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SUMMARY

1. SUMMARY

This report presents an analysis of the need for public facitlities to accommodate new
development in the City of lone. The analysis documents the impact fee that could be imposed
on new development in the following facility categories:

» Fire Protection « Technology Improvements
 General Government » Trails and Bikeways

» Parks and Recreation « Transportation (Local)

+ Police +  Wastewater

BACKGROUND AND STUDY OBJECTIVES

The City of lone intends to update and/or establish Public Facilities Fees to be levied upon new
dwelling units and non-residential development to ensure that development pays its own way
for the impacts on City services created by that development and thereby ensuring the quality
of life in lone. The fees are to be used to offset the cost of growth within the community. The
City will rely on its authority to levy public facilities fees following the procedures set forth in
Government Code §66000 et seq. This report provides the necessary documentation for the
adoption of a public facilities fee program. This report identifies the growth, the facility needs
and fair share of costs based on that growth, and proportionately allocates the fee based on
typical land uses.

GROWTH PROJECTIONS

The Public Facility Fees are based on projected growth within lone, with residential and worker
populations consistent with the General Plan as shown in Table 1.1. Non-residential square feet
by category was estimated using the City's General Plan and a planning scenario for 2030 or
thereabout.
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SUMMARY

TABLE 1.1 FORECAST GROWTH

Planning
Current Horizon Growth

Residential

Population 3,567 18,182 14,615
Housing (units) 1,514 7,475 5,961

Single Family 1,361 6,038

Multi-Family 153 1,437
Non-Residential (sf) 110,000 8,732,945 8,622,945

Commercial 110,000 2,184,706 2,074,706

Office - 2,340,125 2,340,125

Industrial - 4,208,114 4,208,114
Jobs/Workers 2,251 18,831 16,580

2030 Forecast information based on General Plan.

Current Non-Res square feet based on WWTP Master Plan (pg 2-6)
Excludes Prison and Juvenile Detention Center populations.

Current Jobs estimated by City staff.

Current population/housing based on DOF Table 2 (E-5) Estimate, 1/1/20009.

FEE SCHEDULES AND REVENUES

Table 1.2 summarizes the schedule of impact fees and administrative costs. The updated fee for
a single-family residential unit is $14,256. Current fees collected by the City are $17,619 per single
family home. The updated fee reflects two new categories of fees, Technology Improvements
and Trails/Bikeways. (Fee amounts exclude the General Plan Services Update Fee which is to be
addressed in a separate report.)

Public Facilities Fee Update City of lone
September 2010
1-2



SUMMARY

TABLE 1.2 PROPOSED FEE SCHEDULE

SFD Duplex MF Mobile Home Commercial Office Industrial
(per unit) (per 1,000 bldg sf)
Fire $ 370 % 205 % 220 $ 326 $ 83.56 $ 167.12 $ 33.42
General Govt $ 452 $ 250 $ 269 $ 398 $ 102.04 $ 204.08 $ 40.82
Parks $ 3,114 % 1,721 % 1,850 $ 2,739 $ 70242 $ 140484 $ 280.97
Police $ 431 $ 238 % 256 % 379 $ 97.27 % 194.54 $ 38.91
TI $ 27 $ 15 $ 16 $ 24 $ 6.11 $ 1222 % 2.44
Trails/Bikeways $ 970 $ 536 $ 576 $ 854 $ 218.86 $ 437.72 % 87.54
Roadway $ 3,068 $ 2,141 % 2,141 % 3,058 $ 6,850 $ 3517 $ 2,232
Wastewater $ 5286 $ 3,965 $ 3965 $ 5,286 $ 2,643 % 2643 % 2,643
Subtotal $ 13,708 $ 9,071 $ 9293 $ 13,064 $ 10,703.26 $ 8,580.52 $ 5,359.10
Admin 4% $ 548 $ 363 $ 372 523 428 343 214
TOTAL $ 14,256 $ 9434 $ 9665 $ 13,587 11,131.26 $ 8,923.52 $  5,573.10

Alternatively, the Administrative Fee is 3.8 % of Total Fee.

For Transportation Impact Fee, see additional fee rates for public, institutional, and parks.
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Total fee revenues for all facility categories are summarized in Table 1.3

TABLE 1.3 REVENUE SUMMARY

Total Cost Other Funding DIF Funding % DIF
Fire $ 2,727,800 $  2,727800 100%
General Government $ 4,119,000 $ 733,400 $ 3,385,600 82%
Parks $ 24,965,000 $ 1,783,166 $ 23,181,834 93%
Police $ 4,701,000 $ 644,100 $ 4,056,900 86%
Technology Improvements $ 242,600 $ 43,200 $ 199,400 82%
Trails and Bikeways $ 10,455,330 $ 3,309,830 $ 7,145,500 68%

Subtotal $ 47210730 $ 6,513,696 $ 40,697,034

Transportation $ 147,313,570 $ 97,749,070 $ 49,564,500 34%
Wastewater $ 33,709,000 $ 8,352,000 $ 25,357,000 75%
Total $ 228,233,300 $ 112,614,766 $ 115,618,534 51%

Transportation excludes the $4,074,2 30 assigned to Trail costs.

The "Other Funding” column identifies the additional funding that the City needs to obtain for
the facilities shown, generally related to existing (or other) development. The Transportation and
Trails components reflect funding of $101 million from a variety of sources, $40 million is to be
provided and/or secured by the City. The City should confribute approximately 23% (or $51.5
million) of the total $228.2 million.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Chapter 2 presents the population and employment assumptions used for the public facilities
fee analysis. Chapters 3 through 10 provide the documentation for establishing an impact fee
for each of the following facility categories:

» Fire Protection

* General Government

» Parks

» Police facilities

+ Technology Improvements

» Trails and Bikeways

e Transportation (Local)

Wastewater

Each chapter is generally organized using the following sections to clearly identify the demand
for new facilities, the benefit of the facilities upon new development and the proportionality of

the proposed fees between development types to meet the legal standards required for impact
fees.

City of lone Public Facilities Fee Update
September 2010



SUMMARY

e The Existing and Future Planned Facilities Inventory section summarizes the investment of
existing development in this type of facility and identifies future planned facilities, if any.

« The Service Population section defines what type of development requires this type of
facility, whether (1) only residents, or (2) residents and businesses (measured by employment
or building square feet). It also projects the service population growth anficipated to occur
over the planning horizon.

« The Facility Standards and Per Capita Costs section establishes a reasonable relationship
between growth and the need for the facility. This section estimates the total facility costs
establishing a reasonable relationship between future development and the fee amount.

« The Fee Schedule section establishes a reasonable relationship between the amount of the
fee and the cost of the facility attributable to development paying the fee. Using a
common factor, such as facility costs per capita, the schedule ensures that each
development project pays its fair share of total facility costs.

« The Fee Revenue section summarizes the estimated impact fee revenue anticipated to be
collected over the planning horizon to accommodate growth. For the facilities where the
City, as identified in the report, willimpose a higher standard than currently exists, the section
also identfifies the amount of funding needed from other sources.

Chapter 11 provides for a cost of service charge on the impact fee of 4%.

The final chapter of the report, Chapter 12, provides a summary of fee implementation
procedures and recommendations for the ongoing administration of the fee. The
recommendations are provided to ensure compliance with California Government Code.

FACILITY STANDARDS

By policy, the City can adopt its own reasonable facility standard to reduce, maintain, or
increase the existing facility standard. However, basing an impact fee on a standard that is
higher than the existing standard is only fair fo new development if the City uses alternative
funds to expand existing facilities fo the same level for existing development. This extra funding is
needed to correct an "existing deficiency".

This study uses four approaches for establishing facility standards.

+ The existing (or incremental expansion) method uses a standard based on the ratio of
existing facilities fo the current service population. Under this approach, new development
funds the expansion of facilities af the same standard currently serving existing development.
By definition, this approach results in no facility deficiencies attributable fo existing
development. This approach is the default approach when master plans or other planning
studies have not been prepared for the facility and services under consideration. This
method is also used to compare the current standard to the proposed standard where
appropriate.

 The master plan method establishes the standard based on the ratfio of all existing plus
planned facilities to total future demand (current and future development). This method is
used when the local agency anticipates increasing its facility standards above the existing
inventory standard and planned facilities are part of a system that benefit both existing and
new development. This method typically results in “existing deficiencies” that must be
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funded outside of the impact fee program. The master plan method is used in this report for
Parks and Police facilities.

« The modified master plan method, a variation on the Master Plan method, determines the
standard based on the ratio of new facilities to total future demand (current and future
development). This method is used when the local agency anticipates providing additional
facilities that will be part of a system that benefits both existing and new development. This
method typically results in “existing deficiencies” that must be funded outside of the impact
fee program. The City is responsible for funding the share related to the existing service
populatfion. The modified master plan method is used for General Government, Technology
Improvements, Trails and Bikewalys, Transportation and Wastewater facilities.

e« The planned facility method identifies the improvements necessary to accommodate
growth, where such level of improvement is less than that currently provided to the
community. As a result, 100% of the costs, under this approach, are assigned to new
development. This approach is used in this report for Fire facilities.

« The excess capacity method, a variation on the Master Plan method, determines the
standard based upon the ratio of existing facilities, including recent construction, to the
current and future service population. This approach is used where the facilities have been
sized to accommodate the current population as well as the future population. Use of this
approach may not result in additional facilities being built. Fees are collected from new
development to reimburse the City its costs for having constructed a facility which has
excess capacity sufficient to serve new development. The City is responsible for funding the
share related to the existing service population. To some extent, Fire falls into this category
as Fire Station 2 has been built to accommodate future growth and part of future impact fee
revenue will be used to repay loans.

Use of these standards is not meant to label them as City policy; they are a means to establish a
fair—share of facility cost for new development through an appropriate allocation of existing and
planned facilities.
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LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS, SERVICE POPULATIONS AND PROJECTIONS

2. LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS, SERVICE POPULATIONS AND PROJECTIONS
INTRODUCTION

This chapter explains how development projections are used to calculate impact fees, and
summarizes estimates of existing development and projections of growth used throughout this
report.

POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT ESTIMATES

Estimates of existing development and projections of growth are critical assumptions used
throughout the public facility fee chapters that follow in this report. Current and forecast
residentfial populations and non-residential square footages are based on data from the
General Plan. Non-residential building square feet are then converted to jobs (representing
workers/employees) based on typical occupant densities (employees per square foot)
consistent with the General Plan.

Population estimates are used as follows:

e Estimates of existing population and non-residential development are used to determine
current facility standards. For example: square feet of public buildings per capita or
average daily trips per household to correlate with tfransportation needs.

e Estimates of future growth are used to determine the total amount of public facilities
required fo accommodate growth over the planning horizon.

Table 2.1 summarizes the population and employment estimates and projections. Forecast data
is consistent with the General Plan. The current population is estimated using Department of
Finance data dated January 2009 and excludes the populations of Mule Creek State Prison and
the Preston Youth Correctional Facility.
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LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS, SERVICE POPULATIONS AND PROJECTIONS

TABLE 2.1 FORECAST GROWTH

Planning
Current Horizon Growth

Residential

Population 3,567 18,182 14,615
Housing (units) 1,514 7,475 5,961

Single Family 1,361 6,038

Multi-Family 153 1,437
Non-Residential (sf) 110,000 8,732,945 8,622,945

Commercial 110,000 2,184,706 2,074,706

Office - 2,340,125 2,340,125

Industrial - 4,208,114 4,208,114
Jobs/Workers 2,251 18,831 16,580

2030 Forecast information based on General Plan.

Current Non-Res square feet based on WWTP Master Plan (pg 2-6)
Excludes Prison and Juvenile Detention Center populations.

Current Jobs estimated by City staff.

Current population/housing based on DOF Table 2 (E-5) Estimate, 1/1/2009.

Note that the chapter on Wastewater is based on a forecast scenario consistent with the
Wastewater Master Plan.

LAND USE CATEGORIES

Measuring the impact of growth requires identifying land use types for new development. The
land use types used in this analysis are summarized as follows:

+ Single family: Detached and attached (fownhomes and condominiums) and one-family
dwelling units including mobile and manufactured homes;

» Duplex: Duplex units of attached homes ( such as fownhomes and condominiums);

* Multi-family: All affached mulfiple-family dwellings such as friplexes, apartments, and
dormitories;

« Commercial: Includes the various commercial designations which provide for a wide range
of sales and service uses, educational, and hotel/motel development.

« Office: Includes the various office designations which provide for a wide range of offices
uses.

e Industrial:  Includes business parks, manufacturing, fabrication, food processing, motor
vehicle repair, warehousing, truck yards and terminals.

