Attachment A

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE
STOCKTON ECONOMIC STIMULUS PLAN

Recommended Action: Conduct public hearing to consider adopting resolution approving the Stockton
Economic Stimulus Plan.

Background Information: Beginning in 2007 construction activity, and specifically residential
construction, went into a long and sustained recession nationally, regionally and locally. Today
residential activity nationally, regionally and locally is recovering to pre-recession levels including in
surrounding cities such as Lodi, Lathrop, Manteca and Tracy. However, the City of Stockton is not
participating in this recovery.

In March of 2015 the University of the Pacific conducted an Economic Impact Study for the City of
Stockton analyzing the impacts of 1,000 new homes built in the City. Along with multiple mitlions of
dollars in local economic activity the construction of 1,000 new homes will create 3,700 new jobs.

If the Stockton Economic Stimulus Plan is fully implemented with 1,000 new homes citywide plus an
additional 50 units in all six council districts getting built within 36 months $22,100,000 will go
uncollected on those homes using the current fee structure. The key phrase is “under the current fee
structure”,

The current fee structure is based on an outdated General Plan that was replaced by the updated
General Plan in 2007. Since the 2007 General Plan update the Public Facilities Fees have not been
updated to reflect the 2007 changes. In addition, even the 2007 General Plan is commonly accepted to
be unrealistic. Former Community Development Director said the 2007 General Plan is “broken” and
“represents a failed dream”. For these reasons the current Public Facilities Fees are not substantially
related to the infrastructure needed to accommodate future growth in the near term. Until a new
General Plan update is completed the true infrastructure needs are uncertain. This uncertainty offers
the Council the opportunity to reduce the PFF for a limited period of time to stimulate the local
economy.

Although it is impossible to predict the future, under the current fee structure less than 100 homes per
year are being built and over the next three years it is likely less than 300 homes will be built and no
new jobs will be created. With the Economic Stimulus Plan an additional 1,000 homes will likely be built
and the worst case long term result will be that $22 million was not collected and 3,700 new jobs were
created. This worst case scenario results in 3,700 new jobs at a cost of less than $6,000 per job. When
compared to most other Economic Stimulus Plans this would be a booming success.

The Economic Stimulus Plan has broad community support. BIA representatives have presented the
plan to the Greater Stockton Chamber of Commerce, El Concillio, Habitat for Humanity and the San
Joaquin Partnership, all of which believe this to be an important part of Stockton’s recovery from the
Great Recession.

Attachments:

Stockton Economic Stimutus Plan

UOP Economic Impact Study for the City of Stockton
City of Lodi Staff Report for fee reductions
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Stockton Economic Stimulus Plan

Residential Component

A,

B.

The plan will last for 36 months or until 1,000 single-family Dwelling Unit Equivalent residential
permits have been issued citywide, whichever accurs first.
To participate in the plan you must opt in and agree to some additional reporting requirements.

a. From the time of the first building permit pulled by an applicant the applicant must
make a quarterly report to the City. The report will identify the total number of workers
employed on the project and the number of those employees who reside within 50
miles of Downtown Stockton, “local hires”. The applicant must maintain a Local Hire
component of at least 60% of the total number of workers on the project. Should the
number of Local Hires fall under 60% the applicant has 30 days to cure the deficiency. If
the applicant is unable to cure within 30 days the applicant will not be allowed to
participate further in the plan.

b. Ona monthly basis the applicant will submit a report to the City identifying the total
number of lots in their project, the number of permits pulled, the number of homes
under construction and the number of homes with a certificate of occupancy. No
applicant shall ever have more than 20 permits that are not currently under
construction.

Once a permit is issued the applicant must start construction within six months of issuance.
Each of the six City Council Districts witl have 50 additional permits, above and beyond the 1,000
citywide permits, reserved for use within that district during the 36 month term of the program.
A project applicant may reserve up to 100 permits, provided that the applicant makes a non-
refundable deposit equal to 25% of the amount that the fee is reduced pursuant to this
ordinance, or any extension thereof, multiplied by the number of permits the applicant is
reserving (“Deposit”). While the fee reduction is in effect pursuant to this ordinance, the
amount of the Deposit made per permit shall be applicable to the total permit fee collected at
such time as the permit is issued. Upon the expiration of the fee reduction ordinance, the
Deposit shall no longer be appiicable towards the total permit fee paid, and shall be retained by
the City.

