ORDINANCE NO. __ 665

AN ORDINANCE OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF
SHASTA ADOPTING PUBLIC FACILITY FEES FOR ALL NEW DEVELOPMENT
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF SHASTA

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Shasta ordains as follows:

SECTION 1. A public facilities impact fee study of the impacts of contemplated future
development on existing public facilities in the County of Shasta (“County”) and the City of
Redding, along with an analysis of the need for new public facilities and improvements required
by new development was conducted by Munifinancial, and the study set forth the relationship
between new development, the needed facilities, and the estimated costs of those improvements.

The public facilities impact fee study was entitled “Shasta County and City of Redding:
Public Facilities Impact Fee Study” (March 5, 2008) (hereafter “IFS”). The proposed fees
outlined in the IFS do not exceed the estimated costs required to construct facilities to serve new
development within the County. The purpose of this ordinance is to adopt the fees set forth in
the IFS.

The County published notice of the April 22, 2008 public hearing on this ordinance in the
Redding Record Searchlight.

SECTION 2. Findings: The Board of Supervisors (“Board”) finds as follows:
A. The IFS complies with Californta Government Code section 66001 by
establishing the basis for imposition of fees on new development. In particular,

the IFS:

1. identifies the purpose of the fee (IFS, p. 78.);
2. identifies the use to which the fee will be put (IFS, p. 78-79);

3. shows a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the type of
development project on which the fee is imposed (IFS, p. 79);

4, shows a reasonable relationship between the need for the public facility
and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed (IFS,
p. 79); and

5. shows a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the

cost of the public facility attributable to the development on which the fee
is imposed (IFS, p. 80).

B. The fees collected pursuant to this ordinance shall be used to finance the public
facilities described or identified in the IFS or other public facility master plans
providing similar facilities as may be adopted from time to time by the Board.

C. The facility descriptions and cost estimates set forth in the IFS are reasonable as
the basis for calculating and imposing certain development impact fees.

e
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D. The facilities and fee methodology identified in the IFS are consistent with the
County’s General Plan.

E. This ordinance is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Guideline 15061(b)(3) and staff
shall file a notice of exemption.

SECTION 3. Adoption of Fees: Sections 1 through 5 and 7 through 14 of the IFS are
hereby approved and fully incorporated by reference herein. The purpose of the fees set forth in
this ordinance is to finance the improvements identified in the following Sections of the IFS in
order to reduce the impacts associated with continued population growth and increased traffic
generated by new development within the County: 3 (Countywide Public Protection), 4 (Public
Health Facilities), 5 (Library Volumes and Equipment), 7 (Sheriff Patrol & Investigation), 8
(General Government), 9 (Animal Control Facilities), 10 (Fire Protection Facilities), 11 (Traffic),
and 12 (City of Redding Region-Serving Parks).

SECTION 4. Definitions:
A. “Administrator” means the Resource Management Director.

B. “Development Permit” means a building permit or other permit for construction
or reconstruction.

SECTION 5. Timing of Fee: No Development Permit shall be issued unless the permit
applicant pays the development impact fee as provided herein. The amount of the fee shall be
that in effect at the time of the issuance of the Development Permit, or at such earlier time as
provided by a development agreement. The fee for commercial, office and industrial
development shall be collected at the issuance of a building permit. The fee for single family
and multi-family residential development shall be collected on the date of the final inspection or
upon the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the project, whichever occurs first, or at such
earlier time permitted by law. The Administrator may require the applicant to enter into an
agreement securing the obligation to pay the fee, as authorized by Government Code section
66007.

SECTION 6. Fee Determination:

A. The fee amount shall be based on the land use type associated with the
development.

B. The following are the land use types designated in the IFS and their definitions:
1. Single family: Detached one-family dwelling units.

Multi-family:  All attached one-family dwellings such as duplexes and
condominiums, plus mobile homes, apartments, and dormitories.

3. Commercial:  All commercial, retail, educational, and hotel/motel
development.

4. Office: All general, professional, and medical office development.

5. Industrial: All manufacturing development.



Ordinance No. 665
Page 3 of 6

C. If a Development Permit is issued that would alter the amount of the development
impact fee due for the development or require the payment of a new or additional
development impact fee, any such previously paid fees shall be credited against
the new total fee due, as determined by the Administrator, provided, however,
that, in no event, shall the County refund fees previously paid because of a change
in land use.

SECTION 7. Amount_of Fee: Development impact fees shall be imposed in the
amounts listed in the Impact Fee Table, attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein by
reference, as follows: effective July 1, 2008, the fee shall be 34 percent of the fees shown on
Exhibit 1; effective July 1, 2009, the fee shall be 67 percent of the fees shown on Exhibit 1;
effective July 1, 2010, the fee shall be 100 percent of the fees shown on Exhibit 1. The Annual
Adjustment Rate contained in Section 8 below, shall apply to the base fees shown in Exhibit 1
and shall be in addition to those fees effective July 1, 2009 and July 1, 2010.

SECTION 8. Annual Adjustment Rate: The annual adjustment rate shall be set based
on the Building Cost Index (“BCI”) provided by the Engineering News-Record (“ENR™). The
Administrator shall publish, in a newspaper of general circulation, the adjusted fee every May 1.
The adjustment will take effect sixty (60) days after publication. The adjustment shall be
calculated based on the change in the BCI for the prior calendar year, ending November 30.

SECTION 9. Use of Fee: The fee shall be solely used (1) for the purposes described in
the IFS, (2) for reimbursing the County for the development’s fair share of those capital
improvements already constructed by the County, (3) for reimbursing developers who have
constructed public facilities described in the IFS or other facility master plans adopted from time
to time by the Board, or (4) inter-account loans as permitted by the Mitigation Fee Act
(Government Code, section 66000, et seq.).

SECTION 10. Severability: If any provision or clause, or paragraph of this ordinance or
the imposition of a major project financing fee for any project within the adopted sections of the
IFS or the application thereof to any person or circumstance shall be held invalid, such invalidity
shall not affect the other provisions of this ordinance or other fees levied by this ordinance,
which can be given effect without the invalid provisions or application of fees, and to this end
the provisions of the ordinance are declared to be severable.

SECTION 11. Administrative Appeal: Any individual who disputes the classification of
property, or the calculation or amount of a development impact fee may, within fifteen (15) days,
appeal the determination of staff to the Board by filing a written appeal with the Clerk of the
Board. No Development Permit shall have legal effect, pending the appeal. The Board may
hold a hearing, but in any event shall render its decision within sixty (60) days of submittal of the
appeal to the Clerk of the Board. The Clerk of the Board shall publish such forms as may be
required to conduct the appeals provided for in this section.

SECTION 12. Appeal Fee: The Board may charge an appeal fee to cover the costs of the
-appeal in an amount as adopted by the Board from time to time.
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SECTION 13, City of Redding Region-Serving Park Fee: The IFS fee (Section 12: City
of Redding Region-Serving Parks) shall not take legal effect until such time as the County of
Shasta and the City of Redding enter into an agreement regarding the use of the IFS Section 12
Fees, and the County Board declares that the fee has taken effect.

SECTION 14. Fee Applicability: These impact fees apply to the unincorporated areas of
the County except as follows:

A. The Fire Protection Facilities Fee (IFS Section 10) applies only within the service
area of the Shasta County Fire Department;

B. The Traffic Fee (IFS Section 11) and City of Redding Parks Fee (IFS Section 12)
apply only to the South County Region, the description of which is attached
hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit 2.

This ordinance shall take effect sixty (60) days following its adoption. The Clerk shall
cause this ordinance to be published as required by law.

DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED this __ 6th day of May , 2008 by the
Board of Supervisors of the County of Shasta by the following vote:

AYES: Supervisors Baugh, Kehoe, Cibula, Hawes, and Hartman
NOES: None

ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None
RECUSE:; None

A A N

LINDA HARTMAN, CHAIRMAN
Board of Supervisors

County of Shasta

State of California

ATTEST:

LAWRENCE G. LEES
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

By Lty ote A Finos

Deputy 4

Attachment: Impact Fee Table
South County Regional Legal Description
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Exhibit 1
IMPACT FEE TABLE
March 26, 2008
Fee Category Land Use Type Fee (Base Year 2007)
Public Protection Single-Family Unit $1,646.00
Multi-family Unit $1,577.00
Commercial $335.00
Office $255.00
Industrial $151.00
Public Health Single Family Unit $749.00
Muiti-Family Unit $717.00
Library Single Family Unit $133.00
Multi-Family Unit $126.00
Sheriff Patrol and Investigation | Single-Family Unit $789.00
Muiti-Family Unit $756.00
Commercial $161.00
Office $122.00
Industrial $72.00
General Government Single Family Unit $1,165.00
Multi-Family Unit $1,116.00
Commercial $237.00
Office $181.00
Industrial $107.00
Animal Control Single Famity Unit $219.00
Multi-Family Unit $210.00
Fire Protection Single Family Unit $1,459.00
Multi-Family Unit $1,397.00
Retail $854.00
Office $650.00
Industrial $386.00
Traffic Single Family Unit $1,049.00
Multi-Family Unit $646.00
Commercial $1,441.00
Office $1,703.00
Industrial $1,170.00
City of Redding Parks Single Family Unit $561.00
Multi-Family Unit $538.00
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EXHIBIT 2
South County Region Legal Description

Beginning at a point in the middle of the Sacramento River where it intersects the southern
boundary of Shasta County;

Then proceeding westerly along the southern boundary of Shasta County to a point on the west
side of Section 2, Township 29 North, Range 6 West, MDBM;

Then proceeding northerly along the west side of said Section 2;

Then proceeding northerly along the west side of Sections 35, 26, 23, 14, 11, and 2 in Township
30 North, Range 6 West;

Then proceeding westerly along the south side of Section 35, Township 31 North, Range 6 West,
to the southwest corner of said Section 35;

Then proceeding northerly along the west side of Sections 35, 26, 23, 14, 11, and 2 in Township
31 North, Range 6 West;

Then proceeding northerly along the west side of Sections 35, 26, 23, 14, and 11 in Township 32
North, Range 6 West;

Then proceeding easterly along the north side of Sections 11 and 12 in Township 32 North,
Range 6 West;

Then proceeding easterly along the north side of Sections 7, 8, and 9 in Township 32 North,
Range 5 West, to the centerline of the Sacramento River;

Then proceeding northerly along the centerline of the Sacramento River to the southern
boundary of Shasta Lake;

Then proceeding easterly along the south side of Shasta Lake to a point on the east side of
Section 3 in Township 33 North, Range 3 West;

Then proceeding southerly along the east side of Sections 3, 10, 15, 22, 27 and 34 in Township
33 North, Range 3 West;

Then proceeding southerly along the east side of Section 3 in Township32 North, Range 3 West,
to the centerline of Little Cow Creek;

Then proceeding southerly along the centerline of Little Cow Creek to Cow Creek;

Then proceeding southerly along the centerline of Cow Creek to the Sacramento River;

Then proceeding southerly along the centerline of the Sacramento River to the southern
boundary of Shasta County and the point of beginning of this description.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summatizes an analysis of the need for public facilities and capital improvements
to support future development within Shasta County through 2030. This is a joint effort
undertaken by Shasta County and the City of Redding to help ensure that the public facilites
needed to accommodate future growth can be provided. It is the City and County’s intent
that the costs representing future development’s share of these facilities and improvements
be imposed on that development in the form of a development impact fee, also known as 2
public facilities fee. This report identifies the fair share public facilities costs attributed to
new development in unincorporated areas of Shasta County and the City of Redding. The
public facilities and improvemeats included in this analysis are divided into the fee categories
listed below:

¢+ Countywide Public Protection;

+ Public Health;

¢ Library Volumes and Equipment;
*  County Parks;

*  Sheriff Patrol and Investigaton;
*  General Government;

*  Animal Control;

¢ Fire Protection;

+  Traffic; and

* Region-Serving Parks.

BACKGROUND AND STUuDY OBJECTIVES

The primary policy objective of a public facilities fee program is to ensure that new
development pays the capital costs associated with growth. The primary purpose of this
report is to calculate and present fees that will enable the County to expand its inventory of
public facilities — and therefore maintain its facilities standards — as new development creates
demand for new facilities.

Cities and counties can impose public facilitics fees consistent with the requirements of the
Mitigarion Fee Act (the Act), contained in California Government Code Sections 66000 ef seq. The
County Board of Supetvisors must adopt public fees charged to development in
unincorporated areas, while the City Council adopts fees imposed within incorporated cities.
The respective governments control impact fee revenue collected within their boundaries.
This report provides the necessary findings required by the 4« for adoption of the fees
presented in the fee schedules contained herein,
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UNINCORPORATED VERSUS COUNTYWIDE FEES

This development impact fee program is being undertaken as a partnership between Shasta
County and the City of Redding. In this fee progtam, the City of Redding would enact
impact fees to fund the share of County facilities needed to serve new development in the
City. Conversely, some impact fee revenue collected from developtent in unincorporated
areas would be used to fund a portion of facilities owned by the City of Redding but used by
residents and employees from unincorporated County areas. At this time, the Cities of
Anderson and Shasta Lake are not participating in the County impact fee program, although
their impacts are noted in this report. As a result, alternative funding sources will be needed
to provide facilities to setve new development in those cities, -

This study distinguishes between public facilities that setve only unincorporated portions of
the County and those that serve development in both unincorporated areas and the County’s
three incorporated cities. Public facilities fees for countywide public protection, public
health, libraries, and general government apply to all development in the County because
they provide countywide systems of services that are not duplicated by the city governments.
Public facilities fees for County parks, sheriff patrol and investigation, and animal control
apply only to unincorporated development because these facilities only provide services to
unincorporated areas. Incorporated cities in Shasta County provide their own parks, law
enforcement, and animal control facilides.

In addition to fees for facilities serving either the entire County or only wnincorporated
portions of the County, some services analyzed in this report setve some other portion of
the County. This repott calculates a development impact fee to fund fire facilities in the
Shasta County Fire Department service area. Development impact fees for traffic
improvements are calculated for the City of Redding and for unincorporated portions of the
South County Region (SCR), the area in south-central Shasta County that includes all three
incorporated cities, their spheres of influence, and surrounding unincorporated areas.

FACILITY STANDARDS AND COSTS OF GROWTH

This fee analysis uses facility standards to determine the approximate costs of facilities
required to accommodate growth. A facility standard for each fee category considered in this
study is derived from an examination of the existing standard of facilities and setvices, and
may include facility plans for 2030. To support the findings required by the Ae, this study
ensures that there is 2 reasonable relationship between new development, the amount of the
fee, and facilities funded by the fee.

Depending on the facility standard, there currently may or may not be sufficient facilities to
serve existing development. If the existing facilities are below the adopted facility standard, a
deficiency exists. In this case, the County must allocate the cost of planned facilities between
new and existing development. Public facilities fees may be use to fund facilities needed to
serve new development or new development’s fair share of facilities needed to achieve a
level of service that is consistent with the General Plan,
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FEE SCHEDULES AND REVENUES
Table 1.1 summarizes the schedule of maximum justified public facilities fees based on the

analysis contained in this report. All values are shown in 2007 dollars, which is the year in
which this fee analysis was conducted.

Table 1.1: Proposed Public Facilities Fee Summary

Public  Public Counly Sheridl Ganeral Ammal 3K
Land Use Protection Health Library Parks Patrol Govt Control Fire  Traffic Parka} Total
c .
Mmi o
SingleFamily $ 1646 $ 749 § 133 NA NIA  § 585 NIA N/A  §1,045 NA | § 4171
Multi-family 1,577 717 126 NA NIA 569 NA N/A 646 NIA 3,635
MNengesidontial
Commercial § 335 NIA N/A  NIA N/A 8 120 N/A N/A  $1.441 N/A | § 1,886
Office 255 N/A N/A  NA N/A a2 N/A N/A 1,703 N/A 2,080
Industrial 151 N/A NA  NA N/A 54 N/A N/A 1,170 NA 1,375

Single Family $ 1648 $ 749 $ 133 31418 § 789 §$1,165 § 219 51459 351049 5 5681|§ 9,188

Multi-family 1,577 7 1286 1,358 756 1,116 210 1,397 648 538 8,440
Nonresidential
Commercial  § 335 NIA NIA NA $ 161 § 237 NA & 854 $1441 NA |§ 3027
Office 255 N/A MN/A NIA 122 181 N/A 650 1,703 N/A 2,911
Industrial 151 N/A N/A N/A 72 107 N/A 386 1,170 NA 1,888
Unincorporated SCR. outs| U, irg Dy Il
Regidentiel
SinglgFamily $ 1648 $ 749 $ 133 371416 ¢ 7688 $1,165 $ 219 NA $1049 $561|$ 7,72¢
Multi-family 1,577 717 126 1,356 758 1,116 210 NiA 846 538 7,043
Nonresiderntial
Commercial § 338 N/A N/A NIA 3 181 § 237 N/A NA $1441 NA I[P 2174
Offica 255 N/A NIiA N/A 122 181 N/A NIA 1441 NA 1,899
Industrial 151 NIA NI/A N/A 72 107 N/A N/A 1,703  N/A 2,034
Unincorporated, outside SCR. In Shasta County Firg Depariment
=
SingleFamlly $ 1646 $ 749 § 133 $1,418 '$ 780 %1165 $ 218 § 1459 NiA N/A | § 7,678
Multi-family 1,577 717 126 1,358 756 1,118 210 1,397 NIA N/A 7,257
Commarcial $ 335 NIA N/A NA $ 161 § 237 N/A 8 854 NIA N/IA | $ 1,588
Office 258 N/A N/A NIA 122 181 N/A, 650 NiA N/A 1,208
Industrial 154 N/A N/A NIA 72 107 N/A 38 NA N/A 718
Unincgerporated, outside SCR, outside Shasta County Fire Department
SingleFamily $ 1648 $ 749 $ 133 $1418 § 789 $1,1656 § 219 N/A NIA N/A |85 6,118
Muti-famity 1577 77 126 1,358 7% 1,116 210 N/A NiA N/A. 5,858
Nanresidential
Commercial  § 335 N/A N/A N/A § 181 % 237 N/A N/A N/A NA |8 732
Office 258 NIA N/A N/A 122 181 N/A N/A MiA N/A 558
Industrial 151 N/A NIA NIA 72 107 N/A N/IA NIA N/A 330

Nole: Fees par dwefing unit, per 1,000 square faat for norresidential.

1 The South County Reglon {SCR) Is the srea In south-central Shasta County thatinchudes all thres incorporated citias, thelr sphates of influencs, and
surrounding unincorporated areas, . .

Sources: Tables 3.9, 4.8, 5.5, 6.8, 7.6, 86, 0.8, 108, 11.7, and 12.5.
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1. INTRD DUGTIEIN

This report presents an analysis of the need for public facilities to accommodate new
development in Shasta County. This chapter explains the study approach under the
following sections:

¢ Background and study objectives;
+ Public facilities financing in California;
¢ Organization of the report; and

*  Facility standards approach.

BACKGROUND AND STUDY OBJECTIVES

The primary policy objective of a public facilities fee program is to ensure that new
development pays the capital costs associated with growth. The County’s current public
facilities fee program is limited to a traffic impact fee charged in southern Shasta County.
The primary purpose of this report is to calculate and present fees that will enable the
County to expand its inventory of public facilities, as new development leads to service
population increases.

Cities and counties can impose public facilities fees consistent with the requirements of the
Mitigation Fee Act (the Act), contained in Calfornia Government Code Sections 66000 ## seq. The
County Board of Supervisors must adopt public fees charged to development in
unincorporated ateas, while the City Council adopts fees imposed within incorporated cities.
The respective governments control impact fee revenue collected within their boundaries.
This report provides the necessary findings required by the A« for adoption of the fees
presented in the fee schedules contained herein.

