
TO:  JAMES L. APPLICATION, CITY MANAGER 

 

FROM: WARREN FRACE, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

 

SUBJECT: REPORT FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION AD HOC COMMITTEE ON THE 

“CONSTRAINTS ON HOUSING INVENTORY” MEMORANDUM  

 

DATE:  APRIL 21, 2015 

 

Needs: For the City Council to consider a memo from the Planning Commission recommending 

policy changes to reduce “Constraints on Housing Inventory.” 

 

Facts: 1. At the Planning Commission meeting on December 9, 2014, the Commission 

established an Ad Hoc Committee to develop, “…creative, alternative solutions to 

remove or reduce constraints to housing development.” 

2. The Ad Hoc Committee met during the months of December and January to 

brainstorm the scope of issues to consider, and to develop a letter that expresses their 

concerns.  City staff attended three of their meetings.   

3. On January 23, 2015, the Ad Hoc Committee submitted their memo to the City for 

consideration by the Planning Commission.  To facilitate policy background 

information and context, and in some cases to clarify or respond to items, staff has 

prepared an analysis as a companion to the Ad Hoc Committee’s letter (Attachment 

2).   

4. On March 10, 2015, the Ad Hoc Committee presented its memo and findings to the 

Planning Commission during a regular meeting.  The Planning Commission, on a 6-0 

vote, agreed to forward the Committee’s findings and recommendations to the City 

Council for consideration (Attachment 1).   

5. The recommendations appear to be based on a view that City fees limit housing 

development, and that housing construction is good for both the economy and City 

revenues.   

 However, the recommendations did not appear to fully consider: 

 1990-2014 county-wide housing construction activity indicates fewer 

housing starts during periods of, and time following, economic 

recession, but no clear correlation to fees. [Exhibits 2 & 3]; 

 Recession era impacts on demand and pricing for housing;  

 Other cost variables including land, labor, building materials, 

financing, and builder overhead/profit; 
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 City Council action just last year modifying (non-utility) development 

impact fees including: 

o Eliminating major public projects including Performing Arts 

Center, Charolais Rd. River Crossing, Aquatics Center, and 

modifying future City Hall construction to lease. 

o Independent professional re-examination and justification of 

all project cost estimates; 

o Non-Utility Fees that are equal to, or less than, 2009. 

 If development does not pay for its impacts, taxpayers must. 

 A 2003 independent fiscal analysis indicates that new housing results 

in an on-going, deficit of $663 -$1000 per house per year (Attachment 

5).   

6. In 2003, the City Council adopted resolution 03-232 approving the 2003 General Plan 

with the findings that specific plans would be used to plan and entitle new growth 

areas and that new development would need to be fiscally neutral to the City.   

7. The City of Paso Robles’ 2003 General Plan sets a build out population of 44,000 that 

includes 4,976 new housing units and approximately 4,394,000 square feet of new 

industrial and commercial development.  These future residents and new employees 

will create additional demand for public facilities.  

8. General Plan Policy LU-2G requires the approval of specific plan and allocates 

development density to accommodate most of the anticipated new housing units. 

9. The growth areas need to be master planned, in order to ensure orderly development 

and quality neighborhoods with an equitable distribution of the cost of streets, 

utilities, and parks. 

10. The majority of the new housing units are proposed on the eastern edge of town with 

limited existing infrastructure.  Furthermore, the City is bisected by major circulation 

barriers.  The Salinas River / US 101 / UPRR form a 1000 foot wide barrier running 

north-south through the middle of the community.  In addition, Highway 46 East and 

Huer Huero Creek runs east-west through town, creating a significant barrier to local 

traffic circulation. 

11. To accommodate the planned growth, new water and wastewater facilities and 

systems are required and are currently under construction. 

12. Central General Plan policies include: 

 Ensure adequate resources to accommodate growth and development 
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 Provide adequate infrastructure to support growth and development 

 Phase/meter/manage growth and development in relation to infrastructure 

capacity 

 Assure that development, especially residential, provide revenues that equal or 

exceed the cost of providing facilities and services 

13. In 1988, the State established law (AB 1600) that provides the authority to establish 

fees to cover the cost of public facilities needed to serve new development.  

14. Under AB 1600, impacts fees are limited to new development’s share of an impact, 

which means fees cannot be charged to fund an existing infrastructure deficiency.  

Consequently, the current Development Impact Fees allocate 39.38% of the cost of 

new facilities to development.  The remaining 60.62% of facility costs are the City / 

tax payer’s responsibility (Attachment 3).   

15. General Plan Policy LU-4A. Action Item 2: Require new development in annexation 

areas and/or specific plan areas to establish funding mechanisms to pay for the 

construction, maintenance, and operation of required City services and facilities on an 

on-going basis: (1) at current levels; or (2) per adopted City standards, as well as in 

compliance with state and federal mandates; and/or (3) as deemed necessary during 

the environmental review and/or the fiscal impact review process. 

16. Development Impact Fees are a tool to implement the General Plan policy that new 

development will pay for its impacts. 

17. Development Impact Fees reflect policy adopted in the Economic Strategy to 

“establish stable, long-term funding for infrastructure.”   

18. The City Council has adopted the 2014 Development Impact Fees (DIF), 2009 Water 

Connection Fees and 2011 Wastewater Facility Charges to fund the necessary 

facilities to accommodate the planned growth. 

19. The Development Impact Fees Needs List identifies the facilities to be financed by the 

impact fee program (Attachment 3).  The List includes projects and building 

improvements in transportation, public safety (police and fire), general government 

facilities, park and recreation facilities, and library facilities.   

20. Development Impact Fees Needs List projects are supported by council policy and 

goals.  Conversely, goals and projects contained in plans and policies adopted by 

Council are reflected in the impact fee program.   

21. On April 25, 2013, the Council reviewed and confirmed the Development Impact 

Fees Needs List pursuant to the General Plan.  On April 1, 2014, the City Council 

adopted Resolution No. 14-035, adopting a Justification Study that calculated 
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estimated project costs and allocated portions of the costs to new development to 

offset its impact and establishing the current Development Impact Fee schedule. 

22. In accordance with City Council Resolution No. 09-032, water connection and 

capacity charges are established to pay for the planned improvements in the 2007 

Integrated Water Resources Plan and Capital Improvement Program; including, 

Nacimiento supply and treatment capital costs. 

23. In accordance with City Council Resolution No. 11-133, wastewater facility charges 

are necessary for compliance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Time 

Schedule Order No. R3-2011-0213 and other requirements.    

24. Council Resolution 03-232 and General Plan policy LU-4A. Action Item 3:  Require a 

fiscal impact analysis for new development in annexation areas and/or specific plan 

areas and condition projects accordingly so as to ensure that they will be fiscally 

neutral and not result in a net loss for the City. 

25. The November 11, 2003 Fiscal Impact Summary by David Taussig & Associates found 

that new single-family residential development created a $663 - $1000 negative fiscal 

impact per unit on the City of Paso Robles once the cost of all services was compared 

against the long term revenues from property tax, sales taxes, license fees, gas taxes 

and State funding sources.  Build out of the remaining 5,000 homes (allowed under 

the General Plan) that would be $3,250,000 - $5,000,000 deficit per year. [Exhibit 5] 

26. The City uses Community Facilities Districts to off-set the cost of services for new 

residential development.  The most recent Community Facilities District annexation 

set the per dwelling cost to the City at -$827.68 per year.    

Analysis and 

Conclusion: The Planning Commission has forwarded a memo dated March 10, 2015 (Attachment 

1) that raises the concern that housing development in the City has not kept pace 

with the economic recovery.  The Committee warns this trend will negatively impact 

the ability of the City to meet the housing needs in the community.  This in turn will 

impact the ability of the City to attract new business investment and hinder economic 

development.  The Committee also suggests the lack of opportunity to build in Paso 

Robles limits the housing industry’s (contractors, developers, and realtors) 

contribution to the local economy. 

 

The purpose of the City’s Housing Element is to ensure an adequate housing supply to 

meet the housing needs of the community.  Additionally, as provided in the City’s 

2006 Economic Strategy, having an adequate housing supply is identified as 

fundamental to economic development and the City’s ability to attract business 

investment.   

 

The Committee’s memo makes five recommendations to the City Council: 

04-21-15 CC Agenda Item 13  Page 4 of 59



  

1. Creation of a joint Council and Commission Ad Hoc Committee, to further 

develop solutions to the Committee’s issues and recommendations; and, 

 

2. Encourage new “workforce” housing by reducing obstacles to development, 

expediting processing of development plans, and commitment to economic 

development to ensure demand for housing; and, 

 

3. Implement a zero-cost baseline model for all development impact fees and 

perform a complete review of the cost estimates for all projects defined as part of 

the impact fee; and, 

 

4. Review the City fees and capacity charges to validate costs and to creatively 

determine options for reducing and incentivizing costs; and,  

 

5. Review the current specific plans and consider modifying or eliminating the 

Plans to more closely match the needs of the City, developers, and home buyers. 

 

Staff has provided the Planning Commission with a technical analysis of the points 

raised by the Ad Committee (see Attachment 2).  The Committee’s recommendation 

addresses a number of complicated policy, technical and budgetary issues, therefore 

the staff analysis is lengthy.   

 

The Commission argues that City fees inhibit housing.  Historical housing 

construction and fee data for every City in SLO County for the past 25 years suggests 

that recession impacts, not fees, negatively impact housing (refer to figure 1 and 3). 
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Figure 1:  single-family residential housing production 1990-2014 (cities in San Luis Obispo County) 
 

 
 

The City of Paso Robles is planning for more housing units than Arroyo Grande, 

Atascadero, Grover Beach, Morro Bay and Pismo Beach combined.  Based on current 

trends, SLOCOG projects that Paso Robles may build more housing units than the 

City of San Luis Obispo by 2035 (2014 RTP/SCS scenario 1 – see figure 2). 
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Figure 2: 2014 RTP/SCS scenario 1  
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Figure 3: Planning Commission fee comparison chart (source - Al Garcia) 
 

 
 

The Commission urges re-examination of the development impact project list and 

each project’s estimated cost.  The City Council commissioned and completed the 

review of and re-estimation of cost for, development impact projects, shares, and fees 

just one year ago (April 2014 – Attachment 4).   

 

The Commission further argues that housing provides jobs and an economic 

multiplier of 3:1.  An independent fiscal impact analysis revealed that the City 

experiences an on-going annual operating deficit of $663-$1,000 per house. 

 

In summary, the Planning Commission’s arguments that reducing City fees would 

spur housing development and yield lasting economic gain presumes facts not in 
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evidence.  A reduction of fees would, however, result in taxpayers paying to off-set 

the impacts created by new development. 

 

Policy 

Reference: 2003 General Plan - Land Use and Housing Elements, Zoning Ordinance, CEQA, State 

Planning Laws, 2014 Housing Element, 2011 Circulation Element, 2006 Paso Robles 

Economic Strategy, Resolution 14-035: Development Impact Fee Study, Resolution 11-

133: Wastewater Facility Charges, Resolution 09-032: Water Connection and Capacity 

Charges, 2014 Draft RTP/SCS (SLOCOG). 

 

Fiscal  

Impact: None. 

 

Options: After consideration of a report by the Planning Commission and any public testimony 

the City Council may consider the following options: 

 

a) Receive and file the memorandum; or 

 

b) Direct staff to prepare additional analysis of Planning Commission’s 

recommendations; or, 

 

c) Amend, modify or reject the foregoing options. 

 

Attachments 

 

1. 3/10/15 Planning Commission Memorandum to City Council: Constraints on Housing 

2. Staff Analysis of Ad Hoc Committee Memo 

3. 4/1/14 Development Impact Fee Program - Public Facilities Needs List and Map 

4. 2014 Development Impact Fee Justification Study (David Taussig & Associates) 

5. 2003 Fiscal Impact Study (David Taussig & Associates) 
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Attachment 1: 3/10/15 Planning Commission Memorandum to City Council: Constraints on Housing 
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Planning Commission Memo Attachment 1: 
3/10/15 Planning Commission PowerPoint presentation (Al Garcia) 
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Planning Commission Memo Attachment 1: 
3/10/15 Planning Commission PowerPoint presentation (Al Garcia) 
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Attachment 2: Staff analysis of Planning Commission memorandum to City Council  

 

 

Staff has numbered the Committee’s comments which are shown in bold text.  Staff’s analysis is 

shown in italics.    
 

Ad Hoc Committee - Identified Barriers & Constraints 

1. State laws and regulations drive costs for developers (EIRs, CEQA, etc.) and may not serve a 

useful purpose in certain situations.  

While staff agrees that State laws undoubtedly add to the cost of projects, there is little the City 

can do to address this concern.  The City is required to follow and enforce State laws and 

regulations, including the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Endangered Species 

laws, California Planning laws, the California Building Code and Regional Water Quality Control 

Board storm water regulations.  City staff attempts to implement these requirements in the most 

expeditious and cost effective manner while maintaining legal standards. 

2. The City’s General Plan may not be flexible enough to meet changing economic conditions that 

affect the housing market, both single-family and multi-family units.  

The Committee indicated this item refers to: (1) the General Plan, Land Use Element requirement 

for Specific Plans in growth areas; and (2) that the General Plan planning horizon is very long-

term, and that it is cumbersome to “get around,” should a developer want to modify General Plan 

provisions. 

All cities are required by State law (Gov’t Code §65300) to adopt a comprehensive General Plan 

to provide a long-term plan for the physical development of each City.  State law includes an in-

depth list of mandatory requirements for General Plans, and requires it to be used as a basis for 

local government decision-making.  The General Plan provides a bridge between community 

values, visions, and objectives, and physical decisions on land use development, zoning and public 

works projects.  General Plans are intended to include a vision of future improvements, 

development patterns, and resource management, and therefore must look into the future.  State 

law limits General Plan amendments to four times per year, so that jurisdictions carefully 

consider the implications of amending its long-term vision and plan.  Amendments to a General 

Plan are required to be considered in a transparent public hearing process that provides citizens 

with opportunities to participate in how it might affect their community.  

The issue of Specific Plan requirements is discussed in detail in one of the major points below, 

however, in brief, the General Plan’s “Specific Plan” policies are intended to ensure that new 

development in areas under large property holdings are comprehensively planned.  With the 

adoption of the 2003 General Plan, the Council adopted resolution 03-232 which established 
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numerous findings that specific plan’s would be used to master plan and mitigate the impacts of 

new residential development.  The goal of the Specific Plan policy is:  

1. Ensure that “piecemeal” development does not occur, and that infrastructure is designed to 

seamlessly connect with existing and future networks;  

2. Comprehensively address wider-scale environmental impacts and provision of services;  

3. Establish funding mechanisms that can be shared by all development in a specific plan area to 

address future, costly improvements; and, 

4. Provide flexible development standards that allow project specific development solutions, 

instead of adhering to strict standards that may not result in the most beneficial design 

solutions,  

3. Specific plans that were originated years ago, were and still are, expensive to create and update, 

particularly EIRs, changing environmental regulations, and changing market-based development 

requirements. A realization that large development projects may not be optimal for all 

developments and there may be a need for smaller developments crafted to meet housing needs 

in a shorter time period/horizon.  

Specific Plans are a step below the General Plan in the land use approval hierarchy.  The purpose 

of a specific plan is to coordinate land use, zoning, environmental review, design guidelines, 

phasing, infrastructure, and financing in a single master plan.  A primary benefit of a specific plan 

is that a single CEQA document (typically an EIR) can cover all future projects and phases.  

The City has successfully used specific plans to guide development since the 1980’s including the 

Union/46 Specific Plan, the Borkey Area Specific Plan (BASP) and most recently the Uptown / 

Town Center Specific Plan (UTSP) (refer to Figure 1).    

Specific plans do not require development of subdivisions of any particular size or scale.  Most 

development in specific plan areas are implemented in phases and at a scale chosen by the 

developer.  The Union/46 Specific Plan and Borkey Area Specific Plan have developed over the 

years in smaller phases by multiple developers.  While a specific plan can entitle 1,000 units or 

more; it is expected that development will occur in smaller phases of 10, 20 or 100 unit tracts.   

In 2003, the City Council adopted resolution 03-232 approving the 2003 General Plan with the 

findings that specific plans would be used to plan and entitle new growth areas and that new 

development would need to be fiscally neutral to the City.  Consistent with the policy, the 

General Plan identified three future specific plan areas: Beechwood, Olsen and Chandler Ranch 

and assigned a build-out density.  As the Beechwood and Olsen areas were annexed the City 

relied on the specific plans policy as part of the annexation pre-zoning process.  The Chandler 

Ranch was required to complete a Specific Plan as early as 1988.  This requirement was removed 

in the early 1990’s; however, due to the poor quality of development subsequently proposed.  The 

City Council reinstated this requirement for completion of a Specific Plan in 2001.   
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It is acknowledged that these specific plans have been delayed in completion; however, there are 

very specific, unique issues that occurred over time for each of these plans that has delayed 

adoption of these specific plans.  The City is currently working with each planning areas’ 

representatives to restart the entitlement process.  Staff has not heard from any of the property 

owners or prospective property buyers of these projects about a desire to remove the specific plan 

requirement. 
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Figure 1:  General Plan Specific Plan Areas 

 

 

 

04-21-15 CC Agenda Item 13  Page 39 of 59



 

 
 

4. A litigious environment that causes government and private business to make decisions based on 

fear of legal challenges.  

Legal challenges to development projects are always a possibility and can significantly delay a 

project.  The best way to address these issue is with a robust planning and public participation 

process that follows General Plan policy, identifies issues, and provides equitable solutions for the 

project and public.  Projects are most vulnerable to legal challenges during the CEQA 

certification process.  A major benefit of the specific plan process is the ability to rely on a single 

EIR.  Once the City Council certifies the specific plan EIR, there is a 30 day window to file a legal 

challenge.  After 30 days, the EIR cannot be challenged and the entire specific plan area and all 

future maps and development plans are protected from legal challenge.  This would not be the 

case with smaller, piecemeal development, where each individual project would require a 

separate CEQA document that could be challenged.   

5. The lack of consistency in the planning system that affects stable costs, changing processes and 

rules, and agreements that are abrogated. 

This item is in reference to the River Oaks II development proposal, which is a significant 

amendment to the Borkey Area Specific Plan changing agricultural zoned land to residential.  

The project will require a General Plan, Specific Plan, and Zoning Map amendment to change the 

land use designation from Agricultural to Residential.  In addition a development plan and 

tentative tract map will need to be approved for 271 single-family residential homes.  The 

amendment is currently in process and has not completed the environmental and public review 

processes.   

The underlying Borkey Area Specific Plan was adopted over 25 years ago, and has been amended 

numerous times since then, with several updated environmental reassessments over time.  The 

City has recently provided the applicant with an outline of the process to complete the 

environmental review process. 

6. The overall time that is required to begin a new project. 

The timing of a development project depends on the scope and scale of the project.  Projects that 

are consistent with the General Plan and zoning can move through the permitting process fairly 

quickly.  Larger projects with General Plan amendments and EIR’s are more complex 

entitlements, which add time to the overall process to approve projects.   

The building permit process is also a timing consideration.  The City’s is currently in the process 

of reorganizing and re-staffing the building department to improve permit review and issuance 

timelines.  This process is being overseen by a separate Council Ad Hoc committee. 
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7. Administrative and planning time—working with developers on specific plans and on smaller 

projects facilitating all projects to successful completion. 