For project applicants who enroll in this plan and comply with all requirements the PFF fees paid
by the applicant shall be reduced by $17,000. City staff will use their discretion and best
judgment to determine which Public Facility Fee is to be reduced and by how much.

Industrial and Commercial Component

A.

Industrial and Commercial projects currently have a temporary fee reduction in place that will
expire on December 31, 2015. This fee reduction has been renewed each year for the last five
years. The existing temporary fee reduction for Industrial and Commercial will become a
permanent fee reduction and remain in effect until a new nexus study is completed and new
Public Facility Fees are adopted in conjunction with the updated General Plan.
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ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY OF THE PROPOSED
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT IN STOCKTON,
CALIFORNIA

March 25, 2015
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Center for Business and Policy Research

Eberhardt School of Business

University of the Pacific
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report estimates the potential economic impact of building 1,000 homes pet year in the City of
Stockton, a reasonable expectation in a healthy economy with modetate growth. We find this home
building activity would have the following annual economic impact in San Joaquin County.

¢ 3,700 jobs

e $492 million in economic output

o  $244 million value added

®  $56 million in permit and fee revenue for local governments

¢ $64 million in tax revenue to federal, state and local governments

While this analysis was done at the County level, we estimate that approximately 80% of these
economic impacts would be within the City of Stockton itself. This report looks only at the
economic impact of construction activity. It does not estimate on-going economic impacts from the
spending of new households that occupy the homes after they are built, tax payments that would be
made by those households or the cost of providing government services to the households.

1. INTRODUCTION

New home construction is a significant part of the cconomy. Historically, new residential
investment has accounted for about 5% of U.S. GDP. Likewise, new home construction has been a
significant part of Stockton’s economy over the years, and the dramatic swings in this sector are
strongly correlated with the ups and downs of the City’s economy. This report details the potential
economic impact of new home construction in the City by examining a scenario where one
thousand new homes ate built in the City each year. One thousand new homes in the City each year
is a reasonable future scenario given historic trends and current projections of growth in the County.

As shown in Figure 1, new building permits in Stockton have fallen precipitously from the peak of
over 3,000 new units in 2003-04. New single-farnily permits have remained under 100 units for the
past 3 years in Stockton. The City averaged about one thousand new units per year in the late 1990s
before a petiod of rapid growth driven by the housing bubble. The Census Bureau reports the City
of Stockton had a population of 298,118 and 99,637 housing units in 2013. Thus, one thousand
units pet year would represent a modest 1% annual growth rate which is less than projections of
1.3% annual growth in households for San Joaquin County recently released by the California

Department of Finance.'

! http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/projections/view.php
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Figure 1-City of Stockton Building Permits {Source: U.S, Census Bureau)
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2. DATA, METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS

The economic impact analysis is based on the costs to construct a typical new home in Stockton.
Cost information was obtained from the Building Industry Association of the Greater Valley
(BIAGYV) with input from area builders and contractors. The size of the home (2,070 square feet) is
the same as used by consultants to the City of Stockton in a 2013 analysis of development fees, with
costs adjusted to reflect builders’ estimates of 2015 conditions®. The costs paid by developers
include the direct construction costs of the home, site development costs such as sidewalks and
underground utilities, and indirect/soft costs such as marketing, management, insurance, financing,
and closing costs. Developer costs also include building permit fees. We used the City of Stockton
permit fee estimator’, and added fees for schools and habitat conservation that are not included in

? http://www.stocktongov.com/files/StocktonDevFeeStudyPhasel.pdf

3 http://www.stocktongov.com/government/departments/permitCenter/bpfe.html
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the City’s estimator. As shown in Table 1, the estimated construction cost for a typical 2,070 square
foot new home in Stockton is about $322,000 without consideting the cost of land. If an allowance
of 10% of construction cost is made for the cost of land, the total cost to the builder is estimated at
$354,000. While the value of land is a real cost to the builder, the land’s use as a residential lot does
not represent new economic production and is thus not included in the economic impact analysis.

