
TO: James L. App, City Manager 

FROM: Doug Monn, Public Works Director 

SUBJECT: Adoption of Water Capacity Charges 

DATE: September 2, 2008 

NEEDS: For the City Council to adopt by resolution the proposed water capacity charges (i.e. 
water connection fees). 

FACTS: 1. On July 1, 2008, the City Council considered proposed water capacity charges, along 
with alternative water consumption rate structures, and directed staff to return with 
a proposed resolution enacting the water capacity charges.  The Council is 
considering changes to water consumption rates in a separate action. 

2. On August 19, 2008, the City Council deferred action on the proposed water 
capacity charges and directed staff to continue dialogue with the Home Builder’s 
Association of the Central Coast and others on this matter. 

3. Water capacity charges are imposed on new development to help pay for existing 
and/or new public facilities  that are of proportional benefit to those being charged, 
whereas water consumption rates generate revenues to cover the costs of providing 
water service to existing customers. 

4. Improvements to the City water system are needed, primarily to improve water 
quality and supply reliability, supplement the limited ground water supply, and also 
to provide adequate distribution, staffing, and water storage capacity for the existing 
community and new development. 

5. The planned improvements, as outlined in the 2007 Integrated Water Resources 
Plan and Capital Improvement Program, amount to approximately $210 million 
over the coming decade, including the Nacimiento Water Project supply and 
treatment capital costs, as well as other distribution system capital costs plus 
financing and operations costs. 

6. On January 15, 2008, Council directed that studies of water consumption rates and 
water connection fees (water capacity charges) be prepared in light of both the 
Nacimiento Water Project and other planned water system improvements.  The firm 
of HF&H Consultants, LLC, was retained to analyze the City's revenues and costs 
with respect to the water capacity charges; the firm of Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 
analyzed water consumption rates.  

7. The revenues generated by the existing connection fees (water capacity charges) are 
inadequate to cover the costs of new development's share of the existing and future 
facilities set forth in the Integrated Water Resources and Capital Improvement Plan.  

8. Based on HF&H's analysis, costs for the City’s existing entitlement in the 
Nacimiento Water Project and the associated water treatment plant are to be borne 
equally between existing rate payers and new development.  Future facilities such as 
tanks and pipelines identified in the City’s master planned water system will have the 
capacity to serve both existing and future customers.  Therefore the proposed 
capacity charges are based on the total cost of providing that capacity divided 
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among the total number of equivalent meter units at build-out, to ensure that new 
development would pay its proportionate share of the capacity being provided.  In 
addition, these proposed capacity fees include the full cost of obtaining additional 
water from Nacimiento for new development.   

9. The City wishes to ensure the ability to produce water to meet peak demands, 
extend water reliability, and improve water quality.  A phased connection fee will 
provide the necessary funding to provide a reliable, well-maintained, infrastructure 
system and reliable water resource to serve the needs of future customers; water 
consumption rates will provide the funds necessary to assure the same benefits for 
existing customers. 

ANALYSIS & 
CONCLUSION: Since the August 19th Council meeting, staff met again with representatives of the 

Home Builders’ Association of the Central Coast and responded to their comments.  
Relevant correspondence is attached. 

The water capacity charges are based on new development’s share in the cost of the 
existing community water system, future facilities such as the City’s Nacimiento 
Water Supply Project entitlement and the planned water treatment plant; share in 
conveyance costs, and additional future water supply needed to support growth.  
The following table lists the proposed capacity charges by connection (meter) size: 

1Beginning on January 1, 2010 and each January 1 thereafter, fees shown in the table shall be adjusted based on the change in the 
Engineering News Cost Record construction cost index (or equivalent publication) as reported for the twelve month period ending 
October 31st of the prior year.  

2Water capacity charge do not include the water treatment plant and additional future water supply components. 
3Charges include the water treatment plant component.  
4 Charges include additional future water supply. 
5 Note: fee phased in such that Year 1 omits water treatment plant and future supply; Year 2 omits future supply only; Year 3 includes 
all components. 
6Begin 5.5% inflationary adjustment to existing system buy-in component 

 
 

 

  

Current 
Charge as 

of: Proposed Charge as of1,5  

Meter Size Jul 1 08 Jan 1 092 Jan 1 103 Jan 1 114 Jan 1 126 Jan 1 13 
5/8" and 3/4" $9,119 $15,142 $20,481 $27,617 $27,905 $28,208
1" $15,226 $25,287 $34,203 $46,120 $46,601 $47,107
1 1/2" $30,364 $50,423 $68,202 $91,965 $92,922 $93,933
2" $48,601 $80,707 $109,164 $147,199 $148,731 $150,349
3" $97,292 $151,420 $204,810 $276,170 $279,046 $282,080
4" $152,002 $252,417 $341,418 $460,375 $465,170 $470,227
6" $303,914 $504,683 $682,632 $920,475 $930,060 $940,173
8" $486,280 $807,523 $1,092,252 $1,472,815 $1,488,152 $1,504,333
10" $699,100 $1,160,937 $1,570,278 $2,117,395 $2,139,445 $2,162,708
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Details regarding the derivation of the proposed water capacity charges are 
addressed in the attached report, “Water Capacity Charge Study – Revised Final” by 
HF&H Consultants dated August 27, 2008.   

Several aspects of the study have been revised and refined  since the publication of 
the draft dated June 2008.  For one, debt service is not impacted by inflation.  
Secondly, the capital improvement program was updated to include land acquisition 
of a storage tank site.  Additionally a proportional share of the central support 
system for a remote read meter system project (software and computer equipment) 
was incorporated.  Last, the estimated value of existing facilities was adjusted to 
omit developer-installed in-tract pipelines on the basis that City/customer funds 
were not used to install that portion of the existing water system in the first place. 

As for implementation of the water capacity charges, the following are 
recommended: 

a.  That City Council approve and adopt the schedule of water connections fees 
(water capacity charges) reflect in the attached resolution as Exhibit 'A' 
September 2, 2008, to become effective January 1, 2009.   

b. That beginning January 1, 2010 and each January 1 thereafter, the fees shown 
on Exhibit A shall be adjusted based on the change in the Engineering News 
Cost Record construction cost index (or equivalent publication) as reported for 
the twelve month period ending October 31st of the prior year.  Further, that 
said water connection fees (water capacity charges) shall be reviewed no less 
than biennially (every two years) in conjunction with the update of the City’s 
four-year financial plan to ensure that the water connection fees (water capacity 
charges) then in existence do not exceed the estimated reasonable cost of 
providing the public facilities and services for which they are imposed.  

c. That building permits approved and obtained by December 31, 2008 shall be 
subject to the capacity charges currently in effect, and those obtained on or after  
January 1, 2009 shall be subject to the capacity charges set forth in Exhibit A of 
the proposed resolution.    Applications shall be processed on a first-come, first-
served basis, in accordance with the City’s standard policies.  

POLICY 
REFERENCE: General Plan, Economic Strategy; Urban Water Management Plan; Integrated Water 

Resource Plan; Nacimiento Water Project Entitlement Contract. 