PuBsLic FABILITIES FINANBINB IN DALIFORNIA

The changing fiscal landscape in California during the past 30 years has steadily undercut the
financial capacity of local governments to fund infrastructure. Three dominant trends stand
out; ' '

¢ The passage of a string of tax limitation measures, starting with Proposition 13 in
1978 and continuing through the passage of Proposition 218 in 1996;

* Declining popular support for bond measures to finance infrastructute for the
next generation of residents and businesses; and

*  Steep reductions in federal and state assistance.

Faced with these trends, many cities and counties have had to adopt a policy of “growth
pays its own way.” This policy shifts the burden of funding infrastructure expansion from
existing rate and taxpayers onto new development. This funding shift has been accomplished
primasly through the imposition of assesstnents, special taxes, and development impact fees
also known as public facilities fees. Assessments and special taxes require approval of

Muninmncial | ' ' o - 4
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property owners and are appropriate when the funded facilities are directly related to the
developing property. Development fees, on the other hand, are an appropriate funding
source for facilities that benefit all development jurisdiction-wide. Development fees nced
only a majority vote of the legislative body for adoption.

ORGANIZATION DF THE REPORT

The determination of a public facilities fee begins with the selection of a planning horizon
and development of projections for population and employment. These projections are
applied consistently to each of the facility categorics analyzed in this report, and ate
summatized in Chapter 2.

Chapters 3 through 12 are devoted to documenting the maximum justified public facilities
fee for each of the following facility categories:

*  Countywide Public Protection;

+  Public Health;

¢ Library Volumes and Equipment;
* County Patks;

+  Sheriff Patrol and Investigation;
+  General Government;

+  Animal Control;

* Fire Protection;

+  Traffic; and

* Region-Serving Parks.

Guidelines for the implementation and ongoing maintenance of the public facilities fee
program are detailed in Chapter 13. The statutory findings required for adoption of the
proposed public facilities fees in accordance with the Mizigation Fee Act (codified in Calfornia
Government Code Sections 66000 through 66025) are summarized in Chapter 14.

FACILITY STANDARDS APPROACGCH

A facility standard is a policy that indicates the amount of facilities required to accommodate
service demand. Examples of facility standards include building square feet per capita and
park actes pet capita. Standards also may be expressed in monetary terms such as the
replacement value of facilities per capita. The adopted facility standard is a crtical
component in determining new development’s need for new facilities and the amount of 2
development impact fee. Standards determine new development’s fair share of planned
facilities and ensure that new development does not fund deficiencies associated with
existing development. :

The most commonly accepted approaches to determining 2 facility standard are described
below:

ks WuniFinancial ' 5
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+ The existing inventory method calculates the facility standard and allocates
costs based on the ratio of existing facilities to the existing setvice population.
Under this approach new development funds the expansion of facilities at the
same standard currently serving existing development, By definition the existing
inventory method results in no facility deficiencies attributable to existing
development. This method is often used when a long-range plan for new
faciliies is not available. Only the initial facilities to be funded with fees are
identified in the fee study. Future facilities to serve growth are identified through
an annual capital improvement plan and budget process.

+ The planned facilities method calculates the facility standard and allocates
costs solely based on the ratio of planned facilities to the increase in detnand
associated with new development. This method is appropriate when planned
facilities only benefit new development, such as a sewer trunk line extension to a
previously undeveloped area. This method also may be used when there is excess
capacity in existing facilities that can accommodate new development. In that
case new development can fund facilities at a standard lower than the existing
inventory standard and still provide an acceptable level of facilities.

* The system plan method calculates the facility standard and allocates costs
based on the ratio of existing plus planned facilities to total future demand
(existing and new development). This method is used when (1) the local agency
anticipates increasing its facility standard above the existing inventoty standard
discussed above, and (2) planned facilities are part of a system that benefit both
existing and new development. Using a facility standard that is higher than the
existing inventory standard creates a deficiency for existing development. The
jurisdiction must secure non-fee funding for that portion of planned facilities
required to correct the deficiency.

This study uses each of these methods to determine the facility standard for different facility
categories. The existing inventory method is used for public health, library volumes and
equipment, shetiff patrol and investigation, general government, and fire protection. This
study used the system plan method for public protection, County patks, and animal control.
Finally, the planned facilities method is used for traffic facilities and region-serving parks.
The determination of which method to use for a particular standatd depends on the current
level of facility planning conducted to date by the County and on whether planned facilities
will benefit all development or solely new development.

In the future, County departments may conduct new needs assessments or refine current
facilities plans. When this occurs, the County should revisit this nexus study to ensure that it
remains consistent with the updated facility plans.

UNINCORPORATED VERSUS COUNTYWIDE FEES

This development impact fee program is being undertaken as a partnership between Shasta
County and the City of Redding. Impact fees may only be enacted by the city council for
development within an incorporated city and by the county board of supervisors for
development in unincorporated areas. The respective governments control impact fee
revenue collected within their boundaries. In this fee program, the City of Redding would
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enact impact fees to fund the share of County facilities needed to serve development within
the City. Conversely, some impact fee revenue collected from development in
unincorporated areas would be used to fund a portion of facilies owned by the City of
Redding but used by residents from unincorporated County areas, At this time, the Cities of
Anderson and Shasta Lake are not participating in the County impact fee program. As a
result, alternative funding sources will be needed to provide facilities to serve new
development in those cities.

This study distinguishes between public facilides that serve only unincorporated portions of
the County and those that serve all development in both unincorporated areas and the
County’s three incorporated cities. Public facilities fees for countywide public protection,
public health, libtaties, and general government apply to all development in the County
because they provide countywide systems of setvices that are not duplicated by the city
governments. Public facilities fees for County patks, sheriff patrol and investigation, and
animal control apply only to unincorporated development because these facilities only
provide services to unincorporated areas. Incorporated ciges in Shasta County provide their
own patks, law enforcement, and animal contro! facilities.

In addition to fees for faciliies serving either the entire County or only unincorporated
portions of the County, some services analyzed in this report serve some other portion of
the County. This report calculates a development impact fee to fund fire facilities in the
Shasta County Fire Department service area. Development impact fees for traffic
improvements are calculated for the City of Redding and for unincorporated portions of the
South County Region (S8CR), the area in south-central Shasta County that includes all three
incotporated cities and the sutrounding area. A fee for the impacts of unincorporated
development’s use or Redding city parks is calculated for unincorporated portions of the
SCR. The service populations for each facility category are described in further detail later in
this report.




2. GROWTH PROJECTIONS

New development growth projections are used to assist in estimating facility needs.
Projected new development is estimated using a base year of 2007 and 2 planning horizon of
2030.

UsSE OF GROWTH PROJECTIONS FOR IMPADCT FEES

Estimates of the existing service population and projections of growth are critical
assumptions used throughout this report. These estimates are used as follows:

* [istimates of existing development in 2007 are used to determine the existing
facility standards in the County.

*+ FEstimates of total development at the 2030 planning horizon are used:

—~ To determine the total amount of public facilities required to accommodate
growth based on the existing inventory standard (see Chapter 1);

~ To determine the facility standard when using the system plan approach (see
Chapter 1); and ‘

— To estimate total fee revenues.

With the exception of traffic facilities, residential and worker population data are used to
measure existing service population and future growth for fee calculation in this repott.
These measures are used because residents and workers are reasonable indicators of the level
of demand for public facilities. The County builds public facilities primarily to serve these
populations and, typically, the greater the population the larger the facility required to
provide a given level of service. Traffic fees are based on estimated trips generated by new
development, since new vehicle trips generate the need for traffic improvements to prevent
congestion. ‘

SERVICE POPULATIONS

Residents and workets create demand for facilities at different rates in relation to each other,
depending on the services provided. In Chapters 3 through 10 and Chapter 12, a specific
service population is identified for each facility category to reflect total demand.

A service population is a measure of all residents and/or workers that rely on a given set of
services. The service population weights tesidential land use types against non-tesidential
land uses based on the relative demand for services between residents and workers. The
need . for traffic faciliies is based on the number of trips generated by new development,
rather than the number of residents and workers.

BEEMunifinancisl
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LAND USE TYPES

To ensure a reasonable relationship between each fee and the type of development paying
the fee, growth projections distinguish between different land use types, The land use types
used in this analysis are defined below.

+ Single family: Detached one-family dwelling units.
¢ Multi-family: All attached one-family dwellings such as duplexes and

condominiums, plus mobile homes, apartments, and dormitorties.
¢+ Commercial: All commercial, retail, educational, and hotel/motel development.
¢ Office: All general, professional, and medical office development.
+ Industrial: All manufacturing development.

Some developments may include more than one land use type, such as an industrial
warehouse with living quarters (a live-work designation) or a residential development with
both single and multi-family uses. In these cases the public facilities fee would be calculated
separately for each land use type.

The City and County should have the discretion to impose the public facilities fee based on
the specific aspects of a proposed development regardless of zoning. The guideline to use is
the probable occupant density of the development, either residents per dwelling unit or
workers per building square foot. Traffic fees should be based on the estimated afternoon
peak hour trip generation of the development. The fee imposed should be based on the land
use type that most closely represents the probable occupant density of the development.

GROWTH PROJECTIONS FOR SHASTA COUNTY

For 2007 resident population and worker figures, this study uses the most recent data
available from the State of California. For population, the Department of Finance (DOF)
Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State for January 1, 2007 are
used. Current worker figures are based on data from the Quarterly Census of Employment
and Wages. conducted by the California Employment Development Department (EDD).
The most recent data available at the time of this analysis are from March 2006. These
figures wete adjusted to 2007 values using a growth rate derived from the Shasta County
Regional Traosportation Planning Agency (RTPA) Traffic Demand Forecasting Model’s
projections of population and employment in 2030. In addition, employment is subdivided
into commercial, office, and industrial/other using the proportion of employment in each
category estimated in the RTPA projections, interpolated to 2007.

Fstimates of the number of residents and wotkers in 2030 are based on the RTPA
projections.

As noted above, the service area for most county services studied in this report is either the
entire county or unincorporated areas in the county. The data sources used in this study
provide separate ﬁgutcs for the mcorporated cities and the uaincorporated areas. For a few
" types of facilities in this study, the service area does not coincide with city and county
boundaries. Fot example, the Shasta County Fire Department covers only a portion of the

i Munifinancial 9
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unincotporated area, and traffic impact fees ate only allocated to the more urban South
County Region (SCR). To estimate the number of tesidents and workers in the applicable
areas, the traffic analysis zones (TAZs) covered by those ateas were identified. The RTPA
projections include current and future employment and population data for each TAZ.

Total unincorporated population and employment estimates for 2007 from the RTPA model
differ from current DOF and EDD figures. Therefore, the ratio of development within the
given service area (i.e., SCR or Shasta County Fire Department service area) to the total
unincorporated development estimated by the RTPA projections was calculated. This ratio
was multiplied by the number of residents or workers in unincorporated areas provided by
DOF or EDD to generate service population estimates based on a consistent source of
cutreni development data for all fee categories.

The overall service population estimates used in this study are shown in Table 2.1. Service
populations specific to each facility category are shown in the first table in each fee section.

Local government employment is excluded from all current and future employment
estimates because local government facilities are typically added to serve new development.
Government facilities, therefore, are more likely to result from increased demand for public
facilides than to cause that increased demand. Whereas non-government development
creates an increased demand for public facilities, development of government facilities
occurs to meet that demand. The residents and workers that comprise the service
populations outlined in this report constitute only those individuals that create demand for
public facilities.

10



Shasta Connty Public Facilities Impact Fee Study

Table 2.1: Population and Employment Estimates and Projections

Net Growth
2007 2030 2007-2030
Residents '
Anderson 10,500 13,200 2,700
Redding 87,600 125,700 38,100
Shasta Lake 10,200 15,500 5,300
Unincorporated 68,700 91,600 21,800
Total 178,000 246,000 68,000
Unincorporated SCR? 47,500 66,900 19,400
Total SCR 158,500 221,200 62,700
Employment *** :
Anderson 2,900 5,600 2,700
Redding 43,300 64,700 21,400
Shasta l.ake 1,300 3,200 1,900
Unincorporated 15,400 25,000 9,600
Total 62,900 98,500 35,600
Unincorporated SCR? 11,100 19,300 8,200
Total SCR? 58,600 92,800 34,200

' Does not include "group quarters” resident populations such as State and Federal institution Inmates.

2The South Gounty Reglon {(SCR} includes all three Incorporated cities and a portion of the surrounding
unincorporated area. .

3 Represents jobs located within each city or area (not employed residents}.

4 Shasta County RTPA projections 2004-2030 were interpolated to 2007 and the percentage distribution by land
use calegory was applied to Shasta County total employment estimates reported by Califomia State Employment
Development Department (EDD}.

5 Excludes local government employees.

Sources: State of Galifornia Depariment of Finance (DOF); State of California Employment Development

Division (EDD), Labar Information Division, Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA);
MuniFinancial.

OCcUPANT DENSITIES

Occupant density factors ensure a reasonable relationship between the size of a new
development and the increase in service population, and hence the amount of the fee. The
public facilities fee is calculated for a development project based on dwelling units or
building square feet, while facility demand is based on service population increases, so the
fec schedule must convert service population estimates to these measures of project size.
This convetsion is done with average occupant density factors by land use type, shown in
Table 2.2. ' '

oo MuniFinancial S 11
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Table 2.2: Occupancy Density Assumptions

Residential
Singte Family Unit 2.36 Persons per dweliing unit
Multi-family Unit 2.26 Persons per dwelling unit
Nonresidential
Commercial 2.00 Employees per 1,000 sq. ft.
Office 1.52 Employees per 1,000 sq. ft.
Industrial 0.9¢ Employees per 1,000 sq. ft.

Sources: United States 2000 Census (Tables H-31, H-32, H-33); California State
Department of Finance E-5 report for Shagta County, Jan, 1, 2008; The Natelson
Company, inc. Employment Density Study Surnmary, October 31, 2001, Tables 8-A
and 10-A (Developing suburban Riverside and San Bernardino Counties);
MuniFinancial.

The residential occupant density factors are derived from the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau’s
Tables H-31 through H-33. Table H-31 provides vacant housing units data, while Table H-
32 provides information relating to occupied housing. Table H-33 documents the total 2000
population residing in occupied housing. The U.S. Census numbers are adjusted by using the
California Department of Finance (“DOF”) estimates for January 1, 2007,1 the most recent
State of California data available.

The non-residential density factors are based on Employment Density Study Summary Report,
prepared for the Southern California Association of Governments, by The Natelson
Company. For example, the industrial density factor represents an average for light and
heavy industdal uses likely to occur in the County. Though not specific to Shasta County,
the Natelson study covered employment density over a wide array of land use and
development types, making it reasonable to apply these factors to other areas. The specific
factors used in this report are for developing suburban areas, as defined by the Natelson
study.

UNIT CaosTs

This study makes use of unit costs for land values and building construction. These costs are
used to estimate the replacement value of existing facilities, as well as the construction or
acquisition costs for planned facilities. Building costs are typically exptessed in terms of cost
per squate foot while land costs are expressed in terms of cost per acte. Building unit costs
specific to each type of facility are shown in the chapters that follow.

Table 2.3 lists estimated average land values in used in this study. Cost per acre for land
values were researched through the Shasta County Multiple Listing Service (MLS) and
loopnet.com listings for raw land in November 2006 and May 2007. The land cost estimate
for incorporated areas is based on a unit cost of $14 per square foot for commercial land.

1 State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State,
2001-2006, with 2600 Benchmark. Sacramento, California, May 2007.

g MuniFinancial ' 12
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This estimate of the cost of commercial land is based on input from local real estate experts
and is consistent with the figures estimated in other current public facilides studies in
Redding. The figure for small parcel unincorporated is based on listings of small, readily
developable parcels around the County. This estimate is used for facilides located on
relatively small parcels in unincorporated areas, such as fire stations. The large parcel
unincorporated land cost is based on listings for undeveloped parcels over ten acres. The
land unit costs are shown in detail as they are applied in each section.

Table 2.3: La‘nd Values

Cost per Acre

Incorporated Areas’ $ 610,000
Small Parce] Unincorporated 80,000
Large Parcel Unincorporated ' 5,500

"Value esimtate for small parcels with commerclal development potential.

Sources: City of Redding; loopnet.com; Shasta Muitiple Listing Service; GMAC
Real Estate; MuniFInancial.

¢ MuniFinanclal
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3. LINTYW!DE PuBLIC PROTECTION

The purpose of the fee is to generate revenue to provide the public protection facilities
needed to serve new development. Countywide public protection refers to the judicial,
criminal justice and detention functions provided by the County that serve all County areas,
both incorporated and unincorporated. A fee schedule is presented based on the value of
current and planned facilities to ensure that development provides funding to meet its needs.

SERVICE POPULATION

Public protection facilities serve both residents and businesses and provide services equally
to both incorporated and unincorporated portions of the County. Therefore, demand for
services and associated faciliies is based on the County’s service population including
residents and workers.

Table 3.1 shows the estimated service population in 2007 and 2030. The demand for
countywide public protection services is primarily related to the demands that residents and
businesses place on the County’s judicial system and detention facilities. Specific data is not
available to compare demand per resident to demand by businesses (per wortker) for this
complex system of services and related facilities. However, it is reasonable to assume that
demand for these services is less for one employee than for one resident, because
nonresidential buildings are typically occupied less intensively than dwelling units. The 0.24-
weighting factor for workers is based on a 40-hour workweek divided by the total number of
hours in a week (168) arid reflects the degree to which nontesidential development yields a
lesser demand for countywide public protection facilities.

MuniFinanciaI e 14
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Table 3.1: Countywide Public Protection Service Population

) Service
Residents Workers Population

Existing - Anderson (2007) 10,500 2,900 11,200
Existing - Redding (2007} 87,600 43,300 98,000
Existing - Shasta Lake (2007) 10,200 1,300 10,500
Existing - Unincorporated (2007) 69,700 15,400 73,400

Existing - Countywide (2007) _ 178,000 62,800 193,100
New Development - Anderson (2007-2030) 2,700 2,700 3,300
New Development - Redding (2007-2030) 38,100 21,400 43,200
New Development - Shasta Lake (2007-2030) 5,300 1,800 5,800
New Development - Unincorporated (2007-2030) 21,200 9,600 24,200

New Development - Countywide (2007-2030) 68,000 35,600 76,500
Total - Anderson (2030) 13,200 5,600 14,500
Total - Redding (2030) 125,700 64,700 141,200
Total - Shasta Lake (2030) 15,500 3,200 16,300
Total - Unincorporated (2030) 91,600 25,000 97,600

Total - Countywide (2030) . 245,000 98,500 269,600
Weighting factor 1.00 0.24

Sources: Table 2.1; MuniFinancial.

FACILITY INVENTORIES, PLANS & STANDARDS

Shasta County completed the Adult & Juvenile Detention Facilities Feasibility Study in October
2006. This study identified several alternatives for meeting the County’s needs for adult and
juvenile detention facilities through 2030. The 2030 planned facility inventory used ia this
study includes new and renovated detention facilities identified in Addendum A to the
Feasibifity Study. The system plan method is used to calculate the public protection impact fee
because the County has well-developed plans for future facilities and because planned
facilittes will serve all development, not just new development. The planned 2030 facility
inventory consists of the County’s existing inveatoty of public protection land and buildings,
equipment, and vehicles, and the planned additional facilities identified in the Feasibility Study.

