Muiti Family Dwelling, 1,251.7] 1,597.32 2426.56
Age Restricted Sr. Citizens 1,129.24 1.442.12 2189.13
Office Space/sq. feet Ad 42 T4
Retail Spacefsq. feet 27 27 A7
Industrial Space/sq. feet 21 21 38
Warchouse Spacefsq. feet 6 .06 1]

in County Code section 15.30.090(B), the fee schedule was automatically adjusted by an annual,
cost of living increase that was effective October 1, 2006. The Placer County fee schedule for non-
residential development tends to be lower, which is attributed to the assumption that non-residential
growth (as estimated by employment) does not have the same service impact as residential.

The nexus study, noted previously, outlines increases to the current fee schedule for residential
development projects. New Capital Facility Fee Schedule rates are noted in the following table, If
the Animal Services fee is approved, the result is an increase of between 4 and 7.7% for single
famnily dwelling; 2.4 and 4.7% for mulii farmly; and 3.9 and 7.5% for age restricted. Proposed fees
for Animal Services will not be assessed on businesses or on development within the city of
Roseville.

Proposed Fee Schedule (adjustment effective February 5, 2006)

Land Us¢ Categories Lin¢oln Roseville (without Auburn, Colfax, Unincorporated

{without County Library) Loomis & Rocklin

County (Cities with Connty

Library) Libraries
Single Family (,850.54 1,717.54 23264 3,462.57
Dwelling
Multi Family 1,310.71 1.251.71 1,656.32 2,485.56
Dwelling
Age Restnicted Sr. 1,214.24 1,128.24 1,527.12 221413
Citizens
Office Space/sq. feel 42 42 42 74
Retai| Space/sq. feet 27 27 27 47 |
Tndustrial Space/sq, feet 21 21 21 38
Warehouse Space'sq. 0 6 06 11
{eet

City/Town Participation

Your Board is aware that Placer County has worked with the cities to irplement the Capital
Facilities Impact Fee in each jurisdiction and every effort has been made to maintain equitable
application of the Fee. As directed by your Board, staff met extensively with representatives of
all the cities to discuss the construction of a replacement shelter in Auburn and a new Animal
Services facility to be located in South Placer. Those discussions included an outline of the
proposed fee program and city representatives have expressed interest in adopting the Animat
Services facilities fee as a means of offsetting obligations that would be required due to new
development. The study before you today reflects the fee assuming our existing partners:
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Aubumn, Colfax, Lincoln, Loomis, and Rocklin, Our city partners are expected to respond back
to the County in January to confimm their participation in construction of new shelters and
potenttial adoption of the proposed Animal Services impact fee program.

Staff will continue to work with the cities to show that adoption of the fee is an important
element in retaining a safe and healthy community and is in the best interest of all county
residents. Placer County provides Animal Services countywide® and all of the populations within
Placer County’s cities benefit from these services. With this Board action, staffs request that the
Board of Supervisors encourage participating jurisdictions to adopt the new Animal Services
Capital Facility Tmpact Fee. Absent city participation, the Board may wish to consider other
measures to assure that new development pays its fair share for the cost of providing mandated
county services. [n the event that one or more cities choose not to participate in the Animal
Services fee, staff would need to re-evaluate the facility projects currently under discussion. In
effect, while the amount of the proposed fee to be collected would not change, the size of the facility
proposed for Animal Services would need to be reduced as less funding would be available to
support the prajeet.

CONCLUSION

A capital facilities fee program mitigates the adverse impacts of growth on county facilities and
fulfills policies set forth in the General Plan. 1t should be noted that the program does not remedy
deficiencies caused by past growth but would allow the county to maintajn a standard as new
growth occurs. Impact fees are used in most cities to build public facilities for general government
purposes, and by counties to fund infrastructure expansion. The study entitled Corrty Facilities
Needed to Serve Growth quantified the impact of new residents and businesses on county facilities,
estimated the cost to expand those facilities in order to accommodate that growth, and outlined a fee
program that allocates this cost to specific types of land use. The nexus study furthers this work by
updating the five findings from the 1994 study to comply with Government Code 66001,

The proposed resclution would impose a new fee on residential development for the purpose of
constructing Ammal Services capital facilities that are needed due to growth. Consistent with the
Comprehensive Facibity Master Plan adopted by the Board in 1996, and the Capital Facilities
Financing Plan affirmed on July 24, 2006, costs for construction of new/expanded Animal Service
facilities, attributable to growth through the year 2016, are estimated at $20 mullion. The cost for
Capital Facilities allocated te new development assuming a planned facility standard is $6.9 million,
($51 per capita for residential population).