FISCAL IMPACT: The need to implement  new water capacity charges to increase revenues is directly 
related to the requirement to make new development pay for its share of the 
Nacimiento bond debt payments, treatment plant construction, and other 
conveyance system improvements.  If revenues through new capacity charges to pay 
for new development's share of those costs are not sufficient, the General Fund will 
ultimately have to make up any shortfall.  The General Fund funds operations such 
as, library services, children's and senior programs, parks, as well as police and fire,  
and other City amenities.  Serious budget cuts and significant  reductions in some  
programs would result. 

OPTIONS: a. Approve Resolution No. 08-XX establishing the Water Capacity Charges (i.e. water 
connection fees). 
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b. Amend, modify, or reject the above option. 

Attachments 
1) “Water Capacity Charge Study – Revised Final” dated August 27, 2008, prepared by Hilton, 

Farnkopf & Hobson Consultants 
2) Correspondence with Home Builders’ Association of the Central Coast 
3) Resolution No. 08-xx 
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HF&H CONSULTANTS, LLC 
Advisory Services to 

Municipal Management 
  

2175 North California Boulevard, Suite 990 Robert D. Hilton, CMC 
Walnut Creek, California 94596 John W. Farnkopf, PE 
Tel: (925) 977-6950 Laith B. Ezzet, CMC 
Fax: (925) 977-6955 Richard J. Simonson 
hfh-consultants.com 

 
August 27, 2008 
 
Mr. Jim App 
City Manager 
City of Paso Robles 
1000 Spring Street 
Paso Robles, CA  93446 
 
Subject: Water Capacity Charge Study:  Revised Final Report 
 
Dear Mr. App: 
 
Since submitting the August 7, 2008 draft of this report, I met with representatives of 
the Home Builder’s Association of the Central Coast and City Staff.  I have revised the 
report based on the input received concerning depreciation, developer contributions, 
and projected connections. 
 
1.0.  INTRODUCTION 
The scope of this study was to update the City’s water capacity charge based on the best 
available data and in conjunction with an update of the City’s water rates. In this way, 
the same set of assumptions concerning capital costs and growth rates were used in 
both studies. 
 
2.0.  BACKGROUND 
The City charges new development a one-time capacity charge at the time that the 
connection is made to the City’s water facilities.  The purpose of the capacity charge is 
to ensure that development pays its fair share of the costs associated with providing 
capacity.  Capacity charges are a type of development impact fee that public agencies 
may impose as a condition of development under the authority of California 
Government Code Section 66000 et seq., the Mitigation Fee Act.  The Act requires that 
“those fees or charges shall not exceed the estimated reasonable cost of providing the 
service”1.  Because the Act does not prescribe a formula or procedure for determining 

                                                 
1 Mitigation Fee Act Section 66013(a). 
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“the estimated reasonable cost,” it is the responsibility of the analyst to employ a 
method that yields a reasonable result. 
 
The courts generally regard fees as being reasonable if they are not capricious, arbitrary, 
or discriminatory.  Fees are capricious if there is no factual basis for the underlying data 
used to make the calculations.  Fees are arbitrary if there is no logical rationale for 
choosing among alternatives.  Fees are discriminatory if they disproportionately 
allocate costs to one class of service to the benefit of another class.  The purpose of this 
report is to document that the conditions have been met to establish that the City’s 
water capacity charge is reasonable. 
 
Figure 1 summarizes the City’s current capacity charges, which became effective July 1, 
2008.  Residential connections pay the fees shown in Table A.  For non-residential 
connections, the applicable fee is the higher of Table A or Table B.  It is the City’s 
practice to conduct studies to periodically update its capacity charge calculations with 
the latest capital costs.  The capacity charges are escalated annually between studies to 
reflect inflationary cost increases.  The current fees reflect a study conducted in 20042, 
and have been increased subsequently by the increase in the Engineering News 
Record’s (ENR) Construction Cost Inflation index. 
 

Figure 1.  Current Capacity charges (Effective July 1, 2008) 

Table A Table B

Type of Development Fee Meter Size Fee
Single-Family Residence $9,119 3/4" $9,119
Multi-Family Residence $7,230 per unit 1" $15,226
Mobile Home Park $9,119 per space 1 1/2" $30,364
Mobile Home Subdivision Lot $9,119 per lot 2" $48,601
Commercial/Industrial $9,119 + $626 per unit 3" $97,292
Hospital/Convalescent $9,119 + $626 per room 4" $152,002
Motel/Hotel $9,119 + $626 per room 6" $303,914
School $9,119 + $626 per classroom 8" $486,280

10" $699,100  
 
 

                                                 
2 Foresight Consulting Services.  This study also derived water capacity charges based on equivalent 
dwelling units; water capacity charges are now charged based on the size of the water service connection. 
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3.0.  APPROACH AND ANALYSIS 

The approach used to calculate the water capacity charges derives the capacity charges 
that represent the average unit cost of facilities required to provide capacity for growth.  
The average cost is determined by dividing the cost of all existing and future facilities 
by the associated units of capacity.  In this way, all current and future customers participate 
equally in the system capital.  Because of this equal participation, no discrimination occurs 
against either growth or existing rate payers.  Hence, no subsidies are provided by either 
growth or existing rate payers. 
 
This approach generally follows the “buy-in” or “average cost” methodology, which is 
one of the two most common methods for calculating capacity charges, the other being 
the “incremental cost” methodology.  The buy-in approach was preferred over the 
incremental approach because it avoids some of the shortcomings of the incremental 
approach. 
 
By using the buy-in methodology, it is not necessary to determine the portion of each 
facility that is attributable to growth, as is required when using the incremental cost 
methodology.  Apportioning facilities to growth can be difficult and contentious 
because apportioning belies the fact that water systems are complex, integral networks.  
Parsing individual facilities between existing and future customers can create the 
impression that growth is independent of existing facilities, which is rarely the case.  
Growth typically occurs adjacent to or within existing service areas, thereby expanding 
the service provided by existing facilities. 
 
The incremental approach can also be considered somewhat arbitrary.  Whereas the 
buy-in method is based on the average cost of capacity, which is the same for existing 
and new connections, the incremental cost method is based on the most recent 
increment of cost, which could be high or low compared with the average cost, 
depending on which facilities happen to be proposed for construction at any given time.  
Once the facilities are constructed, they drop out of the calculation even though they 
may provide surplus capacity for growth long after they are constructed. 
 
The incremental approach also ignores capacity in existing facilities that is used by 
growth.  Existing facilities should be included in the capacity charge calculation because 
they provide capacity for growth.  The existing facilities constitute a network with 
capacity for both existing rate payers as well as capacity for growth.  Existing facilities 
are included in the capacity charge calculation so that growth reimburses existing rate 
payers for the investment made on behalf of growth.  Future facilities were also 
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included in the capacity charge calculation whether they are required by existing or 
future customers.  These future facilities will be integral with the existing facilities. 
 
The buy-in approach was selected over the incremental approach because it corrects for 
these shortcomings in the incremental approach.  To make the calculation using the 
buy-in approach, existing and future facilities were identified, their values were 
determined, the capacity associated with the facilities was determined, and, by dividing 
the values by the corresponding capacity, the unit cost of capacity was calculated.  The 
unit cost represents the average cost of capacity.  A spreadsheet model was prepared to 
make the calculations.  Each of these steps is described below. 
 