The inventory of existing land and buildings is shown in Table 3.2. Land values are based
on the unit costs shown in Table 2.3. The building values are based on recent valuations of
other public protection facilities in California. The Public Safety Building is nearing the end
of its useful life, so its value per square foot is estimated to be lower than other facilities. The
building used as by the Work Release program trailer; therefore, it is assigned a lower value
pet square foot than other buildings. Detention facilities are valued on a per bed basis, rather
than a cost per square foot basis.

gaMuniFinancial 15
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Table 3.2: Gountywide Public Protection Existing Land and Buildings
Facility {L.ocation) inventory Unit Cost’ Total Value
Land
Public Safety Building (Probation and
District Attorney Offices) 0.18 acres 610,000 $ 112,615
Bumey Substation and Court 1.67 acres 60,000 94,485
Law Offices of Public Defender (Leased) - acres - -
Courthouse 2.08 acres 610,000 1,272,698
Justice Center 1.50 acres 610,000 915,000
Crystal Creek Boys Camp® - acres - -
Coroner Facility 342 acres 610,000 2,085,749
Detention Annex 9.18 acres 610,000 5,587,486
Work Release ’ 1.69 acres 610,000 1,032,389
Subtotal - Land 18.63 acres $ 11,110,423
Buiidings
Public Safety Building (Probation and
District Attorney Offices) 22,400 sq. ft. 3 100 $ 2,248,720
Burney Substation and Court 1,919 sq. ft. 322 618,494
Law Offices of Public Defender (Leased) 7.830 sq.ft. - -
Courthouse 66,560 sq. ft. 322 21,452,288 |
Justice Center - Courts 15,000 sq. ft. - - : ?
Coroner Facility 2,586 sq.ft. 322 833,468
Detention Annex 6,940 sq. ft. 322 2,236,762
Work Relaase 1,280 sq. ft. 90 116,200
Subtotal - Buildings (sq. fi.} 124,515 sq. ft. $ 27,602,832
Crystal Creek Boys Camp 60 beds $ 80,000 $ 4,800,000
Juvenile Hall 56 beds . 80,000 4,480,000
Justice Center - Adult Detention 381 beds 80,000 30,480,000 :
497 $ 39,780,000
Total $ 78,373,355

¥ Land costs based on property vaiues shown In Table 2.3. Estimated building value per equare foot based on data from Marshall i
& Swift as well as recent construction data for public safety facilities in other California counties. Buildings with significant age or ;
struclural deficiencies have been discounted in value. Estimated cost per bed for detention facilifies based on a range presented :
in Justice Concepts report,

2 Land for Crystal Creek Boys Camp is owned by the State of Califomia.

Sourcss: Table 2.3; Shasta County; Marshall & Swift; Justice-Concepts; MuniFinancial,

Existing public protection equipment is shown in Table 3.3. The value of the existing
inventory totals approximately $530,000.
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Table 3.3: Existing Public Protection Equipment
Description Number  Est. Cost Yotal

Datention Annex/Work Facility

John Deere M850 Tractor 1% 5469 § 5,469
Kubota B5200 DT Tractor 1 6,837 5,837
Motorcla Radic with Siren 1 3,540 3,540
Security System 1 9,660 0,660
Cannon NP3050 Copier 1 3,003 3,003
Subtotal $ 28,509
Coroner
Toshiba 2510 Copler 13 4962 § 4,962
Konica SRX 101 Film Processor 1 4,500 4,500
Audio-Video System 1 3,881 3,881
Bennet X-Ray System 1 6,949 6,949
Autopsy Table i 12,713 12,713
Microscope 1 7416 7,418
Subtotal $ 40,422
Dispatch
Mufticoup Antenna System 1% 8,408 $ 8,409
20 Channel Recorder 1 15,014 15,014
High Speed Time Generators 1 3,583 3,583
M 4430 Teletype Keyboard Display 1 3,583 3,683
Emergency Dispatch Radio Equipment 1 11,495 11,485
Modax 500 Paging System 1 14,487 14,487
MTR 2000 Base Station 18 11,243 11,243
Sublotal § 67,813
Jail
Food Storage, Preparation, and Serving Equipmant - § 150,770 § 160,770
Syntor X8000 Radio 1 3,008 3,008
Moterola Radic 1 3,257 3,257
CCTV Sally Port System 1 7,039 7,039
Motorola Digital Repeater 1 14,577 14,577
Motorola Spectra Radio 1 5,444 5,444
Touchprint 600 Workstation 1 27,466 27 466
Cabinet 800 1 3,701 3,701
Mugshot Camera 1 6,360 6,360
Printer . 1 4,289 4,289
Walkthrough Metal Detector 1 13,886 13,886
Milnor Laundry Washer/Extractors 4 9,927 39,709
Subtotal $ 279,508
Photo Lab
Film Processor 1% 63147 § 63,147
Crime Lab
Camerz Z-35 Mug Camera 2§ 5050 §$ 10,100
Walk-in Freezer 1 14,456 14,456
Subtotal $ 24,855
Records
Tab Trac Mobile File System 1% 29763 $ 29,763
Total $ 533,715

Source: Shasta County ShertiTs Departrent
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Table 3.4 shows the current existing inveatory of countywide public protection vehicles.

Table 3.4. Existing Public Protection Vehicles

‘Description Number _ Est. Cost Total
Sheriff's Department Vahicles (Not Patro! 57 § 32193 § 1,835,001
Probation/Juvenile Hall
2000 Ford Crown Victeria 1 % 31,140 § 31,140
2006 Ford E-350 1 25,563 25,5663
1995 GMC Rally Van : 1 25,563 25,563
Subtotal $ 82,266
Detention Annex
1995 Chevrolet 15-Passenger Van 1 & 28745 § 26,745
2003 Ford F-250 1 24,304 24,304
1997 Ford Crown Victoria 1 31,140 31,140
Subtotal $ 82,189
Jail
2004 Ford Explorer 1 % 32837 $ 32.837
2001 Buick LeSabre 1 17,084 17,084
2007 Ford E-350 2 26,745 53,490
2005 Ford Taurus 1 17,084 17,084
Subtotal $ 120,495
Coroner
2002 Dodge Intrepid 1 $ 17,084 $ 17,084
1998 Ford E-350 1 26,745 25,745
2001 Ford E-150 1 26,745 26,745
2002 Ford F-150 1 32,837 32,837
Totat $__ 2223362

Source: Shasta County Administrative Office

Table 3.5 shows planned additional public protection facilities identified in Addendum A to
the Adult & [nventle Detention Facilities Feasibility Study. The cost estimates shown in Table 3.5
are provided in the Feasibriity Study.
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Table 3.5: Countywide Public Protection Planned Facilities

Facility (Location) Inventory Total Value
Buildings’

Juvenile Hall Expansion and Renovation® 44 beds $ 23,361,107
120 Bed Food/Laundry Fagcility 120 beds 17,927,053
Basement Remodeling to Add 45 Beds 45 beds 2,250,000
360 Bed Sentenced Jail Facility 360 beds 47,424,240
Main Jail Renovation - 12,300,000

Subtotal - Buildings 568 beds $ 103,262,400

Total Planned Facilities

$ 103,262,400

" Pianned jail faciiities will be added to parcels currently occupied by existing facilities;
acquisition costs are not included.

2 Gostincludes renovation of 56 exlsting beds.

therefore, land

Sources; Shasta County Adult & Juvenile Detention Facilities Feasiblilty Study Addendum A, November

30, 2006; MuniFinanclal.

Table 3.6 shows the existing and planned standard of adult and juvenile detention beds per
1,000 setvice population. With construction of the planned public protection facilities, both
the adult jail beds facility standard and the juvenile detention beds standard are expected to
increase. Because impact fees may not be used to raise facility standards for existing
development, the portion of the cost of planned facilities that results from raising the level

of service for existing development will have to be funded using o

ther revenue.

Table 3.6: Countywide Public Protection Facility Standards

2007 2030
Adult Jail Beds 381 806
Service Population 193,100 269 600
Facility Standard (beds per 1,000 service pop.) 1.97 3.36
Juvenile Detention Beds 56 100
Service Population 193,100 269,600
Facility Standard (beds per 1,000 service pop.} 0.29 0.37

Sources: Tables 3.1, 3.2 and 3.5; MuniFinancial.

Table 3.7 shows the system pilan public protection facilities cost

pet capita. The total 2030

system inventory consists of existing land and buildings, equipment, and vehicles, and
planned new buildings, expansions, and renovations. The planned 2030 value of public
protection facilities per capita, $684, is considerably higher than the current value of facilities

per capita.

EBnuniFinancial
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Table 3.7: Public Protection Facilities Cost Per Capita

Existing Facility Inveniory

Tetal Value Existing Land and Buildings $ 78,373,385
Total Value Existing Equipment 533,715
Total Value Existing Vehicles 2,223 362

Total Countywide Existing Public Protection Facilities (2007) $ 81,130,431

2007 Seyvice Population

193,100

Cost Per Capita $ 420
Cost Per Resident 5 420
Cost Per Worker' 101
Plannad 2 m_Invenio

Total Value Existing Land and Buildings $ 78,373,355
Total Value Existing Equipment 533,715
Total Value Existing Vehicles 2,223,362
Total Value Planned Buildings 103,262,400
Total Countywide Public Protection Facilities {2030) $ 184,392,831
2030 Service Population 269,600
Cost Per Capita $ 684
Cost Per Resident $ 684
Cost Per Worker' 164

! Workers weighted at 0.24 of residents,

Sources: Tables 3.1-3.5; MuniFinancial.

Table 3.8 shows the allocation of planned facility costs between new development paying
impact fees and other development. The countywide cost per capita- of public protection
facilities in the system plan multiplied by projected new development in Redding and
unincorporated areas yields impact fee collections of approximately $46.1 million. The share
of planned facility costs attributed to existing countywide development is approximately
$50.9 million. New development in Anderson and Shasta Lake, which are not participating
in this fee progtram, is attributed approximately $2.3 million and $4.0 million of facility costs,
respectively. Combined, approximately $57.2 tillion in non-fee revenue will be needed to
fund planned public protection facilities. If this non-fee funding does not materalize, new
development will have paid a fee higher than its proportional share of facilities.
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Table 3.8: Allocation of Planned Countywide Public Protection Facility
C_osts To New Development

Facility System Caost Per Capita $ 684
Redding & Unincorp. New Development Service Population (2007-2030) 67,400

Impact Fee Contribution to Planned Facilities $ 46,101,600
Total Cost of Planned Facilities $ 103,262,400
Anderson New Development Share $ 2,257,200
Shasta Lake New Development Share 3,967,200
Exisiting Development Share 50,935,400

Total Non-Fee Revenue to Be Identified $ 57,160,800

Sources: Tables 3.1 and 3.7; MuniFinancial.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 3.9 shows the countywide public protection facilities fee schedule. The cost per capita
is converted to a fee per unit of new development based on dwelling unit and building space
densitics shown in Table 2.2 {persons per dwelling unit for tesidental development and
workers per 1,000 square feet of building space for non-residential development). The total
fee includes an administrative charge of 2% of the base fee. The administrative charge
component is designed to offset the costs of fee documentation, collection and required fee
accounting and reporting. The amount of the administrative charge has been estimated by
MuniFinancial based on experience with other jursdictions in California.

Table 3.9: Countywide Public Protection Facility Impact Fees

Cost per Admin,
Land Use Caplta Density’ Fee’  Charge (2%) Total Fee
Residential
Single Family Unit 3 684 236 § 1614 § 32 $ 15646
Multi-famity Unit 684 2.26 1,546 31 1,877
Nonresidential
Commercial $ 164 200 $ 328 § 7 % 33
Office 164 1.62 250 5 255
Industrial 164 0.90 148 3 151

" Persons per dwelling unit or workers per 1,000 square feetl.
?Fee per dwelling unit {residential) or per 1,000 square feat (nonresidentiat).

Sources: Tables 2.2 and 3.7; MuniFinancial.
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Table 3.10 shows the projected amounts of impact fee revenue generated by new

development in Redding and in unincorporated areas.

Table 3.10: Public Protection Impact Fee
Revenue Distribution

New Service
Population Fee per
Jursidiction {2007-2030) Capita Fee Revenue

Redding - 43200 5 6384 $ 29,549,000
Unincarporated 24,200 684 16,553,000
Total 67,400 $ 46,102,000

Sources: Tables 3.1 and 3.9,
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4., PuBLIiC HEALTH FACILITIES

The purpose of this fee is to generate revenue to fund the public health facilites needed to
serve new development. A fee schedule is presented based on the existing value per capita of
public health facilities.

SERVICE F’DF’ULATIDN

Residents ate the pritnary users of public health services. Nonresidential development does
not tend to create increased demand for public services or facilities. Therefore, demand for
public health facilities is based on the residential population and excludes wortkers. Shasta
County Public Health provides services to the entire county; incorporated cities do not
provide separate public health services. Therefore, residents countywide are the service
population for public health facilities. Table 4.1 shows the service population for public
health facilities.

Table 4.1: Countywide Public Health Service Population

Residents
Existing - Countywide (2007) 178,000
New Development - Countywide (2007-2030}) 68,000
Total - Countywide {2030) 246,000

Sources: Table 2.1; MuniFinancial.

FACILITY INVENTORIES & STANDARDS

This study uses the existing inventory method to calculate fee schedules for public health
facilities (see Infroduction for further information). Table 4.2 presents an inventory of public
health facilities in Shasta County along with their current estimated replacement values. The
total value of existing public health facilities is approximately $55.4 million.
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Table 4.2: Public Health Existing Facilities

Facliity {Location) Inventory Unit Cost’ __ Total Value
Land -

Main Building (Public Health and Mental Health) 38.91 acres $ 610,000 § 23736485
Laboratory 0.03 acres 610,000 18,737
Cottages 2.19 acres 610,000 1,334,268
W.L.C. Program {Leased) - acres - -
Anderson Regional Center (Leased) - acres - -
Bumey Regional Center (Leased) - acres - -
Shasta Lake Regional Center (Leased) ) - acres - -
Storage Cal Works Building (Leased) - &cres - -
1424 Tehama 8t. - Substance/Alcohol & Drug Abuse (Leased) - acres - "
2770 Pioneer Dr, - Substance/Alcohol & Brug Abuse (Leased) - acres - -
2770 Pioneer Dr. - Perinatal (Leased) - acres - -
Mental Health Advocate (Leased) - acres - -
Burney Mental Health (Leased) - acres - -

Subtotal 41.13 acres $ 25,090,000

Buildings

Main Bullding - Public Health 22,884 sq.fl. $ 342 § . 7.828616
Main Building - Mental Health 55,180 sq. fi. 342 18,871,560
Laboratory 4,460 sq.ft. 342 1,625,766
Cottages 3,800 sq.ft. 342 1,289,980
W.L.C. Program (Leased) 4,000 sq.ft. - -
Anderson Ragional Center (Leased) 1,320 sq. fi. - -
Bumney Regicnal Center (Leased) 1,800 sq.f. - -
Shasla Lake Reglonal Center {Leased) 1,900 sq.ft. - -
Storage Cal Works Building (Leased) 4,476 sq.ft. - -
1424 Tehama St. - Substance/Alcohol & Drug Abuse (Leased) 3,243 sq.ft. - -
2770 Ploneer Dr. - Substance/Alcohol & Drug Abuse (Leased) 4,127 sq. ft. - -
2770 Pioneer Dr. - Perinatal (Leased) 5,045 =q. K. - -
Mentat Health Advocate (Leased) 380 sq. ft - -
Burney Mental Health (Leased) ) 900 sq.ft - -

Subtotal 113,615 sq. ft. $ 29,530,000
Equipment $ 730,000
Total Existing Facilities $ 55,350,000

" Building costs are estimated by MuniFinancial based on profassicnal exparience in costing facllilies for other chenis.

Sources: Table 2.3; Shasta County; MuniFinancial.

Table 4.3 shows the existing standard of public health facilities in Shasta County. The
standard is calculated as the square feet of County-owned public health building space per
capita. Based on the existing standard of 0.64 square feet per capita, the County will need to
construct approximately 43,000 square feet of new building space to maintain the existing
facility standard in 2030,

&2 Munifinancial ‘ . 24
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Table 4.3: Public Health Facility Standards

Growth to
Maintain
2007 2030 Standard
Square Feet of Building 113,615 167,018 43,403
Service Population 178,000 246,000
Facility Standard (square feet per capita) 0.64 0.64

Sources: Tables 4.1 and 4.2; MuniFinancial.

Table 4.4 shows the cost per capita of existing public health facilities. Because this report
uses the existing inventory method to calculate the public health impact fee, this is the basis
for determining the justified fee amount.

Table 4.4: Public Health Facilities Cost Per Capita -

Existing Standard

Total Value Existing Facilities $ 55,350,000

2007 Service Population o 178,000
Cost Per Capita $ N
Cost Per Resident $ 311

Sources: Tables 4.1 and 4.2; MuniFinanclal.

Use oF FEE REVENUES

The County can use public health facilities fee revenues for the construction or putchase of
new buildings, land, vehicles, or equipment that expand the capacity of the existing system to
serve new development. Fee revenues may not be used for replacement of aging facilities or
equipment required solely to correct existing deficiencies untelated to new development.

Shasta County is currently in the preliminary planning stages of developing a new detox
center. Planning-level estimates of the cost of this facility are shown in Table 4.5, The
County could fund construction of this facility with impact fee revenues. This facility
represents about ten percent of the additional space needed to maintain existing standards
and accommodate growth. (Approximately 43,000 square feet of space are needed by
2030—see Table 4.3.) The County will identify additional facilities to maintain standards as
part of its annual CIP process.

& MuniFinancial 25
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Table 4.5: Planned Detox Facility

Facilty Size (square feet) 4,000
Construction Cost per square foot 3 350
Construction Cost - $ 1,400,000
Construction Contingency (20%) 280,000
Subtotal - Construction $ 1,680,000

Design and Contract Admin, (25% of Construction Bu'dget) 420,000
Total Cost ‘ $ 2,100,000

Source: Shasta County Department of Mental Health.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 4.6 shows the public health facilities fees. The cost per capita is converted to 2 fee per

unit of new development based on dwelling unit densities {(persons per

dwelling unit). The

total fee includes an administrative charge of 2% of the base fee. The administrative charge
component is designed to offset the costs of fee documentation, collection and requited fee
accounting and reporting. The amount of the administrative charge has been estimated by

MuniFinancial based on experience with other jurisdictions in California.

Table 4.6: Countywide Public Health Facilities Impact Fee

Admin,
Cost per : Charge
Land Use Capita Density’ Fee (2%)  Total Fee
Residential
Single Family Unit $ 3N 23 3 734 % 15 § 749
Muilti-family Unit 3N 226 703 14 717

! Persons per dwelling unit.

Sources; Tables 2.2 and 4.4; MuniFinancial,

g MuniFinancial




Shasta County Publig Facilitiss Inpact Fee Study

Table 4.7 shows estimated fee revenues generated by new development in Redding and by
new development in unincorporated areas of the County. While only Redding and Shasta
County are currently participating in this development impact fee program, Shasta County’s
current public health facilities serve all development countywide. If new facilides are
constructed with service areas including Anderson and Shasta Lake, non-fee funding at a
level least equal to the share of new development in those cities should be used; otherwise,
new development included in the fee program will have funded the fair share cost burdens
of new development in Anderson and Shasta Lake.

Table 4.7: Public Health Impact Fee Revenue Distribution
New Residents Fee per

Jursidiction {2007-2030) Capita Fee Revenue
Redding 38100 $ 311§ 11,849,100
Unincorporated 21,900 31 6,810,800

Total 60,000 $ 18,860,000

Sources: Tables 2.1 and 4.6.
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5. LIBRARY VAOLUMES AND EQUIPMENT

The purpose of this fee is to generate revenue to fund the library books and technology
faciliies needed to serve new development. A fee that would enable the Shasta Public
Library System to maintain the current standard of books and technology per capita is
presented. :

SERVICE POPULATION

Residents are the primary users of libraries. Therefore, demand for library facilities is based
on the residential population and excludes workers, The Shasta Public Library System,
operates as 2 Countywide system, with a recently constructed main library in Redding and
branches in Anderson and Burney. Table 5.1 shows the service population for library
facilities for both 2007 and 2030.

Table 5.1: Library Service Population

Residents
Existing - Countywide (2007) 178,000
New Development {2007-2030) 68,000
Total - Countywide {2030) 246,000

Source:; Table 2.1; MuniFinancial.

