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AGENDA
MEETING OF THE
TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY COUNCIL
TUESDAY, APRIL 7, 2015
6:00 P.M.

The Town of Yucca Valley complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Ifyou require
special assistance to attend or participate in this meeting, please call the Town Clerk’s Office at
760-369-7209 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting.

An agenda packet for the meeting, and any additional documents submitted to the majority of the
Town Council, are available for public view in the Town Hall lobby and with respect to the staff
agenda packet, on the Town’s website, www.yucca-valley.org, prior to the Council meeting. Any
materials submitted to the Agency after distribution of the agenda packet will be available for
public review in the Town Clerk’s Office during normal business hours and will be available for
review at the Town Council meeting. For more information on an agenda item or the agenda
process, please contact the Town Clerk’s office at 760-369-7209 ext. 226.

Ifyou wish to comment on any subject on the agenda, or any subject not on the agenda during
public comments, please fill out a card and give it to the Town Clerk. The Mayor/Chair will
recognize you at the appropriate time. Comment time is limited to 3 minutes.
(WHERE APPROPRIATE OR DEEMED NECESSARY, ACTION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY
ITEM LISTED IN THE AGENDA)
OPENING CEREMONIES (6:00 p.m. — Yucca Room)
CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor Huntington

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

INVOCATION

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Action; Move ond Vote

CONSENT AGENDA

All items listed on the consent calendar are considered to be routine matters or are considered
Jormal documents covering previous Town Council instruction. The items listed on the consent
calendar may be enacted by one motion and a second. There will be no separate discussion of the
consent calendar items unless a member of the Town Council or Town Staff requests discussion



1-9

10-17

18-24

25-29

on specific consent calendar items at the beginning of the meeting. Public requests to comment
on consent calendar items should be filed with the Town Clerk before the consent calendar is

called,
1. Waive further reading of all ordinances (if any in the agenda) and read by title only.

Recommendation: Waive further reading of all ordinances and read by title
only.

2. Town Council Meeting Minutes of March 17, 2015

Recommendation: Approve the Town Council meeting minutes of March 17,
2015 as presented.

3. Community Center Infield Refurbishment
Acceptance of Project as Substantially Complete

Recommendation: Accept the project as substantially complete, authorizes staff
to file the Notice of Completion, authorizes the reduction of the Faithful
Performance Bond to 10%, and directs staff to retain the Labor and Material
Bond for six (6) months for Community Center Infield Refurbishment Project.

4, Resolution No. 15-
Updating Assessment Engineer’s Reports
Previously Formed Street & Drainage and
Landscape and Lighting Maintenance Districts

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL, OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA CAUSING AN ENGINEER’S REPORT TO BE
PREPARED FOR ASSESSMENTS TO BE LEVIED WITHIN EXISTING
ASSESSMENT DISTRICTS DURING THE 2015-2016 TAX YEAR

Recommendation: Approve and adopt the Resolution, directing the preparation
of annual assessment engineer’s reports describing any new improvements or
any substantial changes to the existing improvements in the existing assessment
districts.

5. Warrant Register

Recommendation: Ratify the Warrant Register total of $211,711.08 for
checks dated March 12, 2015

Recommendation: Adopt Consent Agenda (items 1-5)

Action: Move ond Vote




PUBLIC HEARING

3096 O, Public Facilities Development Impact Fees
Annual Report & Public Hearing

Recommendation: Retain the current Public Facility Development Impact
Fee structure.

Action; Move ond Vote
DEPARTMENT REPORTS
97166 7. Resolution No. 15-

Hi-Desert Water District, Assessment District No. 2014-1
Notice of Public Hearing and Proposed Assessment
California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Septic Discharge Prohibition

Town Assessments

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
YUCCA VALLEY CALIFORNIA APPROVING THE ASSESSMENTS
OF AND SUPPORTING THE HI-DESERT WATER DISTRICT
ASSESSMENT DISTRICT NO. 2014-1.

Recommendation:

e Approve the assessments on the Town’s thirty-one (31) properties
currently owned as identified in Attachment A to this Staff Report.

o Authorize and Direct the Town Manager to Vote “Yes” on the Ballots
received for the thirty-one (31) properties as identified in Attachment A to
this Staff Report.

e Authorize and approve potential liability of assessments for leased
properties and pending purchases properties, including Jacobs Park and the
Boys and Girls Club of the Hi-Desert leased parks, and the pending
purchase of the Brehm Youth Sports Park Facility.

e Approve the Resolution in support of the Hi-Desert Water District
Assessment District No. 2014-1.

e Authorize the Town Manager to vote affirmatively for any verified



subsequent ballots in the Assessment District received after April 7, 2015,
up to the legal assessment or $25,000.

e Direct staff to return to the Town Council with all necessary budget
actions after successful formation of the Assessment District.

Action: Move ond Vote

167-170 8. Overview of Town Wide Grant Process

Recommendation: Receive and file this informational overview of the Town’s
grant process.

Action: Move ond Vote

171-197 9. FY 2014-16 Investment Policy

Recommendation:
¢ Review and approve the FY 2014-16 Investment Policy
e Review and approve the town planned investment activities which
includes moving funds from the Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF)
to Negotiable Certificates of Deposit as allowed by the Investment Policy

198202 10. Gas Tax Fund Financial Model Forecast

Recommendation: Receive and file the Gas Tax Fund 515 Analysis and Five
year Forecast and approve the proposed Gas Tax fund balance reserve
policy.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

PUBLIC COMMENTS

In order to assist in the orderly and timely conduct of the meeting, the Council takes this time to
consider your comments on items of concern which are on the Closed Session or not on the
agenda. When you are called to speak, please state your name and community of residence.
Notify the Mayor if you wish to be on or off the camera. Please limit your comments to three (3)
minautes or less. Inappropriate behavior which disrupts, disturbs or otherwise impedes the orderly
conduct of the meeting will result in forfeiture of your public comment privileges. The Town
Council is prohibited by State law from taking action or discussing items not included on the
printed agenda.



STAFF REPORTS AND COMMENTS

MAYOR AND COUNCIL MEMBER REPORTS AND COMMENTS

11.  Council Member Abel

12.  Council Member Denison

13.  Council Member Lombardo

14. Mayor Pro Tem Leone

15.  Mayor Huntington
ANNOUNCEMENTS

Time, date and place for the next Town Council meeting.

The next meeting of the Yucca Valley Town Council is scheduled for Tuesday,
April 21, 2015 at 6:00 p.m.in the Yucca Valley Community Center Yucca Room.

CLOSED SESSION (Town Hall Conference Room)

(Public Comments will be taken prior to Closed Session)

1.

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION

A closed session will be held, pursuant to Government Code §54956.9(d)(1), to confer with
legal counsel regarding pending litigation to which the Town is a party. The title of such
litigation is as follows: Town of Yucca Valley vs. Yashraj Hospitality, Inc., dba Best
Western Yucca Valley Hotel and Suites, Nathsons Hospitality, Inc., Venokumar Nathraj,
Charmaine Nathraj et. al; CIVDS1415964; San Bernardino County Superior Court

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - POTENTIAL LITIGATION
A closed session will be held, pursuant to Government Code §54956.9 (d)(2), significant
exposure to litigation in one (1) case.

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - POTENTIAL LITIGATION
A closed session will be held, pursuant to Government Code §54956.9 (d)(4), for the Town
Council to consider whether to initiate litigation in four (4) cases.

CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS



A closed session will be held, pursuant to Government Code §54956.8, to enable the Town
Council to consider negotiations with:

Property: APN 0587-361-02, San Bernardino County, CA
56711 Twentynine Palms Hwy, Yucca Valley

Hi Desert Water District

Curtis Yakimow, Real Property Negotiator

Real Property Negotiations

Property: APN 586-101-07, San Bernardino County, CA
SE Corner of Kickapoo Trail and Benecia

Hi Desert Water District

Curtis Yakimow, Real Property Negotiator

Real Property Negotiations

CLOSED SESSION REPORT/ADJOURNMENT



Yucca Valley Town Council

Meeting Procedures

The Ralph M. Brown Act is the state law which guarantees the public's right to attend and participate in meetings of local
legislative bodies. These rules have been adopted by the Town of Yucca Valley Town Council in accordance with the Brown Act,
Government Code 54950 et seq., and shall apply at all meetings of the Yucca Valley Town Council, Commissions and

Committees.

Agendas - All agendas are posted at Town Hall, 57090 Twentynine Palms Highway, Yucca Valley, at least 72 hours in advance of
the meeting. Staff reports related to agenda items may be reviewed at the Town Hall offices located at 57090 Twentynine Palms

Highway, Yucca Valley.

Agenda Actions - Items listed on both the "Consent Calendar" and "Items for Discussion" contain suggested actions. The Town
Council will generally consider items in the order listed on the agenda. However, items may be considered in any order. Under
certain circumstances new agenda items can be added and action taken by two-thirds vote of the Town Council.

Closed Session Agenda Items - Consideration of closed session items, excludes members of the public. These items include
issues related to personnel, pending litigation, labor negotiations and real estate negotiations. Prior to each closed session, the
Mayor will announce the subject matter of the closed session. If final action is taken in closed session, the Mayor shall report the
action to the public at the conclusion of the closed session.

Public Testimony on any Item - Members of the public are afforded an opportunity to speak on any listed item. Individuals
wishing to address the Town Council should complete a "Request to Speak" form, provided near the Town Clerk’s desk at the
meeting room, and present it to the Town Clerk prior to the Council's consideration of the item. A "Request to Speak" form must
be completed for each item when an individual wishes to speak. When recognized by the Mayor, speakers should be prepared to
step forward and announce their name and address for the record. In the interest of facilitating the business of the Council,
speakers are limited to up to three (3) minutes on each item. The Mayor or a majority of the Council may establish a different time
limit as appropriate, and parties to agenda items shall not be subject to the time limitations.

The Consent Calendar is considered a single item, thus the three (3) minute rule applies. Consent Calendar items can be pulled at
Council member request and will be brought up individually at the specified time in the agenda allowing further public comment
on those items.

Agenda Times - The Council is concerned that discussion takes place in a timely and efficient manner. Agendas may be prepared
with estimated times for categorical areas and certain topics to be discussed. These times may vary according to the length of
presentation and amount of resulting discussion on agenda items.

Public Comment - At the end of the agenda, an opportunity is also provided for members of the public to speak on any subject
with Council's authority. Matters raised under "Public Comment” may not be acted upon at that meeting. The time limits
established in Rule #4 still apply.

Disruptive Conduct - If any meeting of the Council is willfully disrupted by a person or by a group of persons so as to render the
orderly conduct of the meeting impossible, the Mayor may recess the meeting or order the person, group or groups of person
willfully disrupting the meeting to leave the meeting or to be removed from the meeting. Disruptive conduct includes addressing
the Council without first being recognized, not addressing the subject before the Council, repetitiously addressing the same
subject, failing to relinquish the podium when requested to do so, or otherwise preventing the Council from conducting its meeting
in an orderly manner. Please be aware that a NO SMOKING policy has been established for all Town of Yucca Valley meetings.
Your cooperation is appreciated!




ADA
CAFR
CALTRANS
CEQA
CCA
CDBG
CHP
CIP
CMAQ
CMP
CNG
COP
CPI
DOJ
DOT
ED

EIR
GAAP
GASB
HDWD
HUD
IEEP
TIPP
IRC
LAIF
LLEBG
LTF
MBTA
MBYSA
MDAQMD
MOU
MUSD
PARSAC
PERS
PPA
PVEA
RDA
RSA
RTP
SANBAG
SCAG
STIP
STP
TEA-21
TOT

ACRONYM LIST

Americans with Disabilities Act

Comprehensive Annual Financial Report
California Department of Transportation
California Environmental Quality Act
Community Center Authority

Community Development Block Grant
California Highway Patrol

Capital Improvement Program

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Congestion Management Program

Compressed Natural Gas

Certificates of Participation

Consumer Price Index

Department of Justice

Department of Transportation

Economic Development

Environmental Impact Report (pursuant to CEQA)
Generally Accepted Accounting Procedures
Governmental Accounting Standards Board

Hi Desert Water District

US Department of Housing and Urban Development
Inland Empire Economic Partnership

Injury and Illness Prevention Plan

Internal Revenue Code

Local Agency Investment Fund

Local Law Enforcement Block Grant

Local Transportation Fund

Morongo Basin Transit Authority

Morongo Basin Youth Soccer Association
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
Memorandum of Understanding

Morongo Unified School District

Public Agency Risk Sharing Authority of California
California Public Employees Retirement System
Prior Period Adjustment

Petroleum Violation Escrow Account
Redevelopment Agency

Regional Statistical Area

Regional Transportation Plan

San Bernardino Associated Governments
Southern California Association of Governments
State Transportation Improvement Program
Surface Transportation Program

Transportation Enhancement Act for the 21* Century
Transient Occupancy Tax



Town Council Committee Assignments

Huntington 12:00 pm.
Y Vall
CITY / COUNTY ANIMAL SERVICES JPA Lombardo Last Thursday ucca Valley
Huntington 10:00a.m
DESERT SOLID WASTE JPA Leone (gAIt) 2™ Thursday Victorville
Feb, May, Aug, Nov
LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES Lombardo 10:00 a.m. Varies
DESERT MOUNTAIN DIVISION Denison (Alt) 4 Friday- Quarterly
LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES Mavor
LEGISLATIVE DELEGATE ¥
Huntington Proposed for Council Members to work with Town Manager
LEGISLATIVE TEAM Denison meeting with legislators when necessary
HOMELESS PARTNERSHIP (SBCO) AND Staff 9:00 a.m. san Bernardino
INTERAGENCY COUNCIL ON HOMELESSNESS 4" Wednesday
Huntington 9:30 a.m.
A V
MEASURE | Abel (Alt) 31 Friday pple Valley
Avel 5:00 p.m
MORONGO BASIN TRANSIT AUTHORITY Leone 4§h Thpljrs;:la Joshua Tree
Lombardo (Alt) ¥
Leone 10:00 a.m. .
Al Al Vi
MOJAVE AIR QUALITY DISTRICT Abel (Al 4% Monday ictorville
Huntington 10:30 a.m. .
ANBAG B d
> Abel {Alt) 1" Wednesday San Bernardino
6:30 p.m.
SPORTS COUNCIL Denison 2" Monday Yucca Valley
March, June, Sept

Ad Hoc Committee Assignments

AUDIT Dems'on
Huntington
Abel

BREHM PAR

¢ Lombardo

MEDICAL MARIJUANA INITIATIVE :‘t’)‘:lbafdo
Huntington

ONLINE VI

°Eo Evans (PRCC)

PUBLIC FACILITIES Huntington
Leone

RDA BONDS Huntington
Leone

SEWER FINANCING Denison
Leone

SUBDIVISION Huntington
Leone
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TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY
TOWN COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
MARCH 17, 2015

OPENING CEREMONIES
Mayor Huntington called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
Council Members Present: Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo, and Mayor Huntington

Staff Members Present: Town Manager Yakimow, Deputy Town Manager Stueckle, Town
Attorney Laymon, Police Chief Mondary, Finance Manager Cisneros, and Town Clerk Copeland

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Mayor Huntington.

The Invocation was led by Pastor Bill Wilcox, Yucca Valley Evangelical Free Church.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Mayor Huntington opened public comments for items not on the agenda.

Jack McGrath, Yucca Valley introduced his sister, who presented Mayor Huntington with a Saint
Patrick’s Day gift.

Sarann Graham and Sheldon Hough, Board Directors for Hi Desert Water District, thanked
Mayor Huntington and Town Manager Yakimow for supporting the district in Sacramento
relating to funding for the wastewater project.

PRESENTATIONS, INTRODUCTIONS, RECOGNITIONS
1. San Bernardino County Fire- Benfield Recognition

Mayor Huntington presented a plaque to San Bernardino County Fire Division Chief
Benfield in recognition of his retirement.

2. Animal Care and Control Update

Animal Care and Control Manager Crider presented an update, giving statistics and
activity reports for 2014.

Mayor Huntington opened public comments. With no members of the public wishing to
speak, public comments were closed.

Council Member Lombardo inquired on the activity levels and functionality of the new
facility.
P.1



YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES Mareh 17, 2015

Mayor Pro Tem Leone commented on the outreach in the local newspaper and
encouraged the public to consider adopting a family pet.

Council Member Denison inquired on the volunteer hours reported.

Council Member Abel commented on animal adoption rates, and spoke favorably of the
local veterinarians supporting the local spay and neuter voucher program.

Mayor Huntington inquired on the increase of incoming phone calls as reported. Crider
explained that the new phone system is able to accurately capture the call information.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Mayor Pro Tem Leone moved to approve the agenda for the Town Council meeting of March 3,
2015. Council Member Denison seconded. Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

CONSENT AGENDA

3. Waive further reading of all ordinances and read by title only

4, Approve the Town Council meeting minutes of February 12, 2015, February 17, 2015,
and March 3, 2015 as presented.

5. Designate the SANBAG Representative and Alternate as Voting Delegates to the SCAG
Annual General Assembly.

6. Receive and file the 2014 General Plan Annual Report

7. Receive and file the AB1234 Reporting Requirement Schedule for the month of February
2015

8. Ratify the Payroll Register total of $141,910.77 for checks dated February 27, 2015 and
Ratify the Warrant Register total of $450,084.31 for checks dated March 5, 2015

Mayor Huntington opened public comment on the Consent Agenda. With no members of the
public wishing to speak, public comments were closed.



YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES March 17, 2015

Mayor Pro Tem Leone moved to approve the Consent Agenda items 3-8. Council Member Abel
seconded. Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

DEPARTMENT REPORTS
9. AB 266 (Cooley) Legislation Position and Letter of Support

Town Manager Yakimow presented the staff report, explaining that AB 266 (Cooley) has been
introduced in the 2015-16 Regular Session of the California Legislature and would amend
existing legislation related to Proposition 215 and SB 420. The bill attempts to provide a
framework for medical marijuana distribution that upholds local control, addresses public safety
concerns, and includes health and safety requirements.

Mayor Huntington opened public comment on the item. Town Clerk Copeland announced that
two public comments were receive via email prior to this evening’s meeting by Catherine Brown,
Yucca Valley, and Debi Wagner, Yucca Valley, both asking the Town Council to remain neutral
on this subject until after the June 2, 2015 special election.

Becki Vowles, Pioneertown spoke in opposition of the item.
Steve Gibson, Yucca Valley spoke in opposition of the item.

With no other members of the public wishing to speak, Mayor Huntington closed public
comments.

Council Member Lombardo spoke favorably of AB 266, as it provides a framework for
uniformity, and additional safety and control aspects.

Council Member Denison commented that AB 266 reads as an umbrella over the operations of
medical marijuana facilities and doesn’t want to blur what the local ordinance provisions include.

Council Member Abel spoke in opposition of submitting a letter of support.
Mayor Pro Tem Leone commented on AB 266, as it would allow for local control.
Council Member Abel moved to receive and file the report and to abstain from sending a letter of

support at this time. Council Member Lombardo seconded. Motion carried 3-2 with Mayor Pro
Tem Leone and Mayor Huntington voting no.
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YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES March 17, 2015

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, and Lombardo
NOES: Council Member Leone, Mayor Huntington
ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: None

10.  Resolution No. 15-05
Pima Trail, Palm Avenue to approximately 500 Feet East of Church Street;
Approximately 660 Linear Feet;
Accepting that Portion of Pima Trail into the Town’s Maintained Road System

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA ACCEPTING PIMA TRAIL, FROM PALM AVENUE
TO APPROXIMATELY 500 FEET EAST OF CHURCH STREET INTO THE
TOWN MAINTAINED ROAD SYSTEM

Deputy Town Manager Stueckle presented the staff report, giving explanation that the Town
Council action is required to accept or take roads not currently maintained into the Town’s
Maintained Road System. Considering prior Town Council action, staff has completed several
steps in administratively preparing the roadway for inclusion into the system. Once this portion
of Pima Trail is included into the Maintained Roadway System, this segment of road will be
maintained by the Town as a dirt road until such time as the Hi Desert Water District completes
installation of the sewer collection system.

Mayor Huntington opened public comment on the item. With no members of the public wishing
to speak, public comments were closed.

Mayor Pro Tem Leone inquired on the benefits of including the road into the system.
Council Member Denison inquired if there were any flood control issues in this area.
Mayor Pro Tem Leone moved to adopt Resolution No. 15-05, incorporating Pima Trail, from

Palm Avenue to approximately 500 feet east of Church Street into the Town’s Maintained Road
System. Council Member Denison seconded. Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

11. Parks, Recreation and Cultural Commission Appointments

Town Clerk Copeland presented the staff report, explaining that there currently are four
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YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES March 17, 2015

vacancies on the PRCC. As liaisons to appointed members of Town Commissioners, Council
Members have the opportunity to nominate a representative to the PRCC, with ratification by the
entire Council. Terms will be for four (4) years expiring on January 31, 2019, with Council
Member Lombardo’s nomination to fill a partial term vacancy expiring January 31, 2017.

After extended recruitment, 10 applications were received for consideration. Since recruitment,
two applicants withdrew their applications. Town Council received the remaining applications
for review.

Mayor Huntington opened public comment.

The following applicants introduced themselves to the Town Council and spoke of their
qualifications: Eric Quander, Ed Keesling, Andrea Riesgo, Gregory Hill, and William Sasnett.

With no other members of the public wishing to speak, Mayor Huntington closed public
comment.

Mayor Huntington opened nominations for the position of Parks, Recreation and Cultural
Commissioner.

Mayor Pro Tem Leone nominated Eric Quander for the position of Parks, Recreation and
Cultural Commissioner, with term expiring January 31, 2019. Council Member Lombardo
seconded. Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

Council Member Abel nominated Randy Eigner for the position of Parks, Recreation and
Cultural Commissioner, with term expiring January 31, 2019. Mayor Pro Tem Leone seconded.
Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

Council Member Lombardo nominated Ed Keesling for the position of Parks, Recreation and
Cultural Commissioner, with term expiring January 31, 2017. Council Member Abel seconded.
Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
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Huntington
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

Council Member Denison nominated Gregory Hill for the position of Parks, Recreation and
Cultural Commissioner, with term expiring January 31, 2019. Mayor Pro Tem Leone seconded.
Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

12. Independent Audit Appointment

Finance Manager Cisneros presented the staff report for the selection of the Town’s independent
financial auditor. Cisneros explained the Request for Proposal review process, and the Town’s
Audit Subcommittee involvement. Cisneros stressed that the audit firm periodically changes their
staff assigned to each of their clients to provide a comprehensive and ethical service. It is the
Audit Subcommittee’s recommendation to appoint Rogers, Anderson, Malody and Scott, LLP
RAMS) to be the Town’s Independent Financial Auditor.

Mayor Huntington opened public comments. With no members of the public wishing to speak,
public comments were closed.

Council Member Abel thanked the Audit Subcommittee for their time in the process.

Mayor Huntington commented on the length of time RAMS has worked with the Town, and
spoke favorably of their past services.

Mayor Pro Tem Leone moved to appoint Rogers, Anderson, Malody & Scott, LLP, to be the
Town’s Independent Auditor, and award a contract for services with the firm for a three year
period beginning with the fiscal year 2014-15. Council Member Abel seconded. Motion carried
5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
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Council Member Lombardo requested a visioning session to plan for the future needs of the
Town.

Mayor Pro Tem Leone would like to discuss bringing dirt roads into the Town’s maintained road
system.

Huntington reminded the Council that there has been recent discussion on dirt roads.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Mayor Huntington opened public comments. With no members of the public wishing to speak,
public comments were closed.

STAFF REPORTS AND COMMENTS
Deputy Town Manager Stueckle gave a brief update on the Dumosa signal project.

Town Manager Yakimow announced that the Town’s spring/summer activity guide is out and
available for perusal and congratulated the Brehm Family on the grand opening of the Hawks
Landing Golf Course.

MAYOR AND COUNCIL MEMBER REPORTS AND COMMENTS

13.  Council Member Abel thanked all who applied for the Parks, Recreation and Cultural
Commission and welcomed the newly appointment commissioners. Abel thanked Deputy
Town Manager Stueckle and Project Engineer Qishta on their work on the Dumosa signal
project, keeping the traffic moving during construction.

14.  Council Member Denison thanked the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Commission
applicants. Denison announced his attendance at the recent Sports Council meeting,
noting that it is a very enthusiastic group, working together for the youth of the
community.

15. Council Member Lombardo thanked the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Commission
applicants, and expressed his enjoyment playing golf at Hawks Landing this past week
and thanked the Brehm Family for the opportunity.

16. Mayor Pro Tem Leone wished Division Chief well on his retirement and thanked him for
his service to the community. Leone also thanked the wonderful field of applicants who
applied for the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Commission, and congratulated the newly
appointed commissioners.

17.  Mayor Huntington also reported that he enjoyed the day at the Hawks Landing Golf
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Course Grand Opening, noting it is great to have the facility back up and running.
Huntington also reported attending the Battle Color Ceremony aboard the Marine Base
and congratulated Division Chief Benfield on his retirement. Huntington welcomed the
new PRCC members.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

The next meeting of the Yucca Valley Town Council is scheduled for Tuesday,
April 7, 2015 at 6:00 p.m.in the Yucca Valley Community Center Yucca Room

CLOSED SESSION

1. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION
A closed session will be held, pursuant to Government Code §54956.9(d)(1), to
confer with legal counsel regarding pending litigation to which the Town is a party.
The title of such litigation is as follows: Town of Yucca Valley vs. Yashraj
Hospitality, Inc., dba Best Western Yucca Valley Hotel and Suites, Nathsons
Hospitality, Inc., Venokumar Nathraj, Charmaine Nathraj et. al; CIVDS1415964; San
Bernardino County Superior Court

2. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION
A closed session will be held, pursuant to Government Code § 54956.9(d)(1), to
confer with legal counsel regarding pending litigation to which the City is a party.
The title of such litigation is as follows: Frank Lindsay vs. Town of Yucca Valley;
Case Number 515-cv-0036-VAP-DTBx; United States District Court

Town Attorney Laymon announced the Closed Session items, and informed the public that the
Report Out on Closed Session will be conducted at Town Hall immediately following Closed
Session.

Mayor Huntington opened public comments. With no members of the public wishing to speak,
public comments were closed.

Mayor Huntington adjourned the meeting to Closed Session at 7:29 p.m.

CLOSED SESSION REPORT/ADJOURNMENT

Town Attorney Laymon reported that Closed Session adjourned at 7:55 p.m. with no reportable
action.



YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES March 17, 2015
Respectfully Submitted,

Lesley Copeland, CMC
Town Clerk



TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Honorable Mayor & Town Council

From: Shane Stueckle, Deputy Town Manager
Alex Qishta, Project Engineer

Date: March 19, 2015

For Council Meeting: April 7, 2015

Subject: Community Center Infield Refurbishment
Acceptance of Project as Substantially Complete

Prior Council Review: On December 16, 2014, the Town Council adopted a Resolution
approving the specifications for the project and authorizing the Town Clerk to advertise and
receive bids.

On January 20, 2015, the Town Council:

e Rejected all bids received on January 13, 2015;

e Authorized to the Town Clerk to return Bid Bonds to all bidders;

o Authorized the Town Clerk to re-advertise and solicit bids for the project with an
opening date of February 10, 2015.

At the February 17, 2015 meeting, the Town Council awarded the construction contract to
Athletic Field Specialists, in the amount of $18,500, and authorized a construction
contingency in the amount of $1,500, for a total contract amount of $20,000, authorized the
Mayor, Town Manager and Town Attorney to sign all necessary documents, and authorized
the Town Manager to expend the contingency fund, if necessary, to complete the project.

Recommendation: That the Town Council accepts the project as substantially complete,
authorizes staff to file the Notice of Completion, authorizes the reduction of the Faithful
Performance Bond to 10%, and directs staff to retain the Labor and Material Bond for six
(6) months for Community Center Infield Refurbishment Project.

Executive Summary: The Community Center Infields Refurbishment project included the
refurbishment of a standard size softball infield. The Community Center infield is
approximately 8,000 square feet in size. In summary, this project brought new clay infield
materials onto the softball field, which were necessary for safe and quality field surfaces.
The warning tracks did not receive new clay material.

Reviewed By: ﬂ Y - s SRS
Tow‘n’ﬁwager Town Attorney Finance Manager Department
Department Report Ordinance Action Resolution Action Public Hearing
X Consent X Minute Action Receive and File Study Session
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Order of Procedure:
Request Staff Report
Request Public Comment
Council Discussion/Questions of Staff
Motion/Second
Discussion on Motion
Call the Question Voice Vote (Roll Call Vote, Consent Agenda)

Discussion: It is appropriate for the Town to accept the work and file a Notice of
Completion. ltis also appropriate to reduce the Faithful Performance Bond being held as a
surety to 10%. The Labor and Material Bond shall be retained for a period of six (6)
months, and then released provided no liens or stop notices have been filed.
Alternatives: Staff recommends no alternative action.

Fiscal impact: The following outlines project costs for the work as bid:

Construction Contract Summary

Base Bid Amount — Athletic Field Specialists 3 18,500.00
Construction Contingency -
Total Construction Contract Awarded 18,500.00
Total Construction Project Contract Cost Paid 18,500.00
Construction Contract Savings 0.00
Attachments: December 16, 2014, January 20, 2015 and February 17, 2015 Town

Council Minutes.
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YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES December 16, 2014

TITLE 8 OF THE YUCCA VALLEY DEVELOPMENT CODE, AND
SECTIONS 9.75.010 THRU 9.75.130 OF TITLE 9 OF THE YUCCA VALLEY
DEVELOPMENT CODE.

6. Item Pulled

7. Adopt Resolution No. 14-36, approve the specifications for the Community Center
Infield Refurbishment project, and authorize the Town Clerk to advertise and receive
bids.

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING THE PLANS AND
SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF COMMUNITY
CENTER INFILED REFURBISHMENT IN SAID TOWN AND
AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE TOWN CLERK TO ADVERTISE
AND RECEIVE BIDS

8. Approve Resolution No. 14-37, granting an easement(s) to the public for street and utility
purposes for Kickapoo Trail and Benecia Trail, as described in Attachment “A” for APN
#586-101-07 and “A” for APN #586-081-05 to this staff report, and authorize the
Mayor to sign the grant of easement, and direct the Town Clerk to record the easement
with the San Bernardino County Recorder’s Office

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA, AUTHORIZING THE TOWN MANAGER TO
GRANT DEDICATIONS OF EASMENTS ON KICKAPOO TRAIL APN #586-
101-07 AND BENECIA TRAIL APN #586-081-05 FOR PUBLIC UTILITY
PURPOSES

9. Receive and file the AB1234 Reporting Requirement Schedule for the month of
November 2014

Mayor Huntington pulled Item No. 6.

Mayor Huntington opened public comment on the Consent Agenda. With no members of the
public wishing to speak, public comments were closed.

Council Member Lombardo moved to approve Consent Agenda items 2-5, and 7-9. Council
Member Abel seconded. Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
NOES: None
3
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YUCCA VALLEY T

OWN COUNCIL MINUTES December 16, 2014

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

Item No 6-

SR62 & Dumosa Avenue Traffic Signal Project — Town Project No.8456
SANBAG — Amendment No. 1 to Contract No. C13161
Contract Amendment No. 1 — Albert A. Webb Associates

Mayor Huntington reported the funding authorization is scheduled to go before the SANBAG
board acting as the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority on January 7, 2015 for
final funding approval. Huntington requested that the motion be changed to reflect a
contingency on final SANBAG approval.

Council Member Abel moved to

1.