3.1.  Facilities Included in Calculation 
An inventory of the existing and future facilities based on fixed asset records, facilities 
master plans, and related engineering data was compiled.  It is likely that the inventory 
of existing facilities is not comprehensive and that facilities exist that are undocumented 
and have thus been inadvertently omitted.  Despite probable omissions in the 
inventory, no allowance was added as a contingency. 
 
Most of the existing facilities constitute the transmission pipelines.  Existing wells and 
distribution system reservoirs are also included.  All of these facilities are known to 
exist and constitute a city-wide network of pipelines that provide capacity for growth.  
Again, these facilities are an integral part of the water supply network that provides 
capacity for growth. 
 
The future facilities are derived from the water master plan and related documents.  
These facilities will provide capacity for growth as well as benefit existing rate payers 
by improving reliability and upgrading facilities between now and build-out as 
documented in the city’s general plan. 
 
The combination of the existing and future facilities represents all water system 
infrastructure known at this time that will be required to meet demands at build-out.  
There will no doubt be additional facilities that should be included in future updates. 
There will also be other facilities that are currently projected for future construction that 
are modified or replaced by other facilities.  Changes like this can be reflected in future 
updates.  We note that City staff have reviewed the list of existing and future facilities 
to ensure that there are no existing facilities that are also included in the future facilities. 
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3.2.1.  Value of Existing Facilities 
It is our understanding that none of the existing facilities was funded from debt.  Hence, 
there are no financing costs to include in valuing the facilities.  The historical cost of 
existing wells and reservoirs was escalated to 2008 using the Engineering News Record 
construction cost index.  By using historic book values and current construction costs, it 
is possible that other indirect overhead costs have been omitted.  For example, land 
acquisition, legal, management, and similar project overhead may not be reflected in the 
historical costs or in the unit costs used in this report for estimating current construction 
cost. 
 
The value of transmission mains was derived from an inventory of the lengths of pipe 
of each diameter.  The cost was determined by multiplying the number of linear feet of 
each size of pipe by the current estimated cost per linear foot.  The resulting value of the 
transmission mains represents the estimated construction cost in today’s dollars. 
 
The transmission and distribution system contains pipelines that were constructed by 
developers and dedicated to the City.  These pipelines tend to be located in subdivisions 
and may only serve a specific subdivision.  Once the contributed pipelines are accepted 
by the City, they become the City’s responsibility to maintain and repair. 
 
Because contributed pipelines were not paid for through rates, rate payers do not need 
to be reimbursed for constructing them.  As a result, it may not be necessary to include 
the construction cost of contributions in calculating the capacity charge if the 
contributed facilities provide no surplus capacity that could accommodate additional 
growth.  Although excluding the contributed pipelines from the calculation would 
mean that the capacity charge would not include facilities paid for by developers, it 
would also mean that the subsequent costs paid for by rate payers to maintain 
contributed facilities that have surplus capacity for additional growth would not be 
properly included in the capacity charge. 
 
The City does not maintain records on which mains were contributed by developers.  
Nor does the City maintain records on which facilities were of only specific benefit to a 
subdivision and do not provide additional capacity for infill, upstream development, or 
additional growth.  Without such records, excluding developer contributions is highly 
judgmental. 
 
Since the preparation of the previous report draft, the City estimated the amount of 
pipeline that could have been contributed by developers.  The estimate was made by 
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attributing portions of certain pipeline sizes to growth (see Model Table 6).  The result 
indicated that 41% of the transmission and distribution pipelines could have been 
contributed by growth.  We view this as a high estimate of the value of the potential 
developer contributions.  Within this 41% there are mains that are not strictly in-tract 
facilities and could provide broader benefit as part of the city-wide network of 
pipelines. 
 
The effect of excluding 41% of the transmission and distribution system from the 
calculation is that there is very little chance that any contributed facilities have been 
included in the capacity charge.  Furthermore, none of the subsequent costs borne by 
rate payers to maintain the surplus capacity is reimbursed by the capacity charge.  
Despite the likelihood that rate payers are not fully reimbursed, 41% of the transmission 
and distribution facilities were deducted from the capacity charge calculation. 
 
The resulting value of existing facilities reflects full replacement cost; depreciation was 
not deducted.  Deducting depreciation from the replacement cost is a valuation 
technique appropriately used in determining the fair market value of utilities for 
purposes of selling the systems.  In selling a system, a buyer will be unwilling to 
purchase used facilities at today’s cost of new facilities.  Deducting depreciation to 
determine fair market value is therefore necessary to attract buyers. 
 
Some analysts deduct depreciation when calculating capacity charges.3  In our opinion, 
this practice confuses fair market value with cost reimbursement.  By paying capacity 
charges, development does not acquire any ownership interest in the facilities.  Paying a 
capacity charge reimburses rate payers for costs they incurred in providing surplus 
capacity for growth at such time as growth occurs.  Hence, the capacity charge recovers 
costs, but does not purchase capacity.  In calculating capacity charges, using 
depreciated replacement cost undervalues the assets and does not fully recover 
growth’s share of costs. 
 
Deducting depreciation not only confuses market value with cost recovery, it is also 
fundamentally illogical because facilities that are fully depreciated on paper, but are 
still in service, will have no value.  Clearly, these facilities have value because they are 
still in service even though they have no book value from an accounting standpoint.  
Rate payers should be reimbursed for the value at replacement cost despite the age of 
the facility because rate payers have borne the cost of construction plus many years of 

                                                 
3 As previously discussed, some analysts also use the incremental approach despite its obvious flaws. 
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maintenance so that facilities can provide service equivalent to recently constructed 
facilities. 
 
Including depreciation does not mean that growth subsidizes existing rate payers.  
Depreciation occurs on all facilities, both those that are used by existing rate payers as 
well as the unused portion provided for growth.  Rates include the cost of renewal and 
replacement to offset depreciation.  Growth benefits from renewal and replacement, 
which maintains the functional integrity of the surplus capacity for the convenience of 
growth when it occurs.  Including depreciation in the capacity charge ensures that 
growth reimburses rate payers for bearing the cost of maintaining, renewing, and 
replacing system capacity.  The cost is averaged over all capacity, so that growth covers 
its proportionate share and so that no subsidy occurs. 
 
As part of the reimbursement of costs, it is appropriate to include a reasonable 
premium.  The premium should contain a risk component analogous to the risk 
premium granted by regulators to investor owned utilities.  Rate payers do not have to 
provide surplus capacity.  When they do, they do so with no certain payback.  When 
new facilities are debt financed, as is the City’s case, rate payers assume the risk of 
servicing growth’s share of the debt service when growth slows down. 
 
The premium should also contain an economic component representing opportunity 
cost.  Rate payers should receive a return on their investment to provide an incentive 
for fronting the cost for growth.  Using full replacement cost recognizes the total 
investment made by rate payers on behalf of growth and provides a premium. 
 
The investment in capacity made by rate payers is appropriately valued at replacement 
cost to give effect to the appreciation in value since the original cost was incurred, as 
well as the value of subsequent maintenance.  The value of maintenance is reflected in 
replacement cost because, since their construction, all facilities have been maintained, 
not just the portion used by existing rate payers.  Through maintenance, the capacity 
available to growth provides service indistinguishable from facilities constructed today. 
 