FISCAL IMPACT

Placer County and its residents would ultimately subsidize the Arnimal Service facility impacts
associated with new development if the costs for service facilities are not funded by that
development. The County’s growing population base is causing increased demand for Animat
Services and a greater than before need for larger/expanded facilities to meet residents’ needs. The
growing demand places an even greater burden on limited County resources and, in the absence of a

* The City of Roseville works coaperatively with the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA}to
provide some animal services.
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new funding source, development impact fees offer a comprehensive solution to mitigating the
impacts of population growth on Animal Services by funding capital facilities.

As identified in the nexus study, the proposed Animal Services component of the Capital Factlity
Impact Fee will range from $59 for a multi-family dwelling to $133 for a single family dwelling.
Based on projected growth through the year 2025, approximately $6.9 miflion would be generated
for construction over the next 19 vears, assuming that the cities for which the County currently
provides services, all adopt this impact fee for Apnimal Services. Essentially, the proposed fee
would result in an increase of between 2.4 and 7.7% for residential development in the cities and
unincorporated areas of Placer County. Proposed fees for Animal Services will not be assessed on
businesses or on development within the city of Roseville.

Attachments:

A. Resolutions:
1. Resolution to Approve Related Docwments which Provide the Basis for the
Animal Services Capiial Facility Impact Fee Program
2. Resolution Setting Animal Services Capital Facility Impaci Fees within Placer
County

B. Capital Fucility Impact Fee for Animal Services in Placer County
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Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of: . Resol. Na:

A RESCLUTION T APPROVE RELATED DOCUMENTS Ord. No:
WHICH PROVIDE THE BASIS FOR THE ANIMAL
SERVICE CAPITAL FACILITY IMPACT FEE PROGRAM

First Reading:

The following _Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County

of Placer at a regular meeting held on __ December 5, 2006 ,

by the foltowing vote on roll cail:
Avyes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

Chairman, Board ol Supewisoré

Attest:
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, the county formally adopted the study entitled County Facilities Needed to
Serve Growth (dugusi, 1994), in order to provide documentation of the need for additional
County facilities needed to serve new development and apportions the cost to various fand use
categories; and

WHEREAS the county formally adopted the Comprehensive Facilities Masterplan
(1996) which forecast space requirements for the provision of general county services for
existing and future development, and documents existing facility conditions, project space
requirements, evaluate alternative sites, estimate facility costs, and recommend a space planning
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Page 2 Resolution #

strategy; and has updated the Capital facilities Financing Plan in July 20066 which addressed
facilities for Anmimal Services, and

WHEREAS, the county has completed a study entitied Capital Facility Impact Fee for
Animal Services in Placer County (November,2006) which documents Animal Services
facilities needed to serve additional development within the county exclusively and apportions
the cost to various residentiat land use categories; and

WHEREAS, these documents provide the basis for development of the Animal Services
impact fee proposed and document the general nexus between the fee that would be applied and
the cost of facilities needed to serve new development; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the study entitled Capital Facility Impact
Fee for Animal Services in Placer County referenced above is hereby adopted and approved by
the Placer County Board of Supervisors as the basis for increasing the Capital Facility Impact
Fee Program for the addition of an impact fee for Amimal Services.

TraeepyeslicWCFIMAnimal Services\Animal Services Resoft 1.doc

[ ]
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Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California

Ir the matter of: Resol. No:

RESOLUTION SETTING ANIMAL SERVICES
CAPITAL FACILITY IMPACT FEES WITHIN
PLACER COUNTY

The following Reselution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County
of Placer at a regular meeting held on _ December 5, 2006

by the following vote on roll call:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

Chairman, Board of Supervisors

Aftest:
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, the board of Supervisors of the County of Placer has adopted Chapter 15 Article 30
Public Facilties Fees into the Placer County Code creating and establishing the autherity for
imposing and charging a Public Facilities Fee; and,

WHEREAS, notice of the public meeting and a general explanation of the matter to be considered
were duly published two times within 10 days according to California Government Code Section
6062a; and

WHEREAS, following a public hearing, at which oral and/or writtent presentations were made as
part of a regulady scheduled meeting; and