Table 1-Estimated Cost to Construct a 2,070 Square Foot New Home in Stockton

Construction @ $78 pet square foot $161,460
Site Costs $42.,000
Indirect/Soft Costs $62,706
Government Permits and Fees $55,817
T'otal Costs (not including land) $321,983
Allowance for Land Value (10% of construction | $32,198
cost)

Estimated Total Cost to Developer $354,181

Based on this typical home, the costs of building 1,000 homes is approximately $322 million. The
economic impact of these developet expenditures was performed using an input-output model
calibrated to reflect the County economy across which impacts were assessed. We utilized IMPLAN
Version 3.1 with data for calendar year 2013. Input-output models are in a sense, general accounting
systems of transactions between industries, businesses, and consumers that estimate the range of
economic impacts. We use the IMPLAN software to create complete, exiremely detailed Social
Accounting Mattices and Multiplier Models of the San Joaquin County economy that enable in-
depth examinations of the impacts of the proposed housing development.

IMPLAN was developed in the late-1970s by the United States Forest Service and tesearchers at the
University of Minnesota. The softwate was initially based on input-output accounts whose analysis
was pioneered in the Nobel Prize winning work of Wassily Leontief. As the software evolved, it
began using Social Accounting Matrices in its analysis. Currently, IMPLAN is among the most
widely used economic impact modeling systems. It provides a transparent and detailed
approximation of economic impacts that is widely utilized by businesses and government agencies.

* We used the fees of Lodi Unified School District and the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation and Open Space Plan. The current fee schedules are published on the websites for Lodi
Unified Schoo! District and the San Joaguin Council of Governments.
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The full range of economic impacts that result from the expenditures—the Total Effect—is the
sum of the direct, indirect, and induced effects:

. Direct Effects are the changes in jobs and income directly supported by the builder, such as
the jobs held by the homebuilders’ employees.

. Indirect Effects represent the iterative impacts of inter-industry transactions as supplying
industties respond to demand from the sectot(s} whete the initial expenditures occurred. An
example of an indirect impact would be employees of a building material wholesaler.

. Induced Effects reflect the expenditures made by recipients of wages in the direct and
indirect industries. Examples of induced impacts include employees” expenditures on items
such as retail purchases, housing, food, medical services, banking, and insurance.

In this analysis, the total, direct, indirect, and induced effects are reported by output, labor income,

and employment:

. Output represents the value of industry production. It accounts for the total change in the
value of production in an industry for a given time period. Output varies as a measure actoss
industries. For manufactuters, the value of production is sales plus or minus any change in
inventoties. For service sectors, the value of production equals their sales. While for retail
and wholesale trade, the value of production equals their gross margin and not their gross

sales.

. Value Added is the contribution of to GDP of an individual producer, industry or sector.
Tt is the difference between the value of Qutput and the cost of intermediate inputs. In
terms of income, Value Added is equal to the sum of employee compensation, gross

operating margin, and net taxes.

. Labor Income is the sum of employce compensation and proptietor income. Hmployee
compensation includes wages, salaties, benefits, and all other employer contributions, while
proprietor income consists of payments received by self-employed individuals and

unincorporated business owners.

. Employment is the number of full- and part-time jobs based on an annual average of
monthly jobs. In other words, employment is measured as a full year of employment. Thus,
3 temporary jobs that lasted for 4 months are reported as 1 job.

The input-output model is defined for a specific geographic area, and economic impacts are
calculated for that area. Indirect and induced effects are calculated using regional purchase
coefficients calculated by IMPLAN, and thus economic impacts do not include spending outside the
region analysis even if the purchases are made by individuals or businesses located within the region.
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The definition of the geographic area is limited by the available data. In general, the smallest
geography used for economic impact analysis is a County. Howevet, the IMPLAN model can now
develop regions at the zipcode level.

For this analysis, all of San Joaquin County was chosen as the study area even though all the direct
construction activity in the scenario takes place in the City of Stockton. This was done for multiple
reasons. First, the City boundaries do not follow zipcode boundaties closely, so it is only possible to
make a rough approximation of the City. Second, the zipcode level source data is more limited
leading to less confidence in the model results. Finally, many suppliers of building inputs and
employees could be located just outside of the City so that a model looking solely at the boundaries
of Stockton would ignore these areas that are still very much integrated with the City and understate
local economic impacts.