In the end, the capacity charge is intended to reimburse rate payers for costs they incur 
to provide capacity for growth. Depreciation is one of those costs.  The water rates are 
set to cover the cost of depreciation.  Depreciation needs to be included in the capacity 
charge to ensure that rate payers are fairly reimbursed. 
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3.2.2.  Value of Future Facilities 
The cost of future facilities was based on current engineering cost estimates and 
escalated to the projected date of construction.  It is our understanding that these cost 
estimates include all associated engineering and construction costs but may not include 
the cost of City overhead.  As such, the costs slightly underestimate the total system 
cost. 
 
The Nacimiento regional pipeline will be debt-financed and the City’s obligation for 
bond payments commences in 2010.  It was assumed that the cost of the Nacimiento 
water treatment plant would be debt-financed as well and that all other project costs 
would be funded on a pay-as-you-go basis. Financing costs were included in the value 
of these two debt-financed future facilities.  The financing costs that were provided with 
the cost estimates include interest payments and issuance costs. 
 
It was assumed that nearly all future facilities would be of common benefit to existing 
and future rate payers.  By common benefit, we mean that their capacity provides for 
both existing and future rate payers.  There is one exception, however: the cost of future 
water supply in addition to the City’s current 4,000 acre-feet of Nacimiento water was 
considered of benefit to growth only. 
 
The inventory of future facilities in our draft report dated June 25, 2008, was reviewed 
and updated by Public Works Staff.  For example, the original calculations included a 
$4.7 million budget associated with the remote meter read program.  The City agrees 
that the portion of this budget associated with the centralized system supporting 
remote reading should be shared between existing customers and new development.  
The portion associated with meter replacement benefits only existing customers.  The 
result is that only $2.9 million of that particular program is included in the cost sharing 
calculations.  In addition, a water storage tank site acquisition was added to the capital 
improvement program.  This added $1.7 million. 
 
3.3.  Projected Equivalent Meter Units 
Figure 2 shows the derivation of the total and growth-related equivalent meter units 
(EMUs4) at build-out.  The number of accounts for each meter size for 2007 was updated 

                                                 
4 The capacity of a ¾” meter is considered one meter unit.  The capacity of larger meters, divided by the 
capacity of a ¾” meter, equals a ratio referred to as the “EMU multiplier.”  As shown in Figure 2, a 1” 
meter equals 1.67 EMUs.  The EMU multipliers are taken from American Water Works Association 
standards. 
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based on December 2007 data from the City’s billing system.  The projection for 2025 
was based on an extrapolation of land use growth projections and shows an increase in 
EMUs from 13,158 to 21,566, an increment of growth of 8,408 EMUs.5 
 

Figure 2.  Equivalent Meter Units 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

EMU Accounts2 EMUs Accounts3 EMUs3 Accounts EMUs
Meter Size Multiplier1 (2)*(3) (3)*% Incr. (2)*(5) (5)-(3) (2)*(7)

5/8" & 3/4" 1.00 9,141 9,141 14,660 14,660 5,519 5,519
1" 1.67 606 1,012 1,199 2,002 593 990

1 1/2" 3.33 169 563 275 916 106 353
2" 5.33 275 1,466 451 2,404 176 938
3" 10.00 28 280 46 462 18 182
4" 16.67 27 450 44 733 17 283
6" 33.33 1 33 1 37 0 3
8" 53.33 4 213 7 352 3 139

10" 76.67 0 0 0 0 0 0
10,251 13,158 16,683 21,566        6,432 8,408

Growth's proportionate share 39.0%
1. AWWA  Water Meters - Selection, Installation, Testing, and Maintenance
2. City of Paso Robles; account data as of December 2007
3. City of Paso Robles August 27, 2008 memo from C. Halley

2007 2025 Growth Increment

 
 
 
3.4.1.  Capacity Charges 
The capacity charge was generally calculated by multiplying the value of the existing 
and future facilities times 39.0%, which represents the number of growth-related EMUs 
divided by the number of total EMUs at buildout.  The Nacimiento facilities and 
additional water supply were exceptions, as noted above.  The calculation also reflects 
the deduction of the estimated developer contributions in transmission and distribution 
facilities.  Figure 3 summarizes this calculation. 
 

                                                 
5 Figure 2 differs from Table 4 in the 2008 Urban Water Management Plan.  A review by City Staff 
indicated that the Urban Water Management Plan overestimated the projected connections. 
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Figure 3.  Facility Costs and Capacity Charge 

Project Costs Costs Allocated to Growth Capacity
Charge

Cash Debt Cost in 2008 Cash Debt Cost in 2008 Components
Funded Funded1 Dollars Funded Funded1 Dollars per EMU

Existing Facilities
Supply $3,033,386 $0 $3,033,386 $898,000 $0 $898,000 $107
Treatment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Conveyance $104,763,623 $0 $104,763,623 $40,196,069 $0 $40,196,069 $4,781

Existing Facilities Total $107,797,009 $0 $107,797,009 $41,094,069 $0 $41,094,069 $4,888
Future Facilities

Supply
  Nacimiento Regional Pipeline $0 $144,190,000 $144,190,000 $0 $72,095,000 $72,095,000 $8,575
  Other $7,371,372 $0 $7,371,372 $2,873,803 $0 $2,873,803 $342

$7,371,372 $144,190,000 $151,561,372 $2,873,803 $72,095,000 $74,968,803 $8,917
Treatment

  Nacimiento Treatment Plant $0 $89,770,000 $89,770,000 $0 $44,885,000 $44,885,000 $5,339
  Other $6,843,741 $0 $6,843,741 $2,668,101 $0 $2,668,101 $317

$6,843,741 $89,770,000 $96,613,741 $2,668,101 $44,885,000 $47,553,101 $5,656

Conveyance $23,870,121 $0 $23,870,121 $8,580,078 $0 $8,580,078 $1,021

Additional Future Water Supply $60,000,000 $0 $60,000,000 $60,000,000 $0 $60,000,000 $7,136
Future Facilities Total $98,085,234 $233,960,000 $332,045,234 $74,121,982 $116,980,000 $191,101,982 $22,729

All Facilities Total $205,882,243 $233,960,000 $439,842,243 $115,216,051 $116,980,000 $232,196,051 $27,617

1.  Costs comprised of all principal and interest to be paid over the 30-year term of the bond.  
 
 
The project costs are itemized into cash-funded and debt-funded components (the cost 
for the debt-funded component comprises cumulative principal and interest payments).  
The capacity charge is itemized into the components that are of common benefit and of 
benefit to growth alone.  The result shows a capacity charge of $27,617 per EMU. 
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Mr. Jim App 
August 27, 2008 
Page 11 
 
 
4.0.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

The proposed capacity charges are significantly higher than the current charges.  We 
recommend that the City phase in the new capacity charges over a three-year period, as 
shown in Figure 4. 

Figure 4.  Phased-In Capacity Charges 

Current Charge as 
of:

Connection Size July 1, 2008 January 1, 2009 January 1, 2010 January 1, 2011
5/8" and 3/4" $9,119 $15,142 $20,481 $27,617

1" $15,226 $25,287 $34,203 $46,120
1 1/2" $30,364 $50,423 $68,202 $91,965

2" $48,601 $80,707 $109,164 $147,199
3" $97,292 $151,420 $204,810 $276,170
4" $152,002 $252,417 $341,418 $460,375
6" $303,914 $504,683 $682,632 $920,475
8" $486,280 $807,523 $1,092,252 $1,472,815
10" $699,100 $1,160,937 $1,570,278 $2,117,395

Note: 2009 omits water treatment plant and future supply; 2010 omits future supply only; 2011 includes all components.