FACILITY INVENTORIES & STANDARDS

This study uses the existing inventory method to calculate fee schedules for library facilities
(see Introdustion for further information). With the recent completion of the new main library,
the County does not anticipate needing to use impact fee revenue to construct new library
branches to setve new development. Therefore, the library impact fee calculated in this study
is based on the existing invenrory facilities standard of library volumes and computers and
electronics per capita. The impact fee calculated here will allow the Shasta Public Library
System to acquire new volumes, computers and electronics to maintain the current standard.

Shasta County currently owns all three library buildings. As of January 1, 2007, the City of
Redding began operating the three libraries in the Shasta Public Library System under a
contract with Shasta County. Pending completion of the audit of the state Office of Library
Construction grant used for construction of the new Redding Library, the County wil
transfer ownership of the Redding Library land, building, and collection to the City of
Redding. The County will continue to own the libraries in Anderson and Burney.

Table 5.2 presents an inventory of library volumes and computers and electronics in the
Shasta Public Library System. The value per volume in the system’s collection is based on
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the estimated total value and number of volumes in the collection of the Main Library. The
Shasta County Library System provided the total value of computers and electronics at each

branch.

Table 5.2; Library Existing Facilities

Inventory Unit Cost'  Total Value
Volumes
Burney Branch 27,515 volumes § 32 % 880,907
Anderson Branch 42 897 volumes - 32 1,373,370
New Redding Main 206,000 volumes 2 6,595,200
Subtotal 276,412 volumes $ 8848478
Computers/Elecironics
Burney Branch $ 9,600
Anderson Branch 80,000
New Redding Main® . 870,945
Subtotal $ 960,545
Total Value Existing Facilities $ 9,810,023

' Bullding construstion and volume acguisition ¢osts based on construction cost for New Redding Main library.
2 New Redding Main library includes other electronic equipment, while the other branches do not.

Source: Table 2.3; Shasta County Library; Shasta County Planning Department; MuniFinancial.

Table 5.3 shows the existing volumes per capita and computers and electronics per capita
facility standards (see the Imfroduction for further description of the existing inventoty

methodology). The resulting facility standards are 1.55 volumes per capita and $5.40

of

computers and electronics per capita. The projected growth in the 2030 setvice population
correlates to the acquisition of 104,900 volumes and approximately $370,000 in computers
and electronics to maintain the existing facility standards through 2030. This table does not
necessatily imply that the County should, or is planning, to increase the facility inventories
exactly as shown above. Rather, this table gives a rough indication of the amount of facility

expansion that will be needed to serve new development.
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Table 5.3: Library Facility Standards

Needed to Maintain

2007 - 2030 Existing Standard

Library Volumes 276,412 381,300 - 104,888
Service Population 178,000 245,000
Facility Standard {volumes per capita) 1.55 1.55

Computers/Electronics ($ value) $ 960,545 $1,328,400 % 367,855
Service Population 178,000 246,000

Facility Standard ($ per capita) L 540 § 5.40

Sources: Tables 5.1 and 5.2, MuniFinanclal.

Table 5.4 shows current per capita costs for residents of library volumes and computers and
electronics.

Table 5.4: Library Facilities Cost Per Capita

Total Value Existing Volumes and Computers/Elsctronics $ 6,810,023
2007 Service Population 178,000
Cost Per Capita ) , $ 55

Sources: Tables 5.1 and 5.2; MuniFinancial.

USE OF FEE REVENUES

The County can use library faciliies fee revenues for the or purchase of new volumes and
equipment that expand the capacity of the existing system to serve new development. An
estimate of the volumes and equipment needed to serve new development is outlined in the
previous section. Fee revenues may not be used for replacement of aging facilities or
equipment required solely to correct existing deficiencies unrelated to new development.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 5.5 shows the proposed library facilities fees. The cost per capita is converted to a fee
per unit of new development based on dwelling unit densities (persons per dwelling unit},
The total fee includes an administrative charge of 2% of the base fee. The administrative
charge component is designed to offset the costs of fee documestation, collection and
required fee accounting and reporting. The amount of the administrative chatge has been
estimated by MuniFinancial based on experience with other jurisdictions in California,
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Table 5.5: Library Facilities Impact Fee

Cost per : Admin.
Land Use ‘ Capita Density’ Foo® Charge (2%) Total Fee
Single Family Unit $ 55 236 $ 130 % 3§ 133 s
Multi-Family Unit 55 2.26 124 2 126

¥ Persons per dwelling unit.
2 Fee per dweliing unit.

Sources: Tables 2.2 and 5.4; MuniFinancial.

Table 5.6 shows estimated fee revenues generated by new development in Redding and by
new development in unincorporated ateas of the County. While only Redding and Shasta
County are currently participating in this development impact fee program, Shasta County’s
libraries serve all development countywide. Non-fee funding at a level least equal to the
share of new development in Anderson and Shasta Lake should be used for the purchase of
library volumes and computers; otherwise, new development included in the fee program
will have funded the fair share cost burdens of new development in Anderson and Shasta
Lake.

Table 5.6: Library Impact Fee Revenue Distribution
New Residents  Fee per
Jursidiction {2007-2030) Capita Fae Revenue

Redding 38,100 $ 56 $ 2,095500
Unincorporated 21,900 55 1,204,500
Total 60,000 $ 3,300,000

Sources: Tables 2.1 and 5.5.
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6. COUNTY PARK AND OPEN SPAGCE FACILITIES

The purpose of this fee is to generate revenue to fund the County park and open space
facilities needed to serve new development. A fee schedule is presented based on the existing
and planned County park and open space facilities inventory. A separate impact fee is
calculated in Chapter 13 of this study to fund the share of Redding city patks serving new
development in unincorperated areas.

SERVICE POPRPULATION

Residents are the primary users of parks and open space. Therefore, demand for parks and
open space and associated facilities is based on residential population and excludes workers.
Each of the incorporated cities in Shasta County has its own city park facilities; therefore,
the service population for county parks and open space includes only residents of
unincorporated areas. Table 6.1 provides an estimate of the current unincorporated resident
population and a projection for the year 2030

Table 6.1: County Parks and Open Space Service Population

Residents
Existing - Unincorporated Areas (2007) 69,700
New Development - Utincorporated Areas (2007-2030) 21,800
Total - Unincorporated (2030) 91,600

Sources: Table 2.1, MuniFinancial,

FACILITY INVENTORIES & STANDARDS

The County’s current inventory of park and open space facilities is summarized in Table
6.2. Land values are generally based on the assumptions detailed in the Table 2.3. The land
value for the Balls Ferry Boat Ramp site is higher than the general value for unincorporated
land because it occupies a valuable tiverfront locaton.
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Table 6.2; County Parks and Open Space Existing Land Inventory

Park Category Inventory Unit Cost Value
French Gulch Park 19.70 acres § 5500 3 108,350
Keswick Lake 1.60 acres 60,000 96,000
Balls Ferry Boat Ramp' 3.00 acres 200,000 600,000
Hat Creek Park (Leased) - acres - -
Total County Owned Park Acres 24.30 acres $ 810,000

"Cost per acre provided by Shasta County Department of Public Works.

Sources: Table 2.3; Shasta County; MuniFinancial.

Table 6.3 below details the existing inventory of improvements at County parks. The values
shown represent approximate current replacement costs based on input from the County
and data on the cost of comparable recent improvements at other parks.

Table 6.3: County Parks and Open Space Existing

Improvements
Value

French Gulch

Restrooms 3 220,000
Keswick

Playground Equipment 140,000
Balls Ferry

Resirooms 100,000

Boat Ramp, Stairs, Sheetpiling, Riprap 400,000

Parking Lot, Curbs, Lighting, Landscaping 200,000
Hat Creek

Restrooms 220,000

Total Value of Improvements $ 1,280,000

Sources: Shasta County; MuniFinancial.

The County park and open space impact fee is based on a system plan facility standard. The
system plan standard is ten acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. This standard is based on
the Public Facilities Element of the Shasta County General Plan, which states,

“In otder to adequately provide for the existing and future community recreation
needs, Shasta County should consider requiring parklands dedications or in-lieu fees
as a conditdon of approval of all final or parcel maps for land divisions occurting in
areas designated by the Community Development Element as urban or suburban
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residential development. In the intetest of uniformity, the existing County standards
should be replaced with those applied to urban/suburban development occurring in
incorporated areas, specifically the standards used by Redding. Parklands dedication
and fee payment will be required only if a local public agency recreation provider,
such as a school or special district, agrees to accept and maintain them.”2

The standard used by Redding, as defined in Goal R4 of its General Plan, is to provlde a
minimum of ten acres of developed parkland per 1,000 residents.?

The system plan standard for County park and open space improvements is equal to the
value of immprovements per acre at existing County parks. The per-acte improvement cost of
$52,675 is low for highly developed neighborhood ot comtnunity patks, but approptiate for
the large, regional parks and open space facilities likely to be developed by the County. In
the future, the County may need to develop more intensively improved neighbothood-type
patks in some of the more densely populated unincorporated areas, such as Palo Cedro,
Cottonwood, or Happy Valley. These parks would have higher costs per acre than the
current cost per acre used in the system plan; however, the County has no current plans to
develop this type of park facilities.

The cuttent and planned County park and open space facility standards are shown in Table
6.4. As shown in the table below, the planned facility standard will significantly increase the
per capita area of County park and open space facilities.

Table 6.4: County Parks and Open Space Facility Standards

2007 2030
Acres 24 916
Service Population 88,700 91.600
Acres per 1,000 Residents 0.35 10.00
Value of Improvements ‘ - % 1,280,000 $ 48,250,000
Acres 24 916
Value of Improvements per Acre 3 52675 $ 52,875

Sources: Tables 6.1 and 6.2; MuniFinancial.

Table 6.5 shows the per capita value of total planned facilides in 2030. Under the system
plan standard, the County parks and open space system would have a value of $589 per
capita.

2 Shasta County General Plan, as amended through 2004; p. 7.5.08.
3 City of Redding 2000-2020 General Plan Recreation Element, p. 6.
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Table 6.5: County Parks and Open Space System Cost Per Capita

Existing Land Value 3 810,000

Additional Parks and Open Space Acres 891.70

Planned Additional Acres $ 5,500

Additional Land Cost $ 4,904,350

Existing Improvements 3 1,280,000

Planned Additional Improvements 46,970,206

Total Park Costs - ' $ 53,964,556

2030 Service Population 91,600
Total Cost per Capita 3 589

Sources; Tables 2.3 and 6.1-8.4; MuniFinancial.

The system plan standard will raise the level of County park and open space setvice fot
residents of unincorporated Shasta County. Impact fee revenues may not be used to raise the
level of setvice for new development; therefore, there is an existing deficlency that must be
funded with non-fee sources of revenue. Table 6.6 shows the allocation of County park and
open space facility costs between new development, which will pay impact fees, and existing
development, whose share must be funded with other sources.

Table 6.6: Allocation of County Parks and Open Space
Costs To New Development

Planned Facility Standard Per Capita $ 589
New Development Service Population {2007-2030) 214,900
New Development Contribution to Planned Facilities 3 12,899,000
Cost of Planned Improvements _ 51,874,556
Non-Fee Revenue To Be Identified $ 38,975,556

Sources: Tables 6.1 and 6.6; MuniFinancial.

As shown in Table 6.6, approximately $39.0 million in non-fee revenue is needed to provide
service meeting the planned facility standard. If this non-fee funding for County park and
open space facilities does not materialize, new development will have paid too high a fee.
This funding could come from grants to purchase and develop parkland or general fund or
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other tax sources. In addition, donations of land or facilities to the County patk and open
space system could help the County meet the facility standard, The Pacific Forest and
Watershed Lands Stewardship Council is currently in the ptocess of deciding future
ownership for approximately 38,500 acres of land in Shasta County formerly owned by the
Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E). If Shasta County receives some of this land for
use as County patks and open space, it would help the County meet the planned facility
standard and reduce the existing deficiency.

USE OF FEE REVENUES

The County can use park and open space facilities fee revenues for the construction or
putchase of new buildings, land, land improvements, vehicles, or equipment that expand the
capacity of the existing park and open space system to setve new development. Should the
County receive land dedications to expand its park and open space system, it intends to use
impact fee revenues, in part, to add recreation improvements to those lands. Fee revenues
may not be uscd for replacement of aging facilities or equipment required solely to correct
existing deficiencies unrelated to new development.

FEE SCHEDLULE

The County parks and open space impact fee schedule is shown in Table 6.7. The cost per
capita calculated in Table 6.5 is converted to a fee per unit of new development based on
dwelling unit densities (persons per dwelling unit). The total fee includes an administratdve
charge of 2% of the base fee. The administrative charge component is designed to offset the
costs of fee documentation, collection and required fee accounting and reporting. The
amount of the administrative charge has been estimated by MuniFinancial based on
experience with other jurisdictions in California.

Table 6.7: County Parks and Open Space Impact Fee

Cost psr Admin,
Land Use Capita Density’ Fee® Charge (2%)  Total Fee
Rosidontial
Single Family Unit $ 682 2.36 % 1373 § 27 8 1,400
Multi-famity Unit 582 2.26 1,315 26 1,341
! Persons per dwelling unit.

2 Feo per dwelling unit,

Sources: Tables 2.2 and 8.5; MuniFinancial.
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7. SHERIFF PATROL & INVESTIGATION

The purpose of this fee is to generate revenue to fund the sheriff patrol and investigation
facilities needed to serve new development. The County will use fee revenues to expand
sheriff patrol and investigation facilities to serve new development.

SERVICE POPULATION

Sheriff patrol and investigation refers to the law enforcement services provided by the Shasta
County Sheriff’s Department to unincorporated areas of the County. Both residents and
workers in unincorporated portions of Shasta County benefit from law enforcement services
provided by the Sheriff’s Department. Therefore, demand for shetiff patrol and investigation
facilities is based on the County’s combined unincorporated residential and worker
populations.

In addition to providing patrol and investigation services in unincorporated areas, the
Sheriff's Department also provides public protection facilities which setve the entire County,
such as the Coroner’s Office and the Shasta County Jail. Facility needs relating to these
countywide public protection services are addressed in Chapter 3 of this study.

The demand for sheriff patrol and investigation services is primatily related to the demands
that residents and businesses place on the Sheriff's Department’s law enforcement services
in unincorporated areas. Specific data is not available to compare demand per resident to
demand by businesses; however, it is reasonable to assume that demand for these services is
less for one worker than for one resident because nonresidential buildings are typically
occupied less intensively than dwelling units. The 0.24-weighting factor for workers used in

this study is based on a 40-hour workweek divided by the total number of hours in a week

(168) and reflects the degree to which nonresidential development yields a lesser demand for
countywide public protection facilities.

Table 7.1 provides estimates of current resident and worker populations and projections for
the year 2030.

Table 7.1: Sheriff Patrol and Investigation Service Population

Service
Residants Workers Population

Existing - Unincorporated (2007) 69,700 156,400 73,400
New Development - Uningorporated (2007-2030) 21,900 9,600 24,200

Total - Unincorporated (2030) 91,600 25,000 97,600
Weighting factor ' 1.00 024

Note: Workers weighting factor of 0.24 is based on county estimales.

Sources: Table 2.1; MuniFinancial,

¥ MuniFinancial
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FACILITY INVENTORIES AND STANDARDS

The sheriff patrol and investigation impact fee is based on the existing standard of patrol and
investigation facilities in Shasta County. Under this approach, new development funds the
expansion of facilities at the same rate that existing taxpayers have provided facilities to date
(see Introduction for further description). Sheriff patrol and investigation facilities include
vehicles, land, buildings, and equipment.

Table 7.2 details the current inventory of land, buildings, and patrol vehicles used for shediff
patrol and investigation services.

Table 7.2: Sheriff Patrol and Investigation Land, Buildings, Patrol Vehicles

Inventory Unit Cost Total Value
Land
Public Safety Building' 012 acres § 810,000 § 70,385
Burnay Substatlon and Court® 3.15 acres 60,000 188,971
Sheriff's Evidence® 0.41 acres 610,000 252,302
Sheriffs 1D Lab and Misc.” 1.75 acres 610,000 1,068,100
Anderson Substation {Leased) - acres - -
Happy Valley Substation {Leased) - acres - -
Lakehead Substation (Leased) ' - acres - -
Shasta Lake Substation (Leased) - acres - -
Shingletown Substation (Leased) - - acres - -
Subtotal 5.43 acres $ 1,580,000
Bulidings
Public Safety Building 14,000 sq. ft $ 322 $ 4,512,200
Bumey Substation and Court 3838 sq.ft. 322 1,236,987
Sheriff's Evidance 13,195 sq. ft. 322 4,252,749
Sheriff's 1D Lab and Misc. 22,930 sq.ft 322 7,390,339
Anderson Substation (Leased) 6,600 sq.ft - -
Happy Valley Substation (Leased) 500 sq.ft - -
Lakehead Substation (Leased) 460 sq. . - -
Shasta Lake Substation (Leased) 3,000 .&q. ft. - -
Shingletown Substation {Leased) 383 sq.f - N -
Subtotal 64,906 sq.ft $ 17,362,000
Pafrol Vehicles
Crown Victorias 35 $ 31,140 § 1,089,900
Ford Expeditions 20 33,266 665,320
$ 1,755,000
Total $ 20,727,000

" Land parcet is shared with the Public Safety Facllites Bullding. Land area allocated proporticnally according to building space used by each
function.

2 Land parce! is shared with the Bumey Branch Library. Land area aliocated proportionally according to building space used by each function,
?Land is shared with the County courthouse. Land area allocated proporticnally according to building space used by each function.

° Building shared with other departments. Parce! area not avallable, Estimated using 0.3 fivor-area ratia.