The inputs to the IMPLAN model were created by multiplying the expenditures in Table 1 by 1,000
homes and allocating the spending across sectors in the IMPLAN model. Direct construction, site
costs and indifrect/soft costs were combined and input into IMPLAN sector 59, “Construction of
new single-family residential structures,” because the industry spending pattern in IMPLAN already
expenditures on site and soft costs. The expenditures on Government permits and fees were
allocated accotding to the use of the funds. Much of the fees are for construction of public facilities
such as roads, schools, and police stations and the share of fees for these purposes was allocated to
the approptiate construction sector as displayed in Table 2. Other fees, such as plan checks, were
allocated to suppott the local government, non-education sector. Fees that are allocated for the
putchase of land or easements to preserve habitat or open space were not included in the economic
impact model just as land costs are excluded from construction impacts. These land related fees
excluded from the economic impact calculation total about $7 million across 1,000 homes. Land
costs are excluded because shifting the use of land does not represent new economic production in
an economic impact model. All together, the construction of 1,000 homes suppotts just under $315

million in new production as shown in Table 2.

Table 2-IMPLAN Inputs

Sector Description Value
59|Construction of new single-family residential structures $265,903,000
58|Constrmiction of other new nonresidential structures $16,386,840

533|Employment and payroll of local government, non-education $11,646,140
56|Construction of new highways and streets $9,697,580
55|Construction of new educational and vocational structures $6,955,000
57|Construction of new commercial structutes, including farm structures $4,187,000
Total Expenditures $314,775,560
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3. ECONOMIC IMPACT RESULTS

Table 3 presents an overview of total economic impacts in San Joaquin County attributable to
building 1,000 homes in Stockton in a year. We estimate that approximately 80% of these
countywide economic itnpacts would accrue within the City of Stockton itself.

Table 3-Overview of BIAGY HousIng Development's County-Wide Economic Impact

Economic Impact
Tmpact Type Employment Labor Income  Value Added Output
Ditect Effect 2,138 $129,868,744  $136,261,120  $314,775,552
Indirect Effect 842 $29,372,220 $53,362,048 $87,938,072
Induced Effect 717 §28,623,700  $54,719,872  $88,863,008
Total Effect 3,696 $187,864,664  $244,343,296  $491,576,632

The production of 1,000 homes in Stockton is estitnated to directly support 2,138 jobs, and a total
of neatly 3,700 jobs when including multiplier effects. These 3,700 jobs average nearly $51,000 per
year in total compensation for total labor income of $188 million in the County. An additional $57
million in profits and indirect business taxes btings the total value added in the County up to $244
million. The total output related to home building is $492 million.

4. GOVERNMENT REVENUE IMPACTS

As discussed carlier and detailed in the appendix, the developer of a typical house in Stockton would
pay a total of $56,000 in permits and fees to local governinents, so that our 1,000 home scenario
would generate neaily $56 million in revenue to local governments in permits and fees alone. The
majority of the fees are used to pay for public infrastructure such as water systems and roads.

In addidon to these direct payments from developers, the income and econotnic activity created by
the new home construction generates income, sales, social insurance, property and other taxes for
local, state and federal governments. The IMPLAN model estimates for these other sources of tax

revenue is shown in Table 4.

The total tax payment from this planned development is $63.5 million. The state and local tax
payment is §24.8 million, or 39% of the total tax payments. The federal tax payment is $38.7 million
ot 61% of the total tax payment. Of the $24.8 million in state and local payments, indirect business
taxes account for approximately two-thirds of the revenue; this tax consists mostly of sales (49%)
and property (41%) taxes paid to state and local governments by the companies involved in the
development. This is followed by personal tax payments (28%), social insurance tax payments (3%},
cotporate profit taxes (2.6%) and net dividend payments (less than 1%). Of the $38.7 million in
federal tax payments, social insurance is the latgest revenue component at nearly 50%; these
payments go to programs such as Social Security, Medicare and unemployment insurance. This is
followed by personal tax payments (38%), cotporate tax payments (6.9%) and indirect business tax
payments (6.3%).
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Table 4-Overview of BIAGV Housing Development's County-Wide Tax Impact