+ Government/institutional:  All government offices, public schools, and hospitals.  This
separate category applies to the Transportation component of the fee only. Otherwise,
government office falls under Office and public schools and hospitals under Commercial.
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LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS, SERVICE POPULATIONS AND PROJECTIONS

Some developments may include more than one land use category, such as an educational
institution with dormitories, or a mixed-use development with both residential and commercial
uses. In these cases, the impact fee would be calculated separately for each land use
category.

The City may use its discretion to impose the impact fee based on the specific aspects of a
proposed development regardless of zoning. The guideline to use is the probable occupant
density of the development, either residents per dwelling unit or workers per building square feet
or both. The fee imposed should be based on the land use category that most closely
represents the probable occupant density (or other applicable factor) of the development.

OCCUPANT DENSITIES

Occupant densities ensure a reasonable relationship between the increase in service
population and amount of the fee. The fee then must vary by the estimated service population
generated by a particular development project. Developers pay the fee based on the number
of additional housing units or building square feet, so the fee schedule must convert service
population estimates to these measures of project size. This conversion is done, where
applicable, with average occupant density factors by land use category, shown in Table 2.2.

TABLE 2.2 OCCUPANT DENSITIES

Occupant
Density
Residential (occupants per dwelling unit)
Single Family 2.66
Duplex 1.47
Multi-Family 1.58
Mobile Home 2.34

Non-Residential (workers per 1,000 square foot of bldg)

Commercial 2
Office 4
Industrial 0.8

Based on City information.
SERVICE POPULATION

Different types of development use public facilities at different rates in relation to each other,
depending on the services provided. In each succeeding chapter, a specific service
population is identified for each facility type to reflect this difference. The service population
weights one land use category against another based on each category's demand for services.

Different service populations are used to estimate impacts on different types of facilities to
calculate the appropriate level of fees. To measure existing development and future growth
demand and/or impacts, the following demand factors are used:

+ City residents and workers for Fire, General Government, Parks, Police facilities, Technology
Improvements and Trails/Bikeways; and

+ Dwelling unit equivalents based on typical generatfion rates for Transportation and
Wastewater facilities.
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LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS, SERVICE POPULATIONS AND PROJECTIONS

When calculating a service population that includes both residents and workers, workers are
factored-in at a lower rate than residents. For purposes of this study, a worker is weighted at 30%
of a resident based on approximate hours of availability in a week to estimate approximate
demand for services. The demand of one worker relative to one resident for city services is
determined by comparing the fime spent in the city by two groups: the workforce and the
residents. A ratfio can be used that compares the length of the typical workweek, 45 hours, 1o
the average total hours in a seven-day week for a resident, 151 hours (62.5% of 7 x 24 + 37.5% of
7 x 24 less 45). Based upon this ratio, one worker is assumed to generate roughly 30% of the
demand for facilities as a resident (45/151 = 0.30). Table 2.3 shows the total service populations
used for Fire, General Government, Parks, Police, Technology Improvements, and Trails and
Bikeways.

TABLE 2.3 SERVICE POPULATION

Demand Service
Current Growth Factor Population
Residents 3,567 14,615 1.0 18,182
Workers 2,251 16,580 0.30 5,649
Total 23,831

These measures are reasonable indicators of the level of demand for public facilities. The City
builds public facilities primarily to serve these populations and, typically, the greater the
population the larger the facility required to provide a given level of service.

For the other two fee categories, Transportation and Wastewater, typical trip generation rates
and wastewater generation rates are used to determine the relative demand between various
land uses.
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FIRE PROTECTION

3. FIRE PROTECTION
EXISTING AND PLANNED FIRE FACILITIES

The City of lone owns the two fire stations serving lone as shown in Table 3.1. It is staffed with 33
on-call firefighters and one fire chief. The Department provides fire protection services, rescue
services, and fire prevention services to city residences and businesses. (Emergency Medical
Services are provided by Amador Fire Protection District.) Fire-fighting vehicles and equipment
are integral capital assets in providing fire protection services and therefore are included in the
fee program.

TABLE 3.1 EXISTING & PLANNED FIRE PROTECTION FACILITIES

Location Staffing  Type Square Feet Quantity
Fire Station 1 33.0 OnLCall
22 West Jackson Street 1.0  Paid Fire Chief 2,944
Others

Fire Station 2
600 Preston Road 8,250

Fire Station 3
Future 1,500

Current Equipment
Type 1 Fire Engines (structure)
Type 3 Fire Engine (wildland)
55' Ladder Truck
Water Tender Truck
Wildland Quick Attack Patrol Unit
Squad
Rescue Unit
ReHab Support Unit
Subtotal

e e e e T T WS S AN

—_

Future Equipment Needs

Fire Engine 1
Total 34.0 12,694 12
Excludes EMS.

In addition to the existing facilities, the City has identified the need for one additional fire station
of approximately 1,500 square feet. New development will pay its fair share of this future facility
as well as its share of recently constructed Fire Station 2.

FIRE PROTECTION FACILITIES SERVICE POPULATION
As the Fire protection facilities serve both residential and non-residential development within the

City of lone, this chapter uses a service population of residents and workers. Based on the Table
2.3, the service population shown in Table 3.2 applies to fire protection.
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FIRE PROTECTION

TABLE 3.2 SERVICE POPULATION

Demand Service
Current Growth Factor Population
Residents 3,567 14,615 1.0 18,182
Workers 2,251 16,580 0.30 5,649
Total 23,831

In the case of non-residential development, the service is measured by the number of workers
(weighted at 30% of one resident), as a reasonable measure of services provided.

FIRE FACILITY STANDARDS AND PER CAPITA COSTS

This section calculates the current standard for Fire facilities and equipment based on the
service population. The currently provided facility and equipment standard is higher than that
proposed for new development; therefore new development is responsible for 100% of the
planned facilities.  Table 3.3 shows the current standard prior to construction of Fire Station 2
and the standard based on providing Fire Stations 2 and 3 to new development.

TABLE 3.3 CURRENT AND PROPOSED STANDARDS

Service
Approach Population _Quanitity Standard
Building Current w/o FS 2 4242 2,944 sf 694 sf per 1,000 capita
Building Planned 19,589 9,750 498 sf per 1,000 capita
Equipment/Apparatus Current 4,242 11 2.59 pieces per 1,000 capita
Equipment/Apparatus Planned 19,589 1 .05 pieces per 1,000 capita

Table 3.4 identifies the facilities needed to accommodate growth based on a planned standard
approach and the estimated cost to provide the facilities. Note that additional fire apparatus
may be required as a condition of a development project, not funded by impact fees, if the
need is specific to that development project.
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FIRE PROTECTION

TABLE 3.4 FUTURE FACILITIES AND COSTS

Vehicles/

Project Description Cost Estimate Building Apparatus
Fire Station 2 See notes 8,250
Fire Station 3 $ 800,000 1,500
Future Equipment $ 200,000
Total $ 1,000,000 9,750
Percentage related to New Development

Standard 498 sf per 1,000 capita

New Development Service Population 19,589

New Development Share of sf 9,750

Percentage of Total 100% 100%
New Development's Share of Costs 1,000,000 $ 800,000 $ 200,000
Loan Balance for FS 2 $ 1,727,769
Net Funds Needed $ 2,727,769
New Development Service Population 19,589
Cost per capita $ 139.25

Loan blance reflects a combination of a currently reflected negative fund balance of $247, 624 and the
outstanding loan balance of $1,480,145.

The current fund balance is less than $0. Based on the City's fund balance sheet, there is a
negative balance of $247,624 and an obligation to repay loans in the amount of $1,480,145 (for
a total of $1,727,769 which is less than the full cost of Fire Station 2 at $1,843,550).

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 3.5 shows the fire protection facilities impact fee for new development based on the

facilities cost per capita shown in Table 3.4.

Citywide residential and non-residential

development would pay the fee based on the service population of the building calculated by
applying typical occupancy factors. The residential fee is then expressed as a fee per dwelling
unit and non-residential as a fee per 1,000 square feet of building.

TABLE 3.5 FEE SCHEDULE

Cost per
resident or Occupant
worker Density Fee
Residential (per dwelling unit)
Single Family $ 139.25 2.66 $ 370
Duplex $ 139.25 1.47 $ 205
Multi-Family $ 139.25 1.58 $ 220
Mobile Home $ 139.25 2.34 $ 326
Non-Residential (per 1,000 square foot of bldg)
Commercial $ 41.78 2 $ 8356
Office $ 41.78 4 $ 16712
Industrial $ 41.78 0.8 $ 3342
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FIRE PROTECTION

FEE REVENUE

Table 3.6 shows the projected revenues generated for the planned facility and for repayment of
loans.

TABLE 3.6 REVENUES

Growth Service Population 19,589
Cost per Capita $ 139.25
Estimated Impact Fee Revenues $ 2,727800
Allocate to new facilities $ 800,000
Allocate to new vehicles/apparatus $ 200,000

Repayments $ 1,727,800
Fund Balance is $(247,624). loans equal $1,480,145.

Revenues may be used for the consfruction of an additional fire station and/or
equipment/apparatus necessary to provide services to new development. Revenues may also
be used to repay loans for the construction/equipping of Fire Station 2. Substitution of
improvements may occur in the future and should be allowable if the change provides an
equivalent-type improvement as determined by City Council.
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GENERAL GOVERNMENT

4. GENERAL GOVERNMENT

EXISTING AND PLANNED GOVERNMENT FACILITIES

The City of lone owns and operates the Civic Center located on Main Street.  As identified in
the 2005 DIF Update, the City identified the need for a total of approximately 15,000 square feet
for general government purposes as shown in Table 4.1.

TABLE 4.1 EXISTING AND PLANNED GENERAL GOVERNMENT FACILITY

Facility Size (sf)
Existing Facility

Civic Center 4,660
Future Needs

Addition or Relocation 10,340
Total Needs 15,000

Source: 2005 DIF Report

GENERAL GOVERNMENT FACILITIES SERVICE POPULATION

As the general government facilities serve both residential and non-residential development
within the City of lone, this chapter uses a service population of residents and workers. Based on
Table 2.3, the service population shown in Table 4.2 applies to general government services.

TABLE 4.2 SERVICE POPULATION

Demand Service
Current Growth Factor Population
Residents 3,567 14,615 1.0 18,182
Workers 2,251 16,580 0.30 5,649
Total 23,831

In the case of non-residential development, the service is measured by the number of workers
(weighted at 30% of one resident) as a reasonable measure of services provided.

GENERAL GOVERNMENT FACILITY STANDARDS AND PER CAPITA COSTS

This section calculates the current standard for general government facilities based on the
current service population. The currently provided facility standard is higher than that proposed
for new development; however, it is anticipated that the existing facility will be upgraded
and/or expanded to accommodate both the current and future service populations. Therefore,
based on service population, new development is responsible for 82% of the planned facilities.
Table 4.3 shows the current and proposed standards measured in square footage per capita.
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TABLE 4.3 CURRENT AND PROPOSED STANDARD

Service  Quanitity

Approach Population (sf) Standard
Building Current 4,242 4,660 1.10 sf per capita
Building Master Planned 23,831 15,000 .63 sf per capita

Table 4.4 calculates the future needs for the forecast growth based on the modified master plan
approach and applies a unit cost to determine the future costs.

TABLE 4.4 FUTURE FACILITIES AND COSTS

Project Description Cost Estimate Building
Renovate Civic Center $ 500,000 4660 sf
Addition/Relocation Civic Center $ 3,619,000 10,340 sf
Total $ 4,119,000 15,000 sf
Percentage related to New Development
Standard .63 sf per capita
New Development Service Population 19,589
New Development SF Needs 12,329
Percentage of Total 82%
DIF Program's Share of Costs $ 3,385,543 $ 3,385,543
Less Impact Fee Funds Available $ (54,097)
Allocate to New Development $ 3,331,446
New Development Service Population 19,589
Cost per capita $ 170.07

Fund Balance includes $6,000 loan to be repaidto City Administration Facilities DIF.
Based on a unit cost of $350/square foot for new construction.

The modified master plan approach ensures that both current and new development, which will
benefit equally from the improvements, will have contributed proportionately to the facilities.
This results in a deficiency that the existing population will need to remedy in order to impose this
standard on new development. As such, this study identifies a portion of the cost to be funded
by the City (or other sources) and not by impact fees. Based on this approach, Table 4.4 reflects
a cost per capita of $170.07 (with the estimated fund balance of $48,097 and an outstanding
loan of $6,000 deducted).

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 4.5 shows the general government facilities impact fee for new development based on
the facilities cost per capita shown in Table 4.4. Citywide residential and non-residential
development would pay the fee based on the service population of the building calculated by
applying typical occupancy factors. The residential fee is then expressed as a fee per dwelling
unit and non-residential as a fee per 1,000 square feet of building.
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FEE REVENUE

TABLE 4.5 FEE SCHEDULE

Cost per
resident or Occupant
worker Density Fee
Residential (per dwelling unit)
Single Family $ 170.07 2.66 $ 452
Duplex $ 170.07 1.47 $ 250
Multi-Family $ 170.07 1.58 $ 269
Mobile Home $ 170.07 2.34 $ 398
Non-Residential (per 1,000 square foot of bldg)
Commercial $ 51.02 2 $ 10204
Office $ 51.02 4 $ 204.08
Ind ustrial $ 51.02 0.8 $ 40.82

Table 4.6 shows the projected revenues generated for the planned facility.