Proposed Charge as of:

 
 
 
At the completion of the phase-in period, we recommend that the capacity charges be 
increased annually by escalating the cash-funded portion based on an appropriate 
construction cost index.  The debt-funded portion is fixed and should not be escalated. 
 
Note that the proposed capacity charges are listed by meter size only.  The City 
currently has two schedules of charges, one based on development type and the other 
based on service connection size.  The industry standard for water capacity charges is to 
charge on the basis of meter size, not development type.  Development type matters 
with sewer capacity charges because there is a difference in wastewater loadings among 
classes of development.  With water capacity charges, however, capacity does not vary 
by development type.  The capacity in a two-inch connection, for example, is the same 
regardless of what type of development uses the capacity. 
 
We also recommend maintaining an accounting of the capital expenditures so that, as 
future facilities are constructed, any variance in cost can be reflected in an updated 
capacity charge. 
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Mr. Jim App 
August 27, 2008 
Page 12 
 
 
Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions.  Thank you for choosing HF&H 
to assist with this matter. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
HILTON FARNKOPF & HOBSON, LLC 
 
 
 

John W. Farnkopf, Senior Vice President 
Edmund Jones, Senior Associate 
 
Attachments:   
Water Capacity Charge Model 
TJ Cross Memorandum 
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City of Paso Robles
Water Connection Fee Study
Table 1 - Water System CIP Cost Allocation

Source Original Cost

Year of 
Cost 

Estimate

Escalation 
Factor 

(Table 4)
Cost in 2008 

Dollars
Allocation to Future 

Users
Future Projects
Nacimiento Water Project

Nacimiento WTP c. $89,770,000 2008 1.00 $89,770,000 50.0% $44,885,000
Nacimiento Regional Pipeline c. $144,190,000 2008 1.00 $144,190,000 50.0% $72,095,000
Additional 4,000 AFY Nacimiento Entitlement c. $60,000,000 2009 1.00 $60,000,000 100.0% $60,000,000

Subtotal - Nacimiento Water Project $293,960,000 $293,960,000 60.2% $176,980,000
Wells

New Sherwood Well #11 Installation a. $500,000 2008 1.00 $500,000 39.0% $194,930
Sherwood Well Arsenic Treatment System a. $2,096,241 2008 1.00 $2,096,241 39.0% $817,240
Ronconi Filtration Relocation a. $4,747,500 2008 1.00 $4,747,500 39.0% $1,850,860
Annual Well Rehabilitation a. $2,916,700 2008 1.00 $2,916,700 39.0% $1,137,105
New Well Drilling Program a. $3,954,672 2008 1.00 $3,954,672 39.0% $1,541,768

Subtotal - Wells $14,215,113 $14,215,113 39.0% $5,541,903
Tank, Booster Station and Metering Projects

FE7 - 21st Reservoir Construction a. $10,321,353 2008 1.00 $10,321,353 39.0% $4,023,882
Acquire Water Tank Site a. $1,669,538 2008 1.00 $1,669,538 39.0% $650,886
Water Tanks - Coating Repairs a. $291,670 2008 1.00 $291,670 39.0% $113,710
W16 - Fire Pump & 8" Water Line at HP Booster Station a. $253,221 2008 1.00 $253,221 0.0% $0
Remote Read Meter System a. $2,935,603 2008 1.00 $2,935,603 39.0% $1,144,474
Water Meter Replacement a. $332,724 2008 1.00 $332,724 39.0% $129,716

Subtotal - Tank, Booster Station & Metering $15,804,109 $15,804,109 38.4% $6,062,669
Pipeline Improvements

W14 - 8" Water Line in Highland Park Zone a. $343,784 2008 1.00 $343,784 0.0% $0
E4 - 12" Water Line in Miller Court a. $202,676 2008 1.00 $202,676 0.0% $0
W13 - 8" Water Line in 15th Street a. $90,673 2008 1.00 $90,673 0.0% $0
W17 - 12" Water Line in Nacimiento Lake Drive a. $480,633 2008 1.00 $480,633 0.0% $0
W4 - 10" Water Line in 36th Street a. $444,300 2008 1.00 $444,300 39.0% $173,215
W5 - 8" Water Line in 22nd Street a. $76,995 2008 1.00 $76,995 39.0% $30,017
W6 - 10" Water Line in 22nd Street a. $161,228 2008 1.00 $161,228 0.0% $0
W10 - 8" Water Line in Olive Street a. $329,803 2008 1.00 $329,803 0.0% $0
W7 - 10" Water Line in 24th Street a. $412,325 2008 1.00 $412,325 39.0% $160,749
W8 - 8" Water Line in Oak Street a. $410,956 2008 1.00 $410,956 39.0% $160,215
W9 - 8" Water Line in 2nd Street a. $307,826 2008 1.00 $307,826 39.0% $120,009
W1 - 12" Water Line in Spring Street a. $1,846,387 2008 1.00 $1,846,387 39.0% $719,832
W2 - 8" Water Line in Oak Street a. $398,917 2008 1.00 $398,917 39.0% $155,522
W18 - 14" Water Line in Pine Street a. $1,216,753 2008 1.00 $1,216,753 39.0% $474,363
FE6 - 16" Water Line in Linne Road a. $1,342,756 2008 1.00 $1,342,756 39.0% $523,487

Subtotal - Pipeline Improvements $8,066,012 $8,066,012 31.2% $2,517,410
Total - Future Projects $332,045,234 $332,045,234 57.6% $191,101,982

HF&H Consultants, LLC
8/27/2008  4:44 PM Page 1 of 7

Paso Robles Water Cap Fee 27Aug08
1 - Water CIP Alloc
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City of Paso Robles
Water Connection Fee Study
Table 1 - Water System CIP Cost Allocation

