MEMORANDUM
OFFICE OF THE
COUNTY EXECUTIVE
COUNTY OF PLACER

TO: Honorable Board of Supervisors
FROM: Thomas M. Miller, County Executive Officer
Submitted by: Leslie Hobson, Senior Management Analyst
DATE: January 23, 2007
SUBJECT: Public Hearing and Adoption of Capital Facility Impact Fees for Amamal 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 formal request to Placer County city/town councils to adopt the new Animal
Services impact fee in their jurisdictions. The cities/town include: Aubum, Colfax, Lincoln,
Loornis, and Rocklin.

BACKGROUND

The Countywide General Plan Policy Document adopted by your Board on August 18, 1994
provides that new developmem will pay its fair share of the cost for facilities attributable to
prowih in the County. Since Plan adoption, Placer County’s population has grown significantly,
a trend that is expected to continue into the future. Based on California Department 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 hbetween 2007 and
2025'. This figure represents a 64% growth over the current service population of 212,000. Most
of the growth is expected to oceur within incorporated cities however whether the growth is ina
city or in the unincorporated area of the county, growth increases the demand for services.
While Piacer County has no control over growth within cities, the County is mandated to provide
a range of services that benefit new residents in cities and the unincorporated arca. Collection of
a fee countywide to mitigate the impacts of new development is critical to meet the demand for
facilities thai house the function of Animal Services.

! Projections for population growth exclude the City of Roseville. The city of Roseville wili not collect the
proposed Animal Service fee as they work cooperatively with the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
{BPCA) for these services for their residents.
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Prior to 2006, the capacity of County facilities did not increase significantly. When new
construction did occur, the focus was on criminal justice related facilities® and prior to that the
last general government faciiity to be constructed was “the domes” in 1966. More recently,
construction of the Community Development Resource Center was completed carlier this
calendar year and the Auburn Justice Center is expected to be ready for oceupancy 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 to 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 new/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 July 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 fes. The Board
also supported construction of an Animal Services Shelter in South/West Placer County and
future expansion of the Animal Shelter located in Aubumn as affirmed in the Capital facilities
Financing Plan approved by the Board of Supervasors on 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. {onsistent with Government
Code 66000, the HEG study served as the oniginal 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
requirements under Govemment Code 66000. This new study identifies the purpose of the Animal
Services fee, describes how the fee will be used, and demonstrates the reiationship between the need
for the facility and the type of development project on which the fee is to be imposed.

The fee programn for new development cannot and does not inchude the cost of replacing existing
space or funding expansions to remedy existing deficiencies. The studies identified above provides
for the establishment of the general nexus require by law and demonstrate that the services for
which the fee is imposed is proportionate to the fee to be imposed.

This action is statutorily exempt from the Califomnia Environmental Quality Act pursuant to Title 14
California Code of Regulations Section 15273 (AX4) and Public Resources Code Section 21080
(BX8) as it establishes rates and charges for the purpose of obtaining fumds for capital projects
necessary to maintain service within the County.

? 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 kmpact Fee Program, Animal Services 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 io
existing service population. Under this option existing facility standards are maintained, 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 recormmended 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 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 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 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
square feet) and the expansion of the Animal Service shelter in Auburn (10,000 square fect) that are
estimated to cost $20 million. To build both shelters will require a commitment of funds unrelated
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 confribwitions 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 Unil (exclndes Roseville)
Single Famity Dwelling Uit 2.60 £51 £133
Muiti-Family Drwelling 1.16 £51 $59
L Age Restricted Senior 1.67 551 585

Placer County Capital Facilities Impact fee Schedule

As required under siate 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 {efiective October 1, 2006)

Land Use Catepories Lincoln and Roseville Auburn, Colfax, Loomis Unincorporated
(Cities without County & Rocklin (Cities with
Libraries) County Libraries
Single Family Dwelling 1,717.54 2,193.40 3,320.57
Multi Family Dhwelling, 1,251.71 1,597.32 242656
Age Restricted Sr. Cirizens i,129.24 144212 218913
Office Space/sq. feet 42 A2 74
Retail Space/sq. feet 27 27 47
industrial Space/sq. feet 21 2l 38
Warehouse Space/sq. feet 06 i Jl

in County Code section 15.30.090(B), the fee schedule was automatically adiusted by an annual,
cost of living increase that was effective October 1, 2006. The Placer County fee schedule for non-
residential dévelopment 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 sindy, noted previously, outlines increases to the curment fee schedule for residential
development projects. New Capital Facility Fee Schedule rates are noted in the following table. H
the Animal Services fee 1s approved, the result is an increase of between 4 and 7.7% for single
family dwelling; 2.4 and 4.7% for multi family; 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 effactive February $, 2006)

Laod Use Categories Lincoln Roseville (without Auburn, Colfax, Unincorporated |
(without County Library) Loomis & Rocklin
County {Cities with County
Library) Libraries
Single Family [.850.54 1,717.54 23264 3.462.57
| Dwelling
Mult Family L3loH 1251 1,656,132 2,485.56
Dhvelling
Age Restricted Sr. 121424 112924 1,527.12 227413
Citizens
Dffice Space/sq. feet A2 42 | 42 74
Retail Space/sg. foet 27 27 27 a7
Industrial Speoce/ag, feet 21 31 21 a8
t":\famhousc Spaceisq. 06 A4 06 g1
cet

City/Town Participation

Your Board is aware that Placer County has worked with the cities to implement the Capital
Facilites 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 Animal
Services facilities fee as a means of offsetting obligations that would be required due to new
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developmemt. The study before you today reflects the fee assuming our existing partrers:
Auburn, Colfax, Lincoln, Loomis, and Rocklin, Our city partners are expected to respond back
to the County in January to confirm their participation in construction of new shelters and
potential adoption of the proposed Animal Services impact fee program.

Staff’ will continue to work with the citics to show that adoption of the fee 15 an important
element in retaining a safe and healthy community and is in the best interest of ail county
residents. Placer County provides Animal Services countywide® and ali 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 Impact Fee. Absent city participation, the Board may wish to comsider other
measures to assure that new development pays its fair share for the cost of providing mandated
county services. In 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 project.

CONCLUSION

A capital facilities fee program mitigates the adverse impacts of growth on county facilities and
fulfills policies set forth in the General Plan. It should be noted that the program does not remedy
deficiencies caused by past growth but would allow the county to maintain a standard as new
growth occurs, Impact fees are used in most cities to build public facilities for general govermment
purposcs, and by counties to fund infrastrueture expansion. The study entitted County 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 thet 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 resolution would impose a new fee on residental development for the purpose of
constructing Anjmal Services capital facilities that are needed due to growth. Consistent with the
Comprehensive Facility Master Plan adopted by the Board in 1996, and the Capital Facilities
Financing Pian affirmed on July 24, 2006, costs for construction of new/expanded Animal Service
facilities, aftributable to growth through the year 2016, are estimated at $20 million. The cost for
Capital Facilities allocated to 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 Antmal 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 Animal
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 Reseville works cooperstively with the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA) to
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new funding source, development impact fees offer a comprehensive soluttion 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 Capitat Facility
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 million would be generated
for construction over the agxl 19 years, assuming that the cities for which the County cumently
provides services, all adopt this impact fee for Animal Services. Essemtially, the proposed fec
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. Resclutions:
1. Resolution to Approve Related Documents which Provide the Basis for the
Animal Services Capital Facility Impact Fee Program
2. Resolution Setting Animal Services Capital Facility Impact Fees within Placer
County

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

In the matter of* . Resol. No;

A RESOLUTION TO 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 __ Janwary 23, 2007 ,

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

Sipgned and approved by me after its passage.