Sources: Table 2.3, Shasta County; MuniFinancial,
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"Table 7.3 presents an inventory of equipment used for shetiff patrol and investigation
services. |

Table 7.3: Existing Sheriff Patrol and Investigation Equipment (page 1 of 2) :

Descnphion Oty. Est Cost  Total |Description Qty. Est. Cost _ Total |
| Sheriff Clvill Unit
‘ Two-way Radio Mobile Relay 1% 4904 $ 4,904 Motorola Spectra A9 Radio 3¢$5793 § 17,378
‘ Solar Panels with Batteries 1 5,016 5,016
Syntor Radlos 28 3,533 08,918 |Burney Substation .
Moterola Radics 20 3,802 77,832 | Cannon t770 Fax Machine 18 3488 $ 3,486
XTL. 5000 VHF Mobile Radios 16 5,083 81,325 | Modutar Key Service Unit 1 4744 4,744
Digital Mobile Radios 27 5954 160,770 | 1983 GMC Caballero Pickup 1 4912 4,912
Qther Mobile Radios 1 3,624 3,624 | Motorola Radios 13 3,305 42,970
Other Vehicle Radios 14 5,183 72,568 | Syntor Radios 2 3,505 7,010
Cannon L770 Fax Machlhe 1 3,703 3,703 Subfotal $ 63,121
Nightscope Day/Night Camera 1 6,018 6,015 |Shenff C-CAP
Workstation 1 3,380 3,380 | Systems Fumiture - $ 3027 § 3,027
Mobile Workstations 25 6,056 151,393 [HP Laserjet Color Printer 1 6,463 6,483
ABR 2600 Reader Printer 1 8,600 8,500 [Delf Precision Workstation 1 6,994 6,994
Optra Printer with Cart 2 11,261 22,523 Sublotal $ 16484
Laptop Voice Anatyzar 1 R.921 6,821 ;
LCD Mite Elite Projector 1 3,212 3,212 |Marfjuana Supprassion Grant :
Fujitsu Duplex Scanner 1 6,009 6,008 | Motoroia Mobile Radio 1%3231 % 3,231
MDC 9 5,419 48,767 | 1992 Ford F150 Pickup 1 18,070 16,070
Mobile Data Workstatian 1 8,231 6,231 | Dell Laptop Computer 1 3,354 3,354
X-Ray Bomb Inspector Modet 200 1 3,445 3,445 Sublolal - $ 22666
Bomb Suit BBM-4 1 8,500 8,500
Mobile Crime Prevention Trailer 1 23,568 23,568 Trinity Marijuana Eradication
K9 Patrol 1 4,900 4,800 | Unital lmeligence System 1%58108 % 6,103
Police Service Dogs 2 7,100 14,200
Touchprint 600 Workstation 1 37,430 37,430 | BLM Marfivang Eradication
Vehicle 1 3,216 3,218 | All Terrain Vehicies 2 %6081 § 12182
Lition Night Visicn Scope 1 3,892 3,802
Workstation 1 7,084 7,084 |Qffice of Emerqency Services
Scanner 1 5,013 £,013 | Motorola Spectra Radios 2% 5444 § 10887
Radic Repeater Stations § 12,005 60,023 | Satellite Telephone 1 5,125 5,125
Subtotal $ 945,880 | Radio Ropeater 1 ©.944 9,044
Boating Safely Thickol Spryte Snowcat 1 30,000 30,000
Patrol Boat 12 $ 39,1756 $470,102 | Snowecat Trailer 1 5909 5,809
Vehicle Radio 1 5183 5,183 | Intercom System 1 3,083 3,083
Mobile Radio 1 5,017 5,017 Subtotal $ 64,850
Ford Jet Pump Marine Engine 2 5,072 10,144 |Antidrug Abuse Grant
Syntor 18 Ch Mobile Radio 2 3,008 6,016 | Transmitter/Receiver 1% 5808 § 5,883
Motorola Radio 1 3,043 3,043
Cannon L770 Fax 1 3,703 3,703 | Serlou; itual Qffenders
Underwater Camera Vehicle 1 31,936 31,036 | HP Designjet Flotter 187477 & 7,477
Molorola Mobile Radio 3 3,714 11,142 :
Motorola Spectra A2 Radio 2 4,744 9,487 |CQPS More 96 Program
Motorola Spectra A9 Radio 1 §,380 6,380 | Radio Network Controlier 1 $70,048 § 70,048
Motorola Marine Radlo 1 7.3563 7,353 | Data Base Station 1 27,182 27,182
Baker Jetcraft Trailer 1 3,271 3,271 | Bunchgrass Data Base Sfation 1 10,809 10,608
Underwater Comm. System 1 5,685 5,695 | Vehicular Radio Modem 70 3,205 224,359
Inflatable Boat with Motor 1 6,746 6,746 | Repeater 1 32,471 32,471
Radio Repealer 1 196,997 19,897 Sublotal $ 364,878
Hydro Hoist Boat Lift 1 8,135 6,138
Boat Engine 1 5,470 5,470 |Mafor Crimes
Extended Truck Bed Frame 1 3,540 3,540 | Forensic Light 1868255 § 8,255
Subtotal $619,361 | FuJitsu Scanner Station 1 7,481 7,481
Subtotal 5 15736
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Table 7.3: Existing Sheriff Patrol and Investigation Equipment (page 2 of 2)

Description Qty. Est Cosl  Total |Descrption Qty. Est. Gost . Total
Calit. MuitiJurisdictional Methamphetamine Enforcemant Team Homeland Sectrity
Dodge Ram 1 $23237 $ 23237 | Fiber Qptic Cameras 2 $20,000 $ 40,000
Chevrolet Blazer 1 25724 25724 | Equipment Trailers 4 4898 19,5868
Copler 1 10,819 10,619 | Chemical Agent Detaction 1 10,189 10,189
Computer 1 6,370 6,370 | SCBA MSA MMR Units 4 3881 15,444
Plotter 1 8,129 8,129 | X-ray Machine 1 17,197 17,187
Binoculars 1 5,418 5416 | Hazerdous Materiels Vehicle 1 272,375 272,375
Laptops 8 3,174 25,388 | Surveillance Camera Sysiem 1 3873 3,873
Poriable Radios 3 3,480 10,460 | Mobile Work Station 1 6,028 6,028
Digital Mobile Radics 3 4,712 14,137 | Lumen XGA Projector 1 3,808 3,608
Other Radios 4 3,723 14,883 | Storage Containers -~ 8478 a47e
Computer Components - 5,108 5,108 | HP Designjst 500 PS Printer 1 3,980 3,980
Night Vision Goggles 3 4,595 13,785 1 Mobile Work Station 4 5,028 24,112
Wirgtap System ~ 174,722 174,722 | Bomb Disposal Robot 1 44461 44,481
Telephone System - 7,282 7,293 | Inflatable Response Shelter 1 6,008 6,088
Computers and Accessories 3 4,137 12,411 | Armored SWAT Vehicle 1 152,831 152,831
Audic Body Wire - 6,445 6,445 Sublotal $ 628,261
Survelllance Equipment 2 4,794 9,588
Shredder 1 4,294 4,294 |Domestic Preparedness Program
Fujinon GPS 1 14,986 14,986 | Thermal Imaging Cameras 2 $10085 & 20,109
Subtotal $ 393,013 | Chemical Agent Detectors 3 9,584 28,751
Radio Interconnect Systems 2 9,730 18,460
USFS High Infensity Drug Trafficking Program EMR 3-channel Corbiner 1 7,088 7.095
Tactical Wireiines 2% 3452 § 6,905 Subtatal $ 75418
GPS Tracking Systems 2 5,798 11,592
Sublotal $ 18,497 [Law Enforcement Temorism :
Night Vision Goggles 3 %3760 $ 11281
ES Te [t m Side Scan Sonar 1 39,654 38,654
Trailer 1% 7234 § 7234 Subtotal $ 50936
SHRF Buffer Zong Profecfion Total $ 3,358,000
Communication System - $21,882 $ 21,982

Source: Shasta County.

Table 7.4 shows the per capita standards of building space, vehicles and equipment for
sheriff patrol and investigation facilities in the County. The facility standard is calculated by
taking the existing inventory and dividing it by the existing service population. The resulting
facility standards are 0.88 square feet of building space per capita, §46 of equipment per
capita, and 0.75 patrol vehicles per 1,000 service population. The projected growth in the
2030 service population correlates to the acquisition of 21,000 square feet of building space,
$1.1 million of equipment, and 18 patrol vehicles to maintain the existing facility standards
through 2030. This does not necessarily imply that the County should, or is planning, to
increase the facility inventories exactly as shown above. Rather, this table gives a rough
indication of the amount of facility expansion that will be needed to serve new development.

MuniFinancial
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Table 7.4: Sheriff Facility Standards

Growth to
Maintain
2007 2030 _Standard
Building space (square feet) 64,906 85,888 20,982
Service Population 73,400 97,600
Facility Standard (square feet per capita) 0.88 0.88
Value of Equipment ($) $3,358,000 $4,489,600 $ 1,131,600
Service Population 73,400 97,600
Facility Standard ($ per capita) 3 46 § 46
Patrol and Vehicles 56 73 18
Service Population 73,400 97,600
Facility Standard {vehicles per 1,000 service pop.) 0.75 0.75

Sources: Tables 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3; MuniFinancial.

Table 7.5 shows the cost per capita of the existing standard of sheriff patrol and
investigation facilities. The existing cost per capita is used as the basis for the sheriff patrol
and investigation facilities impact fee.

Table 7.5: Sheriff Facilities Cost Per Capita

Total Value Existing Land, Buildings, and Patrol Vehicles $ 20,727,000

Total Value Existing Equipment 3,358,000
Total Value Existing Facilities 3 24,085,000
2007 Service Population 73,400
Cost Per Capita 9 328
Cost Per Resident $ 328
Cost Per Employee’ 79

" Workers weighted at 0.24 of residents.

Sources: Tables 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3; MuniFinancial.

LUUSE OF FEE REVENUES

The County can use sheriff patrol and investigation fee revenues for the construction or
putchase of new buildings, land, vehicles, or equipment that expand the capacity of the
cxisting system to setve new development. Preliminary planning is underway for the
construction of a new facility to house the Sheriff’s patrol, operations, and investigation
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services. A site for this new facility has not been identified. To the extent that this new
facility expands the Shasta County Sheriffs Department’s capacity to serve new
development, impact fee revenues may be used to fund this facility. Fee revenues may not be
used for replacement of aging facilities or equipment required solely to correct existing
deficiencies unrelated to new development.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 7.6 shows the sheriff patrol and investigation facilities fees. The cost per capita is
convetted to a fee per unit of new development based on dwelling unit and building space
densities (persons per dwelling unit for residential development and workers per 1,000
square feet of building space for non-residential development). The total fee includes an
administrative charge of 2% of the base fee. The administrative charge component is
designed to offset the costs of fee documentation, collection and required fee accounting
and reporting. The amount of the administrative charge has been estimated by
MuniFinancial based on experience with other jurisdictions in California.

Table 7.6: Sheriff Patrol and Investigation Impact Fee

Cost per Admin.
Land Use Capita__ Density’ Fee’ Charge {2%) Total Fee
Residential
Single Family Unit $ 328 238 $ 774 B 16 $ 789
Muiti-famiky Unit 328 2.26 741 15 756
Nonresidential
Commercial $ 79 200 $§ 158 § 3 & 161
Office 79 1.52 120 2 122
Industria! 79 0.80 71 1 72

! Persons per dwelling unit or workers per 1,000 square feet.
% Fee per dwelling unit or per 1,000 square feet

Sources. Tables 2.2 and 7.5, MuniFinancial.

42



8. GENERAL GOVERNMENT
e

The purpose of the fee is to generate revenue to fund the general government facilities
needed to serve new development. General government encompasses all administrative
functions that the County government provides to both incorporated and unincotporated
portions of the County, although not necessarily at equal levels. A fee schedule is presented
based on the existing inventory standard for general government facilities in Shasta County.

SERVIGE POPULATION

General government facilities serve both residents and businesses. Therefore, the service
population for general government facilities includes both residents and wotkers. General
government functions provide services at differing levels to both incorporated and
unincorpotated areas of the County.

Table 8.1 shows the estimated service population in 2007 and in 2030. In calculating the
service population, workers are weighted less than residents to reflect lower per capita
service demand, Nonresidential buildings are typically occupied less intensively than dwelling
units, $o it is reasonable to assume that average per-worker demand for services is less than
average per-resident demand. The 0.24-weighting factor for workets is based on a 40-hour
workweek divided by the total number of hours in a week (40/168=0.24).

Table 8.1: Administrative and General Government Service Population
Service
Residents Workers Population

Existing - Anderson (2007) 10,500 2,900 11,200
Existing - Redding (2007) 87,600 43,300 98,000
Existing - Shasta Lake (2007) 10,200 1,300 10,500
Existing - Unincorporated {2007) 69,700 15,400 73,400

Existing - Countywide (2007) 178,000 62,800 193,100
New Development - Anderson (2007-2030) 2,700 2,700 3,300
New Development - Redding (2007-2030) . 38,100 21,400 43,200
New Development - Shasta Lake {2007-2030) 5,300 1,900 5,800
New Development - Unincorporated (2007-2030) 21,900 9,600 24,200

New Development - Countywide (2007-2030} 68,000 35,600 76,500
Total - Anderson (2030) : 13,200 5,600 14,500
Total - Redding (2030) 125,700 64,700 141,200
Total - Shasta Lake (2030) 15,500 3,200 16,300
Total - Unincorporated (2030) 91,600 25,000 97,600

Total - Countywide {2030) 248,000 98,500 269,600
Weighting factor 1.00 0.24

Sources; Table 2.1; MuniFinancial.
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FACILITY INVENTORIES & STANDARDS

This study uses the existing inventory method to calculate fees for general government
facilities. Table 8.2 shows the existing building and land inventory for general government
facilities in Shasta County. Most estimates of building cost per square foot are based on the
actual construction, architecture and engineering, utility and signalization, and furnishing
costs of the recently-completed County Administradon Center.

While some general government functions serve all areas of the County equally, other
functions provide a higher level of service to unincorporated areas. For example, the County
Assessor serves all areas equally, but the County Planning Department focuses a greater
amount of effort on unincorporated areas because incorporated cities have their own
planning departments.

Table 8.3 shows the allocation of the values of general government facilities between
countywide and unincorporated setvice populations. The “% Countywide” column estimates
the proportion of each facility attributed to serving all development with at an equal level of
service whether it is in an incorporated city or an unincorporated area. The “%
Unincorporated” column estimates the proportion of each facility supporting a County
service that serves only unincorporated areas,

The allocation factors are based on input from Shasta County staff and on MuniFinancial’s
experience with other counties in California. Some parts of the County government, such as
Personnel and Information Technology, primarily serve administrative and support
functons for the government itself. Allocation factots for these administrative functions are
based on the total allocation of building space for the other functions.

Common areas, land values, and financing costs for each building are allocated between
countywide development and unincorporated development in proportion to the total
allocation of other space in the building. The allocation of total value for general
government facilities serving development countywide is 73 percent, with facilides serving
solely unincorporated development accounting for the remaining 27 percent.

EWMuniFinancial

44




Shasta Conmty Public Facilities lmpact Fee Study

Table 8,2: Administrative and General Government Existing Facilities

Facllity (Location) Inventory Unit Cost’ Totai Value
County Administration Center
Building Area ‘
Community Action Agency 3636 sq.ft § 202 persq.ft § 1,061,960
Housing Authority 2,857 sq.ft 292 persq. fi. 863,646
Opportunity Centers 2,578 sq.ft 292 persq. ft 752,862
Assessor 15,850 sq.fi 292 persq. ft 4,620,282
Auditor-Controller 9,801 . sq. ft. 292 persq. ft 2,862,561
Probation 2,194 sq.fi 282 persq. ft 640,708
Recorder 5804 sq.fi. 292 per sq. ft. 1,605,164
Tax Collector, Treasurer & Public Administrator 8,372 sq.ft 282 per sq. ft. 2,445,196
Board of Supervisors 1,760 sq.ft 292 persq. fi. 514,040
Administrative Officer-C.A.C. 6,000 sq.ft 292 persq. ft 1,752,410
Clerk of the Board 3,063 sq.ft 292 persq. ft. 894,605
County Counsel 5,638 sq.ft. 292 persq. ft. 1,646,681
Information Technology 23,828 sq.ft 292 persq. ft. 6,688,610
Personne! Division 5802 sq.ft 292 persq. . 1,684,580
Purchasing Division 2677 sq.ft 292 persq. ft. 781,867
Risk Management 5943 sq.ft 292 persag. ft 1,735,762
Common Space ) 3,997 sq.ft 292 persq ft. 1,167,397
Subtotal - Building Area 110,000 sq. ft. $ 32,128,000
Land 140 acres $810,000 peracre § 854,000
Interest Payments through 2030 - County Administration Center® — 24908479
Subtotal - County Administration Center $ 57,890,000
1855 Plager Building
Building Area
Environmental Health 1,262 sq.ft. $ 292 persq.ft $ 369,000
Air Quality 1,913 sq.ft. 292 persq. ft, §59,000
Permits 1,732 sq. ft 202 per sq. ft. 508,000
Planning 1,845 sq. it 292 persq. ft. 539,000
Building 1,260 sq.ft. 292 persq. ft. 368,000
Public Works 7.814 sq. 8. 292 persq. ft. 2,282,000
Administration & Gommunity Education 1,131 sq. ft. 292 persq. ft. 330,000
Commeon Space 5,849 sq.ft 292 persq. ft. 1,650,000
Subtotal - Building Area 22,808 sg.ft $ 6,803,000
Land 1.17 acres $610,000 peracre $ 714,000
Subtotal - 1855 Placer Building $ 7,317,000
Total Existing Facilities $ 65,207,000

! Replacement cost of county administration buildings based on actual construction, architecture and engineering, utility and signalization, and
fumishing costs of recently-complated County Administration Center and associated parking fecifity,

% The cost of the County Administration Center and parking facility was $32,128,000 according to County staff. However, bonds of
$42,575,000 were issued to fund the project. Estimatas of interest and debt service payments are prorated based on the actual faciity cost as
a portion of bond debt.

Sources: Table 2,3, Shasta County; MuniFinancial.
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Table 8.3: Allocation of General Government Facilities Between Countywide Services and
Unincorporated Only

% County- Countywide % Uninc. Unpinc. Only

Facility {Location) Total Vatue wida' -Allocation only' Allocation

Building Area
Comimunity Aclion Agency $ 1,061,960 20% $ 212,392 80% $ 849,568
Housing Authority 863,646 20% 172,729 80% 690,917
Opportunity Centers 752,952 20% 150,590 80% 602,362
Assessor 4,829,282 100% 4,620,282 0% -
Auditor-Controlier 2.862 561 100% 2,862,561 0% -
Probation 640,798 100% 640,798 0% -
Recorder 1,695,164 100% 1,695,164 0% -
Tax Collector, Treasurer & Publlc Adminlstrator 2,445,108 100% 2,445,196 0% -
Board of Supervisors® 514,040 72% 370,438 28% 143,602
Administrative Officer-C.A.0.2 1,752,410 T2% 1,262,857 28% 489,553
Clerk of the Board® 864,605 12% 644,688 28% 249,917
County Counsel® 1,646,681 72% 1,186,664 28% 460,017
Infermation Technology® 6,888,610 2% 5,036,273 28% 1,052,337
Personnal Division® 1,694,580 72% 1,221,182 28% . 473,398
Purchasing Civision® 781,867 2% 563,445 28% 218,422
Risk Management® 1,735,762 72% 1,250,860 28% 484,902
Common Spaces 11167'397 79% 917,969 21% 249,425
Sublotal - Buikding Area $32,128,000 $ 25,263,068 $ 6,864,422
Land® $ 854,000 79% $ 671,533 21% § 182,467
Interest Payments - County Admin. Center® _249008479 79% __ 19,566 488 21% __5321991
Subtolal - County Administration Center $57,880,000 79% $ 45,521,109 21% $12,388,881

1855 Plager Buiiding

Building Area
Environmantal Health $ 368,000 100% $ 389,000 0% $ -
Air Quallty 558,000 100% 559,000 0% -
Permits 506,000 10% 50,800 90% 455,400
Planning 539,000 10% 53,900 00% 485,100
Building 368,000 10% 36,800 90% 331,200
Publlc Works 2,282,000 10% 228,200 90% 2,053,800
Administration & Community Education® 330,000 72% 237,811 28% 92,189
Common Space’ 1,650,600 % ___ 511460 69% __1138,540
Subtotal - Building Area $ 6,603,000 $ 2,048,772 $ 4,558,228
Land® ‘ $ 714,000 3% § 221,323 89% $ 492677
Subtotal - 1855 Placer Building $ 7,317,000 31% $ 2,268,085 69% $ 5,048,905
Total Existing Facilities $65.207,000 73% $ 47,789,000 27% $17,418,000

" Allocation of County servicas between countywide and unincarporated only s an estimate generated by MuniFinancial based on exporiance wilh other
county gavernmants in Californla.

%Building square fcotage for these functions is allocaled between courdywids and unincorporated orly use based on the usage of building squars footage
in both buikdings to all other functions. Thegs Runctions serve the overall counly govemment, and a reasonable allocation of their services is 1o use the
averaga of other county goverriment departrrients,

* Common space and land value in each buliding, and debl service for the County Administration Bulicing, are allocated batween countywide and
unincorperated only based on the allocation of other space i that building.

Sourcas: Shasta County, MuniFinancial
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Table 8.4 shows the existing value of facilities per capita for general government facilities in
Shasta County. The standard per capita is calculated separately for the countywide and
unincotporated service populations based on the value allocation shown in Table 8.3. The
exisdng standard for general government faciliies allocated to functions serving all
development in the county equally is $247 per capita. This is the fair share contribution
needed from development in incorporated areas to maintain the existing standard. An
estimated $237 of facilities per capita is allocated to functions serving only unincorporated
areas. Both the countywide general government functions and the unincorporated only
fanctions serve development in unincorporated areas; therefore, the fair share per capita
contribution from new development in unincorporated ateas is the combination of both
facility standards. '

Table 8.4: Administrative and General Government Existing Facilities
Standards

Unincorporated Total
Countywide Only Unincorporated
Al 1B] =[A1+ B

Estimated Value of Facilities $47,789,000| % 17,418,000
Service Population (2007) 193,100 73,400
Facility Standard ($ per capita) $ 2471 % 237

Cost per Resident $ 247 | % 2371% 484

Cost per Worker' 59 57 116

"Waorkers weighted at 0.24 of residents.