Source Original Cost

Year of 
Cost 

Estimate

Escalation 
Factor 

(Table 4)
Cost in 2008 

Dollars
Allocation to Future 

Users
Existing Facilities
Wells

Well b. $8,135 1984 1.8086 $14,713 39.0% $6,000
Well b. $33,061 1983 1.7826 $58,934 39.0% $23,000
Ronioni Well b. $77,339 1984 1.8086 $139,874 39.0% $55,000
Tbird Well b. $57,596 1984 1.8086 $104,168 39.0% $41,000
Osborne Well b. $56,175 1988 1.5924 $89,455 39.0% $35,000
Butterfield Well Rehab b. $16,668 1989 1.5393 $25,656 0.0% $0
Borcherdt Well Rehab b. $43,044 1989 1.5393 $66,256 0.0% $0
Well #11 Rehab b. $59,937 1989 1.5393 $92,260 0.0% $0
Barney Swartz Well Install b. $208,646 1991 1.4677 $306,219 39.0% $119,000
Ronconi Well Install b. $102,872 1991 1.4677 $150,980 39.0% $59,000
Well Fencing b. $9,991 1991 1.4677 $14,664 0.0% $0
Rehab Sherwood Well #9 b. $30,373 1991 1.4677 $44,577 0.0% $0
Rehab Thunderbird Well b. $39,355 1993 1.4097 $55,478 0.0% $0
Airport Well Installation b. $223,701 1993 1.4097 $315,346 39.0% $123,000
Ronconi Well Rehab b. $6,470 1993 1.4097 $9,121 0.0% $0
Upgrade Barney Schwartz Well b. $19,432 1993 1.4097 $27,393 39.0% $11,000
Thunderbird Well #17 install b. $123,704 1994 1.3984 $172,984 39.0% $67,000
Tarr Airport Well b. $50,400 1994 1.3984 $70,478 39.0% $27,000
Airport well upgrade b. $23,555 1995 1.3924 $32,799 39.0% $13,000
Thunderbird Well upgrade b. $20,488 1995 1.3924 $28,528 39.0% $11,000
Rehab Thunderbird Well #17 b. $9,930 1996 1.3774 $13,678 0.0% $0
Rolling Hills Well Installation b. $131,809 1996 1.3774 $181,557 39.0% $71,000
Rehab Sherwood well #11 b. $6,383 1996 1.3774 $8,792 0.0% $0
Thunderbird Well Install b. $10,995 1996 1.3774 $15,145 39.0% $6,000
Royal Oak #20 Well Installation b. $168,652 1997 1.3567 $228,804 39.0% $89,000
Rehab Sherwood #9 well b. $30,952 1997 1.3567 $41,992 0.0% $0
Fox Well #21 Well Installation b. $98,814 1997 1.3567 $134,057 39.0% $52,000
Tbird #5 Well Installation b. $95,492 1999 1.3396 $127,924 39.0% $50,000
Tbird #5 Well Installation b. $31,285 1999 1.3396 $41,911 39.0% $16,000
Rehab Sherwood #9 well b. $36,413 1999 1.3396 $48,780 0.0% $0
Rehab Butterfield Well #12 b. $37,938 2001 1.2342 $46,822 0.0% $0
Rehab Well #6 b. $13,490 2002 1.1946 $16,114 0.0% $0
Tarr #19 Well Complete (352) b. $25,909 2004 1.1098 $28,754 39.0% $11,000
Royal Oaks Well (496) b. $29,432 2004 1.1098 $32,664 39.0% $13,000
Rehab Butterfield Well #12 (351) b. $109,919 2006 1.0025 $110,198 0.0% $0
Rehab Cuesta Well # 500 b. $28,568 2006 1.0025 $28,640 0.0% $0
Rehab Fox Well #21 #565 b. $107,399 2006 1.0025 $107,672 0.0% $0

Subtotal - Existing Facilities, Wells $2,184,323 $3,033,386 29.6% $898,000
Water Supply

Paint Water Storage Tanks b. $22,577 1993 1.4097 $31,827 0.0% $0
Booster Station Upgrade @ Yard b. $9,016 1994 1.3984 $12,608 39.0% $5,000
Re-coat GH Water Tank Interior b. $213,442 2003 1.1724 $250,245 0.0% $0
GH Water Tank #2 b. $2,897,941 2003 1.1724 $3,397,628 39.0% $1,325,000
SE Tank and Water Main #555 b. $245,347 2006 1.0025 $245,970 39.0% $96,000
Golden Hill Rd. Water Tank 1 b. $1,253,606 2006 1.0025 $1,256,792 0.0% $0
Golden Hill Rd. Water Tank 2 b. $122,100 2006 1.0025 $122,411 0.0% $0

Subtotal - Existing Facilities, Water Supply $4,764,029 $5,317,481 26.8% $1,426,000
Transmission Projects

All mains d. $168,851,486 2008 1.0000 $168,851,486
Developer contributions for in-tract  facilities d. ($69,405,344) 2008 1.0000 ($69,405,344)

Subtotal - Existing Facilities - Transmission $99,446,142 $99,446,142 39.0% $38,770,069
Total - Existing Facilities $106,394,494 $107,797,009 38.1% $41,094,069

Total All Projects $438,439,728 $439,842,243 52.8% $232,196,051
EMUs 8,408               
Charge per EMU $27,617

a. Christine Halley, TJ Cross Engineers, Paso Robles 10-year capital improvement program
b. City of Paso Robles Depreciation Schedule FY 2006 - Asset Value at year of completion
c. Christine Halley, TJ Cross Engineers, Paso Robles 10-year capital improvement program; Includes all financing costs
d.  Inventory: Paso_Mplan.wtg; received from Christopher Alakel, P.E., � City of Paso Robles (Table 6)

HF&H Consultants, LLC
8/27/2008  4:44 PM Page 2 of 7

Paso Robles Water Cap Fee 27Aug08
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City of Paso Robles
Water Connection Fee Study
Table 2 - Fee Calculation

Project Costs Costs Allocated to Growth Capacity
Charge

Cash Debt Cost in 2008 Cash Debt Cost in 2008 Components
Funded Funded1 Dollars Funded Funded1 Dollars per EMU

Existing Facilities
Supply $3,033,386 $0 $3,033,386 $898,000 $0 $898,000 $107
Treatment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Conveyance $104,763,623 $0 $104,763,623 $40,196,069 $0 $40,196,069 $4,781

Existing Facilities Total $107,797,009 $0 $107,797,009 $41,094,069 $0 $41,094,069 $4,888
Future Facilities

Supply
  Nacimiento Regional Pipeline $0 $144,190,000 $144,190,000 $0 $72,095,000 $72,095,000 $8,575
  Other $7,371,372 $0 $7,371,372 $2,873,803 $0 $2,873,803 $342

$7,371,372 $144,190,000 $151,561,372 $2,873,803 $72,095,000 $74,968,803 $8,917
Treatment

  Nacimiento Treatment Plant $0 $89,770,000 $89,770,000 $0 $44,885,000 $44,885,000 $5,339
  Other $6,843,741 $0 $6,843,741 $2,668,101 $0 $2,668,101 $317

$6,843,741 $89,770,000 $96,613,741 $2,668,101 $44,885,000 $47,553,101 $5,656

Conveyance $23,870,121 $0 $23,870,121 $8,580,078 $0 $8,580,078 $1,021

Additional Future Water Supply $60,000,000 $0 $60,000,000 $60,000,000 $0 $60,000,000 $7,136
Future Facilities Total $98,085,234 $233,960,000 $332,045,234 $74,121,982 $116,980,000 $191,101,982 $22,729

All Facilities Total $205,882,243 $233,960,000 $439,842,243 $115,216,051 $116,980,000 $232,196,051 $27,617

1.  Costs comprised of all principal and interest to be paid over the 30-year term of the bond.

HF&H Consultants, LLC
8/27/2008  4:44 PM Page 3 of 7
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City of Paso Robles
Water Connection Fee Study
Table 3 - Fee Per Equivalent Meter Unit

Growth Estimate
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

EMU Accounts2 EMUs Accounts3 EMUs3 Accounts EMUs
Meter Size Multiplier1 (2)*(3) (3)*% Incr. (2)*(5) (5)-(3) (2)*(7)

5/8" & 3/4" 1.00 9,141 9,141 14,660 14,660 5,519 5,519
1" 1.67 606 1,012 1,199 2,002 593 990