Line Description Value
1 | State and Local Taxes Resulting from the Planned Housing Development
1.1 [Net Dividend Payments to Government (Payments from Envestments) $43,262
1.2 [Social Insurance Tax Payments (Retirement, Health & Disability Insurance) $745,553
1.3 |Corporate Profit Tax Payments (Corporate Net Income Tax) $634,702
1.4 [Personal Tax Payments (Income & Property Tax) $7,023,260
1.5 |Inditect Business T'ax Payments (Sales, Property & Motor Vahicle Tax) $16,388,180
1.6 |Total State and Local Tasx Paymentr Lines 1.7 throngh 1.5) $24,834,957
2 |Federal Payments Resulting from the Planned Housing Development
2.1 |Indirect Business Tax Payments (Customs & Excise Taxes) $2,446,841
2.2 (Cotporate Profit Tax Payments {Corporate Net Income 'T'ax) $2,685,292
2.3 |Personal Tax Payments {Income Tax) $14,930,310
2.4 |Social Insurance Tax Payments (Retirement, Health & Disability Insurance) $18,633,430
2.5 | Total Federal Tas Payments (Liner 2.7 through 2.4) 538,695,873
3 |Grand Total of Tax Payments (Lines 1.6 & 2.5) $63,530,830

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Home building is an important part of the local economy that has yet to recover from the effects of
the Great Recession. This report estimates the potential economic impact of building 1,000 homes
per year in the City of Stockton, a teasonable expectation in a healthy economy with moderate
growth. We find this home building activity would support nearly 3,700 jobs in San Joaquin County,
about 3,000 of these within the City itself. The new home construction would support $492 million
in output, and $244 million in value-added or GDP within the County.

The construction activity would generate $56 million in permit and fee revenue for local
governments, and an additional $64 million in tax revenue to the federal, state and local
governments. This repott does not estimate tax payments that would be made by individuals that
would occupy the homes aftet they were built or the cost of providing government services to the
households.
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APPENDIX
Table 5-Estimated Permit and Fee Cost; for a 2,070 Square Foot Single-Family Home in Stockton
Fee Type : Amount
. Permit fee $2,202.70
' Plan Check fee  $1,685.04
: Planning fee " §728115
. $3155

* Strong Motion Instrumentation Program {SMIP) fee

Techno]ogy fee

Permit tracking fee

Land update fee

| Microfilm fee

. ‘Capital preservation fee

Green Building fee

Community Rating System Admin fee (CRS)

' Development Code Maintenance fee

. 'Development Oversight Commission fee

. Climate Action Plan Implementation fee

Housing Element Preparation & Monitoring fee

{ Permit Issuance fee

 Water=™ "

. Sewer

* Delta Water Supply Project *

- Alr Quality

. Water and Sewer - Administrative foe (3.5%)

“City Office Space

- Community Recreation Center

! Fire Station

" Libraries

Police Station Expahsidn
County fee o

Agriculturat Land Mitigation fee

Parkland

. Street Im;ﬁfovemerits

$284.15 |
$14.00

" 325
$50.00

$242.72

$10.00

| 84405 °
324272
24272

$24372

$121.36
$39.00 -

 $2,135.84

$6,172.00 °

" $8,079.00

$260.77 -
$187.00
$233.50 '
$240.50
§784.00 -

2

$451.00

$591.00
$1,890.00
$2.059.23 -

$2,798.00 °
' $6,613.00 .

Attachment A
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" Fee Area - Administrative fee (3.5%)

* Burface Water

_ Traffic Signal‘ o

: Regional Transportation fee

' Public Works Residential Construction

: School District (Lodi) c

: Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Opéh Space

Total Permits and Fees

$4,196.00 .
811000
' $705.26 -
$3,084.58 °
~$72.10

' $6,955.00
$2,087.00
 $55,816.81

Attachment A
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CIiTY OF LODI
CouNncIL COMMUNICATION

™M

AGENDA TITLE: Public Hearing to Consider the Following Actions:

A. Adopt Resolution Certifying the Negative Declaration as Adequate
Environmental Documentation for the Master Plans for Water, Wastewater,
Storm Drainage and Bicycle

B. Adopt Resolution Approving Master Plans for Water, Wastewater, Storm
Drainage and Bicycle; Approving Impact Mitigation Fee Program Report and
Schedule of Fees; and Approving Impact Mitigation Fee Program Schedule of
Reduced Fees