Sources: Tables 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3; MuniFinancial.

LISE OF FEE REVENLUES

Table 8.5 shows estimated fee revenues generated by new development in Redding and by
new development in unincorporated areas of the County through 2030.

Table 8.5: General Government Impact Fee Revenue

New Service
Population Fee per
Jursidiction {2007-2030) Capita Fee Revenue
Redding 43200 $ 247 § 10,670,400
Unincorporated 24,200 484 11,712 800 -

Total - 67,400 , $ 22,383,200

Sources: Tables 8.1 and 8.4.
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The County can use general government facility fee revenues for the construction or
puchase of new buildings, land, vehicles, or equipment that expand the capacity of the
existing system to serve new development. Fee revenues may not be used for replacement of
aging facilities or equipment required solely to cotrect existing deficiencies unrelated to new
development. While only Redding and Shasta County are cutrently participating in this
development impact fee program, S8hasta County’s general government facilities serve all
development countywide. If new facilities are constructed with service areas including
Anderson and Shasta Lake, non-fee funding at a level least equal to the sharé of new
development in those cities should be used; otherwise, new development included in the fee
program will have funded the fair share cost burdens of new development in Anderson and
Shasta Lake.

The recently completed County Administration Center was designed to have capacity to
accommodate the increased facility needs associated with future development over the next
twenty years. Impact fee revenue may be directed toward the County Administration Center
debt setvice to effectively fund the capacity planned for new development. Approximately
$50.0 million will be needed for County Administration Center debt service through 2030.4
With projected impact fee revenue of approximately $22.4 million, impact fee revenue will
not fully fund the County Administration Center debt service.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 8.6 shows the general government facilities fee schedule. The cost per capita is
converted to a fee per unit of new development based on dwelling unit and building space
densities (persons per dwelling unit for residential development and workers per 1,000
square feet of building space for nonresidential development). The total fee includes an
administrative charge of 2% of the base fee. The administrative chatge component is
designed to offset the costs of fee documentation, collection and requited fee accounting
and reporting. The amount of the administrative charge has been estimated by
MuniFinancial based on expetience with other jutisdictions in California.

4 The cost of the County Administration Center and parking facility was $32,128,000 according to County
staff. However, bonds of $42,575,000 were issued to fund the project. Estimates of interest and debt service
payments are prorated based on the actual facility cost as'a portion of the total bond amount.
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Table 8.6: Administrative and General Government Facilities Fees

Cost per Admin.
Land Use Capita _ Density' Fee’ Charge (2%) Total Fee
Incorporated Cities *
Residential
Single Family Unit 3 247 236 $ 583 ¢ 12 % 595
Multi-family Unit 247 2.26 558 11 569
Nonresidential
Commercial $ 59 200 $ 118 § 2 $ 120
Office 59 1.52 a0 2 92
Industrial 59 0.90 53 1 54
Unincorporated Areas
Residential
Single Family Unit $ 484 236 $ 1142 § 23 $ 1,165
Multi-Family Unit 484 2.26 1,084 22 1,116
Nonresidentiel
Commercial $ 116 200 $ 232 § 5 % 237
Office 1186 1.52 177 4 181
Industriat 116 0.90 105 2 107

" Persons per dwelling unit or workers per 1,000 square feet.

2 Fee per dwelling unit or per 1,000 square feel.

% Fee for Incorporated cities includes cost per capita of general government faclities allocated 1o countywide services.
* Unincorporated area fee includes costs per capita for faciiies allocated to countywide services plus costs per caplita
for facilities allocaled to unincorporated area services.

Sources: Tables 2.2 and 8.4; MuniFinancial.
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9. ANIMAL CONTROL FACILITIES .
]
The purpose of the fee is to generate revenue to fund the animal control facilities needed to

serve new development. A fee schedule is presented based on the planned inventory of
animal control facilities in Shasta County Sheriffs Office Animal Regulation Unit.

SERVICE POPULATION

Residents are the primary users of animal control facilities. Nonresidential development does
not tend to create increased demand for animal control services or facilities. Therefore,
demand for animal control facilities is based on residential population and excludes workers.
County animal control facilities, which are operated by the Shasta County Sheriff’s Office,
primarily serve residents of unincorporated areas. The Cities of Anderson and Shasta Lake
have their own animal control programs, and Redding contracts with the Haven Humane
Society for animal control. Table 9.1 shows the service population for animal control
facilities for both 2007 and 2030.

Table 9.1: Animal Control Service Population
Residents

Existing - Unincorporated (2007) 69,700
New Development - Unincorporated (2007-2030) 21,800

Total - Unincorporated (2030) 91,600

Source: Table 2.1; MuniFinancial.

FACILITY INVENTORIES & STANDARDS

This study uses the system plan method to calculate fee schedules for animal control
faciliies (see Imtroduetion for further information). The current County animal shelter was
constructed in the 1950s and is in need of replacement. Shasta County contracted with
animal shelter architect George Miers & Associates to prepare the Stasta County Animal
Services Facility Neods Assessment. The Needs Assessment included a preliminary design for a new
shelter, along with an estimated construction budget. The new shelter would be built on the
same parcel of land as the current shelter and would replace the existing facility. The system
plan facility inventoty includes the new animal shelter, the land occupied by the shelter, and
the existing inventory of equipment and vehicles,

Table 9.2 shows the value of the land and buildings occupied by the existing County animal
shelter in Redding. The building value is based on recently completed simple animal control
facilities in other parts of California.
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Table 9.2: Animal Control Existing Facilities

inventory Unit Cost  Total Value

Land .
Animal Control Fagility 1.33 acres  $610,000 § 811,300
Subtotal, Land 1.33 acres $ 811,300
Buildings .
Offices and Public Service Counter 2,100 sq. ft. $ 150 § 315,000
Animal Control Facility 4,250 sq. it 150 837,500
Subtotal, Buildings 6,350 sq. ft. $ 952,500
Total, Existing Facilities $__1,763,800

Sources: Table 2.3; Feasibility Study for the Shasta County Sheniff's Offfce Animal Regulation Division Final
Report, Citygate Asscciates, Inc., February 14, 2007; Shasta County, MuniFinancial,

Table 9.3 lists the existing inventory of animal control vehicles and equipment.

Table 9.3: Existing Animal Control Vehicles and Equipment
Description Number  Unit Cost Total

Field Vehicies

2003 Ford F-250 XL 1$ 40,887 § 40,887
2001 Dodge Ram 2 40,887 81,774
1999 Ford F-250 1 40,887 40,887
2003 Chevrolet 2500 1 40,887 40,887
Subftotal $ 204,000
Equipment
Walk in Cold Box 1% 4005 $ 4,005
Pop-up Display Unit 1 3,817 3,817
Aficio 180 Digital Imaging System 1 357 3,571
Lift Table with Canine Scale 1 3785 _ 3785
Subtotal $ 15000
Total, Existing Vehicles and Equipment : $ 220,000

Sources: Shasta County; MuniFinanciai.

Table 9.4 shows the estimated cost of the planned facility to replace the current animal
shelter. Table 9.4 shows costs for Alternative #1a of the Needs Assessment. Alternative #1a is
a new animal shelter designed to meet the needs of existing and new development in
unincorporated areas. The facility includes animal holding areas, public reception and
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adoption areas, medical areas, administrative areas, a classroom, and grooming areas. The
costs shown in Table 9.4 include construction, architectute and engineering costs, and
estimated costs for fixtures, furniture and equipment. The Needs Assessment was completed in
2004. The cost estimated in 2004 has been updated for inflation based on the Engineering

News-Record Building Cost Index.

Table 9.4: Animal Control Planned Facility

Inventory Unit Gost _ Total Cost
Buildings :
New Building Construction ' 25,907 sq.fi. $ 160 $ 4,145120
Pre-Engineered Barn 3419 sq.ft. 70 239,330
Existing Building Demolition 30,000
Subtotal, Buildings $ 4,414,450
Site Work
Parking 21,400 sq.fd. $ 6 $ 128,400
"Soft Landscaping” 58,726 sq.ft. 3 176,178
"Hard" Scape 9,750 sq. ft. 6 58,500
Outdoor Dog Exercise Area' 5,000 sq.ft, 8 40,000
Trash and Transformer Area 500 sq.ft. 20 16,000
Subtotal, Site Work $ 413,078
es/Kennels
Front to Back Guillotine Kenneis 38 kennels 2000 $ 76,000
Side Transfer Kennels 21 kernels 1200 25,200
Cages ' 120 cages 250 30,000
Subtotal, Cages/Kennels 131,200
Fixtures. Fumiture & Equipment® $ 150,000
Subtotal $ 5,108,728
Contingency (10% of above costs) $ 510873
Recommended Soft Cost:
City of Redding Utility Fees $ 40,000
Architecturai/Engineering Profession Fees® 510,873
County Administration Fees 255,436
Lead/Asbestos Testing (for demolition) 10,000
Censtruction Testing/Special Inspections 30,000
Bid Sets/Reimbursables 40,000
Subtotal, Soft Costs $ 886,300
Subtotal . § 6,505,910
Inflation 2004-2007 13%
Total $ 7,337,112

Note: The new facility will be bullt on land occupied by the current animat shelter.
' $8 includes hardscape, drains, and 6 fencing.

2 Includes system fumiture, kitchenffood prep equipment, washers, dryers, grooming equipment,

crematory unit, and information lechnology.

¥ 10% of construction, site work, cages and kennels, and fixiuras, furniture, and equipment costs.

Scurces: Shasta County Animal Services Facility Needs Assessment Alternavve #1a; Building Cost

Index, Engineering News-Record; MuniFinancial,

EMuniFinancial




Shasta County Public Facilities Inpact Fee Study

Table 9.5 shows the existing and planned animal control facility standard, expressed in
square feet of animal shelter space per capita, As shown in the table, the planned facility
standard will mote than triple the existing standard of shelter space per capita. Impact fees
may not be used to raise facility standards for existing development, thus the pottion of the
cost of planned facilities that results from raising the level of service for existing
development will have to be funded using other revenues.

Table 9.5: Animal Control Facility Standards

2007 2030 Growth
Animal Sheiter Square Feet 7 6.350 25,907 19,557
Service Population 69,700 91,600
Facility Standard (square feet per capita) 0.09 0.28

Sources: Tables 9.1, 6.2 and 9.4,

The cost per capita of the planned animal control facilities is calculated in Table 9.6. The
systetn plan cost per capita is the basis for the animal control impact fee. The combined
value of the existing animal control vehicles and equipment, the animal shelter land value,
and the planned new shelter building is approximately $8.4 million. With an estimated 2030
service population of 91,600, this yields a cost pet capita of §91.

Table 9.6: Animal Control Facility Standard - Cost per Capita

_ Existing Vehicles and Equipment 5 220,000
Shelter Site Land Value 811,300
Planned Sheiter Facility 7337112

Total Animal Control Facilities (2030) $ 8,368,412
2030 Service Population 91,600
Cost Per Capita 3 91

Sources: Tables 8.1, 9.2 and 9.3; MuniFinancial.

Table 9.7 shows the allocation of planned animal control facility costs between new
development and existing development. With new development paying $91 per capita, the
anticipated new development contribution to planned facilides is approximately $2.0 million.
The total cost of anticipated new facilities is approximately $7.3 million. This leaves
. approximately $5.3 million in non-fee revenue needed to fund anticipated new facilities and
to meet the planned facility standard, If this non-fee revenue does not materialize, new
development will have paid too high a fee.
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Shasta Connty Public Facilities Impact Fee Sindy

Table 9.7: Allocation of Planned Countywide Animal Control Facility
Costs To New Development

Faciiity System Cost Per Capita 5 91
New Development Service Population (2007-2030) 21,900 -
New Development Contribution to Planned Facilities $ 1,992,900

Cost of Planned Facilities $ 7,337,112

Non-Fee Revenue to Be ldentified $ 5,344,212

Sources: Tables 8.1, 9.4, and 9.6; MuniFinancial.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 9.8 shows the animal control facilides fees. The cost per capita is converted to a fee
per unit of new development based on dwelling unit densities (persons per dwelling unit).
The total fee includes an administrative charge of 2% of the base fee. The administrative
chatge component is designed to offset the costs of fee documentation, collection and
required fee accounting and reporting, The amount of the administrative charpe has been

estimated by MuniFinancial based on experience with other jurisdictions in California.

Table 9.8: Animal Control Impact Fee

Cost per Admin.
Land Use Capita Density’ Feo® Charge (2%) Total Fee
Residential .
Single Family Unit $ ¢ 236 $ 215 § 4 § 219
Multi-family Unit 91 2.26 208 4 210

! Persons per dwslling unit.
% Fee per dwelling unit.

Sources: Tables 2.2 and 9.6; MuniFinancial.

EMuniFoancial
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1 0. FIRE PROTECTION FACILITIES
e —

The purpose of this fee is to fund fire protection facilities need to serve new development in
the Shasta County Fire Department (SCFD) service area. A fee schedule is presented based
on the existing standard of fire protection facilities in the Shasta County Fire Department
service area.

SERVICE POPULATION

The Shasta County Fire Department provides first-responder fire protection services to both
residents and businesses in some unincorporated areas of the County. Therefore, demand
for services and associated facilities is based on a service population that includes residents
and workers.

In addition to the Shasta County Fire Department, several other fite protection districts

provide fire protection services in unincorporated areas in Shasta County. A map of the
SCFD service ares, as well as other fire districts in the County is shown below.

' Shasta County”
. Fire Department

20 Miles
[P T R T T |

BB MuniFinancia | 55




Shasta County Lublic Paclities Impact Fee Study

Demographic estimates from the RTPA traffic model were used to calculate the current and
futare SCFD setvice population. The RTPA model provided population and employment
estimates in several hundred traffic analysis zones (TAZs) coveting the entire county. The
TAZs corresponding to the SCFD service area were identified, and the percentage of total
countywide unincorporated development within the SCFD service area was calcualted. For
consistency with other cutrent development figures used in this study, this petcentage was
applied to the DOF unincorporated population figures and the EDD unincotporated
employment figures lo estimate existing population and employment in the SCFD setvice
area. Future population and employment estimates are simply the 2030 RTPA ptojections
for the TAZs served by SCFD.

Table 10.1 shows the estimated service population in 2007 and 2030. To calculate service
population for fire protection facilities, residents are weighted at 1.00. The specific 0.69 per-
worker weighting used here is detived from an extensive study catried out by planning staff
in the City of Phoenix. Data from that study is used to calculate a per capita factor that is
independent of land use patterns. Because of the large geographical area covered by the
Phoenix study, it is the best source of data for application to other areas. It is reasonable to
assurne that relative demand for fire service between residents and workers does not vary
substantially on a per capita basis actoss communities, enabling this data to be used in other
communities in the documentation of a fire protection facilities fee.

Table 10.1: Shasta County Fire Department Service Population

Service
Residents Workers Population
Existing (2007) 49,800 10,000 56,700
New Development (2007-2030) 14,900 8.300 20,600
Total (2030) 64,700 18,300 77,300
Weighting factor 1.00 0.69

Note: Nonresidential (worker) demand based on City of Phoenix analysis of fire department call data by land use type.

Sources: RTPA Demographic Prolections; City of Phoenix, AZ; MuniFinancial.

FACILITY INVENTORIES & STANDARDS

This study uses the existing inventory standard to calculate fees for fire protection facilities.
Twenty-two stations currently provide fire protection services in the SCFD service area.

Table 10.2 shows the existing building and land values for each facility. Some of the fire
stations are on leased land, and one is in a leased building. The value of the leased facilities is
not included in the existing facility standard. Lease payments essentially comprise an
operations and maintenance component of the County’s fire expenditures whereas public
facilities fees can only be used for facilities and capital expenditures. Land values are based
on the unit costs shown in Table 2.3, Building value per square foot-was provided by SCFD.
The total value for all SCFD buildings and land is approximately $22.7 million.

BMunirnancial 56
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Shasta County Publze Facilities Impact Fee Study

Table 10.4 shows the existing facilities standard for fire protection in the SCFD service area.
The facility standard is calculated by taking the existing building space in squate feet, shown
in Table 4.2, or the existing value of all apparatus and equipment, as listed in Tables 4.3, and
dividing it by the existing service population. The resulting facility standards are 1.34 squate
feet per capita and $206 of apparatus and equipment per capita.

The projected growth in service population to 2030 would correlate to a growth of 27,681
square feet in building space and an increase of approximately $4.2 million in apparatus and
equipment value if the facility standard remains unchanged through 2030. This table does
not necessarily imply that the County should, or is planning, to increase the fire protection
facility inventories as shown below. Rather, this table gives a rough indication of the amount
of facility expansion that may be needed to serve new development.

Table 10.4: Fire Protection Facility Standards

Growth to
Maintain
2007 2030 Standard
Fire Facllities Building Space (square feet) 76,189 103,870 27,681
Service Population 56,700 77,300
Facility Standard (square feet per capita) 1.34 1.34
Value of Apparatus and Equipment $11,702,340 $15923800 $ 4,221,460
Service Population 56.700 77.300
Facility Standard ($ per capita) $ 206 § . 206

Sources: Tables 10.1-10.3; MuniFinancial.

Table 10.5 shows the fire protection facilities cost per capita. The cost per capita is based on
the existing standard. With an existing standard, the value of all existing facilities is divided
by the current service population to yield a per capita cost.
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Table 10.5: Fire Protection Facilities Cost Per Capita

Value Existing Buildings and Land $ 22,650,000
Value Existing Apparatus and Equipment 11,702,340
Total Value Existing Facilities $ 34352340
2007 Service Population 56.700
Cost Per Capita $ 606
Cost Per Resident $ 606
Cost Per Worker' $ 418

' Workers weighted at 0.69 residents. See Table 10.1.

Sources; Tables 10.1-10.3; MuniFinancial.

WUsE OF FEE REVENUES

Table 10.6 shows estimated fire impact fee revenue based on the projected setvice
population growth shown in Table 10.1 and the fee per capita shown in Table 10.5 above.

Table 10.6: Shasta County Fire Department Impact Fee Revenue

New Service
Population Fee per
Jursidiction (2007-2030) Capita Fee Revanue
Shasta County Fire Department 20800 $ 606 % 12,483,600

Sources: Tables 10.1 and 10.5.