The City endeavors to expedite the planning review process to the maximum extent possible.  

However, many of the larger specific plan projects are impacted by complex circulation and 

environmental constraints that require significant staff and applicant time to address.  See item #6 

above. 

8. The overall cost of City fees and charges inhibit development. 

There are four distinct fee categories that account for the majority of fees collected for a 
construction permit: 
 
 Plan Check / Inspection fees: Staff Time cost recovery fee 
 Development Impact Fees: AB1600 fees for capital improvements - roads, 

parks, library, police and fire facilities. 
 Water Connection and Capacity Charges : Water system including Nacimiento Pipeline 

and water treatment plant 
 Wastewater Facility Charges: Sewer system including new waste water 

treatment plant 
 
These fees are collected consistent with General Plan Policy LU-4A / Action Item 2 which 
requires new development in annexation areas and/or specific plan areas to pay for the full cost 
of construction, maintenance, and operation of required City services and facilities. 
 
By State law, all of these fees are based on the actual cost of the City providing the service or 
facility and the project’s actual share of the impact.  The City is not permitted to make a profit 
from these fees nor use them for a different purpose.  The City’s building permit fees and 
development impact fee rates are based upon fee justification studies approved by the City 
Council.  The Development Impact Fee was just updated in April of 2014 and identifies 
$349,334,454 in new facilities to support General Plan buildout.  The Development Impact Fees 
assigns 39.38% of the cost ($128,755,475) of future circulation and City facilities to new 
development.  The remaining 60.62% of facilities costs ($220,568,979) will need to be paid for by 
tax payers (Attachment 3).   

 
For an average single-family residential permit, the estimated fees would be as follows: 
 
 Plan Check / Inspection fees     $ 9,500± 
 Development Impact Fees     $20,000± 
 Water Connection and Capacity Charges   $23,500± 
 Wastewater Facility Charges     $10,000± 

Total       $63,000± 
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As pointed out be the Committee, Paso Robles’ fees are higher than those in surrounding 
communities.  The primary reason for this difference is the City’s more aggressive growth plans 
and the circulation barriers created by the Salinas River, Huer Huero Creek and Highway 46 East 
(refer to Figure 2).  Because the City is planning for an additional 4,976 housing units, a new 
water system, a new waste water treatment plant and a new east side circulation system will be 
required.  Approximately $53,000 in the permit fees is attributed to paying for these facilities 
(refer to figure 3, figure 4 and Attachment 3).   
 
The City Council reviewed the Development Impact Fees project list recently and adopted a 
reduced fee schedule on April 1, 2014.  Currently a consultant has been hired by the City to 
review the Water and Wastewater fees.   
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Figure 2:  Paso Robles Circulation Constraints  
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Figure 3:  Map of Development Impact Fees Projects 
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Figure 4:  SLOCOG’s 2014 Housing Growth Projections   

 

 
  

Paso Robles must 
provide infrastructure 
for over 30% of the new 
housing in cities  
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Figure 5:   Single-family residential Housing Production 1990-2014 

  San Luis Obispo County Cities 

 

 

  

Coastal cities with the 
lowest fees are 
producing very few 
single-family residential 
housing units  

The majority of single-family 
residential units are being 
built in the North County  

The recession significantly 
impacted housing production 
throughout the County, 
Atascadero and Paso Robles 
showed the first signs of 
housing recovery. 
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9. Permit Costs—developing solutions for faster permitting processes, how to reduce costs. 

Consistent with General Plan Policy LU-4A / Action Item 2 which requires new development to 

pay its full costs, City policy requires the Building Division to be 100% funded by permit fees.  

During the recession, Building Division staff were significantly reduced as permit fees declined.  

As the economy recovered, the limited building staff has been challenged to keep up with 

increasing permitting activity.  The City has recently reorganized the building department and 

added new staff to handle the increased activity.  The Building Official is preparing a report for 

the Council Ad Hoc Committee that will outline a strategy to speed up the plan check and 

permitting process.  As part of the re-staffing program, the Council adopted resolution 14-111 on 

August 5, 2014 reaffirming the requirement that Building Division is self-funding and increased 

department’s hourly billing rate.  This will improve the processing times for building permits; 

however, permit fees will increase.   

10. Capacity Connection Charges—developing cost solutions that better match developer needs 

while ensuring validated City costs are recouped 

Consistent with General Plan Policy LU-4A / Action Item 2 which requires new development to 

pay its full costs, sewer and water capacity charges are based upon the cost of fundamental 

infrastructure needed to support development through implementation of build-out.  Larger 

projects such as the Nacimiento pipeline and the wastewater treatment plant are financed.  

Capacity charges must be established that are adequate to pay these debts.  On November 18, 

2014, the City Council awarded a new rate and capacity charge study to Kennedy-Jenks.  The 

Council will have an ad-hoc committee oversee this process.   

11. Development Impact Fees—developing cost solutions that better match developer needs while 

ensuring City validated costs are recouped 

The AB 1600 Development Impact Fees Needs List is the basic underlying document from which 

Development Impact Fees are calculated (Attachment 3) and identifies the facilities needed to 

build-out the General Plan.  It is organized by departments with projects listed under 

transportation, public safety facilities (police and fire), general government facilities, parks and 

recreation facilities, and library facilities.  

The 2011 City Council Ad Hoc Committee was established for purposes of a comprehensive 

review of the Development Impact Fees List and review of supporting policy issues including; 

General Plan language regarding development and acquisition of parks and open space, the 

bikeway master plan, the updated Circulation Element, transit services, maintenance and 

depreciation of facilities, and the uncollected revenue associated with the discount of commercial 

and industrial fees in the 2006 program. 

The 2012 Ad Hoc Committee was formed to refine cost estimates and to review Taussig’s 

allocation formulas to new development.  The committee recommended to Council the retention 
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of a civil engineering consultant to prepare construction cost estimates of the items in the 

transportation section.  The 2012 Committee also reviewed the Town Centre Plan priorities to be 

consistent with the Needs List, ultimately resulting in the Council adopting Town Centre Plan 

updates.  

The letter from the Committee suggests that the City Council has included projects on the Needs 

List that “are desirable, but not critical to either economic development or housing; or projects 

that are unlikely to occur because of their size and cost, their relationship to other projects, their 

reliance on outside funds, and are not needed in the foreseeable future.”  The Committee did not 

identify projects fitting these descriptions, with the exception of City Hall. 

The Needs List identifies the policy and/or background of every item whether it be General Plan 

policy, Circulation Element mitigation or Council Goal.  The Needs List projects are necessary to 

accommodate the impacts that will occur with new development.  If new development occurs 

without these projects, the quality of life for existing residents will be diminished by increased 

traffic congestion and a lack of adequate park, library and emergency service facilities.  The 

community’s share of many of these projects will primarily occur through grants.  Grants 

typically require matching funds.  Any project eliminated from the list will not be eligible for 

matching funds from the program.   

Ad Hoc Committee - Possible Solutions 

The Committee memo provided a list of solutions to make housing production more feasible, thereby 

satisfying Housing Element objectives, and supported these with underlying assumptions, and 

information on home construction costs and risks. 

12. Obviously, for the City to remove all barriers to development under its control. 

The Council Ad Hoc Committee is working with the Building Division on evaluating the City’s 

plan check processes.  The Building Division will be initiating new, streamlined procedures to 

reduce plan check processing time for certain types of building permits.   

Development Impact Fees (DIFs) are charged based General Plan Policy LU-4A / Action Item 2 

which requires new development to pay its full costs and have been reassessed by the City 

Council on a regular basis.  The DIF was recently updated in April 2014, which resulted in 

adjustments to the AB1600 list of projects.  Additionally, the Uptown/Town Center Specific Plan 

(UP/SP), was amended in October 2012, whereby the City Council eliminated numerous capital 

improvement projects linked to the City’s AB1600 list.  Eliminated projects were determined to 

be too expensive to construct, and/or had such a low priority for accomplishment, that they 

warranted removal from the plan. 

Planning staff strives to review discretionary development projects under the lowest possible 

review authority to the extent possible, while complying with codes, regulations, and laws.  Some 

regulations such as CEQA, do not provide for discretion. 
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13. Reducing the amount of up-front permit and connection fees to the developer.  

City policy requires the payment of permit fees, water connection fees and wastewater 

connection fees at time of permit issuance.  The Development Impact Fees are deferred until the 

permit is final thereby reducing a portion of the upfront permit fees.  Deferral of additional 

connection fees could be considered by the Council if it were found that the impacts did not 

occur until after the permit was final.  Water is used throughout the construction process, so 

collection upon issuance of permit is appropriate.  However, it may be reasonable to consider 

collecting the sewer capacity charges upon occupancy, since that impact does not occur until final 

occupancy. 

14. City “financing’, in effect, the development costs over a period of time and ensuring cost recovery 

in the long term.  

The City has not considered financial incentives such as “financing” permit fees or Development 

Impact Fees for market-rate conventional development.  The only circumstances where the City 

has made an exception were for very low-income housing projects, such as the Oak Park 

Redevelopment Project, where there would be direct social benefits to low-income residents.  

The Council found that these projects would help the City meet its low-income housing needs set 

forth in the 2011 Housing Element.  Furthermore, the Oak Park project addressed significant 

community blight and social issues.  For the Oak Park project phases I and II, the City has agreed 

to two separate 30 year loan at a 3.75% interest rate, that deferred the payment of Development 

Impact Fees, water connection and sewer connection fees.  The phase I loan was for $871,000 

(resolution 12-182) and the phase II loan was for $889,000 (resolution 14-019). 

It is not possible for the City to provide similar loans to market rate housing in the community.  

The City must have cash on hand to construct the hundreds of millions of dollars of new 

infrastructure that will be required to accommodate new development (Attachment 3). 

15. Examining the basis for the costs and matching the basis more closely to the size of the housing 

unit – square footage, bedrooms, lot size, etc. 

The Development Impact Fees and connection fees are based on technical studies that averaged 

impacts based on land use.  These studies implement General Plan Policy LU-4A / Action Item 2 

which requires new development to pay its full costs.  As a result, there are specific fees for 

single-family residential, multi-family residential, commercial and industrial uses.  There may be 

an option to consider additional fee categories for very small units, such as mixed use studios, 

live/work units, and second units where it can be demonstrated that the costs to serve these types 

of units are less than a standard sized home.  However, as fees are reduced for one type of 

development, the fees will need to be increased for another category of development to off-set 

the short-fall.  This issue is scheduled to be reviewed on a future City Council agenda.   
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As stated above, the City Council has established development impact fees based upon General 

Plan policies, mitigation of Circulation Element impacts, and specific Council objectives.  

Offering rebates or discounts, or attempting to align fees with current real estate market 

conditions would undermine the City’s long term goals and facilities needs and would be 

inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-4A.   

Furthermore, creating a sliding scale to match fees with the size of homes raises legal questions 

with regard to nexus.  For example, can any reasonable case be made that transportation or park 

impacts are higher for a larger, higher value, single family residence, than a smaller, more 

affordable single family residence? 

It may be possible to establish a nexus to charging higher water capacity charges on larger sized 

lots and larger single family houses.  This nexus could possibly be extended to sewer capacity 

charges based on the number of fixture units in a home.  However, the overall cost of the water 

and sewer systems are fixed, and as fees are reduced for some units, fees will need to be equally 

raised for other units.   

Additionally, it is important to consider the unintended consequences of size-related fee criteria.  

For instance, if there is a different cost for a 2,000 s.f. unit versus as 1,999 s.f. unit, a future home 

addition would be hard to track and monitor to ensure the next level of fees are applied.  There is 

also a likelihood that whatever the cost and size threshold is, that developers will intentionally 

seek homes just under the threshold to avoid paying additional costs, yet result in the same cost 

and impacts to City services resulting in under-funding service obligations.  Also the calculation 

of area is complicated; are garages, attics, lofts and decks part of the size criteria or excluded?  As 

fees become more complicated to calculate the permit issuance process will slow down.   

16. Offering quantity fee and connection discounts for various housing developments. 

As mentioned previously, under AB1600 fees must be based on a nexus for the impact created by 

the project.  Construction of multiple units by a single entity does not reduce overall impact and 

therefore would not justify a discount.   
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17. Developing specific incentives for work-force and management level housing to attract new 

businesses to the City. 

Housing affordability is based on median income in a community and categorized by the State as 

follows: 

Income Category Max Income Max 3 bed house price 

(San Luis Obispo 

County) 

Extremely Low Income  <30% of median income  $68,000  

Very Low Income   <50% of median income  $129,000 

Lower Income   <80% of median income  $189,000 

Moderate Income   <120% of median income   $367,000  

Workforce Income   <160% of median income  $509,000 
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The City has limited resources to assist with the financing of housing projects.  The City has 

focused its support on extremely low, very low and low income housing due to the difficulty of 

constructing and financing these types of units such as Oak Park.  In addition to City support, low 

income housing also requires a subsided housing program such as Tax Credits and/or State & 

Federal Grant programs.  The City has not determined that market-rate workforce and 

management level housing requires incentives or that subsidized programs are necessary.  As 

discussed in #14 above, it would not be possible for the City to fund fee reductions or incentives 

for the 1000’s of planned market rate units.  

If there is interest in providing affordable housing, collection of in-lieu fees for low-income 

housing is a common tool used by San Luis Obispo County and other cities in the County to help 

fund housing for their workforce.  For example, this type of funding may have been helpful in 

assisting Habitat for Humanity with their project on Vine Street. 

18. Examining other cities and how they handle these costs and identifying best practices. 

Reviewing the development and fee policies in surrounding communities is a sound method to 

assess City’s processes.  Benchmarking against other communities would be a prudent process to 

consider.   

04-21-15 CC Agenda Item 13  Page 52 of 59



 

 
 

Ad Hoc Committee - Major Policy Recommendations 

19. Recommendation 1:  Workforce Housing Development  

The City of Paso Robles General Plan has the most aggressive growth projections of any City in 

San Luis Obispo County.  As of July 1, 2013, 4,976 new housing units and approximately 

4,394,000 square feet of new industrial and commercial development remained to be built in 

accordance with the General Plan.  As the Committee points out, most of these units would be 

built in the Chandler, Olsen and Beechwood specific plan areas.  Most of these units would be 

market rate units that would be defined as “workforce housing” (<160% of median income = 

$509,000 max sales price for a three-bedroom unit).   

Moving forward with completion of these specific plans as well as an amendment of the Borkey 

Area Specific Plan should be City priorities.   

20. Recommendation 2:  Reducing the cost of permits and development impact fees  

As pointed out by the Committee, Paso Robles’ Development Impact Fees and connection fees are 

higher than those in surrounding communities.  The primary reason for this difference is the 

City’s more aggressive growth plans and the circulation barriers created by the Salinas River, 

Huer Huero Creek and Highway 46 East.  Because the City is planning for an additional 4,976 

housing units, a new water system, new waste water treatment plant and new east side 

circulation system will be required.  Consistent with General Plan Policy LU-4A / Action Item 2 

which requires new development to pay its full costs, approximately $53,000 in the permit fees is 

attributed to paying for these facilities required to serve new development.   

The City Council reviewed the Development Impact Fees project list and reduced fees in 2009, 

2012 and again in 2014.  In addition, a consultant has been hired by the City and is currently 

reviewing the Water and Wastewater fees.   

A new, zero-cost baseline fee update process would be a lengthy process that would consume 

significant staff resources and require special consultants.  Staff time spent on this effort would 

reduce the ability to expedite specific plan processing and building permit streamlining.   

The Committee also raises the issue of the beneficial multiplier effect of single-family residential 

construction.  While there are numerous broad social and economic benefits that result from a 

strong housing sector, due to increasing State diversions of local taxes and elimination of 

redevelopment agencies, few of these dollars come to the City of Paso Robles.  Although local 

residents pay significant property taxes, sales taxes and gas taxes, only a fraction of this money 

comes to the City.  In general the City receives 17% ± of property tax and 1.5% of retail sales.  At 

the same time, to serve the residents, the City must provide a fully staffed and equipped Fire 

Department and Police Department 24 hours per day, 365 days per year.  The City is also 

responsible for the operation and maintenance of 130± miles of streets, 105 acres of parks, 

04-21-15 CC Agenda Item 13  Page 53 of 59



 

 
 

swimming pools and a Library.  Consequently, the City’s limited revenue sources are quickly 

exhausted by the services demands of residential development.   

In 2003, the City contracted with David Taussig & Associates to prepare a fiscal impact analysis of 

new development.  The November 11, 2003 Fiscal Impact Summary found that new single-family 

residential development created a $663 - $1000 negative fiscal impact per unit per year on the 

City of Paso Robles once the cost of all services was compared against the long term revenues 

from property tax, sales taxes, license fees, gas taxes and State funding sources.  As a result, the 

City General Plan includes Policy LU-4, Action Item 3, which requires all new specific plan areas 

to be fiscally neutral to the City. 

In 2005, the City created a Community Facilities District (CFD) to off-set the cost of new 

residential development.  The CFD is an on-going annual assessment that is paid with the County 

property taxes.  The CFD revenues are dedicated to meet increased demands placed upon the City 

by new development.   

21. Recommendation 3:  Reduce or Incentivize Permit Fees 

As discussed in item #15, fees are required to be set and collected based on the AB1600 nexus 

standards.  Although technically possible, creating a sliding scale fee structure would have to be 

nexus based, and reductions for one type of unit would result in increased fees for another type of 

unit.  Creation a sliding scale fee structure or incentives for certain categories of development 

would require a significant fee analysis process and consume staff resources.  Providing specific 

incentives or fee reductions (items #16 &#17) for market rate housing would have to pass the 

nexus test and would result in increased fees for other types of developments such as commercial.   

22. Recommendation 4:  Modify/Eliminate Specific Plans 

As discussed in items #2, #3, and #4, the City has a long history of successfully using specific plans 

for master planning large residential developments.  The specific plan policy underlies the 2003 

General Plan and provides significant environmental and legal benefits once adopted.  Specific 

plans are mentioned over 80 separate times in the General Plan Land Use Element.  Changing the 

specific plan policy now, would be a significant change in City policy and require a major 

amendment to the General Plan with CEQA .  It appears that the best use of staff resources would 

be to complete the Chandler and Beechwood/Olson specific plans rather than stop and start from 

scratch on a new master planning policy and process.  Staff is currently in contact with all of the 

specific plan area proponents, and expects most, if not all, of the specific plans to resume 

processing.   
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Attachment 3:  April 1, 2014 Development Impact Fee Program - Public Facilities Needs List.   
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Attachment 3:  April 1, 2014 Development Impact Fee Program - Public Facilities Needs List Map   

04-21-15 CC Agenda Item 13  Page 57 of 59



 

  

 
 

A.  