Approve Amendment No. 1 to the SR62 & Dumosa Avenue Signal Project- Town
Project No. 8456- Project Funding Agreement between the Town of Yucca Valley
and the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority, C13161,
AUTHORIZING THE Mayor to sign all necessary documents, contingent upon
SANBAG approval expected in January 2015.

Approve Amendment No. 1 to the Agreement for Professional Consulting
Services with Albert Webb Associates, to provide additional required tasks and
services specifically described in Consultant’s Proposal dated November 20, 2104
and attached to the proposed amendment as Exhibit “A”; increasing the total
compensation under the Agreement for Professional Consulting Services by
$5,800, bringing the total compensation under the Agreement to $81,800.00,

Amend the budget for the Measure I Regional Fund 520 to reflect the revised
appropriations and project costs, contingent upon SANBAG approval expected in
January 2015.

Council Member Denison seconded. Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES:

NOES:

Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

DEPARTMENT REPORTS
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YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES January 20, 2015

10.

to

11.

12.

Waive further reading of all ordinances and read by title only

Receive and file the monthly Statistical Fire Department Reports for the month of
November 2014

Approve the Town Council meeting minutes of November 18, 2014 as amended

Receive and file the monthly Statistical Fire Department Reports for the month of
December 2014

Accept the Public Lands Highway Discretionary Funds Project (PLHD), Town Project
No. 8661 as substantially complete, authorize staff to file the Notice of Completion,
authorize the reduction of the Faithful Performance Bond to 10%, and direct staff to
retain the Labor and Material Bond for six (6) months.

Receive and file the report outlining the draft spring/summer 2015 programs and events
to be organized and conducted by the Community Services Department

Accept the bequest from the Charles C. May Trust, and direct staff to designate that the
funds are used to the benefit of the Yucca Valley Animal Shelter, in accordance with the

wishes of the benefactor.

Reject all bids received on January 13, 2105 for the Community Center Infield
Refurbishment Project; Authorize the Town Clerk to return all Bid Bonds to all bidders;
Authorize the Town Clerk to re-advertise and solicit bids for the project with a bid
opening date of February 10, 2015.

Support the nomination of council member Robert Leone to the Bureau of Land
Management’s California Desert District Advisory Council, and authorize the Mayor
offer a letter of support on behalf of the Council.

Receive and file the AB1234 Reporting Requirement Schedule for the month of
December 2014

Ratify the Payroll Registers total of $392,703.48 for checks dated December 5, 2014 -
January 2, 2015 and; Ratify the Warrant Registers total of $849,356.08 for checks

dated December 18, 2014 and January 8, 2015

Town Clerk Copeland requested Town Council consideration in amending the presented Town
Council Meeting Minutes of November 18, 2014 (Agenda Item No. 4) to include the approved
Native Plant list. The list includes: Yucca Brevifolia (Joshua Tree), Yucca Schidigera (Mojave
Yucca), Nolina Parryi (Parry’s Nolina), Juniperus Californica (California Juniper), Yucca
Whipplei (Our Lords Candle), and Pinus Monophylla (Pinon Pine).

Mayor Huntington opened public comment on the Consent Agenda. With no members of the

~
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YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES January 20, 2015
public wishing to speak, public comments were closed.

Council Member Abel moved to approve Consent Agenda items 3-12. Mayor Pro Tem Leone
seconded. Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Council Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

DEPARTMENT REPORTS

13.  Accept Certificate of Sufficiency of Petition Regarding the Medical Cannabis
Restriction and Limitation Initiative Petition and Other Related Actions

Town Attorney Laymon explained the purpose of the item. By law, the Council is required to
accept the Certificate of Sufficiency issued by the County of San Bernardino Registrar of
Voters (ROV) regarding The Medical Marijuana Dispensary Authorization and Regulation
Initiative. After the ROV review of the signatures included on the Initiative petition, it was
determined that 1,873 signatures were found valid, meeting the 15% threshold to hold a special
election on the item. The Town Council must make its determination on how to proceed on the
initiative based on the available options.

Laymon continued by explaining each of the options available before the Council. 1) Adopt the
Voter’s Ordinance as proposed, 2) Immediately set the matter for voter approval at a special
election, or 3) Direct Staff to prepare a report on the effect of the initiative.

Mayor Huntington opened public comments on the item.

Jason Elsasser, Yucca Valley stated he would like to defer his comments until the next agenda
item.

Ron Cohen, Yucca Valley spoke of the initiative timeline and the potential costs of a prepared
impact study.

Susan Simmons, Yucca Valley spoke of concern on the length of time bringing this item
forward and spoke favorably of a dispensary being a potential revenue source for the Town.

Craig Beresh, California Cannabis Coalition, spoke of a statewide movement on the medical
cannabis issue.

With no other members of the public wishing to speak, Mayor Huntington closed public
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YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES February 17, 2015

Community Services Manager Earnest introduced Megan Stueckle as the recipient
of the Employee of the Quarter for the 4™ quarter 2014. Mayor Huntington
presented a plaque to Stueckle in recognition.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Council Member Lombardo moved to approve the agenda for the Town Council meeting of
February 17,2015, Council Member Denison seconded. Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYLS: Council Members Abel, Denison, ].eone, Lombardo and Mavor
Huntington
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

CONSENT AGENDA

3. Waive further reading of all ordinances and read by title only
4. Approve the Town Council meeting minutes of February 3, 2015 as presented
5. Adopt Resolution No. 15-01, approve the plans and specifications for the Town-Wide

Slurry Seal Project- Town Project No. 8340 and authorize the Town Clerk to
advertise and received bids B

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING THE PLANS AND
SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE 2015/2016 TOWN
WIDE SLURRY SEAL IN SAID TOWN AND AUTHORIZING AND
DIRECTING THE TOWN CLERK TO ADVERTISE AND RECEIVE BIDS.

6. Award a construction contract for the Community Center Infield Refurbishment project to
Athletic Field Specialists, in the amount of $18,500, and authorizes a construction
contingency in the amount of 1,500, for a total contract amount of $20,000, authorizing the
Mayor, Town Manager and Town Attomey to sign all necessary documents, and authorizing
the Town Manager to expend the contingency fund, if necessary, to complete the project.

7. Award the construction contract for Town Project No. 8948, Jacobs park Playground
Improvements, to R.E. Schuliz Construction, in the amount of $89,405, and authorizes a
construction contingency in the amount of $8,595, for a total contract amount not to
exceed $98.000, authorizing the Mayor, Town Manager and Town Atlomey 1o sign all
necessary documents, and authorizing the Town Manager to expend the conlingency
fund, if necessary, to complete project.

S. Amend the FY 2014-16 Adopted Budget, transferring $20,000 from Fund 800- Capital



YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES February 17,2015
Projects Reserve Contingency for routine equipment and fixture replacement

9. Approve Resolution No. 15-02 {or the FY2014-2015 Off-Highway Vehicle grant
application
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING THE APPLICANT TO APPLY FOR

GRANT FUNDS FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF
PARKS AND RECREATION, OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE GRANT FUNDS

10.  Receive and File the FY 2013-14 Single Audit Report on Federal Awards

11, Receive and File the AB 1234 Reporting Requirement Schedule for the month of
January 2015.

12.  Ratify the Payroll Register total of $113,198.08 for checks dated January 30, 2015 and
Ratify the Warrant Register total of $444.721.08 for checks dated February 5, 2015

Mayor Huntington opened public comment on the Consent Agenda.

Susan Simmons, Yucca Valley spoke of the slurry seal schedule and inquired on the
determination of what roads are included.

With no other members of the public wishing 1o speak, Mayor Huntington closed public
comments.

Council Member Abel moved to approve Consent Agenda ilems 3-12. Mayor Pro Tem Leone
seconded. Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

AYES: Counci] Members Abel, Denison, Leone, Lombardo and Mayor
Huntington
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

DEPARTMENT REPORTS

13.  Brehm Youth Sporis Park- Acquisition Agreement and Resolution

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY, CALIFORNIA
MAKING THE NECESSARY FINDINGS AS REQUIRED BY HSC 33445

"
JP [

P17



TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Honorable Mayor and Town Council

From: Shane Stueckle, Deputy Town Manager
Alex Qishta, Project Manager

Date: March 30, 2015

For Council Meeting: April 7, 2015

Subject: Resolution No. 15-
Updating Assessment Engineer’s Reports
Previously Formed Street & Drainage and
Landscape and Lighting Maintenance Districts

Prior Council Review: There has been no prior review of this item. The Town Council
previously approved the formation of Landscape & Lighting and Street & Drainage
Maintenance Districts. Annual levies must be updated and approved by the Town Council
pursuant to State law.

Recommendation: That the Town Council approves and adopts the Resolution, directing
the preparation of annual assessment engineer's reports describing any new
improvements or any substantial changes to the existing improvements in the existing
assessment districts.

Executive Summary: The Town Council previously formed Landscape & Lighting and
Street & Drainage Maintenance Districts as a condition of approval for private development
projects. The assessment engineer’s report that establishes the amount of an annual
assessment in each of the districts must be updated annually and approved by the Town
Council, following a public hearing, in order to levy the annual assessment(s).

Order of Procedure:
Request Staff Report
Request Public Comment
Council Discussion/Questions of Staff
Motion/Second
Discussion on Motion
Call the Question (Roll Call Vote, Consent Agenda)

Discussion: Development projects are approved subject to Conditions of Approval that
require the formation of maintenance districts to recover the costs of annual maintenance
of public improvements constructed as a result of the development project.

Reviewed By: //,44—/ SRS
Towp 'l\}énager Town Attorney Finance Manager Department
/
Department Report Ordinance Action X Resolution Action Public Hearing
X Consent Minute Action Receive and File Study Session
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The assessment of an annual fee upon properties within the District provides the revenue
to offset the cost of maintenance of the public improvements necessary to serve the
development.

California Streets and Highways Code §22620 et. seq. with respect to Landscape and
Lighting Districts and Government Code §53750 et. seq. with respect to Street and
Drainage Maintenance Districts require that the assessment engineer's report for each of
the districts be updated and approved by the legislative body prior to the levy of any annual
assessment on properties within the an assessment district.

The tentative schedule for the annual update of the assessment districts which is prepared
based on information provided by the San Bernardino County Auditor-Controller-Recorders
office is as follows.

April 7, 2015: Town Council direction of preparation of an assessment engineer’s report
describing any new improvements or any substantial changes in the existing improvements
in the existing assessment districts.

May 19, 2015: Town Council 1) preliminarily approving the engineering reports for the
existing assessment districts and directing the filing of such reports with the Town Clerk,
and 2) setting the date for the public hearing at 6:00 PM on Tuesday, June 16, 2015, at
6:00 P.M. in the Yucca Valley Community Center, 57090 29 Palms Highway, Yucca Valley,
CA 92284 pursuant to California Streets and Highways Code Sections 22552 and 22553
and Government Code Section 53753.5 to consider the levy of annual assessments upon
real property

June 16, 2015: Town Council public hearing and approval of the levy of assessments
upon real property within each of the Districts for fiscal year 2015-2016.

June 30, 2015: Deadline for submission of preliminary notice of assessments to San
Bernardino County.

August 8, 2015: Deadline for submission of final notice of assessments to San Bernardino
County.

September 1, 2015: Last day for submission of corrections to San Bernardino County.

The Town has formed nine (9) such assessment districts which are described as follow:

TM 16957:

Location: 800 feet south of Joshua Drive on the east side of Acoma Trail
No. of Lots: 34 residential lots
Map Recorded: Yes
District type:
1. Benefit Assessment Act of 1982; Street and Drainage Maintenance District
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2. Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972; Landscape and Lighting Maintenance
District

TM 16587:

Location: Northeast corner of Acoma Trail and Zuni Trail
No. of Lots: 55 Residential lots
Map Recorded: Yes
District type:
1. Benefit Assessment Act of 1982; Street and Drainage Maintenance District
2. Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972; Landscape and Lighting Maintenance
District

TM 17328:

Location: Southwest corner of Emerson Avenue and Yucca Trail.
No. of Lots: 17 residential lots.
Map Recorded: Yes
District type:
1. Benefit Assessment Act of 1982; Street and Drainage Maintenance District.
2. Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972; Landscape and Lighting Maintenance
District.

TM 17455:

Location: East of the Avalon Avenue on the south side of SR62
No. of Lots: Four (4) commercial parcels.
Map Recorded: Yes
District Type:
1. Benefit Assessment Act of 1982; Street and Drainage Maintenance District

TM 17633:

Location: Southwest corner of Palomar Avenue and Onaga Trail
No. of Lots: 61 total residential lots; Phase 1
Map Recorded: No
District Initiated and Levy Assessed: District initiated and levy approved by Town
Council. Final map and supporting documents not yet submitted for approval and
recording.
District type:
1. Benefit Assessment Act of 1982; Street and Drainage Maintenance District
2. Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972; Landscape and Lighting Maintenance
District
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The Community Facilities Districts formed for similar purposes will be brought before the
Town Council under separate action.

Alternatives: No alternatives are recommended.

Fiscal impact: The assessment on properties within the assessment districts provides
revenue to offset the cost of maintenance of public improvement to serve the development
project. The engineering reports set forth the “Maximum Allowable Assessment” for each

parcel.

Attachments: Resolution
Assessment District and CFD Map
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RESOLUTION NO 15-

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL, OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA CAUSING AN ENGINEER’S REPORT TO BE
PREPARED FOR ASSESSMENTS TO BE LEVIED WITHIN EXISTING

ASSESSMENT DISTRICTS DURING THE 2015-2016 TAX YEAR

WHEREAS, the Town Council directs staff to prepare a preliminary engineer’s
report in the formation of the following assessment districts pursuant to Streets and
Highways Code Section 22565 et.seq., and Government Code Section 54716 and Section
4(b) of Article 13D of the Constitution of the State of California:

Street and Drainage Maintenance District No. 1 and Landscape and Lighting
Maintenance District No. 1, both districts comprised of Tract Map 16957;

Street and Drainage Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation No. 1, Zone 2 and
Landscape and Lighting Maintenance District No. 1 Annexation No. 1, Zone 2, both
districts comprised of Tract Map 16587;

Street and Drainage Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation No. 2, Zone 3 and
Landscape and Lighting Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation No. 2, Zone 3, both
districts comprised of Tract Map 17328;

Street and Drainage Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation 3, Zone 4 and Landscape
and Lighting Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation No. 3, Zone 4, both districts
comprised of Tract Map 17633-Phase I;

Street and Drainage Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation No. 4, Zone 5, comprised of
Parcel Map 17455; and

WHEREAS, the improvements in the aforementioned Landscape and Lighting
Maintenance Districts include regular maintenance, repair and replacement of all
facilities within the public rights-of-ways or easements which shall include, but not be
limited to, the landscaping, irrigation system, signage, perimeter wall, retaining walls,
pedestrian path and erosion control plantings within or adjacent to the detention basins
and drainage swale; operation, maintenance, repairs, replacement of and power for the
street lighting; Regular maintenance, repair and replacement of the landscape parkway
strip and street trees; regular maintenance, repair and replacement of landscaping within
public rights-of-ways or easements, and perimeter walls, including graffiti removal;
regular maintenance, repair and replacement of pedestrian pathways, within the public
rights-of-ways or easements; and administrative services to operate the District; and

WHEREAS, the improvements, maintenance and operation of streets, roads and
highways in the aforementioned Street and Maintenance Districts Maintenance shall
include but not be limited to pavement rehabilitation, restriping, shury sealing, signing,
street sweeping, traffic control devices and other repairs needed to keep the streets in a safe
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condition and to preserve the street network; and

WHEREAS, maintenance and operation of drainage and flood control facilities,
including but not limited to floodways, channels, percolation pond, storm drain systems
including pipes and catch basins and appurtenant facilities; and administrative services to
operate the district; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE TOWN COUNCIL OF
THE TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY, CALIFORNIA DOES RESOLVE AS
FOLLOWS:

The Town Council of the Town of Yucca Valley directs the preparation of the engineer’s
report to be prepared and filed with the Town Clerk for submission to the Town Council
for the following assessment districts for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2015 and
ending June 30, 2016:

Street and Drainage Maintenance District No. 1 and Landscape and Lighting
Maintenance District No. 1, both districts comprised of Tract Map 16957,

Street and Drainage Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation No. 1, Zone 2 and
Landscape and Lighting Maintenance District No. 1 Annexation No. 1, Zone 2, both
districts comprised of Tract Map 16587,

Street and Drainage Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation No. 2, Zone 3 and
Landscape and Lighting Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation No. 2, Zone 3, both
districts comprised of Tract Map 17328;

Street and Drainage Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation 3, Zone 4 and Landscape
and Lighting Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation No. 3, Zone 4, both districts
comprised of Tract Map 17633-Phase [;

Street and Drainage Maintenance District No. 1, Annexation No. 4, Zone 5, comprised of
Parcel Map 17455.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 7" day of April, 2015.

Mayor

ATTEST:

TOWN CLERK
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TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

Honorable Mayor & Town Council
Sharon Cisneros, Finance Manager
March 16, 2015

Council Meeting: April 7, 2015

Subject: Warrant Register dated March 12, 2015

Recommendation:
Ratify the Warrant Register totaling $211,711.08 for checks dated

March 12, 2015.

Order of Procedure:

Department Report

Request Staff Report

Request Public Comment

Council Discussion

Motion/Second

Discussion on Motion

Call the Question (Roll Call Vote, Consent Agenda ltem)

Attachments:

Warrant Register No. 39

Reviewed By: ( z(/;? 7 %/

<

Town/l\'/l)énager Town Attorney Finance Manager Department
C_

Department Report Ordinance Action Resolution Action Public Hearing
Consent X Minute Action Receive and File Study ltem
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WARRANT REGISTER # 39
CHECK DATE - MARCH 12, 2015

FUND DISTRIBUTION BREAKDOWN

Checks # 46378 to # 46442 are valid

GENERAL FUND # 001

INTERNAL SERVICE FUND # 100

DEPOSITS FUND # 200

COPS-LLESA FUND # 511

GAS TAX FUND # 515

MEASURE | 2010-2040 FUND # 524

PUBLIC LANDS FEDERAL GRANT FUND # 527

CMAQ FUND # 542

CDBG FUND # 560

GRAND TOTAL

$38,206.21
$0.00
$33,735.16
$38.01
$1,977.42
$4,552.25
$131.685.96
$1,275.00
$241.07

$211,711.08

‘,/’_
o

Prepared by Shirlene Doten, Accounting Technician | ! AT

Reviewed by Sharon Cisneros, Finance Manager__
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Town of Yucca Valley

Warrant Register
March 12, 2015

Fund Check # Vendor Description Amount
001 GENERAL FUND
46379 Alsco/American Linen, Inc. Parks Uniform Service 264.28
46380 Animal Action League Veterinary Services 755.00
46381 Arrowhead Mountain Water Office Supplies 145.31
46382 Beaumont Community Youth Bball. Annual Tournament Fee 1,750.00
46383  Jeff Brady Sports Referee 90.00
46384 Debra Breidenbach-Sterling Seminar Expense 165.63
46385 BSN Sports Safety Equipment 735.86
46386 C & S Electric Facilities Maintenance 140.00
46387 California Building Standards Com. 10-12/14 SB1473 Fees 20.70
46388 CDW Government, Inc. Technology Equipment 388.39
46389 City of Twentynine Palms Annual Basketball Tournament 1,400.00
46390 Department of Conservation 10-12/14 SMIP Fees 55.79
46391 Dept of Justice Livescan Service 64.00
46392 Shelly Eich Seminar Advance Per Diem 383.00
46393  Kathryn Ernst Facility Rental Refund 200.00
46394  Ed Escalante Sports Referee 90.00
46395 Farmer Bros. Co. Office Supplies 118.62
46397 Joel Geeson Sports Referee 30.00
46398 Graphic Penguin Website Maintenance 340.00
46399 Joey Hagerman Sports Referee 93.00
46400 HdL Hinderliter, Dellamas & Assoc. Sales Tax Audit Service 1,807.25
46401 Hi-Desert Water Water Service 50.19
46405 KV Vet Supply Co. Veterinary Supplies 612.75
46407  Bill McClay Sports Referee 90.00
46408 Connor McClay Sports Referee 108.00
46409 Minnesota Children's Museum "Framed:Step into Art" Exhibit 2,500.00
46410 Miracle Recreation Equipment Co. Parks Maintenance 716.97
46411 Brent Murphy Sports Referee 45.00
46412 Michael Myers Sports Referee 12.00
46414  Nichols Consulting Professional Services 1,200.00
46415 Qasis Office Supply, Inc. Office Supplies 165.67
46416 OnTrac Delivery Service 10.70
46417 Public Agency Retirement Services 01/15 Trust Administrator Svs. 300.00
46418 Phone Solutions Phone Support Service 95.00
46419 Pro Video Town Council Taping 200.00
46420 Rogers,Anderson, Malody & Scott Professional Services 3,500.00
46421 Celeste Reyes Sports Referee 60.00
46422 Noah Rodriguez Sports Referee 75.00
46423 Andrew Romatko Safety Equipment 40.49
46424  Treasurer-Tax Collector Property Tax 298.96
46425 SCE Electric Service 6,789.43
46426 Simplot Partners, Inc. Park Maintenance Supplies 1,069.20
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Town of Yucca Valley

Warrant Register
March 12, 2015

46427
46428
46429
46430
46431
46432
46433
46434
46435
46439
46441
46442

Southwest Networks, Inc.
Sprint

Michael Summers

The Sun Runner
TelePacific

Time Warner Cable
Tractor Supply

Trophy Express

Turf Star, Inc.

Yucca Valley Quick Lubg, LLC
loe Zarki

San Bernardino County

Total 001 GENERAL FUND

200 DEPOSITS FUND

46396 G & L Realty Partnership

46403 ] & SInvestments

46413 National Community Renaissance CA
46438 Walmart

Total 200 DEPOSITS FUND

511 COPS-LLESA FUND

46437 Verizon Wireless

Total 511 COPS-LLESA FUND

515 GASTAX FUND

46379 Alsco/American Linen, Inc.
46401 Hi-Desert Water

46404  Johnson Machinery Co.
46425 SCE

46433  Tractor Supply

46436 United Rotary Brush, Inc.

46440 Yucca Valley Auto Parts, Inc.

Total 515 GASTAX FUND

524 MEASURE | - 2010-2040 FUND

46402 Hi-Desert Publishing
46425 SCE

Total 524 MEASURE | - 2010-2040 FUND

527 PUBLIC LANDS FEDERAL GRANT FUND

46406 Matich Corporation

Total 527 PUBLIC LANDS FEDERAL GRANT FUND

P.28

Technology Support
Telephone Service

Safety Equipment

Museum Advertising

Phone & Internet Service
3/6-4/5/15 Cable/Internet Svs.
Operating Supplies

Engraving Services

Parks Equipment Maintenance
Fleet Oil Change Service
Museum Lecturer

City/County Conference

Deposit Account Refund
Deposit Account Refund
Deposit Account Refund
Deposit Account Refund

Sheriff's Office Phone Svs.

Streets Uniform Service
Woater Service

Vehicle # 92 Repair
Electric Service
Operating Supplies
Vehicle #2 Maintenance
Vehicle Maintenance

Legal Advertising
Electric Service

PLHD Project Retention

580.00
5.25
151.19
100.00
3,681.01
467.78
1,821.80
1,389.21
1,542.57
39.21
100.00
1,352.00

$ 38,206.21

$ 12,996.29
1,241.14
12,517.26
6,980.47

$ 33,735.16

38.01
38.01

|

48.68
60.00
81.00
769.44
57.22
954.99
6.09

S 1,977.42

S 510.40
4,041.85

$ 4,552.25

$131,685.96

$131,685.96



Town of Yucca Valley

Warrant Register
March 12, 2015

542 CMAQFUND
46378 Albert Grover & Assoc.
Total 542 CMAQ FUND

560 CDBG FUND

46415  Qasis Office Supply, Inc.

Total 560 CDBG FUND

HA* Report Total
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Hwy Synchronization Project

Copy Services

S 1,275.00

R 70

1,275.00

A¥23

241.07
241.07

R 70

$211,711.08



TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Honorable Mayor & Town Council
From: Shane R. Stueckle, Deputy Town Manager
Date: March 30, 201

For Council Meeting: April 7, 2015

Subject: Public Facilities Development Impact Fees
Annual Report & Public Hearing

Prior Council Review: The Town Council scheduled this matter for public hearing at its
meeting of March 3, 2015. There were no modifications to the fees in 2012, 2013, or 2014.

At its meeting of October 18, 2011, the Town Council:

Established subdivision single family residential public facility development impact fees at
the maximum level of $9,081 per unit;

Modified the development incentive program for infill single family residential public facility
development impact fees, setting the fees at $2,568 per unit with those fees dedicated to
Park facilities;

Retained multi-family residential public facility development impact fees at $3,600 per unit;

Modified the development incentive program for commercial, general office, and industrial
development projects as follows:

Up to 3,000 square feet: $1.00 per square foot
3,001 to 5,000 square feet: $2.00 per square foot
5,001 to 10,000 square feet: $4.00 per square foot
10,001 square feet or more: $7.85 per square foot

Approved the above public facility development impact fee levels through December 2013
or until thereafter as modified and amended by the Town Council.

At its meeting of October 5, 2010, the Town Council established revised maximum legally
defensible public facility development impact fee for the planning period through 2025;
maintained the public facility development impact fees at their then current levels; and
adopted the development incentive program, waiving public facility development impact
fees for infill single family residential development and for the first 10,000 square feet of
commercial, general office, and industrial development projects.

. S g
Reviewed By: (7 LA ‘\/L/
Towr}Ma ager Town Attorney Finance Manager Department
Department Report Ordinance Action Resolution Action X Public Hearing
Consent X Minute Action Receive and File Study Session
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Recommendation: That the Town Council retains the current Public Facility Development
Impact Fee structure.

Executive Summary: Pursuant to the Study prepared by MuniFinanical dated May 5,
2005, on October 27, 2005, the Town Council established Public Facilities Development
Impact Fees (DIF) for new residential development. The fees became effective on January
30, 2006. The Town Council implemented Public Facility Development Impact Fees for
non-residential development in 2008. Annual review of those Fees is required.

The Town Council, pursuant to Ordinance No. 173 annually receives the report and
reviews the fee levels.

Order of Procedure:
Request Staff Report
Open the Public Hearing
Request Public Comment
Close the Public Hearing
Council Discussion/Questions of Staff
Motion/Second
Discussion on Motion
Call the Question (Roll Call Vote)

Discussion: The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee Study (Study) evaluated and
established maximum legally defensible fee levels that could be imposed on new
development, based upon the impact to the Town’s public infrastructure system. The
infrastructure systems evaluated included the following.

General Facilities
Park Facilities
Trails

Storm Drains
Streets and Traffic

RN~

The Study analyzed the need for public facilities and capital improvements to support
future development within the Town through 2025. As part of estimating facility needs, the
Study uses residential and household population data provided by the California
Department of Finance and internal projections developed for the Town by Stan Hoffman
and Associates.
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The Study identified the following parameters for the different impact fee categories.

¥ Identified the purpose of the fee;
¥ Identified the use to which the fee will be put;
¥ Determined that there is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the

type of development on which the fee is to be imposed;

* Determined how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the
public facility and the type of development project on which the fee is to be
imposed,

¥ Demonstrated a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fees and the

costs of the public facilities or portions of the facilities attributable to the
development upon which the fees are imposed.

Infrastructure needs within the Town are extensive. Over $200 million for just streets and
flood control systems will be necessary to put into place adequate road and drainage
infrastructure to meet community needs. These needs cannot be funded by impact fees
alone as new development cannot pay for any existing infrastructure deficits.

The following table illustrates the maximum legally defensible public facility development
impact fees for the planning period through 2025, as established by the Town Council at
the meeting of October 18, 2011.

General Storm Street &
PI'OPOS@Cl Facilities Parks Trails [rains Traffic Total
RESIDENTIAL (fee per dwelling unit)
SFR § 1181 $ 2568 $ 458 $ 2B32 2242 $ 908
MFR 913 1,980 354 1316 1,789 6,352
NON-RES (per 1,000 square feet building area)
Commercial $ 264 MA A $ 1737 § 5734 $§ 773
Office 352 MA NA 1816 45815 7,083
Industrial 176 NA NA, 1211 1,789 3,176
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The table below identifies the fee levels as established by the Town Council in 2011.

Dev. Type | 2005 Maximum | Pre-2010 | Oct-2010 | Prior 10-18-11 Established Fee
SFR, Subdiv. | $15,815 $5,200 $9,081 $5,200 $9,081
Infill NA NA 5o $2,568 to Park Development
MFR $10,820 $3.,600 $6,352 $3,600 $3,600
Commercial | $19.49 sq. ft. $1.00 $7.74 sqft | $0 under Up to 3,000 sq ft: $1sq ft
sq.ft. 10K 3001-5000 sq ft: $2sq fi
$1 sqftover | 5001-10,000 sq ft: $4 sq ft *
Office $17.54 sq. ft. $7.08 $0 under 10,001 +sq ft:  $7.74**
10K
$1 sq ft over
Industrial $7.50 sq. ft. $3.18 $0 under
10K
$1 sq ft over

*Industrial caps at $3.18
**Office caps at $7.08

Alternatives: The Town Council may provide direction as deemed appropriate.

P.33




Fiscal impact: No modifications to the Fees are recommended at this time.

Beginning/Ending Balance(s) for the five individual Fee categories as of June 30, 2013,
and June 30, 2014 are as follows:

2013-14

6/30/2013 6/30/2014 Expenditures
General Facility (28,401) 352,587 4,548
Parks 6,114 (113,653) 139,955
Streets/Traffic 403,943 893,232
Drainage 264,326 627,801
Trails 21,251 24 564
Total Fund Balance 667,234 1,784,531 144,503

The above balances reflect the appropriations and transfers authorized by the Town
Council with the adoption of prior FY Budgets when all funds have been repaid.

Other Fund activity since inception includes interest earnings in the amount of $56,515
and indirect cost recovery of $41,287. Fund balance as of June 30, 2014 is $1,784,531.
Cash balance as of June 30, 2014 is $1,234,531

Attachments: Resolution No. 11-46, with Attachments
2005 Muni-Financial Study
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RESOLUTION NQ. 11-46

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA AMENDING AND ADOPTING AND
ESTABLISHING DEVELOPMENT IMAPCT FEES RELATING TO THE
TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

WHEREAS, a duly noticed public hearing was conducted on October 18, 2011, at which time
the public was invited to make oral and written presentations as part of the regularly scheduled
meeting prior to the adoption of this Resolution; and

WHEREAS, at least ten (10) days prior to the public hearings, the Town Clerk made available
for public inspection the Study and supporting documentation and data including the services
and estimated costs of providing said services and sources of revenues required to defray those
costs as well as a proposed form of ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the Town published notice of the public hearing as described above in accordance
with Government Code Sections 6062(a) and 66018; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council approved the Public Facilities Development Impact Fee Study
on October 27, 2005; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council adopted Ordinance No. 173, implementing Public Facilities
Development Impact Fee authorization; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council adopted Resolution No. 05-59, implementing Public Facility
Development Impact Fee charges; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council adopted Resolution No. 10-26, reducing the maximum legally
defensible Public Facility Development Impact Fees; and

WHEREAS, the Public Facilities Development Impact Fee Study (Study) identifies the
maximum legally defensible fees that the Town may impose upon new development; and

WHEREAS, the Study as amended supports the implementation of fees as contained in this
Resolution; and

WHEREAS, Public Facility Development Impact Fees imposed by the Town may be modified
by Resolution of the Town Council; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council desires to modify, in accordance, the Public Facility
Development Impact Fees imposed upon new development.
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NOW, THEREFORE, THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS.