WHEREAS, a detailed fiscal and public facilities study of the impacts of contemplated future
development on existing public facilities in Placer County through the year 2010, aleng with an
analysis of the need for new public facilities and improvements required to serve future
developmert, was completed by Recht Hausrath and Associates enttled County Facilities



RESOLUTION # Page 2

Needed o Serve Growth, based on the Comprehensive Facilities Master Flan both of which were
adopted November 8, 1994, and

WHEREAS, in August, 1999 the Board of Supervisors amended the Capital Facility Impact Fee
program to suspend the portion of the fee related to the Courts since changes in State law
provided that the State was responsible for new Court faciiities, and added a new fee category
for Age Restricted Senior Housing to take into account the lower density.

WHEREAS, the report, Capital Facility Impact Fee for Animal Services in Placer County, prepared
in November 2006 by the County and Hausrath Economics Group, documents the relationship
between existing Placer County Animat Services facilities and the appropriate service populations
and the need for additional facilties associated with growth accommodated by various types of
development through the year 2025; and

WHEREAS, these reports were available for public inspection and review for more that ten {(10)
days prior to this public hearing; and

WHEREAS, Califomia Government Code Section 686000, et seq., requires the focal agency to
demonstrate a reasonable refationship between the amount of the Animal Services fee and the
cost of the Animal Services facility or portion of the Animal Services facility attributable to the type
of development on which the fee is imposed;

THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS hereby RESOLVES and makes the following
findings:

A. That, in order to meet the requirements of Govermment Code Section 66000, et seq., and to
establish the nexus as provided by law, a methodology similar to the orginal impact fee study
was used. The methodology as set forth in the report, Capital Facility impact Fee for Animal
Services in Placer County, and discussed in the accompanying staff report, is consistent with
Govermment Code Section 66000, et seq.  The Board further finds that the report determines
Anmimal Services facilties exclusively needed to serve new development in the county and
proposes an Animal Services impact fee, bagsed on residential densities, to allocate the cost to
new development, and how the impacts are allocated to residential development, tising
forecasts of new residents to predict the demand for additicnal facilities.

B. The purpose of the Animal Services fee is to finance Animal Services facilities to reduce the
impact caused by future development in Placer County. Such improvements include the
expansion and construction of new Anima! Services facilities to provide Animal Services as set
forth in the report.

C. The fees coilected pursuant to this resolution shall be used to finance the construction of
Animal Services facilities identified in the report, and as set forth in greater detail in the report
and in Exhibit A, attached hereto, and incorporated by reference herein.

D. After considering the studies and analysis prepared by the County and Hausrath Economics
Group, and the testimony received at the public hearing, the Board of Supervisors approves
and adopts said repont by reference herein, and further finds that the future development in
Placer County will in fact generate said additionai demands on Animal Services facilities.
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E. As future development accurs, such development will create a need in Plager County for
expanded, improved or newly constructed Animal Services facilities. Said facilities have been
called far in, and are consistent with the County’s General Plan, and are variously referenced in
the General Plan at several points, including but not limited to, General Plan Geail 4.B. and the
General Plan Policy 4.7

F. The studies noted above and the testimony received, both written and oral, establish:

{1} that, as more particularly described and set forth in the reports, there is a reasonable
relationship between the need for Animal Services facilties designated in the reports
and the impacts on the categoties of residential development for which the
corresponding fee is charged, based upon the studies included in the reports;

(2) that, as demonstrated in the supporting studies and the reports, there is a
reasonable relationship between the use proposed for the Animal Services fees
collected and the categories of residential develcpment for which the fee is charged,
in that the uses identified will address the demands created by said new
development on Animal service facilities;

(3) that, as documented in the supporting studies and the reports, there is a reasonable
relationship between the amount of the Animal Services fee and the cost of the
Animal Services facility or portion of the Animal Services facility attributable o that
type of residential development on which the fee is imposed, and

{4) that, the Animal Services fee estimates set forth in Exhibit A, which fee estimaltes are
based upon the supporting studies and the reports and which exhibit has been
attached hereto, are reascnabie fee estimates for constructing these facilities, based
upon the supporting studies and the reports, and

{5) that, the Animal Services fees expected to be generated by future developments will
not exceed the pro-rata share attributable to new development of the total costs of
constructing the Animal Services facilities identified in the reports.