  

B.  
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE
JUSTIFICATION STUDY

CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES

MARCH 20, 2014

Prepared by:
DAVID TAUSSIG & ASSOCIATES, INC.
5000 BIRCH STREET, SUITE 6000

NEWPORT BEACH, CALIFORNIA 92660
(800) 969 4382

    
 

 ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Public Finance 
Public Private Partnerships 
Urban Economics 

 

TAUSSIG 

Newport Beach 
San Francisco 

Fresno 
Riverside 

Chicago, Illinois 
Dallas, Texas 

DAVID 

& 

CC Resolution 14-035  Page 7 of 64

EXHIBIT "B" TO RESOLUTION 14-035

wfrace
Text Box
Attachment 44/21/15 City Council Staff reportConstraints on Housing Inventory - PC MemorandumOriginally part of Council Resolution 14-035



 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 14-035 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES 
ADOPTING THE DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE CALCULATION AND JUSTIFICATION STUDY 

AND SUBSEQUENT DOCUMENTATION ACCOMPANYING SUCH REPORT AND 
ESTABLISHING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES FOR ALL DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE CITY 

OF EL PASO DE ROBLES 
  
WHEREAS, the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan has as a policy that new development mitigate 
its share of the impacts to the natural and built environment and to be fiscally neutral and not result in a net 
loss for the City; and 
 
WHEREAS, in accordance with policies established in the 2003 General Plan update, the City Council has 
directed staff to conduct a comprehensive review of the City's development impact fees to determine whether 
those fees are adequate to defray the cost of public facilities related to the development project; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City contracted with David Taussig & Associates, Inc to provide a comprehensive 
evaluation of the City's existing development impact fees; and  

 
WHEREAS, David Taussig & Associates, Inc. prepared a report, entitled Development Impact Fee Justification 
Study, dated March 20, 2014, attached to this resolution as Exhibit “B”, that establishes amounts of the City's 
development impact fees and explains the nexus between the imposition of the fee and the estimated 
reasonable cost of providing the service for which the fee is charged; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Development Impact Fee Justification Study has been available for public review and comment; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the Development Impact Fee Justification Study substantiates the need for development impact fees 
amongst five different categories of services and facilities provided by the City; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City has imposed development impact fees, including fees for transportation, park 
development, public safety, public facilities, and library since the adoption of Resolution 06-188; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to adopt new development impact fees, in accordance with the nexus 
calculations and recommendations in the Development Impact Fee Justification Study prepared by David Taussig & 
Associates, Inc. in March, 2014; and  

 
WHEREAS, in compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code section 66000 et seq.), the City 
Council held noticed public hearings on the proposed development impact fees on February 18, 2014, and 
March 18, 2014, and April 1, 2014 to solicit public input on the proposed development impact fees;  

 
NOW, THEREFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES DOES 
HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:  
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SECTION 1. Findings pursuant to Government Code section 66001. 
 

The City Council finds and determines that the Development Impact Fee Justification Study prepared by David 
Taussig & Associates, Inc. and dated March 20, 2014, complies with California Government Code section 
66001 by establishing the basis for the imposition of fees on new development.  This finding is based on the 
fact that the Study:  

 
(a) Identifies the purpose of the fee;  
 
(b) Identifies the use to which the fee will be put;  
 
(c) Shows a reasonable relationship between the use of the fee and the type of development project 

on which the fee is imposed;  
 
(d) Demonstrates a reasonable relationship between the need for the public facilities and the type 

of development projects on which the fee is imposed; and  
 
(e) Demonstrates a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of the 

public facilities or portion of the public facilities attributable to the development on which the 
fee is imposed.   

 
SECTION 2.  Fees for Uses Consistent with the Study. 
 
The City Council hereby determines that the fees collected pursuant to this resolution shall be used to finance 
the public facilities described or identified in the Development Impact Fee Justification Study, the Master Facilities 
Plan or other such facility master plans as may from time to time be adopted by the City Council.   

 
SECTION 3.  Approval of Items in Development Impact Fee Justification Study. 
 
The City Council has considered the specific project descriptions and cost estimates identified in the 
Development Impact Fee Justification Study and hereby approves such project descriptions and cost estimates and 
finds them reasonable as the basis for calculating and imposing certain development impact fees.  

 
SECTION 4.  Consistency with General Plan. 
 
The City Council finds that the projects and fee methodology identified in the Development Impact Fee 
Justification Study are consistent with the City's General Plan which calls for development to mitigate its share 
of the impacts to City infrastructure and to be fiscally neutral.  

 
SECTION 5. Differentiation Among Fees.  
 
The City Council finds that the fees recommended in the Development Impact Fee Justification Study are separate 
and different from other fees the City may impose through the implementation of a Specific Plan or as a 
condition of final map approval, building permit issuance or tentative or parcel map approval pursuant to its 
authority under the Subdivision Map Act, the Quimby Act, and the City's implementing ordinances, as may 
be amended from time to time.  Specific Plan fees or fees imposed pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act 
and/or the Quimby Act and as determined by the environmental impacts of any given land development 
entitlement shall be credited for the deposit of Development Impact Fees as specified in Appendix A to the 
extent that the fees imposed are specifically identified to be used to fund the same project or facility as listed 
in Table 4-2 of the Development Impact Fee Justification Study.   
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In addition, this resolution shall not be deemed to affect the imposition or collection of the water and sewer 
connection fees authorized by section 14.04.020 and 14.16.020 of the Municipal Code. 

 
SECTION 6. CEQA Finding. 
 
The adoption of the Development Impact Fee Justification Study and the development impact fees are categorically 
exempt from environmental review pursuant to section 15061(b)(3) of the California Environmental Quality 
Act Guidelines.  The intent of the Study and development impact fee is to provide one way to fund projects 
and services that have been identified in environmental analyses of other planning efforts, including the 
General Plan EIR, and various City master plans, among others. 

 
SECTION 7. Adoption of Report.   
 
The Development Impact Fee Justification Study is hereby adopted.   
 
SECTION 8. Timing of Fee.   
 
A development impact fee shall be imposed and paid upon occupancy of a building permit, or at such earlier 
time as permitted by law, as set forth in Government Code section 66007.  A “development permit” means 
any permit or approval from the City including, but not limited to, subdivision map, revised final planned 
development, building permit or other permit for construction or reconstruction.  
 
The fees as identified in attached Exhibit “A” shall take effect thirty (30) days following adoption of this 
resolution by the City Council with the following exceptions: 

 
(a) All residential building permit applications on properties west of the Salinas River that are, or 

were received by the City Building Division on or before September 1, 2014, and based upon the 
submissions made by that date have been deemed by the City to be accepted for review to 
determine their compliance with City requirements, shall be processed on a first-come, first-
served basis, in accordance with the City’s standard policies and practices shall be subject to the 
Transportation development impact fees that applied pursuant to Resolution No. 06-188, prior 
to adoption of this resolution; 
 

(b) All commercial building permit applications that are, or were received by the City Building 
Division on or before September 1, 2014, and based upon the submissions made by that date 
have been deemed by the City to be accepted for review to determine their compliance with City 
requirements, shall be processed on a first-come, first-served basis, in accordance with the City’s 
standard policies and practices shall be subject to the development impact fees that applied 
pursuant to Resolution No. 06-188, prior to adoption of this resolution;   

 
(c) Except as provided in subparagraphs (a) and (b) above, the fees adopted by this resolution shall 

take effect on April 2, 2014.  
 
SECTION 9. Amount of Fee.  
 
The City Council hereby approves and adopts the development impact fees as set forth in Exhibit “A” to this 
resolution, attached hereto and incorporated herein.  Exhibit “A” sets forth the aggregate amount imposed as 
a development impact fee for both residential and non-residential land uses and also sets forth the breakdown 
of each development impact fee by type of facility or service.  The development impact fees set forth in 
Exhibit “A” are consistent with the Report.  The amount of the development impact fees shall be modified 
annually each July 1 based on the change in the Engineering News Record's construction cost index as 
reported for the twelve month period ending in April of each year.   
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SECTION 10. Use of fee.  
 
The development impact fees shall be solely used for (1) the purposes described in the Development Impact Fee 
Justification Study; (2) reimbursing the city for the development’s fair share of those capital improvements 
already constructed by the City; or (3) reimbursing developers who have already constructed public facilities 
described in the Development Impact Fee Justification Study or the Master Facilities Plan or other facility master 
plans adopted from time to time by the City Council, where those facilities exceed mitigation of the impacts 
of the developers’ project or projects. 
 
A developer that has been required by the City to construct any facilities or improvements (or a portion 
thereof) described in Table 4-2 of the Development Impact Fee Justification Study as a condition of approval of a 
development entitlement may request an in-lieu credit from the Development Impact Fee fund.  This credit 
may only be for the portion of the specific development impact fees attributable to the specific improvement 
project described in the Study and constructed in conjunction with the subject development.  Upon request, 
an in-lieu credit of fees shall be granted for that portion of the facilities or improvements that exceed the 
mitigation of the need that is attributable to and reasonably related to the development as determined by the 
Community Development Director. 
 
When an applicant is required, as a condition of approval of a development entitlement, to construct any 
facility or improvement listed in Table 4-2 of the Development Impact Fee Justification Study; which 
improvement is determined by the Community Development Director to exceed the need and mitigation of 
the development entitlement, the applicant may request in writing that a reimbursement agreement with the 
City be presented to the City Council for consideration.  The amount reimbursed shall be that portion of the 
estimated cost of the improvement or facility that exceeds the need or mitigation attributable to the 
development. 
 
Fees collected pursuant to Resolution 03-31 for Aquatic Facilities and for Public Meeting Facilities shall be 
used exclusively for those purposes and accounts for these fees shall remain in effect and shall be maintained 
by the Director of Administrative Services. 
 
Fees collected under any of the five categories listed A through E in Table 4-2 of the Development Impact Fee 
Justification Study may be used to finance the construction or implementation of any project listed in those 
categories to the extent that use of the fees may not exceed the percentage allocated to new development of 
all of the projects listed in the category, or sub-category as shown on Table 4-2. 
 
SECTION 11. Fee Determination by Type of Use.   
 
A. Residential Development.  
 
 Development impact fees for residential development shall be based upon the type of unit constructed.  

The development impact fee categories as shown in Exhibit “A” generally correspond to the City's land 
use designations in the land use element of the City's general plan.  

 
B.  Nonresidential Land Uses.   
 
 Development impact fees for nonresidential land uses shall be based upon the square footage of the 

building.  The development impact fee categories as shown in Exhibit “A” generally correspond to the 
City's land use designations in the land use element of the City's general plan.   

 
C.  Uses Not Specified.  
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In the event that there are land uses not specihed in Exhibit ",A.", the development impact fee for such

use shall be determined by the City's Community Development Di¡ector or his or her desþee who
shall determine such fee based on an analysis of the public service impacts of the proposed use in
relation to other uses shown rn Exhbit ',t".

SECTION 12. Prior Resolutions and Ordinances Superseded.

The development impact fees approved and adopted by tlús resolution shall take effect in sxty (60) days and

shall supersede pteviously adopted resolutions that set the amounts of development impact fees, including
Resolution No. 06-188.

SECTIONl3. Severability.

If any action, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this tesolution or the imposition of a development

impact fee for any project described in the Report or the application thereof to any person or circumstance

shall be held invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity shall not affect

the validity of the remaining pottions of this resolution or otlìer fees levied by this resolution that can be

given effect without the lnvalid provisions ot application of fees.

SECTION 14. Effecuve Date.

Consistent wrth California Government Code section 66017(a), the fees as identified in attached

Exhibit "r\" adopted by tlus resolution shall take effect thirty (30) days followrng the adoption of this

resolution by the Cþ Council.

PASSED AND ÂDOPTED by the City Council of the City of Paso Robles this 1't day of ,{.pril 201.4 by the
following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
,\BST,A,IN:

Hamon, Strong, Martm, Steinbeck, Picanco
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In order to adequately plan for new development and identify the public facilities and costs
associated with mitigating the direct and cumulative impacts of new development, David
Taussig & Associates, Inc. (“DTA”) was retained by the City of El Paso de Robles (the “City”) to
update the existing impact fee program by preparing a new AB 1600 Fee Justification Study (the
“Fee Study”). The Fee Study is intended to comply with Section 66000 et. seq. of the
Government Code, which was enacted by the State of California in 1987, by identifying
additional public facilities required by new development (“Future Facilities”) and determining
the level of fees that may be imposed to pay the costs of the Future Facilities. Fee amounts
have been determined that will finance transportation, police, fire, general government, park
and recreation, and library facilities at levels identified by the various City departments as being
necessary to meet the needs of new development through General Plan buildout in 2025. The
Future Facilities and associated construction costs are identified in the Needs List, which is
included in Section IV of the Fee Study. A description of the methodology used to calculate the
fees is included in Section V. All new development may be required to pay its “fair share” of the
cost of the new infrastructure through the development fee program.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Section I of this report provides an introduction to the study including a brief description of City
surroundings, and background information on development fee financing. Section II provides an
overview of the legal requirements for implementing and imposing the fee amounts identified
in the Fee Study. Section III includes a discussion of projected new development and demand
variables such as future population and employment, assuming current growth trends in
housing, commercial, and industrial development extrapolated through General Plan buildout
in 2025. Projections of future development are based on data provided by the City, the City’s
2003 General Plan1, including the amendment to the Land Use Element adopted by City Council
in October 2012 (together the "General Plan"). Section IV includes a description of the Needs
List, which identifies the facilities needed to serve new development through General Plan
buildout in 2025 that are eligible for funding by the impact fees. The Needs List provides the
total estimated facilities costs, offsetting revenues, net costs to the City and costs allocated to
new development for all facilities listed in the Needs List. This list is a compilation of projects
and costs identified by various City departments. Section V discusses the findings required
under the Mitigation Fee Act and requirements necessary to be satisfied when establishing,
increasing or imposing a fee as a condition of new development, and satisfies the nexus
requirements for each facility included as part of this study. Section V contains the description
of the methodology used to determine the fees for all facility types. Section VI includes a
summary of the proposed fees justified by this Fee Study. Appendix A includes the calculations
used to determine the various fee levels. Appendix B includes the calculations used to
determine the equivalent dwelling unit and equivalent benefit unit (both as defined in this Fee

1 City of El Paso de Robles, General Plan. December 2003.  Rincon Consultants, Inc. 

CC Resolution 14-035  Page 9 of 64



City of El Paso de Robles Page ii
Development Impact Fee Justification Study March 20, 2014

Study) projections utilized in the fee derivation worksheets included as Appendix A. Appendix C
provides a list of the City officials responsible for selecting the facilities on the Needs List, as
well as contact information for these officials.

IMPACT FEE SUMMARY

The total fee amounts required to finance new development’s share of the costs of facilities
identified in the Needs List are summarized in Table ES 1 below. Fees within this Fee Study
reflect the maximum fee levels that may be imposed on new development.

TABLE ES 1
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SUMMARY

Residential Development Non Residential Development

Facility Single Family Multi Family Commercial Industrial
($ per unit) ($ per unit) ($ per 1,000 SF) ($ per 1,000 SF)

A. Transportation Facilities $11,653 $8,031 $10,543 $2,959

B. Public Safety Facilities

Police Facilities $74 $87 $112 $28

Fire Facilities $1,008 $1,008 $365 $199

Subtotal Public Safety Facilities $1,082 $1,095 $477 $227

C. General Government Facilities $2,920 $2,920 $1,057 $576

D. Park and Recreation Facilities $2,855 $2,855 NA NA

E. Library Facilities $942 $942 NA NA

Total Impact Fees $19,452 $15,843 $12,077 $3,762

(S per BSF for Non Residential) NA NA $12.077 $3.762
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I. INTRODUCTION

As background, the City of El Paso de Robles (the “City”), or “Pass of the Oaks,” is situated at
the Northern San Luis Obispo County–Southern Monterey County line. Approximately midway
between Los Angeles and San Francisco, the City is nestled in the coastal mountain range of
central California at the southern end of the fertile Salinas River Valley. With a population of
over 31,000, the community makes excellent use of its close proximity to mountains, beaches,
and deserts, as it boasts a unique climate suitable for growing a variety of crops. Previously
known as the “Almond City,” the City has since reinvented itself by cultivating its own niche in
the wine growing industry. Offering the charm of a rural community with all the amenities of
family life, including attractive and affordable housing, the City also understands the
importance of staying relevant and has thus placed a high priority on maintaining ample City
services, state of the art recreational facilities, easy access retail shopping, excellent public
schools, and safe neighborhoods.

In order to adequately plan for new development through General Plan buildout in 2025 and
identify the public facilities and costs associated with mitigating the direct and cumulative
impacts of new development, David Taussig & Associates, Inc. (“DTA”) was retained by the City
to update the existing impact fee program by preparing a new AB 1600 Fee Justification Study
(the “Fee Study”). The need for this Fee Study is driven by changes in demographics, facility
requirements, and time inflated facility costs.

The Fee Study is intended to comply with Section 66000 et. seq. of the Government Code,
which was enacted by the State of California in 1987, by identifying additional public facilities
required by new development (“Future Facilities”) and determining the level of fees that may
be imposed to pay the costs of the Future Facilities. Fee amounts have been determined that
will finance facilities at levels identified by various City departments as being necessary to meet
the needs of new development through General Plan buildout in 2025. The Future Facilities and
associated construction costs are identified in the Needs List, which is included in Section IV of
the Fee Study. All new development may be required to pay its “fair share” of the cost of the
new infrastructure through the development fee program.

Currently the City expects to generate approximately 13,250 new residents within the City
limits at General Plan buildout in 2025, representing an approximate 43% increase in the
current population. The City will need to expand its services and facilities to accommodate this
new growth. The levy of impact fees in conformance with AB 1600 legislation will help finance
new projects, including transportation, public safety, general government, park and recreation,
and library facilities, which are all needed to mitigate the impacts of this expected new growth.
The steps followed in the Fee Study include:

1. Demographic Assumptions: Identify future growth that represents the increased
demand for facilities.
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2. Facility Needs and Costs: Identify the amount of public facilities required to
support the new development and the costs of such facilities. Facilities costs and
the Needs List are discussed in Section IV.

3. Cost Allocation: Allocate costs per equivalent dwelling unit.

4. Fee Schedule: Calculate the fee per residential unit or per non residential square
foot.
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II. LEGAL REQUIREMENTS TO JUSTIFY DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

Prior to World War II, development in California was held responsible for very little of the cost
of public infrastructure. Public improvements were financed primarily through jurisdictional
general funds and utility charges. It was not uncommon during this period for speculators to
subdivide tracts of land without providing any public improvements, expecting the closest city
to eventually annex a project and provide public improvements and services.

However, starting in the late 1940s, the use of impact fees grew with the increased planning
and regulation of new development. During the 1960s and 1970s, the California Courts
broadened the right of local government to impose fees on developers for public improvements
that were not located on project sites. More recently, with the passage of Proposition 13, the
limits on general revenues for new infrastructure have resulted in new development being held
responsible for a greater share of public improvements, and both the use and levels of impact
fees have grown substantially. Higher fee levels were undoubtedly driven in part by a need to
offset the decline in funds for infrastructure development from other sources.

The levy of impact fees is one authorized method of financing the public facilities necessary to
mitigate the impacts of new development. A fee is “a monetary exaction, other than a tax or
special assessment, which is charged by a local agency to the applicant in connection with
approval of a development project for the purpose of defraying all or a portion of the cost of
public facilities related to the development project...” (California Government Code, Section
66000). A fee may be levied for each type of capital improvement required for new
development, with the payment of the fee typically occurring prior to the beginning of
construction of a dwelling unit or non residential building. Fees are often levied at final map
recordation, issuance of a certificate of occupancy, or more commonly, at building permit
issuance. However, Assembly Bill (“AB”) 2604 (Torrico) which was signed into law in August
2008, encourages public agencies to defer the collection of fees until close of escrow to an end
user in an attempt to assist California’s troubled building industry.