SECTION 1.

SECTION 2.

SECTION 3.

SECTION 4:

SECTION 5.

The Town Council hereby adopts the findings set forth in the above Recitals.

The Town Council hereby adopts the “Town of Yucca Valley Development
Impact Fee Schedule” as set forth in attachment “C”, attached hereto.
Unless otherwise stated in the Fee Schedule, all Development Impact Fees
shall be paid to the Town prior to the Town’s issuance of a final inspection
or Certificate of Occupancy for any phase of a development project. The Fee
Schedule may be amended from time to time by resolution of the Town
Council, in compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code,
Section 66000.

The Development Impact Fees imposed by this Resolution shall only apply
to those Development Impact Fees described in the above-referenced
Development Impact Fee Schedule. All other community or development or
other impact fees and user fees and charges adopted by the Town Council by
prior Town ordinances or resolutions or other prior actions, as may have
been amended from time to time, or as may be adopted or amended in the
future, shall remain and be in full force and effect, unless expressly or by
the terms and provisions herein are amended hereby.

Where the Town Manager determines that the public interest would be
served by such an agreement, he or she is hereby authorized to execute
agreements on behalf of the Town with Applicants in order to provide a
credit to the Applicant against certain Development Impact Fees in exchange
for the Applicant’s construction and dedication of oversized Public
Improvements, on those reasonable terms and conditions as the Town
Manager may determine on a case-by-case basis, subject to approval by the
Town Council.

The Town Manager is empowered to negotiate and execute agreements to
defer, waive or reduce any Development Impact Fees upon an Applicant for
a particular development project, but only if the Town Manager determines
upon evidence presented by the Applicant, that (i} the development project
will provide a general benefit to the health, safety, and welfare of the
citizens of the Town of Yucca Valley, and will not be of special benefit only
to an Applicant, or (ii) other properties to be benefited by any Development
Impact Fee will not be unfairly burdened by the delay, reduction or waiver
of said Development Impact Fee, or (iii} deferral, waiver or reduction in
Development Impact Fees will result in a more fair funding arrangement,
and, in the case of waiver or reduction, the owner will receive insufficient or
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no benefit from the Development Impact Fee imposed and would therefore
be required, if the Fee were imposed in full, to pay more than his fair share
for the benefit received. Such findings and the resulting agreement(s) to
defer, waive or reduce any Development Impact Fee shall be subject to
approval by the Town Council.

SECTION 6. The Town Council is hereby authorized to make inter-fund transfers and
loans between capital facilities accounts into which are deposited
Development Impact Fees upon those reasonable terms of repayment and
interest rates as determined by the Town Council.

SECTION 7. The Town Council hereby approves the allocation of the Public Facility
Development Impact Fees contained in Attachment D to this Resolution to
be allocated by the Director of Administrative Services to all five categories
of public infrastructure contained within the 2005 study as amended.

SECTION 8: The Town Council approves the public facility development impact fee
levels through December 2013 or until thereafter as modified and amended
by the Town Council.

SECTION 9. Town staff are hereby directed to prepare and file a Notice of Exemption,
under the California Environmental Quality Act, within five (5) working
days of adoption of this Resolution.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 18th” day of October 2011.

MAY®OR

ATTEST:

A
TOWW&(

pP.37




ATTACHMENT “A™
PUBLIC FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FLEE STUDY
PREPARED BY MUNIFINANCIAL
MAY 2, 2005

Development Impaoet Fee Resolulion P81 Poge )1 of 18
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summanzes an analysis of the pecd for public facilities and capital
improvements to support future development within the Town of Yucca Valley through
2025. Jtis the Town’s intent that the costs representing future development’s share of
these faclities and improvements be imposed oo that development in the fomm of a
development impact fee, alsp known s a public facllities fee. The public Iaclibes and

improvunents included in this analysis of the Town’s pubhc facilities fee program are
divided into the fee categodes listed below. ’

+  General +  Stomn Draios
°  Tarks + Skcets and Traffe
* Trils

A nidckvEsb

The primary policy objective of 1 public ralides fee program is to ensuee that pew
developrment pays the capital costs assodated with growth. To fulfll this objectve
public apendes should review 2ad vpdate their fee j)mgr.u:ns pedodically to
incorpornte the best available information. The pamary purpose of this seport 1s to
adjust fees to incorporate cument fadlity plans to serve 2 2025 service population.

The Town mpuscs public fadlites fees uoder anthodty grasted by the Mirigation Fre_4d,
contatoed in Cofiformia Goverwment Code Sections 66000 ef seq. This report provides the

oecessory fndings required by the _4¢ for sdoption of the revised fees presented in the
fee schedules contained herrin.

To estimnte [acility needs, this study wses residential and houschold populadon data
provided by the California Department of Finance and aternal projectops developed
for the Town of Yurea Valley by Stan Hoffman and Assoantes. Current and projected
employmest bpures were based on data provided by Clantas and the Soothern California
Assodstion of Governments (SCAG). The development projectiops used in this
analysis are summarzed in Toble E.0,

MeoniFinonial 2
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Table £.0: Demographic Assumptions

2004 2025 Increase
Residents’ 18,410 33,880 15,470
Dwelling Unils’
Single Family 6,710 11,230 4,520
Muli-famity 1,730 2,900 1,170
Total B,440D 14,130 5,680
Elm:ﬂuyrnenti‘3
Commercial 3,040 --5,090- 2,050 —
OFice 660 1,100 440
Industrial 6500 1,000 400
Sublotal 4,300 7,180 2,890
Other* 1,640 2,750 1.110
Tolal 5,940 9,840 4,000
Bullding Square Feel (0D0s)* .
Commerclal 7,600 12,730 5,130
Office 2,200 3,670 1,470
Industrial 1,000 1,670 670
Total 10,800 18,070 7,270

' callfornla Deparimen) of Finence (DOF}, Southem CaMomla Assoclation ol Gevemmuonls
{SCAG), Data ram Town of Yucca - Stan Hefimen and Assodales Populallen Projeclions,
March, 2005.

? Assumes percontage of nmployess by land use remslns conslan! 1o tolsl from 2004 o
2025.

¥ Eslimales by Yand use type besed b Clarlos repor propared for the Town of Yucea Valley,
February 2004. Prujecled employment igures dorlved by assuming a consiont rallo of Jobs
to housing.

' Repiesenls govemment and othar Instiiutional,

* pasnd on employment by Iand usa ond occuponlt denslty shown In Table 2.0.

Sources; Table 2.0; Calllomio Depariment of Finance (DOF), Table E-5, 2004;.T.own of
Yucea Valiey; Southemn Caillornla Assocdalion of Govemments {SCAG), Clafias 2004;
Munifinanclal.

Fatillty Standards il Costs:of Groiit

This [ec analysis uses standards based on the Town's policy to detemmine the cost of
[acilities required |0 accommodate growth for public fadlities. A standard for each
facility category considexed in tlys study is dedved rom the Town’s facility plans for
2025, Depending on the fadlity stsndard, the Town currently may or may oot bave
sufbdent fadlities to serve existing development. 1f the Town's existing facllities axe
below stpdard, then o deficiency exists. In this case, the portion of the cost of planned

MyniFinannal 3
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focibities assooated with correcting the dehciency must be 2llocated to fupding soutces
other than the fee. Pubbc facilines fees can only fand planned facilitics nceded to
accommodate pow development at the sdopted stapdard.

Therefore, this study distiopuishes hetween the share of planned fadilities needed 1o
accornmodate growth and the shdre that serves exsting residents apd businesscs.
New development can only fund its fair share of plaaned faclifes. To enosure
compliance with the law, this study ensures that there is # reasopable relabonship
berween new development, the amount.of the fee. and facilites funded by the fee:

A A

Table E.1 scummanzes the schedule of maxinmum justified public facilitics fecs based on
the apalysis contained in this report

Tahle E.1: Propossd Facllities Fee Summary

Gensral Storm Sireels &

Land Usa Facliitios Parks Tralls Dralns TraHlc Total
Resldenllal (Fea par Dwelling Unil)

Single Family Unlt § 1290 § 2568 % 458 § 5161 § 61371 % 15,816

Mull-iamily. Unil [2]¢]5] 1,880 354 2,581 4,809 10,820
Nen-residential (Foe per 1,000 Building Squere Fesl)

Commerclal 13 340 hIA NA § 3,407 § 15,741|% 10,488

Office 452 N/A N/A 3,560 13,531 17.543

Indusirist 228 MNIA N/IA 2,377 4,084 7,497
Source: MunlFinencsl
MumFinancn! o

Pdd
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1. INTRODUCTION

This 3eport preseots o analysis of the need for public fadlifes to accommodate new
devdopment in the Town of Yucea Valley. This chapter explains the study approach

and summanzes results under the following sections:
*  DBackground aod stndy objectves;
*+  DPublic fadlities inandop io California;
+ Giganization of the tepor; and
*  Facdity standards approach.

Backaround:dnd SHidy:Objectives. =i 5"

The pamary policy ohjective of a public {adlites fec program is to cosure that new
development pays the capim] costs assoaated with growth. To fulfil) this objective
public ageodes should review and updste their fee proprams pedodically to
incorporate the hest avajlable informmtion. The primary purpose of this report is to
adjust fces 1o incorporate current fadlity plans to serve o 2025 service population far
the Town of Yocea Valley.

The Towo imposes public facilifies fees nnder authority gracted by the Mitipation Fee Ad,
contained in California Government Code Sections 66000 ¢ seg. This report prondes the
pecessary Andings required by the 4« for adopton of the revised fees presented 1o the
fee schedules coptained herein.

RublicEadilities. Eiddhcing.lii Califoriiia :

The changing fiscal landscape 1n California dudng the past 30 years has steadily undercut
the Anancial capacity of Jocal povernments to fund infrastructure. Three dominant
trends stand ont

*+ The passage of a stoog of tax limitation measures, starting with Proposition 13
in 1978 and coptinuing throngh the passage of Proposition 218 in 1996;

*  Declining popular support for bond measures to Aoance infrastructure for the
next peneration of residents and busipesses; and

*+  Steep redoctions 1o federal and state assistance.

Faced wth these trends, maoy dlics and connges have bad to adopt a policy of "growth
pays its own way". This policy shifts the burden of fupding infrastmcture expansion
from exishing rate and taxpayers onto new development. This fundiog shift has been
accomplished ponmadly through the imposition of assessments, spedial taxes, and

MuniFinanool 5
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development impaci fees also known as public Incilities fees. Assesements and spedal
taxes require approval of property owners and are approprate when the funded facilies
are directly relsted 1o the developing properry. Development fees, on the other hand,
are an appropoate funding source for faciliies that benehit all development jursdicbon-
wide. Development fees need only o majosity vote of the legislative body for adoption.

A O

Astariniitiiimbishibbinitibtm

The determination of a public facilitles fee bepins with the selection of a planning
hodzon and development of projections for popubation snd cwployment. These
projections are nsed thronghout the analysis of differcnt facility categones, and are
sommagized io Chaprer 2.

Chapters 3 through 7 are devoted to documentiog the masimum justified public facilities
fee for each of the following five facility calegones:

+  Genenl +  Stom Drans
¢ Parks +  Streets and Tmffic
¢ Trails

The five statutory findings required for adeption of the proposed public fadlities fees in
accordance with the Mirjpadion Fre Ast (codifed in Colifornia Government Code Sections
65000 throvgh 66D25) arc summarzed in Chapler 12.

A fadlity standard is a policy that indicates the amount of fadlibes required to
accommodate service demand. Examples of fadlity standards include building square
feet per capita and park acres per capits. Standards also may be expressed in moonetary
terms such as the replacement value of facdlites per capita. The sdopted facility standard
is.# cdtical compopent in determining new development's need for new faoliies and the
amount of the fee. Standards determine new development’s fair share of planned
faclides and ensure that new development does ot fund defidencies assodated with
existing developmeat.

The most commonly accepted approaches to detenmining a facility standard are
described brlow.

+  The existing inventory method uses a fnality stapdaid based on the matio of
existing faclities to the existing development. Under this approach pew
development funds the expansion of faciliies at the same mte that existing
development bas provided facilities to date. By definition, the exdstng
inventory method does not consider fadlity debdendes attdbuisble to exdsting
development. To increase fadlity standards the judsdiction must secure
funding in addition to development fees.

MuniFmonant §
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+ The syatem plan method calculates the standard bused oo the matio of all
existing plus plaoned facliies to total future demand (existing apd new
development). This method is nsed when (1) the Jocal agency anticipates
increasing its fadlity standard sbove the exdsting ioventory stapdard discussed
above, and (2) planoed fadlities are part of a system that bepefit both existing
and pew develppmeot. Using 2 fadlity standard that is higher than the exsting
ipventory stapdard creates a defidency for existing development. The
judsdicion must secure non-fee funding for that portos of plaaned facilites
teguired to correct the defceocy.

4 The planned facilities method calealates the standard solely based oo the

_ mavo of planged facilities to lb; incrense m demand assocated wath new
development. This method is appropgate when ;'iL'{nhea fnclities only bepeht
new development, such 25 a sewer trunk line extension to 8 previously
undeveloped area. This method also may be used whep there is excess
capacity in existing facilides that can sccommodate pew development Io that
case new devdlopment can fund [acilities at a standard lower than the existing
inventory standard and sall provide an acceptable level of faclines.

This study uses the existing inventory approach to determine facility standacds for
geoera) facilities. Fees for parks, ails, 20d storm drains are based on the system plan
method. Finally, streets and trafbe fees are based oo the planned faclitics standard.

MuniFinondal 7
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2. GROWTH PROJECTIONS

To assist In dctenmining the approprate fec structure, new drvelopment growth
projections are used. Projected pew development is estimated using the existing service
population in 2004 as a base year with a Planning Horzop through the year 2025,

Estimates of the exishing service population and projections of growth are catical
assumptions used throughout this report. These cstimates are used as follows:

¢ Bstimates of total development at the 2025 Planning Horzon are used o
determine the tokl amount of public fadlifies required to accommodate
growtb and to allocate those costs oo a per unit basis (for exemple, costs per
capita or per EDU).

*+ Estmates of service populston growth from 2004 to 2025 are used tp allocate
to new development its fajr share of total planned faclity needs.

To measure the exsing service populaton and future prowth, population zod worker
datz, also identified as residents-and workers, respectively, are nsed for the Generl and
Parks and Traills facliies. Thesc measures are used because numbers of residents and
worlkers are reasonable indicntors of the level of demand for public faclities. The Town
builds public facilities pamartly to serve these populntons acd, typically, the grester the
population the larger the (aglity required 10 provide a piven level of sexvice. To measure
growth for storm drains, the impervious surface ares of 8 oew development is lioked to
EDUs, while tdp groemtion by use dlassification is used for streels and traffic signals.

Differcot types of new development use public faclities at different xates in selation to
each other, depeoding on the senvices provided. 1o Chapters 3 through 5, a specific
service population is identiBed for each {achry catepory to refect total demaod. The
service population weiphts residential land vse types ngainst nop-residential Jand wses
based on the relative demaod for services between residents ind workers. Chapter 6
usts an impervious surface atca lnkied to an EDU factor that weights each Jand use type
apainst one sinple-family unit’s demand {or services. Chapter 7 uses trip geseratios by
use classification to determine the fees.
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To ensure a reasonable relationship betweeg each fee and the type of development
paying the fee, growth projections distinguish between differcot land vse types. The
land use types used ip this analysis are defined below.

+ Single family: Attached and detached ooe-family dwellinp upits; and
+  Muld-family: All sttached single family dwelliogs such as duplexes and

condominiums, plus mobile bomes, apartments, and dommitores.

+  Commercial: All commercial, retail, educational, and hotel/motel
develppment.

v Office: All geoenl, professional, and medical office development
* lodustrdal: Al magufactuning and warchonse development.

Some devedopments may welude more thao ooe Jaod use type, such as an industrial
warchouse with living quarters (a live-work desigoation) or a planoed unit developroent
with both single 2nd mult-family uses. 1n these cases the public facliges fee would be
calculated separately for each land use type.

The Town should have the discretion to impbsc the public dlides fee based oo the
specific aspects of n proposed development regardless of zoniog. The guideline to nse is
the probable ocoapapt deosity of the development, either residents per dwelling nnit or
workers per building square foot. The fec imposed should he hased on the land use type
that most closely represents the probable occu_};zmt deasity of the development

Occupant densities ensure s reasonable reladonship between the increase in service
population and amount of the fee. To do this, they must vary by the estimated service
populatios geperated by a particular development project. Developers pay the fee based
on the number of edditional housing units or building square feet of nonresidential
development, so the-fee schedole-must copvert service population estrnates to these
measures of project size. This conversion is dope with average occupant density factors
by Jand use type, shown in Table 2.0,

The residential occupant density factors are derived from the 2000 U.S. Census Bureao’s
Tables H-31 through H-33. Table H-31 provides vacant housing units data, while Table
H-32 provides infoomation relatiog to occapied bousiog. Table H-33 docuents the
total 2000 population residing in occupied housing. The US Cepsus pumbers are
adjusted by vsing the California Depurtment of Fipance (“DOF”) estimates for January
1, 2004 found on Table ES, and the most recent State of California data available. The
pon-residentisl density factors are based oo Employment Density Stidy Summary report,
prepared for the Southern California Assodation of Govemments, October 2001 by The
Natelson Company. For example, the industdal density factor represeots an average for
Light industrial, beavy industdal, and warebovse uses likely to occur in the Town.

MumiFinonaol! 9
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Table 2.0: Denslty Assumptions

Land Use Denslly
Rasidantlal
Single Family 2.29 Residents per Dwelling Unit
Multifamily 1.77 Resldenls per Dwelling Unit
Non-residentls]
Commercial 2,50 Employees per 1,000 square feet
Office 3.33 Employees per 1,000 square Test
Industrial " "1.67 Employaes per 1,000 square fect

Source: 2000 Census, Teblas H31-H33; Calilornis Deporimen) of Finance {DOF), Toble E-5, Z004;
Southem Callfomla Assocletlon of Governmenls {SCAG); MunlFinanclal.

The base year for this study is the year 2004, The existing {aclities in 2004 combined
-with the planoed facilities In 2025 will make up the system plan standard in our study.

Base year residentnl estimste is calenlated using the California Department of Finance
(DOF) January 1, 2004 estimates and informatiop provided by Town staff. Base year
employment estimates axe based on data from the Sovtbero Colifornia Assodzbop of
Govemments (SCAG) and the California Employment Development Department
(EDD). Fune 2025 population and dwelling units were provided by the Town of
Yucra Valley. Employment projections were interpolated from the comrent employment
estimates (provided by Cladtas) by maintaining the jobs-housing ratio. Building square
footape 'was computed by MuniFinandal vsing the deosity nssumptions shown in Table
2.40.

Table 2.1 shows estimates of the growth in terms of residents ond worlters.
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P.50
P.92

P.4

e}



Tavn of Yures Violly

Pubbt Fohsier Fee Study

Table 2.1: Demographic Assumptions

2004 2025 Increase
Residenls' 18,410 33,880 15,470
Dwelling Units'
Single Family 6,710 11,230 4 520
Mulli-family 1,730 2,900 1,170
Tolal 8,440 14,130 5,680
Employment®”
Commercial 3,040 . 5,080 2,050
Ofiice 660 1,100 44D
Industrial 600 1,000 400
Sublola! 4,300 7,180 2,850
Other* 1,640 2,750 . 1,110
Tolal 5,940 9,940 4,000
Bullding Square Feel (0005)5
Commerciel 7,600 12,730 5,130
Offlee 2,200 3,670 1,470
Industrial 1,000 1,670 6§70
Tolsl 10,800 18,070 7.270

! Calliomte Deparimont of Finance {DDF), Sovthem Colllomle Assoclnlion of Governmenis
{SCAG), Dalz trom Town of Yucco - Slan Heliman and Associales Populallon Projeclons,

March, 2005,

? Assumes percenloge of employees by Innd use remalns conslant lo lotal rom 2004 1o

2025,

* Estinates by tand uss typs based 8 Clerlas repen preparad Jor the Town of Yuccs Valley,
February 2004, Projecied employment hgures derjved by nssuming a conslant retla of jebs

to houslpg.
! Represents govemment and olbor Insifutional

* Based on employmen) by lond use ond occupant denslly shown In Table 2.0,

Sources: Toble 2.0; Celjlorme Depanmenl of Finance (DOF), Table E-6, 2004; Town of
Yuccs Valey; Southemn Colijomla Assoclelion of Govermnenis {(SCAG); Clariies 2004;

MuniFlnenda!.
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3. GENERAL FACILITIES

LT

The purpose of the fee is to ensure that new development funds its fair share of general
public faclities. A fee schedult is presented based on the cost of these facilities to

ensure that new development provides adequate fupding to meet its peeds.

LU

Geperml public fadlifes serve both residentz and businesses. Theréfore, demand for

services apd assodated faclitics are based oo the Town's sexrvice population incduding
residents and workers.

Table 3.0 shows the estimaled service population in. 2004 and 2025. Ip calculating the
service population, workers arg weigbted less thao residents to reflect Jower per capita
scrvice demand. Nonresidentig] bufldings are typically occupied less intensively than
dwelling units, 503t is reasopable to assume that averape per-worlter demnnd for services

15 less than averape per-resideqt demand. The 0.24-weighdng facior for workers is based
on 1 40-hour workwerk dnn';%b by the total oumber of bours in o week (16B).

Table 3.0: General Faciliies Service Population

Service
Resldents Workers Population
Exlsling [2004) 1B,410 5,940 19,840
New Developmen! {2004-2025) 15,470 4,000 16,430
Total (2025) 33,880 9,940 36,270
Welghling faclor 1.00 D.24

Spurces: Table 2.1; IMuniFinancla)

Stafid

al

A 11 T M

Exsting Town fadlites housg the Town Coundl chambers, the Town Manager and
Town Clerk’s offices and othr governapce and administrative fopcdons. These existing
faglities, as wwell as, 1he curredt fadhity stapdard are poted in Table 3.1

MnwFinounal
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Table 3.1: General Facilities Existing Standard
Inventory  Cost/Unil Total Valve

Existing Facililes
Land (acres)

Town Hall Complex 927 % 20,000 3 185,000
Califomia Welcome Center 175 20,000 35,000
Public Works Complex 1.60 20,000 32,000

Sublotal Land 5 252,000

Buildings (sq. i)
... Jown Hall Complex

" Town HalllLibrary 12540 S 20005 2528000
Community Cenler 11,922 250 2,981,000
Museumn 5,108 200 1,022,000
California Welcome Cenler 4,400 200 BB0,D0D

Sublotal Town Hall Complex 34,070 % 7,411,000
Corporatlon Yard
Admin. Bullding 6,897 § 200 % 1,379,000
Operations Bullding 9,523 200 1,925,000
Subtots! Corpormate Yard 16,520 $ 3,304,000
Tolal Faclllies ‘ $ 10,957,000 &
Existing Service Population (2004) 19,840
Cos! per Caplla L3 553
Facility Slandard per Resident % 553
Facliity Standard per Worker 133

Sources: Tobles 2.1 and 3.0; Town ol Yucca Valley; MunlFinendal

The contobution of pew developroeat lowards future general faclises expenditures is
captured 1o Table 3.2,

Table 3.2: New Development Development Contribution

Facllity Standard Per Caplta ¥ 553
Growth in Service Populallon (2004-2025) 16,430

New Development Conliibution 5 9,082,000

Sources: Tables 3.0 and 3.1, MuniFinandal

MyniFinanoal 13
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Tnble 3.3 shows the proposed peneral facliSes fees based on the existng inventory
standard shown in Table 3.1. The cost pes capita.is converled to a fre per unit of new
development based on dwelling vnit and building space densites (persons per dwelling
unit ("DU”) for residental development and wodkers per 1,000 square feet (“IKSF?) of
building space for non-residential development).

Table 3.3: General Facllities - Proposed Fee Schadule

Costs per Totai Fe"e ! -

Land Use Caplta  Dansly Fee Admin’ Fee Sq. FL
Residentipl

Singla Family 5 553 229 $ 1265 3 25 % 1,290

Mulllamlly 553 1.7 876 20 936
Non-resideniiaf ,

Cammarclal $ 133 250 B 333 § 7 % 34D 5 D.33

Ofice 133 3.33 443 9 452 0.45

Industrial 133 167 222 4 226 0.23
! Adminlstration fes of 2.0 porcen!
Sourcas: Tohles 2.0 snd 3.1; MuniFinencla)
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4. PARK FACILITIES

The purpose of the fee is 1o epsure that new development funds its fair shoxe of patk

{aciliies. The Town would vse fec revenues to expand park faclitics to serve nrw
development.

Residents are the pomary vsers of parkland. Therefore, demand Jor parks and assodiated
faclities are based oo the Town's 1esidential population. Teble 4.0 provides estimates
of the resident population with a projection for the year 2025.

Table 4.0: Parks Facilities Service Population

Residents

Existing (2004) 18,410
New Development (2004-2025) 15,470
Tolal {2025) 33,880

Source: Table 2.1

Facility lnventories; Plahs & Standaiids:

This section descobes the Town's existing facilify inveatory, standards, and Planned Park
faclifes.

Existing Inventory

The Town owns and operates, or has agreements with other agencies to vse vadous park

[aalies. The Town’s inveotory of improved park fadlites indudes approximately a
tota) of 37.67 acres summanzed in Table 4.1

MuniFinannal 75
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([l Table 4.1: Existing and Planned Park Facilities
Improved Unimproved Tota)
Facllty Acres Acres Acres

Ex/sting Parks

Community Center Park 12.94 12.54
Jacobs Park 5.00 5.00
Machris Park 12.00 12.00
Remembrance Park 0.20 0.20
Sunnyslope Park 2.53 B.00 10.53
Paradise Valley Park 5.00 5.00
South Side Park B0.DC 80.00
Planned Parks

West End Park 10.00 10.0D
Fast End Park 15.00 15.00
North End Park 10.00 10.00

Total Acres 37.67 123.00 160.67

Nole: Excludes BUA palenled npen space lends

Sources: Tovm Perks Master Plan by Pukiss Rose-RSH, Dec. 18, 1890; Town ol Yucea Valley:
MuntFinendal

Park Facility Standards

Ta calculate new devcddopment’s need {or pew parks, mounicpalites commonly vse a mtio
expressed in teoos of developed pask acres per 1,000 residents. The current Town
Geoeral Plan policy standard for parls is 5.0 acres per 1,000 residents, Additional
inforrmation included in this report was taken rom the Town Parks Master plan
completed for the Town by Pirkiss Rose-RST in December 1999. According to the
provided information, The Tows currently has 37.67 acres of improved parldaod. To
reach the Town’s planning standard of 5.0 acresper 1,000 resideots, the acquisiton and
improvement of an additional 8.33 acres and 131.33 actes, respectively, by 2025 is
required (as showa in Table 4.2).

M
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Table 4.2: Parks Facillties General Plan Standard

Generel Plan Standard {developed acres per 1,000 resldenis) 5.00
2025 Service Population 33,880
Tolal Facililes Needs {acres) 169.00
Total Land Acquired 160.67
Deficit (8.33)
Total Improved Acreage 37.67
_ Deficil {131.33)

Soweces: Table 4.0; Town ol Yueza Valley Comprehensive Geners! Plen, Prepared by Town o
Yurez Valley Communlly Developmeni Depoeriment, Dec. 14, 1885; MuniFinandal

Unit Costs for Land Acquisition and Improvement

Unit costs represent the aient cost of park acquisifon and improvement. This
approach represents the lnnd costs and Jevel of improvements that existing devclopment
bave provided to date. This approach ensures that the cost of (zdlitics to serve new
development is not artiicially iocecased, and new development unfairly burdened,
compared to existing development.

The unit costs used to estimate the total cost of parkland fadlity needs are showa in
Table 6.4. All costs are expressed in 2004 dollars. Land acquisiion costs and
improvement costs are based on the Town’s expedence with park development.

Table 4.3: Park Facilities Unil Costs

Average
Cost
Par Acre
Land Acquisilion $ 20,000
Park Improvemenl 200,000
Tolal $ 220,000
Source: Town of Yucca Valley; MunlFinandal
MuntFinanaal 17
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Total Needs and Costs

The total amount of park fadlites to serve prowth is calculated by mulsplying the facility
standards developed in Table 4.2 by the prowth in residents. The tomal cost of these
preds for park faclities is based oo the nverage nnit costs for land acquisifion and
improvements shown in Tahle 4.3. To accommodate the increase jo service population
through 2025 new development or alternative sources wonld need to fund faclities
estimated to cost approximntely §17 million as shown in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4: Park Facllitles to Accommodate Growth

Lend Acqulsiiion

General Plan Standard (ecres/1,000 residen!s) 5.00
Resident Growth (2004-2025) 15,470
Facillty Needs.(scres) 77.35
Average-Unit Cosl {per acte) 5 20,000
Tolal Cost of Facilitles 5 1,647,000

Land Improveman|

General Plan Standard (acres/1,000 resldents) 5.00

Resident Growth {2004-2025) 15,470

Facility Needs [acres) 77.35

Averape Improvernent Cost (per acra) 3 200,000
Total Cosl of Facliities % 15470,000
Total $ 17,017,000

Sowztes: Tebles 4.0, 4.1, snd 4,3; MuniFnpndal

If the Town .cannot acquire all 77.35 ocres caleulated 1n Table 4.4 because of land
constaints, the Town may apply the same fands to rebabilitating, renovating, or
rebullding faclities io existing parks. The §15.47 million in improvement facilities must
be used for enhancing, wppradiog, adding, or expanding new park facdlities. Renovating
aod intensifying development of existiag packs is another reasonable method for
accommodating growth that could be used io conjunction with expanding improved
park acreage. The use of fee reveouves would be ideatified through planoed parkland
acquisiiop and improvement projects descrbed in the most recently adopred version of
annual capital improvement budget.

The Town onticipates that the park fees would be the pomary revenve sowee to fund
the planned facilides sequired to serve new development. Table 4.5 shows the sbare of

MyniFinonmol 18
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costs that could be aftriboted to new development This amount represents the balance
after allocating to new devclopment its share of those planned Park faclitics.

Table 4.5: Parks Faclilities Coslis per Capita for New Development

Land Land
Acqulsition Improvement
Cost Per Acre 5 20,000 3 200,000
Facility Standard {acres per 1,000 residents) 5.00 5.00
Cost Per 1,000 capha 100,000 1,000,000
1,000 1,000
Cosi Per Residenl $ 100 % 1,000

‘Sourcos; Tables 4.3 and 4 4; MuniFinonciol

Alternative Fuinding Sourges ::

The Town can obtain the funding peeded to complement fadilities fee revenues over the
Planning Horizon through non-fee revenue sources. This funding is necessary to jusiify
the {re imposed on pew development vsing the smodard shows bere. 1 this fupding is
pot obtained, the new development will have paid 1oo high a fee by the end of the
Planning Hodzon.

Feé Schedile:

Park fadlity cost per resident is shown in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6; Parks Facilitles Fees
Cosl per Total
Land Use Capita Denslity Fes Admin' Fee
Resldential
Single Family
Land Acquisiton § 100 229 § 228 % 5% 233
Park lmprgvement 1,000 2.29 2,288 45 2,335
Tolal $ 2,568
Multi-famlly
Land Acquisition % 100 177 § 177 & 4 5 180
Paris ]mp{ovemenl 1,000 177 1,765 35 1,800
Total § 1,BBD

' Adminisimtion fee of 2.0 pereent

Spurpes: Tebles 2.0 and 4,5, MuniFinondial

S0 R )

The fec schedule in Table 4.6 includes separate components for land acquisition and
improvemeot so that the Town can calenlate a eredit if 2 developer dedicates parkland or
provides improvements. An averge per-acte reimbursement Js reasonable becanse the
fees collected may oot be used in the snme area from which they were collected. The
costs provided in this report represent the current Town-wide valoe.