SCFD can use fire facilities fee revenues for the construction or purchase of new stations,
training facilities, apparatus, or equipment that expands the capacity of the fire protection
system to serve new development. Fee revenues may not be used for replacement of aging
facilities or equipment required solely to correct existing deficiencies unrelated to new
development,

SCFD has completed the Shasta County Fire Department Master Plan 2007, which identifies
anticipated facility and equipment needs over the next ten years. Table 10.7 shows facility
and equipment needs identified in the Master Plan. ltems in the Master Plan that expand the
capacity of SCFD to serve new development may be funded using impact fee revenues.
Funding sources have already been identified for some of these items.
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Table 10.7: SCFD Facilities and Equipment Needs, 2007-2016

ltem Quantity Unit Cost _ Total Cost ;
Telecommunications :
Portable radios 250 3 1,000 $§ 250,000
Radio pagers 250 500 126,000
Back-up dispatch system 20,000 ?
Additional Dispatch Console Positions 3 100,000 300,000 :
GPS Automatic Vehicle Locator 100 1,500 150,000
Mobile Computer Terminals 110 4,000 440,000
Repeaters 4 20,000 80,000
Mobile Radios 14 1,500 21,000
Subtotal $ 1,386,000
Facilities
Apparatus Bay at Station 33 $ 100,800
Sleeping Quarters, Kitchen, Restrooms at Station 32 540,000
Acquire Station 70 Property and Build Apparatus Building 484,000
Relocation of Shasta - Trinity Unit Headquarters 2,577,500
Apparatus Bay and ADA Restrooms at Station 71 96,000
Apparatus Bay, Kitchen, ADA Restrooms, and Fuel Storage Vaull at
Staticn 59 184,000
Apparatus Bay and Sleeping Quarlers at Station 52 364,800
Apparatus Bay at Station 53 96,000
Relocation or Rebuilding of Ono Station 264,000
SCBA Maintenance and Storage Building : 201,800
Subtotal 3 4,888,700
Respiratory Protection
SCBA Units 2 % 3500 % 77,000
Cylinders 100 590 59,000
PASS Alarms 60 660 38,600
Subtotal $ 175600
Mobile Equipment
Type 1l Engines 5 $ 225,000 $ 1,125,000
Type | Water Tenders 3 195,000 585,000
Utility Type 450 Chassis Rescues 2 €0,000 120,000
Hybrid Type 450 Chassis Rescue 2 85,000 170,000
Subtotal ] $ 2,000,000
Total ' $ 8,450,300

Sources: Shasfa County Fire Department Master Pian 2007; MuniFinancial, -

Facility and equipment needs through 2016 identified in the Master Plan total approximately
$8.5 million, which is less than the projected impact fee revenue through 2030. SCFD will

B MuniFinancial
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identify additional facility needs to serve new development through its annual CIP process
and future master planning efforts.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 10.8 shows the fire protection facilities fee schedule. The cost per capita is converted
to a fee per unit of new development based on dwelling unit and building space densites
(persons per dwelling unit for residential development and workers per 1,000 square feet of
building space for non-residential development). The total fee includes an administrative
charge of 2% of the base fee. The administrative charge component is designed to offset the
costs of fee documentation, collection and requited fee accounting and reporting. The
amount of the administrative charge has been estimated by MuniFinancial based on
experience with other jurisdictions in California.

Table 10.8: Fire Protection Faclilities Impact Fee

Cost per Admin.
Land Use Capita _ Density'  Fee’ Charge (2%) Total Fee
Residential
Single Family Unit $ 606 236 $ 1430 % 29 $ 1459
Multi-family Unit 608 2.26 1,370 27 1,397
Nonresidential
Commercial L] 418 200 $ 837 § 17 % 854
Office 418 1.82 637 13 650
Industrial 418 0.90 378 8 386

Sources: Tables 2.2 and 10.5; MuniFinancial.
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The putpose of the traffic impact fee is to fund improvements to the regional transportation
system needed to serve new development, specifically improvements to highway
interchanges. Improvements to the interchanges of Interstate 5 and South Bonnyview Road,
Oasis Road, and Knighton Road, and the Highway 44/Airport Road interchange are
included in the fee program. The interchange improvements to be funded with fee revenues
are needed to accommodate the traffic generated by new development. Separate
consideration of the mitigation needs for the impacts of a particular development project on
other parts of the transportation system may also be necessary.

The interchanges with improvements to be funded using fee revenues serve traffic generated
by development in both Redding and unincorporated areas. This fee will be charged to new
development in the City of Redding and in unincorporated areas within the South County
Region (SCR). The fee will fund improvements on interchanges located in the more densely
developed portion of Shasta County in and around the incorporated cites. Compared with
more outlying County areas, most of the new traffic creating the need for these projects will
be generated by development within the SCR.

The South Bonnyview Road, Qasis Road, and Airport Road interchanges ate located in
Redding, while the Knighton Road interchange is located in the wnincorporated atea.
Funding improvements to these interchanges through a joint Redding/Shasta County fee
program provides several advantages compared with each jurisdiction funding its own
mmprovements independently. The need for these improvements will result from new
development in both the city and the unincorporated SCR, so it is appropriated that the fees
will be charged in both jurisdictions. With revenue from fees to charged to new development
in both jurisdictions pooled, sufficient funding will be available to start work on the most-
needed project sooner than if fee revenue were used separately by each jurisdiction. Also, 2
joint program allows for planning and ptioritization of projects in the context of regional
growth and project needs.

TRIP DEMAND

The share of traffic improvement costs allocated to each unit of new development is based
on the relative amount of new trip demand generated by that development. Ttip demand
during the afternoon peak hour of traffic is used because this is generally the busiest time of
day for traffic and road improvements are needed to provide capacity to accommodate peak
levels of traffic. Table 11.1 shows the relative trip demand from each unit of new
development (dwelling unit or 1,000 square feet of nonresidential development). Trip
demand is based on the number of non-pass-by trips genetated by each type of
development, adjusted for average trip length. Pass-by trips are links that do not add more
than one mile to a trip that would already have taken place without the intermediate stop.
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Table 11.1: Trip Rate Adjustment Factor

Total  Average Adjust- PM Peak Trip
Primary Diverted Excluding Trip ment Hour Demand
Trips'  Trips’ Pass-by’ Length® Factor ITE Category Trips® _ Factor®
Residentiar®

Single Famify 86% 1% 87% 7.9 1.11 | Single Family Detached Housing (210} 1.01 1.12
Mutti-family 86% 1% 97% 7.9 1.11 | Apartment (220) .82 0.69

Nonresidential”
Commercial 47% 31% 78% kX:) 0.41 | Shopping Center (820) 375 1.54
Cffice 7% 19% 96% 88 1.22 | General Office Building (710) 1.49 1.82
Industrial 76% 19% 28% 8.0 1.28 | Ganeral Light Industrial (110) 0.98 1.25

! Percent of tote trips. Primary Yips are trips with no midway staps, ar "links™. Diverted trips ans linked trips whosa distance adds at least one mile to the primary trip.
Pass-by trips are links thet do not add mare than ene mile to the total trip.

? In mites.

* The trip adjursimant factor equals tha percant of non-pass-by trips multiplied by the average irip langth and divided by tha systamwide average trip length of 6.5
miles.

*Trips per dwelling unit or per 1,000 bilding square feet. For Offica, tp rate is Weekday, P.M. Peak Hour from /TE Trip Genevation. For other categories, trip rate is
Peak Hour of Atjacent Street Traffic, One Hour Batwesn 4 and 6 p.m.

5 The trip domand factor is the product of the trip adjustment factor and PM peak hour lrips.

® Trip percentages and averaga trip langths based on SANDAG “residentlal” catagary, See below for source.

7 Trip percontages and average tip lengthe for commercial based on SANDAG "community shopping center” category, for office besed on "standard commarclal
cffice” category, and for Industrial based on "mdustrial park (no commerdial}” categury, See below for source. )

Sources: $an Diago Association of Govenments (SANDAG), Sref Guide of Vehicuiar Trallic Generation Rates for the San Diego Regron, Apnl 2002; Institute of
Traffic Enginoors (ITE), Trip Generalion, 7th Edition, 2003; MuniFinancial.

TRIP DEMAND FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT

Table 11.2 shows new development anticipated in the City of Redding and in
unincorporated portion of the SCR. Projected new nonresidential building square footage is
calculated based on projected employment using the employment density factors shown in
Table 2.2. (See Chapter 2 for more information on growth projections.)
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Table 11.2: DwellingﬁUnits, Employment, and Building Square Feet

Redding Unincorporated SCR

Net Growth Net Growth

2007 - 2030 2007-2030 2007° 2030 2007-2030

Single Family 24,700 35,600 10,900 18,9C0 25,200 6,300

Mulfi-family 12,900 16,500 3,600 500 700 200

Employment "4?

Commercial 10,300 15,200 4,900 1,500 1,800 400

Office 25,800 39,900 14,100 5,700 12,300 6,600

Industrial/Other 7,200 9,700 2,500 4,000 5,200 1,200
Building Square Feet (600s)°

Commercial ‘ 5,100 7,600 2,400 700 900 200

Office 16,800 26,200 9,200 3,700 8,100 4,300

Industriat/Other 8,000 10,700 . 2,800 4,400 5,800 1,300

' Rapresents jobs located within the city {not employed residents.)

? Shasta County RTPA projections 2004-2030 ware Interpclated to 2007 and the corresponding percentaga allocation by land use
category was appllad to Shasta County total employment estimates reported by California State Employment Development Department
(EDD).

3 Excludes Local Government employses,

4 Based on employment by land use and occupant density shown in Table 2.2.

52007 figures for the unincorporated SCR area are calculated using the ratio of population and employment within the SCR 1o total
unincorporated population and employment from RTPA data, applied to 2007 estimates of total unincorporated population calculated
from DOF and EDD data.

Sources: Table 2.2; State of California Department of Finance (DOF); Stats of California Employment Develcpment Division (EDD),
Labor Information Division, Shasta County Ragicnal Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA); MuniFinancial.

The pezk hour trip demand generated by new development is a reasonable measure of new
development’s demand for traffic facilities. Need for new or expanded roads is typically
determined based on peak-hour trip volumes because capacity needs ate based on the
busiest periods of the day. The trip demand rates from Table 11.1, multplied by dwelling
units, for residential land use categories, or by thousands of square feet of building space, for
noaresidential categories, equals the total peak hour trp demand generated by that Jand use
type. Table 11.3 shows the trip demand generated by antcipated development in Redding
and in unincorporated portions of the South County Region (SCR) through the 2030
planning horizon. :
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Table 11.3: Peak Hour Trip Demand From Growth

Peak Hour Redding Unincorporated SCR Unincorporated SCR
Trip Demand | Net Growth Trip Demand | Net Growth  Trip Demand | Net Growth  Trip Demand
Factor 2007-2036  from Growth | 2007-2030 from Growth 2007-2030 from Growth

Dwelling Unifs

Single Family 112 10,900 12,208 6,300 7,058 17,200 19,284

Multi-family 0.8¢ 3,600 2,484 200 138 3,800 2,622

f S,

Commercial 1.54 2,400 3,696 200 308 2,800 4,004

Office 1.82 9,200 18,744 4,300 7,826 13,500 24,570

industrial/Other 1.25 2.800 3.500 1,300 1,625 4,100 5125
Total Trip Demand 38,632 16,953 55,585

Sowrcas: Tables 11.1 and 11.2; State of Cakfomnia Depariment of Finance (DOF); State of California Employment Develapmant Division {EDD), Labor Information
Division, Shasta County Regional Transportation Ptanning Agency (RTPA), MuniFinancisl.

FROJECT NEEDS AND C0OSTS

Table 11.4 shows the costs of the interchange improvements needed to serve new
development to be funded with this traffic impact fee. The costs shown below reflect costs
the City and County have identified to be collected through the joint fee progtam, and are
equal to of less than the actual cost of the improvement. For each of the projects listed
below, City and Couaty staff have dectermined that the projects are required to provide
adequate capacity to serve new development. None of these projects is required to remedy
existing deficiencies. ‘

The improvements are:
* 1-5/8outh Bonnyview Road: Widening the ramps and interchange structure;
¢ 1-5/Oasis Road: Widening the ramps and structure and realigning adjacent arterials;

¢ I.5/Knighton Road: Widening the structure, with minor work on ramps to
accommodate the wider structure; and

* Highway 44/ Airport Road: Widening the structure and constructing one loop ramp.

67




Shasta County DPublic Facilities Impact Fee Study

Table 11.4: Traffic Projects
Total Improvement

Fee Program

Interchange Cost Cutside Funding Funding
1-5/South Bonnyview Phase 1 § " 7,000,000 $ . $ 7,000,000
I-5/South Bonnyview Phase 1| 10,000,000 - 10,000,000

NRTBD and Redev.

1-5/0asls Road' 30,000,000 26,000,000 Tax Increment Funding 4,000,000
I-5/Knighton Road 20,000,000 5,000,000 STIP Funding 15,000,000
Highway 44/Airport Road 18,000,000 3,000,000 STIP Funding 15,000,000

Total $ 85,000,000 $ 34,000,000 $ 51,000,000

TFigures shewn represant estimales of portion of NRTED projects sligiale for Inclusion In a regional transpertation Impact fee. Remaining cost
portions will be covered in the City of Redlding’s trafflc fae program.

Source: Shasta County Department of Public Works; City of Redding Public Works Department; Willdan.

For each of the projects needed to serve new development, Shasta County and the City of
Redding have estimated the amount of outside, non-fee funding that may be available. For
the Oasis Road Interchange, $26 million will be provided through redevelopment agency tax
increment revenue and a separate area-of-benefit impact fee in the North Redding
Transportation Benefit District (NRTBD). Approximately $5 million of funding through the
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is estimated to be provided for the
Knighton Road interchange. The STTP is also estimated to provide approximately $3 million
for the Highway 44/ Airport Road interchange.

Based on the total fee funding needed for planned improvements shown in Table 11.4 and
the anticipated new trip demand shown in Table 11.3, Table 11.5 shows the cost per trip to
be funded by the impact fee for each jurisdiction.

Table 11.5: Cost of Traffic Facilities To Accommodate Growth

Total Revenue Needed for Planned Improvements $ 51,000,000
Trip Demand From Growth (2007 - 2030} 55,585
Cost per Peak-Hour Trip $ 918

Sources: Tables 11.3 and 11.4.

Table 11.6 shows the projected traffic impact fee revenue collected in Redding and the
unincorporated SCR. As shown, approzimately $15.5 million is expected to be generated
from development in unincorporated areas, and §35.4 million is expected to be generated in
Redding. These totals roughly match the estimated costs of projects to be completed in each
jurisdiction. The Knighton Road interchange, which will use approximately $15 million in
fee program funding, is the only interchange located in the unincorporated area.

oy
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Table 11.6: Traffic Impact Fee Revenue Distribution

New Trips
Jursidiction (2007-2030) Fee perTrip Fee Revenue
Redding 38832 § g18 $ 35,445,390
Unincorporated SCR 16,953 918 15,554,610
Total 55,585 $ 51,000,000

Sources: Tables 11.3 and 11.5.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 11.7 shows the traffic impact fee schedule. The cost per trip is converted to a fee per
unit of new development based on the ttip demand factors shown in Table 11.1. The total
fee includes an administrative charge of 2% of the base fee. The administrative charge
component is designed to offset the costs of fee documentation, collection and required fee
accounting and repotting. The amount of the administrative charge has been estimated by
MuniFinancial based on expetience with other jurisdictions in California.

Table 11.7; Traffic Facilities Fee

CostPer  Trlp Cemand Admmn,
Land Use Trip Factor Fee' Charge {2%) Total Fee
Residential '
Single Family $ 918 112 % 1028 §$ 21 ¢ 1,048
Multi-family 918 0.69 ' 633 13 646
Nonresidential
Commerciat $ 918 154 § 1413 $ 28 $ 1,441
Office 918 1.82 1,670 33 1,703
Industrial 918 1.25 1,147 23 1,170

' Fee per dwelling unit for rasidential land uses and per 1,000 square fest for nonresidential uses.

Sources: Tables 11.1 ant 11.5; MuniFinanclal,
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PARKS
e e RS S s

The City of Redding park system includes some large parks that have a significant number of
users coming from unincorporated areas outside of the city. The purpose of this fee is to
generate revenue to fund the share of planned improvements to these region-serving parks
attributed to new development in unincorporated areas. This fee provides a revenue source
to help fund City of Redding facilities that benefit development in unincorporated areas.
Development in unincorporated areas does not pay the City of Redding’s parks impact fee.

The City of Redding currently has a parks impact fee based on the existing standard of 6.78
acres per 1,000 residents as of 2004 when the fee was adopted. The City’s Parks, Tradls, and
Open Space Master Plan plans for a standard of 10 acres per 1,000 residents by 2024. Thus,
park acquisition and improvements through 2024 will not be fully funded by the City’s
impact fee. This fee will fund facilities over and above what is funded currently funded by
the City’s parks impact fee program.

SERVICE POPULATION

Residents are the primary users of parkland. Therefore, demand for parks and associated
facilities is based on residential population and excludes workers. The service population for
Redding’s region-serving parks includes residents of Redding and of unincorporated areas
within the South County Region {(SCR). Residents of the incorporated cities of Shasta Lake
and Anderson are not included in the region-serving parks service population because each
city has its own patk system, so there is less need for residents of these cities to use park
faciliies in Redding. The unincorporated service population is limited to the SCR because
testdents of more outlying unincorporated areas are less likely to travel into Redding to use
park facilities. The rationale for an impact fee charged in the SCR for City parks, then, is that
the City’s major parks provide recreational facilities to unincorporated residents that are not
available elsewhere in the County. This fee provides a source of revenue to be used to
develop parks in Redding that serve new development outside of the City. Table 12.1
provides estimates of the current resident population in Redding and the unincorporated
SCR, along with a projection for the year 2030.

Table 12.1: Region-Serving Parks Service Population
Unincorporated

Redding SCR Total
Existing Residents (2007) - 87,600 47,500 135,100
New Development (2007-2030) 38,100 19,400 57.500
Total (2030) 125,700 66,900 192,800

Sources: Table 2.1; MuniFinancial.
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FACILITY |NVENTDRIES & STANDARDS

The region-serving parks impact fee is calculated using the planned facilities method. With
the planned facilities method, rather than paying a fee equal to its share of the entre system,
new development only pays a fee corresponding to its share of planned improvements. In
the past, the County has contributed to the costs of region-serving parks based on separate
agreements. This fee will fund the share of selected planned improvements at Redding
tegion-setving parks attributed to new development in the unincorporated SCR. The
unincorporated SCR’s share of these improvements has not been funded through separate
agreements with the County. ‘

This study includes planned improvements to Caldwell Park and Enterprise Community
Park, and debt service on the Redding Soccer Park and recent Enterprise Park
improvements as the basis for the region-serving parks fee. Caldwell Park includes the
Redding Aquatic Center, soccer fields, and a skate park which can be used by residents of
ateas outside of the city. Enterprise Community Park has the Kids Kingdom playground and
sports facilities available to County residents. The Redding Soccer Park is a new facility with
four artificial turf soccer fields that is used by soccet players and families from outside of the

city.
Table 12.2 shows the planned items at region-serving parks to be partially funded with
development impact fees in unincorporated ateas in the SCR.

Table 12.2: Region-Serving Parks Planned Improvements

Enterprise Park Debt Service' $ 703,087
Caldwell Regional Park Upgrade Phase | 500,000
Enterprise Community Park, Phase I, Recreation Center 4,700,600
Redding Soccer Park Debt Service 7,500,150

Total $ 13,403,237

Sources; Redding Community Services Depariment; Redding Master Plan Park Project List;
MuniFinancial.

Table 12.3 shows the cost per capita of planned improvements to region-serving parks
included in this study. The service population for the region-serving parks includes residents
of Redding and the unincorporated SCR. The planned facilities method is used for region-
serving parks; therefore, the facility standard is equal to the planned improvements divided
by the projected service population increase.
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Table 12.3: Region-Serving Parks Facility Standard

Cost of Planned Improvements $ 13,403,237
Service Population increase 67,500
Cost per Capita $ 233

Sources. Tables 12.1 and 12.2; MuniFinancial.

Table 12.4 shows estimated region-serving parks fee tevenue based on the projected setvice
population growth shown in Table 12.1 and the fee per capita shown in Table 12.3 above.
Because the region-serving parks impact fee revenue is only to fund the share of facilities
serving new development in the unincorporated SCR and not the share of facilities serving
new development in Redding, the anticipated revenue of approximately $2.5 million is less
than the total planned improvement costs of approximately $7.4 million.

Table 12.4: Region-Serving Parks Impact Fee Revenue

New Service
Population Fee per
Jursidiction (2007-2030) Capita Fee Revenue
Unincorporated SCR 19',400 $ 233 § 4,522,000

Sources: Tables 12,1 and 12.3.