The authority of local governments to impose impact fees on development is derived from their
police power to protect the health and welfare of citizens under the California Constitution
(Article 11, Section 7). Furthermore, the California Mitigation Fee Act provides a prescriptive
guide to establishing and administering impact fees based on “constitutional and decisional
law.” Development impact fees (“DIFs”) were enacted under Assembly Bill 1600 by the
California Legislature in 1987 and codified under California Government Code §66000 et. seq.,
also referred to as the Mitigation Fee Act (the “Act” or “AB 1600”).

AB 1600 defines local governments to include cities, counties, school districts, special districts,
authorities, agencies, and other municipal corporations. Fees governed by the Act include
development fees of general applicability, and fees negotiated for individual projects. The Act
does not apply to user fees for processing development applications or permits, fees governed
by other statutes (e.g. the Quimby Act), developer agreements, or penalties, or fees specifically
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excluded by the Act (e.g. fees collected pursuant to agreements with redevelopment agencies
or various reimbursement agreements).

Public facilities that can be funded with impact fees are defined by the Act as “public
improvements, public services, and community amenities.” Government Code, §65913.8
precludes the use of development fees to fund maintenance or services, with limited
exceptions for very small improvements and certain temporary measures needed by certain
special districts. In combination, these provisions effectively restrict the use of most impact fees
to public capital improvements.

For general information, please see:

“Exactions and Impact Fees in California: A Comprehensive Guide to Policy, Practice,
and the Law,” edited by William Abbott, et al., Solano Press Books, 2012 Third Edition.

The City has identified the need to levy impact fees to pay for transportation, public safety,
general government, park and recreation, and library facilities. The fees presented in this study
will finance facilities on the Needs List at levels identified by the City as appropriate for new
development. Upon the adoption of the Fee Study and required legal documents by the City
Council, all new development will be required to pay its “fair share” of the cost of facilities on
the Needs List through these fees.

In 2006, Government Code Section 66001 was amended to clarify that a fee cannot include
costs attributable to existing deficiencies, but can fund costs used to maintain the existing level
of service or meet an adopted level of service that is consistent with the general plan. This Fee
Study for the City is intended to meet the nexus or benefit requirements of AB 1600, which
mandates that there is a nexus between fees imposed, the use of the fees, and the
development projects on which the fees are imposed.

Section 66000 et seq. of the Government Code requires that all public agencies satisfy the
following requirements when establishing, increasing or imposing a fee as a condition of new
development:

1. Identify the purpose of the fee. (Government Code Section 66001(a)(1))

2. Identify the use to which the fee will be put. (Government Code Section 66001(a)(2))

3. Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the type of
development on which the fee is to be imposed. (Government Code Section 66001(a)(3))

4. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public facility
and the type of development project on which the fee is to be imposed. (Government Code
Section 66001(a)(4))
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5. Discuss how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost
of the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the development on
which the fee is imposed.

Identifying these items will enable an impact fee to meet the nexus and rough proportionality
requirements established by previous court cases. This section presents each of these items as
they relate to the imposition of the proposed fees in the City. Current state financing and fee
assessment requirements only allow new development to pay for its fair share of new facilities’
costs. Any current deficiencies resulting from the needs of existing development must be
funded through other sources. Therefore, a key element to establishing legal impact fees is to
determine what share of the benefit or cost of a particular improvement can be equitably
assigned to existing development, even if that improvement has not yet been constructed. By
removing this factor, the true impact of new development can be assessed and equitable fees
assigned.

A. Purpose of the Fee (Government Code Section 66001(a)(1))

Population, housing, and employment estimates prepared for the Fee Study project
13,252 new residents living in 4,982 new Single Family and Multi Family units through
General Plan buildout in 2025. During that same time period, approximately 4,394,000
building square feet of new commercial and industrial development are expected to
generate approximately 7,152 employees.1 The future residents and employees will
create an additional demand for transportation, public safety, and general government
facilities that existing public facilities cannot accommodate. In order to accommodate
new development in an orderly manner, while maintaining the current quality of life in
the City, the facilities on the Needs List (Section IV, Table 4 2) will need to be
constructed.

It is the projected direct and cumulative effect of future development that has required
an update to the City’s existing fee program. Each new development will contribute to
the need for new public facilities. Without future development, new public facilities
would often not be necessary, as the existing facilities are adequate for the City’s
present population.

The proposed impact fee will be charged to all future development, irrespective of
location, in the City. Even future “in fill” development projects contribute to impacts on
public facilities because they are an interactive component of a much greater universe
of development located throughout the City. First, the property owners and/or the
tenants associated with any new development in the City regularly utilize and benefit
from transportation, public safety, general government, park and recreation, and library
facilities. Second, these property owners and tenants are dependent on and, in fact,
may not have chosen to move into their new homes or new non residential

1 Reference is made to Section III for further information regarding the development projections. 
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development, except for residential, retail, employment and recreational opportunities
located nearby on other existing and future development. Third, the availability of
residents, employees and customers throughout the City has a growth inducing impact
without which some of the “in fill” development would not occur. As a result, all
development projects in the City contribute to the cumulative impacts of development.

The impact fees will be used for the acquisition, installation, and construction of public
facilities identified on the Needs Lists and other appropriate costs to mitigate the direct
and cumulative impacts of new development in the City.

The discussion in this section of the Fee Study sets forth the purpose of the impact fees
as required by Section 66001(a)(1) of the California Government Code.

B. THE USE TO WHICH THE FEE IS TO BE PUT (GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 66001(A)(2))

The fee will be used for the acquisition, installation, and construction of the public
facilities identified on the Needs List included in Section IV of the Fee Study and other
appropriate costs to mitigate the direct and cumulative impacts of new development in
the City. The fee will provide a source of revenue to the City to allow for the acquisition,
installation, and construction of public facilities, which in turn will both preserve the
quality of life in City and protect the health, safety, and welfare of the existing and
future residents and employees.

The discussion presented in this section of the Fee Study identifies the use to which the
fee is to be put as required by Section 66001(a)(2) of the California Government Code.

C. DETERMINE THAT THERE IS A REASONABLE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FEE’S USE AND THE TYPE OF
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT UPON WHICH THE FEE IS IMPOSED (BENEFIT RELATIONSHIP) (GOVERNMENT
CODE SECTION 66001(A)(3))

As discussed in Section A above, it is the projected direct and cumulative effect of future
development that has prompted the update to the City’s impact fee program. Each
development will contribute to the need for new public facilities. Without future
development, the City would have no need to construct additional public facilities on
the Needs List. For all other facilities, the costs have been allocated to both existing and
new development based on their level of benefit. Even future “in fill” development
projects, which may be adjacent to existing facilities, contribute to impacts on public
facilities because they are an interactive component of a much greater universe of
development located throughout the City. Consequently, all new development within
the City, irrespective of location, contributes to the direct and cumulative impacts of
development on public facilities and creates the need for new facilities to accommodate
growth.
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As set forth in Section V of the Fee Study, the fees will be expended for the acquisition,
installation, and construction of the public facilities identified on the Needs List
(included in Section IV), as that is the purpose for which the Fee is collected. As
previously stated, all new development creates either a direct impact on public facilities
or contributes to the cumulative impact on public facilities. Moreover, this impact is
generally equalized among all types of development because it is the increased
demands for public facilities created by the future residents and employees that create
the impact upon existing facilities.

For the foregoing reasons, there is a reasonable relationship between the acquisition,
construction, and installation of the facilities on the Needs Lists and new development
as required under Section 66001(a)(3) of the Mitigation Fee Act.

D. DETERMINE HOW THERE IS A REASONABLE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NEED FOR THE PUBLIC FACILITY
AND THE TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT PROJECT UPON WHICH THE FEE IS IMPOSED (IMPACT RELATIONSHIP)
(GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 66001(A)(4))

As set forth in part F below, as well as throughout Section V, all new development
contributes to the direct and cumulative impacts on public facilities and creates the
need for new facilities to accommodate growth. As previously stated, all new
development within the City, irrespective of location, contributes to the direct and
cumulative impacts of development on public facilities and creates the need for new
facilities to accommodate growth. Without future development, the facilities on the
Needs Lists would not be necessary.

For the reasons presented herein and in Section V, there is a reasonable relationship
between the need for the public facilities included on the Needs List and all new
development within the City as required under Section 66001(a)(4) of the Mitigation Fee
Act.

E. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE AMOUNT OF THE FEE AND THE COST OF THE PUBLIC FACILITIES
ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE DEVELOPMENT UPON WHICH THE FEE IS IMPOSED (“ROUGH PROPORTIONALITY”
RELATIONSHIP) (GOVERNMENT CODE 66001(A)

As set forth above, all new development in the City impacts public facilities. Moreover,
each individual development project and its related increase in population and
employment, along with the cumulative impacts of all development in the City, will
adversely impact existing facilities. Thus, imposition of the fee to finance the public
facilities on the Needs Lists is an efficient, practical, and equitable method of permitting
development to proceed in a responsible manner.

New development impacts facilities directly and cumulatively. In fact, without any
future development, the acquisition, construction, and/or installation of the public
facilities on the Needs Lists would not be necessary as existing City facilities are
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generally adequate. Even new development located adjacent to existing facilities will
utilize and benefit from public facilities on the Needs List.

As set forth in part F below, as well as throughout Section V and Appendix A of the Fee
Study, the proposed fee amounts are roughly proportional to the impacts resulting from
new development. Thus there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the
fee and the cost of the facilities.

F. AB 1600 NEXUS TEST AND APPORTIONMENT OF FACILITIES COSTS

Section 66000 of the Government Code requires that a reasonable relationship exist
between the need for public facilities and the type of development on which a fee is
imposed. The need for public facilities is related to the level of service demanded, which
varies in proportion to the equivalent dwelling units (“EDUs”) generated by a particular
land use type.

Based on the City’s zoning designations, and as further set forth in Section III, DTA
established fees for the following four land use categories to acknowledge the
difference in impacts resulting from various land uses and to make the resulting fee
program easier to implement. The City will develop a table of general plan land use
designations that link to the land use classifications used in this study for clarification
and consistency with City zoning. This table will be made a part of the ordinance or
resolution that will be adopted for the purpose of implementing this fee program.

TABLE 2 1

Land Use Classification for Fee Study

Single Family Residential (“SFR” or “Single Family”)
Multi Family Residential (“MFR” or “Multi Family”)
Commercial (“C” or “Commercial”)
Industrial (“I” or “Industrial”)

The EDU concept was utilized to determine whether there is a reasonable relationship
between the need for a public facility and the land use type of the development on
which a fee for an individual facility is imposed. The service factor utilized to determine
the EDUs for a specific land use type varies depending upon the type of facility being
analyzed. In general, while many EDUs are based on the population or the number of
employees associated with a specific land use designation, other EDUs are based on
service factors that reflect the nature of a particular type of public improvement, e.g.
call generation. This report uses EBU (equivalent benefit unit), instead of EDU, for park
and recreation facilities where the service factor is based on recreation hours.
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The costs associated with facilities needed to serve new development are identified in
the Needs Lists. The facilities cost per EDU/EBU is the total cost of the facility divided by
the total number of EDU/EBUs. After the cost per EDU/EBU is determined, the facility
fee amount for each land use category is the product of the EDU/EBU factor for each
land use category and the cost per EDU/EBU. Transportation costs are allocated to the
various land use groups by average daily trips (“ADTs”) generated. Section V presents
the nexus test for each fee element (i.e. transportation, public safety, general
government, park and recreation, and library facilities) and the analysis undertaken to
apportion costs for each type of public facility on the Needs List.
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III. DEMOGRAPHICS

In order to determine the public facilities needed to serve new development as well as establish
fee amounts to fund such facilities, the City provided DTA with projections of future population
and development within the City through General Plan buildout in 2025. DTA categorized
developable residential land uses as Single Family and Multi Family. Developable non
residential land uses within the City’s commercial and industrial zones are categorized as
Commercial or Industrial respectively, details are included in the table below. Based on these
designations, DTA established fees for the following four land use categories to acknowledge
the difference in impacts resulting from various land uses and to make the resulting fee
program implementable.

Land Use
Classification for
Fee Study Definition

Single Family Residential Includes single family detached homes, town homes, condominium units, mobile
homes, and pre fabricated homes.

Multi Family Residential Includes buildings comprised of two or more attached dwelling units under
common ownership, including apartments.

Commercial

Includes, but is not limited to, buildings used as the following (each as further
defined in Table LU 4 of the General Plan):

Neighborhood Commercial
Office Professional
Community Commercial
Regional Commercial
Commercial Service

Industrial

Includes, but is not limited to, buildings used as the following (each as further
defined in Table LU 4 of the General Plan):

Business Parks,
Manufacturing, fabrication, assembly, research and development,
Industrial services, warehousing, wholesale distribution
Convenience commercial uses, particularly those supporting industrial uses
Outside storage and auto repair

Information provided by the City, and generally confirmed by the City’s 2003 General Plan1,
including the amendment to the Land Use Element adopted by City Council in October 2012
(together the "General Plan"), was used to estimate the number of housing units and non
residential building square feet to be built through General Plan buildout in 2025.

Future residents and employees will create additional demand for facilities that existing public
facilities cannot accommodate. In order to accommodate new development in an orderly

1 City of El Paso de Robles, General Plan. December 2003.  Rincon Consultants, Inc. 
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manner, while maintaining the current quality of life in the City, the public facilities on the
Needs List (Section IV) will need to be constructed.

For those facilities that are needed to mitigate demand from new development, facility costs
have been allocated to new development only. In those instances when it has been determined
that the new facilities will serve both existing and new development, facility costs have been
allocated based on proportionate benefit (see Equivalent Dwelling Unit discussion in Section V).

The following sections summarize the existing and future development figures that were used
in calculating the impact fees.

1. EXISTING POPULATION FOR LAND USE CATEGORIES

According to information provided by City staff, and generally confirmed by the General
Plan, there are 7,437 existing Single Family units and 4,274 existing Multi Family units
located within the City.

According to the U.S. Census, the household size has averaged 2.66 persons between
1980 and 2010. The General Plan now (2012) assumes that each dwelling unit will be
occupied with an average 2.66 persons. DTA has used this demographic information
and estimated the number of existing residents assuming a resident per unit factor of
2.66 per single family unit and multi family unit. Therefore, the Citywide population is
generally comprised of approximately 31,151 residents living in 11,711 Single Family and
Multi Family homes.

Table 3 1 below summarizes the existing demographics for the residential land uses.

TABLE 3 1
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

EXISTING RESIDENTS

Residential Land Use
Existing

Residents
Existing

Housing Units
Average

Household Size

Single Family Residential 19,782 7,437 2.66

Multi Family Residential 11,369 4,274 2.66

Total/Average 31,151 11,711 2.66

For non residential land uses, the General Plan was used to determine the existing
building square footage for Commercial and Industrial areas within the City. DTA then
estimated the number of existing employees in the City by multiplying the existing
Commercial and Industrial building square footage by a factor of 1.927 employees per
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1,000 BSF and 1.049 employees per 1,000 BSF, respectively.2 The results of these
projections are presented in Table 3 2.

TABLE 3 2
NON RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

EXISTING EMPLOYEES

Non Residential Land Use
Existing Building

Square Feet
Employees per

1,000 BSF
Existing

Employees

Commercial 4,044,000 BSF 1.927 7,792

Industrial 2,093,000 BSF 1.049 2,196

Total 6,137,000 BSF NA 9,988

2. FUTURE POPULATION FOR NEW LAND USE CATEGORIES

According to information provided by City staff, and generally confirmed by the General
Plan, there are projected to be 2,553 future Single Family units and 2,429 future Multi
Family units developed within the City through General Plan buildout in 2025.

DTA then projected the number of future residents assuming the same resident per unit
factor of 2.66 per Single Family unit and Multi Family unit utilized in estimating the
current population. Therefore, it is projected that there will be an additional 13,252
residents living in 4,982 future Single Family and Multi Family units through General
Plan buildout in 2025.

Table 3 3 below summarizes the future demographics for the residential land uses.

TABLE 3 3
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

PROJECTED FUTURE RESIDENTS

Residential Land Use
Expected
Residents

Expected
Housing Units

Average
Household Size

Single Family Residential 6,791 2,553 2.66

Multi Family Residential 6,461 2,429 2.66

Total/Average 13,252 4,982 2.66

For non residential land uses, the General Plan was used to determine the potential
building square footage for Commercial and Industrial areas within the City that will be

2 Employees per 1,000 building square feet determined by David Taussig & Associates, Inc. 
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developed through General Plan buildout in 2025. DTA then projected the number of
future employees in the City using the same factors of 1.927 and 1.049 employees per
1,000 building square feet of Commercial and Industrial, respectively, used in estimating
the current number of employees. The results of these projections are presented in
Table 3 4.

TABLE 3 4
NON RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
PROJECTED FUTURE EMPLOYEES

Non Residential Land Use

Building Square
Feet Projected to

be Developed
Employees per

1,000 BSF
Future

Employees

Commercial 2,896,000 BSF 1.927 5,580

Industrial 1,498,000 BSF 1.049 1,572

Total 4,394,000 BSF NA 7,152

3. EQUIVALENT DWELLING UNIT (EDU) AND EQUIVALENT BENEFIT UNIT (EBU) PROJECTIONS

Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU) are a means of quantifying different land uses in terms
of their equivalence to a residential dwelling unit, where equivalence is measured in
terms of potential infrastructure use or benefit for each type of public facility. Since the
facilities proposed to be financed by the levy of impact fees will serve both residential
and non residential property, DTA projected the number of future EDUs based on the
number of residents or employees generated by each land use class. For other facilities,
different measures, such as number of trips and/or potential hours available for
recreation, more accurately represent the benefit provided to each land use type, in
which case DTA projected the Equivalent Benefit Unit (EBU). The EDU/EBU projections
for each facility are shown in the fee derivation worksheets in Appendix A (See Appendix
B “EBU & EDU Calculation Worksheet” for further details of this data).
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IV. THE NEEDS LIST

Identification of the facilities to be financed is a critical component of any development impact
fee program. In the broadest sense the purpose of impact fees is to protect the public health,
safety, and general welfare by providing for adequate public facilities. “Public Facilities” per
Government Code 66000 includes “public improvements, public services, and community
amenities.”

Government Code 66000 requires that if impact fees are going to be used to finance public
facilities, those facilities must be identified. Identification of the facilities may be made in an
applicable general or specific plan, other public documents, or by reference to a Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) or Capital Improvement Plan. DTA has worked closely with City
staff to develop the list of facilities to be included in the Fee Study ("the Needs List"). For
purposes of the City’s fee program, the Needs List is intended to be the official public document
identifying the facilities eligible to be financed, in whole or in part, through the levy of a
development impact fee on new development in the City. The Needs List is organized by facility
element (or type) and includes a cost section consisting of five columns, which are listed in
Table 4 1 below:

TABLE 4 1
CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES NEEDS LIST

EXPLANATION OF COST SECTION

Column Title Contents Source

Facilities Costs to City
The total estimated facility cost including
construction, land acquisition, and equipment
(as applicable) allocable to City.

City Departments

Off Setting Revenues

Any funds on hand that are allocated for a given
facility, such as funds from previous DIF
programs earmarked for facilities identified on
this needs list. This column does not include
potential funding from Federal & State sources
that cannot be confirmed.