(6) that, the fee schedule set forth in Exhibit A applies the appropriate Animat Services
fees based upon the anticipated residential occupancy of the various categones of
anticipated new development, and this fee schedule incorporating the Animal
Services fees does not include the cost of replacing existing space or funding
expansions 1o remedy existing deficiencies.

G. The Capital Facility Impact Fee for Animal Services in Placer Counfy described in the reports
and as referenced above, is a defailed analysis of how animai services will be affected by
development within Placer County, that it properly differentiates between the existing
deficiencies, and the projected deficiencies that will be caused by new development, and the
Animal Services facilities required to accommodate that new development,

H. The method of allocation of the Animal Services facilities fee to a particular category of
residential development bears a fair and reasonable relationship to that type of development
and to the development projects within each residenttal category and that the apportionment
among and within said categories is fair and reasonable, and is appropriate for the type of
facilities to be funded by the Animal Services fees.
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I. That these Animal Services Facilities Fees are necessary to mitigate impacts caused by new
development within the County and that the fees are needed to finance Animal Services
Facilities necessitated by that new development and to assure that new development pays its
fair share for these improvemenits;

J.  That the California Constitution Adsticle 11, Section 7, empowers the County of Placer to carry
out its services through its entire geographical boundary to the extent it is required to do so as
an extension of the State Legislature and a political subdivision of the State of California, and to
the extent that such powers do not duplicate or interfere with similar powers which are
exclusively those of the incorporated cities within the jurisdiction of the County of Piacer, and
further finds that it is right and proper under the pelice powers for the County to provide such
services and to charge reasonable fees for doing so, and that therefore such Animal Services
Facilities Fees may be enacted and imposed on development projects;

K. That the Board of Supervisors finds that the public health, safety, peace, morals, conveniance,
comfort, prosperity and general welfare wiit be promoted by the adoption of Animai Services
Facilities fees for construction expansion or improvement of Animal Facilities necessitated by
new development.

L. That failure to enact Animal Services Facility fees will subject County residents to cenditions
adverse to their health, safety, and welfare.

M. The standards upon which the needs for the Animal Services facilities are based are the
standards of the County of Placer. The County has undertaken an extensive capital
improvement program to implement these standards and the County will remedy existing
deficiencies without using proceeds of the Animal Services Facilities fee.

N. That pursuant to Title 14 Calfornia Code of Regulations, §15273 (a) (4), this action is statutorily
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, as it establishes rates and charges for
the purpose of cbiaining funds for capital projects necessary to maintain service within the
County. Further, for any specific project subject to the requirernents of this resolution and the
related ordinance, and for any project proposed to be built with funds raised pursuant to this
enactment, emvironmental review will occur at the time the specific project is proposed. Further,
since the construction of each Animal Services facility will be subject to CEQA review, it is,
therefore, reascnably certain that this resolution which establishes Animal Services facilities
fees will not, by itself, have possibility of causing significant effect on the environment, and this
action is also therefore exempt pursuant to Title 14 Califomnia Code of Regulations §15061 (b)
{3). and also pursuant to Chapter 18, Section 18.360.010 (H) of the Placer County Code.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY FURTHER RESCLVED AND ORDERED, by the
Board of Superasors of Placer County that:

1. Pursuant to county ordinance and this resolution, an Animal Services Facilities Fee
shall be charged and paid ot the time of issuance of a building permit for
development or as otherwise provided in the enabling ordinance. The fee shall be
determined by the fee schedule in effect on the date the vesting tentative map or
vesting parcel map is approved, or the date a permit is issued. The increased fee
schedule is set forth on Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated by reference
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RESQLUTION # Page 5

herein. The increased fee shail not be levied upon any building permit application,
submitted and deemed complete on ar before the effective date of this resolution.

This Animal services fees shall be used {o pay for design and construction of
designated Animal Services facilities and reasonable cost of outside consuttant
studies related thereto; and, when appropriate,

Fees in the Public Facilities Accounts shall be expended only for those facilities
fisted in the reports and only for the purpose for which the fee was collected.

This resoluticn is statutorily and categorically exempt from CEQA as more
specifically set forth in paragraph N, above;

Annual Review of Fee, The Animal Services fee astablished herein is adopted and
implementad by the Board in reliance on the compreheansive studies that have been
prepared by the County. Annually the County executive Officer shalf review the
estimated costs of the described Animal Services fadilities, the continued need for
those improvements, and the reasonable refationship between such need and the
impacts of residential development pending or anticipated for which the fee is
charged. The County executive Officer shall report his or her findings to the Board
and recommend any adjustment in this increased fee or other actions as may be
needed.