MEETING DATE: August 15, 2012
PREPARED BY: Public Works Director

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Public hearing to consider the following actions:
A. Adopt resolution certifying the negative declaration as adequate environmental documentation
for the master plans for water, wastewater, storm drainage and bicycle
B. Adopt resolution approving master plans for water, wastewater, storm drainage and bicycle;
approving Impact Mitigation Fee Program report and schedule of fees; and approving Impact
Mitigation Fee Program schedule of reduced fees

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: In 1991, City Council approved the Impact Mitigation Fee Program
(IMFP) that established impact fees in the categories of water,
wastewater, storm drainage, streets, police, fire, parks, and general

City facilities. An electric utility impact fee was established in 2007. Over the past 20 years, there have

been few major changes to the program, though minor updates were performed. Generally, the program

has been effective in delivering projects to serve the demand for facilities presented by new development.

The new General Plan for the City was adopted on April 7, 2010. It is the proper time to perform an
overhaul of the Impact Mitigation Fee Program. A number of General Plan policies were adopted that
apply to the actions for consideration by the City Council as listed and paraphrased below:

A. GM-P11 — Prepare master plan documents as necessary during the planning period to
address the infrastructure needs of existing and projected growth, and to determin«
appropriate infrastructure provision for each phase.

B. GM-P5 — Update impact fee system to balance the need to sufficiently fund needed facilities
and services without penalizing multifamily housing or infill development.

C. CD-P10 - Incentivize rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of buildings, especially east of the
railroad, particularly on Main and Stockton streets in the Downtown Mixed Use District,
through development review, permitting and fee processes.

D. CD-P12 — Provide incentives, through the development review, permitting and fee processes,
to redevelop underutilized properties located within the Mixed Use Corridors.

E. CD-P24 — Use bike lanes, trails, or linear parkways to improve connectivity throughout the
City and, in particular, between housing located south of Kettleman Lane and amenities north
of Kettleman Lane. These pathways should employ easy and safe crossings and connect to
destinations such as Downtown, shopping centers, and/or schools.

APPROVED:

Konradt Bartlam, City Manager

KAWP\IMFees\2011 IMF Update\Council Communications\CPHIMFUpdate.doc 8/8/2012
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Public Hearing to Consider the Following Actions:

A. Adopt Resolution Certifying the Negative Declaration as Adequate Environmental Documentation for
the Master Plans for Water, Wastewater, Storm Drainage and Bicycle

B. Adopt Resolution Approving Master Plans for Water, Wastewater, Storm Drainage and Bicycle;
Approving Impact Mitigation Fee Program Report and Schedule of Fees; and Approving Impact
Mitigation Fee Program Schedule of Reduced Fees

August 15, 2012

Page 2

Master plans for water, wastewater, storm drainage and bicycle infrastructure have been prepared in
conjunction with the IMFP. The General Plan identified conceptual master plans for transportation and
parks that have been incorporated into the identification of projects in these two areas needed to serve
future development.

An initial study/mitigated negative declaration (IS/MND) for the master plans for water, wastewater, storm
drainage and bicycle infrastructure has been prepared and distributed for public comment by the
Community Development Department. The significance determination reached after analyzing the
impacts of the project consisting of the four infrastructure master plans has been “less than significant” or
“no impact” for all four master plans.

The IMFP report and fee schedules provided as Exhibit 1 presents details regarding the assumptions,
methodologies, facilities standards, projects, costs, and cost allocation factors used to establish the
nexus between the fees and the development upon which the fees will be levied. A schedule of impact
fees for each land use type is included in the report. The Technical Appendix to the IMFP report includes
the detailed project descriptions, cost estimates, cost allocation factors and fee calculations and is on file
at the Public Works Department. The IMFP report and fee schedules have been distributed to
representatives of the building community and others that expressed interest in the project. A copy of the
IMFP report and fee schedules is available at the Public Works Department and on the City’s website. A
summary of the significant changes from the existing IMFP incorporated are presented below.

1. There will no longer be a reimbursement by IMFP for oversized pipe. Reimbursement will be
secured via a City Council approved reimbursement agreement amongst the benefitting
properties.

2. The existing storm drainage fee zone has been divided into two zones as presented in
Exhibit 2. Zone 1 comprises the existing developed areas of the City that contains some
vacant parcels. Zone 2 is that mostly-undeveloped area south of the Woodbridge Irrigation
District canal and west of Lower Sacramento Road and outside the current City limits. The
vacant property in this area that is already annexed to the City is planned to construct its own
storm drainage facilities and, therefore, will not be subject to a storm drainage impact fee.