Chairman, Beard of Supervisors

Attest:
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, the county formally adopted the study entitled County Facilities Needed to
Serve Growth (August, 1994}, in order to provide documentation of the need for additional
County facilities nceded to serve new development and apportions the cost to various land 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 firture development, and documents existing facility conditions, project space
requirements, ¢valuate alternative sites, estirnate facility costs, and recomunend a space planning
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Page 2 Resalution #

strategy; and has updated the Capital facilities Financing Plan in July 2006 which addressed
facileties for Animal Services, and

WHEREAS, the county has completed a study emtitled Capital Facility Impact Fee for
Animal Services in Placer County (November, 2006} which documents Apimal Services
facilities needed to serve additional development within the county exclusively and apportions
the cost to various residential 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 Capitad 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 Animal Services.

TieeotlesticdCFIFVAmimal ServicesvAnimal Services Reso#t doc
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Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California

in the matter of: Resol. No:

RESCLUTION SETTING ANIMAL SERVICES
CAPITAL FACILITY IMPACT FEES WITHIN
PLACER COUNTY

The following Reschution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the Couinty
of Placer at a regular meeting heid on __January 23, 2007

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

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

Chaimnan, Board of Supervisors

Attest:
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, the board of Supervisors of the County of Placer has adopted Chapter 15 Article 30
Public Facilittes Fees into the Placer County Code creating and establishing the authority for
imposing and charging a Public Facilties 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 Califomia Government Gode Sechion
8062a; and

WHEREAS, following a public hearing, at which omal and/or written presentations were made as
part of a regularly scheduled meeting; and

WHEREAS, a detailed fiscal and public facilities study of the impacts of contempiated future
development on existing public facilities in Placer County through the year 2010, along with an
analysis of the need for new public facilities and improvements required lo serve fiture
development, was compileted by Recht Hausrath and Associates entited County Facilities



RESOLUTION® Page 2

Neoded fo Serve Growth, based on the Comprehensive Facilittes Master Flan both of which were
adopted November 8, 1954:; and

WHEREAS, in August, 1989 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 facilities, 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 Animal Services facilities and the appropriate service populations
and the need for additional facilities associated with growth accommeodated 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, California Government Code Section 68000, ¢t _seq., requires the local agency to
demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the amount of the Animal Services fee and the
cost of the Animal Services facility or portion of the Animal Servicas facility attributable to the type
of developmert 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 Government Code Section 66000, et seq., and to
establish the nexus as provided by law, a methodology similar (o the ongmal impact fee study
was used. The methodology as set forth in the report, Capital Facility impact Fee for Animal
Services i Placer County, and discussed in the accompanying staff report, is consistent with
Government Code Section 668000, at seq. The Board further finds that the report determines
Animal Services facilites exclusively needed to serve new development in the county and
proposes an Animal Services impact fee, based on residential densities, to allocate the cost to
naw development, and how the impacls are allocated to residential development, using
forecasts of new residents to pradict the demand for additional 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 constryction of new Animal Services facilities to provide Animal Services as set
forth in the report.

C. The fees collectad 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 Supervisars approves
and adopts said report by reference herein, and further finds that the future development in
Placer County will in fact generate said additional demands on Animal Services facilities.

&
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E. As future development occurs, such development will create a need in Placer County for
expanded, improved or newly constructed Animal Services facilities. Said facilities have been
called for 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 Goal 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 faciliies designated in the reports
and the impacts on the categories of residential development for which the
corresponding fee is charged, based upon the studies included n 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
coliected and the categones of residential development for which the fee is charged,
in that the uses identified will address the demands created by said new
daveloprment on Animal service facilties;

{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 Servicaes facility or portion of the Animal Services facility attributable to that
type of residantial development on which the fee is imposed, and

(4) that, the Animal Services fee estimates set forth in Exhibit A, which fee estimates are
based upon the supporting studies and the reporis and which exhibit has been
attached hereto, are reasonable 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 deveiopments will
not exceed the pro-rata share attributable to new development of the total costs of
consiructing the Animal Services facilities identified in the reports.

(6} that, the fee schedule set forth in Exhibit A applies the appropriate Animal Services
fees based upon the anticipated residential occupancy of the vanous categorias 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 to remedy existing deficiencies.

G. The Capital Faciity impact Fee for Animal Servicas in Placer County described in the repons
and as referenced above, is a detailed analysis of how animal services will be affected by
development within Placer County, that it properdy differentiates between the existing
deficiencies, and the projected deficiencies that will be caused by new development, and the
Animal Saervices facilittes required to accommodate that new development.

H. The method of aliocation of the Animal Services facilities fee to a particular category of
residentiai development bears a fair and reasonable relationship to that type of development
and to the development projects within each residential 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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. That these Animal Services Faciites 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 deveiopment and to assure that new development pays its
fair share for these improvements;

J. That the California Constitution Article 11, Seclion 7, empowers the County of Placer to camy
out its services through its entire geographical boundary to the extent it is required to do so as
an extension of the Siate Legislature and a political subdivision of the State of Califomnia, and to
the extent that such powers do not duplicate or imterfere with similar powers which are
exclusively those of the incorporated cities within the jurisdiction of the County of Placer, and
further finds that it ig right and proper under the police 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 Supernisors finds that the public health, safety, peace, morals, convenience,
comfort, prosperity and general weifare will be promoted by the adoption of Animal Services
Facilities fees for construction expansion or improveament of Animal Facilties necessitated by
new development.

L. That failure 10 enact Animal Services Facility fees will subject County residents to conditions
adwvarse 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 fo implement these standards and the County will remedy existing
deficiencies without using proceeds of the Animal Services Facilities fee.

N. That pursuarnt to Title 14 California Code of Regulations, §15273 (a) (4), this action is statutorily
exempt from the Califomnia Environmental Quality Act, as it establishes rates and charges for
the purpose of obtaining funds for capital projects necessary to maintain service within the
County. Further, for any specific project subject to the requirements of this resciution and the
related ordinance, and for any project proposed to be built with funds raised pursuant to thig
enactmeant, environmental review will occur at the time the specific project is proposed. Further,
since the consfruction of each Animal Services facility will be subject to CEQA review, & is,
therefore, reascnably certain that this resolution which establishes Animal Services faciiities
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 California Code of Regulations §15081 (b)
(3). and also pursuant to Chapter 18, Section 18.380.010 (H) of the Placer County Code.

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

1. Pursuant to county ordinance and this resolution, an Animal Services Facilities Fee
shall be charged and paid at the time of issuance of a buikling permit for
development or as otherwise provided in the enabling ordinance. The fee shall be
determined by the fee scheduie in effect on the date the vesting tentative map or
vesting parcel map is approved, or the date 3 permit is issued. The increased fee
schedule is set forth on Exhibit A attached herefo and incorporated by reference
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herein. The increased fee shall not be levied upon any buijlding permit application,
submitted and deemed complete on or before the effective date of this resolution.