Effective Date of Animal Services Facilties Fee. This resolution is effective sixty
{60} days afler passage.
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CAPITAL FACILITY IMPACT FEE
FOR ANIMAL SERVICES IN PLACER COUNTY

The 1994 study, County Facilities Needed to Serve Growth, prepared for Placer County
by Hausrath Economics Group (HEG) identified the relationship between residential
population and the corresponding need for Placer County Animal Services facilities. The
study calculated a fee for new residential development to provide funding for expansion
of Animal Services facilities necessary due to service population growth. At the timie of
adoption in 1996, the fee for Animal Services was excluded from the final Capital
Facility Impact Fee Program schedule that was adopted by the Board of Supervisors. In
1999, the Board of Supervisors amended the Capital Facilities Impact Fee program to
suspend the portion of the fec related to the Courts since changes in State law provided
that the State was responsible for new Court facilities, and added a new fee category for
Age Restricted Senior Housing to take into account the lower density.

This report, prepared by the County Executive Office and HEG, updates the onginal
study and identifies the purpose of the Animal Services fee, describes how the fee will be
used, and demonstrates the relationship between the need for the facility and the type of
development project on which the fee is to be imposed. The growing demand for animal
services especially in the South portion of Placer County, and facility deficiencies
identified in existing Animal Services facilities in Auburn and Tahoe, prompted the
County to reconsider adopting a Capital Facility Impact Fec for Animal Services
facilities. To justify the impact fee, the following documents the nexus findings required
by Government Code 66001; facility standards and needs, costs, existing deficiencies,
and sources of funding.

L. FINDINGS REQUIRED BY GOVERNMENT CODE 66001

California Government Code 66001 et seq. (AB 1600) governs impact fees (also referred
to as “public facilities fees™) imposed by aill public agencies. In particular, these statutes
delineate an agency’s documentation requirements for imposing fees, as well as
requirements related to the administration of fee revenues. In cooperation with HEG, the
County Executive Office updated the five findings from the 1994 study to comply with
Government Code 66001,

Finding #1: Purpose of the Placer County Public Facilities Impact Fees

The purpose of the Placer County Animal Services Facilities Impact Fee is to provide
funding for expansion and new construction of the County Animal Services facilitics
Tequired to serve the needs of population growth resulting from new development. The
Capital Facilities Impact Fee Program implements Placer County General Plan policies
related to public facilities and services. Specifically, Plan Goal 4.A ensures the timely
development of public facilities and the maintenance of specified service levels for these
facilities and Goal 4.B ensures that adopted facility and service standards are achieved
and maintained through the use of equitable funding methods.

' Referred to as the “nexus study™ for Animal Services facility fees.



Finding #2: Use of the Placer County Public Facilities Immpact Fees

Proceeds from the impact fee for Animal Services will be used by the County to support
funding for a new 29,000 square feet facility in South Placer County and expand the
existing Aubum facility to about 10,000 square feet.

Finding #3: Relationship Between the Use of Public Facilities Impact Fees
and the Type of New Development

Animal Services impact fees will be used to pay for facilities required to meet the needs
generated by new development and population growth in Placer County. Generally,
impact fees are calculated on the basis of the specific service population that uses or
benefits from a given service. The populatton served by Animal Services is residential
and the service is currently provided countywide except for the City of Rosevitle which
operates their own Animal Services shelter.

Finding #4: Relationship Between the Need for County Facilities and Type of
New Development

County facility planning documents such as the Capiral Improvement Plan and the
Capital Project 10 Year Plan identify the need for County facilities. Currently, there is
little or no excess shelter capacity fo accommodate the increased service demands
associated with new development. As a result, the level of service for all residents of the
County declines as the increased activity associated with growth and new development
accurs within the confines of constrained existing facilities. Based on California
Department of Finance, Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) projections
and estimates from the City of Lincoin, we forecast that new development will bring
136,000 new residents to the county between 2007 and 2025, excluding projected growth
for the City of Roseville. The detailed analyses that follows docurnents the existing
relationship between Placer County Animal Services facilities and the appropriate service
popuiations and the need for additional facilities associated with growth accommodated
by various types of new development.