3. Water and wastewater treatment capacity charges will be based upon the size of the water
meter needed to serve the property.

4. New developments will be responsible for constructing one-half of the fronting road
improvements. IMFP will be responsible for constructing median improvements along
Harney Lane, Hutchins Street and Kettleman Lane.

5. Electric Utility capacity charges will be based upon the panel size serving the property and will
apply to all incorporated areas of the City.

6. New developments will be responsible for constructing neighborhood parks. IMFP will be
responsible for constructing community and regional park facilities.

7. Residential IMFP fees will be based upon dwelling unit equivalents (DUE). One DUE equals
the demand for service represented by a single-family low-density residential unit.

8. Nonresidential IMF fees will be based upon building square feet, except for storm drainage
that will be based upon the acreage of the project.

9. Limited exceptions for nonresidential transportation IMFP fees will be allowed, as determined
by the Public Works Director, based upon demonstrated significant deviation from IMFP
assumptions for employee density and trip generation.

10. Art in Public Places IMFP fee will be a stand-alone fee.

KAWPAIMFees\2011 IMF Update\Council Communications\CPHIMFUpdate.doc 8/8/2012
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Public Hearing to Consider the Following Actions:

A. Adopt Resolution Certifying the Negative Declaration as Adequate Environmental Documentation for
the Master Plans for Water, Wastewater, Storm Drainage and Bicycle

B. Adopt Resolution Approving Master Plans for Water, Wastewater, Storm Drainage and Bicycle;
Approving Impact Mitigation Fee Program Report and Schedule of Fees; and Approving Impact
Mitigation Fee Program Schedule of Reduced Fees

August 15, 2012

Page 3

Preparation of the IMFP report and fee schedules was a 24-month collaborative effort between the

City Council, staff and the development community. Five Shirtsleeve Session presentations were made
to the City Council. Fourteen meetings were held with the project team, including staff, consultants and
the development community. Five of those meetings were focused on determining the assumptions,
objectives, and scope of work needed to complete the update to the existing IMFP. These occurred prior
to award of the consulting contract to Harris & Associates, the project engineering and planning
consultant. Nine additional meetings focused on the step-by-step development of project descriptions,
costs analyses, nexus relationships and fee calculations.

The IMFP Report and fee schedules provided in Exhibit 1 are recommended for adoption by resolution.
The schedule of fees would become effective January 1, 2020. It is not recommended that an indexing
factor be applied to this schedule of fees during the period from adoption to initiation. It is recommended
that the mandated regular update to the IMFP be completed and ready for adoption shortly after
January 1, 2020.

At the request of the building community staff has agreed to recommend to the City Council a schedule of
reduced IMFP fees and conditions as presented in Exhibit 3 that will be in effect until December 31, 2019.
The objective of the reduced fee is to financially incentivize the development of new residential housing
units in all density categories. Representatives of the building community requested this reduction as part
of three-pronged effort to reduce building costs in Lodi. This schedule of reduced fees applies only to
residential land uses and represents an approximate 60 percent reduction to the fees summarized in
Exhibit 4. The total IMFP fees for a single family detached low density residential unit will be reduced from
$14,590 to $5,940. The fees will not be subject to indexed increases for the seven-year life of the reduced
fee schedule.

Revenue diversion associated with the reduced fee schedule, based upon the development forecast
presented on page 8 of Exhibit 1, could be up to $7,534,000. However, based upon current assessments
of market conditions and the slow recovery from the Great Recession, revenue diversion will probably be
closer to $4,000,000. The total value of the capital improvements in the IMFP is $93,900,000.

A public hearing will be conducted at this time to receive public comment on the infrastructure master
plans, the IS/MND and the IMFP report. Council approval of the master plans, IMFP report and IMFP
schedules of fees will iead to the introduction of various Lodi Municipal Code amendments needed to
implement the IMFP.

FISCAL IMPACT: IMFP revenues support the implementation of infrastructure to serve new
development without which other City revenues would be utilized.

FUNDING AVAILABLE: Not applicable.

F. Wally Sandelin
Public Works Director

FWS/pmf
Attachments
KAWP\MFees\2011 IMF Update\Council Communications\CPHIMFUpdate.doc 8/8/2012