This Animal services fees shall be used to pay for design and construction of
designated Animal Services facilties and reascnabfe cost of outside consuitant
studies related thereto; and, when appropriate,

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

This resolution ts statutorily and categoricalfy exempt from CEQA as more
specifically set forth in paragraph N, above;

Annual Review of Fee. The Animal Services fee established herein is adopted and
implemented by the Board in refiance on the comprehensive studies that have been
prepared by the County. Annually the County executive Officer shall review the
estimated costs of the described Animal Services facilities, the continued need for
those improvements, and the reasonable relationship 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 Facilities Fee. This resolution is effective sixty
(60) days after 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 Ecenomics Group (HEG) 1dentified the relationship betwceen residential
population and the comresponding need for Placer County Animal Services facilitics. 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 time 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 fee related to the Couris since changes in Staie law provided
that the State was responsible for new Court facilities, and added a new fee category for
Age Restricted Senjor Housing to take into account the lower density.

This report, prepared by the County Executive Office and HEG, updates the original
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 impesed. The growing demand for animal
services especiatly in the South portion of Placer County, and facility deficiencies
identified in existing Animal Services facilities in Aubuen and Tahoe, prompted the
County to reconsider adopting a Capital Facility Impact Fee for Animal Services
facilities. To justify the impact fee, the following docaments the nexus findings reguired
by Government Code 66001: facility standards and needs, costs, existing defictencies,
and sources of funding.

L FINDINGS REQUIRED BY GOVERNMENT CODE 66001

California Govermment Code 66001 et seq. (AB 1600) governs impact fees (also referred
to as “public facilities fees™) imposed by all 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 purpese of the Placer County Animal Services Facilities Impact Fee is to provide
funding for expansion and new construction of the County Animal Services facilities
required to serve the needs of population growth resulting from new development. The
Capital Facilitics Impact Fee Program implements Placer County Generzl 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
factiities 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.
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Finding #2: Use of the Placer County Public Facilities Impact 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 Auburn 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 population served by Animal Services is residential
and the service is currently provided countywide ¢xcept for the City of Roseville 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 Capital Improvemenr Plan and the
Capital Project 10 Year Plan identify the need for County facilities. Currenily, there is
little or no excess shelter capacity to accommodate the increased service demands
associated with new development. As a result, the level of service for all restdents of the
County declines as the increased activity associated with growth and new development
occurs 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 Lincoln, we forecast that new development wil} bring
136,000 new restdents to the county between 2007 and 2025, excluding projected growth
for the City of Roseville. The detailed anatyses that follows docusmnenis the existing
relationship between Placer County Animal Services facilities and the appropriate service
populations 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, vehicies,
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 pubiic facilities are essentially population-serving. Thevefore, per capita
measures of facilities are a reasonable means of quantifying the relationship between
service population giowth and the need for expanded public facifities.

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 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 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 futurc service population. A planming honizon 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 imposc impact fees based on a higher planning standard only if other
funds unrelated 1o 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 facilittes, and existing deficiencies for
Animal Services. The documentation presents two sets of fees: the first fee is based on
rnaintaining 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 facilities developed by the Placer County Facility Services Department.

II. METHODPOLOGY

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

o Identify facilities expected to require expansion to accommadate the needs
associated with growth;

Determine the relevant exasting and future service population;
Determine existing facility standards;

Identify planned facilities and planned facility standards;
Identify existing deficiencies;

Project facilities needed to accommodate growth and their costs;
Credit new devetopment 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 siandard is based on two factors:

= Existing shelter and barn facilities and amimal 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, bams 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 investiment per capita. For Animal Services facifities, the
existing facility standards are 39 sq. ft. of shelter space per 1,000 capita, 3 5q. ft. of bamn
space per 1,000 capita, and $1.444 of vehicle investment per 1,000 capita,

Y/



To calculate the a facility impact fee using these existing standards, the existing facility
standard is multiplied by the growth in service populaticn, 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
pepulation grows by 135,000 and that animal shelter space costs $438 per square foot to
construct and animal control barmm space costs $153 per square foot to construct. Vehicle
investment 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 devetopment
that are available to offset this cost, therefore the entire cost s 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.
Capitail facility impact fees would be applied to new residential development
accommodating 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 dweiling.

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 Avbum. To build both shelters
will require a commitment of funds unrelated to new development. Therefore, the
County may substitute 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 an growth countywide
excluding the City of Roseville.

The planned facility standard for animal shelter space is calculated by dividing total
planred shelter facilities (39,000 square feet of new and expanded shelter space) by the
future service population. The higher planning standard would be 112 sg. ft. per 1,000
capita. No change is planned in the facility standard for animal control barns and vehicle
investment.

Substituting the higher planned facility standard for animal shelier 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
millton in 2006 dollars.

There are currently ne 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, so this per capita cost translates to Capital
Facility Impact Fees of $133 per sinple 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 cornmit to raising the standard for the existing service population using other sources
of funding. The cost to remedy the existing deficiency for Anitnal shehter facilities is
estimated 1o be $6.8 million (2006 dallars).

(Capital Facility Impact Fees for Animal Services at the Existing and the Planning
Standard(fee per dwelling unit in 2006 doltars)

Dwelling Type

Single Age
Family Multifamily  Restricted
Per unit fee at Existing standard $49 522 $32
Per unit fee at Planning standard $133 $59 $85

Tables VIIL.1 to VIIL7 in the Appendix present details on existing inventories, service
populations, cost assumptions, and the two sets of impact fee calculations.



TABLE VilL)
EXISTING INVENTORIES AND FACILITY STANDARDS

ANIMAL SERVICES

2156
Tiventory {3q. fi or
Eacility Type dallary’ Lxisting Facility Stacdard’
Anymal Control Sheiter 5,222 & 81 Sq. Fioper 1000 capiia
Anwmal Contiol Bams B} 303 Sq Froper 100D caputa
Webacles §306 000 $1.149 Dollars per | 000 capita

1 The dollar values represent replacemen! coss in TS dollas Vehicles sl anoyse following a seven-year replacement oy le and Teayed wehicles are
oot lasluded i the inveotory for the pupone of the Tacility wopact fee documentation,
2 Pased om a 006 serwics population of 21200 (accounting foc a1l county rezidents except those i the City of Rosewnlle]

SOURCES. Placer County Exevuhve Office, Hausralh Feanamics Gaoup

iExcluding Rosevilke Total in 2025
wcluding Roseville 34A, 000

Eluhug Service Pnpnl.'l-lhnn |20
Incresse in Service Popalation (20417-2028)

i
Planned Animat Shelier Facilities (max of 29,000 sF in ¥ i
Plﬂ.:tr + !.CI G st up.!mlcd I':l-:lJ:I:y n f\ullul'nll . : - 3o ﬂﬁf]

F..mlm; P«p = DOF 1006 pop 316,508 Tea Roaevitle @ 104,6'6 and Tahoe @15 00, lntuue in pop= BACOG
421741 desa 196,853, hess 101,258 for Rescville sud 450 for Tabot Plus 20,789 for Linoodn, 1171408, Tahae added
bavk in to esisting and growth,

TABLE VII1.2
EXISTING DEFHIENCIES
AwIMAL SFRVICES

Aninal Shetier Samee
Existing Facitity Standard 39 =g It pec 20D0 capua
Flansed Facility Sandad 712 =g A per 000 capita
Dhiterence in Stadards T osq ftoper 1,000 camta
Amount of D:rl(icm:y' 15520 = 1.
Cost to Remedy Deficiency (2006 dollars) 56, YIR.(H0

| The différemce berween e planned fur ity standard and exosbiog faci ey standird muloplied by the 2006 senace
sopufaton Prowvides an cotimate of the degree 10 which the existing Tevel of sérvice wonld be improved assuming n'lann:d !
facilities were built as carrenly proposed.