1 1/2" 3.33 169 563 275 916 106 353
2" 5.33 275 1,466 451 2,404 176 938
3" 10.00 28 280 46 462 18 182
4" 16.67 27 450 44 733 17 283
6" 33.33 1 33 1 37 0 3
8" 53.33 4 213 7 352 3 139
10" 76.67 0 0 0 0 0 0

10,251 13,158 16,683 21,566       6,432 8,408
Growth's proportionate share 39.0%

1. AWWA  Water Meters - Selection, Installation, Testing, and Maintenance
2. City of Paso Robles; account data as of December 2007
3. City of Paso Robles August 27, 2008 memo from C. Halley

2007 2025 Growth Increment

HF&H Consultants, LLC
8/27/2008  4:44 PM Page 4 of 7
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City of Paso Robles
Water Connection Fee Study
Table 4 - ENR Construction Cost Index History

Year Index Factor % Increase
1978 3,412.20 2.6762
1979 3,806.14 2.3992 11.55%
1980 4,371.96 2.0887 14.87%
1981 4,592.45 1.9884 5.04%
1982 4,993.30 1.8288 8.73%
1983 5,122.74 1.7826 2.59%
1984 5,049.13 1.8086 -1.44%
1985 5,055.04 1.8065 0.12%
1986 5,508.43 1.6578 8.97%
1987 5,732.37 1.5930 4.07%
1988 5,734.48 1.5924 0.04%
1989 5,932.57 1.5393 3.45%
1990 6,055.61 1.5080 2.07%
1991 6,222.06 1.4677 2.75%
1992 6,294.84 1.4507 1.17%
1993 6,477.95 1.4097 2.91%
1994 6,530.35 1.3984 0.81%
1995 6,558.16 1.3924 0.43%
1996 6,629.61 1.3774 1.09%
1997 6,731.08 1.3567 1.53%
1998 6,845.59 1.3340 1.70%
1999 6,816.70 1.3396 -0.42%
2000 7,447.99 1.2261 9.26%
2001 7,399.07 1.2342 -0.66%
2002 7,644.46 1.1946 3.32%
2003 7,788.80 1.1724 1.89%
2004 8,228.39 1.1098 5.64%
2005 8,462.45 1.0791 2.84%
2006 9,108.66 1.0025 7.64%
2007 9,131.81 1.0000 0.25%

Source: McGraw-Hill Construction Engineering News Record -
San Francisco Construction Cost Index History

www.enr.com
Base: 1913=100
December 31 values

HF&H Consultants, LLC
8/27/2008  4:44 PM Page 5 of 7
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City of Paso Robles
Water Connection Fee Study
Table 5 - AWWA Meter Equivalencies

Meter Size
Maximum 
Capacity1

Equivalent 
Meter Units

Capacity 
Charge2

5/8" & 3/4" 30 1.00 $27,617
1" 50 1.67 $46,120

1 1/2" 100 3.33 $91,965
2" 160 5.33 $147,199
3" 300 10.00 $276,170
4" 500 16.67 $460,375
6" 1,000 33.33 $920,475
8" 1,600 53.33 $1,472,815
10" 2,300 76.67 $2,117,395

1. Rated maximum capacity in gallons per minute; Source: AWWA
    Water Meters -Selection, Installation, Testing, and Maintenance
2. Year 3 charges listed

HF&H Consultants, LLC
8/27/2008  4:44 PM Page 6 of 7
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City of Paso Robles
Water Connection Fee Study
Table 6 - System Cost Calculations

Diameter City- Developer- City 
(Inches) PVC ACP Cast Iron Galv. Iron Ductile Iron Total Unit Cost Total Cost Funded Contributed Cost

2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6,590.0 0.0 6,590.0 $158 $1,037,925 100% 0% $1,037,925
3.0 0.0 0.0 796.0 426.0 0.0 1,222.0 $158 $192,465 100% 0% $192,465
4.0 1,056.0 26,159.0 45,645.0 392.0 70.0 73,322.0 $158 $11,548,215 100% 0% $11,548,215
5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 $158 $1,575 100% 0% $1,575
6.0 19,962.0 77,378.0 21,898.0 0.0 415.0 119,653.0 $158 $18,845,348 50% 50% $9,422,674
8.0 204,280.5 158,878.0 422.0 0.0 9,131.0 372,711.5 $158 $58,702,061 20% 80% $11,740,412
10.0 39,122.0 77,220.0 7,361.0 0.0 1,366.0 125,069.0 $165 $20,636,385 73% 27% $15,064,561
12.0 41,340.0 45,864.0 7,029.0 0.0 1.0 94,234.0 $233 $21,909,405 66% 34% $14,460,207
14.0 5,615.0 8,367.5 1,164.0 0.0 1.0 15,147.5 $255 $3,862,613 100% 0% $3,862,613
16.0 31,784.0 4,125.0 0.0 0.0 52,326.0 88,235.0 $300 $26,470,500 100% 0% $26,470,500
24.0 2,837.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10,140.0 12,977.0 $435 $5,644,995 100% 0% $5,644,995

Total 345,996.5 397,991.5 84,315.0 7,408.0 73,460.0 909,171.0 $168,851,486 $99,446,142
Developer contributed $69,405,344

Source: Project Inventory: Paso_Mplan.wtg; received from Christopher Alakel, P.E., Water Resources Manager, City of Paso Robles

Linear Feet by Material Type

HF&H Consultants, LLC
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B a k er s f i e l d  V e nt ur a  
T.J. Cross Engineers, Inc. • 200 New Stine Road • Suite 270  

Bakersfield, CA 93309 • Phone: 661-831-8782 • Fax: 661-831-5019 
T.J. Cross Engineers, Inc. • 5450 Telegraph Road • Suite 106  

Ventura, CA 93003 • Phone: 805-658-3282 • Fax: 805-658-3283 

 

Designers • Scientists • Consultants • Analysts • Statisticians • Technicians • Surveyors • Engineers

DATE: August 27, 2008 

TO:   John Farnkopf, HF&H Consultants 

FROM: Christine Halley, TJCross Engineers 

SUBJECT: Water Meter Counts at Buildout 

As we discussed at our team meeting yesterday with City of Paso Robles staff, I am writing to 
confirm various statistics to be used in the water capacity fee calculations: 

1. City Finance Dept provided meter counts by meter size as of December 2007.  Those 
figures are attached.  Please use these numbers as the basis for estimating existing 
equivalent meter units in your fee model.  The December 2007 meter count (10,251) 
compares closely with the 2007 Public Water System Statistics as reported to DWR (within 
1.6%).   

2. A projection of meter counts by meter size at buildout is needed.  To project this, the 
estimated percent growth in various user categories as outlined in the 2007 Potable Water 
Master Plan was referenced as the basis.  Note that the percent growth was also compared 
to actual usage by user category as stated in the 2007 Public Water Systems Statistics as 
reported to DWR.  Both sources were helpful in projecting accounts and EMUs at build-out.  
Please refer to the attached calculation.   