Calculated by
DTA based on
input from City

staff

Net Costs to City
The difference between the Facilities Costs to
City and the Off Setting Revenues (column 1
minus column 2)

Calculated by
DTA

Percent of Costs
Allocated to New

Development

Percentage of facility cost allocated to new
development as calculated in Appendix A

Calculated by
DTA

Costs Allocated to New
Development

Dollar amount representing the roughly
proportional impact of new development on the
needed facilities.

Calculated by
DTA
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DTA surveyed City staff to determine what public facilities would be needed to meet
increased demands resulting from new development in the City. The survey included the
project description, justification, public benefit, estimated costs, and project financing
for each proposed facility. Through discussions between DTA and City staff, the Needs
List has gone through a series of revisions to fine tune the needs, costs, and
methodologies used in allocating the costs for each facility. For purposes of the fee
program, it was determined that a planning horizon though 2025 would be appropriate.
The Needs List (Table 4 2) identifies those facilities needed to serve future development
through General Plan buildout in 2025.

City Council approved a similar version of the current Needs List at a public workshop on
April 25, 2013 as a precursor to the preparation of this Fee Study. With the exception of
a few changes in transportation facilities, an increase to the fire station facilities costs,
and an increase to the city hall facilities costs, which were made based on input from
the City Engineer and through discussions between DTA and City staff, the remainder of
the facilities on the Needs List has been previously approved by the City Council.
Furthermore, a modified version of the Needs List was reviewed and approved by City
Council on February 18, 2014 at a public hearing.
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Percent

of Costs Costs

Facilities Allocated Allocated

Costs Off Setting Net Costs to New to New Policy Background

Facility Name to City Revenues to City Development Development or Objective

A. TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

CITY WIDE FACILITIES

1 Highway 101/46East Dual Left 17th Street Ramps $12,440,000 $0 $12,440,000 33.15% $4,124,283 Circulation Element

2 Union Road Highway 46E Interchange $30,000,000 $0 $30,000,000 33.15% $9,946,021 Circulation Element

3 Connection Road 46E to Airport Road, bridge over Huer Huero Road $25,005,917 $0 $25,005,917 33.15% $8,290,312 Circulation Element

4 Airport Road Dry Creek Road Roundabout $2,976,962 $0 $2,976,962 33.15% $986,964 Circulation Element

5 Dry Creek Road Airport Road to Aerotech Center Way $7,728,241 $0 $7,728,241 33.15% $2,562,175 Circulation Element

6 Huer Huero Bridge Dry Creek Road to Golden Hill Road $18,411,076 $0 $18,411,076 33.15% $6,103,898 Circulation Element

7 Connection Road Mill Road to Union Road $2,812,872 $0 $2,812,872 33.15% $932,563 Updated SOI

8 River Oaks Drive N. River Road $1,055,145 $0 $1,055,145 33.15% $349,816 Circulation Element

9 Buena Vista Drive Cuesta College Frontage $1,316,341 $0 $1,316,341 33.15% $436,412 Circulation Element

10 Buena Vista Drive Highway 46E $1,322,951 $0 $1,322,951 33.15% $438,603 Circulation Element

11 Creston Road River Road to Rolling Hills Road $16,271,218 $0 $16,271,218 33.15% $5,394,462 Circulation Element

12 Creston Road Lana Street $2,470,559 $0 $2,470,559 33.15% $819,074 Circulation Element

13 Creston Road Niblick Road to Scott Street $5,704,224 $0 $5,704,224 33.15% $1,891,144 Circulation Element

14 Creston Road Scott Street Roundabout $3,069,462 $0 $3,069,462 33.15% $1,017,631 Circulation Element

15 Creston Road Meadowlark Road $3,675,194 $0 $3,675,194 33.15% $1,218,452 Circulation Element

16 Charolais Road S. River Road Roundabout $6,223,415 $0 $6,223,415 33.15% $2,063,274 Circulation Element

17 Union Road Kleck Road to Golden Hill Road $9,875,660 $0 $9,875,660 33.15% $3,274,117 Circulation Element

18 Union Road Golden Hill Road Roundabout $6,502,163 $0 $6,502,163 33.15% $2,155,688 Circulation Element

19 Union Road Golden Hill Road to East City Limits $5,239,735 $0 $5,239,735 33.15% $1,737,150 Circulation Element

20 Spring Street 1st to 36th Streets $9,909,580 $0 $9,909,580 33.15% $3,285,363 Town Centre Uptown Plan

21 Spring Street Traffic Signal Coordination $253,008 $0 $253,008 33.15% $83,881 Circulation Element

22 Vine Street 32nd to 36th Streets $527,443 $0 $527,443 33.15% $174,865 Uptown Plan

23 24th Street Mountain Springs Road $135,958 $0 $135,958 33.15% $45,075 Council Objective

24 Riverside Ave 4th Street to Black Oak Drive $7,219,661 $0 $7,219,661 33.15% $2,393,563 Town Centre Uptown Plan

25 24th Street Ysabel Avenue to Riverside Avenue $1,000,000 $0 $1,000,000 33.15% $331,534 Council Objective

26 Railroad Street 10th Street to 14th Street $2,340,988 $0 $2,340,988 33.15% $776,117 Town Centre Plan

27 4th Street Pine Street to Riverside 101 Ramps $16,325,665 $0 $16,325,665 33.15% $5,412,513 Circulation Element

28 Paso Robles Street Off Ramp $4,835,961 $0 $4,835,961 33.15% $1,603,286 Circulation Element

29 Paso Robles Street $302,921 $0 $302,921 33.15% $100,429 Town Centre Plan

30 Highway 101/46W Interchange (City's Allocation) $23,816,000 $0 $23,816,000 33.15% $7,895,814 Circulation Element

31 Theatre Drive to South City Limits $2,050,400 $0 $2,050,400 33.15% $679,777 Circulation Element

32 Bike Master Plan Facilities $16,973,000 $0 $16,973,000 33.15% $5,627,127 Circulation Element

SPECIFIC PLAN FACILITIES

33 Airport Road Union Road to Linne Road $4,363,192 $0 $4,363,192 33.15% $1,446,547 Circulation Element

34 Chandler East West Road $384,137 $0 $384,137 33.15% $127,355 Circulation Element

35 Airport Road Meadowlark Road to Creston Road $1,500,000 $0 $1,500,000 33.15% $497,301 Circulation Element

36
Transportation Facilities Revenues/Grants Allocated to Existing
Development NA (13,460,227)$ ($13,460,227) 0.00% $0 NA

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES $254,039,049 ($13,460,227) $240,578,822 35.01% $84,222,588

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE PROGRAM TABLE 4 2
CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES

PUBLIC FACILITIES NEEDS LIST THROUGH 2025
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Facilities Allocated Allocated
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Facility Name to City Revenues to City Development Development or Objective

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE PROGRAM TABLE 4 2
CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES

PUBLIC FACILITIES NEEDS LIST THROUGH 2025

B. PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES

1. Police Facilities

1 Patrol/Detective/Specialty Vehicles $420,900 $0 $420,900 100.00% $420,900 General Plan

2 Assigned (Additional) Officer Equipment $100,200 $0 $100,200 75.87% $76,023 General Plan

3 Computers and Communication Equipment $225,000 $0 $225,000 98.67% $222,018 General Plan

4 Multi Channel Portable Radios $36,000 $0 $36,000 100.00% $36,000 General Plan

5 Shooting Range $416,240 $0 $416,240 34.83% $144,961 General Plan

6 Police Facilities Revenues Not Yet Committed NA (132,539)$ ($132,539) 100.00% ($132,539) NA

subtotal $1,198,340 ($132,539) $1,065,801 72.00% $767,363

2. Fire Facilities

1 Station (3,200 SF Apparatus Bay/3,460 SF Living Quarters) & Equipment $6,408,790 $0 $6,408,790 100.00% $6,408,790 Growth Management Plan

2 Fire Training Facility $3,381,375 $0 $3,381,375 31.77% $1,074,161 Growth Management Plan

3 Type I Fire Engine $500,000 $0 $500,000 100.00% $500,000 Growth Management Plan

4 Fire Facilities Revenues Not Yet Committed NA (1,606,538)$ ($1,606,538) 100.00% ($1,606,538) NA

subtotal $10,290,165 ($1,606,538) $8,683,627 73.43% $6,376,413

TOTAL PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES $11,488,505 ($1,739,077) $9,749,428 73.27% $7,143,776

C. GENERAL GOVERNMENT FACILITIES

1 City Hall LEASE $14,250,000 $0 $14,250,000 31.77% $4,526,795 Council Objective

2 Public Meeting Facility $2,565,000 $0 $2,565,000 31.77% $814,823 Council Objective

3 Downtown Parking $14,800,000 $0 $14,800,000 31.77% $4,701,514 Council Objective

4 Consolidated Corporate Yard $8,428,045 $0 $8,428,045 100.00% $8,428,045 Council Objective

5 General Government Revenues Not Yet Committed NA (4,619,206)$ ($4,619,206) 0.00% $0 NA

TOTAL GENERAL GOVERNMENT FACILITIES $40,043,045 ($4,619,206) $35,423,839 52.14% $18,471,177

D. PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES

1 Centennial Park Amphitheatre $300,000 $0 $300,000 29.84% $89,535 Parks and Recreation Element

2 Sherwood Park Land Improvements $10,009,600 $0 $10,009,600 29.84% $2,987,350 Parks and Recreation Element

3 Salinas River Land Acquisition $4,680,000 $0 $4,680,000 29.84% $1,396,739 Parks and Recreation Element

4 Uptown Park Development $8,748,495 $0 $8,748,495 29.84% $2,610,975 Uptown Plan, Parks and Recreation

5 Montebello Park Acquisition and Development $4,750,000 $0 $4,750,000 100.00% $4,750,000 Union 46 Specific Plan, Parks and Recreation

6 Town Centre Park Redevelopment $4,629,760 $0 $4,629,760 29.84% $1,381,745 Town Centre Plan

7 Aquatic Facility per Uptown Plan $5,000,000 (391,479)$ $4,608,521 29.84% $1,375,406 Uptown Plan

8 Park and Recreation Revenues Not Yet Committed NA (1,236,131)$ ($1,236,131) 29.84% ($368,921) NA

TOTAL PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES $38,117,855 ($1,627,610) $36,490,245 38.98% $14,222,827

E. LIBRARY FACILITIES

1 Remodel Existing Library Upstairs $4,200,000 $0 $4,200,000 100.00% $4,200,000 Council Objective

2 Library Resources $1,196,000 $0 $1,196,000 100.00% $1,196,000 Council Objective

3 Study Center and Branch Library $250,000 $0 $250,000 100.00% $250,000 Council Objective

4 Library Facilities Revenues not yet Committed NA (950,893)$ ($950,893) NA ($950,893) NA

TOTAL LIBRARY FACILITIES $5,646,000 ($950,893) $4,695,107 100.00% $4,695,107

TOTAL ALL FACILITIES $349,334,454 ($22,397,013) $326,937,441 39.38% $128,755,475

[a] April 25, 2013 Council Reviewed Needs List Working Document.

[b] City Council requests that all projects conceived should be reflected on the Needs List as actions associated with specific plans/goals adopted by Council.
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V. METHODOLGY UTILIZED TO CALCULATE FACILITIES IMPACT FEE

Pursuant to the nexus requirements of Government Code 66000, a local agency is required to
“determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost
of the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the development on which
the fee is imposed.” It is impossible to accurately determine the impact that a specific new
residential unit, commercial project, or industrial development will have on existing facilities.
Predicting future residents’ or employees’ specific behavioral patterns, park and transportation,
and health and welfare requirements is extremely difficult, and would involve numerous
assumptions that are subject to substantial variances. Recognizing these limitations, the
Legislature drafted AB 1600 to specifically require that a “reasonable” relationship be
determined, not a direct cause and effect relationship.

There are many methods or ways of calculating fees, but they are all based on determining the
cost of needed improvements and assigning those costs equitably to various types of
development. Fees for the facilities analyzed in this study have been calculated utilizing the
methodologies discussed below. The methodologies are similar in that they employ the concept
of an Equivalent Dwelling Unit (“EDU”), or Equivalent Benefit Unit (“EBU”), to allocate benefit
among the four land use classes. EDUs are a means of quantifying different land uses in terms
of their equivalence to a residential dwelling unit, where equivalence is measured in terms of
potential infrastructure use or benefit for each type of public facility. For many of the facilities
considered in this Fee Study, EDUs are calculated based on the number of residents and/or
employees (“Persons Served”) generated by each land use class. Notably, “Persons Served”
equals residents plus 50% of employees, and is common customary industry practice designed
to capture the reduced levels of service demanded by employees. For other facilities, different
measures, such as number of service calls or potential hours available for park use, more
accurately represent the benefit provided to each land use class. This type of benefit measure is
expressed as EBU in this study as a means of quantifying different land uses in terms of their
equivalence to a common benefit. Additionally, fees for transportation facilities have been
calculated utilizing an average daily trip (“ADT”) methodology.

Methodologies Used

One global assumption utilized within this Fee Study for the allocation of costs between existing
and new development relates to the allocation of costs based on service standards. For
example, 100% of the costs of fire facilities and library facilities (other than the fire training
facility which is inadequate in its current form and will be abandoned once the new fire training
facility is in place) were allocated to new development because the levels of service requested
by City staff for new development were below the existing service levels within the City. This
assignment of all costs to new development makes sense because there is no existing
deficiency in current service levels, and new development is paying for fewer facilities than
could be justified based on existing services levels. In these cases, there is no reason for existing
development to subsidize new development’s fair share of future facility costs. As for the fire
training facility, applicable costs were allocated between existing and future development
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based on their relative Equivalent Dwelling Units, as explained in Section V.B below and in
Appendix A.

In a similar vein, when the level of service being requested for new development by City
department heads was above the existing service level for a specific type of facility, the cost of
the new facilities was carefully apportioned between existing and new development in the
following manner:

1. New development was assigned 100% of the cost for a level of service that is
equivalent to the existing level of service within the City.

2. The cost of the incremental difference between the new, higher level of service
being requested by the City and the existing level of service was then allocated between
existing development and new development, based on the relative number of
equivalent dwelling units (“EDUs”) assigned to existing development and new
development.

Table 5 1 below lists existing and projected EDU and EBU data, by facility type, used throughout
Section V.

TABLE 5 1
CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES

EQUIVALENT DWELLING UNITS

Facility Type Service Factor
Existing

EDUs/EBUs
Projected

EDUs/EBUs Total*

Transportation Facilities Average Daily Trips 110,171 54,641 164,811

Police Facilities Residents and Employees 19,348 10,339 29,687

Fire Facilities Persons Served 13,588 6,326 19,915

General Government Facilities Persons Served 13,588 6,326 19,915

Park Facilities Residential
Park Usage Hours 11,711 4,982 16,693

Library Facilities Residents 11,711 4,982 16,693

* Totals may not sum due to rounding.

The following sections present the reasonable relationship for benefit, impact, and rough
proportionality tests for each fee element (i.e., transportation, police, fire, general government,
park and recreation, and library facilities) and the analysis undertaken to apportion costs for
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each type public facility on the Needs List. More detailed fee calculation worksheets for each
type of facility are included in Appendix A.

A. TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

The Circulation Element of the General Plan includes facilities necessary to provide safe and
efficient vehicular access throughout the City. In order to meet the transportation demands of
new development through General Plan buildout in 2025, the City updated this list to include
various roadway improvements including rights of way, signalization, widening of roads, paving,
and bridges as shown in the Needs List.

1. Nexus Requirement of AB 1600

TABLE 5 2
TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

AB 1600 NEXUS TEST

Identify Purpose of Fee Transportation Improvements

Identify Use of Fee Various roadway improvements including rights of way,
signalization, widening of roads, paving, and bridges

Demonstrate how there
is a reasonable
relationship between
the need for the public
facility, the use of the
fee, and the type of
development project
on which the fee is
imposed

New residential and non residential development will
generate additional residents and employees who will create
additional vehicular and non vehicular traffic. Bridges and
interchanges will have to be constructed to meet the
increased demand and provide for city wide circulation.
Traffic signals, interchanges, bridges and roads will have to
be improved or extended to meet the increased demand
resulting from new development. Thus there is a
relationship between new development and the need for
new transportation facilities. Fees collected from new
development will be used exclusively for transportation
facilities on the Needs List.

2. Apportionment of Transportation Facilities Costs

Roads, traffic signals and bridges will benefit residents and employees by
providing safe and efficient vehicular access to properties. Road, traffic signals
and bridge fees were calculated for each of the four land use categories based
on the number of (“ADTs”) generated by each land use. Total average ADTs were
calculated by applying these trip rates to the various dwelling unit counts and
non residential square feet identified in the demographics section of this report.
The total facilities cost was then divided by the total number of ADTs to establish
a uniform cost per ADT. This unit cost was then applied to the various land uses
and their respective trip generation rates to determine the proposed fees.
Expected revenue from new development was also calculated as a check,
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insuring that collected fees match the calculated cost responsibility of new
development.

All of the transportation facilities were sized to meet the needs of both existing
and future residents and employees. Therefore, the costs of these facilities have
been allocated between existing development and new development based on
their percentage of build out EDUs. Hence, 66.85% of the costs will be allocated
to existing development and 33.15% of the costs will be allocated to new
development. In total, $84,222,588 out of $254,039,049 in gross transportation
facilities costs would be covered by impact fees on new development ($1,541.39
per ADT).

Fee amounts to finance the roads, traffic signals, and bridge facilities on the
Needs List are presented in Table 5 3 below. Details regarding the analysis
related to transportation facilities are included in Appendix A 1.

TABLE 5 3
TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES
FEE DERIVATION SUMMARY

Land Use Type

Trip
Generation

Rate per Unit
/ per 1,000
Non Res SF

Number of
Future
Units /

Non Res SF

Total
Future
ADTs

Development
Impact Fee

per Unit / per
1,000 Non

Res SF

Transportation
Facilities Costs
Financed by

Fees

Single Family 7.56 2,553 19,301 $11,653 $29,749,932

Multi Family 5.21 2,429 12,655 $8,031 $19,506,466

Commercial 6.84 2,896,000 19,809 $10,543 $30,532,898

Industrial 1.92 1,498,000 2,876 $2,959 $4,433,293

Total 54,641 $84,222,588

Gross Costs Allocated to Existing Development $169,816,461

Total Gross Transportation Facilities Costs $254,039,049

The total expected revenues from development fees are $84,222,588. If
development takes place as projected in Section III, the fee amounts presented
in Tables 5 3 are expected to finance 35.01% of the net costs of the
transportation facilities identified on the Needs List. The remaining 64.99% of
the net costs of transportation facilities will be funded through other sources.
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B. PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES

The Public Safety element includes those facilities used by the City to protect life and property.
In order to serve new development through General Plan buildout in 2025, the City identified
the need for one new fire station. The fire station, and the equipment required to service this
fire station, is needed to serve new development exclusively and will be funded 100% by new
development. Additionally, there is a need for patrol/detective/specialty vehicles, officer
equipment, computers and communication equipment and multi channel portable radios, fire
fighter equipment, and one fire engine which will be sized to serve projected new development
only.