TABLE 4.6 REVENUES

MP
Growth Service Population 19,589
Cost per Capita $ 170.07
Estimated Impact Fee Revenues $ 3,331,500
Estimated Fund Balance $ 54,100
Other Funding Sources $ 733,400
Total for New/Renovated Facilities $ 4,119,000

Total rounded to nearest $1,000.

Revenues may be used for the construction and/or expansion of a civic center facility and
could include land costs. Substitution of improvements may occur in the future and should be
allowable if the change provides an equivalent-type improvement as determined by City

Council.
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5. PARKS
EXISTING AND PLANNED PARKS
The City of lone owns and operates 93 acres of parkland and is planning fo construct a 30-acre

community park as well as make major improvements to Howard Park. The parks are listed in
Table 5.1.

TABLE 5.1 EXISTING AND PLANNED DEVELOPED PARKS

Location Acres Park Type

Grover 2.0 Neighborhood Park
Heath Knoll 0.2 Landscape Area

Perry Earl Park 1.0 Neighborhood Park

Train Park 0.3 Neighborhood Park
Oakridge Park 0.3 Neighborhood Park
Howard Park 89.7 Community/Regional Park
Planned Park 30.0 Community Park

Total 123.5

General Plan Background Report (page 19.0-1) dated August 2008.
PARKS SERVICE POPULATION
As parks serve both the residential and non-residential development in the City, this chapter uses
a service population of residents and workers as a reasonable measure of services provided.

Based on Table 2.3, the service population in Table 5-2 applies to park services.

TABLE 5.2 SERVICE POPULATION

Demand Service
Current Growth Factor Population
Residents 3,567 14,615 1.0 18,182
Workers 2,251 16,580 0.30 5,649
Total 23,831

In the case of non-residential development, the service is measured by the number of workers
(weighted at 30% of one resident) as a reasonable measure of services provided.

While the service population of residents and workers is used to allocate the costs, the standard,
as described in the following section, is measured in terms of parkland per 1,000 residents
because that is the typical measurement for parkland.

PARK STANDARDS AND PER CAPITA COSTS

This section calculates the standard for park facilities and amenities based on the master
plan approach. The standard is then applied to determine the needs to serve growth.
Table 5.3 shows the proposed standards measured in acreage of developed park land
consisting of three sub-categories: neighborhood park, community park and Howard Park.
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The City intends to impose a park standard of 5 acres of developed parkland per 1,000
residents on new development for neighborhood parks and require development of a 30
acre community park. In addition, new development will fund a share of the improvements
to Howard Park.

TABLE 5.3 PROPOSED STANDARD

New Development Community Park Neighborhood Park Howard Park
Service population 19,589 19,589
Residential population 14,615 14,615
Standard 1.53 ac per 1,000 resident 5.00 ac per 1,000 resident
Future Facilities (acres) 30.0 73.1
Unit Cost (per ac) $ 300,000 $ 150,000
Max to New Development $ 9,000,000 $ 10,965,000 $ 3,216,834
Total $ 23,181,834
Less Impact Fee Funds Available  $ (249,000)
Net $ 22,932,834
Cost per capita $ 1,170.70

The Howard Park cost estimate equals $5 million. See appendix.

New development will be required to fund a combined 6.53 acres of developed neighborhood
and community parkland per 1,000 residents. This chapter assumes that this level of parkland
development will be provided to existing development by the existing 3.8 acres of
neighborhood parkland and 19.49 acres of Howard Park. The cost associated with developing
the balance of Howard Park, or 70.21 acres, is then allocated between existing and future
development based on share of service population. (See appendix for cost sharing calculation
and Howard park cost estimate.) Other than Howard Park, it is estimated that improvement
costs for a neighborhood park will be approximately $150,000 per acre and for a community
park will be approximately $300,000 per acre as shown in Table 5.3. The City will require
dedication of parkland from new development separate from this fee for both neighborhood
and community parks. Therefore, land acquisition costs are not included in the cost estimates.

The fund balance, estimated at $249,000, is deducted from new development’s share of costs
and is reflected in the cost per capita shown in Table 5.3.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 5.4 shows the park impact fee for new development based on the facilities cost per
capita shown in Table 5.3. Citywide residential and non-residential development would pay the
fee based on the service population of the building calculated by applying typical occupancy
factors. The residential fee is then expressed as a fee per dwelling unit and non-residential as a
fee per 1,000 square feet of building.
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TABLE 5.4 FEE SCHEDULE

Cost per
resident or Occupant
worker Density Fee
Residential (per dwelling unit)
Single Family $ 1,170.70 2.66 $ 3,114
Duplex $ 1,170.70 1.47 $ 1,721
Multi-Family $ 1,170.70 1.58 $ 1,850
Mobile Home $ 1,170.70 2.34 $ 2,739
Non-Residential (per 1,000 square foot of bldg)
Commercial $ 351.21 2 $ 702.42
Office $ 351.21 4 $ 1,404.84
Industrial $ 351.21 0.8 $ 280.97

FEE REVENUE

Table 5.5 shows the estimated revenues needed for the development of future park facilities as
well as for Howard Park.

TABLE 5.5 REVENUES

Growth Service Population 19,589
Cost per Capita $ 1,170.70
Estimated Impact Fee Revenues $ 22,932,800
Estimated Fund Balance $ 249,000
Other Funding Sources $ 1,783,166
Total Needs $ 24,965,000

As shown in Table 5.5, other revenues estimated at $1.78 million would be needed to
supplement the fee program to increase the standard for the existing service population,
enabling the City to impose the higher standard on new development.

Revenues may be used for the improvement of parks serving future development. Land
acquisition costs are excluded from the impact fee program. Substitution of improvements may
occur in the future and should be allowable if the change provides an equivalent-type
improvement as determined by City Council.
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6. POLICE FACILITIES

EXISTING AND PLANNED POLICE FACILITIES

The City of lone owns the existing facilities and property listed in Table 6.1. Table 6.1 also
identifies future facilities planned by the City.

TABLE 6.1 EXISTING AND PLANNED POLICE PROTECTION FACILITIES

Location Quantity Staffing  Type
City Hall
1 East Main Street 514 sf 4 Sworn Officers

1 Police Chief
1  Sergeant
1 Records Clerk

Total 7.0

Planned Facility 8,000 sf

Existing Vehicles 6

Excludes 4 Paid and Unpaid Reserve Officers.

Staffing based on Salary Schedule Information dated 9-30-09.

Vehicles based on GP Update Background Report (pg1 3.0-1).

Building sf based on City of lone2005 DIF Report.

After construction of Planned Facility, the 514 sf will revert to Gen Gow. uses.

POLICE FACILITIES SERVICE POPULATION

As the police protection facilities serve both residential and non-residential development within
the City of lone, this chapter uses a service population of residents and workers. Based on Table
2.3, the service population shown in Table 6.2 applies to police protection services.

TABLE 6.2 SERVICE POPULATION

Demand Service
Current Growth Factor Population
Residents 3,567 14,615 1.0 18,182
Workers 2,251 16,580 0.30 5,649
Total 23,831

In the case of non-residential, the service is measured by the number of workers (weighted at
30% of one resident), as a reasonable measure of services provided.

POLICE FACILITY STANDARDS AND PER CAPITA COSTS

This section calculates the proposed standard based on the master plan approach and
compares it to the current standard for police facilities. Additional staffing and vehicle needs
are estimated based on the existing standard approach. Table 6.3 shows the respective
standards.
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TABLE 6.3 CURRENT AND PROPOSED STANDARD

Service
Approach Population Staffing Quanitity Standard
Current Staff 4,242 7 0 staff 1.65 staff per 1,000 capita
Growth Staff Existing 19,589 32.5 staff 1.65 staff per 1,000 capita
Current Bldg 7 0 staff 514 o 73.43 sf per staff
Future Bldg Master Plan 39.5 staff 8,000 sf 202.53 sf per staff
Current Vehicles 6.0 sworn staff 6 1 vehicle per sworn staff
Growth Vehicles Existing 28 1 vehicle persworn staff

Growth staff of 32.5 includes an estimated 28 sworn personnel based on current ratio of sworn officers.

Based on the existing standard approach for staffing, Table 6.3 reflects a net increase of 32.5
staff persons to accommodate growth at the currently provided 1.65 staff per 1,000 service
population. The City of lone intends to construct a new 8,000 square foot facility for its police
services, making the currently occupied space at City Hall available for General Government
purposes. Based on the master plan approach for facilities, there will be a net increase in the
facility standard for police from 73 square feet per staff person to 203 square feet per staff
person. This means that the planned new station will provide facilities, and presumably services,
at a rate higher than the current rate per capita. This results in a deficiency that the existing
population would need to remedy in order to impose the higher standard on new development.
This same issue does not apply to equipped vehicles because the current standard is applied to
future growth. Future development is assigned 82% of the site study cost based on staffing rafio
of 32.5 staff to 39 total staff. Table 6.4 identifies the City's needs and the amount allocable to
new development.
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TABLE 6.4 FUTURE FACILITIES AND PER CAPITA COSTS

Unit Costs Total Costs

Service Population 23,831
Standards

Staffing per 1,000 capita 1.65

Bldg sf per staff 202.53

Vehicle per sworn officer 1
Total Needs

Staffing 39.5

Bldg (sf) 8,000 $ 450 $ 3,600,000

Vehicles per sworn officer 28 $ 37,000 $ 1,036,000
Computers $ 30,000
Siting Study $ 35,000
Total $ 4,701,000
Percentage allocable to DIF 86%
DIF Program's Share of Costs $ 4,057,000
Less Impact Fee Funds Available $ (881,347
Allocate to New Development $ 3,175,653
New Development Service Population 19,589
Cost per Capita $ 162.11

Available Fund Balance includes repayment of $ 796,804 loan.
Unit Cost does not include land price.
Percentage allocable to DIF includes only 82% of building and siting study.

The funds available reflect the current estimated fund balance of $84,543 plus the anticipated
loan repayment of $796,804.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 6.5 shows the police protection facilities impact fee for new development based on the
facilities cost per capita shown in Table 6.4. Citywide residential and non-residential
development would pay the fee based on the service population of the building calculated by
applying typical occupancy factors. The residential fee is then expressed as a fee per dwelling
unit and non-residential as a fee per 1,000 square feet of building.
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TABLE 6.5 FEE SCHEDULE

Cost per
resident or Occupant
worker Density Fee
Residential (per dwelling unit)
Single Family $ 162.11 2.66 $ 431
Duplex $ 162.11 1.47 $ 238
Multi-Family $ 162.11 1.58 $ 256
Mobile Home $ 162.11 2.34 $ 379
Non-Residential (per 1,000 square foot of bldg)
Commercial $ 48.63 2 $ 9727
Office $ 48.63 4 $ 19454
Ind ustrial $ 48.63 0.8 $ 3891

FEE REVENUES

Table 6.6 shows the estimated revenues needed for the planned facilities, vehicles/computers
and site study. Impact fee revenues are based on the projected growth and the fee schedule
shown in Table 6.5.

TABLE 6.6 REVENUES

Growth Service Population 19,589
Cost per Capita $ 162.11
Estimated Impact Fee Revenues $ 3,175,600
Estimated Fund Balance $ 881,300
Other Funding Sources $ 644,100
Total $ 4,701,000

Total for Vehicles $ 1,036,000

Total for Siting Study/Computers $ 65,000

Total for New Facilities $ 3,600,000

As shown in Table 6.6, other revenues estimated at $644,100 would be needed to supplement
the fee program to increase the standard for the existing service population, enabling the City
to impose the higher standard on new development.

Revenues may be used for the construction of new police facilities including
equipment/apparatus necessary to provide services to new development. The above
breakdown of the $4.7 million is for guideline purposes only. Substitution of improvements may
occur in the future and should be allowable if the change provides an equivalent-type
improvement as determined by City Council.
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7. TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS
PLANNED TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS

The City of lone plans on updating its information technology systems to provide better service
to existing and future development. The technology improvements identified are critical to all
City departments in providing services now and in the future. Table 7.1 lists the planned
improvements and estimated costs.