M siFinonoal 20

.60

P10°
! P.59




6. TRAILS

The purposc of the fee is to ensute that new development funds its fair share of tratls.

The Town would use fee tevenues to cxpaod the lown’s nerwork of trils to serve new
development.

Servicé:Population

Residents are the pomary users of Yucea Valley’s trails. Therefore, demand for hildog
and bike trails, and thelr assocated [aclittes, are based on the Town’s residential

population. Table 5.0 provides estmates of the resident population with a projection
for the year 2025,

Table 5.0: Trails Facilitles Service Population

Resldents
Existing (2004) 18,410
New Development (2004-2025) 15,470
Total (2025) 33,880

Sourca: Table 2.1

Plans & Standards

This secton descobes the Town’s existiog faclity ioventory, standards, aod planned
Trails fadlides.

Proposed Inventory

The Town has a comprehensive Trall Master plag completed by RHA Landscape
Architects — Planners, 1nc. The Trails Mastes Plan was completed in June 2002, The
Town bas sioce made amendments to this Tralls Master Plan and the ioformation in this

report reflects those changes. The proposced Tradls facilifics are summadzed in Table
51
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Table 5.1: Trail Inventory (Proposed)

Estimated Estimoled Estimated
Consitruction Easemsnl Tolal
Cosl Cost! Cost

Yucca Wash Trall - Reach 1 I 216,000 S $ 216,000
Yucca Wash Trall - Reach 2 310,600 - 310,500
Yucca Waesh Trall - Reach 3 234,000 830 234,830
Callfornia Riding & Hiking Trall - Yucca Wash - Reach 4 214,500 - 214,600
-Celifornie-Riding & Blking Trelt - Marvin Drive 85,800 3,300 BR,100D

Callforpla Riding & Hiking Trall - Hadenda Drlve - Reach 1
276,900 1,320 278,220

California Riding & Hiking Trefl - Haclenda Drive - Raach 2
’ 191,100 4,280 195,380
Cafiiornia Riding & Hiking T3l - Chipmunk Trail 218,400 6,600 225,000

California Riding & Hiking Tr - Skyline Ranch Rd - Reach 1
280,800 2,310 2B3,110

Californis Riding & Hiking Tr - Skyllne Ranch Rd - Reach 2
93,600 2,640 BE,240

Calliomia Riding & Hildng Tr - Skyline Ranch Rd - Reach 3
189,000 4,280 193,280
Kickapoo Trall 144,300 2,640 146,840
Litle Morongo Cenyon Road - Reach 1 187,200 1,320 188,520
Lita Morongo Canyon Road - Reach 2 136,500 680 137,160
Royal Springs Wash Trall 280,800 1,650 282,450
Black Rock Canyon Trall 148,200 10,230 158,430
Eest Bumt Mountaln Wash Trall - Reach 1 144,300 2,640 148,940
Esst-Bumt-Mountaln Wash Trall - Roech 2 226,200 8,250 234,450
East Buml Mounteln Wash Trall - Regch 3 261,300 - 261,300
San Andreas Road Trail - Reach 1 488,520 B,250 507,770
San Andreas Road Trall - Reach 2 472,760 3,860 478,720
Sen Andreas Road Tra)l - Reach 3 472,760 5,610 478,370
San Andreas Road Trail - Reach 4 148,200 990 148,190
Carmelita Wash Trall 202,800 - 202,800
Black Rock Wash Trall 148,200 - 148,200
Covington Wash Trail - Reach 1 183,800 1,650 185,450
Caovington Wash Trall - Reach 2 226,200 3,850 230,180
Caovinglon Wash Trall - Reach 3 265,200 3,860 289,160
Cavinglon Wash Trall - Reach 4 214,600 11,280 218,780
Jolals: § 6,653,340 3 85800 5 6,739,140

Total Trall Mbles: 2775

Esthnated CosUMlle: % 739,793

$ 302 3

242,604

¥ Ensemenl Costs Infintnd by 10 percen) aver costs provided In the Town o Yucca Valley Tralls Bike Roule Masier Plan,

Sowces: Town o! Yvcea Valley Adopted Trolle/Bike Roule Moster Plan, March 10, 2005; Town of Yucca Valley Planning

Deporiment. MuniFinanclol
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Unit Costs for Land Acquisition and Improvement

Unit costs 1epresent the cumeot cost of comstucdon apd ensernent acquisiton. Dy
dividiog the total costs over the 2025 service populaton, this approach eosures that
there is an equitable disobution of costs between new and existing development.

Table 5.2 summarizes the per capita cost for completion of the Tmils System faclites.
All costs are expressed in 2004 dollars.

Table 5.2: Trails Faclilities Cost per Capita

Construcllon Essement
Cosis Atgulsition Costs’
Cost ¥ 6,653,340 % 85,800
2025 Service Populatlon 33,880 33,880
Cos! Per Resldent 3 196 § 3
Total Cosi-per Resident k3 195

Sources: Tebles 5.0 and 5.1; MuniFlinencda)

Allgcatioii of Fagilities:

The Town anticpates that the trail fees would be the pdmary reveove source to fund the
planned faclities required to serve new development. The allocation of costs for trails
facilides between the existing service populaton and pew development is showp io Table
5.3. The trails impact fee would be used in conjunction with alternative funding sources
to close the defigency.
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Table 5.3: Costs Atiributable to New Development

Deficiency To
Be Funded By

New Non-Fea

Development Total Planned Revenue

Contibutlon Facllies Sowrces
Cost per Residenl 5 199
New Development (2004-2025) 15,470
New Development Contribution b 3,077,168

¥ 3,077,169 ¥ 6,735,140 §& (3,661,971)

Souices: Tobles 5.0 end 5.2; MunlFinendal

L A A

Table 5.4 shows the maximum allowable trails fadlines fees based on the Master Plao
standard. These cost factors are based on the cost per capita derived from 1be unit cost
estimates.and fariliry standards..

Table 5.4: Trails Facilltles Fee

Gost per Tolal
Land Use Capia’  Denslty Fee Admin' Fee
Residsnifal
Single Family
Construclion 5 196 229 § 443 § 9 % 458
Easementl 3 2.29 6 0 5
Sublota! 1] 464
Mult-family
Construction 3 196 177 % 347 & 7 % 354
Easement 3 1.77 4 0 5
Sublois] % 358

! Admilstralion fos of 2.0 percent

Sources: Tables 2.0 and 5.2; MuniFinanclal
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Fes Credits

The fee schedule in Table 5.4 includes separate compoopeats for constructon and
easement scquisibion so that the Town can calculate a credit if 2 developer dedicates trl
easements or other improvements. This fee cedit plao could be structured similar to the
onc discussed for Parks facilives in the previous chapler.
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6., STORM DRAIN FACILITIES

This chapter documents a reasonable relationship between new development and the
funding for proposed Storm Dria facilities. Information included in this chaprer comes
from the Yocea Valley Master Plan of Drainage (the *'Storm Drain Stody”) completed in
June 1999 by John M. Tettermer & Assodates, Inc.

Toble 6.0 calculares the equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) for each land wse usiog averape
densites shown in the December 1995 Yucceo Valley Geperal Plan and imperviops
surface valves dedved from United States Department of Agriculture. "Yable 6.1 shows
the tota] existing and foture EDUs for storm dreinage faclities by Innd vse.

Table 6.0: Storm Drains - Impervious Surface

DU/Acre Averape Equlvalenl

or Percent Dwslling Unit  Acras/ EDU/
Acre'  Impepvious®  (EDUY K8F? KSF®
Residential {dwsling vnils)
Single Famlly 2.78 35% 1.00
Mulli-Famlly 10.85 68% 0.50
Non-residential
Gommerclal Space 1.00 80% 7.15 0.09 0.66
Office Space 1.00 95% 7.55 0.09 0.69
\ndustrial 1.0D 75% 5.96 0.08 0,46

" Dwsllng units per scre lor tesldential usopo end acras lor Non-restdontinl usage. Residentlo) averago based on
midpolnt of dwelling unlls por acte - Yucea Velley Geners! Plan, December 1895,

T Percen! Impenvious Service derved rom USDA data,

* Fioor Aren Ralio {'FAR™) per acrp based vpon Non-residential space classificelion .25 for Offico, Retall & Serdee and
.30 for Industiul spoce snd derived by the follaving fermula: 1/{[43560°.25)/1 000} for Commenclal and Office Spaca and
V/{{A3560°,30)/3,000 Jor Industrisl and (Isted In KSF.

Souwrces: Yueca Volley General Plon, Decemnber 1295; MunlFinandal
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Table 6.4: Storm Drain Facilities Total Equivalent Dwelling Units

Projecied
EDU Existing Growth | Existing GrowthlIn
Faclor | {(DU/KSF) (DWKSF)| EDUs EDUs Tolal
Residantisl
Single Family 1.00 6,710 4,520 6,710 4,520 11,230
Mulll-Family 0.50 1,730 1,170 BE5 585 1450
Total Dwelling Units B.440 5,680 71,575 5,105 12,680
Non-resldsntial
Commerclal Space 0.66 7,600 5,130 5,016 3,386 8,402
OHice Space ... ... 069} .-.2200... 1470 |- . 4518 - 1,014 2,532 ---- -
Industrial 0.486 1,000 670 4860 308 768
Total KSF Commercial 10,800 7,270 5,854 4,708 14,7102
Total 14,569 8,813 24,382
Percent of Tolal 58,8% 40.2% 100.0%

Spurces Tebles 2.1 and B.0; MunlFinancal

Inveiitories,

Eacility. Plans & Standards:
Hydrologic modeling uses 2 "design storm” to estimate the rainfall mooff neediog to be
accommodated by Stomn Drain facilities. The measnre of a design stonp 1s typically
expressed in temms of the probability of a particular storm in any ope year. For example,
a2 100-year storm 15 the stommo thar would ocour ob sverage once dudog 100 years.
Facilides designed to accommodate runoff from this type of storm provide 100-yenr
Bood protecdon.

The modeling completed for the Storn Drain Study was based on 100 year-and 25-year
peak discharges usiag an approved watershed sub-aren delineaton map with defned
Pow paths. Selected peak discharges resulting from the computaions were used in
sizing the dratnage facilifies.

The Yucca Valley Master Plan of Drainage developed two different types of storm drin
systems, 2 poo-detained system, with an esimated cast of $121,303,000, and a detained
system with an estimated cost of §102,016,000. Based upoo information provided by the
Town, the detained system was selected as the prefered system.

The storm drainape faclities fec uscs a [adility standard (Table 6.7) to demopnstrate 2
reasornble relatonship between pew developmeat and the need [or new fodlides. The
focility standard is based on the planned faclilies lovestment into the Town’s system of
storm drinnge faalibes oo a per EDU basis. The need for new storm drainage facilites

is determined by maintainiog the same iovestment oo a per EDU basis as new

development ocours. @
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Table 6.2: Storm Drain Facilities Standard

Cosl (2004)

Delalned Flood Conirol System Projecled Cosl' 102,016,000
Cosl Escalalo’ 1.21
Estalaled Detainsd Flood Control Syslem Cosl % 123,439,360

Tolal EDUs (2026} 24,382

Equity pes EDU & - % 7 5083

! Town of Yuccs Volley Mostes Plan of Drsinoge - Finsl Reponl Prepared by John M.
Tetlomer 8 Associnles, Inc. A Divislon of Kalth Companles, Inc. June 1089,

: Enpinpering News Reqord Consirnuclion Cos) indes - Junp 19359 1o November 2004,

Spurcas; Teble 8,1; Town of Yucco Volloy; MuniFinando!

"Table 6.3 presents the cost of vpgraded, expanded, or pew storm dminage
improvements peeded to accommodate new development. The new developroent
conmbution shown in the mble represents the 1otal revenve that the stormn drein
fadlities fee wouldd genemte.

Table 6.3: Storm Drain Facilllies to Accommodate Growth

Totsl
Facillty Standerd Per EDU % 5,063
Growih in EDUs (2D05-2025) 9,813
New Development Contribulion § 49,681,428

Sources: Tebles 8.2 end 8.3; MuniFinendal

Table 6.4 shows the sewer facilides fee based on the cost per EDU shown in Table 6.2,
The cost per EDU is converted to a fee per unit of developroent based on dwelling vnits
for residential and 1,000 buildiog square feet for nonresidennal development.
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Table 6.4: Storm Draln Facllities Fee

Cost per Total Fea/

Land Use EDU EDU Fee Admin’ Fee 5q. FL.
Residenifal

Single Family $ 5,083 1.00 § 5060 % 101 § 5,161

Mulil-Family 5,083 0.50 2,530 51 2,581
Non-residenlis

Commerclal $ 5063 066 F 3,340 ¥ 67 % 3407 § 3.41

OHice 5,063 0.69 3,480 70 3,560 3.56

Indusltrizl 5,063 0.46 - 2,330 47 2,377 -2.38

' Admintstration iea of 2.0 percent

Sowces; Tablns 6.0 and 6.2; MuniFinandal
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7. STREETS AND TRAFFIC

Fra

This chapter summanzes an apalysis of the need for streets and related rapsportation
[adlities to accommadate prowth within the Town of Yucca Valley. 1t documents a
rcasonable relatiopship between pew development and a traffic fee to fund streets and
related ransportaton faclitics that serve new development.

Estimates of existinp and new development provide the basis for calculating the traffic
faclitics fer. Estimztes of existing developmeot provide the basis for the fadlity
standard. The faclity standard is used 10 detenmine the rate st which pew development
must ticrease the value of the Town’s cquity in its spstem of street improvements.
Estimates of new development are used to calculate the total amount of lec revenues
that would be geoerated

The peed for street improvements js based onp Lhe wip demand placed on the system by
development. A feasonshic mensure of demand is the oumber of avempe daily vehide
tdps, adjusted for the type of top. Vehide tip generation mtes are 2 reasonable measure
of demand on the Town’s system of strect Improvements across all modes because
altcrnate modes (transit, bicycle, pedestdan) ofien substtule for vehicle tips.

The two types of trips sdjustments made to tdp gencrzbon rates to calculate thp demand
aze descobed belown

*  Pass-by trips are deducted from the tip peoeration mte. Pass-by trips are
intermediates stops between an ongio and a final destinabon that require oo
diversion from the route, such as stopping to get gas on the way to work

+ The tip generaton mate is adjusted by the averape Jenpth of tdps for a specific
land use catepory compared 1o the averape lenpth of all wips on the sueet
systern.

Table 7.0 shows the calculation of trip demand foctors by land use category hased op
the adjusttuents deseobed above. Data Js based on extensive and deailed bip surveys
conducted in the San Dicpo region by the San Diego Assodation of Governments. The
surveys provide one of the most comprehensive databases available of tp geacrabon
rates, pass-by tops factors, and average tdp leogth for a wide range of land uses. Urban
development patterns are similar epough among the San Diego and Southern
California/Los Anprles repioos to make the use of the San Diego data applicable 10 the
Town of Yucea Valley.
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Table 7.0: Trip Rale Adjustment Faclor

Non-Pasa-by Tripa
Total Average Average Trip

Pimary Diverled  Excluding Trip Adjuswumenl  Dally  Demand
Tripa’ Trips! Pass-by'  Length’ Factor Trps' Faclor®

Rasidantial®
Sinple Family B6% 1% 87% 7.8 1.04 10 10.4
Mull-lamity B86% 1% 97% 7.9 1.04 a 8.3
Nonrasidepiial’
Commercial 47% 31% 78% 3.6 0.38 70 26.6
OHica 77% 18% 96% 8.6 1.14 20 22.8
Industisl 82% 5% 57% 9.0 1.38 7 8.3

' Prreen) of total Wps. Primory ips aro irips with no mldway siops, or "links™. Dlvened ps am linknd Wips whoss distance odds at
loss) one mie lo the pimary Wp. Poasxby Iips oo links thal do pot edd moro bhen one mie 1o the totd vip ond theredore placo e
pddillanal burden on the sbeel syslem As # resull the bip adjustmont Iocior indudes o roduction for the share of poss-by bips.

T inmben

? The Ulp edjustment fecior equaks the percant of non-prss-try Wips multplind by the svornge tp Jangth and divided by the syslemwido
uverags lip lenpth ol 6.9 miles,

* Trps per dwalBnp unll nr per 1,000 buliding squere feet

® Tho bip demond Incior §s the producd of tho blp vdustmont facior and the ovemgs dally tipa.

* Trip parcentages, ovempe Yip lenplha, ond averaps dafly tips bosud on “rosidential” colégory. See SANDAG lor sowrcs, brlow,
7 Tip poreontnges, ovorps Yip longths, and svorape dally tps for.commerdin bnsed o “sommuntly shopplng cener” colegory, for
office baaed on “slandord commercial office” calegory, Bnd foy Industris] basved on "Industial perk {no conuperclol)” colegory. See

Sourcey; Son Diego Assocdlalon of Governmants, Brfef Gulde of Vehloular Troffic Guneratlon Ralos for tha San Dlego Replon, July
1858, MuniFinphdal,

Taoble 7.1 estimates the tup demand for existing and new development op the Town’s
system of street improvements. Total wp demand is based on the p demand factors
calculated in Table 7.0 and the growth estimates in Table 2.1. As shown in the table,
new development would represent abouwt 40.5 percent of total tap demand.
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(]]H[b Table 7.1: Trip Demand From Existing and New Development
Trp Damand Exisilng Trip Trip Demand Total 7
Faclor Existing Growth Bemand _ From Growih Trp Demand
Rasldenlial

Single Famlly 10.36 6,710 4,520 63,485 46,808 116,281
Multi-famlly 8.28 1,730 1,170 14,332 9,693 24,025
Subiotal B,440 5,680 83,817 56,499 140,316

Nonrasidenial
Commercial 26.56 1,600 5130 201,872 136,264 338,136
Dlhce © 22,83 2,20D 1,470 50,231 33,564 "H3,795
Industrial B.26 1,000 57D B,258 5533 13,789
Subtolal 10,800 7,270 260,362 175,361 435,722
Tolal 344,178 231,880 576,038
Percent of Total 58.7% 40.3% 100%

Sources: Tabdea 2,4 pnd 7.0; MunlFinanclal

The cost of streets and tmffic fadlibes attdbuted to new development (Table 7.2) are
used to develop a Streets and Tmfhe Signals focility standard in Table 7.3. This
approach allows the town to use fee revenues only to those projects that add new
facilides and otherwise expand capacities for new development and exclude projects that
upgrade existing facilifies. This standard ealculates and existiog equity per top that
becomes the stzodnrd used in fee determinabpn
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Table 7.2: Streets & Trafilc Facllitles Master Plan Cost Summary for New Development

Cost

Strasls
ROW Cosls o widen SR 62 - West Town Boundary lo Kiekapoo Trall, 2.89 AC I 1,346,408
Widen SR 62 1o 6 Lanes - West Town Boundary lo Kickapoo Trall, 1.42 mlles 2,227,500
ROW Cosls o widen SR 62 - Kickapoo Trall lo Acoma/Mohawk Trall, 1.32 AC 1,033,511
Widen SR 62 to 6 Lanes - Kickapoo Trafl 10 Acoma/Mohawh Trell, 1.08 miles 1,707,750
ROW Cosls lo widen SR 62 - Acoma/Mohawh Tiall lo SR 247, 1.83 AC 1,427,190
Widen SH 62 lo B Lanes - Acoma/Mohawk Trall to SR 247, 1.51 miles 2,361,150
ROW Costs to widen 5R 62 - 5R 247 lo Hllon Avenue, 1.03 AC 802,775
WiIden SR 62 o B Lanes - SR 247 o Hillon Avenue, 0.85 miles 1,336,500
ROW Cosls to widen SR B2 - Hillon Avenue lo Avolen Avenue, 1.03 AC 808,575
Widen SR 62 lo 6 Lanes - Hillon Avenue lo Avalon Avenue, 0.85 miles 1,336,500
ROW Cosls 1o widen SR B2 - Avalon Avenue !o Yucea Mesa Road, 1.26 AC "'584,829
Widen SR 52 Io 6 Lanes - Avalon Avenue b Yucca Mesn Road, 1.04 miles 1,633,500
ROW Cosls lo widen SR 247 - Stale Route 62 1o San Juan Road, 12.19 AC 28047715
Widen SR 247 lo 4 Divided Lanes - Stale Rls. 62 lo San Juan Rd, 1.57 miles 12,322,412
ROW Costs 1o widen SR 247 - San Juan Rd. 1o Buens Visla Dr., 12.38 AC 2,804,775
Widen SR 247 lo 4 Divlded Lanes - Sen Juan Rd. lo Buena Vista Dr., 1.57 miles 12,322,432
ROW Cosl 1o widen SR 247 - Buena Visla Dr. o N. Town Houndsery, 17.80 AC 4,093,113
WIdan SR 247 1o 4 Divided Lanas - Buepa Vista Dr. ta N. Town Bndry., 2.16 mL 13,543,200
Widen Onaga Trall, 4 Lane Arlerial Dividod - Kickspoo T1. 1o Joshub Lane 7,437,150
Widen Yucea Trall, 4 Lane Arlerie) Divided - Sage Ave. to Avalon Avenue 5,883,584
Widen Joshue Lane, 4 Lone Arerlal Divided - Onpga Ti. o Stale Rouls 62 2,621,389
Widen/Construcl Camlno del Clelo, 4 Lane Colleclor - Onaga Tr. o Supnyslope (2 Lones) 851,941
Wihden/Construct Supnysiops Dr., 4 Lene Collector - Camino del Clelo 1o Ploneeriown (2 L 1,186,400
Widen Kickapoo Trall, 4 Lans Collector - Onaga Trall lo Stale Rouls 62 387,378
Widen Ploneeriown Road, 4 Lene Collector - Stele Rie, 82 lo Sunnyslope Drve 1,402,235
Widsn Acoma Trall, 4 Lene Collector - Golden Bee Drive 1o Shale Rie, 62 3,327,726 @
WIden Soge Avenue, 4 Lane Colleclor - Golden Bee Drive o Slele Roule 62 3,327,726
Widen Joshua Lens, 4 Lane Colleclor - Golden Bee Drive o Onsga Trall 2.065,4B5
Widen Lo Conlenla Road, 4 Lano Colleclor - Yucea Trall 1o Stala Roule 62 3,174,245
Widen Palomar Avenue, 4 Lane Collecior - Joshua Lane to Yuces Tralt 3,877,071
Widen Avalon Avenue, 4 Lane Colleclor- Yucca Trefl lo Siele Route 62 2,530,329
Widen Yucca Tiall, 4 Lane Caolleclor - Avalon Avenue ‘o Yurca Mesa Road 4,037,342
Widen Onaga Trall, 4 Lane Culleclor - Joshua Lane o Palomar Avenue 2.983,479
Conslrucl Onaga Trail, 4 Lane Collecior - Comino dol Clelo 1o Kickapoo Trall 1,703,882
Wwiden Joshua Drive, 4 Lane Collaclor - Acoma Tiall lo Joshur Lane 2,486,232
Widen Werren Visia Avenus, 2 Lane Colleclor - Yucca Trall lo Slale Rie. 62 474,854
Widen Golden Bee, 2 Lane Caolleclor - Acoma Trsll lo Joshua Lene 1,597,605
Widen Joshua Lane. 2 Lane Colleclor - Golden Bee Drive \o Wamen Visla 793,406

Sublolal - Streels - 5 117,555,292
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Table 7.2: Streets & Traffic Facillles Master Plan Cost Summary for New Development

Caost

Trafiic Sefely
Ralsed Medians on SR 52 - Weel Town Boundary to Falrwsy Drive M 810,000
Ralsed Medlans on SR 62 - Folrway Drive lo Camino de) Clelo 1,114,000
Ralsed Medians on SR 62 - Comnino del Clelo lo Kickapaoo Trail 1,114,000
Ralsed Medlans on SR 62 - Kickapoo Trell to Elh Trail 1,335,000
Roisad Medlans on SR 62 - Chorohee Trall lo Acoma/Mohawhk Trall 516,000
Relzed Medlans pn SR 62 - AcomaMohawk Tiall to Paim Avenun 1,025,000
Raised Medlens on SR E2 - Pslm Avenue lo Sage Avenue 794,000
Ralsed Medlans op SR 62 - 5R 247 to Warren Visie Avenus 1,188,000
Ralsed Medlans on SR B2 - Warren Vistz Avanue 1o Hlllon Avenue 508,000
Ralsed Medions on SR 62 - Hilton Avenus 1o Balsa Avenus 640,000
Relsed Medlons an SR B2 - Belsa Avenue 1o Avelon Avenue 1,178.080
Ralsnd Medisns on SR 62 - Avalon Avenue to Indio Avenus 1,084,000
Ralsed Medlans on SR 62 - Indlo Avenue lo Yuces Masa Road 1,126,000
Sldewalks on both sldes SR 62 - West Town Boundary Yo Falrway Dr. 278,000
Sldewalks on both sides SR 62 - Feliwsy Drve Lo Camlne del Clelo 380,000
Sidewsnfks on bolh sldes 5R 62 - Cemino del Clelo {o Kckopoo Trall 3BD,DDO
Sidewnlhs on bath sldes SR 62 - Kickepoo Trall to Elk Trall 156,000
Sidewalks op both sides SR 62 - Elk Tiall 1o Cherokee Trall 130,000
Sidewslks on bolh sides SR B2 - Chetokee Trall to Acome/Mohawk Trall 210,000
Sidewalks on balh sldes SR 82 - Acema/Mpheawk Trall lo Palm Avsnue 350,000
Sidewsalks on both sides SR 62 - Paim Avenue to Sego Avenve 378,00
Sidewalfks pn both sides SR 82 - Sage Avenus in SR 247 370,000
Sldewalks on both sides SR 62 - SR 247 lo Wajzan Visla-Avenue 408,000
Sidewalks on bol skdes SR 62 - Werron Vists Avenue lo Hiltan Avenua 208,000
Sldewalkn on bolh sldes SR 62 - Hillon Avenue 1o Balse Avenue 218,000
Sidewoihs on both sldes SR 62 - Balsa Avenua to Avalon Avenus 402,000
Sldewalks on bolth sjdes 5P, 62 - Avalon Avenue {o Indjo Avenue 373,000
Sidewalks on both sldes SH 62 - Indlo Avenvue to Yucca Mesa Roed 384,000

Subliotal - Troflc Safety 3 17,676,000
Traffic Slgnsls
Yucea Trall @ Joshva Lane % 500,000
HwyG2/Camino Clelo 500,000
Hwy 62/5age Avanve 500,000
Hwy G2/Joshup Lena 500,000
Hwy 62/Yucca Mesa Rasd/Aa Conlenla Rozd 500,000
Yutca TralWAvalon Avenue/Palomar Avenue 500,000
Cnags TrallAcoma Trail 5DR,000

Sublolal - Tralllc Slgnsls s 3,500,000
Tolal % 130,631,292

Sources: Town of Yuced Valloy; Exhlbdl T, of the Goneral Plan EIR TrdTic Sludy prapered by Robent Kohn, John Kaln & Assocloles, B3G5

MunrFineraol 34

F.74

P116A
P.73



Tasn anucra Vally i Publit Foalities Tee J-hlll'y

Table 7.3: Streets & Traffic Facilities Standard

Cost
Plannsd Projects
Streel Improvements % 117,555,282
Trallic Salety 17,576,000
Traffic Signals 3,500,000
Tolal Slreets & TisHic Faciities $ 138,631,292
Less: Olher Funding Sources (2004-2025)' ___4.015,000
Nel Facility Needs - : $ 134,616,292-
Prajected Trip Demand for Fulure Growlh (2004-2025) 231,850
Slandard Per Trip 5 581

! Reprasenis ponlon ol Mepsure ) hending avolloble for reglonal troffic ptojects. Estimaled st
3182500 per year.

Sources: Town ol Yucens Valley; Tables 7.1 and 7.2; MunlFinonclsl

The maximum justiBed fee for baffic facilities is shown in Taoble 7.4, The Town may
adopt any fee vp to that shown in the table. 1f the Town adopis a Jower fee then it
should consider reduciog the fee for each land use by the same percentage This
approach would ensure that each new development project funds the same fair share of
costs to improve the Town's system of strect improvements.
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Table 7.4; Streets & Traffic Facllities Fees

Trip
Standard Demand Fea/
Land Use Per Trip__ Factor Fee Admin' _ Total Fee  Sg. FL.

Residentisl

Single Family b 581 04 % 6016 % 120 § 6,137

Multl-family 581 8.3 4,813 96 4,909
Nop-residenilal

Commercial 3 581 266 % 15433 & g % 15741 § 1574

Office - 581 22.B 13,266 265 13,531 13.53

Industrial 581 B.3 4,798 96 4,894 4.89
! Adminlstralion fee o) 2.0 pereen)
Sawrcas: Teblas 7.0 nnd 7.3; MuniPinancisl
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8. IMPLEMENTATION

Programming Revenues and Projects with the CIP

The Town CIP sbowld be amended 1o 1dentify fee revenue with specfie projects. The
wse of the CIP in this manoer documents » reasonable relabonship betweeo pew
development and the use of those revenues.

The Town may decide to alter the seope of the planned projects or to substitute pew.
projects as Jonp as those new projects continue to represent an expansion of the Town's
fadlides. 1f the total cost of facilifes vares from the total cost used as a basis for the
fres, the Towa should consider revising the fees accordingly.

For the bve-year planning pedod of the CIP, the Town should consider allocating
txisting fund balances and projected fee revenve to spedfic projects. The Towo cap
hold funds in 2 project account for Jooper than $ve years if pecessary to collect suffigent
mdnies 1o cormplete a project

Identify Non-Fee Ravenue Sources

The use of the method for caleulating [acility standards can identify revenve Defidendes
attobvinble 10 the existng service populstion. As fecs are only imposed uoder the Act
1o fund new development’s fair portion of fadlites, the Town should coasider how
Deficendes might be supplemented through the use of alternative funding sources.
Potental sources of revenue include exisiopg or new geoeral fund revesucs or the vse of
existing of Dew taxes. Any new tx would require two-thirds voter approval, while orw
assessments or property-related charges would require majosty property-ownes
approval.

inflation Adjustment

Approprinte inflation indexcs should be ideatibied in 2 [ce ordinance incloding an~
sutpmatic sdjustment to the fee anoually. Scparate indexes for Jand and constmction
costs showld be used. Caleulating the land cost index may require the pedodic use of 2
property sppraiser. The construction cost index cao be based oo the Town’s recent
copital project expedence or cao be taken from any repuotable source, such as the
Engineering news Record To caleulate prospective fee increases, each index should be
weighed against jts share of total plaoped facility costs represented by land or
coostrucbon, as appropoate

Reporting Requirements

The Town should comply with the annwal and Gve-year seporting requirements of the
Act For facilites to be funded by a combination of public fees and other revenues,
idepubcaton of the sowre and amount of these non-fee reveoues is essental.
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[[”HD Ideatificaton of the Hming of receipt of other tevenues to fund the [adlities is also
importipt.
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9. MITIGATION FEE ACT FINDINGS

Fees are assessed and typically paid when 1 building permit is issued and imposed on
new developmest projects by local agencies responsible for regulating land use (dlies
and counties). To guide the imposition of fadlities fees, the California State Legjslature
adopted the Act with Assembly Bill 1600 1o 1987 apd subsequent amendments. The
Arcy, cootrined in Califarmio Government Code §§66000 — 66025, establishes rcquimmmts ot}
local agmmcs for the imposibon and administration of fees. The Act requires ]Dan
agrndces to document five stamatory fodings when adopting fees,

The five findings in the Act required for sdoplion of the maxdmum justfed fees
documented in this report are: 1) Purpose of Jee, 2) Use of fee Reveoues, 3) Benelht
Relationship, 4) Burdes Relabonship, and 5) Proportionality. They are cach discussed
below and are supported throughout the rest of this report.