FEE SCHEDULE

Table 12.5 shows the region-serving parks facilities fee schedule. The cost per capita is
converted to a fee per unit of new development based on dwelling unit and building space
densities (persons per dwelling unit for residential development and workers per 1,000
square feet of building space for non-residential development). The total fee includes an
administrative charge of 2% of the base fee. The administrative chatge component is
designed to offset the costs of fee documentation, collection and required fee accounting
and reporting. The amount of the administrative charge has been estimated by
MuniFinancial based on expetience with other jutisdictions in California.
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Table 12.5: Region-Serving Parks Impact Fee

Cost per Admin,
Land Use Capita Density' Fee’ Charge (2%} Total Fee
Residential
Single Family Unit $ 233 236 % 550 § M $ 561
Multi-family Unit 233 2.26 527 11 538

' Persons per dwslling unit.
2 Foe per dwelling unit.

Scurces: Tables 2.2 and 12.3; MuniFinanclal.

s MuniFinancial
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13. IMPLEMENTATION

IMPACT FEE PROGRAM ADOPTION PROCESS

Impact fee program adoption procedures ate found in the California Government Code section
66016. Adoption of an impact fee program requires the Board of Supervisors or City
Council to follow certain procedures including holding a public meeting. Fourteen day
mailed public notice is tequired for those registeting for such notification. Data, such as this
impact fee report, must be made available at least 10 days prior to the public meeting. Legal
counsel for the City and County may note any other procedural requirements or provide
advice regarding adoption of an enabling ordinance and resolution. After adoption there is a
mandatory 60-day waiting period before the fees go into effect.

FEE COLLECTION

To ensure a reasonable relationship between each fee and the type of development paying
the fee, growth projections distinguish berween different land use types. The land use types
used in this analysis are defined below.

* Single family: Attached and detached one-family dwelling units; and

¢ Muli-family: All attached one-family dwellings such as duplexes and
condominiums, plus mobile homes, apartments, and dormitories.

¢ Commercial: All commercial, retail, educational, and hotel/motel development.
¢+ Office: All general, professional, and medical office development.
¢ Industrial: All manufacturing development.

Some developments may include more than one land use type, such as an industrial
warchouse with living quarters (a live-work designation) or a planned unit development with
both single and multi-family uses. In these cases the public facilities fee would be calculated
separately for each land use type.

The County and the city of Redding should have the discretion to impose the public facilities
fee based on the specific aspects of 2 proposed development regardless of zoning. The
guideline to use is the ptobable occupant density of the development, either residents per
dwelling unit or workets per building square foot. The fee imposed should be based on the
land use type that most closely represents the probable occupant density of the
development.

INFLATION ADJUSTMENT

Approptiate inflation indexes should be identified in a fee ordinance including an automatic
adjustment to the fee annually. Separate indexes for land and construction costs should be
used. Calculating the Jand cost index may require the periodic use of a property appraiser.
The construction cost index can be based recent capital project experience or can be taken
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from any reputable source, such as the Engincering News-Record. To calculate prospective fee
increases, each index should be weighed against its share of total planned facility costs
represented by land or construction, as approptiate.

While fee updates using inflation indexes are appropriate for periodic updates to ensure that
fec revenues keep up with increases in the costs of public facilities, the County and the city
of Redding will also need to conduct more extensive updates of the fee documentation and
calculation when significant new data on growth projections and/or facility plans becomes
available.

REPORTING REQLUIREMENTS

'The County and the city of Redding should comply with the annual and five-year reporting
requitements of the Act. For facilities to be funded by 2 combination of public fees and
other revenues, identification of the source and amount of these non-fee revenues is
essential. Identification of the timing of receipt of othet tevenues to fund the facilities is also

important.

FROGRAMMING REVENUES AND PROJECTS WITH
THE CIP

The County and the city of Redding should maintain a Capital Improvements Program (CIP)
to adequately plan for future infrastructure needs. The CIP should also identify fee revenue
with specific projects. The use of the CIP in this manner documents a reasonable
relationship between new development and the use of those revenues.

‘The County and the city of Redding may decide to alter the scope of the planned projects ot
to substitute new projects as long as those new projects continue to represent an expansion
of facilities. If the total cost of facilities varies from the total cost used as a basis for the fees,
the County and the city of Redding should consider revising the fees accordingly.

For the five-year planning period of the fee program, the County and the city of Redding
should consider allocating existing fund balances and projected fee revenue to specific
projects. Funds can be held in a project account for longer than five years if necessaty to
collect sufficient monies to complete a project.

For the transportation impact fee, the city of Redding intends to add the interchange
projects and impact fee identified in this report to its existing Traffic Impact Fee (TIF)
program. The portion of the Redding TIF revenue generated from this joint interchange fee
would be held in a separate account and applied to the projects identified by the
City/County fee program. ‘

The city of Redding uses a slightly different allocation methodology to allocate the costs by
land use fot the TIF than the Trip Rate Adjustment Factors shown in ‘Table 11.2. It is
reasonable for the City to continue using different factors so long as the adjustment to the
TIF generates sufficient revenue to fund Redding’s fair share of the improvement costs, as
detailed in Table 11.6.
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FEE ACT FINDINGS

Public facilities fees are one-time fees typically paid when a building permit is issued and
imposed on development projects by local agencies responsible for regulating land use (cities
and counties). To guide the widespread imposition of public faciliies fees the State
Legislature adopted the Mitjgation Fee Act (the A with Assembly Bill 1600 in 1987 and
subsequent amendments. The A, contained in California Government Code Sections 66000
through 66025, establishes requirements’ on local agencies for the imposition and
administration of fee programs. The A requires local agencies to document five findings
when adopting a fee. '

The four statutory findings required for adoption of the public facilities fees documented in
this report ate presented in this chapter and supported in detail by the report. All statutory
references are to the A4d. The fifth finding below, Proportionality, is only required by the A«
in an agency imposes a fee as a condition of approval for a specific project.

PURPOSE OF FEE

*  ldentsfy the purpose of the fee (§66001(a)(1) of the Ac).

Development impact fees are designed to ensure that new development will not burden the
existing service population with the cost of facilities required to accommodate growth. The
purpose of the fees proposed by this report is to implement this policy by providing a
funding source from new development for capital improvements to serve that development.
The fees advance a legitimate government interest by enabling the County and the city of
Redding to provide municipal services to new development.

USE OF FEE REVENUES

& Tdentify the use to which the fees will be put. If the use is financing facilities, the facilities shall be
identified. That identification may, but need not, be made by reference to @ capital improvement plan
as speafied in §65403 or §66002, may be made in applicable general o specific plan requirements,
or mqy be made in other public documents that identtfy the facilities for which the fees are charged
(§66001(a)(2} of the Act).

Fees proposed in this report, if enacted by the County and the city of Redding, would be
used to fund expanded facilities to serve new development. Facilities funded by these fees
are designated to be located within the County. Fees addressed in this report have been
identified by the County and the city of Redding to be restricted to funding the following
facility categories: countywide public protection, public health, fire protection, libraties,
parks and open space, sheriff patrol and investigation, general government, animal control,
and traffic.

The fees identified in this report should be updated if new needs assessment studies or new
facility plans result in a significant change in the fair share cost allocated to new
development. In the meantime, the fees documented in this report are based on the existing
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facilities standards and currently planned facilities and should yield revenues sufficient to
maintain those standards and provide the fair share contribution from new development to
planned facilities as new development occuts.

BENEFIT RELATIONSHIP

*  Determine the reasonable relationship between the feos’ use and the type of development project on
which the fees are impased (J66007(a)(3) of the Act).

The County and the City of Redding will restrict fee revenue to the acquisition of land,
construction of faciliies and buildings, and putchase of related equipment, furnishings,
vehicles, and services used to serve new development. Faciliies funded by the fees are
expected to provide a countywide network of facilities accessible to the additional residents
and workers associated with new development. Under the A4, fees are not intended to fund
planned facilities needed to cotrect existing deficiencies. Thus, a reasonable relationship can
be shown between the use of fee revenue and the new development residential and non-
residential use classifications that will pay the fees. Non-fee funding requirements have been
identified in this report for public protection, County parks, and animal control facilities.

BURDEN RELATIONSHIP

*  Determiine the reasonable relationship between the need for the public facilities and the types of
development an which the fees are imposed (66001 (a)4) of the Aw).

Facilities need is based on a facility standard that represents the demand generated by new
development for those facilities. For each facility category, demand is measured by a single
facility standard that can be applied across land use types to ensure a reasonable relationship
to the type of development. Service population standards are calculated based upon the
number of residents associated with residential development and the number of workers
associated with non-residential development. To calculate a single, per capita standard, one
worker is weighted less than cne resident based on an analysis of the relative use demand
between residential and non-residential development.

The standards used to identify growth needs are also used to determine if planned facilides
will partially serve the existing service population by correcting existing deficiencies. This
approach ensures that new development will only be responsible for its fair share of planned
facilities, and that the fees will not unfairly burden new development with the cost of
facilities associated with serving the existing service population.

Chapter 2, Growth Profections provides a description of how service population and growth
projections are calculated. Facility standards are descrbed in the Facifity Inventories, Plans &
Standards sections of each facility category chapter.

PROPORTIONALITY

*  Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the fees amount and the cost of the
Jacilities or portion of the facifities attribuiable to the development on which the fee is imposed
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(§66001(8) of the Aci).
The rcasonable relationship between cach facilities fee for a specific new development
project and the cost of the facilities attributable to that project is based on the estimated new

development growth the project will accommodate. Fees for a specific project are based on

the project’s size or increases in trips for traffic projects. Larger new development projects
can result in a higher service population resulting in higher fee revenue than smallet projects
in the same land use classification. Thus, the fees can ensure a reasonable relationship
between a specific new development project and the cost of the facilities attributable to that
project.

See Chapter 2, Growth Projections, or the Service Popalation section in each facility category
chapter for a description of how service populations or trip generation factors ate
determined for different types of land uses. See the Fee Sehedule section of each facility
category chapter for a presentation of the proposed facilities fees.
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF
SHASTA ADOPTING PUBLIC FACILITY FEES FOR ALL NEW DEVELOPMENT
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF SHASTA

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Shasta ordains as follows:

SECTION 1. A public facilities impact fee study of the impacts of contemplated future
development on existing public facilities in the County of Shasta (“County”) and the City of
Redding, along with an analysis of the need for new public facilities and improvements required
by new development was conducted by Munifinancial, and the study set forth the relationship
between new development, the needed facilities, and the estimated costs of those imprevements.

The public facilities impact fee study was entitled “Shasta County and City of Redding:
Public Facilities Impact Fee Study” (March 5, 2008) (hereafter “IFS”). The proposed fees
outlined in the IFS do not exceed the estimated costs required to construct facilities to serve new
development within the County. The purpose of this ordinance is to adopt the fees set forth in
the IFS. :

The County published notice of the April 22, 2008 public hearing on this ordinance in the
Redding Record Searchlight.

SECTION 2. Findings: The Board of Supervisors (“Board™) finds as follows:

A. The IFS complies with California Government Code section 66001 by establishing
the basis for imposition of fees on new development. In particular, the [FS:

1. identifies the purpose of the fee (IFS, p. 78.);

2. identifies the use to which the fee will be put (IFS, p. 78-79); -

3. shows a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the type of
development project on which the fee is imposed (IFS, p. 79);

4. shows a reasonable relationship between the need for the public facility and
the type of development project on which the fee is imposed (IFS, p. 79); and

5. shows a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of
the public facility attributable to the development on which the fee is imposed

(IFS, p. 80).

B. The fees collected pursuant to this ordinance shall be used to finance the public
facilities described or identified in the IFS or other public facility master plans
providing similar facilities as may be adopted from time to time by the Board.

C. The facility descriptions and cost estimates set forth in the IFS are reasonable as the
basis for calculating and imposing certain development impact fees.
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D. The facilities and fee methodology identified in the IFS are consistent with the
County’s General Plan.

SECTION 3. Adoption of Fees: Sections 1 through 5 and 7 through 14 of the IFS are
hereby approved and fully incorporated by reference herein. The purpose of the fees set forth in
this ordinance is to finance the improvements identified in the following Sections of the IFS in
order to reduce the impacts associated with continued population growth and increased traffic
generated by new development within the County: 3 (Countywide Public Protection), 4 (Public
Health Facilities), 5 (Library Volumes and Equipment), 7 (Sheriff Patrol & Investigation), 8
(General Government), 9 (Animal Contro} Facilities), 10 (Fire Protection Fagilities), 11 (Traffic),
and 12 (City of Redding Region-Serving Parks).

SECTION 4. Definitions:

a. “Administrator” means the Resource Management Director.
"~ b. “Development Permit™ means a building permit or other permit for
construction or reconstruction.

SECTION 5. Timing of Fee: No Development Permit shall be issued unless the permit
applicant pays the development impact fee as provided herein. The amount of the fee shall be
that in effect at the time of the issuance of the Development Permit, or at such earlier time as
provided by a development agreement. The fee for commercial, otfice and industrial
development shall be collected at the issuance of a building permit. The fee for single family
and multi-family residential development shall be collected on the date of the final inspection or
upon the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the project, whichever occurs first, or at such
earlier time permitted by law. The Administrator may require the applicant to enter into an
agreement securing the obligation to pay the fee, as authorized by Government Code section
66007.

SECTION 6. Fee Determination:

a. The fee amount shall be based on the land use type associated with the
development. _

b. The following are the land use types designated in the IFS and their
definitions:

Single family: Detached one-family dwelling units.

. b

it Multi-family: All attached one-family dwellings such as duplexes
and condominiums, plus mobile homes, apartments, and
dormitories. :

iii. Commercial: All commercial, retail, educational, and hotel/motel
development.

iv. Office: All general, professional, and medical office development.
v. Industrial: All manufacturing development.
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c. IfaDevelopment Permif is issued that would alter the amount of the
development impact fee due for the development or require the payment of a
new or additional development impact fee, any such previously paid fees shall
be credited against the new total fee due, as determined by the Administrator,
provided, however, that, in no event, shall the County refund fees previously
paid because of a change in land use,

SECTION 7. Amount of Fee: Development impact fees shall be imposed in the
amounts listed in the Impact Fee Table, attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein by
reference. :

SECTION 8, Annual Adjustment Rate: The annual adjustment rate shall be set based on
the Building Cost Index (“BCI”) provided by the Engineering News-Record (“ENR”). The
Administrator shall publish, in a newspaper of general circulation, the adjusted fee every January
1. The adjustment will take effect sixty (60) days after publication. The adjustment shall be
calculated based on the change in the BCI for the prior twelve (12) month period, ending
November 30.

SECTION 9. Use of Fee: The fee shall be solely used (1) for the purposes described in
the IFS, (2) for reimbursing the County for the development’s fair share of those capital
improvements already constructed by the County, (3) for reimbursing developers who have
constructed public facilities described in the IFS or other facility master plans adopted from time
to time by the Board, or (4) inter-account loans as permitted by the Mitigation Fee Act
(Government Code, section 66000, ¢t seq.).

SECTION 10. Severability: If any provision or clause, or paragraph of this ordinance or
the imposition of a major project financing fee for any project within the adopted sections of the
IFS or the application thereof to any person or circumstance shall be held invalid, such invalidity
shall not affect the other provisions of this ordinance or other fees levied by this ordinance,
which can be given effect without the invalid provisions or application of fees, and to this end
the provisions of the ordinance are declared to be severable.

SECTION 11, Administrative Appeal: Any individual who disputes the classification of
property, or the calculation or amount of a development impact fee may, within fifteen (15) days,
appeal the determination of staff to the Board by filing a written appeal with the Clerk of the
Board. No Development Permit shall have legal effect, pending the appeal. The Board may
hold a hearing, but in any event shall render its decision within sixty (60} days of submittal of the
appeal to the Clerk of the Board. The Clerk of the Board shall publish such forms as may be
required to conduct the appeals provided for in this section.

SECTION 12. Appeal Fee: The Board may charge an appeal fee to cover the costs of the
appeal in an amount as adopted by the Board from time to time.

SECTION 13. City of Redding Region-Serving Park Fee: The IFS fee (Section 12: City
of Redding Region-Serving Parks) shall not take Iegal effect until such time as the County of
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Shasta and the City of Redding enter into an agreement regarding the use of the IFS Section 12
Fees, and the County Board declares that the fee has taken effect.

SECTION 14, Fee Applicability: These impact fees apply to the unincorporated areas of
the County except as follows:

a. The Fire Protection Facilities Fee (IFS Section 10) applies only within the
service area of the Shasta County. Fire Department;

b. The Traffic Fee (IFS Section 11) and City of Redding Parks Fee (IFS Section
12) apply only to the South County Region, the description of which is
attached hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit 2.
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This ordinance shall take effect sixty (60) days following its adoption. The Clerk shall
cause this ordinance to be published as required by law.

DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED this _dayof , 2008 by the
Board of Supervisors of the County of Shasta by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
RECUSE:
LINDA HARTMAN, CHAIRMAN
Board of Supervisors
County of Shasta
State of California
ATTEST:

LAWRENCE G. LEES
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

By
Deputy

Attachment: Impact Fee Table
South County Regional Legal Description



Exhibit 1

IMPACT FEE TABLE
March 26, 2008
Fee Category Land Use Type Fee (Base Year 2007)
Public Protection Single-Family Unit $1,646.00
Multi-famity Unit - $1,577.00
Commercial $335.00
Office $255.00
Industrial $151.00
Fublic Health Single Family Unit . $749.00
Muiti-Family Unit $717.00
Library Single Family Unit $133.00
Multi-Family Unit $126.00
Sheriff Patrol and Investigation | Single-Family Unit $789.00
Multi-Family Unit $756.00
Commercial $161.00
Office $122.00
Industrial $72.00
General Government Single Family Unit $1,165.00
Multi-Family Unit $1,116.00
Commercial $237.00
Office $181.00
Industrial . $107.00
Animal Control Single Family Unit $219.00
Multi-Family Unit $210.00
Fire Protection Single Family Unit $1,459.00
Multi-Family Unit $1,397.00
Retail $854.00
Office $650.00
Industrial $386.00
Traffic Single Family Unit $1,049.00
Multi-Famity Unit $646.00
Commercial $1,441.00
Office $1,703.00
Industrial $1,170.00
City of Redding Parks Single Family Unit $561.00
Multi-Family Unit $538.00




EXHIBIT 2
South County Region Legal Description and Map

Beginning at a point in the middle of the Sacramento River where it intersects the

southern boundary of Shasta County;

Then proceeding westerly along the southern boundary of Shasta County to a point on the ;
west side of Section 2, Township 29 North, Range 6 West, MDBM;
Then proceeding northerly along the west side of said Section 2; i
Then proceeding northerly along the west side of Sections 35, 26, 23, 14,11, and 2 in
Township 30 North, Range 6 West;

Then proceeding westerly along the south side of Section 35, Township 31 North, Range
6 West, to the southwest corner of said Section 35;

Then proceeding northerly along the west side of Sections 35, 26,23, 14,11, and 2 in
Township 31 North, Range 6 West; :
Then proceeding northerly along the west side of Sections 35, 26, 23, 14, and 11 in .
Township 32 North, Range 6 West;
Then proceeding casterly along the north side of Sections 11 and 12 in Township 32 5
North, Range 6 West; [
Then proceeding easterly along the north side of Sections 7, 8, and 9 in Township 32 :
North, Range 5 West, to the centerline of the Sacramento River;

Then proceeding northerly along the centerline of the Sacramento River to the southern

boundary of Shasta Lake;

Then procecding casterly along the south side of Shasta Lake to a point on the east side

of Section 3 in Township 33 North, Range 3 West;

Then proceeding southerly along the east side of Sections 3, 10, 15, 22, 27 and 34 in

Township 33 North, Range 3 West;

Then proceeding southerly along the east side of Section 3 in Township32 North, Range

3 West, to the centerline of Little Cow Creek;

Then proceeding southerly along the centerline of Little Cow Creek to Cow Creek;

Then proceeding southerly along the centerline of Cow Creek to the Sacramento River;

Then proceeding southerly along the centerline of the Sacramento River to the southern

boundary of Shasta County and the point of beginning of this description.