TABLE 7.1 PLANNED TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS AND COSTS

Description Cost
Information Technology
Upgrade software $ 14,000
Microsoft Windows domain 2,900
Network shares/data 4,900
Implement GPO & WSUS 2,850
Back Up system 4,650
URSA transition 2,800
Email/Calendar 6,550
Remote Access System 4,600
Training Documents 5,200
Develop WAN 3,800
Computer Refresh Program 35,600
Refresh server, add second server 20,700
Implement software standardization 8,250
License Tracking Program 4,100
Server Room Improvements 2,700
Subtotal $ 123,600
15% Contingency $ 19,000
Total $ 142,600
Communication Lines $ 100,000
Total $ 242,600

Source: PMC, City
TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENT SERVICE POPULATION
As the technology improvements serve both residential and non-residential development within
the City of lone, this chapter uses a service population of residents and workers. Based on Table

2.3, the service population shown in Table 7.2 applies to technology services.

TABLE 7.2 SERVICE POPULATION

Demand Service
Current Growth Factor Population
Residents 3,567 14,615 1.0 18,182
Workers 2,251 16,580 0.30 5,649
Total 23,831
City of lone Public Facilities Fee Update
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In the case of non-residential, the service is measured by the number of workers (weighted at
30% of one resident), as a reasonable measure of services provided.

TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENT STANDARDS AND PER CAPITA COSTS

Based on a modified master plan approach, this section calculates the proposed standard for
technology improvements. Although the City owns and operates current technology systems, it
is not considered for this study and existing development will share on a pro rata basis in the
planned improvements. Table 7.3 identifies the proposed standard measured in value of
improvements per capita of service population.

TABLE 7.3 PROPOSED STANDARD — PER CAPITA COST

Service Standard
Approach Population Cost (Cost per Capita)
T1 Improvements MP 23,831 $ 242,600 $ 10.18

The proposed standard is based on the modified master plan approach because the future
expansion of the information technology system will provide a standard benefiting both existing
and future development. Use of this standard in calculating the impact fee ensures that both
current and new development, which will benefit equally from the improvements, will have
confributed proportionately to the system improvements. Based on this approach, Table 7.3
reflects an investment in technology improvements of $10.18 per capita. This results in a
deficiency that the existing population will need to remedy in order to impose this standard on
new development. As such, this study identifies a portion of the cost to be funded by the City
(or other sources) and not by impact fees.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 7.4 shows the information technology impact fee for new development based on the
improvement cost per capita shown in Table 7.3. Citywide residential and non-residential
development would pay the fee based on the service population of the building calculated by
applying typical occupancy factors. The residential fee is then expressed as a fee per dwelling
unit and non-residential as a fee per 1,000 square feet of building.
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TABLE 7.4 FEE SCHEDULE

Cost per
resident or Occupant
worker Density Fee
Residential (per dwelling unit)
Single Family $ 10.18 2.66 $ 27
Duplex $ 10.18 1.47 $ 15
Multi-Family $ 10.18 1.58 $ 16
Mobile Home $ 10.18 2.34 $ 24
Non-Residential (per 1,000 square foot of bldg)
Commerdcial $ 3.05 2 $ 6.11
Office $ 3.05 4 $ 12.22
Industrial $ 3.05 0.8 $ 2.44

FEE REVENUES

Table 7.5 shows the estimated revenues needed for the planned improvements. Impact fee
revenues are based on the projected growth and above fee schedule.

TABLE 7.5 REVENUES

Growth Service Population
Cost per Capita

Estimated Impact Fee Revenues
Other Funding Sources
Total Needs

[ A A A

19,589
10.18

199,400
43,200
242,600

As shown in Table 7.5, other revenues estimated at $43,200 would be needed to supplement the
fee program to account for the existing service population’s share of the improvements.
Essentially this increases the standard for the existing service population, enabling the City to

impose the higher standard on new development.

Revenues may be used for identified technology improvements. Substitution of improvements
may occur in the future and should be allowable if the change provides an equivalent-type

improvement as determined by City Council.
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8. TRAILS AND BIKEWAYS

PLANNED TRAILS AND BIKEWAYS

The City of lone plans on constructing a 22-mile network of Class 1 and Class 2 trails and
bikeways as shown in the General Plan. (Refer to Figure 4-3 of the General Plan for location.)

Table 8.1 lists the planned improvements by facility type.

TABLE 8.1 PLANNED TRAILS AND BIKEWAYS

Segment Length Total Length

Project Lane Factor (miles) (miles)

Class 1 1 8.7 8.7

Class 2 2 6.6 13.2
Total 21.9

Based on Fig 4-3 GP Update (August 2009).
Class 1 on one side of roadway separate from street (includes WIRIS).

TRAILS AND BIKEWAYS SERVICE POPULATION

As the trails and bikeways serve both residential and non-residential development within the City
of lone, this chapter uses a service population of residents and workers. Based on Table 2.3, the
service population shown in Table 8.2 applies to frails and bikeways.

TABLE 8.2 SERVICE POPULATION

Demand Service
Current Growth Factor Population
Residents 3,567 14,615 1.0 18,182
Workers 2,251 16,580 0.30 5,649
Total 18 % 82% 23,831

In the case of non-residential, the service is measured by the number of workers (weighted at
30% of 1 resident), as a reasonable measure of services provided.

TRAILS AND BIKEWAYS STANDARDS AND PER CAPITA COSTS

Based on a modified master plan approach, this section calculates the proposed standard for
trails and bikeways. It is assumed for this study that there are no currently provided trails and
bikeways serving the existing population. Therefore, existing development will share on a pro
rata basis in the planned improvements. Table 8.3 identifies the proposed standard measured in
linear feet of trails/bikeways per capita.
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TABLE 8.3 PROPOSED STANDARD

Service
Approach Population Quantity (If) Standard
Bikeways/Trails MP 23,831 115,632 485If per capita

Linear feet based on 21.9 miles multiplied by 5,280 feet per mile.

The proposed standard is based on the modified master plan approach because the future
trail/bikeway network will provide a standard benefiting both existing and future development.
Use of this standard in calculating the impact fee ensures that both current and new
development, which will benefit equally from the improvements, will have contributed equally to
the system improvements. Based on this approach, Table 8.4 identfifies the estimated
improvement costs and the percentage that should be allocated to new development and the
impact fee program. It also calculates a cost per capita for trails and bikeways. Use of the
modified master plan approach results in a deficiency that the existing population would need
to remedy in order to impose this standard on new development. As such, this study idenfifies a
portion of the cost to be funded by the City (or other sources) and not by impact fees.

TABLE 8.4 FUTURE COSTS AND COST PER CAPITA

Unit Impact Fee Developer Local/Other
Costs Total Costs Share City Share Exaction Funding
Service Population 23,831
Standards 4.85 If per capita
Future Needs 115,632 If
Class 1 36,766 1f $ 66 $ 2,426,500 $ 1,994,600 $ 431,900 $ -
WIRS A2/B 5,227 If $ 1,871,000 $ 1,538,000 $ 333,000 $ -
WIRIS C 749 If $ 157,000 $ 25,800 $ 5,600 $ 125,600
WIRIS D-bridge 128 If $ 1,350,000 $ 221,900 $ 48,100 $ 1,080,000
WIRIS E 3,383 If $ 696,230 $ 114,500 $ 24,746 $ 556,984
Class 2 69,3791f $ 57 $ 3,954,600 $ 3,250,700 $ 703,900 $ -
Subtotal 21.9 miles $ 10,455,330 $ 7,145,500 $ 1,547,246 $ 1,762,584
Percentage allocable to DIF 68.3%
DIF Program's Share of Costs $ 7,145,500
New Development Service Population 19,589
Cost per Capita $ 364.77

40% of the lane-miles are Class 1 trails (including WIRIS) and 60% are Class 2
Assume 80% of WIRIS improvement funding to come from grants/other sources (not including Segments A2/B).
For Class 1 (including WIRIS) and Class 2, 82% assigned to growth based on population table.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 8.5 shows the ftrails and bikeways impact fee for new development based on the
improvement cost per capita shown in Table 8.3. Citywide residential and non-residential
development would pay the fee based on the service population of the building calculated by
applying typical occupancy factors. The residential fee is then expressed as a fee per dwelling
unit and non-residential as a fee per 1,000 square feet of building.
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TABLE 8.5 FEE SCHEDULE

Cost per
resident or Occupant
worker Density Fee
Residential (per dwelling unit)
Single Family $ 364.77 2.66 $ 970
Duplex $ 364.77 1.47 $ 536
Multi-Family $ 364.77 1.58 $ 576
Mobile Home $ 364.77 2.34 $ 854
Non-Residential (per 1,000 square foot of bldg)
Commerdcial $ 109.43 2 $ 218.86
Office $ 109.43 4 $ 437.72
Industrial $ 109.43 0.8 $ 87.54

FEE REVENUES

Table 8.6 shows the estimated revenues needed for the planned improvements. Impact fee
revenues are based on the projected growth and above fee schedule.

TABLE 8.6 REVENUES

Growth Service Population 19,589
Cost per Capita $ 364.77
Estimated Impact Fee Revenues $ 7,145,500
Other Funding Sources $ 3,309,830
Total Needs $ 10,455,330

As shown in Table 8.6, other revenues estimated at $3.3 million would be needed to supplement
the fee program to account for the existing service population’s share of the improvements and
other anticipated funding sources. Essentially this increases the standard for the existing service
population, enabling the City to impose the higher standard on new development.

Revenues may be used for the acquisition of right of way and construction and improvement of
bikeways and trails including landscaping. Substitution of improvements may occur in the future
and should be dallowable if the change provides an equivalent-type improvement as
determined by City Council.
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9. TRANSPORTATION

This chapter addresses two components of transportation improvements — intersections and
roadway corridors, including the Western lone Roadway Improvement Strategy (WIRIS) corridor
improvements. The analysis is based on the City of lone General Plan Update — EIR which
references information provided by Fehr and Peers.

PLANNED ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS
A ftraffic study was completed for the General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report.

Based on the General Plan Update and the WIRIS study, Table 9.1 identifies 11 roadway corridors
that require improvement.

TABLE 9.1 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS — ROADWAY CORRIDORS

Street Name

Limits

Improvement Description

State Route 104

State Route 124

Five Mile Drive

Old Stockton Road

Michigan Bar to Irish Hill Rd

Irish Hill Rd to Collings Rd

Collings Rdto Sutter Lane

Sutter Lane to SR 124 North

SR 124 North to East Main St.

Main St segment

Main St to Foothills Boulevard (south intx)
Foothills Blvd (south intx) to SR88

East Main St. to Washington St.
Washington St. to Brickyard
Brickyard to Buena Vista Rd.
Preston Ave to City Limits

City Limits to Waterman Rd.
Waterman Rd. to Sutter lone Rd.

SR 104 to Golf Links Rd (south intx)
Golf Links Rd to Bridge (north side)
Bridge

West Marlette St. to Future WIRIS Align.
South of WIRIS Alignment to SOI

Minor
Minor
Minor
Minor
Minor
None

Minor
Minor

Minor

Major - Add/Reconstruct 4 lanes
Major - Add/Reconstruct 4 lanes
Major - Add/Reconstruct 2 lanes
Major - Add/Reconstruct 2 lanes
Major - Add/Reconstruct 2 lanes

Major - Add/Reconstruct 2 lanes
WIRIS Segment C
WIRIS Segment D

WIRIS Segment E
Minor

Waterman Road Preston Ave. (SR 104) to City Limits Major - Add/Reconstruct 2 lanes
City Limits toSR 124 Major- Add/Reconstruct 2 lanes
Sutter Lane Preston Ave. (SR 104) to Shakeley Lane Minor
Shakeley Lane Preston Ave. (SR 104) to Sutter Lane Minor
Sutter Lane to Fairway Minor
West Marlette Street Mills St. to Violet Lane None
Violet Lane to Old Stockton Road Minor
CastleOaks Drive Fairway Dr. to SR 104 Developer
Fairway Dr. south to Shakely Ln Developer
Golf Links Drive SR 104 to Five Mile Dr. WIRIS Segment A2/B
WIRIS SR 104/Michigan Bar RD. to Old Stockton WIRIS Segment |
Old Stockton Rd. to1/2 mile west of SR 124 WIRIS Segment F2
One half mile west of SR 124 to SR 124 WIRIS Segment G3
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In conjunction with the General Plan, PMC/City staff analyzed 14 intersections on lone’'s
circulation element roadways. Table 9.2 identifies the intersections and the improvements
needed to accommodate existing and future development.