Finding #5: Relationship Between the Amount of County Public Facilities
Fee Payments and Cost of Public Facilities

Capital Facility Impact fees are based on the amount and cost of building space, vehicles,
equipment, and other specialized capital items required to serve the projected increase in
service population. The cost of new facilities and the amount of the fee is based on a
measure of facility space or facility investment per unit of service population. The
County’s public facilities are essentially population-serving. Therefore, per capita
measures of facilities are a reasonable means of quantifying the relationship between
service population growth and the need for expanded public facilities.

There are two options for measuring future facility needs associated with growth. The
first option uses existing facility standards which is the ratio of existing building space or
capital investment to existing service population. Under this option, existing facility
standards are maintained, and fee tevels are based on the presumption that existing levels
of service are adequate, and new development provides for increases in facilities
2 S



sufficient 1o maintain that standard. The second option is based on capital improvement
plans and uses planning standards which are expressed as the ratio of planned future
building space or capital investment to future service population. A plansing honzon of
about 20 years is appropriate for developing these planning standards, Under this option,
the planning standard may be higher than the existing standard, representing an increase
in the level of service and capital investment per capita to be enjoyed by both the existing
service population and the growth in the service population due to new development.

The County can impose impact fees based on a higher planning standard only if other
funds unrelated to new development are invested to increase the facility standard for the
base service population. This is referred to as “correcting an existing deficiency™.

The following documentation identifies existing facility standards, planned facilities,
future facility standards based on the planned facilities, and existing deficiencies for
Animal Services. The documentation presents two sets of fees: the first fee is based on
maintaining existing facility standards and the second fee is based on planning standards,
assuming the County commits to funding expansion of facilities serving the existing
population to meet that desired standard. In all cases, the facility costs reflect recent
County experience with facility development and are based on estimates of replacement
costs for existing facilitics developed by the Placer County Facility Services Department.

II. METHODOLOGY

The following steps outline the methodology used to calculate the Animal Services
Capital Facility Impact fee:

+ Identify facilities expecied to require expansion to accommeodate the needs
associated with growth;

¢ Determine the relevant existing and future service population;

Determine existing facility standards;

Identify planned facilities and planned facility standards;

Identify existing deficiencies;

Project factlities needed to accommeodate growth and their costs;

Credit new development for other funding sources; and

Allocate unfunded costs and calculate fee amounts.

1. Fee Calculated Assuming Existing Facility Standard for Animal Services

The existing Animal Services facility standard is based on two factors:

e Existing shelter and barn facilities and animal control vehicle investment
* An existing 2006 service population of 212,000 residents excluding Roseville

The existing inventory of Animal Services facilities consists of shelters in Auburn and
Tahoe totaling 8,222 square feet, barns totaling 642 square feet, and thirteen vehicles
with a replacement cost of $310,500. The facility standard is expressed as a ratio of
facility square feet or vehicle investment per capita. For Animal Services facilitics, the
existing factlity standards are 39 sq. fi. of shelter space per 1,000 capita, 3 sq. fi. of barn
space per 1,000 capita, and $1,444 of vehicle investment per 1,000 capita.



To calculate the a facility impact fee using these existing standards, the existing facility
standard is multiplied by the growth in service population, and the costs for the resultant
facility need are estimated using current construction cost and vehicle investment factors.
To maintain existing standards, the Animal Services facility need associated with growth
is estimated to cost about $2.6 million in 2006 dollars. This estimate assumes the service
population grows by 135,000 and that animal shelter space costs $438 per square foot to
construct and animal control barn space costs $153 per square foot to construct. Vehicle
investrnent would be maintained at the level of $1,444 per 1,000 capita.

There are currently no other sources of County funding associated with new development
that are available to offset this cost, therefore the entire cost is allocated to new
development in the form of a capital facility impact fee. To calculate a fee, the total cost
is divided by the increase in service population, resulting in a per capita cost of $19.
Capital facility impact fees would be applied to new residential development
accommeodating this population growth, so this per capita cost translates to Capital
Facility Impact Fees of $49 per single family dwelling, $22 per multifamily dwelling and
$32 for an age restricted senior dwelling.

2. Fees Calculated Assuming Planned Facility Standard

Placer County’s current Capital Improvement Financing Plan includes a new shelter in
West Placer and a replacement Animal Services shelter in Auburn. To build both shelters
will require a commitment of funds unrelated to new development. Therefore, the
County may substituie the higher planned facility standard described above for the
existing facility standard.