In addition, a police shooting range and a 7,200 square foot fire training facility has been
identified and has been sized to serve projected new and existing development, as both the
existing police shooting range and fire training facility within the City are inadequate in their
current form and will be abandoned once the new aforementioned facilities are in place.
Therefore, the costs of these facilities have been allocated between existing development and
new development based on their percentage of build out EDUs.

Police facilities fee amounts for this element were calculated for both residential and non
residential land uses as detailed in Appendix A 2, and fire facilities fee amounts for this element
were calculated for both residential and non residential land uses as detailed in Appendix A 3.
Each of the land use categories (Single Family, Multi Family, Commercial, and Industrial) is
assigned an EDU factor derived from (i) for police facilities number of calls for police services
generated by each of the land use categories, and (ii) for fire facilities the number of persons
per household (for residential units) or the number of employees per 1,000 Square Feet of non
residential development.

1. NEXUS REQUIREMENT OF AB 1600

TABLE 5 4
PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES
AB 1600 NEXUS TEST

Identify Purpose of Fee Police and Fire Facilities
Identify Use of Fee Construction and acquisition of public safety facilities and

equipment including fire stations, vehicles, and equipment.
Demonstrate how there is
a reasonable relationship
between the need for the
public facility, the use of
the fee, and the type of
development project on
which the fee is imposed

New residential and non residential development will generate
additional residents and employees who will require additional
service calls increasing the need for trained police and fire
personnel. Buildings and vehicles used to provide these services
will have to be expanded, constructed or purchased to meet this
increased demand. Thus a reasonable relationship exists
between the need for public safety facilities and the impact of
residential and non residential development. Fees collected from
new development will be used exclusively for public safety
purposes, as identified on the Needs List.
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2. Apportionment of Public Safety Facilities Costs

Calculation Methodology

As identified in the Police Facilities Fee Calculation worksheet included as
Appendix A 2, 100% of the costs of patrol/detective/specialty vehicles and multi
channel portable radios were allocated to new development because the levels
of service requested by City staff for new development for such facilities were
below the existing service levels within the City. This assignment of all costs to
new development makes sense because there is no existing deficiency in current
service levels, and new development is paying for fewer facilities than could be
justified based on existing services levels. In this case, there is no reason for
existing development to subsidize new development’s fair share of future
patrol/detective/specialty vehicles and multi channel portable radios costs. As
for the other police facilities, applicable costs were allocated between existing
and future development based on their relative Equivalent Dwelling Units, as
detailed in Appendix A 2.

Fee amounts for police fees were calculated for both residential and non
residential land uses as detailed in Appendices A 2. Police fees were derived
based on the number of calls for police services generated by each of the land
use categories (Single Family, Multi Family, Commercial, and Industrial) during a
typical calendar year. Since these calls for service by land use are an average,
they were used to project number of additional calls that could be expected by
multiplying the calls per residential unit or per 1,000 square feet for non
residential development by the number of anticipated new residential dwelling
units or non residential building square footage. As an example, the data
collected indicates that on average a Single Family unit will generate just over
1.40 calls per year, which equates to a total of 10,397 calls based on the existing
Single Family development, and a total of 3,569 additional calls based on the
projected Single Family development assumptions outlined in Section III.

As identified in the Fire Facilities Fee Calculation worksheet included as Appendix
A 3, 100% of the costs of the new fire station, the equipment required to service
this fire station, and one fire engine were allocated to new development because
the levels of service requested by City staff for new development for such
facilities were below the existing service levels within the City. This assignment
of all costs to new development makes sense because there is no existing
deficiency in current service levels, and new development is paying for fewer
facilities than could be justified based on existing services levels. In this case,
there is no reason for existing development to subsidize new development’s fair
share of the new fire station, the equipment required to service this fire station,
and the fire engine costs. As for the fire training facility, applicable costs were
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allocated between existing and future development based on their relative
Equivalent Dwelling Units, as detailed in Appendix A 3.

Fee amounts for fire fees were calculated for both residential and non
residential land uses as detailed in Appendix A 3. Each land use classification (i.e.
Single Family, Multi Family, Commercial, and Industrial) was assigned an EDU
factor which was derived from the number of Persons Served, which again is
defined as the persons per household (for residential units) and 50% of the
number of employees per 1,000 building square feet of each category of non
residential development as presented in Table 5 6.

Fee Amounts

Tables 5 5 and 5 6 below present a summary of the derivation of EDUs, fee
amounts and the costs financed by fees for police and fire facilities on the Needs
List. Calculation details are presented in Appendices A 2 and A 3.

TABLE 5 5
POLICE FACILITIES

FEE DERIVATION SUMMARY

Land Use Type

Calls per
Unit / per
1,000 Non

Res. SF

Number of
Future Units /

Non Res SF

Total
Future
Calls

Development
Impact Fee

per Unit / per
1,000 Non

Res SF

Police
Facilities

Costs
Financed by

Fees

Single Family 1.40 2,553 3,569 $74 $189,489

Multi Family 1.65 2,429 3,997 $87 $212,209

Commercial 2.11 2,896,000 6,108 $112 $324,255

Industrial 0.52 1,498,000 780 $28 $41,410

Total 14,454 $767,363

Net Cost Allocated to Existing Development & Funded Through Other Sources $298,438

Total Net Police Facilities Costs $1,065,801

Based on the development projections in Section III, the fee amounts presented
in Table 5 5 are expected to finance 72.00% of the net costs of the police
facilities on the Needs List. The remaining 28.00% of the net costs of the police
facilities will be funded through other sources on behalf of existing development.
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TABLE 5 6
FIRE FACILITIES

FEE DERIVATION SUMMARY

Land Use Type

Residents/
Employees
per Unit /
per 1,000

Non Res. SF

EDUs per
per Unit / per

1,000 Non
Res. SF

Number of
Future
EDUs

Development
Impact Fee

per Unit / per
1,000 Non

Res SF

Fire
Facilities

Costs
Financed by

Fees

Single Family 2.66 1.00 2,553 $1,008 $2,573,211

Multi Family 2.66 1.00 2,429 $1,008 $2,448,229

Commercial 0.96 0.36 1,049 $365 $1,057,168

Industrial 0.52 0.20 295 $199 $297,805

Total 6,326 $6,376,413

Net Cost Allocated to Existing Development & Funded Through Other Sources $2,307,214

Total Net Fire Facilities Costs $8,683,627

Based on the development projections in Section III, the fee amounts presented
in Table 5 6 are expected to finance 73.43% of the net costs of the fire facilities
on the Needs List. The remaining 26.57% of the net costs of the fire facilities will
be funded through other sources on behalf of existing development.

C. GENERAL GOVERNMENT FACILITIES

The general government facilities include those facilities used by the City to provide basic
governmental services and public facilities maintenance services, exclusive of public safety
services. In order to serve future development through General Plan buildout in 2025, the City
identified the need for new public works and government facilities. The City Hall on the Needs
List is a new facility that will replace the existing City Hall. The City has also identified a need for
a public meeting facility (e.g., community center), a downtown parking structure and expansion
of the City Yard. Such general government facilities, excluding the expansion of the City Yard
that is needed to serve new development exclusively and will be funded 100% by new
development, are expected to benefit both existing and new development in the City and the
costs will be allocated based on total EDUs at General Plan buildout in 2025.
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1. Nexus Requirement of AB 1600

TABLE 5 7
GENERAL GOVERNMENT FACILITIES

AB 1600 NEXUS TEST

Identify Purpose of Fee General Government Facilities

Identify Use of Fee Acquisition and construction of facilities used to provide general
government and public maintenance services of City facilities.

Demonstrate how
there is a reasonable
relationship between
the need for the public
facility, the use of the
fee, and the type of
development project
on which the fee is
imposed

New residential and non residential development in the City
will generate additional residents and employees who will
increase the demand for City services including public works
and general government functions. Population and growth has
a direct impact on the need for government services and
facilities, thus a reasonable relationship exists between new
development and the public works/general government
facilities, which will have to be acquired to meet the increased
demand. Fees collected from new development will be used
exclusively for general government facilities on the Needs List.

2. Apportionment of General Government Facilities Costs

Calculation Methodology

As identified in the General Government Facilities Fee Calculation worksheet
included as Appendix A 4, 100% of the costs of the consolidated City Yard were
allocated to new development because the level of service requested by City
staff for new development for such facility was below the existing service level
within the City. This assignment of all costs to new development makes sense
because there is no existing deficiency in the current service level, and new
development is paying for fewer facilities than could be justified based on the
existing service level. In this case, there is no reason for existing development to
subsidize new development’s fair share of the costs of the consolidated City
Yard. As for the other general government facilities, applicable costs were
allocated between existing and future development based on their relative
Equivalent Dwelling Units, as detailed in Appendix A 4.

Fee amounts for this element were calculated for both residential and non
residential land uses as detailed in Appendix A 4. Each land use classification (i.e.
Single Family, Multi Family, Commercial, and Industrial) was assigned an EDU
factor which was derived from the number of Persons Served, which again is
defined as the persons per household (for residential units) and 50% of the
number of employees per 1,000 building square feet of each category of non
residential development as presented in Table 5 8.
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Fee Amounts

Table 5 8 represents a summary of the derivation of EDUs, fee amounts and the
costs financed by fees for the general government facilities. A total of
$18,471,177 is needed to fund new development’s share of a new City Hall,
public meeting facility (e.g., a community center), a downtown parking structure
and expansion of the City Yard. The details of the fee calculation are presented in
Appendix A 4.

TABLE 5 8
GENERAL GOVERNMENT FACILITIES

FEE DERIVATION SUMMARY

Land Use Type

Residents/
Employees

per Unit / per
1,000 Non

Res. SF

EDUs per
per Unit /
per 1,000

Non Res. SF

Number of
Future
EDUs

Development
Impact Fee

per Unit / per
1,000 Non

Res. SF

Government
Facilities

Costs
Financed by

Fees

Single Family 2.66 1.00 2,553 $2,920 $7,454,070

Multi Family 2.66 1.00 2,429 $2,920 $7,092,024

Commercial 1.927 0.36 1,049 $1,057 $3,062,402

Industrial 1.049 0.20 295 $576 $862,680

Total $18,471,177

Net Cost Allocated to Existing Development & Funded Through Other Sources $16,952,662

Total Net Government Facilities Costs $35,423,839

Based on the development projections in Section III, the fee amounts presented in Table
5 8 will finance 52.14% of the net costs of the general government facilities identified
on the Needs List. The remaining 47.86% of the net costs of general government
facilities will be funded through other sources on behalf of existing development.

D. PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES

The Parks Facilities will serve the residents of the City by providing facilities for recreation while
enhancing the community’s appeal and quality of life. The Fee Study includes a component for
the acquisition of approximately 117 acres for Salina River land acquisition, as well as new park
facilities including an aquatic facility to serve new residential development through General
Plan buildout in 2025. Such park facilities, excluding the Montebello Park facilities that are
needed to serve new development exclusively and will be funded 100% by new development,
are expected to benefit both existing and new development in the City and the costs will be
allocated based on total EBUs at General Plan buildout in 2025.
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Six park facilities are proposed in addition to the new aquatics facility. Salinas River, Centennial
Park, Sherwood Park, Uptown Park, Town Centre Park and Montebello Park represent a mix
and match of active and passive park usage, of new land acquisition, and expansion of City
currently owned park acquisitions. Table 5 9 below identifies the facilities proposed to be
funded in whole or in part with the fees. Acquisition costs and improvement costs were
provided by City staff. City staff and the City Council are sensitive to the rising costs of both land
acquisition and construction costs, supported by recent and ongoing right of way negotiations
by the City, as well as construction inflation indices such as the Engineering News Record.

TABLE 5 9
PARK FACILITIES AND FACILITIES COSTS

Facility
Facility

Unit Acres
Facilities

Costs
Salinas River Land Acquisition Acre 117 $4,680,000
Centennial Park Amphitheatre Acre 16 $300,000
Sherwood Park Land Improvements Acre 28 $10,009,600
Uptown Park Development Acre 10 $8,748,495
Town Centre Park Redevelopment NA NA $4,629,760
Montebello Park Acquisition & Development 3 3 $4,750,000
Total Facilities Cost $33,117,855

Land acquisition costs for Salinas Corridor and Montebello Park are dependent on the real
estate market at the time of acquisition. Location, demand for land, encumbrances, comparable
acquisitions, and construction costs are a few of the many variables that play into appraisals
and negotiations. Each park has its own location and improvement requirements. For instance,
Centennial Park is an expansion of existing City owned park land and will have passive uses such
as paths and open space. It is reasonable that the total cost per acre would be the lower of the
six parks. In Contrast, Montebello Park, though only 3 acres, will need to be acquired in an area
of higher demand for land, and the improvements will be active in nature, such as lighted
sports fields, community structures and parking facilities, all contributing to a higher cost per
acre of the six parks.

Parks and recreation improvements have been further divided into three groups. The first
group consists of the park facilities required to serve new and existing development through
General Plan buildout in 2025 and include the facilities identified in Table 5 9 above, excluding
the Montebello Park facilities. In order to provide the same level of facilities for both existing
and new development, the costs for such proposed park land and improvements have been
allocated to both existing and new development based on total EBUs at General Plan buildout
in 2025 as shown in Tables V(A) through V(C) of Appendix A 5. New development is assigned
29.84% of these facilities costs, as shown in Appendix A 5.

The second group of park facilities consists of the Montebello Park facilities that are needed to
serve new development exclusively and will be funded 100% by new development.
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The third group consists solely of the new aquatic facility. As there is no existing facility, and
therefore the existing level of service is zero, the new aquatic facility costs will be shared
between existing and new development in proportion to the relative number of existing and
future EBUs at General Plan buildout in 2025. New development is assigned 29.84% of this cost,
as shown in Appendix A 5.

1. NEXUS REQUIREMENT OF AB 1600

TABLE 5 10
PARK AND RECREATION ELEMENT

AB 1600 NEXUS TEST

Identify Purpose of Fee Park and Recreation Facilities

Identify Use of Fee The construction and acquisition of parkland, open space, and
aquatic facility.

Demonstrate how
there is a reasonable
relationship between
the need for the public
facility, the use of the
fee, and the type of
development project
on which the fee is
imposed

New residential development will generate additional residents
and who will increase the demand for active and passive park
and recreation facilities within the City. Land will have to be
purchased and improved to meet this increased demand, thus a
reasonable relationship exists between the need for park and
open space facilities and the impact of residential
development. Fees collected from new development will be
used exclusively for park and open space facilities identified on
the Needs List.

2. APPORTIONMENT OF PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES COSTS

Calculation Methodology

Since the use of park facilities is generally limited to daytime hours, it is
reasonable to assume that a non working resident has a greater number of
available hours for potential use per week than either a working resident or
employee. In order to equitably allocate the costs between future residents,
availability of use is measured in term of equivalent benefit units or (EBUs) with
one (1) EBU representing the potential recreation usage of a single family
residential unit.

Equivalent Benefit Unit (EBU) Determination

As previously stated, EBUs for park and open space facilities are a function of the
number of hours potentially available for use of the park facilities. Table 5 11
presents the assumptions used to determine the potential usage for a typical
week.
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TABLE 5 11
PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES

TOTAL HOURS OF POTENTIAL PARKS USAGE PER WEEK

User of Facilities

Potential
Recreation

Hours
Work Day

Number of
Work Days
per Week

Hours Per
Weekend

Day

Number of
Weekend
Days Per

Week

Potential
Recreation
Hours Per
Week Per

Person

Resident, non working 12 5 12 2 84

Resident, working 2 5 12 2 34

Tables 5 12 and 5 13 present the total potential hours available for recreation
use for each residential land use classification (i.e. SFR, MFR). Fee amounts for
park facilities were calculated for residential land uses as detailed in Appendix A
5.

TABLE 5 12
PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES

TOTAL POTENTIAL RECREATION HOURS PER WEEK
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

Type of Resident
Residents Per Single
Family Household

Potential Recreation
Hours / Week per

Person

Potential Recreation
Hours / Week per

Single Family
Household

Resident, non working 1.57 84 132
Resident, working 1.09 34 37

Total 2.66 169

TABLE 5 13
PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES

TOTAL POTENTIAL RECREATION HOURS PER WEEK
MULTI FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

Type of Resident
Residents Per Multi
Family Household

Potential Recreation
Hours / Week per

Person

Potential
Recreation

Hours/Week per
Multi Family
Household

Resident, non working 1.57 84 132
Resident, working 1.09 34 37

Total 2.66 169
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Fee Amounts

Table 5 14 presents a summary of the derivation of equivalent benefit units
(“EBUs”), fee amounts and costs to be financed by fees for park and recreation
facilities. Appendix A 5 contains the fee derivation worksheet for park and
recreation facilities (summarized in Table 5 14).

TABLE 5 14
PARK AND RECREATION FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS

FEE DERIVATION SUMMARY

Land Use Type

Potential
Recreation
Hour per
Week per

Unit
EBUs per

Unit
Number of
New EBUs

Development
Impact Fee

Per Unit

Park
Facilities

Costs
Financed by

Fees

Single Family 169 1.00 2,553 $2,855 $7,288,414

Multi Family 169 1.00 2,429 $2,855 $6,934,413

Total 338 $14,222,827

Cost Allocated to Existing Development & Funded Through Other Sources $22,267,418

Total Net Park and Recreation Facilities Costs $36,490,245

If development takes place as projected in Section III, the fee amounts presented
in Table 5 14 are expected to finance 38.98% of the net costs of the park and
recreation facilities on the Needs List. The remaining 61.02% of the net costs of
the park and recreation facilities will be funded through other sources on behalf
of existing development.

E. LIBRARY FACILITIES

The library facilities will serve the residents of the City by promoting literacy and learning, as
well as, providing an improved quality of life. The Fee Study includes a component for
expanding and remodeling the existing library facilities, including acquiring library books and
materials for these facilities. The costs of the library facilities have been allocated to new
residential development only.
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1. Nexus Requirement of AB 1600

TABLE 5 15
LIBRARY AMENITIES

AB 1600 NEXUS TEST

Identify Purpose of Fee Library Facilities

Identify Use of Fee Expanding and remodeling of existing library facilities,
including the acquisition of books and materials for these
facilities

Demonstrate how there
is a reasonable
relationship between
the need for the public
facility, the use of the
fee, and the type of
development project on
which the fee is imposed

New residential development will generate additional
residents who will become library patrons that will demand
increased library services, remodeling of the library and
addition of a study center and branch library. Collections
will have expanded and additional volumes acquired to
meet this increased demand. Fees collected from new
development will be used for the remodeling/expansion of
the existing library facilities, and the acquisition of books
and materials

2. Apportionment of Library Facilities Costs

Calculation Methodology

Fee amounts for this element were calculated for residential land uses as
detailed in Appendix A 6. Each of the land use categories (Single Family and
Multi Family) is assigned an EDU factor derived from the number of persons per
household as presented in Table 5 16.