TABLE 9.2 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS — INTERSECTIONS

Intersection
No. Street Cross Street Description
1 Shakeley Fairway Intersection improvement.
2 SR 104 Irish Hill Rd Widen and add LT pockets to SR 104 in
both directions.
3 SR 104 Five Mile Dr Realign with WIRIS A2/Collings
SR 104 Collings Rd Widen intersection to 4-lane intersection
(connection of Golf Links Dr), add LT
pockets on SR 104 in both directions.
Consider potentional conflict with Mule
Creek Prison.
5 SR104 Foothill Blvd Improve to 4-way intersection with
extension of Foothill Blvd to south
(developer project), add LT pockets on SR
104 both directions.
6 SR 124 Waterman Rd Widen intersection and add LT pockets to
SR 124 in both directions.
7 SR124 New Street (south of Add new intersection and add left turn
Waterman Rd) pockets in both directions.
8 SR 124 Howard Park (north Convert to full 4-way intersection with
entrance) center turn lane/pockets.
9 SR124 Brickyard Convert to full 4-way intersection with
center turn lane.
10 lone Valley Pkwy Intx #1 (eastend) 4 way intersection, add LT pockets in all
directions, RT pocket/decelleration lane on
IVP in both directions.
11 lone Valley Pkwy Intx #2 (mid-way) 4-way intersection
12 lone Valley Pkwy Intx #3 (westend)  3-way intersection
13 lone Valley Pkwy Old Stockton Rd  Add new intersection and add LT pockets in
both directions.
14 lone Valley Pkwy SR 104/ Add/expand intersection.
Michigan Bar Rd
Total

(1) Intersection No. 1 based on GP Update Figure 4-1 (8/2009)
(2) Intersection Nos. 2-14 based on PMC/City staff.
(3) Cost estimates by PMC.

ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT

The cost for improving the corridors and intersections are reflected in Table 9.3 and Table 9.4.
(See appendix for additional detail.) The percentage of cost allocated to new development
that is proportional to its impact (based on frip generation) is also shown.

Public Facilities Fee Update City of lone
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TABLE 9.3 ROADWAY CORRIDORS AND DIF SHARE

Allocation
Portionto
DIF % based on Developer Bike/T rail
Street Name and Limits Cost Volumes/Other DIF City Exaction RTP Other Funding  Chapter
State Route 104
Michigan Bar to Irish Hill Rd $ 1,818,400 65% $ 1,182,000 $ 636,400 $ - % - % - % -
Irish Hill Rd to Collings Rd $ 1,588,000 65% $ 1,032,000 $ 556,000 $ - $ - $ - $ -
Collings Rd to Sutter Lane $ 2,734,400 25% $ 684000 $ 279,400 $ - % - $ 1,771,000 $ -
Sutter Lane to SR 124 North $ 840,700 27% $ 227,000 $ 386,700 $ - % - % 227,000 $ -
SR 124 North to East Main St. $ 275,600 25% $ 69,000 $ 30,000 $ - $ - $ 176,600 $ -
Main St segment $ - na $ - % - % -9 -
Main St to Foothills Boulevard (s. intx) $ 672,800 75% $ 505,000 $ 167,800 $ - $ - $ - $ -
Foothills Blvd (south intx) to SR88 $ 3,904,200 75% $ 2,928,000 $ 976,200 $ - % - % - % -
State Route 124
East Main $t. to Washington St. $ 411,800 42% $ 173,000 $ 65,800 $ - % - % 173,000 $ -
Washington St. to Brickyard $ 4,112,500 84% $ 3,455,000 $ 657,500 $ - % - % - % -
Brickyard to Buena Vista Rd. $ 3,289,300 79% $ 2,599,000 $ 690,300 $ - $ - $ - $ -
Preston Ave to City Limits $ 2,642,900 85% $ 2,246,000 $ 396,900 $ - $ - $ - $ -
City Limits to Waterman Rd. $ 2,583,700 84% $ 2,170,000 $ 413,700 $ - % - % - % -
Waterman Rd. to Sutter lone Rd. $ 4,158,900 82% $ 3,410,000 $ 748,900 $ - $ - $ - $ -
Eive Mile Drive
SR 104 to Golf Links Rd (south intx) $ 6,177,500 78% $ 4,818,000 $ 1,359,500 $ - $ - $ - $ -
Golf Links Rd to Bridge (north side) -'C" $ 2,130,000 0% $ - $ - % - % - $ 1,973,000 $ 157,000
Bridge - WIRIS D $ 1,350,000 0% $ - % - % - % - % - $ 1,350,000
Old Stockton Road
W Marlette St. to Future WIRIS Align. "E"  $ 8,960,000 0% $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 8263770 $ 696,230
South of WIRIS Alignment to SOI $ 1,637,300 91% $ 1,490,000 $ 147,300 $ - % - % - % -
Waterman Road
Preston Ave. (SR 104) to City Limits $ 3,770,600 27% $ 1,029,000 $ 102,200 $ 2,639400 $ - % - % -
City Limits to SR 124 $ 1,939,000 25% $ 484,000 $ 136,000 $ 1,319,000 $ - % - % -
Sutter Lane
Preston Ave. (SR 104) to Shakeley Lane $ 813,000 10% $ 81,000 $ 732,000 $ - $ - $ - $ -
Shakeley | ane
Preston Ave. (SR 104) to Sutter Lane $ 700,100 20% $ 140,000 $ 560,100 $ - $ - $ - $ -
Sutter Lane to Fairway $ 554,000 0% $ -3 554,000 $ - $ - $ - $ -
West Marlette Street
Mills St. to Violet Lane $ - 63% $ - $ - % - % - % - $ -
Violet Lane to Old Stockton Road $ 2,463,100 63% $ 1,552,000 $ 911,100 $ - % - % - % -
CastleOaks Drive
Fairway Dr. to SR 104 Developer 0% $ - 100% $ - $ - $ -
Fairway Dr. south to Shakeley Ln Developer 0% $ - 100% $ - $ - $ -
Golf Links Drive
SR 104 to Five Mile Dr. - WIRIS A2/B $ 12,830,000 85% $ 10,959,000 $ - % - % - % - $ 1,871,000
WIRIS
SR 104/Michigan Bar RD. to Old Stockton - $ 45,990,000 0% $ - $ - $ - $ 45,990,000 $ - $ -
Old Stockton Rd. to 1/2milew. of SR124- $ 8,080,000 0% $ - % - $ 2000000 $ - $ 6,080,000 $ -
One half mile west of SR 124 toSR124-C $ 22,260,000 29% $ 6,545,000 $ - $ 9170000 $ - $ 6545000 $ -
Total $ 148,687,800 $ 47,778,000 $ 10,507,800 $ 15128400 $ 45,990,000 $ 25,209,370 $ 4,074,230
Maijor: 4-anes $ 269 per linear foot per lane. (assumes intersections excluded)
Major: 2-anes $ 423 per linearfoot per lane. (assumes intersections excluded)
Minor: 2" overlay and 3" on 8" shoulder section $ 198 per linear foot per lane. (assumes drainage or ¢/g improvements)
Minor: Assumed that each side of roadway requires minor widening/improvements.
WIRIS Segments based on Cost identified in AMTC WIRIS Technical Memo #3, Apppendix H.
SR 104 (Collings to Sutter) assumes $1.77 million from other funding sources. Balance is allocated based on volumes.
SR 104 (Sutterto 124) assumes 1/2 the Impact Fee share will come from grants.
SR 104 (124 to E Main) assumes $176,600 from other funding sources. Balance is allocated based on volumes.
SR 124 (Main to Washington) assumes 1/2 the Impact Fee share will come from grants.
Waterman (Preston to City limits) assigns 70% of the cost as developer exaction per City staff 5/27/10, balance is 91% impact fee - 9% City.
Waterman (City limits to SR 124) assigns 68% of the cost as developer exaction per City staff 5/27/10, balance is 78% impact fee - 22% City.
Sutter Lane assigns 10% of the cost to the impact fee program, per City staff 5/27/10.
Shakeley Lane assigns 20% of the cost to the impact fee program, per City staff 5/27/10.
WIRIS Segment A2/B is 100% impact fee per City staff.
WIRIS Segments C, D and E Other funding source is assumed to be grants or Bike/Trail DIF, per City staff 6/2/10.
WIRIS Segment A2/B 100% impact fee per City staff, escept for portion related to Trails.
WIRIS Segment F2 funding per City staff conversation 5/27/10 and staff confirmation with Dokken.
WIRIS Segment H is not included.
WIRIS Segment G3 is based on WIRIS Technical Memo #3, Table 8.
Five Mile Dr Bridge (WIRIS Segment D) - see Trails and Bikeways. Assumes 80 % other funding.
City share is generally the share related to the existing deficiency.
City of lone Public Facilities Fee Update
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TABLE 9.4 INTERSECTIONS AND DIF SHARE

Intersection

No. Street Cross Street Cost Estimate % DIF DIF Share
1 Shakeley Fairway $ 300,000 0% $ -
2 SR 104 Irish Hill Rd $ 300,000 65% $ 195,000
3 SR 104 Five Mile Dr $ 300,000 78% $ 234,000
4 SR 104 Collings Rd $ 300,000 45% $ 135,000
5 SR 104 Foothill Blvd $ 300,000 75% $ 225,000
6 SR 124 Waterman Rd $ 300,000 83% $ 249,000
7 SR124 New Street (south of $ 300,000 84% $ 252,000

Waterman Rd)
8 SR124 Howard Park (north  $ 300,000 84% $ 252,000
entrance)
9 SR 124 Brickyard $ 300,000 82% $ 244,500
10 lone Valley Pkwy Intx #1 (eastend) Included in Table 9.3 -—
11 lone Valley Pkwy Intx #2 (mid-way) Induded in Table 9.3 —
12 lone Valley Pkwy Intx #3 (westend) Included in Table 9.3 -—
13 lone Valley Pkwy OldStockton Rd  Included in Table 9.3 -—
14 lone Valley Pkwy SR 104/ Included in Table 9.3 -—
Michigan Bar Rd
Total $ 2,700,000 $ 1,786,500

(1) Intersection No. 1 based on GP Update Figure 4-1 (8/2009)
(2) Intersection Nos. 2-14 based on PMC/City staff.
(3) Cost estimates by PMC.

Only State Route 104, between State Route 124 North and East Main Street, currently operates at
a level of service D or lower. To determine the percentage allocable to new development, the
existing traffic volumes are compared to the future volumes. For example, for the first segment
shown for SR 104, between Michigan Bar Road and lIrish Hill Road, the existing traffic volume is
3.900 and the future volume is 11,100. The percentage allocable to new development is simply
the ratio of future less existing volumes to future volume or 65%. The result is that existing and
future development pay a fair share of the proposed improvements. Other fund sources are
anficipated for several segments which reduce the overall percentage allocated to the impact
fee program as noted in the table.

TRAFFIC DEMAND FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT

The fraffic analysis for one growth scenario of the General Plan estimated 5,961 housing units
and 8.6 million square feet of non-residential space (excluding public uses) would be added.
Table 9.5 shows vehicular fraffic demand for existing and future development based on Table
2.1. Total demand for new fraffic facilities is estimated for all land use types using a “dwelling
unit equivalent” (DUE) factor that sets the demand from a single-family dwelling unit at 1.00 DUE.
Every other land use is then compared to a single family unit using the typical average frip
generation rates by each land use type found in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation Manuall. A single-family residence generates 9.57 average daily trips and a multi-

VITE Trip Generation 7t Edition, 2003
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family unit generates 6.72 average daily trips for a DUE of 0.70.  Similarly, the DUE factors for all
other land uses are calculated relative to the traffic demand from a single-family dwelling unit,
as shown in Table 9.5.

TABLE 9.5 TRAFFIC IMPACTS AND DWELLING UNIT EQUIVALENTS

New dwelling
units or 1,000 Projected trips

Trips per sq. ft. non- from new
Land Use unit' DUE factor residential development New DUEs
Residential
Single Family” 9.57 1 4,677 44,759 4677
Multi-family 6.72 0.70 1,284 8,628 899
Non-residential’
Office 11.01 1.15 2,340 25,765 2,691
Commercial 21.47 2.24 2,075 44,544 4,647
Light Industrial 6.97 0.73 4,208 29,331 3,072
Public/Institutional 27.92 2.92 12 321 34
Parks® 1.59 0.17 90 143 15
Total 153,491 16,035

" Rates from Institute of Transportation Trip Generation Manual 7th edition, categories 210, 220, 710, 820,
110, 733 & 411. Commercial reduced 50% for pass-by and diverted trips.

% Single family includes mobilehomes
? Non-residential in 1,000 sq. ft. units of floor area

4 .
Parks in acres

The commercial trips shown in the above table reflect 50% of the total trips generated based on
approximately 50% of the trips being diverted and/or pass by trips, and therefore not included as
these are reflected in the other land uses.

ROADWAY FACILITY COSTS AND PER DWELLING UNIT EQUIVALENT

Roadway facility standards are commonly based on maintaining an acceptable Level of
Service (LOS). The General Plan Update EIR identifies a threshold LOS for each classification of
roadway and associated intersections. For this chapter, it is proposed that the cost related to
new development be allocated to new development based on a DUE where 9.57 average
daily frips is equal 1 DUE. New development’s share of the costs of corridor and intersection
improvements is proporfional to the fraffic impacts in terms of average daily frips generated by
growth. In this way, future development pays only its fair share of the planned improvements
necessary to maintain the LOS standards as outlined in the General Plan Circulation Element.
Table 9.6 shows the calculation for the proposed fee of $3,058 per DUE.