t The ameunt of e dehaency maluplicd by the cost per wan for ammal sheler space. See Fuble [ 4

SOHRCES Placer County Depanment of Eaculines Services and Hauswath Economucs Group

I TARLE ¥IL3
| COST OF FACILITIES NEEDED 19 SERVE GROWTH ASSUMING EXISTING FACILITY STANDARDS
2007 - 2015
ANIMAL SERVICES
{2006 dollary)

Fucilitics Cast ger 1nie’ Facitity Sandardy’ Facility Need” Facility Ceat’
Anumal Control Shelter 343800 Ef 5,28 $2,314,329
Ammal Contral Barns $15100 3 411 61.12%
Wencles nfa 1 444 196,650 194 650

[Totxl 51,574,104

2 = o4 appicatle

space a5 well as shelter gpace. Costs are measwred per square (ool ofF bulldig ar yard space
2 Siandards expressed in square feet per 1,000 capita or evrrent dollar nvesement per 1 000 capita
3 Avooun indicaies the facibties needed (o serve the serage population werease of 1360009,

asspciated with growih are expressed e 2006 doliars.
SOURCES Macer Counry Execunive Offee, Hawsrath Econamics Group

I Upit coxts are 10 MG dollars and include land, site preparatua, construcuon, and femithnps  The cost factors for animal eonttol stelters uelede costs for offce

4 Facuity vost equals the projected space peed tmes the umt cost, of, for vehicles, the inventory teplacement vatus, pér the cxishng mventary standard, Coss

Animal Contral Tables TU05 revaged 11_21_2004 xis - ANIMAL CONTEOL 25 evl 14 08 - 1 LR2%2006

4



TABLE ¥ilLd

TABLE VIiLY
CAPITAL FACILITY FEE SCHEDULE ASSUNMING EXISTING FACILITY
CAPITAL FACILITY FEE COST AL LOCATION ASSUMING EXISTING STANDARDS
FACILITY STANDARDGS
ANIMAL SERVICES ANIMAL SERVICES
(2006 doitars) (2006 Faliars)
Occupancy per
Total Coat of Facitities 12,574,000 | |Lawd Use Categories Unit' Cost per Capits  Fze Amgune’
Subtract  Cosnmbaio of Ciber Fusding Sorces = Stogle Faumuly 25 519 O
Net Cosl Aliccated To New Developmen 52,574,004 Moy 116 59 =1
[rerease i Servige Populauon 20403 - 2025 Hr L Apr Resiricted Seniow 1.67 519 551
Fer Capita Hel Cast 1 Residents per dweling it
Cosi Per Capatz for Resdent Population Sl 2 VPer dwellmg wit Far resjdenhal land wics  Apphes o development thivughout the
Cost Per Capita for Worker Population Wil fesunty, exeept i the Dity of Rosevtle.
souﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁ?&ﬁ?@?’“m““w"“”’_} SOURCE: Hausiath Eeoncmics Group 1

TABLE VilL&

CAPITAL FACILITY FEE COST ALLOCATION ASSUMING FLANNED
FACILITY STANDARDS'
ANIMAL SERVICES

TAHLE ¥INLT .
CAPITAL FACILITY FEE SCHEDULE ASSUMING PLANNED FACILITY
STANDARDS

ANIMAL SERVICES

{2006 dokar}
Cocupancy per

(2006 dollars) Laod Use Categories Uit Loyl per Capits  Fee Amoyat’
‘Total Cost of Facilities 56,935 a0 Single Famly 28] £51 5143
Subtracy: Contnbubon of Other Fuswhing Suwrces _ R . Mulofanuly 116 $5t 5%
Nl Cose Aflocared to New Developosnl $6,535, 0000 Age Bestricted Seuor 147 b3 SRS
Ingrease 1 Service Populanion 2007 - 2025 126,000 1 " Aswmal sheller space 13 the anly Garihry for whnch Yhee s a bigher standard (os
Par Capid Net Cosl planned faciivies.
Cost Per Caputa for Resudent Population 851 fF 12 Fesdems per dwelling unit
Cost Ter Capula for Worker Population n'a i [¥ Per dwelling anit for ressdeatial kand uses  Apphes 10 development dwoughuut the

Anpma) Aelber spaee 33 the only facibty for which there 13 a higher standard fur
stanned Facdirres.

WIURCE  Hasrath Ecoommics Group

counry, except in the Ciny of Ragewile
SOURCE: ilausrath Economics Croup

Azernal Control Tables 2005 revised 11 2t 2006 aly - ANIMAL CONTROL 2005 revl t_la_06 - 1L/2% 2006




8Y WHOM:

WHERE:

DATE:
TIME:

PURPOSE:

For publishing on January 12, 2007

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

PLACER CQUNTY BOARD QF SUPERVISORS

Board of Supervisors Chambers
175 Fulweiler Avenue; Aubum, California

Tuesday, January 23, 2007
10:30 a.m.

The Board of Supervisors will hold a public hearing to consider a
resolution increasing the County Capital Facilities Impact Fee to add an
Animal Services component as part of the Capital Facilities Impact Fee
Program. The purpose of the Capital Facilities Impact Fee Program,
which was adopted by the Board of Supervisars on Qctober 15, 1996, is to
implement the goals and objectives of the County General Plan and to
mitigate the impacts caused by new development within the county. The
fees are required in order to finance Animal Services facilities to the extent
justified by the demands of new development. The fee increase proposed
is in the range from $59 to $133.

The following reports, Capital Facility impact Fee for Animal Services in
Placer County prepared November, 2006, and the County Facilitios
Needed to Serve Growth prepared by Recht Hausrath & Associates in
August 1994, are available for public viewing at the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Aubum, CA 95603. Further
information can be obtained by calling (530) 889-4030.

Interested persons are invited to afttend the hearing or submit written
comments to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, 175 Fulweiler Avenue,
Aubum, CA 95803 prior to the hearing date.

Ann Holman, Clerk
Board of Supervisors

T.ceol Leslie\CHEL Anlenal Contral\PublicHearingAnimal Seqvices.doc
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AND DELIVERED

Friends af
Auburn/Tahoe Yista
Placer County
Animal Shelter

B Aukarn
11851 f Avenue
Auburn, CARSAD3

7 Tahoe ¥ists
842 Enelter koad
Taroe Vista, U4 URA06

PO Bow 1436
Kngs Beach, LA P50 43

530-887-5520
bar G4 543-3354
s AN TISIEIAT € COMm

January 16, 2007

SupDi ___ Bup Dy Axde 31
gupbz_&lpﬂs__mdeDZ: A
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Aude M ___

iﬂl} 0%

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

RE: Capital Facility Impact Fee -
Placer County Animal Shelter
YOTE NO

Dear Gentlemen,

! have attached a copy of the county’s Needs Assessment report from 2004
relative to its animal services department. In i1, the consultant recommends
the county rebuild the Auburn shelter with a 27,804 square foot facility at a
cost of $7 million (excluding cost of the building site). No where in the report
does he mention the need for two shelters nor does it recommend a “co-
located™ animal facility. In fact, it says:

“(Given recent natipnal trends wherehy Humane Societies
and SPCA’s frequently have divested themselves of
Anmimal Control Coniracts.....” '

Simply put, private non-profit shelters apd government municipalities fulfill
two separate and distinct functions. The former prefers to provide “adoption™
and educatton services, thergby limliﬁn;g their intake to “adoptable” animals;,
more appropriately referred to as limited-admission shelters. The latter is
mandated to focus on stray and aggressive amimals and animal abuse/neglect;
mote appropriately referred to as open-admission shelters. While euthanasia
rates are definitely a concern at Placer County Animal Services, it does not
correlate to donations and financial support as much as it does for private non-
profit shelters. It is this conflict in purpose and ultimate financial survival of a
non-profit that the consultant refers to in his statement above. 1 could clearly
see the effects of this at the two “co-located” shejters in California that ]
visited with staff from the CEO’s office a few years back - each facility in
disagreement with its partner — one more so than the other. At the end of each
day, it was the animals that suffered such an arrangement — paying the
uitimate price with their Life.

e . quz‘a m&ﬁm& TTESM |
H. Hernzew : - [-ij_{:?]"
' Qu."jc“fﬁm DATE: -
(o Ceoncel e 3082
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January 16, 2007
Page 2
Capital Facility Impact Fee — Animal Shelter

Furthermore, at the November 30™ Animal Advisory Committee meeting, | asked Tom
Miller this question:

“And will the Placer SPCA be paying for half of the purchase of
the land (in West Roseville) or will the taxpayers be paying for the
whole....How's that coming together™?

To which Mr. Miller responded:

RO Now where it comes into the cournty’s play of it is that we,
would look at that county land that’s nvolved in that long term
lease to private non-profit’s in both placcs would be also shared by
the cities, because right now it’s essentially a county asset and the
county shouldn’t bear the lass of that land base let’s call it that
solely on its own but the city should also share in the cost so that
the county in essence will be substantially reimbursed of that land
cost that’s going to be commitied in both those areas to private
non-profit space...... "

Gentlemen, when I spoke at the City of Colfax and City of Auburn council meetings last
week, I got the impression that the $133 facility fee, the one-time “fair-share™ fee and the
cost of the land were a surprise to them ~ contrary to what Mr. Miller has led us to
believe in our AAC meeting.

Qur questions continue {0 mount: Why doesn’t the capital facility fee proposal include
the City of Roseville? Why will the unincorporated portien of the county, the cities of
Linceln, Rocklin, Auburn, Colfax and Town of Loomis agree to pick up the tab for
Roseville’s demands on our animal shelter, which to date, has been served by the Placer
SPCA7? Ifthe City of Roseville cancels the current contract for sheltering services with
the Placer SPCA, what will happen to the SPCA since nearly 50% of their budget is
funded by that contact? Why is it costing $645 square foot { Auburn shelier 10,000 SF +
West Roseville shelter 21,000 SF / total cost of construction $20M = $645 SF) when the
consultant indicates an average cost of $179 SF in his Needs Assessment report? And
lastly, how can the county accomplish its affordable housing plan when unsupported fees
like this push housing prices firther oul of reach of first-time home buyers?

As growth in California cities continues, it is becoming clear that current trends in animal
sheltering favors the formation of joint power authority agreements by and between the
cities experiencing the most growth, Might we be 50 bold as to suggest this “better
service model™ as an option in our situation? It would allow the West Placer cities of
Roseville, Rocklin and Lincaln the chance to fund and operate their own facility.
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January 16, 2007
Page 3
Capital Facility Impact Fee — Animal Shelter

In summary, we are asking vou to vote NO on the Capital Facilities Impact Fee for
Animal Services. We’re asking that you direct staff to begin rebutlding the Auburn
shelter sooner than 2010 and provide your Board with future plans for rebuilding the
Tahoe Vista shelter. We’re also asking that you direct staff to hire a consultant
{independently reporting to someone outside HHS} to review and make recommendations
on the department’s current budget.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Together 1 believe we have an
opportunity to build a safe, effective and well-tun Animal Services program.

Sincerely,
Rosemary F ri;;;o_ ID
Encl

Supervisor Kranz
Supervisor Rockholm
Supervisor Weygandt
Supervisor Holmes
Supervisor Uhler

¥
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6.0 Budget Considerations
PRELIMINARY CONSTRUCTION BUDGET FOR

r
|

PLACER COUNTY "AUBURN" FACILITY REPLACEMENT

+
| The following budget is based upon the facility program described in Summary Building Chart B.0 which calls for a 27,804 5F Base }
. Buiiding.a 34,155 SF Building for Alternative #1 and a 23,062 SF Building for Alternative #2. Both the Base and the Altemative #1 F;b
and #2 Programs call for & 3,419 SF Bamn. Similarly, the related site cosls are based upen the areas required for each scheme with v i
the sxceplion that the Base Program Area and Altemate ¥2 includes hydroseeded expansion area for the Alternative #1 additional & 1y
" puilding and parking scenario plus the future vet clinic. A summary of sach budget is as follows: e\} W R §
k L/ ¥R
1.0 Jotal Buliding and Site Area Altomltivqao')“ Alternative f%? g
Base La) #2 ‘
1_1Base Building 27,804 SF M 115 SF 23.062 SF
1.2Bam (pre-engineared building shel!) 3419 5F 3,419 5F 3419 5F
1.3Parking 20,050 5F 26,600 5F 20,050 5F
Subtotat 1.1 — 1.3 (Ruilkding & Parking) 51,273 5F 64,134 SF 465 531 SF
1.4 5oft Landscaping 20,000 SF 20,000 §F 20,000 8F
1.5+ard Landscaping/Exercize Area 13,000 5F 13,000 5F 13,000 EF
1.6HydroSeed (expansion & livestock areas ) 21,195 SF 8,334 5F 25,537 SF
Total Land Area 105,458 S5F 105,468 §F 105,468 SF
2.0 Msw Building Consiruction
2.1Bullding
27,804 SF x $970/SF 11 $4,726,6580 {34 115 5F) &5,795550 (23,062 S5F) $3,920.540
2.2Bam
3.419 x $50/5F 2051490 295,140 205140
Subtotal 2.0 $4,831,820 $6,004,650 $4,125,680
10 nnals
3. 1Kannels™* 77 @ $2,200 instalied 169,400 (98 kennals) 5245600 (49 kennels) 107,800
2@ §1.200instalted 2.4 2,400 2400
3.2Cages 11 Assume 110 new § $250 ea. £27.500 {150 cagas) 40,000 (RO cages) __ #0000
Subtotal 3.3 $ 185300 $ 253,000 £ 130,200
4.0 Site Work 1117
4.1Parking 20,050 SF @ $6/5F 120,300 (26,600 5F) 150,600 {20,050 SF) % 120,300
4.2"Soft" Landscaping 20,000 SF @ $5/SF 100,000 100,000 100,000
4.3%Hard" Scape 13,000 SF & 36/SF 78.000 18,000 78,000
4. 4HydroSead 21,195 5F @ $1/5F 1.1 {8,334 5F) 8334 ({25937 5F) 25937
Subtotat 4.0 § 19,495 $ 345934 $ 324237
Subtotal 1.0-4.0 Hard Construction Costs $5450 615 $6.,608,624 $4,580,118
5.0 Flxturss, Furniture & Equipmeni —
Includes system fumiture,
Kitchenffood prep equipmant, washers,
Dryers, grooming equip., etc. § 100,000 § 110,000 §_ 50000
Subtotal 1.0 through 5.0 §5.550.618 36,719,624 54,670,418
Contingency @ 10% 3 SS5.0616 3 B71.962 § 467,012
1.0 *SoR Costs @ + 25% of 1.0 -5.0 $1,288,143 $L870.022 157,530
Total Propossd Budgst 1.0 - 7.0 57 495,565 $9,065 649 $5,.204 861
B.O Posalbie Cost Reduction for slimination of
Classrooms, Voluniser Room snd Computar 1§ 358,000} {$ 358,000} {3 358,000)
Educition Room {(we do ngt recommaend
sliminating the Classroom or the Yolunteer
Raom)
Subtotal 1.0 - 8.0 FYRELE ] $4.707 841 35,046,660

T Needs lo be establishod by the Gounty Architect's Office.