The planned standard for animal shelter space is based on two factors:

» Planned shelter facilities including new facilities in West Placer and expanded
facilities in Auburn.

+ A 2025 service population of 347,000 forecast based on growth countywide
excluding the City of Roseville.

The planned facility standard for animal shelter space is calculated by dividing total
planned shelter facilities (39,000 square feet of new and expanded shelter space) by the
future service population. The higher planning standard would be 112 sq. fi. per 1,000

capita. No change is planned in the facility standard for animal control barmns and vehicle
investment.

Substituting the higher planned facility standard for animal shelter facilities results in a
higher cost for facilities associated with growth. The costs for shelter facilities {at the

planned standard), and for barns and vehicles (at the existing standard) would be $6.9
million in 2006 dollars.

There are currently no other sources of County funding associated with new development
that are available to offset this cost, therefore the entire cost is allocated to new
development in the form of a capital facility impact fee. To calculate a fee, the total cost
is divided by the increase in service population, resulting in a per capita cost of $51.
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Capital facility impact fees would be applied to new residential development
accommodating this population growth, s this per capita cost translates to Capital
Facility Impact Fees of $133 per single family dwelling, $59 per multifamily dwelling

and $85 for an age restricted senior dwelling.

As noted above, to impose fees at this higher planning standard, the County would have

to commit to raising the standard for the existing service population using other sources
of funding. The cost to remedy the existing deficiency for Animal shelter facilities 1s

estimated to be $6.8 million (2006 dollars).

Capital Facility Impact Fees for Animal Services at the Existing and the Planoing
Standard{fee per dwelling unit in 2006 dollars}

Per unit fee at Existing standard
Per unit fee at Planning standard

Dwelling Type

Single Age
Family Multifamily  Restricted
$49 $22 $32

$133 $59 385

Tables VIILLT to VIIL.7 in the Appendix present details on existing inventories, service
populations, cost assumptions, and the two sets of impact fee calculations.
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TABLE Vil11
EXISTING INVENTORIES AND FACILITY STANDARDS

ANIMAL SERYICES
ML
Inventory (1q. fL or
[Fucility Type doliars' Existing Facility Standard”
Animal Contrd Shcher 837 3881 Sq. Ft. per 1,000 capita
Animal Coutrol Baras (53 303 Sq. Ft. per 1004 capita
Vehicles 3306, 000 5444 Diallas per £ 00 capita

1 The dodiar vahaes represent replacement costs v 2003 dodlars.  Yehicles srill in ues fallownng 2 seven-year replacernem cyele and leased wehiclen are
et includad in the ventory o the purpross of the facility mnpact fee documenatian

2 Based on p 2006 senvier population of 112A%K (aecounting for ail county residents except those in the City of Reaelbe)

SOURCES; Places Couny Executive Office; Hausrath Economucs Group

Etixting Servigt Popatution (2005) 211,853 {Exchuding Roseville Totat in 2025
Increase iw Service Pegulation (2007-2015) 134,147 iExchiding Rosewlle 348,000

Fianmed Animsl Shetter Facilities tmay of 79,000 3 jn W, g I
Flacer + WLO0M T expanded facitiny in Auhueny H 39,000 !.
Exinting Pop = DOF 1006 pop 116,508 less Rosevilke @ ]04.655 ‘53 Takee @IS.WO Tncrease ln pep= SACOM:

412,741 lmay 196,550, bepn 110,258 {or Rosevithe swd 450 for Tahoe e 20,7589 for Lincele. LALLM Tahne gelded

back in 1o evisfing grd growth.

TABLE ¥ill2
EXISTING DEFSCIENCIES

ANIMAL SERVICES
Aniwal Shetter Space
Existing Faciliry Sandard 35 sq . per 1,000 capin

Planned Fecility Standard 1Y sq ft. per | 000 capita
DGifference 10 Standards T3 aq. A per 1,000 capita
Anwunt of De Gcatmcy’ (5310 sq &

Cost lo Remedy Deficiescy (2005 dollars)’ <6, THE. Ml

| The difference between the planned faclity siandard and existing Eacility standard maltiplied by the 2006 service
population  Prontdes an estimele of (e degree 1o which the cxisting keveil of service would b improved asswming planmed
Facilities were buili 28 currently proposed.