City of lone Public Facilities Fee Update
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TABLE 9.6 FEE PER DWELLING UNIT EQUIVALENT

Improvement Costs - Growth Share

Corridors $ 47,778,000

Intersections $ 1,786,500
Total $ 49,564,500
Less Impact Fee Funds Available (525,584)
Allocate to New Development 49,038,916
Growth DUEs 16,035
Fee per DUE $ 3,058

The fund balance, estimated at $525,584, is deducted from new development’s share of costs
and is reflected in the cost per Dwelling Unit Equivalent in Table 9.6.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 9.7 shows the transportation impact fee for new development based on the improvement
costs per DUE shown in Table 9.6. The fee represents the amount required to fund the
proportionate share of facilities needed to accommodate growth.

TABLE 9.7 FEE SCHEDULE

DUE
Land Use Trips per unit'  factor Fee per DUE Fee
Residential
Single Family? 9.57 1 $ 3,058 $ 3,058
Multi-family 6.72 070 $ 3,058 $ 2,141
Non-residential 3
Office 11.01 1.15 $ 3,058 $ 3,517
Commerdial 21.47 224 $ 3,058 $ 6.850
Light Industrial 6.97 073 $ 3,058 $ 2,233
Public/Institutional 27.92 292 $ 3,058 $ 8,930
Parks* 1.59 017 $ 3058 § 520
' Rates from Institute of Transportation Trip Generation Manual 7th edition.
2 single family includes mobilehomes.
* Non~esidential in 1,000 sq. ft. units of floor areq.
* Parks in acres.
Public Facilities Fee Update City of lone
September 2010
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SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT TYPES AND IMPLEMENTATION

Table 9.7 is not intended to be a comprehensive schedule of all types or classifications of
development, but only to represent general categories. The ITE trip generation manual contains
over 120 different development types, each with a different trip rate. Since it is beyond the
scope of this study to project the numbers of units of each type of use that will develop over the
planning horizon, the land use types are combined info the six generic categories in order o
approximate the numbers of future frips that would be generated on the land available for
development within these broad categories and calculate a cost per DUE. The City of lone may
choose to assign the fee amount using one of the following basic approaches:

1.

Use the fee per major land use category as shown in Table 9.7. These figures represent
typical trip generation rates for the land use categories. An advantage to this approach
is that the applicant can easily determine the fee obligation for the project. Since the
commercial rate per unit in Table 9.7 is based on the category 820 of the ITE Manual for
all commercial uses, this approach will not capture the full impact of commercial uses
with very high trip generation rates. For example, a 24-hour convenience store has a
DUE factor of 77 compared to the average commercial DUE of 4.5. The City would need
to rely on the probability that the lower generating uses will fend to balance out the high
generation commercial uses over the planning horizon and the total fee revenue will
correspond to the frips that are actually generated. Basing the fee on typical categories
of trip generation rates is consistent with the fee methodology.

A second approach is to adopt the full ITE matrix of the fee schedule for transportation.
This more comprehensive schedule assigns the fee rate that more closely represents the
actual impact of the specific land use type. One issue with using such a fee schedule is
that the final use or occupancy of “spec.” or “see-through” commercial projects may
not have been determined at the time the fee is payable. However, the city could
charge the generic rate at the earliest opportunity and recoup, or refund, the difference
between the generic rate and rate based upon final occupancy at the tenant
improvement stage. This also requires fee payment for a change in use of a building. It is
also more difficult to project the anficipated revenues when the specific uses of a
building and/or property are not yet known.

ROADWAY FEE REVENUE

Table 9.8 shows the estimated revenues needed for the planned improvements. Impact fee
revenues are based on the forecast growth (DUEs) and the above fee schedule.

City of lone Public Facilities Fee Update
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TABLE 9.8 REVENUES

Growth DUEs 16,035
Fee per DUE $ 3,058
Transportation Impact Fee Revenue $ 49,038916
Estimated Fund Balance 525,584
Other Funding $ 101,823,300

City $ 11,421,300

Developer' $ 15128400

RTP $ 45990,000

Other $ 25209370

Port. to Bikeway/Trails Ch.  $ 4074230
Total $ 151,387,800

" Figure does not reflect the cost of Castle Oaks Drive, a
developer responsibility.

As shown in Table 9.8, other revenues estimated at approximately $98 milion (excluding the
Bikeway/Trails Impact Fee amount) would be needed to supplement the fee program to
provide the above-listed improvements that would benefit both existing and future
development.

Revenues may be used for the acquisition of right of way, construction of the roadway
intersections and segments identified in this chapter and other fraffic capacity-enhancements.
Substitution of improvements may occur in the future and should be allowable if the change
provides an equivalent-type improvement as determined by City Council.

Public Facilities Fee Update City of lone
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10. WASTEWATER

This chapter describes new and upgraded wastewater facilities needed to serve new
development in the City of lone and establishes the maximum fee that may be charged to new
development for connection to the City's wastewater system. lone operates two wastewater
freatment plants (WWTPs); a secondary plant (the lone Wastewater Treatment Plant) and a
tertiary plant (Castle Oaks).

WASTEWATER MASTER PLAN AND PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS

A Wastewater Master Plan (WWMP) was completed for the city’'s wastewater system in
December 2009'. The City is currently at or near capacity for treatment and disposal of
wastewater. The WWMP provides a comprehensive analysis of the improvements necessary to
accommodate future planned growth and wastewater flows. The WWMP recommends certain
improvements for the first phase of construction and identifies the likely cost. The improvements
would accommodate 0.8 million gallons daily (mgd) of wastewater. Phase 2 will increase the
capacity to 1.6 mgd. The improvements are listed in Table 10.1. Table 10.1 also includes the
Wastewater Master Plan, planned reclaimed water piping, and the Reclamation Master Plan
estimated costs.

TABLE 10.1 WASTEWATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

WWTP and Disposal Cost
Phase 1
Construct New 0.8 mgd plant $ 10,160,000
Eliminate Ponds 1-4, fill in Ponds 5-6 $ 1,050,000
Construct new effluent PS and crossing $ 1,150,000
Construct Pond 8 $ 930,000
Phase 2 - Construct New 0.8 mgd plant $ 8,800,000
WWMP $ 800,000
Reclaimed water piping $ 10,000,000
Reclamation Master Plan $ 800,000
Total $ 33,690,000

Master Plan is based on City staff estimates.

WASTEWATER CAPACITY DEMAND FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT

Table 10.2 shows the estimated service demand for existing and future development based on
information contained in the WWMP.

! City of lone Wastewater Master Plan, Lee & Ro, Inc. and PMC, December 2, 2009.

City of lone Public Facilities Fee Update
September 2010
10-1



WASTEWATER

TABLE 10.2 FORECAST GROWTH

Planning
Current Horizon Growth
Housing 1,514 4,692 3,178
Single Family 1,361
Multi-Family 153
Non-Residential 110,000 3,230,000 3,120,000
Commercial/Office 110,000 1,770,000 1,660,000
Industrial - 1,460,000 1,460,000

2030 Forecast information based on WWMP (pgs. 2-6 and 2-7).
Housing updated to reflect DOF figures for 1/1/2009.
Excludes Prison and Juvenile Correction Center populations.

The above table excludes the institutional population, as a separate system of wastewater
tfreatment is primarily used for this population. CDF wastewater flows are reflected and
estimated at 14,000 gpd.

In order to compare demand between land uses, a “dwelling unit equivalent” (DUE) factor is
applied that sets the demand from a single-family dwelling at 1.0 DUE. A typical single family
residence generates an estimated 200 gallons per day (gpd) and a multi-family residence
generates an estimated 150 gpd or 0.75 DUEs. Non-residential generates an estimated 100 gpd
per 1,000 building square feet or 0.5 DUEs per 1,000 building square feet. DUE factors for land
uses are calculated relative to the sewage generation rates of a single family dwelling unit. The
sewage generation rates are consistent with those outlined in the WWMP. Table 10.3 summarizes
the existing and projected DUEs.

TABLE 10.3 DWELLING UNIT EQUIVALENTS

DUE Current Projected Growth
Land Use Current Projection Factor DUEs DUEs DUEs

Residential Units 1,525 4,692 1 1,525 4,692 3,167

Non-Residential (per 1,000 sf)

Commercial/Office 110,000 1,770,000 0.5 55 885 830
Industrial - 1,460,000 0.5 - 730 730
Other - CDF future dorm facilities - See notes. - 70 70
Total 1,580 6,377 4,797

One DUE is equivalent to 200 gallons per day.

One SFD and one MFD generates 200 gpd and 150 gpd, respectively, per WWMP (pg 4-1).
Commercial/office generates 0.1 god/sf per WWMP (pg 4-1).

Industrial generates 0.1 gpd/sf per WWMP EIR Draft (pg 4-1).

Excludes Preston Youth Facility's flows.

Non-Residential DUE based on per 1,000 sf.

CDF estimated DUEs based on projected 14,000 god.

AWA Backwash based on projected 50,000 god increasing to 150,000 god. Excluded in fee calculation.
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The DUEs shown in the above table convert to flows of approximately 1.3 mgd in 2030.
CoOST OF WASTEWATER IMPROVEMENTS PER DWELLING UNIT EQUIVALENT

The proportionate share of the costs related to new development will be based on a master
plan approach. The master plan approach is used because the improvements provide
capacity and freatment meeting current requirements for both existing and future users. The
cost is then expressed as a cost per DUE as shown in Table 10.4

TABLE 10.4 WASTEWATER SYSTEM COSTS PER DUE

Cost
Total Future Costs $ 33,690,000
Loans to be repaid $ 244,800
Less Impact Fee Funds Available $ (227,382)
Total Costs $ 33,707,418
Total DUEs 6,377
Cost/DUE $ 5,286

Fundbalance = $227,382.

The fund balance, estimated at $227,382, and a loan repayment of $244,800 are reflected in the
cost per dwelling unit in Table 10.4.

FEE SCHEDULE

Tables 10.5 shows the Wastewater fee for new development based on the improvement cost
per DUE shown in Table 10.4. The fee represents the amount required to fund a proportionate
share of the facilities needed to accommodate growth based on the master plan approach.
Citywide residential and nonresidential development would pay the fee based on the estimated
DUEs.

TABLE 10.5 FEE SCHEDULE

Cost per DUE DUE Factor Fee

Residential
Single Family $ 5,286 1 $ 5,286
Multi-Family $ 5,286 0.75 $ 3,965
Non-Residential
Commercial/Cffice $ 5,286 0.5 $ 2,643 per 1,000 sf
Industrial $ 5,286 0.5 $ 2,643 per 1,000 sf

Fee rounded to nearest dollar.

REVENUES

Table 10.6 shows the estimated revenues needed for the planned improvements. Impact fee
revenues are based on the projected growth and above fee schedule.
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TABLE 10.6 REVENUES

Growth DUEs 4,797
Cost per DUE $ 5,286
Estimated Impact Fee Revenue $ 25,357,000
Other Funding $ 8,352,000

Existing development's share of the facilities is approximately 25%. Based on existing
development’s share of the facilities and the current fund balance (considering repayment of
$244,800 loan), there is a need for the City to contribute an additional $8,352,000 to the project.

Revenues may be used for the preliminary design and construction of wastewater and
reclaimed water facilities. Revenues may also be used to repay existing loans. Substitution of
improvements may occur in the future and should be allowable if the change provides an
equivalent-type improvement as determined by City Council.
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11. ADMINISTRATION

This chapter discusses the need for an administration component to be included in the impact
fee program.

COST TO IMPLEMENT

As with most programs, there is a cost to administer, oversee and update the Impact Fee
program. It is recommended that a cost be added to the overall impact fee to cover the costs
related to implementing, administering, overseeing and updating the fee program, including
any reporting requirements. An administrative cost of 4% of the fee has been added and is
shown in Table 11.1. Based on the projected growth, the Administrative Fee could generate as
much as $4.6 million over the planning horizon, 85% of it from three impact fee categories, Parks,
Roadways and Wastewater.