¢ Idensify the purpose of the fee (§66007 {a){1) of the Ac).

We understand that it is the policy of the Town that new development will not buiden
the existing service population with the cost of faalides required to accommodate
growth. The purpose of the fees proposed hy this report is to implement this policy by
providiog a funding source from new development for capital improvements to serve
that developmeat. The fees advagce 2 legitimate Town interest by enabling the Towa ta
provide munidpal services to new development.

*  Identify the wse to wbich she fees wsll be put. If the use is finonoing forilities, the foclises sholl be
sdentified. That identification may, but need nof, be made by reference Jo a capital smprovement
plan a3 specfied in §65403 or §66002, may be madt in applicchle generol or specfic plan
requirements, or may be mode fn other public doruments that idenisfy the facilities for whirh the
Jees are thorged (66001 (a)(2) of the Ar).

Fees proposed in this report, if enacted by the Town, would be available to fund
cxpanded facilities to serve new development. Facilifes funded by these fees are
desigoated to be Jocated within the Town. Fees addressed in this report have been
idenhfied by the Town to be restocted to funding the following fadlity categodes:
General faclities, Park facilites, Trails facilides, Storm Drain faciliGes, and Skrects and

Traffic Signals.
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Summary desciptions of the planned facilides such as size and cost estimates were
prowided by the Town and are included in Chapters 4 through B of this report More
thorough descoptions of tertin planned facilities, incloding their specific Jocation, if
known at this time, are included in master plans, capital improvemest plans, or other
Town planning documents or are available from Towsp staff. The Town may change the
list of planned faclities to meet changing needs and dreurostapces, as it deems oecessary.
The fees should be updared if these amendments result in 2 Sgnificant chanpe ia the fair

shase cost allocated to new development.

Planned fadlines to be funded by the fees are descobed in the faofiter, Inventones, Plan
and standarrds sections io each facibty catepory chapter.

A RGO

*  Determine the reasonable relotionsbip between the fees' mie and the fyps of develspment
project on wbich the fees are suposed (§66001 (a)(3) of tbe Act).

We expect that the Town will restrct fee reveoue to the acquision of bnd, constraction
of fadlives and buildings, and purchase of related cquipment, fumishings, vebicles, and
services used to serve siew developmoent Faclites fupded by the {fees are expected to
provide 1 Town-wide network of facliies accessible to the additional residents and
wotlers assodated with new Sevelopment. Usder the Act, fees are not intended to fund
planoed faclites needed to correct existing Defidencies. Thus, a reasonable relationship
can be showo between the use of fee revenue and the new development residental and
pop-residential use classifications that will pay the fees.

tr AR R W

*+  Deserine the reasonchle relationship hetween the meed for the public facilities and the typer
of devefopment on wlich the fees ore fppased ({66007 (5)(4) of the Ari).

Fadlides peed 15 based op a fadlity standard thet represents the demand generated by
pew development for those fadlides. Fadlities demond is determined as follows:

o The service population is established based upon the auwmber of
residents and workers, which comelates to the demand for General
facliges, Park farilities and Trals facilities;

0 Stooo waler peoeration is dircedy related to the impervious sunsface
ares of a pew development and is Jinked to the nomber of EDUs
and comesponds Lo an increased demand [or Storm Dmin facilities;

o The oumber of vehicnlar tips generated per use dassification
detenmines Strects and Tralbe Signals acilives demand.

MvyaiFinanaol 10
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Town of Yurco Vollyy ] Pubbc Faribties Fir Study

For each fadlity category, demand is measured by a single fadlity standard that can be
applied neross land nse types to ensure a reasonable relatonship to the type of
development. Service populabon stapdards are caloulated based upan the aumber of
residents assoctated with residential development and the oumber of workers assodated
with pon-residential development. To calculate 2 sinple, per capita standard, ooe worker
is weighted Jess than one resident based oo an analysis of the relagve usc demand
between residential a0d non-residental development. For Stomm Drain facilities, faclity
standards are based on the impervious surface area of 2 development and linked to the
number of EDUs a5 compared 10 one single-family dwelling vnit.

The standards used to ideatify growth peeds are also vsed to determine if planned
faclides will partially serve the existing service population by correcting existing
Debdendes. This approach ensures that new development will only be respoasible for
its fair share of planned fadlities, and that the fees will pot unfairly burden new
development with the cost of facilities associated with serving the existing service
population.

Chapter 3 Grooth Projections provides a description of how service population and growth

projections ate calculated. Faclity standards are descabed 1o the Foalkities, Inpentones,
Plons ond stondords sectioos of in each fadlity category chapter.

* Determmine bow ther it a reasonoble relationship between the feex smount ond the cost of 1he
Jodliies or poriren of the faclitier artribsctable fo the developinent on which the fee iy jmposed
{(§66001 b} of the Art),

The reasonable relatiooship berween each fadlities fee for 2 specihc new development
project and the cost of the [aalifes attobutable to that project is based on the estmated
new devdJopmenl growth the project will accommodate. Fees {or a spedfic project are
based on the project’s size or increases in the pumber of EDUs or vehide tdps. Larper
new development projects can result io a higher service population, larger impervious
surfoce areas, or aipher top geoertion rate.resubting io higher fee revenne thao smaller
projects 1o the same land use dassificadon. Thus, the fees can cosure a.teasonable
relationship between a specific pew development project and the cost of the fadlitics
attobutable to thst project.

See Chapter 3, Growth Projections, or the sernre population, Equivalent Dwelling Unit or Trip Rate
Adjnsiment Fodor sections 1o each facility catepory chapter for 3 descopton of how
service population, EDUs or Tap Rate Adjustment Farctors are determined for different
types of land uses. See the Fee Schedu/ section of each faality category chapter for a
presentatiop of the proposed faciliies {ees.

MuniFinonoe/ 471
F.B1
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ATTACHMENT “I3”
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

GENERAL FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpose:
The purpose of the peneral facilities fee is to provide funding for the construction and or

expansions of existing general facilities within the Town. These include the Town Hall
Complex, the California Welcome Center, and the Community Development/Public
Works Complex. Specifically, these include the areas of Town Hall, Library,
Community Center, Museum, California Welcome Center, the Community Development
Administration Building, the Public Works Operations Building, and the future Animal
Shelter. These facilities and their specifics are identified in Table 3.1 of ibe Study.

Use of Fee Revenues:
The revenue generated from this fee will be used to furnish the funding required to erect

new municipal buildings or expand existing muuicipal buildings as described in the
foregoing section. These facilities will provide centralized, efficient, and expanded
public service facilibes to accommodate the projecied increase in the Town’s population

due to new developmeni.

Benefit Relationship:
The new residential, commercial, office, and industrial development which are

anticipated to occur dunng the planning period will generate significant additional
demand for the administrative, management, professional, technical and para-
professional services provided by the staffs of the Town’s non-emergency services. This
demand will occur among all components of the community and will require adequate
provision for office expansion 1o accommodate the new growth. The fee recommended
will apply to each of these community components, since all will contribute to the

demand for new and expanded municipal services.

Burden Relationship:
New development will require the services supplied by the administrative offices of the

Town’s non-emergency services. These services will require adequate, convenient and
efficient workspace to fulfill their public service requirements. Chapter 3 of the Study
addresses General Facilities. Specifically, Tables 3.0, 3.1, and 3.2 establish the rational
and methodology for determining the fee for new development, as identified in Table 3.3.

Proportionality:
Chapter 3 of the Study addresses General Facilities. Specifically, Tables 3.0, 3.1, and 3.2

establish the rational and methodology for determining the fee for new development, as
identified in Table 3.3.

Development Impac! Fee Resolution P 124 Page 120l )8
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PARK FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpose:
The purpose of this fee is to provide funding for the acquisition and improvement of

those park facilities and projects 1dentified in the Parks Master Plan, and that are required
1o augment the Town’s current park system 1o accomimodaie the needs of projected new

prowth and development in the Town.

Use of Fee Revenues:
The revenue generated from this fee will be used to purchase land and develop new

community, neighborhood and specialized parks within the Town of Yucca Valley
pursuant o the goals and objectives of such facilities contained in the General Plan and

ihe Parlts Master Plan.

Benefit Relationship:
The new residential development which is anticipated to occur duning the planning period

will generate significant need to improve and expand the Town’s basic park facilities.
This fee will be used to finance such improvements and additions. These new park
facilities will be needed in order to accommodate the projected growih from new
development which will be occurnng during the planning period as well as maintain

existing service levels.

Burden Relationship:
As noted previously, new development will require additional, improved or expanded

park facilities to maintain existing service levels. Growth from new development will
require adding five acres of new park facilities per 1,000 population to accommodate
such growih and to maintain current service levels. Further, the new facilities will
enhance the community’s quality of live and living environment to the benefit of all its

citizens.

Proportionality:

Chapter 4 of the Draft Study, including Tables 4.0, 471, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, identify the
methodology and basis for calculating the maximum fees that may be imposed for park
facilities as identified in Table 4.6. No fees are recommended for commercial, office or

industrial type development.

Development Impact Fee Resolution Pope 13 of 18
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TRAILS FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpose:
Chapter 5 addresses the Town’s frails system as identified in the Master Plan of Trails.

The purpose of the fee 15 1o ensure that development funds its fair share of the trails

systeml.

Use of Fec Revenues:
The Town will use fee revenues to expand the Town’s network of trails 1o serve new

development. The continued implementation of the trails system will further encourage
the use of this altemative (ransportation mode consistent with the General Plan’s stated

poals and objectives.

Benefit Relationship:
The projected residential development which is anticipated to occur during the planning

period will generate significant additional demand and need for the trails network. The
fee will be used to finance such improvements and additions that are necessary 1o serve
new development that is projected to occur during the planning period.

Burden Relationship:
As noted above, new residential development generates additional pedestrian and multi-

use traffic which will require additzonal or improved and/or expanded trail facilities to
maintain existing service levels as new growih occurs.

Proportionality:
Chapter 5, specifically Tables 5.0, 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3, identify the methodology and basis

for calculating the fee Jevel identified in Table 5.4.

Devefopment Impoct Fee Resolulion Pope 14 of 18
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STORM DRAIN FACILITIES: Additional Findings

Purpose:
The purpose of this fee is to provide funding for the acquisition and improvement of

those storm drain facilities and projects identified in the Master Plan of Drainage, and
that are required to augment tie Town’s current flood control system to accommodate the
needs of projected new growth and development in the Town.

Use of Fee Revenues:
The revenue generated from this fee will be used to purchase land and develop new storn

drain facilities within the Town of Yucca Valley pursuant to ithe goals and objectives of
such facilities contained in the General Plan and as 1dentified in the Master Plan of
Drainage, as well as within Chapter 6 of the Study.

Benefit Relationship:
The new residential, commercial, office and industnal development which are anticipated

1o occur during the planning period will generate significant need 1o improve and expand
the Town’s storm drain office. This fee will be used to finance such improvements and
additions. These new storm drain facilities wil) be needed in order 10 accommodate the
projected growth from new development whicl will be occurring during the planning
period as well as maintain existing service Jevels.

Burden Relationship:
Chapter 6, specifically Table 6.2, establishes and demonstrates a reasonable relationship

between new development and the need for new facilities. The facility standard is base
on the planned facilities investment into the Town’s system of storm drainage facilities

on a per EDU basis.

Proportionality:
Chapter 6 of the Draft Study, including Tables 6.0, 6.1, 6.2, and 0.3, identify the

methodology and basis for calculating the maximum fees that may be imposed for storm
drain facilities as identified in Table 6.4

Development Impsct Fee Resolution Poge 15 of 18
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STREETS AND TRAFFIC: Additional Findings

Purpose:

Chapter 7 summarizes an analysis of the need for streets and related transportation
facilities 1o accommodate growth within the Town of Yucca Valley. ]t documents a
reasonable relationship between new development and a traffic fee to fund street and
related transportation facilities that serve new development. The purpose of this fee is to
provide funding for the construction of those improvements 1o the Town’s street facilities

as identified in Chapter 7.

Use of Fee Revenues:
The revenue generated from this fee is to provide funding for the construction of those

improvements to the Town’s street facilities as identified 1n Chapter 7, which are required
1o augment the Town’s current street sysiem to accommodate the needs of projected new

growlh and development in the Town.

Benefit Relationship:
The new residential, commercial and industrial development which is projected to occur

during the planning period and lo build out will generate significant additional traffic and
the need to improve and expand the Town’s streel facility system. The fee will be used to
provide for those capacity improvements and traffic and pedestrian safety improvements

required by growth projections to maintain existing levels of service and to accommodate

new growth and development.

Burden Relationship:
As noted in the previous section, each type of new residential, commercial, office and

indusirial development will generate additional traffic, which will create an incremental
need to add 1o roadway capacity, and to improve traffic and pedestrian safety.
Specifically in Chapter 7, Tables 7.0, 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3 establish the methodology and
basis for the fees identified in Table 7.2

Proportionality:

The recommended fee 1s demand or trip generation based. Based upon irip generation
rates, Chapter 7 identifies the costs attributable to new development including residential,
commercial, office, and industrial. Specifically in Chapter 7, Tables 7.0, 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3
establish the methodology and basis for the fees identihed 1n Table 7.2

Development Impnct Fee Resolution Page 16 of 18
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ATTACHMENT “C”
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

Subdivision, single family residential development: $9,081 Per Unit

Infill, single family residential development: $2,568 Per Unit allocated to Park Facilities
Multi-Family residential development: $3,600 Per Unit

Commercial, Office and industrial development: Up to 3,000 sq. ft. $1.00 Per Sq. Ft.

3,001 10 5,000 sq. ft.  $2.00 Per Sq. Ft.
5,001 to 10,000 sq. ft ~ $4.00 Per Sq Ft.*

Over 10,000 sq. ft. $7.74 Per Sq. Ft.**
*Industrial Development is capped at: $3.18 Per Sq. Ft.
**Dffice Development is capped at: $7.08 Per Sq. Ft.
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ATTACHMENT D
REVISED STUDY TABLES
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ATTACHMENT A

GENERAL FACILITIES

iTable 3.1 General Facilities Existing Standard

IExisting Facilities Inventory Cost / Unit Total Value

iLand (Acres)

f Public Works Complex 1.6 20000 § 32 000

{Buildings (sg-fi)

. Town HalllLibrary 12640 § 200 % 2,528 000
Community Center 11,922 250 % 2 BB0 5400
Museum 4,108 200 % 1,021,600
Corp. Yard Operations 9,623 200 § 1,824 b00
Animal Shelter (Fulure)™ 10,000 150 % 1,500,000

[Total Facilties 5 3,366,700

iExisling Sewice Population 19,640

iCostPerCapha 5 503

iFacilty Standard per Resident g 503

{Facility Standard per Worker 103

{= Animal Shefter costs applied to residentiaf users only

i Table 3.2: New Development Contribution

iFacHny Standard per Resident 3 503

iGrowth in Residents (2005-2025) 15,470

iFacility Standard per Worker 103

jGrowth in Workers (2005-2025) 4,000

) 8,199,009

‘New Development Conlribution
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“Table 3.3 General Facilities Fee

: - Standard Fee/
iLani Use Per EDU Density Fee Admin Total Fee  Sq-ft
RESIDENTIAL {per dwelling unit)
Single Family $§ 503 2.8 5 1152 b 2 51,18
Multi Family 503 1.77 890 22 913
fZNON-R’ES‘IDENT/AL (per 1,000 square feet building area)
Commercial § 104 2.50 § 258 3 B P 264 § 06
Office 103 3.33 343 g 352 0.35
Industrial 103 1.67 172 4 176 D.18
P.132
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ATTACHMENT B
STORM DRAIN FACILITIES

|
!Table 6.2: Storm Drain Facilities Standard

' {2004 Costs)
!Detained Flood Conlrol System Projected Cost 5 102,016,000
|Cost Escalator 121%
iEscalated Detained Flood Control Sysiem Cost 123,439 360
{Faciliies Standard Cost Allocation: 50% § 61,719,580
"Total EDUs (2025) 24 382
3 2531

|
IEquity Per EDU

f

fTable 6.3: Development Share of Storm Drain Facilities

!
iFacility Standard Per EDU ¥ 2 531
iGrowth in EDUs (20056-2025) g/m3
iNew Development Contribution b 24 B40,260
!
{Table 6.4: Storm Drain Facllity Fees )
Standard EDU Feel
|[Land Use Per EDU Factor Fee Admin Total Fee  Sy-fi
IRESIDENTIAL (per dwelling unit)
Single Family § 2531 1.00 24831 o1 $ 2632
Multi Family 2,531 0.50 1,266 5 1,316
‘NON-RESIDENTIAL (per 1,000 square feet building area)
Commercial § 2531 0.66 § 1670 § B/ § 1737 5§ 174
Office 2531 0.69 1,74b 70 1,816 1.82
industrial 2531 0.46 1,164 47 1211 1.21
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ATTACHMENT C
STREETS AND TRAFFIC

|
i

;Table 7.2: Streets & Traflic Facllities Master Plan Cost Summary for New Development

iSueets Cost
,ROW Costs {o widen SR B2 - Wes! Town Boundery 1o Kickapoo Trail, 2.89 AC $ 1,346 406
{Widen SR B2 106 Lanes - Wesl Town Boundary 1o Kickapoo Trail, 1.42 miles 2,227 500
{ROW Costs 1o widen SR B2 - Kickapoo Trail 1o Acoma/Mohawk Trail, 1.32 AC 1,033 A1
'Widen SR 52 to 6 Lanes - Kickapoc Trail 1o Acoma/Mohawk Trail, 1.09 miles 1,707 750
ROW Cosls to widen SR 62 - Acoma/Mcohawk Trail to SR 247, 1.83 AC 1,427,190
Widen SR 82105 Lanes - Acoma/Mohawk Trail io SR 247, 1.51 miles 2,361,160
ROW Costs to widen SR 62 - SR 247 ta Hillon Avenue, 1.03 AC B02.775
Widen SR B2 1o 6 Lanas - SR 247 1o Hilion Avanue, 0.85 miles 1,336,500
ROW Casts 1o widen SR 62 - Hilton Avenuge to Avalon Avenue, 1.03 AC BOB,575
Widen SR 62 to b Lanes - Hilton Avenue to Avalon Avenue, 0.85 miles 1,336,500
ROW Costs to widen SR 62 - Avalon Avenue 1o Yucca Mesa Road, 1.26 AC D84 628
Widen SR 62 1o 6 Lanes - Avalon Avenue 1o Yucca Mesa Road, 1.04 miles 1,633,500
ROW Costs 1o widen SR 247 - SR 52 to San Juan Road, 12.19 AC 2804 775
Widen SR 247 1o 4 Divided Lanas - SR 62 lo San Juan Road, 1.57 miles 3,140,000
ROW Costs to widen SR 247 - San Juan Road to Buena Vista Drive, 12.13 AC 2804775
Widen SR 247 10 4 Divided Lanes - San Juan Road o Buena Vista Drive, 1.57 miles 3,140,000
ROW Cost 1o widen SR 247 - Buena Visia Drive to N. Town Beundary, 17.80 AC 4093113
Widen SR 247 to 4 Divided Lanes - Buena Visla Drive to N. Town Boundary, 2.16 miles 4,320,000
Widen Onaga Trail, 4 Lane Aderial Divided - Kickapoo Trail o Joshua Lane 7 437 150
‘Widsn Yucca Trail, 4 Lane Arerial Divided - Sage Avenue 10 Avalon Avenue 5 BB3 584
‘Widen Joshua Lans, 4 Lane Arletial Divided - Onaga Trail to SR 52 2,621,358
Widen Kickapoo Trail, 4 Lane Collactor - Onaga Trail 1o SR 62 367,318
VWidan Acoma Tiail, 4 Lane Colleclor - Golden Bee Diive 10 SR B2 3327726
iWiden Sage Avenue, 4 Lane Colleclar - Golden Bee Drive o SR 62 3,327,726
iVWiden Joshua Lane, 4 Lane Collector - Golden Bee Drive 1o Onaga Trail 2085 AB5
Widen La Contenta Rpad, 4 Lane Collector - Yuccs Trail 1o SR 62 3,174 245
Widen Palornar Avenue, 4 Lana Collactor - Joshua Lane 1o Yucca Trail as77 871
iWidan Avalon Avenua, 4 Lane Collsctor - Yucea Trail 1o SR B2 2.930,329
Widan Yucea Trail, 4 Lane Collecior - Avalon Avenue o Yucca Mesa Road 4037 342
Widen Onaga Trall, 4 Lane Collector - Joshua Lane 1o Palomar Avenue 2.983,479
Widen Joshua Drive, 4 Lane Collector - Acoma Trail 10 Joshua Lane 2486 232
Widon Warran Vicls Avonuo, D Lane Colloclor Yuecea Trail le SR G2 474 QB4
IWiden Joshua Lans, 2 Lane Collector - Golden Bee Drive to Warren Vista Drive 793,406
iWiden Sage Avenue, 4 Lane Collector - SR 62 lo Sunnyslope Drive 1.147 492
"Widen Deer Trail, 4 Lane Colleclor - Onaga Trail io SR 52 1,032,743
|Widen Balsa Avenue, 4 Lane Colleclor - Yucca Trail o SR 62 1,338,740
!Widen Yucca Mesa Road, 4 Lane Collector - SR 62 1o N, Town Boundary 4,360,469
|Widen Buena Visls Drive, 4 Lane Collsclor - SR 247 1o Yucca Mesa Road 6,196,455
:Conetiuet Sunnyslope Drive, 4 Lane Collecior - Balsa Avenus Io La Contenta Road 3,858,874
4,879,468

iConstrucl Indio Avenue, 2 Lene Indusirial - Yucca Trail 1o SR 62
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iTable 7.2: Strects & Traffic Facilities Masler Plan Cost Summary for New Development

Traffic Satety
iRaised Medians on SR 62 - Wes! Town Boundary 1o Fairway Drive

Cost
s 910,000

yRaised Medians on SR 62 - Camino del Cielo to Kickapoo Trail

$ 1,114,000

iRaised Medians on SR B2 - Cherokes Trail to Acoma/Mohawk Trail

NERGEG

iRaised Medians on SR 62 - Palm Avenue 1o Sage Avenue

794,000
|

nj?_aised Medians on SR 62 - SR 247 to Warren Vista Avenue

1,198,000

ERa-ised Medians on SR 62 - Warren Vista Avenue {p Hillon Avenue

608,000

;f?—_éajsed Medins on SR 62 - Hillon Avenus to Balsa Avenue

640,000

‘Raised Medians on SR 52 - Balsa Avenue to Avalon Avenue _

1,178,000

‘Rajsed Medians on SR 62 - India Avenue to Yucca Masa Road

1,126,000

S|dewalks on bolh sides SR 62 - West Town boundary 1o Fairway Dnve

276,000

Srdewalks on buth sides SR 52 - Fairway Drive 1o Camino del Cielo

380,000

'Sidewalks on both sides SR 62 - Camino del Cielo o Kickapoo Trail

360,000

' SIEEWSInG Uil v

;Sndewalks on bath sides SR 62 - Kickapoo Trail 1o Elk Trail

456,000

A | em enlen |en o len e |en

:Sidewalks on bath sides SR 62 - Elk Trail to Cherokee Trail

130000

Sldewalks on both sides SR 62 - Cherokes Trail to Acoma/Mohawk Trail

210,000

‘Sldewalks on both sides SR B2 - Acoma/Mohawk Trail lo Palm Avenue

360,000

,Sldewalks on hoth sides SR 62 - Palm Avenue to Sage Avenue

378,000

:Sidewalks on both sides SR 52 - Sage Avenue 1o SR 247

370,000

gidewalks an bolh sides SRB2 - SR 247 to Warren Vists Avenue

408 000

SIdEWB'kS on both sides SR 62 - Warren Vista Avenue to Hillon Avenue

208,000

'Sidewalks an hoth sides SR 62 - Hillon Avenue to Balsa Avenue

218,000

il |

‘Sidewalks on both sides SR 62 - Balsa Avenue o Avalon Avenue

402,000

Sldewalks on bolh sides SR 52 - Avalon Avenue 1o Indic Avenue

373,000

mmmmmmmmmm{

‘Sidewalks on hoth sides SR 62 - Indio Avenue 1o Yucca Mesa Road

384,000

Subtotal - Traflic Safety 513,007,000

T raffic Signals Cost
‘Yucca Trail @ Joshua Lane | § 500,000
SF? 62/Camino del Cielo % 500,000
SF? 62/5age Avenue § 500000
SR’ 62/Jashua Lane 1§ 500,800
SF? B62/Yutca Mesa Road/La Conlenia Road v 500,000
Yucea TeaillAvalan Avenue/Palnmar Avenus_ g AA000a
;3 500000

iOnaga Trail/Acoma Trail
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'Table 7.3; Streets & Traffic Facilities Standard

iPlanned Projects

Streel Improvements
Traffic Safely

Traflic Signals

“Tolal Streets & Trafiic Facililies

{Less: Other Funding Sources 2004-2025

fNet Facility Needs
éDeveImeenl Share: 40%
§Pr0jemed Trips Demand for Future Growth

iStandard Per Trip

§ 108,029,445
13,007 000
3,500,000

§ 122,536,446
(4,015 000)

§ 118,521,446
47 408 578

231 60

5 204

‘Table 7.4: Streets & Traffic Facility Fees

Trip

‘ Standarnd Demand Fee/

iLand Use Per Trip Faclor Fee Admin Total Fee  Sq-ft

IRESIDENTIAL (per dwelling unil)

. Single Family ~ § 204 10.4 § 2,122 § 120 § 2242

' Multi Family 204 8.3 1,693 96 1,789

|NON-RESIDENTIAL (per 1,000 square feet building area)

i Commercial § 204 b $ 5426 § 308 $ 5734 § 573
Ofiice 204 228 4 B51 264 4915 4.9
Industrial 204 B3 1693 96 1,789 1.79
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YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES OCTOBER 18, 2011

10.

AYES:
NOES:

AGREEMENT NO. 009-N FOR THE SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL PROJECT AND
APPROVING AUTHORIZED SIGNATORS TO ALL NECESSARY AGREEMENTS
AND DOCUMENTS

Ratify, the Warrant Register total of $476,002.96 for checks dated October 10, 2011.
Ratify, Payroll Registers total of $118,268.63 for checks dated September 30, 2011.

Council Member Hagerman moved to adopt Consent Agenda Items 4-10. Council
Member Lombardo seconded. Motion carried 5-0 on a roll call vote.

Council Member Abel, Hagerman, Lombardo, Rowe and Mayor Huntington.
None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

PUBLIC HEARINGS

11.

Public Facilities Development Impact Fees, Resolution

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA AMENDING AND ADOPTING AND ESTABLISHING
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES RELATING TO THE TOWN OF YUCCA
VALLEY DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

Deputy Town Manager Stueckle gave the staff report contained in the Agenda Packet
and displayed a PowerPoint presentation during the discussion. He commented that one
of the questions asked was why the residential component was based on EDU rather
than square foot, and advised that at the time the study was done it was common in the
industry to use EDU’s.

Town Manager Nuaimi questioned how many new housing starts have occurred as a
result of the infill incentive program. Deputy Town Manager Stueckle advised there
have been none as result of the program, noting that the Town has just received the first
infill permit.

It was noted that the proposed high fee of $7.74 for 10,001 square feet or more is for
commercial development. The cap for office development is $7.08 and industrial is
$3.18

Town Manager Nuaimi commented that one alternative that has been examined is an
increase in transfer tax, and noted that current state law mandates that only Charter
Cities can increase the transfer tax above the $0.55 General Law Cities receive. He
noted the City Managers have talked about having that changed but it would require
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YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES OCTOBER 18,2011

action by the state legislature, and it would not be possible to place a measure on the
ballot to increase the tax until 2014.

Mayor Huntington opened the Public Hearing
Margo Sturges, Yucca Valley, spoke in favor of the proposed fees.

Scott McKone, Yucca Valley, commented regarding the need to charge residential fees
on a square foot basis to make it equitable for all.

There being no one else wishing to speak, Mayor Huntington closed the Public Hearing

Council Member Lombardo questioned if the transfer tax can be used for any purpose.
Town Manager Nuaimi stated yes, it is a general fund source and can be used for
anything. He advised it is not illegal to implement an impact fee program on a per
square foot basis, however the methodology used at the time of the study was based on
EDU so we would have to do a new analysis with a different methodology. If the fee
was based on square footage, it would likely be collected on additions as well as new

construction.

Council Member Rowe commented it was mentioned that the Blue Ribbon Committee
had some discretion and questioned if they were given discretion regarding whether to
use EDU’s or square footage. Deputy Town Manager Stueckle advised no, the analysis
was too far along and the EDU basis was the way the tool came forward. He noted that
using square footage would require a new analysis. Council Member Rowe questioned
if this will be part of the General Plan update. Deputy Town Manager Stueckle advised
not the impact study itself, but when we complete the general plan we will know the
infrastructure needs and can initiate a new study at that time.

Mayor Huntington suggested it can safely be argued that houses of different sizes have
the same impact.

Council Member Hagerman commented he does not feel that the time is now to be
raising these fees, advising he appreciates staff’s slide showing the millions the Town
could have gotten, but questioned how many of those houses would not have been built
here if those fees were set that high.

Council Member Abel questioned if a developer is credited if they are required to make
offsite improvements. Deputy Town Manager Stueckle advised they are if the
improvements made are included in the impact study.

Council discussed each component of the recommendation individually with a majority
concurring with them.
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YUCCA VALLEY TOWN COUNCIL MINUTES OCTOBER 18,2011

AYES:
NOES:

Council Member Abel moved to adopt Resolution No. 11-46 implementing the
following actions: 1) establishes subdivision single family residential public facility
development impact fees at the maximum level of $9,081 per unit; 2) modifies the
development incentive program for infill single family residential public facility
development impact fees, setting the fees at $2,568 per unit with those fees dedicated to
Park facilities; 3) retains multi-family residential public facility development impact
fees at $3,600 per unit; 4) modifies the development incentive program for commercial,
general office, and industrial development projects as follows:

Up to 3,000 square feet: $1.00 per square foot
3,001 to 5,000 square feet: $2.00 per square foot
5,001 to 10,000 square feet: $4.00 per square foot
10,001 square feet or more: $7.74 per square foot

and 5) Approves the public facility development impact fee levels through December
2013 or until thereafter as modified and amended by the Town Council. Council
Member Lombardo seconded. Motion carried 3-2 on a roll call vote.

Council Member Abel, Lombardo, and Mayor Huntington.
Council Member Hagerman and Rowe

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None

DEPARTMENT REPORTS

12.

SR 62/SR 247 Traffic Signal Median Island Project, Approval of Plans and
Specifications, Authorization to Advertise for Construction

Deputy Town Manager Stueckle gave the staff report contained in the packet and
displayed a PowerPoint presentation during the discussion.

Mark Miller, Yucca Valley, spoke in opposition to the recommendation requesting to
change it to include and fast track mid-block approaches. He noted the business owners
in the area will volunteer financial support for the design phase of the mid-block
approaches. He distributed a proposed plan.