*  Ageumas $AVSF for the shell and $A0/SF for slab, utilities, lighting and miscellanecus finishes

“**  Based upon T-Kennal Syslam

1  HydroSeed area includes 5,000 SF livestock, 3,334 SF future vet cHinle, B,264 SF addilional All. #1 buliding area and

5,550 SF additional parking ama

++ Fadilities such as this have besn running approsdmately $200/SF recently in the Bay Area. 'We have

reduced this iigure by 15% for the Placer County area.
11 Based upon Shoreline 5.5.cages.

11t 1Does not include off sile improverneris such as utilities, roads, stormdrains, edc.
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3.0 Facility Program

3.01 INTRODUCTION AND ASSUMPTIONS

The following program outlings all physical components required in a
new Placer County “Aubum” replacement facility. These
components are based upon the data developed during the needs
assessment process which included the following nput:

1) Questionnaires completed by staff from each depariment.
See Appendix.

2) Meetings with each department which focused on both
current and future staffing and operations. See Index Tab
3.3,

3) Animals Held Calculations which inglude criteria to meet
Hayden Bill 581785, See Index Tab 3.1.

4) Tours of the racenlly completed California Animal Care
Facilities.

&) Consideration of future growth trends both in terms of Placer
County population growth, possible service area expansion,
and naticnal trends relative to domestic animals per human
population. See 3.03 Planning for Future Animat Control
Service Area Increases.

3.02 Program Organization

The facility “Base™ program is described herein by spreadsheet
program charts that are organized arcund the physical and
aperational areas of the facility. These categories include:

Public Adoption Area

Office Work Areas

Animal Holding Areas

Animal Shelter Support Functicns

5.0 Facility Support Services

5.0 Barn/Farm Animals

7.0 Veterinary Department/Clinic (future area)

8.0 Summary Building Program {includes parking and site
areas)

g
coob

Generally, sach of these sections describes the specific program
companent by room type, quantity, and slze. Room types are
referanced by alphabetic notation and are included as scaled
drawings under Section 3.2. Where applicable, the room type
sheel will include a finish scheduls which describes
recommended finishes for the room in question. While
quantities are generally self-explanatory, an additional category
is provided for animal holding areas which describes the number
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of animals or cages per room. This category informs the user as
o whether cat cages (for example) are being stacked one, two,
or three high in order to satisfy the required holding criteria.
Onee the room type with its net square footage (NSF) is
determined, it is mulliplied by the quantity, and a total NSF figure
is estabiished. The NSF represents the useable area within a
room of rooms but not the raquired circulation to connect thern
to one another within the given depatment ar program area. In
order 1o arrive at this total (NSF + circulation area = gross SF or
GSF), most programs apply an overall "load” factor as a percent
{generally 25 1o 30%) to the sum of all NSF areas. While this
method can work reasonably weil for simple programs such as
an office building where the uses and repm sizes are simitar, it
can be problermatic and misleading in more camplex and diverse
building types resulting in programs which, during the later
design phases, have trouble fitting within the projected site area
or, more frequently, exceed the budget which was established
early on as a cost/SF multiplied against the GSF. As a general
rule, most large rooms will require a lower load factor than
smaller rooms or workstations. Thus, for example, a 7 kennef
“guillotine” style dog ward requires a circulation factor of
approximately 13.5% while a much smaller & x 6 clerical
workstation requires approximately 50%. As a result, our
methodology for projecting the overall GSF assigns each
program companent its own individual load factor, which has
been established through tests of similar completed plans, Once
each program area is totaled, the resultant GSF represents the
tota! area needed to develop an eificient overal! plan for that
department or funclional area. However just as individual rgoms
require walls and connecting circulalion, a  similar
interdepartmantal load factor needs fo be applied to the
sublofal of all department areas. We have found that 10% is an
appropriate figure for this load factor, as long as the future site
allows an efficient design to be developed. Where sites are
constrained or irregular, & higher load factor may be needed to
allow for inevitable plan inefficiencies.

3,03 Planning for Future Animal Control Service Area Increases

8.0 Summary Bullding Program represents the total building
and site area needed to construct a new Placer Caunty “Auburn”
facility, assuming that the current geagraphic service area
remains the same. This program chart calls for a 27,804 SF
Main Shelter building, a 3,419 SF Barn, and a 3,334 SF
expansion area for a future Veterinary Clinic. The reguired
building site area for this program is 93,607 SF or 2.15 acres
{assuming an efficient, buildable site). As noted under both 3.6
Future Populaticn Increase and 3.1 Animal Holding Capacity,
statistice both in California and across the country consistently
show a decline in vnwanted domestic animals as the popuiation
becomes more educated as to domestic snimal issues. Even in
areas -experisncing poplation increases similar to Flacer
County, a decline in unwanted pets or et least maintenance of
the status quo is generally recorded. For this reason we have
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used current holding needs as the basis of the program and
have referred to it as the “basa program” as described above.
However, if significant changes to the population are
experienced such as through annexation or if the area of service
significantly increases, then these figures need to be
resvaluated. We found this to be a need refative to the areas
such as Roseville which are serviced by the Placer SPCA and
have adjusted our "base program” accordingly with Aliternative
#1. Presently Roseville, the County's targest city, contracts
sheltering services with the Placer SPCA, while the Roseville
Police Dapartment handles Animal Control fisld services. The
cities of Rocklin and Auburn also have their cwn Animal Condrol
officers for field services but contract with Placer County for
sheltering.  Given .recent national - rends whereby “Humane
Societies .and SPGAs frequently have divested themselves of
Animal -Control - contracts, -and in response {o the County's
concarn. that the new facility site be sized to-sccommodate both
Juture gecgraphic and -demographic .changes, we have
nciuded an additional progrem chard 3.1 which describes the
required additional areas needed to accommodate the City of
Rosaville animals should the Placer SPCA no longer continue to
contract for these services. In addition, we have added on
Alternative #1 to our 8.0 Summary Program to reflect the total
size, See;

Program Chart 3.1 "Roseville” Animal Holding Areas and
Related Support Functions

Program Chart 8.0 Summary Building Program {Alternative 1
Scenariv - Plater Counly Assumes
Animal Contrel Contract for Rosaville)}

3.04 Attemative 1 Program Assumptions

It should be noted that several assumptions were mads for the
Afternative 1 Scenario. These include:

1) Additional animals held would be calculated for the State-
required minimum 4 days + 1 day of impoundmenf holding
period, with a pro rata increase for specialized holding areas
such as for sick and injured, protective custody, vicious
dogs, and guarantine,

2) Extended Adoplion Holding would be handled via a
combination of methods including:

a. 50% on-site holding capacity basad upon an additionai S-day
extended adoption pericd. (The remaining 50% would be
handied by eilher mathods b, c, or d, noted below.)

b. Ongoing adoption pregrams with the SPCA, which would
continue to accept "adoptable” animals.
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3.05

¢c. Establish new “foster” programs within the Placer Cuunty
community - both with individual families and social
organizations.

d. Use of muliiple dog habilats where deemed appropriate by

staff for purposes of socialization. (It should be noled that
this approach has gained accepiance over the past 5 years
as a positive socializing enhancement for “adoptabie” dogs
which has helped reduce the number of animals returned to
shelters for behavioral reasons. )

3} Additional Animal Control officer work stations would remain
at the “Base” total of 7 and staff would move to a “shift”

system. Therefore, additicnal work areas would not be |

Trmd_ed, bu! additional locker area would be. The aggiional *

occker area is includad in the “Base™ program.
4} The “Base” administration staff would remain the same.

5) Adequate support area for increased kenna! staff and
volunteers would be included in the "Base” program.

Program Recommendations

Based upon the above assumplions, it i recommended that
future planned facility expansion provisions be made in the new
facility master plan for housing the Roseville animals now held
by the Placer SPCA soc that as the need arises, the added
capacity can be more easily sccommodatad. Since dogs held in
the year 2000 by both organizations are almost identical (2,054
County vs. 2017 SPCA) and cats are about 213" {2,959 County
v§. 1,803 SPCA), we recommend the following added capacity:

Additional Dog Holding Areas

Dog Holding 21 ,
Dog Extended Adeption 14 {50% of a calculated 28)
Dog Sick/fisolation ]
Protective Custody 3 (increase ward of 4 ta 7}
" Quarantine (Bites) 2
Vicious Dogs 2
Additional -at Holding Areas
Cat Holding Capges/Room 20 (2 additional rooms)
Cat Adoption Cages/Roorn 20 (2 additional rooms)
Sick/lsolation 10 (¥ additional room)
Additionat Small Animals/Exotics t additional room

Additional Support Areas

« 2 addilional (small} food preps
1 additicnal exam room
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- Expansion area has been provided in the locker room
Base program for 7 additional 2 x 2 lockers and 5
additional 1 x 2 lockers

. The Base program's general and food storage areas
can combing into either a larger food or general
storage while Alternative 1 will provide an additionat
300 SF storage area.

It shoutd be noted that in an effort to keep Allemative 1 as simple
as possibie, all additional support area has been included in the
Prograrn Chart 3.1 "Roseville” Animal Holding Areas and Related
Support Functions Chart.

As noted in the Program Chart 8.0 Summary Building
Program, the minimum site area recommended under this
scenario is 105468 SF or 243 acres. This site would
accommodate a future Main facility buiid-out of 34,115 SF which
is large enough to service the City of Roseville animals noted
above, aluong with a separate 3,419 SF Bam structure. However,
the program also suggests an optimum Main Shelter build-out of
37,445 S5F which would include a 3,334 SF Veterinary Clinic.
{Again, this figure does not inciude the Barn, which would be a
separate structure,} Site support areas and parking are included
in the overall site area. It should be stressed that, should the
City of Rosaville continue to contract with the Placer SPCA, the
smaller Main facility described in 8.0 Summary Building Program
of 27 804 SF would be constructed, and the additional Roseville
animal portion described in Program Chart 3.1/4.1 of 6312 SF
would he planned as a future addition. (Nete that 6,312 SF is
the difference between Program Chart 3.0 of 5417 SF and
Program Chart 3.1 of 11,155 SF=5,738 plus a 10% circulation
facior.)

3.06 Future Population Increase

As discussed under Section 3.1 Animal Holding Capaciy, the
program is based upen an assumption that Placer County's vear
2000/2001 animal intake statistics most likely reprasent a worsl
case scenaric and, hence, is the basis of the animal holding
capacity. While the human populalion wil! continue to increase
in the "Auburn” facility service area over the next 20 vears,
California and national trends cleary indicate a progressive
yearly reduction in the number of unwanted domestic animals in
wbanized areas -~ even those with rapidly increasing
popudations. It is generally agreed upon by those in the animal
care field that this phenomena is largely due to the
implernentation of both affactiva spay neuter policies and
community education programs. This issue is discussed in
greater detail in Section 2.0 Background. While no animal
holding expansion capability is felt to be necessary for the
anficipated population growth, it must be stressed that this

GEORGE MIERS & ASSOCIATES Flacer County Arimal Services Facility
31

47



3.07

| 3.08

decision is dependent upon the County’s stated commitment to
continue the implementation of the above stated programs.

Alternative #2 Program Assumptions

As discussed n the Summary Recommendations, we were
requested to provide an alterpative building program for an
animal holding scenario which metl anly the minimum “letter of
the law” — not the intent. This scenario would hold animais for
only the minimum holding period which is four business days
pius the day of impoundment which equals five business days.
However, as explained under 3.1.5, due to the facility being
closed on Sunday and possiply in the future on Saturday, for
catculation purposes we need to use six days holding. In
essence, this scenaric eliminates all of the extendsad adoption
holding which results in all adoptabie animals having fo be
euthanized after the sixth day. As a resuit, we do not recommend
this altemative, All of the adoption program components which
could be ¢liminated are included in the 1.0 program chart. Since
all of the ofher support areas would stiit nead 10 be provided, we
only made an adjustment to the 1.0 program, eliminating most of
the animal holding areas and reducing the size of the iobhy.
While the reduction of "extended adoption™ holding areas would
have some reduction effect on the support areas, it would only
be in a 10% 10 20% range and only for some rooms. For
example, the Laundry Room, Euthanasia Room and Medical
Reoms would not ¢hange. On the other hand, Food Storage
would be reduced and Greoming could be smaller. However, all
in all we felt the overall impact was relatively small. Should the
County opt to select Altemative 2, then these areas should be
Ieoked at more carefully on a room-by-room basis.

The Courty also asked that we consider the elimination of the
Classroom and it storage closet, the Volunteer Room and the
Computer Education area which, together total 1,582 NSF and
after the 10% interdepartmental circulation totals 1,740 GSF.
Since this reduction could accur on any of the three pregram
scenarios {Base, Alternative #1 or Alternative #2) we listed the
cost impact separstely for afl three scenarios in 6.0 Budget
Considerations. As discussed elsewhere, we do not recommend
the elimination of the Classroom or the Volunteer Room,