It is recommended that should the City adopt the administration fee, that it monitor such
expenses over a one to three year period and make adjustments to this component once the
data has been analyzed.
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TABLE 11.1 ADMINISTRATIVE COST FEE SCHEDULE

SFD Duplex MF Mobile Home Commercial Office Industrial
(per unit) (per 1,000 bldg sf)
Fire $ 370 % 205 $ 220 $ 326 $ 83.56 $ 167.12 $ 33.42
General Govt $ 452 $ 250 $ 269 $ 398 $ 102.04 $ 204.08 $ 40.82
Parks $ 3,114 $ 1,721 % 1,850 $ 2,739 $ 70242 $ 140484 $ 280.97
Police $ 431 $ 238 % 256 $ 379 $ 97.27 % 194.54 $ 38.91
TI $ 27 $ 15 $ 16 $ 24 $ 6.11 % 1222 % 2.44
Trails/Bikeways $ 970 $ 536 $ 576 $ 854 $ 218.86 $ 437.72 % 87.54
Roadway $ 3,068 $ 2,141 % 2,141 % 3,058 $ 6,850 $ 3517 % 2,232
Wastewater $ 5286 $ 3,965 $ 3965 $ 5,286 $ 2,643 % 2643 % 2,643
Subtotal $ 13,708 $ 9,071 $ 9293 $ 13,064 $ 10,703.26 $ 8,580.52 $ 5,359.10
Admin 4% $ 548 $ 363 372 523 428 343 214
TOTAL $ 14,256 $ 9434 $ 9,665 13,587 $ 11,131.26 $ 8,923.52 $  5573.10

Alternatively, the Administrative Fee is 3.8 % of Total Fee.
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12. IMPLEMENTATION
This chapter identifies tasks that the City should complete when implementing the fee program.
IMPACT FEE PROGRAM ADOPTION PROCESS

Impact fee program adoption procedures are found in the California Government Code §§ 66000
et seq. Adoption of an impact fee program requires the City Council to follow certain procedures
including holding a noticed public hearing. Fourteen day mailed public notice is required for
those registering for such nofification. Data, such as this impact fee report, and referenced
material must be made available at least 10 days prior fo the public hearing. The City’s legal
counsel should inform the City of any other procedural requirements as well as advice regarding
adoption of an enabling ordinance and/or a resolution. After adoption, there is a mandatory 60-
day waiting period before the fees go into effect, unless an Urgency Ordinance, valid for 30 days
is adopted making certain findings regarding the urgency being claimed. The ordinance must be
re-adopted at the end of the first period (and possibly at the end of the second period
depending on City Council meeting dates) to cover the next 30 days and therefore the entire 60-
day waiting period. Fees adopted by urgency ordinance go into effect immediately. This
procedure must also be followed for fee increases.

PROGRAMMING REVENUES AND PROJECTS WITH THE CIP

The City should update its Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) to identify specific projects and
program fee revenues to those projects. Use of the CIP in this manner documents a reasonable
relationship between new development and the use of fee revenues.

For the established planning period of the CIP, the City should allocate all existing fund balances
and projected fee revenue to facilities projects. The City can hold funds in a project account for
longer than the established period if necessary to collect sufficient funds to complete a project.

Timing of Improvements. The receipt of all necessary funds may not coincide with the need for
the improvements. To minimize cash flow issues, the City may choose to phase the improvements;
borrow from other funds as the City did for Fire Station 2; or borrow money and include the finance
costs in the impact fee program. Timing of improvements should be addressed with the City's CIP
process.

FUNDS NEEDED TO COMPLEMENT IMPACT FEE PROGRAM

In adopting the fees as presented in this report, additional funds will need to be identified to fund
the share of costs not related to new development. Table 12.1 identifies the facilities studied in this
report and the funding sources for the facilities. The “Other” column identifies the additional
funding that the City needs to obtain for the facilities shown to cover the City's share related to
existing development (except for the Transportation component which has other funding
identified).
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TABLE 12.1 PROJECT FUNDING

Total Cost Other Funding DIF Funding % DIF
Fire $ 2,727,800 $ 2,727,800 100%
General Government $ 4,119,000 $ 733,400 $ 3,385,600 82%
Parks $ 24,965,000 $ 1,783,166 $ 23,181,834 93%
Police $ 4,701,000 $ 644,100 $ 4,056,900 86%
Technology Improvements $ 242,600 $ 43,200 $ 199,400 82%
Trails and Bikeways $ 10,455,330 $ 3,309,830 $ 7,145,500 68%

Subtotal $ 47210,730 $ 6,513,696 $ 40,697,034

Transportation $ 147,313,570 $ 97,749,070 $ 49,564,500 34%
Wastewater $ 33,709,000 $ 8,352,000 $ 25,357,000 75%
Total $ 228,233,300 $ 112,614,766 $ 115,618,534 51%

Transportation excludes the $4,074,230 assigned to Trail costs.

INFLATION ADJUSTMENT

For the majority of the projects, the costs in this report are shown in 2010 dollars. To ensure that the
fee program stays current with costs, the City should identify appropriate inflation indexes in the
fee ordinance and include an automatic annual inflation adjustment in the fee ordinance for
those facilities that have not been completed. The recommended inflation index is the Average
Annual Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index — San Francisco Bay Area.

A construction cost index can be based on the City's recent capital project experience or taken
from any reputable source, such as the Engineering News Record.

COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS

The California Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code §§ 66000 et seq.) mandates procedures for
administration of impact fee programs, including collection, accounting, refunds, updates and
reporting. The City should comply with the annual and five-year reporting requirements. For
facilities fo be funded with a combination of impact fees and other revenues, the City must
identify the source and amount of the other revenues. The City must also identify when the other
revenues are anficipated to be available to fund the project. The City's compliance obligations
vis-a-vis the Act include but are not limited to the following specific requirements:

Collection of fees. Subdivision 66007 (a) provides that a local agency shall not require payment of
fees by developers of residential projects prior to the date of final inspection, or issuance of a
certificate of occupancy, whichever come first. The local agency may require the payment of
those fees or charges at an earlier time if: (A) the local agency determines that the fees or
charges will be collected for public improvements or facilities for which an account has been
established and funds appropriated and for which the local agency has adopted a proposed
construction schedule or plan prior to final inspection or issuance of the certificate of occupancy
or (B) the fees or charges are to reimburse the local agency for expenditures previously made.
"Appropriated," as used in this subdivision, means authorization by the governing body of the local
agency for which the fee is collected to make expenditures and incur obligations for specific
purposes.

Fee exemptions, reductions and waivers. In the event that a development project is found to
have no impact on facilities for which fees are charged, such project must be exempted from the
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fees. If a project has characteristics that indicate its impacts on a particular public facility or
infrastructure system will be significantly and permanently smaller than the average impact used
to calculate impact fees in this study, the fees could be reduced accordingly.

In some cases, the city may desire to voluntarily waive or reduce impact fees that would otherwise
apply to a project to promote goals such as affordable housing or economic development. Such
a waiver or reduction shall not result in increased costs to other development projects, and are
allowable only if the City offsets the lost revenue from other fund sources.

Credit for improvements by developers. If the City requires a developer, as a condifion of
approval, to construct facilities or improvements, or provide a funding mechanism such as an
assessment or special tax district that would fund improvements for which impact fees have been,
or otherwise will be charged, the impact fee imposed on that development project for that type
of facility must be adjusted to reflect a credit for the cost of facilities or improvements constructed
by the developer or financed by a special tax or assessment.

It is recommended that the City require developers to adhere to specific procedures when
constructing an impact fee eligible project. These include:

1. Initial Approval — The developer shall obtain City Council approval for construction of an
impact fee eligible project, subject to conditions as determined by Council. Such
conditions may include the requirements that the developer provide plans and
specifications, secure and dedicate all right of way or land, secure all required permits and
environmental clearances, provide performance bonds, and pay City fees and costs.

2. Bid Process — The developer shall obtain at least three (3) qualified bids. Use of prevailing
wages shall be required under these procedures. Award of contract shall typically be
assigned to the lowest qualified bidder and shall occur after City's review and
concurrence regarding the bids and bid process. If the developer chooses to go with the
non-low bidder, the construction costs shall not exceed those identified in the lowest
qualified bid. (Bids are not required for professional services such as design engineering.)
A copy of all bids received shall be submitted to the City.

If the bid includes non-impact fee work, such work shall be clearly delineated and
documented separately.

If the work is to be part of a public financing district such as a Community Facilities District,
the bid and construction process shall comply with the City’s public bid process.

3. Pre-Construction - The developer shall coordinate with the City to hold a pre-construction
meeting at which City staff shall be present. The meeting shall include provision and review
of a construction schedule.

4. Construction — The developer shall ensure that record keeping and cost accounting
procedures are in place. Change orders shall be fully documented and subject to City
Engineer determination as to impact fee eligibility. All change orders shall be approved by
the City if they are to be considered for reimbursement. If any change order is not
approved by the City prior fto commencement of work for the changed condition, all costs
associated with the changes shall not be subject to reimbursement by impact fee monies
and the developer shall be responsible for all cost associated with the non-city approved
change order. Approval of change orders shall be consistent with the City’s policy for
public works construction contracts. Additionally, copies of all testing, special inspections,
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signed pay requests from the confractor, copies of payments made by the developer to
the contractor and any other paperwork associated with construction shall be provided to
the City.

5. Final Determination of Eligible Costs — The developer shall submit to the City, for City

Engineer approval, a detailed accounting of the costs for which reimbursement is sought.
Documentation shall include:

o}
o}
C.

d.

Original construction contract;

Any approved change orders;

Copies of all invoices, copies of all payments made, unconditional lien releases
from all suppliers and subcontractors, , and copies of all canceled checks;

A summary tabulation of all contractor invoices and developer payments; and

Soft costs for engineering, inspection, construction management and testing may
be included in eligible costs, subject to agreement between the developer and
the City prior to the start of the project. If these costs are allowed, reasonable caps
shall be set on all fees and appropriate documentation shall be submitted to the
City Engineer for review and approval. Documentation shall include copies of
confracts, proposals, invoices, payments made, etc. All documents must clearly
identify that work associated with the document is associated with the project
subject to the development impact fees. If documentation is not clear, costs will
not be subject to inclusion for reimbursement.

6. Reimbursement Agreement - If the improvements constructed by the developer are in

excess of the fees owed by the development and are above and beyond the available
funds for the improvement in the City's development impact fee program, the City and
developer may enter intfo a reimbursement agreement.

Earmarking of fee revenue. Secfion 66006 mandates that the city shall: “deposit .... fees for the
improvement in a separate capital facilities account or fund in a manner to avoid any
commingling of the fees with other revenues and funds of the City, except for temporary
investments”... Fees must be expended solely for the purpose for which they were collected.
Interest earned on the fee revenues must also be placed in the capital account and used for the

same purpose.

Reporting. Section 66006 requires that once each year, within 180 days of the close of the fiscal
year, the local agency must make available to the public the following information for each
account established to receive impact fee revenues:

1)

A brief description of the type of fee in the account or fund;

2) The amount of the fee;

3) The beginning and ending balance of the account or fund;

4) The amount of the fees collected and interest earned;

5) Identification of each public improvement on which fee revenues were expended and
the amount of the expenditures on each improvement, including the percentage of
the cost of the public improvement that was funded with fee revenues;
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6)

7)

8)

Identification of the approximate date by which the construction of a public
improvement will commence, if the City determines sufficient funds have been
collected to complete financing of an incomplete public improvement;

A description of each inter-fund transfer or loan made from the account or fund,
including interest rates, repayment dates, and a descripfion of the improvements on
which the fransfer or loan will be expended;

The amount of any refunds or allocations made pursuant to Section 66001, paragraphs
(e) and (f).

The above information must be reviewed by the City Council at its next regularly scheduled public
meeting, but not less than 15 days after the statements are made public.

Findings and refunds. Section 66001 requires that, for the fifth fiscal year following the first deposit
of any impact fee revenue into an account or fund as required by Section 66006, and every five
years thereafter, the local agency shall make all of the following findings for any fee revenues that
remain unexpended, whether committed or uncommitted:

1)
2)

3)

4)

Identify the purpose to which the fee will be put;

Demonstrate the reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for which it
is charged;

Identify all sources and amounts of funding anticipated to complete financing of
incomplete improvements for which the impact fees are to be used;

Designate the approximate dates on which the funding necessary to complete
financing of those improvements will be deposited in to the appropriate account of
fund.

COSTS OF IMPLEMENTATION

Annual update of Capital Improvement Program. Section 66002 provides that if a local agency
adopts a CIP to identify the use of impact fees, that program must be adopted and annually
updated by a resolution of the governing body at a noticed public hearing. The alternative is to
identify improvements in other public documents.
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APPENDIX

The cost allocation between existing and future development for Howard Park is shown in
Table A.1.