Art Miller, Yucca Valley, spoke in opposition to the recommendation and in favor of
adding a mid-block access.

Curt Duffy, Yucca Valley, spoke in favor of the recommendation, and the need to get
something done now.

Mark Mihalik, Yucca Valley, spoke in opposition to the recommendation asking
instead for a mid-block access, and offered financial participation with the rest of the
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TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Honorable Mayor & Town Council
From: Shane R. Stueckle, Deputy Town Manager
Date: March 30, 2015

For Council Meeting: April 7, 2015

Subject: Resolution No. 15-
Hi-Desert Water District, Assessment District No. 2014-1
Notice of Public Hearing and Proposed Assessment
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Septic Discharge Prohibition
Town Assessments

Prior Council Review: There has been no prior review of this matter.
Recommendation: That the Town Council:

e Approves the assessments on the Town'’s thirty-one (31) properties currently
owned as identified in Attachment A to this Staff Report.

¢ Authorizes and Directs the Town Manager to Vote “Yes” on the Ballots received
for the thirty-one (31) properties as identified in Attachment A to this Staff
Report.

o Authorizes and approves potential liability of assessments for leased properties
and pending purchases properties, including Jacobs Park and the Boys and Girls
Club of the Hi-Desert leased parks, and the pending purchase of the Brehm
Youth Sports Park Facility.

¢ Approves the Resolution in support of the Hi-Desert Water District Assessment
District No. 2014-1.

e Authorize the Town Manager to vote affirmatively for any verified subsequent
ballots in the Assessment District received after April 7, 2015, up to the legal
assessment or $25,000.

o Directs staff to return to the Town Council with all necessary budget actions after
successful formation of the Assessment District.

Reviewed By: @(_,,/f/ %/ 3 R S

TowprManager Town Attorney Finance Manager Department

-
X Department Report Ordinance Action X Resolution Action Public Hearing
Consent Minute Action Receive and File Study Session
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Executive Summary: The California Regional Water Quality Control Board amended the
Basin Plan prohibiting septic discharges beginning May 19, 2016, within Phase |
boundaries. Phases Il and lll prohibition dates as established by the CRWQCB are May

19, 2019 and May 19, 2022 respectively.

The Hi-Desert Water District (HDWD) has caused the preparation of construction plans for
the Phase | collection system and completed the Engineer’'s Assessment Report. The
HDWD assessment district voting process concludes on May 13, 2015.

Order of Procedure:
Request Staff Report
Request Public Comment
Council Discussion/Questions of Staff
Motion/Second
Discussion on Motion
Call the Question (Roll Call Vote)

Discussion: The Town received Property Owner Assessment Ballots from HDWD for
Assessment District No. 2014-1. The properties, Assessor Parcel Numbers and
assessment values are identified in Attachment A to this staff report. Five ballots for
former Redevelopment Agency owned properties, now Town properties have not been
received at the writing of this staff report, but the assessment values are included in
Attachment A. Also included is identification of potential financial assessment liability of
leased facilities as well as the pending purchase of the Brehm Youth Sports Park.

The following information identifies total assessments, at this time, by phase, for Town
and former Redevelopment Agency owned properties, including potential financial
liability for leased and pending purchases of properties.

PHASE Assessment Amount
Phase I: $616,138.05
Phase II: $14,636.19
Phase lll: $9,757.40
Total; $640,531.64

As outlined in the District's program for wastewater infrastructure implementation, future
assessment votes are necessary for Phases |l and Phases Ill. The Town will again
have the opportunity to vote on proposed assessments in those phases when
implemented by HDWD.
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Alternatives: Based upon the need for additional information, do not authorize voting
at this time, and do not adopt the Resolution, and direct staff to return with additional

information.

Fiscal impact: Total Assessment District No. 2014-1 assessment for all three phases
is estimated to total $640,532 (with lease/purchase properties). Preliminary estimates
of probable construction costs for connections of Phase | properties are conservatively
projected at $360,000, for a total cost of Phase | assessments and construction cost
estimates of $1,000,532. Again, there will be additional assessments and additional
construction connection costs for properties in Phases Il and 11l as HDWD moves
forward with those phases of the wastewater collection system. Based on the location
of the various properties, approximately $561,658 (includes leases and housing
successor) of the Phase 1 assessment is within the RDA Project Area and therefore
qualifies to be paid utilizing Bond Proceeds from the former RDA. The estimated
constructions costs will also qualify for use of bond proceeds once determined.

Attachments: Resolution No. 15-
Attachment A, Property Site, Assessor Parcel Number and
Assessment listing
Property Owner Assessment Ballots
CRWQCB Staff Report
CRWQCB RESOLUTION NO. R7-2011-0004
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-

A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN
OF YUCCA VALLEY CALIFORNIA APPROVING THE
ASSESSMENTS OF AND SUPPORTING THE HI-DESERT
WATER DISTRICT ASSESSMENT DISTRICT NO. 2014-1.

WHEREAS, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board
(CRWQCB) adopted Resolution No. R7-2011-0004 imposing a septic discharge
prohibition for Phase | properties effective May 19, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the Town of Yucca Valley owns properties within Phases |, |l and I
of the CRWQCB septic discharge prohibition boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the Hi-Desert Water District has scheduled a public hearing for
Assessment District No. 2014-1 for May 13, 2015 and property owners must submit
their assessment ballots on or before that date; and

WHEREAS, the Town of Yucca Valley owns thirty-one (31) properties within the
three Phases identified in the CRWQCB Resolution NO. R7-2011-0004 and must
submit assessment ballots for these properties on or before May 13, 2015.

NOW, THEREFORE THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY,
CALIFORNIA RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS.

Section 1: Approves the assessments on the Town’s thirty-one (31) properties
currently owned as identified in Attachment A to this Staff Report.

Section_2: Authorizes and Directs the Town Manager to Vote “Yes” on the Ballots
received for the thirty-one (31) properties as identified in Attachment A to this Staff

Report.

Section 3: Authorizes and approves potential liability of assessments for leased
properties and pending purchases properties, including Jacobs Park and the Boys and
Girls Club of the Hi-Desert leased parks, and the pending purchase of the Brehm Youth
Sports Park Facility.

Section 4: Authorizes the Town Manager to vote affirmatively for any verified
subsequent ballots in the Assessment District received after April 7, 2015, up to the
legal assessment or $25,000.
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Section 5: Supports the Hi-Desert Water District in the formation of Assessment
District No. 2014-1 and in its implementation of CRWQCB Resolution No. R7-2011-

0004.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 7 Day of April 2015.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

TOWN CLERK
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ATTACHMENT A
LISTING OF PROPERTIES AND ASSESSMENTS

Town of Yucca Valley Properties

H.D.W.D.
SITE APN Assessment *
Phase 1 Sewer Project
Properties within RDA Project Area
Community Center
Town Hall/Library 0595-361-27-0000 $80,182.22
Museum 0595-361-27-0000 incl
Comm. Center Bldg. ** 0595-361-27-0000 incl
Sheriff ** 0595-361-27-0000 incl
Sr. Center 0595-361-27-0000 incl
Soccer Field 0595-361-27-0000 incl
Corner of ball field 0595-323-19-0000 incl
Downtown Properties (former Successor Agency)
Elk Trail 0586-321-01-0000 14,009.51
Elk Trail 0586-321-02-0000 14,009.51
7325 Fox Tralil 0586-321-11-0000 14,009.51
7315 Fox Tralil 0586-321-12-0000 14,009.51
7302 Fox Tralil 0586-321-13-0000 14,009.51
7312 Fox Trail 0586-321-14-0000 14,009.51
7346 EIk Tr. 0586-321-15-0000 18,160.17

P.102



55786 Elk Trail 0586-321-16-0000 14,009.51

7635 EIKk Trail 0586-321-17-0000 14,009.51
7313 Elk Trail 0586-322-04-0000 14,009.51
7305 EIK Trail 0586-322-05-0000 14,009.51
7350 Inca Trail 0586-101-09-0000 18,160.17
55460 29 Palms Highway 0586-101-08-0000 18,160.78
Welcome Center ** 0587-361-02-0000 18,160.17
PFF ** 0595-162-09-0000 28,865.92
0595-162-08-0000 14,009.51
Park and Ride 0586-101-07-000 NC
0586-101-06-0000 8,289.71
Brehm 2*** 0595-131-01-0000 18,160.17*
56636 L.L. Dr. 0595-131-49-0000 18,160.17*
6907 Palm Ave. 0595-131-47-0000 14,009.51*
0595-131-11-0000 8,289.71*
0595-131-17-0000 8,289.71*
0595-131-45-0000 8,289.71*
Estimated Assessment Costs * $344,083.75
$419,282.73
for Properties within RDA Project Area w/lease/purchase

eligible for payment from bond proceeds
Phase 1 Sewer Project cont'd
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Town as Housing Successor

Avalon 6405 0601-193-21-0000 26,817.02

Avalon 6411 0601-193-20-0000 26,817.02

Hermosa 6414 0601-161-12-0000 26,817.02

Goleta 6403 0601-161-28-0000 26,817.02

Goleta 6413 0601-161-27-0000 26,817.02

Estimated Assessment Costs * 134,085.10

for Housing Successor Properties
eligible for payment from housing bond proceeds
Properties outside RDA Project Area
Paradise Park

Restroom 0601-151-22-0000 18,160.17

Not

0601-141-07-0000 assessed

Not

0601-141-08-0000 Assessed

Not

0601-141-09-0000 Assessed

Comm. Bldg. 0601-141-06-0000 18,160.17

Public Works 0601-551-19-0000 18,160.17

Not

0601-551-18-0000 Assessed

Estimated Assessment Costs * $54,480.51

for Properties outside RDA project area
to be funded from general fund

Properties leased by Town
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Jacobs Park

Comm. Bldg. 0585-141-08-0000
Restroom ** 0585-141-08-0000
Brehm 1 ** 0595-071-01-0000

0595-071-02-0000

Total Estimated Assessment Costs

Phase 1

Phase 2 Sewer Project

Southside Park - Phase 2 0585-061-04-0000

0585-061-05-0000
0585-061-06-0000
Total Estimated Assessment Costs
Phase 2

Phase 3 Sewer Project

Machris Park - Phase 3 0589-361-01-0000
South Park 0589-011-30-0000
S.E. Cor. Sunny Slope and 0595-361-24-0000

Sage - Phase 3
Total Estimated Assessment Costs
Phase 3

Total Estimated Assessment Costs

P.105

8,289.71*

8,289.71*

$524,359.65 w/o
lease/purchase properties
$616,138.05
w/lease/pending purchase

4,878.70

4,878.79
4,878.70

14,636.10

4,878.70

4,878.70

Not
Assessed

9,757.40

$548,753.24 w/o lease



All $640,531.64w/lease/pendin
Phases g purchase

(*Leased and pending purchases)
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Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

[ Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

O No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0586-101-09-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$18,160.17
2722 P1 5044 ***AUTO**5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley §706.50
57090 29 Palms Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932
I'||"||'|I'"||IIIII|‘|III"II"I"'I'||"'|I|"||I-II"||'|'|I|
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Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Baliot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

[ No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0587-361-02-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$18,160.17
2T24 P1 5676 **+***AUTO*5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $706.50
57090 29 Palms Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932
R TR R U B U T IR TR

Print Name: Signed Date
clare under penalty of perjury that | am a record owner of the part
e e e e e l\IIHIII\IIIHIHIHHIIII||HIIH|H\IUIIHIHIHIIH\IINIIHIIIIHIIHI!\
SIGNATURE, AND THE DATE THE BALLOT WAS SIGNED IN ORDER FOR IT TO BE COUNTED.*

Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

O No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0601-141-06-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$18,160.17
2T27 P1 6493 ***AUTO*5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley §706.50

57090 29 Palms Hwy
Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932

Print Name: Signed P.107 Date
I hereby declare under penalty of perjury that | am a recoro owner of the parcel listed al

(U T T B T I =vou MUST USE INK TO MAKE YOUR SEI ECTION AND TO PROVIDE YOUR PRINTED NAME TR TR e o
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Assessment District No. 2014-1

1Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

I No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

is ballot represents; APN 0601-151-22-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:

$18,160.17

2727 P1 6500 ***AUTO*5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:

Town of Yucca Valley §706.50

57090 29 Palms Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932

118 LLVELEry | ET e L LY EL T Yy L 1 L T T L

Print Name: Signed Date

ereby declare under penalty of perjury that | am a record owner of the parcel lis

IIIIWIIHWIIWIIIIHIINIJINIIIHIMIIWIIWIIWH(III!IHII( e o A s O e l(IIHIIIHIIMVII\IIHIMIIIIIIHIN(I\IVI(I|(|\|IIHHIV\IEHIliﬂ|litl|l|\
SIGNATURE, AND THE DATE THE BALLOT WAS SIGNED IN ORDER FOR IT TO BE COUNTED. -

Hl Desert Water Dlstrlct Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

No, I do not approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

5 ballot represents: APN 0601-551-19-0000 ' Total Proposed Lien Amount:
2 727 P1 6628 ***AUTO*5-DIGIT 92284 ?lfé? ‘ISEOS.:iZnated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley §706.50
57090 29 Palms Hwy
Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932
||||||||||||||||l|||||||||||||||||||||||I|I|l||||||l|||||||||||||
Print Name: Signed Date
| hereby declare under penalty of perjury that | am a record owner of the parcel listed al
Il IIWIIHIIIINII I IVII\HIINIW |I|||IIIHIIHIII\IH!IHII oo e einseeema crsecaerowe | IIIHI|WIIWIItHiIWIIHI!I\

H| Desert Water Dlstrlct Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

| Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

s ballot represents: APN 0586-321-01-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$14,009.51
2723 P1 5220 ***AUTO*5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley §545.02
57090 29 Palms Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932
A {ITLTTT et | C LT U U RLUTTTT TR U TR Rl

Print Name: SignedP.108 Date
| hereby declare under penalty of perjury thal | am a record owner of the parce! lisled above.
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Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

0 No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0586-321-02-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$14,009.51
2723 P1 5221 #****AUTO**5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley 3545.02

57090 29 Palms Hwy
Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932

Print Name: Sigred Date
| hereby declare under penatty of perjury that | am a record owner o cel listed a
!IIHIII\IIIHINIHII\}IIHHIIIII\IIIUIINIHIIIIIWII!HIIHIII(IIHIHII e o o e !IIIHII!II\IHIHIHIIVIIIHIIHlIH\IHI!UINIHII\HII\H!INIII\IIIHIII
SIGNATURE, AND THE DATE THE BALLOT WAS SIGNED IN ORDER FOR IT TO BE COUNTED.™

Hi-Desert Water Dlstrlct Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

0 No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0586-321-16-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$14,009.51
2723 P1 5223 ****=AUTO*5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $545.02
57090 29 Palms Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932
(e g o0y g Lo g g O s I g e

Print Name: Signed Date
hereby declare under penalty of perjury thal | am a record owner of the parcel listed above
IIIIIII\IIIHI{IIHIIIIIHMIHIIIHIIIHI\IIIIIIIIHIIIIIIIIIIIIIII(HIHII e o e |ﬂll\lllll\IHIHIIIIIHIIHHII}II\HIIH\IIIIHHII\HII!»IIH\II\I\IIIHII
SIGNATURE, AND THE DATE THE BALLOT WAS SIGNED IN ORDER FOR IT TO BE COUNTED. -

Hi-Desert Water Dlstrlct Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

0O No, I do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0586-321-17-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$14,009.51
2723 P1 5224 =*aAUTO*5.DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley 3545.02

57090 29 Palms Hwy
Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932

BRI TR TTU EU SR U TR AT Ui | g L
Print Name: SignedP.109 Date
| hereby declare I f pe lhll ord o flh | listed above.
OO O OO TR O Ty ereby dectare under penally of perjury hat | am a record owner of lhe parcel listed above. gy g g e o OB 6 SR K B
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Assessment District No. 2014-1

| Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $4,878.70 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

| No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $4,878.70 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

s ballot represents; APN 0589-361-01-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$4,878.70
2726 P16172 **AUTO*5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $189.80
57090 29 Palms Hwy
Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932
LT AT T U DR WD L ST TR
Print Name: Signed Date

| hereby declare under penalty of perjury that | am a record owner of the parcel listed aboy

Ve,
UNVARRUTUADRMINOM - o e e rsessonces — IAMEARANOENAAMIRNRIEINININ
SIGNATURE, AND THE DATE THE BALLOT WAS SIGNED IN ORDER FOR IT TO BE COUNTED."

Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

5 ballot represents: APN 0595-162-08-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$14,009.51
2726 P1 6282 *****ATO*5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $545.02
57090 29 Palms Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932
Tl M L e e e i

Print Name: Signed Date
| hereby declare under penally of perjury that | am a record owner of the parce! listel

et HIIHI MRV IIWIIWIIWIIW ||1H||1

Hi-Desert Water Dlstrlct Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

(es, | approve the proposed assessment of $28,865.92 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

Vo, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $28,865.92 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

ballot represents: APN 0595-162-09-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$28,865.92
2726 P1 6283 ****AUTO*5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $1,123.00

57090 29 Palms Hwy
Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932

lIllI"lIlllI”"lIlIIIIIIIIIllll"“IlIl"Il"”lllll”lllllllll

Print Name: Signed _P. 110 Date
| hereby declar nalty of perjury that | am a record owner of the
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Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $80,182.22 to fund the construction ahd financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

O No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $80,182.22 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

his ballot represents: APN 0595-361-27-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:

$80,182.22

2T2% P16365 ***H**AUTO**S-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:

Town of Yucca Valley §3,119.40

57090 29 Palms Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932

L ST TR TR TR (T H U IHE R R TRTHT

Print Name: Signed Date

hereby declare under penally of perjury that | am a record owner of the par
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Hi-Desert Water Dlstrlct Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

[ Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $4,878.70 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

[ No, I do not approve the proposed assessment of $4,878.70 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0585-061-04-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:

$4,878.70
2721 P14722 ****AUTO*5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimatéd Annual Assessment:
$189.80

Town of Yucca Valley
57090 29 Palms Hwy
Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932

Print Name: Signed Date
eby declare under penalty of perjury that ] am a record owner of the p
llllllfllIHIHWIWIIllflIHIHINIIWNNIIIIIIIWIIWIIIIIﬂIHII oo et setouierorsi ot || AR
SIGNATURE, AND THE DATE THE BALLOT WAS SIGNED IN ORDER FOR IT TO BE COUNTED.**

Hi-Desert Water Dlstrlct Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

1 Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $8,289.71 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

1 No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $8,289.71 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0586-101-06-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$8,289.71
2 T22 P1 5042 mm*AUTo**S_DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley §322.50
57090 Twenty-Nine Palms Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932
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Print Name: SignedP 111 Date
| hereby declare under penally of perjury that . ... ___.d owner of the parcel lisled above
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Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

[J No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

his ballot represents: APN 0586-101-08-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount;
$18,160.17
2T22 P1 5043 ***AUTO*5-DIGIT 99784 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $706.50
57090 29 Palms Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2932
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Print Name: Signed Date
} hereby declare under penalty of perjury that | am a record owner of the parcel lis
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SIGNATURE, AND THE DATE THE BALLOT WAS SIGNED IN ORDER FOR IT TO BE COUNTED.™

Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $4,878.70 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

O No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $4,878.70 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

his ballot represents: APN 0585-061-06-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$4,878.70
0 T41 P 10208 FrwissimsirimsratON| (3] P Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $189.80

57090 Twentynine Palms Hwy
Yucca Valley, CA 92284
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Hi- Desert Water Dlstr|ct Property Owner Assessment Ballot

Assessment District No. 2014-1

1 Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

1 No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

his ballot represents: APN 0586-322-04-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$14,009.51
0T41 P1 10217 et ***SNGLP Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $545.02
57090 Twentynine Palms Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284
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. R ave.
UEIRITTAMAY AN e s o oumsctzcron movoemovmevous o, ||| WML
SIGNATURE, AND THE DATE THE BALLOT WAS SIGNED IN ORDER FOR IT TO BE COUNTED.”




Hi-pesert vvater VISIrict Froperty uwner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

0 Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

O No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and ﬁnancing. costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0586-322-05-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$14,009.51
0 T41 P1 10218 *orsrexesemrioncixssGN P Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $545.02

57090 Twentynine Palms Hwy
Yucca Valley, CA 92284
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Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $4,878.70 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

O No, 1 do not approve the proposed assessment of $4,878.70 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0589-011-30-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$4,878.70
0 T41 P 10233 *rwersnmsiin SNGLP Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Yucca Valley Pk/Rec Dst Co of San Bd $189.80

57090 Twentynine Palms Highway
Yucca Valley, CA 92284
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H| Desert Water Dlstrlct Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

0O No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

"his ballot represents: APN (0586-321-11-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:

$14,009.51

0 T41 P1 10203 Fresrenmecrirstrns SNGLP Total Estimated Annual Assessment:

Town of Yucca Valley ¥545.02

57090 Twentynine Palms Highway

Yucca Valley, CA 92284
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Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

O No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0586-321-12-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$14,009.51
0 T41 P1 10204 rveroermkessinsosGN GLP Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
$545.02

Town of Yucca Valley
57090 Twentynine Palms nghway
Yucca Valley, CA 92284
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SIGNATURE, AND THE DATE THE BALLOT WAS SIGNED IN ORDER FOR IT TO BE COUNTED.™

Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

[ Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

O No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

his ballot represents: APN 0586-321-14-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:

$14,009.51

0 T41 P 10206 *++risessmsmmansGN GLP Total Estimated Annual Assessment:

Town of Yucca Valley $545.02

57090 Twentynine Palms Highway

Yucca Valley, CA 92284
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Print Name: Signed Date

| hereby declare under penalty of perjury that | am a record owner of the parcel listed ab
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H| Desert Water Dlstrlct Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

1 Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $14;009.51 to fund the construction and finaricing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

1No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $14,009.51 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

iis ballot represents: APN 0586-321-13-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$14,009.51
O0T4 P1 10205 *+ererecmsmons SNGLP Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
$545.02

Town of Yucca Valley
57090 Twentynine Palms Highway
Yucca Valley, CA 92284
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Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

O No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $18,160.17 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0586-321-15-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$18,160.17
0 T41 P1 10207 *Heeemsmesssrnins HSNGLP Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $706.50

57090 Twentynine Palms Highway
Yucca Valley, CA 92284

Print Name: Signed Date
ereby declare u nally of perjury that | am a record owner of the parcel |
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SIGNATURE, AND THE DATE THE BALLOT WAS SIGNED IN ORDER FOR [T TO BE COUNTED.*

Hi-Desert Water District Property Owner Assessment Ballot
Assessment District No. 2014-1

O Yes, | approve the proposed assessment of $4,878.70 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

O No, | do not approve the proposed assessment of $4,878.70 to fund the construction and financing costs of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility.

This ballot represents: APN 0585-061-05-0000 Total Proposed Lien Amount:
$4,878.70
2721 P1 4723 *****AUTO*5-DIGIT 92284 Total Estimated Annual Assessment:
Town of Yucca Valley $189.80
58928 Business Center Dr

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-7306 .
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Print Name: Signed Date
eclare under penally of perjury that | am a record owner of the parcel listed a
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) and the nine
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (regional water boards) are the “principal
state agencies with primary responsibility for the coordination and control of water
quality” (California Water Code (CWC) § 13001 of the Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act, CWC § 13000 et seq.). The State Water Board develops
statewide policy, and each of the nine regional water boards adopts a region-
specific water quality control plan (Basin Plan) in accordance with the California
Water Code and the federal Clean Water Act (42 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.). Basin
Plans provide guidelines and describe the full range of regional water board
activities that serve to optimize the beneficial uses of state waters by preserving
and protecting water quality.

The Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water
Board) is responsible for protecting water quality within the Colorado River Basin
Region (Region 7). The Region 7 Basin Plan provides the basis for the Regional
Water Board’s regulatory programs. The Basin Plan specifies beneficial uses and
water quality objectives (jointly referred to as “water quality standards” in the Clean
Water Act) for ground and surface waters within its region, and provides
implementation plans that describe permitting options, waste discharge
prohibitions, monitoring and enforcement, salt and nutrient controls, and other
control measures necessary to preserve and protect water quality and beneficial
uses. The Basin Plan also includes prohibitions on the use of septic tank-
subsurface disposal systems (septic systems) in specific areas of Region 7.

Regional Water Board staff proposes to amend Chapter 4 of the Region’s Basin
Plan to prohibit the discharge of wastes from septic systems in specific areas in
the Town of Yucca Valley (Town), San Bernardino County, to mitigate and
eliminate the threat of nitrate contamination to groundwater due to septic tank
discharges. Because the Town lacks a municipal wastewater collection and
treatment system, all residents and businesses in Yucca Valley use septic systems
and subsurface disposal systems to treat and dispose of domestic wastewater.
The only exceptions are Applebee’s Restaurant, the Best Western Yucca Valley
Hotel, and the Desert Vista Village and Drake Development subdivisions, which
utilize on-site wastewater treatment package plants. Like many areas in California,
the Town has experienced periods of rapid population growth and localized
increases in septic system density, such as along the main business corridor, one
of the areas addressed by this prohibition. This rise in system density in certain
areas, combined with system failures due to age or inadequate maintenance in the
Town as a whole, presents a significant threat to public health for Town residents
due to increased wastewater loading to the vadose zone (unsaturated soil strata),
and impacts to local groundwater used for municipal supply from nitrates,
pathogens, and salts (total dissolved solids).
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To assist the Town and address the threat and impacts that septic systems have
on ground water quality, the Hi-Desert Water District (HDWD) has prepared a
Sewer Master Plan and received sewerage authority approval from the San
Bernardino County Local Agency Formation Commission. In addition, HDWD is
doing groundwater recharge studies for its basins to better understand potential
impacts to groundwater quality from septic system discharges, and increased
septic system density. The Sewer Master Plan calls for the construction of a
municipal sewage collection and wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) in three
phases. The prohibition bans discharges of wastes from septic systems in Phases
1, 2, and 3 in the Town, pursuant to a time schedule, with the prohibition becoming
effective for Phase 1 (essentially the main business corridor in Town) by May 19,
2016.
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II. INTRODUCTION

Each regional water board is required to develop a water quality control plan,
referred to as a Basin Plan, for the waters within its jurisdiction (CWC § 13240).
The Basin Plan implements relevant provisions of the federal Clean Water Act and
the California Water Code, and includes water quality objectives and beneficial
uses for ground and surface waters within its region.

The Basin Plan also identifies implementation plans to achieve water quality
objectives (CWC § 13242). Implementation plans may specify certain conditions or
areas where the discharge of waste, or certain types of waste, will not be permitted
(CWC § 13243). A prohibition on the use of septic systems must: “be supported by
substantial evidence in the record that discharge of waste from such disposal
systems will result in violation of water quality objectives, will impair present or
future beneficial uses of water, will cause pollution, nuisance, or contamination,[']
or will unreasonably degrade the quality of any waters of the state” (CWC §
13280). The current (2008) Basin Plan for the Colorado River Basin includes
prohibitions on the use of septic systems in Cathedral City Cove, and in areas that
overlie the Mission Creek and Desert Hot Springs Aquifers. These prohibitions
were adopted in 2002 and 2004, respectively.

Regional Water Board staff is proposing to amend the Basin Plan to include a
conditional prohibition of discharge from septic systems in specific areas of the
Town of Yucca Valley (Town). Substantial evidence exists to indicate that septic
system usage in the Town has caused a violation of water quality objectives in
groundwater and threatens to cause conditions of pollution, contamination, and
nuisance. The evidence also indicates that Nitrates from septic system discharges
have impaired water quality and beneficial uses in the Warren Subbasin.
Furthermore, failing septic systems and increased septic system density caused by
periods of high growth can exacerbate nitrate contamination to groundwater. In
short, the continued discharges of wastes from these septic systems would
unreasonably degrade the quality and result in widespread pollution of waters of
the state. Therefore, the statutory requirements of CWC Sections 13243 and
13280 to impose this conditional prohibition have been satisfied.

' *Pollution” is defined as “(1) an alteration of the quality of the waters of the state by waste to a
degree which unreasonably affects either of the following: (A) The waters for beneficial uses. (B)
Facilities which serve these beneficial uses. (2) ‘Pollution’ may include ‘contamination.™ (CWC

§ 13050(l).) “Contamination” is defined as "an impairment of the quality of the waters of the state
by waste to a degree which creates a hazard to the public health through poisoning or through the
spread of disease. ‘Contamination’ includes any equivalent effect resulting from the disposal of
waste, whether or not waters of the state are affected.” (CWC § 13050(k).) “Nuisance” is defined
as "anything which meets all of the following requirements: (1) Is injurious to health, or is indecent
or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property, so as to interfere with the
comfortable enjoyment of life or property. (2) Affects at the same time an entire community or
neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons, although the extent of the annoyance or
damage inflicted upon individuals may be unequal. (3) Occurs during, or as a result of, the
treatment or disposal of wastes.” (CWC § 13050(m))

P.120



Staff Report Page 5 of 40 May 19, 2011

III. BACKGROUND
1. YUCCA VALLEY - GROUNDWATER USE

Historically, the sole source of municipal water supply for the Town is groundwater
extracted from the Warren Subbasin, which is part of the Morongo Groundwater
Basin. The Hi-Desert Water District (HDWD), the local water purveyor, initiated an
artificial recharge program in February 1995 to reverse a decline in groundwater
levels, which in some areas dropped about 300 feet from 1940 to 1994. HDWD
operates thirteen supply wells in the Valley, and imports water from the California
State Water Project (SWP) to recharge the Warren Subbasin through surface
spreading. As a result of this recharge effort, groundwater levels have recovered
by as much as 250 feet from 1995 to 2001.

Associated with the water level recovery, however, were groundwater nitrate (NO3)
concentration increases from background concentrations of 10 mg/L to levels
exceeding the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) drinking
water maximum contaminant level (MCL) and California Department of Public
Health Primary MCL of 45 mg/L as nitrate (10 mg/L nitrate as nitrogen). As a
result, HDWD removed two impacted wells from service, Numbers 36L1 and 36K2
(see Figure B), and constructed a nitrate removal facility to treat groundwater
extracted from three other impacted wells. The treated groundwater was then
blended with well water not impacted by nitrate before distribution to the public.
HDWD operated the nitrate removal facility from 2002 through November 2009.

In 2002, HDWD completed a “Drinking Water Source Assessment” report for each
of its thirteen production wells. The assessment indicated that District wells
ranked “very high” for vulnerability to nitrate contamination from septic systems,
and that eight wells intersected nitrate plumes generated by septic system
discharges. The District installed the above-mentioned water treatment facility to
remove nitrates from groundwater. (Hi-Desert Water District, Source Water
Assessments, December 2002)

In a 2003 report prepared by the U.S. Geological Survey, titled “Evaluation of the
Source and Transport of High Nitrate Concentrations in Groundwater, Warren
Subbasin, California” Water-Resources Investigations Report 03-4009 (USGS
Report) (Appendix A), the USGS concluded that "septage from septic tanks was
the primary source of nitrate (NOj) to the ground-water system.” (USGS Study,
page 1). This USGS study was begun in 1997 in cooperation with HDWD and the
Mojave Water Agency, in conjunction with the artificial groundwater recharge
program.
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2. YUCCA VALLEY — AREA DESCRIPTION

The Town of Yucca Valley is located in the southwestern area of the Mojave
Desert, approximately 25 miles north of Palm Springs and 100 miles east of Los
Angeles (Figure A). This southwestern part of the Mojave Desert is bordered to
the north by the San Bernardino Mountains and to the south by the Liitle San
Bernardino Mountains. The Town of Yucca Valley is the main population center in
this area. The Town has experienced steady growth, increasing in population from
16,405 in 1992 to 21,044 in 2007. The current population is estimated at 25,500.
Conservative growth estimates prepared for the Town of Yucca Valley by Stanley
R. Hoffman and Associates indicate the Town’'s population will exceed 30,000 in
2021. These data were included in the Technical Advisory Committee’s socio-
economic sub-groups final report to the larger committee (see Section XI. Public
Participation below).