The City currently utilizes an approximate 20,610 square foot building for the
branch library and a separate 1,920 square foot study center located at 3600 Oak
Street. According to the City, the current level of services is adequate to serve
the existing development within the City. The City has determined that an
expansion and remodel of the existing library facilities, including acquiring library
books and materials for these facilities, will be needed as a result of new
development. Therefore, 100% of the costs will be allocated to new
development.
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TABLE 5 16
LIBRARY FACILITIES

FEE DERIVATION SUMMARY

Land Use Type

Residents
per
Unit

EDUs
per
Unit

Number of
Future
EDUs

Development
Impact Fee

per Unit

Library
Facilities

Costs
Financed by

Fees

Single Family 2.66 1.00 2,553 $942 $2,405,983

Multi Family 2.66 1.00 2,429 $942 $2,289,124

Total 4,982 $4,695,107

Cost Allocated to Existing Development & Funded Through Other Sources $0

Total Net Library Facilities Costs $4,695,107

Based on the development projections in Section III, the fee amounts presented
in Table 5 16 are expected to finance 100% of the net costs of the library
facilities on the Needs List.
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VI. SUMMARY OF FEES

The total impact fee amounts to finance new development’s share of the costs of facilities in
the Needs Lists are summarized in Table 6 1.

TABLE 6 1
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SUMMARY

Residential Development Non Residential Development

Facility Single Family Multi Family Commercial Industrial
($ per unit) ($ per unit) ($ per 1,000 SF) ($ per 1,000 SF)

A. Transportation Facilities $11,653 $8,031 $10,543 $2,959

B. Public Safety Facilities

Police Facilities $74 $87 $112 $28

Fire Facilities $1,008 $1,008 $365 $199

Subtotal Public Safety Facilities $1,082 $1,095 $477 $227

C. General Government Facilities $2,920 $2,920 $1,057 $576

D. Park and Recreation Facilities $2,855 $2,855 NA NA

E. Library Facilities $942 $942 NA NA

Total Impact Fees $19,452 $15,843 $12,077 $3,762

(S per BSF for Non Residential) NA NA $12.077 $3.762
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I. Existing Daily Trips Calculation

Total

Daily

Land Use Type Trips

Single Family Residential 7.56 7,437 56,224
Multi Family Residential 5.21 4,274 22,268
Commercial 6.84 4,044,000 27,661
Industrial 1.92 2,093,000 4,019

110,171

II. Projected Daily Trips Calculation

Total

Daily

Land Use Type Trips

Single Family Residential 7.56 2,553 19,301
Multi Family Residential 5.21 2,429 12,655
Commercial 6.84 2,896,000 19,809
Industrial 1.92 1,498,000 2,876

54,641

III. Proposed Transportation Facilities Costs

Facilities
Costs

City Wide Transportation Facilities Costs $247,791,720
Offsetting Revenues Total ($13,460,227)

$234,331,493
Plus: Specific Plan Facilities $6,247,329

$240,578,822

IV. Allocation of City Wide Transportation Facilities Costs (based on Daily Trips)

Total Percentage of Facilities
Daily Trips Costs Allocated Costs

Existing Development 110,171 66.85% $165,640,334
New Development 54,641 33.15% $82,151,386

164,811 100.00% $247,791,720

City of El Paso de Robles
Appendix A 1

Transportation Facilities Fee Calculation

Number of Units / Non
Res. SF

Number of Units / Non
Res. SF

Total City Wide Transportation Facilities Costs

Trip Generation Rate per
Unit / per Non Res. 1,000

S.F. (commercial pass
throughs deducted)

Trip Generation Rate per
Unit / per Non Res. 1,000

S.F. (commercial pass
throughs deducted)

Total Existing Daily Trips

Total Projected Daily Trips

Facilities Type

Development Description

Net City Wide Transportation Facilities Costs

Total Transportation Facilities Costs
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Transportation Facilities Fee Calculation

V. Allocation of Specific Plan Facilities Costs (based on Daily Trips)

Percentage of Facilities
Costs Allocated Costs

Specific Plan Development 66.85% $4,176,127
New Development (Outside of Specific Plan) 33.15% $2,071,202

100.00% $6,247,329

VI. Allocation of Transportation Facilities Costs to New Development (based on Projected Daily Trips)

Facilities Costs Facilities
Projected Allocated to Cost Per

Facility Type Daily Trips New Development Daily Trip

Transportation Facilities Costs 54,641 $84,222,588 $1,541.39
54,641 $1,541.39

VII. Development Impact Fee per Residential Unit / per 1,000 Non Residential Bldg. SF

Trip Generation Rate per
Unit / per Non Res. 1,000

S.F. (commercial pass
throughs deducted)

Transportation Facilities
Cost per Unit / per Non

Res. 1,000 SF

Transportation Facilities
Costs Financed

by DIF

Single Family Residential 7.56 $11,653 $29,749,932
Multi Family Residential 5.21 $8,031 $19,506,466
Commercial 6.84 $10,543 $30,532,898
Industrial 1.92 $2,959 $4,433,293

$84,222,588
$169,816,461
$254,039,049

Offsetting Revenues Not Yet Committed Allocated to Existing Development (13,460,227)$
$240,578,822

[1] Based on daily trip rates extrapolated from the Fehr & Peers Traffic Demand Forecast Model incorporated in the 2011 Circulation Element.

[2] Assumes allowance for diverted trips or pass throughs; 75% for Commercial and 55% for Industrial. Based on direction received from Public Works Department.

Development Description

Total Specific Plan Facilities Costs

Total Transportation Facilities Costs

Net Transportation Facilities Costs

Gross Allocation to Existing Development

Notes:

Gross Allocation to New Development

Transportation Facilities Costs Summary

Land Use Type
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I. Inventory of Existing Facilities

Facility
Facility Quantity Units
Patrol and Specialty Vehicles 25 Each
Assigned Officer Equipment 33 Each
Computers & Comm Equipment 33 Each
Multi channel Portable Radios 41 Each
Shooting Range 0 Each

II. Existing EDU Calculation

[c] [e]
[a] [b] Calls per Unit/ Total

Number of Units/ Total Employees per EDU's per Unit/ Number of EDU's
Land Use Type Non Res 1,000 SF Calls [1] Non Res. 1,000 SF [1] Non Res. 1,000 SF [a]*[d]
Single Family 7,437 10,397 1.40 1.00 7,437
Multi Family 4,274 7,033 1.65 1.18 5,031
Commercial 4,044 8,529 2.11 1.51 6,101
Industrial 2,093 1,090 0.52 0.37 780
Total 19,348

III. Existing Service Standard

Quantity
Facility Quantity Facility Units per 1,000 EDU's
Patrol and Specialty Vehicles 25 Each 1.29
Assigned Officer Equipment 33 Each 1.71
Computers & Comm Equipment 33 Each 1.71
Multi channel Portable Radios 41 Each 2.12
Shooting Range 0 Each 0.00

IV. Future EDU Calculations

[c] [e]
[a] [b] Calls per Unit/ Total

Number of Units/ Total Employees per EDU's per Unit/ Number of EDU's
Land Use Type Non Res 1,000 SF[2] Projected Calls Non Res. 1,000 SF[1] Non Res. 1,000 SF [a]*[d]
Single Family 2,553 3,569 1.40 1.00 2,553
Multi Family 2,429 3,997 1.65 1.18 2,859
Commercial 2,896 6,108 2.11 1.51 4,369
Industrial 1,498 780 0.52 0.37 558
Total 10,339

V. Proposed Inventory, Cost, and Service Standard

Facility Quantity
Facility Quantity Facility Units Cost per 1,000 EDU's
Patrol and Specialty Vehicles 13 Each $420,900 1.26
Assigned Officer Equipment 28 Each $100,200 2.71
Computers & Comm Equipment 18 Each $225,000 1.74
Multi channel Portable Radios 16 Each $36,000 1.55
Shooting Range 1 Each $416,240 0.10
Offsetting Revenues ($132,539)
Total Cost of Police Facilities $1,065,801

VI. Allocation of Police Facilities to Existing & New Development (based on total EDUs)

A.1 Patrol and Specialty Vehicles

[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]
Existing Total Future Facility Units Allocated 100% Proposed Service Facility Units per EDU Facility Units Beyond Total Proposed

Facility Units Per EDU's To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Existing Service Standard [4] New Facility Units
1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]

1.29 10,338.76 13.36 1.26 0.00 0.00 13.00

A.2 Facility Units Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development Not Applicable

A.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type Vehicles Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 0.00 0.00% $0
New Development 13.00 100.00% $420,900
Total 13.00 100.00% $420,900

B.1 Assigned Officer Equipment

[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]
Existing Total Future Facility Units Allocated 100% Proposed Service Facility Units per EBU Facility Units Beyond Total Proposed

Facility Units Per EDU's To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Existing Service Standard [4] New Facility Units
1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]

1.71 10,338.76 17.63 2.71 1.00 10.37 28.00

Appendix A 2

Police Facilities Fee Calculation

[d]

[d]

City of El Paso de Robles
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Appendix A 2

Police Facilities Fee Calculation
City of El Paso de Robles

B.2 Facility Units Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development

Facility Units Split Facility Units
Number of Percentage of Between New and Allocated 100% To Total Facility

Facility Type EDU's Total EDU's Existing Development New Development Units Allocated
Existing 19,348 65.17% 6.76 NA 6.76
New Development 10,339 34.83% 3.61 17.63 21.24
Total 29,687 100.00% 10.37 28.00

B.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type Facility Units Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 6.76 24.13% $24,177
New Development 21.24 75.87% $76,023
Total 28.00 100.00% $100,200

C.1 Computers and Communication Equipment

[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]
Existing Total Future Facility Units Allocated Proposed Service Facility Units per EDU Facility Units Beyond Total Proposed

Facility Units Per EDU's 100% To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Existing Service Standard [4] New Facility Units
1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]

1.71 10,338.76 17.63 1.74 0.04 0.37 18.00

C.2 Facility Units Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development

Facility Units Split Facility Units
Number of Percentage of Total Between New and Existing Allocated 100% To Total Facility Units

Facility Type EDU's EDU's Development New Development Allocated
Existing 19,348 65.17% 0.24 NA 0.24
New Development 10,339 34.83% 0.13 17.63 17.76
Total 29,687 100.00% 0.37 18.00

C.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type Facility Units Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 0.24 1.33% $2,982
New Development 17.76 98.67% $222,018
Total 18.00 100.00% $225,000

D.1 Multi Channel Portable Radios

[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]
Existing Total Future Facility Units Allocated Proposed Service Facility Units per EBU Facility Units Beyond Total Proposed

Facility Units Per EDU's 100% To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Existing Service Standard [4] New Facility Units
1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]

2.12 10,338.76 21.91 1.55 0.00 0.00 16.00

D.2 Facility Units Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development Not Applicable

D.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type Facility Units Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 0.00 0.00% $0
New Development 16.00 100.00% $36,000
Total 16.00 100.00% $36,000

E.1 Shooting Range

[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]
Existing Total Future Facility Units Allocated Proposed Service Facility Units per EBU Facility Units Beyond Total Proposed

Facility Units Per EDU's 100% To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Existing Service Standard [4] New Facility Units
1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]

0.00 10,338.76 0.00 0.10 0.10 1.00 1.00

E.2 Facility Units Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development

Facility Units Split Facility Units
Number of Percentage of Total Between New and Allocated 100% To Total Facility

Facility Type EDU's EDU's Existing Development New Development Units Allocated
Existing 19,348 65.17% 0.65 NA 0.65
New Development 10,339 34.83% 0.35 NA 0.35

29,687 100.00% 1.00 1.00
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Appendix A 2

Police Facilities Fee Calculation
City of El Paso de Robles

E.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type Facility Units Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 0.65 65.17% $271,279
New Development 0.35 34.83% $144,961
Total 1.00 100.00% $416,240

Facility Cost Allocated Total Cost Per
Section VI Type to New Development Future EDU's EDU
A.3 Patrol and Specialty Vehicles $420,900 10,339 $40.71
B.3 Assigned Officer Equipment $76,023 10,339 $7.35
C.3 Computers & Comm Equipment $222,018 10,339 $21.47
D.3 Multi channel Portable Radios $36,000 10,339 $3.48
E.3 Shooting Range $144,961 10,339 $14.02

Offsetting Revenues ($132,539) 10,339 ($12.82)
Total $767,363 $74.22

VIII. Development Impact Fee per Unit or per 1,000 Non Res. SF

EDUs Per Fees Per Number of Cost Financed
Land Use Type Unit/1,000 Non Res. SF Unit/1,000 Non Res. SF Units/Non Res. 1,000 SF by DIF
Single Family 1.00 $74 2,553 $189,489
Multi Family 1.18 $87 2,429 $212,209
Commercial 1.51 $112 2,896 $324,255
Industrial 0.37 $28 1,498 $41,410
Total Allocated to New Development $767,363
Outside Funding Responsibility $298,438
Total Police Facilities Costs $1,065,801

Notes:
[1] Estimated calendar year phone log, provided by City of El Paso de Robles.
[2] Potential Housing Units based on City of El Paso de Robles, Revised 2012 Land Use Element.
[3] Allocates 100% to new development square feet/equipment or vehicles necessary to fund existing service standard for new residents.
[4] Denotes proposed service standard in excess to that currently provided to existing residents.

VII. Summary Cost Data
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I. Inventory of Existing Facilities
Facility Type Quantity Facility Units
Three Fire Stations 27,500 Square Feet
Rescue Unit 1 Each
Type I Fire Engine 3 Each
Aircraft Crash Response 1 Each
Staff Vehicle 4 Each

II. Existing EDU Calculation
[a] [b] [d]

Number of Residents per Unit/ [c] Total
Units/ Employees Per 1,000 EDUs per Unit/ Number of EDUs

Land Use Type Non Res. 1,000 SF Non Res. SF Per 1,000 Non Res. SF [a]*[c]
Single Family 7,437 2.66 1.00 7,437
Multi Family 4,274 2.66 1.00 4,274
Commercial 4,044 0.96 0.36 1,465
Industrial 2,093 0.52 0.20 413
Total 13,588

III. Existing Facility Standard
Quantity

Facility Type Quantity Facility Units per 1,000 EDU's
Three Fire Stations 27,500 Square Feet 2,023.77
Rescue Unit 1 Each 0.07
Type I Engine 4 Each 0.29
Aircraft Crash Response 1 Each 0.07
Staff Vehicle 4 Each 0.29

IV. Future EDU Calculation
[a] [b] [d]

Number of Residents per Unit/ [c] Total
Units/ Employees per EDUs per Number of EDUs

Land Use Type Non Res. 1,000 SF [1] Non Res. 1,000 SF [2] Unit/per 1,000 Non Res. SF [a]*[c]
Single Family 2,553 2.66 1.00 2,553
Multi Family 2,429 2.66 1.00 2,429
Commercial 2,896 0.96 0.36 1,049
Industrial 1,498 0.52 0.20 295
Total 6,326

V. Proposed Inventory, Cost, and Service Standard
Quantity

Facility Type Quantity Facility Units Facility Cost per 1,000 EDU's
Fire Station 6,660 Square Feet $6,408,790 1,052.74
Type I Engine 1 Each $500,000 0.16
Fire Training Facility 7,200 Square Feet $3,381,375 1,138.10
Off setting Revenues ($1,606,538)
Total Cost of Fire Facilities $8,683,627

VI. Allocation of Fire Facilities to Existing & New Development (based on total EDUs)
A.1 Fire Station

[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]
Existing Total Future SF Allocated 100% Proposed Service SF per EDU SF Beyond Existing Total Proposed
SF Per EDU's To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Service Standard [4] New SF

1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]
2,023.77 6,326.33 12,803.07 1,052.74 0.00 0.00 6,660.00

A.2 SF Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development Not Applicable

A.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development
Total Number of Percentage of

Facility Type SF Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 0.00 0.00% $0
New Development 6,660.00 100.00% $6,408,790
Total 6,660.00 100.00% $6,408,790

Appendix A 3

Fire Facilities Fee Calculation
City of El Paso de Robles
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Appendix A 3

Fire Facilities Fee Calculation
City of El Paso de Robles

B.1 Type I Fire Engine
[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]

Existing Total Future Facility Units Allocated 100% Proposed Service Facility Units per EBU Facility Units Beyond Total Proposed
Facility Units Per EDU's To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Existing Service Standard [4] New Facility Units

1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]
0.29 6,326.33 1.86 0.16 0.00 0.00 1.00

B.2 Facility Units Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development Not Applicable

B.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development
Total Number of Percentage of

Facility Type Vehicles Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 0.00 0.00% $0
New Development 1.86 100.00% $500,000
Total 1.86 100.00% $500,000

C.1 Fire Training Facility
[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]

Existing Total Future Facility Units Allocated 100% Proposed Service Facility Units per EBU Facility Units Beyond Total Proposed
Facility Units Per EDU's To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Existing Service Standard [4] New Facility Units

1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]
0.000 6,326.33 0.00 1,138.10 1138.10 7,200.00 7,200.00

C.2 Facility Units Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development
Facility Units Split Facility Units

Number of Percentage of Total Between New and Existing Allocated 100% To Total Facility Units
Facility Type EDU's EDU's Development New Development Allocated
Existing 13,588 68.23% 4,912.78 NA 4,912.78
New Development 6,326 31.77% 2,287.22 NA 2,287.22
Total 19,915 100.00% 7,200.00 7,200.00

C.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development
Total Number of Percentage of

Facility Type Facility Units Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 4,912.78 68.23% $2,307,214
New Development 2,287.22 31.77% $1,074,161
Total 7,200.00 100.00% $3,381,375
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Appendix A 3

Fire Facilities Fee Calculation
City of El Paso de Robles

Section Cost Allocated Total Cost Per
VI Facility Type to New Development Future EDU's EDU
A.3 Fire Station $6,408,790 6,326 $1,013.03
B.3 Type I Engine $500,000 6,326 $79.03
C.3 Fire Training Facility $1,074,161 6,326 $169.79

Offsetting Revenues ($1,606,538) 6,326 ($253.94)
Total $6,376,413 $1,007.92

VIII. Development Impact Fee per Unit or per 1,000 Non Res. SF
EDUs Per Fees Per Number of Units/ Cost Financed

Land Use Type Unit/1,000 Non Res. SF Unit/1,000 Non Res. SF Non Res. 1,000 SF by DIF
Single Family 1.00 $1,008 2,553 $2,573,211
Multi Family 1.00 $1,008 2,429 $2,448,229
Commercial 0.36 $365 2,896 $1,057,168
Industrial 0.20 $199 1,498 $297,805
Total Allocated to New Development $6,376,413
Outside Funding Responsibility $2,307,214
Total Fire Facilities Costs $8,683,627

Notes:

[1] Potential Housing Units based on City of El Paso de Robles, Revised 2012 Land Use Element.

[2] Average Household Size Based on information obtained from the 2012 Land Use Element.

[3] Allocates 100% to new development square feet or vehicles necessary to fund existing service standard for new residents.

[4] Denotes proposed service standard in excess to that currently provided to existing residents.