TABLE A.1 HOWARD PARK COST ALLOCATION

Howard Park Improvements $ 5,000,000
Howard Park acres 89.70
Standard for Neighborh ood/Community Parks (ac/1,000 residents) 6.53
Existing Residential Population 3,567
Needs for Existing Residential Population (acs) 23.29
Less neighborhood parks provided (3.80)
Neighborhood/Community Park Needs for existing development (acs) 19.49
Balance of Howard Park to share between existing/future development (@cs) 70.21
Existing 18% 12.50
Future 82% 57.71
Future development's percentage share of Howard Park Costs 64%
Future development's share of Howard Park Costs $ 3,216,834
Cost per City staff.
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The following table show the cost estimates for the WIRIS pedestrian/bikeway trails

TABLE A.2 WIRIS BIKEWAY COST ESTIMATES

A2 B C D E

Unit Costs Quantity Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost
Project Length 2685 If 2542 If 749 If 128 If 3383 If
Project Cost w/o ROW $ 4,399,464 $ 3,675,640 $ 1,391,800 $ 1,100,454 $ 5,811,147
Project ROW $ 1,266,900 $ 1,258,500 $ 342,900 $ 84,900 $ 1,489,500
Bikeway
AC 6" $ 100 ton 973 tons  $ 97,331 921 tons  $ 92,148 272 tons $ 27,151 tons 1226 tons  $ 122,634
Base 12" $ 100 cy 993 cy $ 99,300 923 ¢y $ 92,300 291 ¢y $ 29,100 cy 1253 cy $ 125,300
Earthwork $ 40 cy 1474 cy $ 58,960 1378 cy $ 55,120 425 cy $ 17,000 cy 1859 cy $ 74,360
Subtotal $ 255,591 $ 239,568 $ 73,251 $ 322,294
Plus50% (Minor items, mobilization, cos, contingencies) $ 127,796 $ 119,784 $ 36,626 $ 161,147
Plus share of ROW $ 73,600 $ 82,000 $ 18,000 $ 82,600
Structural $ 648,000
Subtotal $ 456,987 $ 1,089,351 $ 127,877 $ 1,185,354 $ 566,041
Adjustment Factor Costs v. Table 8 121% 121% 123% 114% 123%
TOTAL $ 553,000 $ 1,318,000 $ 157,000 $ 1,350,000 $ 696,230
Cost/If without structural w/o adjustment $ 170 $ 174 $ 171 na $ 167

Assume Specific weight of PCC = 150 pcf
Based on WIRIS Technical Memorandum #3 and Appendix H, except for quanitity of AC. Actual section to be determined in future.

Typcial section is 10" trail separated by 6' parkway.

Share of ROW costs based on bikeway construction cost subtotal to project cost without ROW ratio.
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The cost estimates used in Chapter 9 for Transportation are shown in Tables A.3, A.4 and A.5.

TABLE A.3 COST PER LINEAR FOOT — MINOR IMPROVEMENTS

“Ne:] Item Description li;::::t:;i ;AJ::;L Unit Cost Item Total Notes
1 |Traffic Control System 1.0 LS. $3.50 $3.50 | Assumes roughly 4% of cost
2 |Adjust Utility to Grade 1.0 Each $2.00 $2.00 | Assumes water and PG &E valves along route
3 |Adjust Monument Frame & Cover to Grade 1.0 Each $3.00 $3.00 :;?ﬁﬁ;f?;ﬁ;igij sewerand storm drain
4 |Cold Plane Asphalt Concrete 0.4 S.Y. $10.00 $4.44 | Assume 6' grind on either side of road
5 |Digout Repair 0.05 S.Y. $30.00 $1.50 | Assumes some level of digouts on route
6 |Pavement Reinforcing Fabric 1.0 S.Y. $2.50 $2.59 | Assumes fabric over overlay portion
7 |2-inch Asphalt Concrete Overlay 0.4 Tons $80.00 $29.77
8  |3-inch Asphalt shoulder 0.3 Tons $80.00 $25.52
9  |6-inch Aggregate Base Shoulder 0.3 Y $35.00 $10.37
10 [Curb and gutter 2.0 LF. $50.00 $100.00
11 [Sidewalk 10.0 S.F. $8.00 $80.00
12 |Striping 1.0 Each $0.10 $0.10
13 |Mobilization 1.0 LS. $13.14 $13.14 | Assumes roughly 5% of overall cost
Subtotal $275.94
10% Contingency $27.59
Total Cost $303.53
Note - assumes existing road is 28 feet wide (2
lanes) and adding 8 foot shoulders, curb and Total Cost Per Lane per Foot $152
gutter on each side of road
Plus 30% Desigr/Inspection/ROW/Other $46
Total Cost Per Lane per Foot $198
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TABLE A.4 COST PER LINEAR FOOT — MAJOR IMPROVEMENTS — 2 LANE ROADWAYS

Item . Estimated Unit of .
No. Item Description Quantity Measure Unit Cost Item Total Notes
o
1 |rraffic control system 1.0 LS. $21.00 $21 00 |Assumes roughly 4% of cost except
mobilization
2 |Adjust Utility to Grade 1.0 Each $2.00 $2.00 |Assumes water and PG&E valves along route
As level of d storm drai
3 |Adjust Monument Frame & Cover to Grade 1.0 Each $3.00 $3.00 SUMES some Jevel of sewer and storm drain
manholes along route
. Assumes structural section of 6-inches AC
4 |Grading 3.8 cY $35.00 $131.57 over 18-inches Aggregate base
5 |6-inch Asphalt Concrete 1.6 Tons $80.00 $127.60 |Assumes paved width is 40 ft
8 |18-inch Aggregate Base 2.2 cY $35.00 $77.78 |Assumes width of road is 40 ft
7 |Curb and gutter 2.0 L.F. $50.00 $100.00
8 |Sidewalk 10.0 S.F. $8.00 $80.00
9 |Landscaping and irrigation 1.0 L.F. $20.00 $20.00
9 |Striping 1.0 Each $0.10 $0.10
10 |Mobilization 1.0 L.S. $28.15 $28.15 |Assumes roughly 5% of overall cost
Subtotal $591.20
10% Contingency $59.12
Total Cost $650.32
Note - assumes road is 44 feet wide curb to curb
(2 14-ft lanes and 8 foot shoulders/parking/bike
lanes), landscaping, curb and gutter on each side Total Cost Per Lane per Foot $325
of road
Plus 30% Design/Inspection/ROW/Other $98
Total Cost Per Lane per Foot $423
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TABLE A.5 COST PER LINEAR FOOT — MAJOR IMPROVEMENTS — 4 LAND ROADWAYS

I;j:l Item Description ES"T;:’;’ I\':tJ:;:uorfe Unit Cost Item Total Notes
1 |Traffic Control System 1.0 L.S. $27.00 $27.00 |Assumes roughly 4% of cost
2 |Adjust Utility to Grade 1.0 Each $2.00 $2.00 |Assumes water and PG&E valves along route
3 |Adjust Monument Frame & Cover to Grade 1.0 Each $3.00 $3.00 Assumes some level of sewer and storm drain
manholes along route
4 |Grading 54 cy $35.00 $178.24 Assum§ structural section of 6-inches AC
over 18inches Aggregate base
5 |6-nch Asphalt Concrete 2.4 Tons $80.00 $191.40 |Assumes paved width is 40 ft
8 |18-inch Aggregate Base 3.3 CY $35.00 $116.67 |Assumes width of road is 40 ft
7 |Curb and gutter 2.0 L.F. $50.00 $100.00
8  |Sidewalk 10.0 S.F. $8.00 $80.00
9 |Landscaping and irrigation 1.0 L.F. $20.00 $20.00
10 |Striping 1.0 Each $0.20 $0.20
11 |Mobilization 1.0 L.S. $35.93 $35.93 |Assumes roughly 5% of overall cost
Subtotal $754.43
10% Contingency $75.44
Total Cost $829.88
Note - assumes road is 64 feet wide curb to curb
(2 14-ft lanes, 2 12-foot lanes and 8 foot
shoulder¢/parking/bike lanes), landscaping, curb Total Cost Per Lane per Foot $207
and gutter on each side of road
Plus 30% Design/Inspection/ROW/Other $62
Total Cost Per Lane per Foot $269
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TABLE A.6 ROADWAY SEGMENT COST ESTIMATES

Added/
Segment Length Reconstructed  Lane-feet

Street Name and Limits Description Lanes () Unit Cost Cost
State Route 104

Michigan Bar to Irish Hill Rd Minor 4,592 — 9,184 $ 198 $ 1,818,400

Irish Hill Rd to Collings Rd Minor 4,010 — 8,020 $ 198 $ 1,588,000

Collings Rd to Sutter Lane Minor 6,905 — 13,810 $ 198 $ 2,734,400

Sutter Lane to SR 124 North Minor 2,123 — 4,246 $ 198 $ 840,700

SR 124 North to East Main St Minor 696 — 1,392 $ 198 $ 275,600

Main St segment None 595 — na na $ -

Main St to Foothills Boulevard (south intx) Minor 1,699 — 3,398 $ 198 $ 672,800

Foothills Blvd (south intx) to SR88 Minor 9,859 19,718 $ 198 $ 3,904,200
State Route 124

East Main St. to Washington St. Minor 1,040 — 2,080 $ 198 $ 411,800

Washington St. to Brickyard Major 3,822 4 15,288 $ 269 $ 4,112,500

Brickyard to Buena Vista Rd. Major 3,057 4 12,228 $ 269 $ 3,289,300

Preston Ave to City Limits Major 3,124 2 6,248 $ 423 $ 2,642,900

City Limits to Waterman Rd. Major 3,054 2 6,108 $ 423 $ 2,583,700

Waterman Rd. to Sutter lone Rd. Major 4,916 2 9,832 $ 423 $ 4,158,900
Five Mile Drive

SR 104 to Golf Links Rd (south intx) Major 7,302 2 14,604 $ 423 $ 6,177,500

Golf Links Rd to Bridge (north side) WIRIS Segment C 749 — na na $ 2,130,000

Bridge WIRIS Segment D 128 — na na $ 1,350,000
Old Stockton Road

West Marlette St. to Future WIRIS Align. WIRIS Segment E 3,383 na na $ 8,960,000

South of WIRIS Alignment to SOI Minor 4,135 — 8,269 $ 198 $ 1,637,300
Waterman Road

Preston Ave. (SR 104) to City Limits Major 4,457 2 8,914 $ 423 $ 3,770,600

City Limits to SR 124 Major 2,292 2 4584 $ 423 $ 1,939,000
Sutter Lane

Preston Ave. (SR 104) to Shakeley Lane Minor 2,053 — 4,106 $ 198 $ 813,000
Shakeley Lane

Preston Ave. (SR 104) to Sutter Lane Minor 1,768 — 3,536 $ 198 $ 700,100

Sutter Lane to Fairway Minor 1,399 — 2,798 $ 198 $ 554,000
West Marlette Street

Mills St. to Violet Lane None 1,075 — na na $ -

Violet Lane to Old Stockton Road Minor 6,220 — 12,440 $ 198 $ 2,463,100
CastleOaks Drive

Fairway Dr. to SR 104 Developer Developer

Fairway Dr. south to Shakely Ln Developer Developer
Golf Links Drive

SR 104 to Five Mile Dr. WIRIS Segment A2/B 5,227 na na $ 12,830,000
WIRIS

SR 104/Michigan Bar RD. to Old Stockton WIRIS Segment | 14,826 na na $ 45,990,000

Old Stockton Rd. to one half mile west of SR 124 WIRIS Segment F2 2,931 na na $ 8,080,000

One half mile west of SR 124 to SR 124 WIRIS Segment G3 4,969 4 19,876 na $ 22,260,000
Total $ 148,687,800
Major: 4-lanes $ 269 per linear foot per lane. (assumes intersections excluded)
Major: 2-lanes $ 423 per linear foot per lane. (assumes intersections excluded)
Minor: 2" overlay and 3" on 8" shoulder section $ 198 per linear foot per lane. (assumes drainage or ¢/g improvements)

Minor: Assumed that each side of roadway requires minor widening/improvements.

WIRIS Segments based on Cost identified in AMTC WIRIS Technical Memo #3, Apppendix H.

WIRIS Segment H is not included.
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TABLE A.7 CLASS 1 TRAIL COST ESTIMATE

Unit cost Quantity Cost
3"AC $ 80 ton 0.181 tons $ 15
9" Base $ 35 ¢y 0.278 ¢y $ 10
Earthwork $ 35 ¢y 0.370 oy $ 13
Landscaping $ 1 o 6 $ 6
Subtotal $ 44
Other (50%) $ 22
Total $ 66
Assume 10" wide bikepath, off street, and 6' landscaped parkway
Unit Cost based on Transportation unit costs.

TABLE A.8 CLASS 2 TRAIL COST ESTIMATE

Unit cost Quantity Cost
6" AC $ 80 ton 0.181 tons  $ 15
18" Base $ 35 ¢y 0.278 ¢y $ 10
Earthwork $ 35 ¢y 0.370 oy $ 13
Subtotal $ 38
Other (50%) $ 19
Total $ 57

Assume AC/Base at 145/150 pcf respectively.
Assume 5" wide bikepath, multiply by 2 for both sides of street.
Unit Cost based on Transportation unit costs.

Public Facilities Fee Update

A-10

City of lone
September 2010