Annual rainfall in Yucca Valley averages 6.5 inches with most of this water lost to
evaporation. Evapotranspiration averages 66.5 inches per year. The Valley is
located within the Morongo Groundwater Basin. The area topography typically
slopes toward Highway 62 from the north and south, while storm water generally
flows to the east via Yucca Creek.
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Figure A
Yucca Valley Location Map
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3. YUCCA VALLEY - GEOLOGY AND HYDROGEOLOGIC SETTING

The Town is in the southwest corner of the Morongo Groundwater Basin. The
Warren Valley Groundwater Subbasin (Warren Subbasin) is part of the Morongo
Groundwater Basin, and it includes water bearing sediments beneath the Town
and the surrounding area. The Warren Subbasin is bounded to the north by the
Pinto Mountain fault, to the south by the Little San Bernardino Mountains, to the
east by a bedrock constriction called the “Yucca Barrier”, and to the west by a
bedrock constriction/topographic divide that separates Warren Valley from
Morongo Valley. Water-bearing deposits in the Warren Subbasin cover about 5.5
square miles (mi?) of the 19 mi® Subbasin area. The hydrogeology is complex due
to tectonic activity with faults compartmentalizing water-bearing deposits into five
major hydrogeologic sub-units: the west, midwest, mideast, east, and northeast
hydrogeologic units (Figure B).
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Quaternary alluvial fan deposits overlie Tertiary aged basement complex
throughout most of the basin. The alluvium consists of poorly sorted detrital sand
and gravel eroded from neighboring mountains, and varies in thickness from a few
feet along the basin border to more than 1,000 feet at the basin axis. The alluvium
becomes slightly consolidated with depth, and finer grained down slope toward the
basin axis.

Productive water-bearing sediments occur in the unconsolidated to partly
consolidated Miocene to Quaternary alluvial fan deposits characterized by
unconfined, interbedded gravels, conglomerates, and silts. These deposits
average about 11 percent specific yield, and have well yields up to 4,000 gallons
per minute. Regionally, continental deposits are interpreted to range up to 10,000
feet in thickness. Wells in the Warren Subbasin are known to reach 1,610 feet
below ground surface without encountering bedrock. Geophysical studies suggest
Warren Valley basin deposits may exceed 2,000 feet in depth (California's
Groundwater Bulletin 118, Updated 2/27/04).

Natural recharge to the Warren Subbasin varies from year to year, and occurs by
percolation of precipitation and ephemeral streams from Water Canyon in the north
and Covington Canyon in the south, and from minor amounts of groundwater flow
in the adjacent fractured bedrock. Natural recharge is supplemented by percolation
of septic tank effluent, and State Water Project water delivered via the Morongo
Basin Pipeline to spreading grounds near the Yucca Valley Airport (California’s
Groundwater Bulletin 118, updated 2/27/04).

In 1977, in response to an increasing overdraft problem, the Warren Basin was

adjudicated by the Superior Court of San Bernardino County, and HDWD was
appointed as the Water Master for the basin.
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FIGURE B

Yucca Valley Water Bearing Hydrogeologic Units
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Figure C
Municipal Wells & Recharge Basins
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4. SEPTIC SYSTEM USE IN YUCCA VALLEY

HDWD estimates that it will service a population approximating 80,000 when the
Yucca Valley area is completely developed. HDWD estimates that water was
provided to 25,500 Town residents via 10,000 service connections in 2008, and
that 8,500 housing units (including multi-family dwellings) are currently within its
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jurisdiction. With the exception of a few units in new subdivisions serviced by
“package planis” (small wastewater treatment facilities), all dwellings use septic
tanks and subsurface disposal systems to treat and dispose of wastewater.

Businesses and restaurants in Yucca Valley are generally located along Highway
62, the main business corridor. There are fifty-three restaurants in the Town, and
like most dwellings, all restaurants use septic systems for wastewater disposal
except for Applebees Restaurant, which has an advanced treatment system and
waste discharge requirements (WDRs) issued by the Regional Water Board.
Other package plant treatment systems in the Town also have WDRs issued by
the Regional Water Board (e.g., the Best Western Yucca Valley Hotel and Suites).
Other than these few exceptions, wastewater discharges generated by
businesses, restaurants, and housing units are not regulated by the Regional
Water Board. Residential housing typically uses leach fields for wastewater
disposal, while businesses use seepage pits due to limited space.

Two relatively new subdivisions in Yucca Valley, the Desert Vista Village and
Desert Knoll, with 105 lots and 177 lots respectively, each have a sewer system
and package treatment plant designed for denitrification (i.e., nitrogen removal).
Wastewater flows appear to be less than the minimum needed to successfuily
operate these package plants, however, due to poor sales of homes in the
subdivisions. Without this minimum loading, the package plants perform similarly
to community septic systems (i.e. provide primary treatment) albeit with long
detention times. When home sales increase and hydraulic loads reach 20% of
design flows (approximately 21 and 36 homes for each respective subdivision), the
package plants should be able to adequately treat (i.e., denitrify) the wastewater
flows generated by the subdivision residents.

The use of septic systems must be balanced against environmental and site-
specific factors, such beneficial uses of receiving waters, depth to groundwater, as
septic system density, and soil type. The systems must also be properly
engineered, installed, and maintained, and soils must have the appropriate
characteristics to handie the liquid loading from the septic systems. Soils in the
Town are mostly porous and permeable with high percolation rates. These factors,
combined with the high density of septic systems found in some areas of the
Town,” are among the factors that contribute to septic system effluent, locally
contaminating groundwater with salts (particularly nitrates). This contamination
pathway was demonstrated in a 2003 study of the Yucca Valley area by the United
States Geological Survey (USGS), which found groundwater contaminated with
nitrates and other salts from septic system discharges (Appendix A). The
contamination of the groundwater beneath the Town violates the Basin Plan’s
water quality objectives, which directly impacts the beneficial uses of the
groundwater.

Z Approximately 92% of the Town is zoned for residential and commercial development on one-half
acre or smaller lots. The highest density occurs with multi-family zoning, which allows up to ten
dwelling units per acre (see Appendix B).
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IV. REGULATORY BASIS
1. BASIN PLAN — BENEFICIAL USES
Groundwater in the area subject to this conditional prohibition occurs within the

Warren Hydrologic Area of the Joshua Tree Hydrologic Unit.

Designated Beneficial Uses for Groundwater
in the Joshua Tree Hydrologic Unit

Designated Beneficial Uses Description
Uses of water for community, military, or
Municipal and domestic supply (MUN). individual water supply systems including,

but not limited to, drinking water supply.

Uses of water for industrial activities that do
not depend primarily on water quality
including, but not limited to, mining, cooling
water supply, hydraulic conveyance, gravel
washing, fire protection, and oil well
repressurization.

Industrial process supply (IND)

Source: California Regional Water Quality Control Plan for the Colorado River Basin Region (CRWQCB--
CRBR, June 2006)

Nitrate (NOgs), Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), and pathogens are the main
constituents of concern in septic system effluent. As previously mentioned, the
primary Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for nitrate allowed in public drinking
water systems is 45 mg/L, which is equivalent to 10 mg/L nitrate expressed as
nitrogen (NOs-N).

2. BASIN PLAN —- GROUNDWATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES

The Basin Plan for the Colorado River Basin Region has narrative groundwater
quality objectives, which state in relevant part:

“...the Regional Board's objective is to minimize the quantities of
contaminants reaching any groundwater basin. ...the objective will be to
maintain the existing water quality where feasible.”

3. GUIDELINES FOR DESIGNING SEPTIC SYSTEMS
In 1979, the Regional Water Board adopted: “Guidelines for Sewage Disposal from
Land Developments” to establish minimum criteria for septic systems necessary to

comply with water quality objectives, and to protect beneficial uses of groundwater
within the region. These guidelines prescribe percolation rates, soil characteristics,
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minimum depth to groundwater, and ground slopes needed to protect groundwater
from effluent impacts.

In addition, septic systems installed in Yucca Valley must meet requirements
prescribed by the San Bernardino County Health Department discussed in various
publications including: "Got Septic?”; “FAQ's for Single Family Residences”;
“FAQ’s for Multiple Residences/Commercial Projects”; *Minimum Setbacks and
Locations of Septic System”, and "How to Size Your Leach Lines”.

In accordance with CWC Section 13291, which became law pursuant to Assembly
Bill 885, the State Water Board issued draft regulations for septic systems
statewide. The public comment period for the draft regulations extended from
November 7, 2008, to February 23, 2009. During this time, the State Water Board
received over 2,500 e-mails, and hundreds of comment letters. In addition, the
State Water Board recorded hours of oral comments from twelve public workshops
held throughout the state. State Water Board staff is currently revising the draft
regulations to address the comments received.
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V. PROBLEM STATEMENT

1. WATER QUALITY AND PUBLIC HEALTH ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH
SEPTIC SYSTEM USE

A conventional septic system consists of a septic tank, and either a leach field or a
seepage pit. The function of the septic tank is to remove solids and floatables,
while the leach field, or seepage pit, allows the clarified wastewater to percolate
into the underlying soil. If soil conditions are appropriate, some filtering and
biological treatment of nutrients and bacteria found in septic tank wastewater
occurs in the vadose zone (unsaturated soil strata) reducing nutrient loading and
the threat to human health posed by bacteria and other pathogens. However, even
under proper operation and maintenance of the septic systems (tank and
subsurface disposal system), the systems still pose a threat to water quality
because certain constituents (e.g., salts and organic chemicals) pass-through the
system and can reach and impact groundwater quality. Typical constituents found
in domestic wastewater are listed in Table 1, below (USEPA, 2002).

Table 1
Typical Constituenis and Concentration Ranges in Residential Wastewater

Total Solids 500 880

Total Nltrogen (TN) 26-75

S a»ctants
“Total Coliforms (T€)*
Fecal Coliforms (FC) 10°-10

The use of decentralized systems (including septic systems) is usually a low-cost,
long-term approach to wastewater treatment, particularly in less densely populated
areas (EPA Response to Congress, April 1997). These low density areas

3 Based on assumed water use of 60 gallons/person/day.
Most probable number of organisms per 100 milliliters.
® Most probable number of organisms per 100 milliliters.
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assimilate the waste within the soil, and provide filtration by percolation, minimizing
the threat to public health due to exposure to inadequately treated waste.
Typically, bacteria present within the top five feet of soil can reduce the amount of
nitrogen in septic tank effluent through a process called “biological denitrification”,
which converts NOg into nitrogen gas.

2. MAINTENANCE PROBLEMS AND FAILURES ASSOCIATED WITH
SEPTIC SYSTEMS

Septic systems can fail, which may result in severe short-term or long-term
adverse impacts to groundwater. Town staff, who are responsible for issuing
permits to replace failed septic tanks, leach fields, and seepage pits, provided the
following data for the Town from 2002 through March 2010 (Table 2):

Table 2
Town of Yucca Valley - Septic System Component Replacement Permits
2002 - March 2010

Component
Requiring Permit for | Commercial/Industrial Residential
Replacement
Septic Tanks 16 480
Leach Fields 3 124
Seepage Pits 35 140

The data in Table 2 translate to a failure rate (i.e., number of replacements/number
of septic systems) of 8.8% for Residential (or 8,500 residences), and 5.4% for
Commercial and Industrial (or 1,000 businesses). Ninety-two percent of the
failures occur in areas scheduled to be sewered during one of three wastewater
facility treatment and collection installation phases (Figure E). Some septic
systems are repaired without a permit. Thus, the above failure rates are very
conservative estimates.

Septic system malfunctions can result from a number of factors, including, but not
limited to:

a) Poor soil conditions:

If sediments are too coarse grained, wastewater percolation will be too
fast and filtration poor. Alternatively, if sediments are too fine grained,
wastewater can not percolate quickly enough, which may cause the
wastewater to pond on the surface. Shallow bedrock, caliche, and other
impermeable layers can also cause wastewater surfacing.
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b)

d)

e)

Elevated groundwater:

An elevated groundwater table can reduce or eliminate treatment provided
by a properly functioning leach field disposal system. The Regional Water
Board's 1979 “Guidelines for Sewage Disposal for Land Developments”
requires a minimum ten-foot separation between the ground surface and
the highest anticipated groundwater elevation, and a minimum five foot
separation between the base of the disposal facility and the highest
anticipated groundwater elevation. If these minimum separations are not
maintained, effluent may surface and/or contaminate groundwater.
Groundwater in Yucca Valley is generally deep (i.e., typically greater than
100 feet), except where mounding occurs due to artificial recharge.

Hydraulic overloads caused by high septic system density:

A high density of septic systems (i.e., several per acre), and/or septic
system use beyond design capacity can exacerbate septic system failure
rates.

Improper design or construction

Properly designed septic systems are sized and constructed according to
site specific conditions, and the requirements of the Uniform Plumbing
Code (UPC). Improperly designed/constructed septic systems typically
result in premature failure. In the past, many septic tanks installed in
Yucca Valley were constructed of steel. Steel tanks can oxidize (rust)
over time, causing a loss of structural integrity and creating a safety
hazard.

Use of seepage pits for subsurface disposal

A seepage pit is basically a covered pit with porous walls through which
treated effluent can seep into the surrounding soil. The use of seepage
pits for wastewater disposal inhibits the conversion of NH4 (ammonia) to
NOj (nitrate), a process known as biological oxidation that is essential to
the biological denitrification process that occurs to some extent in properly
designed leach fields. Additionally, wastewater discharges from the pit
into the surrounding soil typically occur several feet below the ground
surface, where adequate sources of carbon needed for biological
denitrification are unavailable. The lack of oxidizing conditions and a
carbon source hinders denitrification, enhancing nitrate movement into
groundwater (EPA 9009-F-01-001, Seepage Pits May Endanger
Groundwater Quality).

Lack of septic system maintenance:

If septic systems are not properly designed and regularly maintained,
failures can result. If residents dispose of hazardous chemicals, toxic
substances, pesticides or other chemicals into septic systems, surface
and/or groundwater quality may be adversely impacted. Restaurants
typically install grease traps before their septic tanks, and require more
maintenance than residential systems. Regional Water Board staff has
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observed overflows from restaurant systems in parking lots on several
occasions, and received complaints from the public regarding unpleasant
odors emanating from on-site systems in restaurant parking lots.

Regional Water Board staff reviewed records from January 2006 thru May 2008
from four septic tank pumping companies that service the Town. The record
review included 1,471 addresses with 1,335 single-family residences, 33
restaurants, 11 mobile home parks, and 92 other non-residential systems. The
1,471 addresses represent 15% of the estimated 9,500 septic systems in use in
the Town. Data indicate that 1,335 residential septic tanks (i.e., 17.3% of all
residential systems) were pumped once every three years. Forty-eight residential
systems required multiple pumpings in the same year, which indicates problems
with those systems. Restaurants required pumping on average 3.1 times per year,
or 8.5 times as frequently as residential systems, while other non-residential
systems required pumping three times as often as residential systems, or
approximately 1.1 times per year. Pumping frequency for restaurants varied from
once in 29 months to once per month, which was the case for several
establishments, highlighting the difficulty of ireating restaurant discharges using
septic systems. This is due to high flow rates which increase the potential for carry
over of solids; the presence of fats, oils, and grease in the waste stream; and the
high “strength” (i.e., organic loading) of wastewater. Use and proper maintenance
of grease traps is critical to effectively treating restaurant discharges using on-site
wastewater systems. Clogging of seepage pits and drain fields by grease is a
frequent cause of failure.

Most area businesses, including restaurants, are located in the Town’s main
business corridor along California State Highway 62. The majority of areas zoned
for high density--up to ten dwelling units per acre--are located along this corridor
(Appendix B). Phase 1 of HDWD’s planned municipal sewer system (Figure E)
was designed to capture as many of these high density areas as practicable.

In summary, septic system failures are likely to occur if systems are improperly
designed, installed or maintained; hydrogeologic conditions are unsuitable; and/or
septic system density is too high. Discharges from failed systems can adversely
affect public health and ground and surface water quality. Typical contaminants
found in domestic wastewater, and their potential environmental impacts, are
provided in Table 3 (USEPA, 2002).
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Table 3: Typical Septic Tank Constituents of Concern in Groundwater

.CONSTITUENTS OF CONCERN . .- - REASON FQR;CONCEHN

Parasites, bacteria, and viruses can cause
disease through direct and indirect body
contact, or ingestion of contaminated water.
Pathogens can persist, and migrate
significant distances in ground and surface
waters.

Pathogens

Toxic Organic Gompounds Organic compounds toxic to humans and
aquatic life are present in household
chemicals and cleaning agents. These
compounds can persist in groundwater and
contaminate down-gradient sources of
drinking water. Some organic compounds

umulate in ecosystem food chains.

Dissolved Inorganic Compounds  Sodium is deleterious to soil structure
(dispersion agent), and septic system leach
field performance. Salts and some dissolved
ions, are resistant to degradation, and very
mobile i water.

NITROGEN TRANSFORMATION

Nitrogen is the major constituent of concern in septic system effluent in Yucca
Valley. Most nitrogenous compounds in septic tank effluent eventually convert to
nitrate in soil by the processes discussed below.

The mobility of ammonium and organic forms of nitrogen in soil are dependent
upon the oxidation-reduction potential of the soil. Ammonium and organic forms of
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nitrogen in septic tank effluent are not very mobile. Most organic nitrogen is
converted to ammonium-nitrogen (NH,*-N) by bacterial enzymes as indicated
below; a process known as mineralization.

Organic N — bacterial enzymes (mineralization) — NH4" + other products

Mineralization can be carried out under aerobic or anaerobic conditions. In both
instances, ammonium-N is first converted to nitrite, and then to nitrate by soil
bacteria (nitrification).

NH,* +1.5 O, — Nitrosomonas — NO; (nitrite) + 2H? + H,O + energy
NO, (nitrite) + 0.5 O, — Nitrobacter (Nitrification) — NOs? (Nitrate) + energy

Nitrification occurs in soil under aerobic conditions only. Unlike ammonium and
organic forms of nitrogen, nitrate ions are very soluble and readily migrate with
water. Under suitable conditions, most nitrogen in septic tank effluent is converted
to nitrate, which can migrate to groundwater by percolation of wastewater or
rainfall. Under anaerobic conditions, nitrate is converted into nitrogen gas in the
unsaturated zone (denitrification) if an energy source is available.

NOs? + organic carbon (energy) — denitrifying bacteria (denitrification) — Ny +
Hgo + COZ

Some nitrogen escapes into the atmosphere through the denitrification process
(see Figure D). The remaining nitrate percolates through the vadose zone,
eventually contacting groundwater. When septic systems fail, various species of
nitrogen (i.e., nitrate, nitrite, and ammonia) occur in wastewater effluent,
contaminating groundwater through percolation. Percolation of septic tank effluent
can introduce high levels of nitrate into groundwater, violating water quality
objectives. High nitrate concentrations in water used for domestic supply may
cause methemoglobinemia (“blue baby syndrome”) in infants six months or
younger that consume water with nitrate levels that exceed the maximum
contaminant level (MCL). These infants may become seriously ill and die if
untreated (http://water.epa.gov/drink/contaminants/basicinformation/nitrate.cfm).
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Figure D. Schematic of Septic System Nitrification &
Denitrification Processes

Sepiic Sysiem Schematic

Wastewrater

N = nitrogen, NH4" = ammonium ion, NO = nitrite, NOj3 = nitrate, N, = nitrogen
(gas)

Malfunctioning septic systems are a significant source of groundwater
contamipation. According to the USEPA, septic tank discharges are the third
leading cause of groundwater pollution in the United States (USEPA, Onsite
Wastewater Treatment Systems Manual, February, 2002). Poorly functioning
septic systems are a threat to public health, and ground and surface water quality,
and deflate property value (Id.). Septic systems are not a suitable option for
wastewater disposal in high-density areas (i.e., residences on small, < ¥z acre lots)
because they may not provide sufficient dilution for percolating effluent, thereby
contributing excess nutrients to groundwater. Additionally, high septic system
density may cause wastewater to mound or surface, potentially exposing the public
to health threats from inadequately treated wastewater. The Regional Water Board
has adopted waste discharge prohibitions for septic tanks in the Cathedral City
Cove area, and for areas that overly the Mission Creek or Desert Hot Springs
aquifers to protect groundwater from the threat of contamination posed by septic
systems in those areas (California Regional Water Quality Control Plan for the
Colorado River Basin Region, June 2006).

3. WATER QUALITY AND PUBLIC HEALTH IMPACTS OF SEPTIC
SYSTEM USE IN YUCCA VALLEY

Virtually all residents in the Town use septic systems and subsurface disposal
systems to treat and dispose of domestic wastewater. The exact number of septic
systems in Yucca Valley is unknown, but is believed by staff to exceed 9,500. If
septic systems are installed on all buildable lots, the number of septic systems in
Yucca Valley will approximate 25,000 (Town of Yucca Valley Master Plan). At least
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some septic systems are currently “failing”, causing inadequately treated
wastewater to percolate to, and contaminate groundwater. Failures are due to
disintegrating steel septic tanks, and failed disposal systems (Table 2).

a)

b)

Nitrogen Loading to Groundwater in Yucca Valley Due to Septic
System Use

Total nitrogen (TN) in septic system effluent typically ranges from 20 to 85
mg/l, averaging around 40 mg/l (Metcalf & Eddy, 3™ Edition). Using an
average wastewater flow rate of 83 gpd/capita (HDWD-MWH Preliminary
Design Report Part 1), nitrogen loading from septic systems in Yucca
Valley is conservatively estimated by regional water board stati at over
108 tons per year. (Appendix E)

Pollution, Contamination and Nuisance Resulting From Failing
Septic Systems in Yucca Valley

As indicated by the maps of repair permits issued in Appendix C, tailing
septic systems in Yucca Valley are an ongoing problem. On multiple
occasions, Regional Water Board staff has observed grease and effluent
overflowing in restaurant parking lots in Yucca Valley. Effluent discharges
from failed systems can percolate to groundwater. As a result, these
discharges have violated water quality objectives for nitrate, total
dissolved solids (TDS), and/or pathogens, thereby impacting beneficial
uses. Surfacing discharges from failed systems are a hazard to public
health since they consist of sanitary wastes and the public is directly
exposed to them. Discharges of sanitary waste from septic system failures
also generate odors and aesthetic conditions offensive to the community;
hence, the discharges create a nuisance since they interfere with the
public’'s enjoyment and use of property. Continued use of septic systems
in Yucca Valley will continue to cause conditions of pollution,
contamination, and nuisance, thereby unreasonably degrading the water
quality of waters of the State.

P.137



Staff Report Page 22 of 40 May 19, 2011

V1. REGULATORY APPROACHES TO ADDRESS SEPTIC SYSTEM
FAILURE IN YUCCA VALLEY

1. MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

In June of 2008, the Regional Water Board, the Town of Yucca Valley, and the Hi-
Desert Water District entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) in order to
provide interim policy to mitigate the impacts from septic systems, while the
proposed WWTF is built and this proposed regulation is implemented. The MOA is
intended to clarity the roles, duties, and responsibilities of each Party with respect
to the proposed municipal WWTF, and for addressing groundwater contamination
caused by septic tank systems. Under the terms of the MOA, the Town reviews,
approves, and oversees the installation and maintenance of those septic systems,
pursuant to USEPA standards, that discharge 2,500 gallons per day or less.
Generally, the San Bernardino County Health Department requires an onsite
percolation test performed by a State certified engineer or geologist, and a report
summarizing test results for their review and approval. Percolation test reports
submitted to the County for the Yucca Valley area indicate soils typically meet the
minimum criteria established by the County/Regional Water Board.

CWC Section 13280 prohibits the use of new or existing septic systems if there
exists:

....Substantial evidence in the record that discharge of waste from such
disposal systems will result in a violation of water quality objectives, will
impair present or future beneficial uses of water, will cause pollution,
nuisance, or contamination, or will unreasonably degrade the quality of
any waters of the State.

Regional Water Board staff and other agencies have collected evidence to indicate
septic system use in Yucca Valley has caused and continues to cause:

violations of water quality objectives;

impairment of groundwater beneficial uses;

conditions of pollution, nuisance, and/or contamination and
unreasonable degradation of the quality of State waters.

Lo oW

This evidence is substantial and thus, supports the Regional Water Board staif’s
decision to propose amending the Region’'s Basin Plan to incorporate a waste
discharge prohibition for certain septic systems in Yucca Valley.

2. BASIN PLAN AMENDMENT

Regional Water Board staff proposes to amend Chapter 4 of the Region’s Basin
Plan to prohibit septic system use in three areas of the Town to address
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groundwater pollution and degradation caused by septic tank effluent. The
amendment proposes that all septic system discharges within the Phase 1 cease
by May 19, 2016, within Phase 2 by May 19, 2019; and within Phase 3 by May 19,
2021. The proposed prohibition recognizes the time needed to design, finance,
and construct a sanitary sewer system and the lack of disposal alternatives in the
interim. Figure E, below, shows the areas covered by each Phase.

Figure E
HDWD SEWER MASTER PLAN PHASES
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From HDWD-MWH Sewer Master Plan, January 2009

The Phase 1 area is bounded by the Nelson Avenue to the north, Onaga Trail to
the south, La Contenta Road to the east, and Rockaway Avenue to the west. The
Phase 2 area is bounded by Onaga Trail to the north, Golden Bee Drive to the
south, La Contenta Road to the east, and Kickapoo Trail to the west. The Phase 3
area covers the remaining residential customers on the west end of HDWD’s
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service area along with some low to medium density residential customers located
north of the Yucca Wash up to Cobalt Road. HDWD estimates the three sewer
system phases will cover 94% of the developed parcels within the project area.

a)

b)

Septic System Prohibition Considerations

The proposed Basin Plan amendment provides an adaptive approach for
addressing this problem. As indicated above, the hydrogeology of Yucca
Valley is complex, with most areas characterized by hilly topography with
shallow alluvium overlying fractured bedrock. Septic system density
varies in the Town. However, the USGS Study clearly indicates
groundwater in the Town has been degraded by septic system discharges,
particularly in areas with high densities of residential lots (i.e., several
septic systems per acre). This is caused in part by the poor performance
of septic systems in high density areas due to inadequate soils and
excessive loading.

The proposed Basin Plan amendment will prohibit the discharge of septic
system effluent in densely populated areas along the main business
corridor (Phase 1), as well as in two other relatively low-density areas
within the three-phased collection system delineated in HDWD’s Sewer
Master Plan. Construction of a sanitary sewer system designed to serve
these lots is the most cost-effective solution. Eliminating discharges in
high-density areas may facilitate proper operation of septic systems in
low-density areas by improving assimilative capacity of the groundwater.
Under this scenario, property owners located outside the sewer master
plan area benefit from the elimination of discharges within the plan’s area
through improved groundwater quality.

However, if this approach is determined later to be ineffeclive in
addressing groundwater quality throughout the Town, and septic system
effluent is shown to continue to adversely impact community groundwater
supplies, the prohibition may need to be amended to prohibit septic
system discharges elsewhere in the Town. This adaptive approach will
enable water quality concerns to be addressed in a timely manner, and
may also help reduce the hardship residents would have to endure if faced
with a blanket discharge prohibition for both small and large lots.

Based on site conditions, a septic system prohibition is necessary to
protect public health and water quality in Yucca Valley. Community
feedback to Regional Water Board staff at town hall meetings, and during
meetings with HDWD (June 13, 2007) attended by several of community
residents and other interested individuals, suggests community support for
groundwater protection and the construction of a sanitary sewer system,
but significant concerns remain over the cost of such a municipal system.

Economic Considerations

Public Resources Code Section 21159, which is set forth in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et
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seq.) requires that economics be considered when evaluating methods of
compliance for proposed Basin Plan amendments. CWC Section 13280
requires the Regional Water Board to consider factors identified in CWC
Section 13241, which includes economic considerations and the need for
housing. Affordable housing is still available to Yucca Valley, with many
residences consisting of manufactured homes. A report from the US
Census Bureau recorded 16,865 people residing in the Town of Yucca
Valley in the year 2000, with a median household income of $30,420.
This was considerably lower than the state median household income for
2000, estimated at $47,493.

Regional Water Board staff believes that in the long term the proposed
amendment will have a positive impact on property values, given that
converting to a public sewer system typically increases market value,
while a failing septic system decreases market value. HDWD’s cost
estimates for Phase 1 of the collection and treatment system have ranged
from $85 million to $128 million, or $8,500 to $12,800 per residence,
assuming 10,000 water connections and no financial assistance. HDWD,
using the engineering consulting firm of Webb and Associates,
subsequently estimated costs during the formation of the assessment
district. HDWD estimated the cost for the WWTP and conventional sewer
system to be approximately $125 million, or approximately $12,500 per
residence, again based on the assumption of 10,000 water connections.
Webb and Associates recently estimated total costs for Phases 2 and 3 of
the project to be approximately $77.35 million. In addition, there are costs
to construct lateral sewer lines, to connect to the main sewer, and to
properly abandon existing septic systems. These costs for each parcel
owner are estimated to be in the range of $3,000 to $6,000 (see Table 4,
below). The lateral sewer line will cost $80-$150 per foot to construct
depending on: terrain; easements needed; engineering work required;
pipe and backfill materials; methods of construction; and surface
restoration. Septic system abandonment involves: (1) obtaining a permit
(approximately $300), (2) pumping the tank, (3) removing and disposing of
the lid, and (4) filling the empty septic tank with compacted dirt or sand
($600-$1600). Finally, there may be specific local agency requirements for
septic tank abandonment. Once sewers are constructed, the process can
take four to six months to complete. It is emphasized that all costs
presented in this staff report are preliminary estimates.
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Table 4
Approximate Cost to Connect to Conventional Sewer
, Item Unit Cos - '+" Number of Units
oo o Total Average Cost
'Sewer Connection Fee $8,500 1 dwelling $8,500
- Septic Abandonment Fee $300... : ~ 1tank $300 .
Pump & Fill Septic Tank $1,200 1 tank $1,200
.. Lateral Construction $100/foot-* =~ i~ 30 feet:$3;0007 -
Total Cost 1 dwelling $13,000

As an alternative to a conventional sewer and WWTP, HDWD has also
considered a Septic Tank Effluent with Pumped or Gravity collection
system (STEP/STEG), and a recirculating textile system (RTS) system, for
wastewater treatment. This system offers advantages, including reduced
capital costs for both wastewater collection and treatment. With a
STEP/STEG, septic tanks are retained and used for primary treatment,
which allows use of small diameter collection lines installed to contour
local topography. Capital costs for a central treatment system are typically
reduced, since influent has received primary treatment. However,
operation and maintenance costs may increase because service providers
are usually responsible for facilities on individual properties, resulting in
increased service calls from property owners.

Total capital cost estimates for constructing a STEP/STEG collection
system and RTS treatment plant range from $29 million to $115 million, or
$2,900 to $11,500 per residence, assuming 10,000 water connections and
no financial assistance. Connection costs to this type of system are shown
below in Table 5.