VII. Summary Cost Data
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I. Inventory of Existing Facilities

Facility Quantity Facility Units
City Hall 14,815 Square Feet
Community Center 0 Square Feet
Performing Arts Center 0 Square Feet
Parking Structure 80,000 Square Feet
City Yard(s) 121,300 Square Feet

II. Existing EDU Calculation

[a] [b] [d]
Number of Residents per Unit/ [c] Total

Units/ Employees Per 1,000 EDUs per Unit/ Number of EDUs
Land Use Type Non Res. 1,000 SF Non Res. SF Per 1,000 Non Res. SF [a]*[c]
Single Family 7,437 2.66 1.00 7,437
Multi Family 4,274 2.66 1.00 4,274
Commercial 4,044 0.96 0.36 1,465
Industrial 2,093 0.52 0.20 413
Total 13,588

III. Existing Service Standard

Quantity
Facility Type Quantity Facility Units per 1,000 EDUs
City Hall 14,815 Square Feet 1,090.26
Community Center 0 Square Feet 0.00
Performing Arts Center 0 Square Feet 0.00
Parking Structure 80,000 Square Feet 5,887.35
City Yard(s) 121,300 Square Feet 8,926.69

IV. Future EDU Calculation

[a] [b] [d]
Number of Residents per Unit/ [c] Total

Units/ Employees Per 1,000 EDUs per Unit/ Number of EDUs
Land Use Type Non Res. 1,000 SF [1] Non Res. SF [2] Per 1,000 Non Res. SF [a]*[c]
Single Family 2,553 2.66 1.00 2,553
Multi Family 2,429 2.66 1.00 2,429
Commercial 2,896 0.96 0.36 1,049
Industrial 1,498 0.52 0.20 295
Total 6,326

V. Proposed Inventory, Cost, and Service Standard

Facility Quantity
Facility Quantity Facility Units Cost per 1,000 EDUs
City Hall 15,185 Square Feet $7,212,875 2,400.29
Public Meeting Facility 6,000 Square Feet $2,565,000 948.42
Downtown Parking 40,000 Square Feet $14,800,000 6,322.78
Consolidated Corporate Yard 46,000 Square Feet $8,428,045 7,271.20
Offsetting Revenues ($4,619,206)
Proposed New General Government Facilities Cost $28,386,714
Plus: Proposed City Hall Facilities Costs Allocable to Existing Development $7,037,125
Total General Government Facilities Costs $35,423,839

VI. Allocation of General Government Facilities to Existing & New Development (based on total EDU's)

A.1 City Hall

[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]
Existing Total Future SF Allocated 100% Proposed Service SF per EBU SF Beyond Existing Total Proposed
SF Per EDU's To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Service Standard [4] New SF

1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]
1,090.26 6,326.33 6,897.36 2,400.29 1,310.02 8,287.64 15,185.00

Appendix A 4

General Government Facilities Fee Calculation
City of El Paso de Robles
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Appendix A 4

General Government Facilities Fee Calculation
City of El Paso de Robles

A.2 SF Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development

SF Split Between SF
Number of Percentage of Total New and Existing Allocated 100% To Total SF

Facility Type EDU's EDU's Development New Development Allocated
Existing 13,588 68.23% 5,654.91 NA 5,654.91
New Development 6,326 31.77% 2,632.73 6,897.36 9,530.09
Total 19,915 100.00% 8,287.64 15,185.00

A.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type SF Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 5,654.91 37.24% $2,686,080
New Development 9,530.09 62.76% $4,526,795
Total 15,185.00 100.00% $7,212,875

B.1 Public Meeting Facility

[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]
Existing Total Future SF Allocated 100% Proposed Service SF per EBU SF Beyond Existing Total Proposed
SF Per EDU's To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Service Standard [4] New SF

1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]
0.00 6,326.33 0.00 948.42 948.42 6,000.00 6,000.00

B.2 SF Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development

SF Split Between SF
Number of Percentage of Total New and Existing Allocated 100% To Total SF

Facility Type EDU's EDU's Development New Development Allocated
Existing 13,588 68.23% 4,093.98 NA 4,093.98
New Development 6,326 31.77% 1,906.02 0.00 1,906.02
Total 19,915 100.00% 6,000.00 6,000.00

B.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type SF Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 4,093.98 68.23% $1,750,177
New Development 1,906.02 31.77% $814,823
Total 6,000.00 100.00% $2,565,000

C.1 Allocation of Downtown Parking Facilities Costs (based on total EDUs)
Facility Units Split

Split Between Facility Units Total
Number of Percentage of Total New and Existing Allocated 100% To Facility Units

Facility Type EDU's EDU's Development New Development Allocated
Existing 13,588 68.23% 27,293.21 NA 27,293.21
New Development 6,326 31.77% 12,706.79 0.00 12,706.79
Total 19,915 100.00% 40,000.00 40,000.00
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General Government Facilities Fee Calculation
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C.2 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type SF Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 27,293.21 68.23% $10,098,486
New Development 12,706.79 31.77% $4,701,514
Total 40,000.00 100.00% $14,800,000

D.1 Consolidated Corporate Yard

[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]
Existing Total Future SF Allocated 100% Proposed Service SF per EBU SF Beyond Existing Total Proposed
SF Per EDU's To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Service Standard [4] New SF

1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]
8,926.69 6,326.33 56,473.17 7,271.20 0.00 0.00 46,000.00

D.2 SF Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development Not Applicable

D.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type SF Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 0.00 0.00% $0
New Development 46,000.00 100.00% $8,428,045
Total 46,000.00 100.00% $8,428,045

Section Cost Allocated Total Cost Per
VI Facility Type to New Development Future EDU's EDU
A.3 City Hall $4,526,795 6,326 $715.55
B.3 Public Meeting Facility $814,823 6,326 $128.80
C.2 Downtown Parking $4,701,514 6,326 $743.17
D.3 Consolidated Corporate Yard $8,428,045 6,326 $1,332.22

Offsetting Revenues $0 6,326 $0.00
Total $18,471,177 $2,919.73

VIII. Development Impact Fee per Unit or per 1,000 Non Res. SF

EDUs Per Fees Per Number of Units/ Cost Financed
Land Use Type Unit/1,000 Non Res. SF Unit/1,000 Non Res. SF Non Res. 1,000 SF by DIF

Single Family 1.00 $2,920 2,553 $7,454,070
Multi Family 1.00 $2,920 2,429 $7,092,024
Commercial 0.36 $1,057 2,896 $3,062,402
Industrial 0.20 $576 1,498 $862,680
Total Allocated to New Development $18,471,177
Outside Funding Responsibility $16,952,662
Total General Government Facilities Costs $35,423,839

Notes:
[1] Potential Housing Units based on City of El Paso de Robles, Revised 2012 Land Use Element.
[2] Average Household Size Based on information obtained from the 2012 Land Use Element.
[3] Allocates 100% to new development square feet necessary to fund existing service standard for new residents.
[4] Denotes proposed service standard in excess to that currently provided to existing residents.

VII. Summary Cost Data
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I. Inventory of Existing Facilities

Facility Size (Acre)
Parks

Barney Schwartz Park 36.9
Casa Robles Park 0.36
Centennial Park 17.87
Creston Road Median 1.48
Downtown Civic Center Park 4.27
Family Park at 36th and Oak 1.00
Mandrella Park 0.65
Oak Creek Park 7.06
Pioneer Park 4.87
Robbins Baseball Field 2.50
Royal Oak Park 7.53
Scott Street Park 0.50
Sherwood Park 11.40
Sherwood Forest Playground 2.00
Turtle Creek Park 1.53
Subtotal 99.955

Recreation Amenities
Aquatic Facility NA

Total 99.96

II. Existing EBU Calculation

Potential
Number of Residents Per Recreation Hours/ EBU Number of Total
Residents Unit Week per Unit [1] per Unit Units Number of EBUs

Single Family Residential 19,782 2.66 169 1.00 7,437 7,437
Multi Family Residential 11,369 2.66 169 1.00 4,274 4,274
Total 31,151 11,711

III. Existing Facility Standard

Facility Facility Units Facility Units
Unit Per 1,000 Residents Per 1,000 EBUs

Parks Acre 3.21 8.54

IV. Future EBU Calculation

Potential
Number of Residents Recreation Hours/ EBU Number of Total

Residents Per Unit Week per Unit [1] per Unit Units Number of EBUs
Single Family Residential 6,791 2.66 169 1.00 2,553 2,553
Multi Family Residential 6,461 2.66 169 1.00 2,429 2,429
Total 13,252 4,982

Appendix A 5

Park and Recreation Facilities Fee Calculation

Facility Type

Land Use Type

Land Use Type

City of El Paso de Robles
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Park and Recreation Facilities Fee Calculation
City of El Paso de Robles

V (A). Inventory of Proposed Park Facilities (Land Acquisition)

Total Facility
Acres Cost

117 $4,680,000
Parks Subtotal V (A). Land Acquisition 117 $4,680,000

V (B). Inventory of Proposed Park Facilities (Land Improvements)

Total Facility
Acres Cost

Centennial Park Amphitheatre 16 $300,000
28 $10,009,600

Uptown Park Development 10 $8,748,495
Town Centre Park Redevelopment NA $4,629,760
Parks Subtotal V (B). Land Improvements 54 $23,687,855
Parks Total 171 $28,367,855

Total Facility Percentage of
Acres Cost Per EBU Cost Cost Allocated

Existing Development 120 $1,699.39 $19,901,513 70.16%
New Development 51 $1,699.39 $8,466,342 29.84%
Total Recreation Cost 171 $28,367,855 100.00%

VI. Inventory of Proposed Park Facilities Allocated to New Development

Total Facility
Acres Cost

3 $4,750,000
Parks Total 3 $4,750,000

Total Facility
Acres Cost

Aquatic Facility 10 $5,000,000
Offsetting Revenues ($391,479)
Total Recreation Cost $4,608,521

VIII. Allocation of Recreation Facilities to Existing and New Development (based on total EBUs)

Total Facility Percentage of
Acres Cost Per EBU Cost Cost Allocated

Existing Development 7 $276.08 $3,233,115 70.16%
New Development 3 $276.08 $1,375,406 29.84%
Total Recreation Cost 10 $4,608,521 100.00%

Facility Cost Per Facility Units Cost
Unit Facility Unit Per 1,000 EBUs Per EBU

Parks Acre $244,590 10.85 $2,653
Recreation Facilities (Aquatic Facility) Acre $460,852.10 0.60 $276
Total Facility Cost per EBU $2,929
Total Facilities Costs Allocated to New Development $14,591,748
Offsetting Revenues Not Yet Committed New Development ($368,921)
Net Facilities Costs Allocated to New Development $14,222,827
Net Facility Cost per EBU $2,855

X. Development Impact Fee per Unit

EBUs Per Fees Per Cost Financed
Unit Unit by DIF

Single Family Residential 1.00 $2,855 $7,288,414
Multi Family Residential 1.00 $2,855 $6,934,413

$14,222,827
Net Allocated to Existing Development $23,134,628
Offsetting Revenues Not Yet Committed Existing Development ($867,210)
Total Park and Recreation Facilities Costs $36,490,245

Notes:
[1] Please refer to "EBU & EDU Calculation Year to Build Out" worksheet contained herein.

Net Allocation to New Development

Land Use Type

Facility
Salinas River Land Acquisition

Facility

Facility
Montebello Park Acquisition and Development

Facility

Facility

V (C). Allocation of Park Facilities to Existing and New Development (based on total EBUs)

Facility

Sherwood Park Land Improvements

IX. Costs allocated to New Development for Parks and Recreation Facilities

VII. Inventory of Proposed Recreation Facilities

Facility
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I. Inventory of Existing Facilities
Facility Quantity Facility Units
Library & Other Improvements 22,530 Square Feet
Library Books/Materials 74,990 Each

II. Existing EDU Calculation
[a] [b] [d]

Number of Residents per Unit/ [c] Total
Units/ Employees Per 1,000 EDUs per Unit/ Number of EDUs

Land Use Type Non Res. 1,000 SF Non Res. SF Per 1,000 Non Res. SF [a]*[c]
Single Family 7,437 2.66 1.00 7,437
Multi Family 4,274 2.66 1.00 4,274
Total 11,711

III. Existing Facility Standard
Quantity

Facility Type Quantity Facility Units per 1,000 EDU's
Library & Other Improvements 22,530 Square Feet 1,923.83
Library Books/Materials 74,990 Each 6,403.38

IV. Future EDU Calculation
[a] [b] [d]

Number of Residents per Unit/ [c] Total
Units/ Employees Per 1,000 EDUs per Unit/ Number of EDUs

Land Use Type Non Res. 1,000 SF [1] Non Res. SF [2] Per 1,000 Non Res. SF [a]*[c]
Single Family 2,553 2.66 1.00 2,553
Multi Family 2,429 2.66 1.00 2,429
Total 4,982

V. Proposed Inventory, Cost, and Service Standard
Facility Quantity

Facility Quantity Facility Units Cost per 1,000 EDUs
Library & Other Improvements 9,500 Square Feet $4,450,000 1,906.86
Library Books/Materials 11,530 Each $1,196,000 2,314.33
Offsetting Revenues ($950,893)
Total $4,695,107

Appendix A 6

Library Facilities Fee Calculation
City of El Paso de Robles
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Appendix A 6

Library Facilities Fee Calculation
City of El Paso de Robles

VI. Allocation of General Government Facilities to Existing & New Development (based on total EDU's)
A.1 Library Facility (Upstairs) and Study Center

[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]
Existing Total Future SF Allocated 100% Proposed Service SF per EDU SF Beyond Existing Total Proposed
SF Per EDU's To New Development [3] Standard Per Beyond Existing Service Standard [4] New SF

1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]
1,923.83 4,982.00 9,584.53 1,906.86 0.00 0.00 9,500.00

A.2 SF Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development Not Applicable

A.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type SF Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 0.00 0.00% $0
New Development 9,500.00 100.00% $4,450,000
Total 9,500.00 100.00% $4,450,000

B.1 Library Books/Materials
[a] [b] [c] [d] [e] [f] [g]

Existing Total Future Facility Units Allocated 100% Proposed Service Facility Units per Facility Units Beyond Total Proposed
Facility Units Per EDU's To New Development [3] Standard Per EDU Beyond Existing Existing Service Standard [4] New Facility Units

1,000 EDU's [a]*[b] 1,000 EDU's [d] [a] [b]*[e] [c]+[f]
6,403.38 4,982.00 31,901.65 2,314.33 0.00 0.00 11,530.00

B.2 Facility Units Beyond Existing Service Standard Split Between New and Existing, plus SF allocated 100% to New Development Not Applicable

B.3 Cost Allocated Between Existing and New Development

Total Number of Percentage of
Facility Type Facility Units Cost Allocated Facility Cost
Existing 0.00 0.00% $0
New Development 11,530.00 100.00% $1,196,000
Total 11,530.00 100.00% $1,196,000

Section Facility Cost Allocated Total Cost Per
VII. Type to New Development Future EDU's EDU
A.3 Library Facility/Study Center $4,450,000 4,982 $893.22
B.3 Library Books/Materials $1,196,000 4,982 $240.06

Offsetting Revenues ($950,893) 4,982 ($190.87)
Total $4,695,107 $942.41

VIII. Development Impact Fee per Unit
EDUs Per Fees Per Number of Cost Financed

Land Use Type Unit/1,000 Non Res. SF Unit/1,000 Non Res. SF Units/Non Res. 1,000 SF by DIF
Single Family 1.00 $942 2,553 $2,405,983
Multi Family 1.00 $942 2,429 $2,289,124
Total Allocated to New Development $4,695,107
Outside Funding Responsibility $0
Total Cost of Library Facilities $4,695,107

Notes:
[1] Potential Housing Units based on City of El Paso de Robles, Revised 2012 Land Use Element.
[2] Average Household Size Based on information obtained from the 2012 Land Use Element
[3] Allocates 100% to new development square feet or facility units necessary to fund existing service standard for new residents
[4] Denotes proposed service standard in excess to that currently provided to existing residents

VII. Summary Cost Data
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Appendix B

EBU & EDU Calculation Worksheet
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Existing EDU Calculation [1]
Service Factor (Residents and Employees)

Residents per Unit/
Number of Persons Served per EDUs per Unit/ Number of Units/ Total

Land Use Type Persons Served ** 1,000 Non Res. SF per 1,000 Non Res. SF Non Res. SF Number of EDUs
Single Family Residential 19,782 2.66 1.00 7,437 7,437
Multi Family Residential 11,369 2.66 1.00 4,274 4,274
Commercial 3,896 0.96 0.36 4,044,000 1,465
Industrial 1,098 0.52 0.20 2,093,000 413

Total 36,145 13,588
Source: David Taussig & Associates; City of El Paso de Robles, Revised 2012 Land Use Element.
** Persons Served = Residents plus 50% of Employees, customary industry practice designed to capture the reduced levels of service demanded by employees.

Future EDU Calculation [1]
Service Factor (Future Residents and Employees)

Residents per Unit/
Number of Persons Served per EDUs per Unit/ Number of Units/ Total

Land Use Type Persons Served ** 1,000 Non Res. SF per 1,000 Non Res. SF Non Res. SF Number of EDUs
Single Family Residential 6,791 2.66 1.00 2,553 2,553
Multi Family Residential 6,461 2.66 1.00 2,429 2,429
Commercial 2,790 0.96 0.36 2,896,000 1,049
Industrial 786 0.52 0.20 1,498,000 295

Total 16,828 6,326
Source: David Taussig & Associates; City of El Paso de Robles, Revised 2012 Land Use Element.
** Persons Served = Residents plus 50% of Employees, customary industry practice designed to capture the reduced levels of service demanded by employees.

EBU Calculation
I. Total Hours of Potential Parks Usage per Week.

Number of
Potential Recreation Number of Work Hours Per Weekend Days Potential Recreation Hours

User of Facilities Hours Work Day Days per Week Weekend Day Per Week Per Week Per Person
Resident, non working 12 5 12 2 84
Resident, working 2 5 12 2 34
Employee (comm/ind) 2 5 12 0 10

II a. Total Potential Recreation Hours per Week. (Single Family Residential)

Number Per Potential Recreation Hours/ Potential Recreation Hours/
Type Of Resident Household Week per Person Week per Households
Resident, non working 1.57 84 132
Resident, working 1.09 34 37
Total 2.66 169

II b. Total Potential Recreation Hours per Week. (Multi Family Residential)

Number Per Potential Recreation Hours/ Potential Recreation Hours/
Type Of Resident Household Week per Person Week per Household
Resident, non working 1.57 84 132
Resident, working 1.09 34 37
Total 2.66 169
Assume the potential recreation hours per single family residential detached dwelling unit equals 1 EBU

Notes:
[1] Applies to Fire, General Government, Park and Recreation, and Library facilities apportionment.

Appendix B

EBU & EDU Calculation Worksheet
City of El Paso de Robles
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Appendix C

Department Contact List
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Department Contact List

Transportation Facilities: John Falkenstien, City Engineer
Telephone: (805) 237 3970
Email: JFalkenstien@prcity.com

Police Facilities: Robert Burton, Police Chief
Telephone: (805) 237 6464
Email: PDChief@prcity.com

Fire Facilities: Ken Johnson, Fire Chief
Telephone: (805) 227 7560
Email: KJohnson@prcity.com

Doug Monn, Public Works Director
Telephone: (805) 237 3861
Email: DMonn@prcity.com

General Government
Services Facilities:

Jim App, City Manager
Telephone: (805) 237 3888
Email: JApp@prcity.com

John Falkenstien, City Engineer
Telephone: (805) 237 3970
Email: JFalkenstien@prcity.com

Park and Recreation
Facilities:

John Falkenstien, City Engineer
Telephone: (805) 237 3970
Email: JFalkenstien@prcity.com

Library Facilities: Julie Dahlen, Recreation Director
Telephone: (805) 237 3993
Email: LRSDirector@prcity.com
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Attachment 5
4/21/15 City Council Staff report
Constraints on Housing Inventory - PC Memorandum
Originally part of Council Resolution 04-233
































