Side-Transfer Kennels

Several Anmal Control Agencies, such as Contra Costa County,
have opted to use a new kenne! amangement called “side-
fransfer” kennels in an effort 1o reduce the cost of their {acility.
See kennel type K-1 and K-6 located in the Room Types Section
af this report which illustrate the differences. In brief, there is a
net difference of approximately 28 5F per dog held (76 SF vs. 48
SF} which is about a /™ area reduction over the traditional front
lo back guiliotine arrangement. This type of arrangement
requires a different cleaning procedure than the traditional front
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to back guillotine arrangement. The traditional front to back
guillotine allows all dogs in a ward (6 to §) to be moved through
the guillotine door 1o the backside at the same time. All kennels
in the front side are cleaned, the dogs are returned through the
guitlotine to the front side, the rear is then cleaned and the
guillotine can be lifted to provide a larger kennel area (4 x 9 vs. 4
x 6). The side transfer concept provides all dogs with a 4 x 6
compartment when the ward is full (see discussion below as
capacity is an important issue when evaluating the pras and
cons of the side transfer concept). Using kennel type K-G as a
reference, if you have 12 compariments in a ward (6 back to
back compartments with guillotines to the side and front 1o back),
then one compartment remains open all the time — hence,
maximum capacity of a ward is 11 dogs. Cleaning then occurs
by preparing the empty kennelfcompartment, moving the next
dog into i, cleaning the new empty compartment and continuing
this process in a clockwisa or counterclockwise rotation. Since
kennels are generaliy cieaned twice a day, the reverse occurs at
the end of day. — thus, bringing the dog back fo the original
compartment. When the ward is full, 8sach dog has a 4 x §
kennel. Howaver, when the wards are not full {which should be
most of the time {based upon our calculations), then the front to
back or side to side doars can be apened to provide the dog with
a4 x 12 or 8 x 6 kennel which is, in fact, larger than the 4 x 8
noted above. Concerns about the side transfer concept are; 1)
greater potential for dissase transfer as dogs move from one
habitat to the next — hence, cleaning procedures are more
critical, 2) greatar staff time required for cleaning as each
compartment must be cleaned one at & time, and 3) smaller
kennel compartments when the ward is full. Advantages include
1} less square footage and hence, lower cost — for example, at
28 NSF x 10% interdepartmental load factor = + 31 SF x
$170/SF = $5,270 construction cost reduction per kennel, {say
$4.800 after the additional guilioting is added). If all 42 holding
kennels were changed to side transfer, then 42 kennels x
54,500/each = $186,000). 2} When the ward is not full, the
helding kennel is actually larger and cleaning and disease
transfer issues are the same as the front to back guillctineg, 3)
given both national ang California trends which show the number
of unwanled domestic animals dropping. the side transfer
arrangement can be seen as a way of accommodating the
current “worst case” scengrio. As numbers drop, the side
transfer procedure changes to the traditional front tc back
arrangement with larger kennel areas for each dog. 4} side
transfer kennels provide greater flexibility for staff to alfow
muitiple animals ic socialize logether which is a growing trend in
shelter facilities. In fact, side transfers have been used for many
years in boarding kennels for precisely this reason. Nole that
given the current program, we would recommend that anly the
42 holding kennels and possibly the 7 quarantine and 7 vicious
dog kennels be designed in this manner. Adoption kenngls and
Sick Dogs should remain as front to back guiliotine kennels
(kennel type K-1).
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Recently, George Miers, of George Miers & Associates, and
Mike Ross, Director of Contra Costa County Animal Services,
requested that a side transfer mock up be prepared by T-
kennels/Shoreline Manufacturers in Kansas City, MO. Both,
George Miers and Mike Ross, made two trips to the T-Kennels
factory 1o make sure that the mock-up was constructed as well
as possible in order to address disease transfer and cleaning
concerns. During these trips, & number of changes were made
to the detailing of the side transfer doors and tracks, which have
significantly improvad their performance. These kennels shouid
be installed in Contra Costa County by April 1, 2004 for review.
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Ann Holman - Atiention:; Supervisor Weygandt Page 1

= SORIVED
From: "Sandy” <stewarts@infostations.com> AN 1 g e
To: <bos@placer.ca.gov> SRR A
Daie: 1/15/2007 11:56:47 Al c . ERKORT o
Subject: Attenlion: Supervisar Weygandt CRAORRL R

Dear Supervisar Weygandt,

On January 23rd you will be asked {o vote on a new Capilal Facility Impact fge of $133 for the animal
shelter. tis my understanding that anima! intake numbers arg declining nalicnwide and here in Placer
County as well. Given this fact, | question whether another animal shelter is warranted. To impose such
a fee when the need for another facilty has not been demonstrated violates Government Code section
66000,

Furthermaore, the fee proposat excludes the City of Roseville rom parlicipating, tleaving the rest of the
county with an encrmous financial burden. Since approximately one-third of the funding to construct the
sheiter will come from the capital facility fee that leaves the balance of the conslruction bili on the hack of
laxpayers,

As my representative, I'm requesting that you vole NO an the January 23rd Capital Facility Fee. Then
\ake a slep back lo closely review staff's skewed proposal along with the need for another animal sheiter,

Sinceraly,
Jandra 5. Stewart P =m—:‘:“‘2‘;’l":::b:_r"‘:"
E ,ﬁ@ﬁﬁi}& FEERE

."\— et
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From: "Marilyn Jasper” <mjasper@accesshec com> EEFL I T
Ta: "Placer County Board of Supervisors™ <bos@placer.ca. gove, Lk Ui -
<JPereiraflplacer.ca.gov>. <BKranz@ndacer ca.gove. <JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>, T Ipr;';-.'_:.
<Weygandt@pliacer ca gove, <kuhlerf@placer.ca.gov>, <rrockhoim@placer.ca.gov>

Date: TASZ2007 4:52:34 PM

Subject: Amimal Shelter Views

Dear Placer County Supervisor

On January 18, you will be valing on an issue of great
importance to animal weltare. On the suiface, a new animal shelter
sounds good, bul the devil is in the details. As a taxpayer who
normally suppors impact fees, | urge you to vole NO on the capifal
facility improvemeni fee bacause i wall not benefit Ihe centrally
localed, but outdaled, Auburn shelter. and, worse, it may have the
effect of diverting funds that rightly should be spent on the Auburn
shelter firsi.

Any decision 1@ build 8 new shelter at one end of the
county, when the current centrally located shelter is in such need of
improvernents, is patentaliy fraught with problems and needs to be
reconsidered, Altheugh speculation and proposed development projects
show tremendous growth in western Placer County, the reality 13 that at
some point. lhese burgeaning communities will protably decide o fund
their own Animal Contral Departments and facilities. Why should the
county pick ug the tab while these incorporated oifles embark on their
build-gut pians? Also, the county will be left hotding the hag as most
cities that grow past a certain size elect to have their own facilities.

A logicai altermative would be to wait on moving and building in a
questionable location, or at least held off on funding such a move.
Instead, direct any impact feas to impraving the current shelier FIRST.
Possibly, consideration of a sateline facility might make sense, but
again, only after FIRST improving the current shelter. The Auburn
sheller s the insurance palicy for the county, Geoyraphically, Auburn
will always be the bast location for a state-of-the-art county shelter

Secondly, what is the actual need for a shelter in the west
Roseville arga? Why is the county aclually considering spending
mittions of dollars on a new shelter? Are there statistics showing
thousands of animals nesd a new shatier in West Placer? Are there
slatistics showing the Auburn shelter canngt serve West Placer? What
are the compelling reascns for building a new sheller when the current
one is 8o cenirally located, can meet the needs of the county, but needs
improvernants?

| personally helieve animal shelters provide a wonderful, vital service

o any commsnity, but | don't understand the fogic of building a new one
with fnite funis when the current one can serve all communilies sg well
with needed improvements and/or rebuilding, in Aulurn, where the
[ang-term use and need is chwous.

Thank you for considering my views,

Marilyn Jasper
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