Let me know if you have further questions pertaining to these figures. 
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City of Paso Robles
Water Meter Count - Current and Projected
C Halley 8/27/2008

Land Use Category

Metered Demand by 
Land Use Category, 

AFY

Projected Buildout 
Demand per Land Use 

Category, gpm
Percent 
Increase

(a) (b) (c)
Residential 4908 4,161 45.8%
Multi-family 755 2,314 79.8%
Other 2464 2,981 48.8%

Totals = 8,127 9,456 safety factor = 10%
AFY gpm

Meter Size
Number of 
Accounts Current EMUs

Percent Increase 
in Usage per 

User Category

Projected No. of 
Accounts at Build-

Out
Projected EMUs 

at Build-Out
(a)  2007 Public Water System Statistics, DWR (1) (3) (4) (5)
(b)  2007 Potable Water Distribution System Master Plan Table 5 5/8 and 3/4" 9141 1 9,141 45.8% 13,327 14,660
(c)  Buildout as compared to (a) 1" 606 1.67 1,012 79.8% 1,090 2,002

1 1/2" 169 3.33 563 45.8% 250 916
2" 275 5.33 1,466 48.8% 410 2,404
3" 28 10 280 48.8% 42 462
4" 27 16.67 450 48.8% 40 733
6" 1 33.33 33 48.8% 1 37
8" 4 53.33 213 48.8% 6 352

Totals= 10,251 13,158 15,166 21,566

(2)

(3)  =  (1) x (2)

Percent Increase - Current to Buildout

Meter Counts and Equivalent Meter Units

Current Statistics Projected Statistics

(1) Source:  City Finance Dept records for Dec 2007.  Note that the meter count varies slightly (-1.6%) as compared to 2007 Public 
Water System Statistics, DWR.
(2)  Source:  AWWA Water Meters - Selection, Installation, Testing, and Maintenance.  
EMU is equivalent meter unit.

(4)  Source:  See table at left
(5)  = (3) x [1+(4)] plus stated safety factor.  The safety factor is included in recognition of estimating variables that pertain to meter 
size distribution at buildout.

EMU Multiplier
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RESOLUTION NO. 08-XX 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PASO ROBLES 

MODIFYING AND ADOPTING WATER CONNECTION AND CAPACITY CHARGES 
  
 
WHEREAS, improvements to the City water system are needed, primarily to supplement the 
limited ground water supply, and also to provide adequate distribution, staffing, and water 
storage capacity; and 
 
WHEREAS, the planned improvements as outlined in the 2007 Integrated Water Resources 
Plan and Capital Improvement Program amount to approximately $210 million over the coming 
decade, including Nacimiento supply and treatment capital costs as well as other distribution 
system capital costs plus financing and operations costs; and 
 
WHEREAS,  on January 15, 2008, Council directed that studies of water rates and water 
connection fees (water capacity charges) be prepared in light of both the Nacimiento project and 
other planned water system improvements; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City retained the firm of  HF&H Consultants, LLC to analyze the City's costs 
for existing and future facilities as well as the proportional share of such costs that should be 
borne by new development through water capacity charges; and 
 
WHEREAS, HF&H determined that the revenues generated by the existing connection fees 
(water capacity charges) are inadequate to pay for new development's proportional costs of those 
improvements set forth in the Integrated Water Resources and Capital Improvement Plan which 
are necessary to sustain water system operations and water production in compliance with State 
Dept of Public Health, local fire code, and other requirements; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City wishes to ensure the ability to produce water to meet peak demands, 
extend water reliabilitiy and improve water quality; and 
 
WHEREAS, a phased connection fee will provide the necessary funding to provide a reliable, 
well-maintained, infrastructure system and reliable water resource to serve the needs of its 
existing and future customers; and 
 
WHEREAS, notices and information regarding the September 2, 2008 public hearing on the 
adoption of the proposed capacity charges, in compliance with the requirements of Government 
Code section 66016, were sent to interested parties.  
 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1. The City Council of the City of El Paso de Robles hereby finds and determines 
that the proposed water connection and capacity charges do not exceed the estimated reasonable 
cost of providing the service for which the fee is to be charged.  This finding is based on the 
study conducted by HF&H, dated August 27, 2008, as amended to date, and incorporated herein 
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by reference, the staff report and other testimony and information presented at the public 
hearing. 
 
SECTION 2. The City Council of the City of El Paso de Robles does hereby approve and adopt 
the schedule of water connections fees (water capacity charges) attached hereto as Exhibit 'A'  
and incorporated herein by reference,  to become effective January 1, 2009.   
 
SECTION 3. Beginning January 1, 2010 and each January 1 thereafter, the fees shown on 
Exhibit A shall be adjusted based on the change in the Engineering News Cost Record 
construction cost index (or equivalent publication) as reported for the twelve month period 
ending October 31st of the prior year.   Further, that said water connection fees (water capacity 
charges) shall be reviewed no less than biennially (every two years) in conjunction with the 
update of the City’s four-year financial plan to ensure that the water connection fees (water 
capacity charges) then in existence do not exceed the estimated reasonable cost of providing the 
public facilities and services for which they are imposed.  
 
SECTION 4. Building permits approved and secured by the project owner or agent on or before 
December 31, 2008, shall be subject to the connections fees in effect immediately prior to the 
adoption of this  Resolution.  Permits secured January 2, 2009 or later shall be subject to the fees 
adopted by this Resolution.  All building permit applications received after September 2, 2008, 
shall be processed on a first-come, first-served basis, in accordance with the City’s standard 
policies.   
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Paso Robles this 2nd day of 
Septmeber 2008 by the following votes: 
 
AYES:  
NOES:  
ABSTAIN:   
ABSENT:   
 
 
 
 _________________________    
  Frank R. Mecham, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Deborah D. Robinson, Deputy City Clerk 
 
 
 

09/02/2008 Agenda Item No. 1, Page 71 of 72



 

 

 
EXHIBIT ‘A’ 

TO RESOLUTION 08- XX 
 

Water Connection and Capacity Charges 

 
1Beginning on January 1, 2010 and each January 1 thereafter, fees shown in the table shall be adjusted based on the change in the 
Engineering News Cost Record construction cost index (or equivalent publication) as reported for the twelve month period ending 
October 31st of the prior year.  

2Water capacity charge do not include the water treatment plant and additional future water supply components. 

3Charges include the water treatment plant component.  

4 Charges include additional future water supply. 
5 Note: fee phased in such that Year 1 omits water treatment plant and future supply; Year 2 omits future supply only; Year 3 includes 
all components. 
6Begin 5.5% inflationary adjustment to existing system buy-in component 

 

 

  

Current 
Charge as 

of: Proposed Charge as of1,5  

Meter Size Jul 1 08 Jan 1 092 Jan 1 103 Jan 1 114 Jan 1 126 Jan 1 13 
5/8" and 3/4" $9,119 $15,142 $20,481 $27,617 $27,905 $28,208
1" $15,226 $25,287 $34,203 $46,120 $46,601 $47,107
1 1/2" $30,364 $50,423 $68,202 $91,965 $92,922 $93,933
2" $48,601 $80,707 $109,164 $147,199 $148,731 $150,349
3" $97,292 $151,420 $204,810 $276,170 $279,046 $282,080
4" $152,002 $252,417 $341,418 $460,375 $465,170 $470,227
6" $303,914 $504,683 $682,632 $920,475 $930,060 $940,173
8" $486,280 $807,523 $1,092,252 $1,472,815 $1,488,152 $1,504,333
10" $699,100 $1,160,937 $1,570,278 $2,117,395 $2,139,445 $2,162,708
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