2 ‘The anvoumnt of the deficiency multiplied by the cost per uidit fiw animal shelisy space. See Table 1.4

SOURCES Placer Covnty Departonent of Facilitios Services and Hawsrath Economics Group.

space 2z well gz sholier space. Coste ate measded per square: foot of building or yard space.
2 S1endards expressed in square (et per 1,000 capita or Gavanl dollar investment per 1,000 capita.
3 Ampunt indieates the facilities necded to stnve tie savice population increase ol 1.46,000

associated with growth are sxoretsed b 2006 daltprs.
SOURCES. Placet County Exeamtive Office; Hausrath Feonomics Group

4 Facility cost equals e projected space need times the unil cost, or, for vehcles, the inventory replacement value_ per the exising inventory standerd  Cersis

TABLE vIIL}
{OST OF FACILITIES NEEDED TO SERVE GROWTH ASSUMING EXISTING FACILITY STANDARDS
2007 — poes
ANIMAL SERVICES
(2006 dvBars}

[Facilities Coas per Uit Facility Staudardy’ Fucifity Nesd’ Facilivy Coat’
Animal Contol Sheilter $438 00 7] 1284 $2314.329
Animal Control Bems §153 00 1 a0 63,125
Vehickes Wi 1444 $196650 196650

Total 52,574, 164

s = i applicable

1 Linit cots are i 2006 dollars and mchude land, site poeparation, construeton, and fanishings. The cost factors Tor animel contral sheliers include corsts for office

Anrnal Comtrol Tables 2005 revised 11_14_2006. xls - ANDMAL CONTROE 2005 revi1 14 86 - | 1752004
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TABLE YIILS

TABLE ¥JIL4
CAPITAL FACILITY FEE SCHEDULE ASSUMING EXISTING FACTLITY
CAPITAL FACILITY FEE COST ALLOCATION ASSUMING EXISTING STANDARDS -
FACILITY STANDARDS
ANIMAL SERVICES ANIMAL SERVICES
{2006 dollar) (2006 Sollary}
Occapancy pee

‘Total Cost of Facilitics 52,574,000 | |Land Use Corcgories Unie' Cost per Capita__ Fee Amount’
Suirract. Contribution of Cher Funding Sounces - Single Farmuly 160 514 sS40
Net Cost Allocated t0 New Devrdopaticul SLAT4000 Mulnifamify 1.16 e 0
Iocrease in Service Populston 2003 - 2025 LA Age Restniored Semioe 1.67 32 5§37
Per Capita [Net Cost | Regidents per dwelbng uit
Cost Per Capita fos Resident Papulation SITY |2 Per dweliing unt for residential land wses. Applies to devebipment threughout the
Cost Per Cagnta For Wirker Papulation nad  |eounty, except in e Cily of Roseille,

F;OURCE: Hausrath Ecocomicy Group

SOURCE: Hansrauh Beoncmies Group

TABLE Y1IL?
CAPITAL FACILITY FEE SCHEDULE ASSUMING PLANNED FACILITY

SOURCE: Hmusrath Ecomamuecs Sroup

STANDARDS'
TABLE V1IL&
ANIMAL SERVICES
CAPITAL FACILITY FEE COST ALLOCATION ASSUMING PLANNED
FACILITY STANDARDS'
ANIMAL SERYICES {2005 dollary)
Occupancy pr
2106 dallary) 1.0 Lse Categories Llai® Cost per Capits _ Fre Amaunr’
Totul Coit of Facilities 56,935 14K} Single Family 268 $51 5633
Subtragi. Comiribation of Dther Funding Sounces . Multifamiky Li& 51 24
Net Cost Allocated o New Pevidopeicai 55,935,000 Age Besincted Senior 1.&7 §51 585
Tnerease in Sexvice Pogulation 2007 - 2075 1560 | [V Ammal shefter space is the only factlty for which there 13 a higher standard for
Per Lapita Net Cost planncd facilitics.
Cost Per Capita lor Resident Population 510 12 Residenss per dweiling s,
Cost Per Capita for Worker Population wal |3 Per dwelling unit for residential land uses  Applies to development throwghout the
county, except 1 the ity of Roseville
1 Animal shelter space 13 e ofly Tacility for witich there ix 8 higher standard for SOURCE. Hausrath Economcs Group
plaooed facilibies.

Anpmal Cantrol Tables 2005 revised 11 14_2006 xds - ANIMAL CONTROL_2005 pevl 114 06 - 1 1/15/2006
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