Table 5
Approximate Cost to Connect to STEP/STEG System

Sewer Connection Fee $8,500 1 dwelling $8,500

ateral Constriiction $37.50/fo
Total Cost 1 dwelling $9,675

With a median household income of $30,420 in the year 2000, revenue is
not expected to increase significantly since a large portion of the Town’s
population is retired. Thus, converting to a sewered system will be a
significant burden to many Town residents. To defray economic impacts,
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c)

the Town, HDWD, or community can apply for funding through grants or
other sources, or extend expenses over several years by forming an
assessment district. With an assessment district, the HDWD and/or the
Town of Yucca Valley can address septic tank impacts to the environment
and public health through a centralized authority. This will require HDWD
to develop a mechanism to assess sewer costs in a given service area.
Some of the costs shown in Tables 4 and 5 above can be amortized over
several years to reduce immediate costs to residents.

CWC section 13291.5 states:

It is the intent of the Legislature to assist private property
owners with existing systems who incur costs as a result of the
implementation of the regulations established under this section
by encouraging the state board to make loans under Chapter
6.5 (commencing with Section 13475) to local agencies to assist
private property owners whose cost of compliance with these
regulations exceeds one-half of one percent of the current
assessed value of the property on which the onsite sewage
system is located.

HDWD is exploring this and other options to obtain financial assistance to
sewer Yucca Valley, and to assist local residents. Regional Water Board
staff is committed to working with HDWD, municipalities and other entities
to identify and procure funding to mitigate the financial burden to Yucca
Valley residents.

Other Considerations

In addition, CWC section 13281 requires the Regional Water Board to
consider information provided pursuant to Health and Safety Code section
117435, such as evaluating adverse impacts if septic systems discharges
are permitted, failure rates of individual disposal systems, and other
criteria.

As part of a cooperative agreement between HDWD and USGS, it was
observed (letter to Joe Glowitz, from USGS, April 27, 2009) that a well
located in the east hydrogeologic subunit sampled on February 4, 2009,
had a nitrate as N concentration of 18.4 mg/L (federal MCL for nitrate as N
is 10 mg/L). This is significant because the east hydrogeologic unit has
not received any recharge, suggesting that the high nitrate concentration
in groundwater in this area may be due to downward migration of septic
tank effluent rather than rising groundwater intersecting effluent plumes.

In general, Town residents support constructing a wastewater treatment

plant/sewer, given adverse impacts to groundwater and public health from
septic system discharges, provided it is not cost prohibitive.
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3. PROHIBITION OF NEW DISCHARGES?

Regional Water Board staff considered including an immediate prohibition of new
septic system discharges in the Basin Plan Amendment for the business corridor
of Yucca Valley, Phase 1 in HDWD’s Sewer Master Plan. Such a prohibition of
new discharges would not have been a strict moratorium on new construction,
because building could have proceeded so long as developers used holding tanks,
package plants, or other means for waste disposal. This option could also have
been implemented for new housing developments in Yucca Valley on an interim
basis, until sewer infrastructure is constructed by HDWD. However, proliferation of
package plants throughout the Town could have significant impact on the
environment and undermine the viability of a centralized sewage collection and
treatment system for the Town (see also CEQA Checklist discussion on pg. 19).
Therefore, the Regional Water Board will continue to review new development on
a case-by-case basis pursuant to the MOA it has with the Town and HDWD.

Efforts set forth by HDWD and the Town to provide sewer service to areas at risk
of groundwater contamination from septic tank discharges, combined with the
positive community response to convert to sewer, obviates the need for an
immediate discharge prohibition for new development. However, if the sewer effort
fails to win public approval or stalls for other reasons, the Regional Water Board
may need to take other measures to protect water quality. These may include
prohibiting new wastewater discharges throughout Yucca Valley and progressive
enforcement (e.g., cease and desist orders and administrative civil liability
complaints) to ensure dischargers and responsible parties comply with the terms of
this prohibition.
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Vil. COMPLIANCE WITH CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
(CEQA) AND CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The California Secretary for Natural Resources has certified the basin planning
process as meeting the requirements of Public Resources Code section 21080.5
of CEQA (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15251(g). Based on the Secretary’s
certification, the basin planning process is exempt from certain environmental
review requirements of CEQA, including preparation of an Initial Study, Negative
Declaration, and Environmental Impact Report. However, as part of the Basin
Planning process, the Regional Water Board is required to prepare: (1) a Basin
Plan amendment; (2) an Environmental Checklist that identifies potentially
significant adverse environmental impacts of the amendment, measures to
mitigate significant adverse environmental impacts identified in the Checklist, and
(3) a description of the proposed amendment and range of reasonable alternatives
to comply with the amendment (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 3777).

Regional Water Board staff has prepared this draft staff report, Environmental
Checklist, and proposed Basin Plan amendment for distribution to interested
persons, including Town residents. These documents may be revised based on
comments received from the public or the Regional Water Board. If revised, the
final staff report will address any additional CEQA considerations, including
economics, which may arise as a result of any changes to the proposed
amendment.

The Environmental Checklist also contains a detailed discussion on alternatives to
the proposed prohibition (Preferred Alternative), including the “No Action”
alternative. It also has a detailed discussion on the range of reasonable
alternatives/methods available to comply with the proposed prohibition. The
Preferred Alternative is summarized in the following Section.
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VIII. RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE — SEPTIC SYSTEM PROHIBITION

Regional Water Board staff is recommending that the Regional Waier Board
amend the Region’s Basin Plan to prohibit septic system use in three areas of the
Town, in accordance with the following time schedule for each area, or sooner
than the prescribed time schedule if sewer service becomes available:

= Phase 1 by May 19, 2016
= Phase 2 by May 19, 2019
=  Phase 3 by May 19, 2022

The HDWD'’s Sewer Master Plan (January 2009) proposes three phases of sewer
service for the Town and the surrounding area (Figure E). Areas selected for
sewer service pose the greatest risk to public health and water quality due to a
high density (too many septic systems per unit area), or a high failure rate (causing
wastewater surfacing and/or groundwater impacts). Sewering these areas, along
with a hook-up requirement when sewer service becomes available, should
mitigate current impacts to public health and water quality from septic system use
in the Town.

If, however, the septic system prohibition proposed above fails to adequately
address public health and water quality impacts in Yucca Valley, the Regional
Water Board may need to amend the Basin Plan further. Such amendments may
include, for example, extending the area subject to the prohibition. Alternatively, if
the sewer project does not go forward due to financial problems or for other
reasons, the Regional Water Board may need to amend the Basin Plan to
immediately prohibit all new septic systems discharges, and eliminate existing
systems via a time schedule order.

P.146



Staff Report Page 31 of 40 May 19, 2011

IX. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public participation is an integral part of the Basin Plan amendment process. On
Novernber 15, 2007, Regional Water Board staff published a Public Notice inviting
concerned, interested, and affected individuals, as well as public and private
entities, to participate in a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to develop a Basin
Plan amendment to conditionally prohibit septic systems in Yucca Valley. The
reason for this action was to eliminate groundwater impacts from discharges of
septic system effluent. The objectives of the TAC were as follows:

s advise staff to develop and implement the prohibition;
= provide expert opinion and scientific evaluations;

e provide CEQA documentation;

» identify financial assistance/resources, and

» assist with public outreach and education.

The TAG, which conducted its first meeting on February 21, 2008, was comprised
of nine individuals representing the community, HDWD, and the Town. The TAC
conducted a total of ten meetings before it was formaily dissolved in May 2009.

On June 13, 2007, Regional Water Board staff conducted a town hall meeting in
Yucca Valley with representatives from HDWD and the Town to discuss septic
system problems and potential solutions.

On December 18, 2007, Regional Water Board staff held a public workshop and
CEQA Scoping Meeting in the HDWD’s meeting room in Yucca Valley. Board staff
presented the draft environmental checklist and an overview of the Basin Plan
amendment. HDWD staff presented findings from its sewer feasibility study.
Interested persons, community representatives, and area residents were present,
and provided comments.

On March 17, 2011, the Regional Board held a public workshop in the Town of
Yucca Valley Community Center's Yucca Room from 11:00 a.m. to 3:00 pm.
Board staff presented the proposed Basin Plan Amendment to Prohibit Discharges
from Septic Systems in the Town of Yucca Valley and Regional Board members
and staff heard comments and answered questions from area residents,
community representatives, and area property owners. Changes to the proposed
basin plan amendment and this staff report were made in response to certain
public comments received both at the public workshop and submitted in writing.

The Regional Water Board will consider adoption of the proposed Basin Plan
amendment at a public hearing scheduled as follows:

Thursday, May 19, 2011, 10:00 a.m.: ****,
City of La Quinta, City Council Chambers
78-495 Calle Tampico

La Quinta, CA 92253
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The Basin Plan amendment may be revised further in response to comments
received during the public hearing. A Notice for the Public Hearing will be mailed to
residents and interested parties in the affected area, published in local
newspapers, and posted in local libraries and post offices. Additionally, the Notice
and all relevant documents will be posted on the Regional Water Board's
webpage.

X. SCIENTIFIC PEER REVIEW

Health and Safety Code section 57004 requires that the scientific basis of any
statewide plan, basin plan, plan amendment, guideline, policy, or regulation
undergo external peer review before adoption by the State or Regional Board. The
“scientific basis” and "scientific portions” are defined as those “foundations of a rule
that are premised upon, or derived from, empirical data or other scientific findings,
conclusions, or assumptions establishing a regulatory level, standard, or other
requirement for the protection of public health or the environment.” Accordingly,
regional water board staff submitted the draft staff report in support of the
proposed basin plan amendment to prohibit septic tank discharges in the Town of
Yucca Valley to the peer review process in July of 2010. Two peer reviewers were
chosen by State Water Board staff, in a process independent of regional board
staff.

Both of the participating peer reviewers concurred that the scientific information
presented in the staff report support the proposed septic tank discharge
prohibition. One of the reviewers stated:

“| felt the staff report was very well written and highlights the evidence for
failing septic tanks in the Yucca Valley area — something that is not covered
in the USGS report. This result, in conjunction with all the evidence provided
by the USGS, indicates that the proposed amendment to the basin plan is
needed and scientifically warranted.”

The second peer reviewer concluded:

“The installation of a sewer during Phase | implementation is justified by the
annual rate of failure of septic systems within Yucca Valley. Septic systems
for residential development at that density along with commercial
establishments exceed waste accommodation rates and the soil’s infiltration
capacity.”

The comment letters from both reviewers, and regional water board staff’s
responses to those comments can be found in Appendix F.
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XI. PROHIBITION EXEMPTIONS

In response to oral comments received at the public workshop held on March 17,
2011, and to written comments received by Regional Water Board staff, the Basin
Plan Amendment was changed to include procedures whereby properties affected
by the Prohibition right be exempted from the requirements of the prohibition, if
certain unique conditions were sufficiently demonstrated to the Regional Water
Board. These conditions may include, but are not limited to, technical,
environmental, or economic conditions that would make connection to the
collection system, or installation of an on-site advanced treatment and disposal
system, technically impracticable or economically excessively burdensome.

XI1. COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE AND ENFORCEMENT

In response to oral comments received at the public workshop held on March 17,
2011, and to written comments received by Regional Water Board staff, the Basin
Plan Amendment was changed to include specific information about actions
Regional Water Board staff will take to achieve compliance with the prohibition,
including a list of enforcement actions that may be pursued if specific dischargers
are not responsive to more cooperative staff compliance efforts.

The changes to the amendment include specific directives to the Executive Officer
to assist the Town of Yucca Valley and HDWD obtain financial assistance, and to
notify all property owners affected by the amendment of:

a) key deadlines of the Prohibition,

b) options available to comply with the amendment, and

c) sources of potential financial and technical assistance.

X11. SUMMARY

Laboratory analyses of groundwater samples collected from supply wells in the
Town indicate an exceedance in the drinking water standard (i.e., maximum
contaminant level) for nitrate (NOg3). As a result, HDWD removed impacted supply
wells from service and treated well water to remove NOj3™ before distribution to the
public. The USGS Study concluded that septage from septic tanks is the primary
source of NOj to the ground-water system in Yucca Valley. This investigation
provided the core scientific basis to prohibit septic tank use in specific areas of the
Town.

HDWD’s 2002 “Source Water Assessment” completed for Yucca Valley’s
production wells rated all supply wells “most vulnerable” to nitrate contamination
from septic systems. lIrrespective of the source(s) of the existing nitrate
contamination in groundwater, additional mass loading of nitrate from new
development/high density septic system use will clearly cause further degradation
to groundwater. It is therefore necessary to immediately protect vulnerable sub-
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basins in the Yucca Valley area not currently impacted by nitrates, where high
density septic system use may ultimately lead to further water quality degradation.

Violations of water quality objectives and conditions of pollution, contamination,
and nuisance have resulted from septic system use in the Yucca Valley area. The
building boom that has occurred over the last 10 years has exacerbated water
quality problems associated with septic system use in the area, including excess
nutrients (nitrate) in groundwater.

In June 2007, Regional Water Board staff, in collaboration with HDWD and Town
officials, formalized discussions to address water quality and public health
concerns caused by septic system use in the Town. These discussions led to the
adoption of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to establish interim policy to
mitigate the impact from the septic systems while a municipal sewage collection
and treatment system for the Town is designed and built. On September 19,
2007, the Regional Water Board adopted Resolution R7-2007-0074 in support of
the efforts by the Town of Yucca Valley and the HDWD to phase out wastewater
discharges from septic systems. The resolution states, in relevant part:

“...The Regional Board considers construction of the RWWTF (regional wastewater
treatment facility) proposed by the District and Yucca Valley and elimination of the
groundwater quality threat and impacts from seplic systems in Yucca Valley to be
strategic regional water quality priorities...”

In response to violations of water quality objectives for nitrate, scientific evidence,
directives from the Regional Water Board, and requests from local entities,
Regional Water Board staff is proposing a Basin Plan amendment to prohibit septic
system use in three areas of the Town to protect high quality municipal beneficial
use groundwater aquifers vulnerable to degradation from septic system discharges

REGIONAL WATER BOARD CONTACT

All enquiries regarding the proposed Basin Plan Amendment should be directed to:
Jon Rokke (760) 776-8959
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
COLORADO RIVER BASIN REGION

RESOLUTION NO. R7-2011-0004

Amending the Water Quality Control Plan for the Colorado River Basin Region to Prohibit Septic
Tank Discharges in the Town of Yucca Valley, San Bernardino County

WHEREAS, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Colorado River Basin Region
(hereinafter Regional Water Board), finds that:

1.

An updated Water Quality Control Plan for the Colorado River Basin (Basin Plan) was
adopted by the Regional Water Board on November 17, 1993, approved by the State
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) on February 17, 1994, and approved
by the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) on August 3, 1994. This Basin Plan has been
updated to include amendments adopted by the Regional Water Board through December
2008.

The Basin Plan may be amended in accordance with the California Water Code (CWC)
Section 13240 et seq.

The Basin Plan has narrative groundwater quality objectives, which state in relevant
part: “The Regional Board’s objective is to minimize the quantities of contaminants
reaching any groundwater basin. This could be achieved by establishing management
practices for major discharges to land. Until the Regional Board can complete
investigations for the establishment of management practices, the objective will be to
maintain the existing water quality where feasible.” (Basin Plan, Chapter 3, Section IV.)

Water Code Section 13243 authorizes the Regional Water Board to specify certain
conditions or areas where discharges of specific types of waste will not be permitted.

Water Code Section 13280 requires that a determination that discharge of waste from
existing or new individual disposal systems or from community collection and disposal
systems, which utilize subsurface disposal, should not be permitted shall be supporied
by substantial evidence in the record. Such evidence shall demonstrate that the
discharge of waste from such disposal systems will result in violation of water quality
objectives, will impair present or future beneficial uses of water, will cause pollution,
nuisance, or contamination, or will unreasonably degrade the quality of any waters of the
state.

The Town of Yucca Valley is in the southwestern area of the Mojave Desert,
approximately 25 miles north of Palm Springs and 100 miles east of Los Angeles, in San
Bernardino County. This southwestern part of the Mojave Desert is bordered to the
north by the San Bernardino Mountains and to the south by the Little San Bernardino
Mountains. The Town of Yucca Valley is the main population center in this area, and the
current population is estimated at 24,000.
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7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

The Town of Yucca Valley (Town) is in the southwest corner of the Morongo
Groundwater Basin. The Warren Valley Groundwater Subbasin (Warren Subbasin) is
part of the Morongo Groundwater Basin, and it includes water-bearing sediments
beneath the Town and the surrounding area. The Subbasin is bounded to the north by
the Pinto Mountain fault, to the south by the Little San Bernardino Mountains, to the east
by a bedrock constriction called the “Yucca Barrier”, and to the west by a bedrock
constrictiontopographic divide that separates Warren Valley from Morongo Valley.
Water-bearing deposits in the Warren Subbasin cover about 5.5 square miles (mi?) of
the 19 mi® Subbasin area.

The Morongo Groundwater Basin and Warren Subbasin are within the Joshua Tree
Hydrologic Unit. The Basin Plan specifies the following beneficial uses for the Joshua
Tree Hydrologic Unit:

i. Municipal and domestic supply (MUN)
ii. Industrial Process Supply (IND)

State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16 (“Policy with Respect to Maintaining High
Quality Waters of the State,” hereinafter Resolution No. 68-16) requires a regional
board, when regulating a discharge of waste, to maintain high quality waters of the state
(i.e., background water quality) until it is demonstrated that any change in quality is
consistent with:

i. the maximum benefit to the people of the state,
ii. will not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial uses of waters, and
ii. will not result in water quality less than that prescribed in policies (e.g., violation of
any Water Quality Objective (WQO)).

The Hi-Desert Water District (HDWD) is the water purveyor for the Town. [t was also
designated as the Water Master for the basin when the basin was adjudicated by the
San Bernardino County Superior Court in 1977.

As the Town's population increased, ground water levels declined. From 1940 to 1994,
ground water levels had declined about 300 feet in some areas of the Warren Subbasin.
In 1995, HDWD initiated an artificial ground water recharge program to reverse the
decline in ground water levels. As a result of the recharge effort, groundwater levels
have recovered as much as 250 feet and nitrate concentrations have increased above
the USEPA drinking water maximum contaminant level of 45 mg/L.

In a U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 2003 report titled “Evaluation of the Source and
Transport of High Nitrate Concentrations in Groundwater, Warren Subbasin, California”
Water-Resources Investigations Report 03-4009 (USGS Report), the USGS concluded
that “septage from septic tanks was the primary source of nitrate (NO;) to the ground-
water system”. (USGS Report, p. 1.)

High nitrate concentrations in water used for domestic supply may cause
methemoglobinemia (“blue baby syndrome”) in infants six months or younger that
consume water with nitrate levels that exceed the maximum contaminant level (MCL).
These infants may become seriously ill and die, if untreated.
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14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

Concentrations of nitrates in the Warren Subbasin have violated the Basin Plan's water
quality objectives for groundwater.

The Town currently has no municipal sanitary sewer or wastewater treatment systems.

The proposed Basin Plan Amendment is contained in Attachment A, incorporated herein
and made part of this resolution. The amendment modifies Chapter 4 of the Basin Plan:
Section II.H, Septic Systems.

The proposed amendment enacts a prohibition on discharges of wastewater from septic
systems in areas of the Town of Yucca Valley scheduled for sewer installation in the
three phases defined in HDWD’s Sewer Master Plan (see Attachment B) according to
the following schedule:

e Phase 1 by May 19, 2016
e Phase 2 by May 19, 2019
e Phase 3 by May 19, 2022

Regional Water Board staff prepared a report titled “Staff Report In Support Of A Basin
Plan Amendment To Prohibit The Discharge of Wastewater Into The Ground from Septic
Systems In The Town of Yucca Valley” (hereinafter referred to as Staff Report), dated

December 2010.

The Staff Report has undergone scientific peer review as required by California Health
and Safety Code Section 57004. The peer review panel concluded that the proposed
amendment to the Basin Plan is needed and scientifically warranted, particularly in the
high density areas of the Town of Yucca Valley.

Findings in the Staff Report indicate that the discharges of wastes from septic systems in
the Town have adversely impacted groundwater quality. Accordingly, staff has
concluded that the continued discharge of wastes from the septic systems will result in
further degradation of water quality and conditions of pollution, contrary to Resolution
No. 68-16 and in violation of Basin Plan water quality standards for the Warren
Subbasin.

The Regional Water Board has considered and responded to all comments submitted by
the peer review panel.

The Regional Water Board considered factors in CWC Section 13241, including
economic considerations, to develop the proposed amendment. The cost of
implementing the amendment is reasonable given the beneficial uses of groundwater
that are being threatened and impacted. This proposed Amendment of the Basin Plan
will also result in improved groundwater quality.

The Staff Report describes the proposed amendment, evaluates a range of reasonable
alternatives to comply with the Amendment, provides a cost estimate for the proposed
implementation program, and identifies potential sources of financing, as required by
CWC Section 13141.

The regulatory action proposed meets the “necessity” standard of the Administrative
Procedure Act, Government Code Section 11353, subdivision (b).
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25. The basin planning process is certified by the Secretary for Natural Resources as a
regulatory program exempt from the requirements to prepare an Environmental Impact
Report, Negative Declaration, and Initial Study (Title 14, California Code of Regulations
(CCR), Section 15241(g)). However, a certified program is subject to other provisions in
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), such as the requirement to avoid
significant adverse effects to the environment where feasible (Pub. Resources Code,
Section 21000 et seq). Regional Water Board staff prepared the required
documentation to adopt the amendment, including an environmental checklist and
written report (23 CCR Section 3777).

26. Regional Water Board staff held a CEQA scoping meeting on December 18, 2007, 1o
receive comments on the draft amendment and to identify significant issues to consider.

27. Regional Water Board staff completed an environmental checklist indicating no
significant adverse effects, individually or cumulatively, to the environment from
implementing the Amendment.

28. In accordance with state and federal regulations (23 CCR Section 3775, 40 CFR 25, and
40 CFR 131), Regional Water Board staff circulated for review and comment a Notice of
Public Hearing, a Notice of Filing, the Staff Report, the environmental checklist, and draft
proposed amendment to interested individuals and public agencies, including persons
with expertise identifying environmental impacts from implementing the amendment.

29. On March 17, 2011, the Regional Water Board held a public workshop in the Town of
Yucca Valley and heard and considered comments pertaining to this Basin Plan
amendment.

30. On May 19, 2011, the Regional Water Board held a public hearing and heard and
considered all comments pertaining to the Basin Plan amendment.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1.

Pursuant to CWC Section 13240 et seq., the Regional Water Board, after considering the
entire record, including oral comments made at the hearing, hereby approves the Staff
Report, and adopts the Basin Plan Amendment as set forth in Attachment A.

Pursuant to CWC Section 13245, the Executive Officer is hereby directed to forward the
Basin Plan Amendment administrative record to the State Water Board for review and
approval.

Pursuant to CWC Sections 13245 and 13246, the Regional Water Board hereby requests
that the State Water Board approve the Basin Plan Amendment, then forward the
amendment with supporting documents, to OAL for approval.

The Executive Officer is directed to transmit to the California Department of Fish and Game
payment of its required CEQA filing fee for certified regulatory programs (currently set at
$965.50), which include this Basin Plan Amendment, as prescribed by California Fish and
Game Code Section 711.4 and implementing regulations set forth at 14 CCR Section 753.5.
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5. If, during the review and approval process, Regional Water Board staff, the State Water
Board, and/or OAL determine that minor, non-substantive changes to the language of the
amendment are needed for clarity or consistency, the Executive Officer may authorize such
change(s), and shall inform the Regional Water Board accordingly.

6. After OAL approval of the Basin Plan Amendment, the Executive Officer is directed to
request the State Water Resources Control Board to file, on behalf of the Regionai Water
Board, a Notice of Decision (NOD) with the Secretary for Natural Resources in accordance
with Public Resources Code Section 21080.5(d)(2)(E), and 23 CCR Section 3781(b), and to
include with the NOD a copy of the CEQA filing fee paid to the California Department of Fish

and Game.

I, Robert Perdue, Executive Officer, do hereby certify the foregoing is a full, true, and correct
copy of the Resolution adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board,

Colorado River Basin Region, on May 19, 2011.
O} \9{/@ \j‘é4 jh ©

ROBERT PERDUE
Executive Officer

P.162



Resolution R7-2011-0004

ATTACHMENT A

An Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Colorado River Basin
Region to Prohibit the Discharge of Wastewater Into the Ground From Septic
Systems In The Town Of Yucca Valley in San Bernardino County.

AMENDMENT

Chapter 4, Section Il.H (Septic Systems), add the following subsection entitled:

Town of Yucca Valley

Pursuant to Section 13280 of the California Water Code, the discharge of wastewater
from new or existing individual disposal systems on parcels within Phase 1, Phase 2.
and Phase 3 of the Hi-Desert Water District Sewer Master Plan (Final Report, January
2009) is prohibited with certain exceptions noted below.

A. Time Schedule for Implementation

The prohibition shall become effective for all parcels within Phase 1 of the Hi-Desert
Water District Sewer Master Plan by May 19, 2016, or when a municipal sewaqge
coliection system becomes available, whichever occurs first.

The prohibition shall become effective on parcels within Phase 2 of the Hi-Desert Water
Districts_ Sewer Master Plan by May 19, 2019, or when a municipal sewage collection
system becomes available, whichever occurs first.

The prohibition shall become effective on parcels within Phase 3 of the Hi-Desert Water
Districts Sewer Master Plan by May 19, 2022, or when a municipal sewage collection
system becomes available, whichever occurs first. All three phases are shown in
Attachment B.

A municipal sewage collection system is defined as “available” once the system is
operational, and is located within 500 lineal feet of an existing or proposed new disposal
system discharge.

B. Reporting

Pursuant to Section 13225 of the California Water Code, by January 1, 2012, the Hi-
Desert Water District (HDWD) shall submit to the Regional Water Board a report
describing an implementation plan to comply with the May 19, 2016, the May 19, 2019,
and the May 19, 2022 prohibition dates.
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Thereaiter, HDWD shall submit bi-annual reports to the Regional Water Board by
January 1% and July 1% of each vear regarding any actions taken by HDWD or any other
person or entity in order to achieve compliance by the above deadlines.

HDWD will be contracting with USGS to study further the impact from septic system
discharges in Phases 2 and 3. HDWD will be submitting the results of the study to the
Regional Water Board for consideration of modification of the Prohibition.

C. Prohibition Exemptions

Exemptions to this Prohibition_shall be considered and may be granted by the Regional
Water Board on a case-by-case basis pursuant to_an application submitted to the
Executive Officer by any person or entity that is subject to the Prohibition {(Discharger).
Such exemptions shall be based upon the weight of the evidence demonstrating the
existence of unigue conditions applicable to the Discharger, its discharge, and its
property in _question. These conditions include, but are not limited to, technical,
environmental, or economic conditions that would make connection to the collection
system or installation of an on-site advanced treatment and disposal system technically
impracticable or economically excessively burdensome. To be considered for an
exemption, the Discharger shall apply to the Executive Officer for relief in writing and
document the conditions that would make connection to the collection system or
installation _of an advanced on-site treatment and disposal system technically
impracticable or economically excessively burdensome. The application shall also
include:

a) Written quotes from three State licensed commercial contractors regarding the
estimated cost to install, operate, and maintain the advanced on-site treatment and
disposal system; and

b) _A financial statement regarding the applicant's average income for the last five
years, and the applicant’s most recent property value assessment.

The Reqgional Water Board shall give substantial consideration to applications
accompanied by a letter of support for the exemption from HDWD.

The Executive Officer shall have thirty (30) days from receipt of the application to notify
the Discharger in writing whether the application is complete. Following receipt of a
complete application, the Executive Officer shall make a preliminary determination of
whether the Discharger qualifies for an exemption and shall make a recommendation to
the Regional Water Board based on that determination whether the exemption should
be granted or denied. The Executive Officer shall then notify the Discharger in writing
regarding that recommendation and when the matter will be scheduled for the Regional
Water Board's consideration at a public hearing.
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D. Compliance Assurance and Enforcement

It is the Regional Water Board's objective to work cooperatively with the Dischargers
who are subject to this Prohibition to help them achieve compliance with the terms of
the Prohibition. Consistent with this objective, the Executive Officer shall assist the
Dischargers achieve compliance with the terms of this Basin Plan amendment. In this
regard, the Executive Officer shall continue to assist the Town of Yucca Valley and
HDWD obtain financial assistance and, within forty-five (45) days following approval of
the amendment by the California Office_of Administrative Law (OAL), shall notify in
writing all Dischargers regarding:

a) the key deadlines of this Prohibition,
b) options available to comply with the amendment, and
c) sources of potential financial and technical assistance.

The Regional Water Board recognizes that there may be circumstances where a
Discharger is not responsive to staff compliance efforts. In these cases, the State
Water Resources Control Board's Water Quality Enforcement Policy provides clear
guidance on the options available to the Regional Water Board to bring the Discharger
into compliance. In these circumstances, the Regional Water Board enforcement staff
shall implement prompt, consistent, predictable, fair, and progressive enforcement to
bring the Discharger into compliance at the earliest practicable date with the terms of
this Prohibition. Towards this end, the Regional Water Board staff may take any
combination of the following actions, as the circumstances of the case may warrant:

= |ssue Notice of Non-Compliance letters:

= |ssue an order pursuant to Section 13267 of the California Water Code to ensure
that a Discharger submits, in a prompt and complete manner, a technical report to
bring its discharge into compliance with this Prohibition;

= |ssue a Cleanup and Abatement order pursuant to Section 13304 of the California
Water Code against any Discharger who violates the Prohibition and/or threatens a
condition of nuisance or pollution:;

= Prepare for consideration of adoption by the Regional Water Board, a Cease and
Desist order pursuant to Section 13301 of the California Water Code against any
Discharger who violates the Prohibition;

= |ssue Administrative Civil Liability Complaints, as provided for by the California
Water Code, against any responsible party who fails to comply with Regional
Water Board orders and/or the Prohibition.

The Executive Officer is hereby directed to provide the Begional Water Board an annual written
report regarding overall progress to achieve compliance with the terms of this prohibition. The
first annual report shall be due on May 23, 2012.
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ATTACHMENT B

HDWD SEWER MASTER PLAN PHASES
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TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Honorable Mayor & Town Council
From: Curtis Yakimow, Town Manager

Jessica Rice, Management Analyst
Date: March 31, 2015

For Council Meeting:  April 7, 2015
Subject:  Overview of Town Wide Grant Process

Recommendation: That the Town Council receive and file this informational overview of
the Town’s grant process.

Order of Procedure:
Request Staff Report
Request Public Comment
Council Discussion/Questions of Staff
Motion/Second
Discussion on Motion
Call the Question (Roll Call Vote)

Discussion: Town staff participates in grant funding opportunities provided to the Town
and actively seeks out new grant funding sources on a regular basis that align with the
Council's strategic priorities, the General Plan, various master plan documents, and the
Town'’s operating budget. All of these factors are taken into consideration when prioritizing
what projects are completed using grant funds. Other factors such as grant timelines,
grant maintenance requirements, staff administration requirements, and financial
matching requirements are also considered when applying for grant funding.

Current Activities
Some grant funding is on-going and others are one-time funding opportunities. Below is
an overview of recent grants that have been awarded town-wide:

On-Going Grants:

e EMPG (Emergency Management Performance Grant)
o Approximately $13,000 received annually for emergency management
activities.
o Most recently used for sending staff to emergency management training at
CSTI (California Specialized Training Institute).

Al

— 2
Reviewed By: / l{/},/y l\//k/ X\ (./
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%
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X Department Report — Ordinance Action Resolution Action Public Hearing
Consent Minute Action Receive and File Study Session
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o HSGP (Homeland Security Grant Program)
o Approximately $12,000 received annually for emergency management
activities.
o Most recently used for the purchase of solar powered message boards and
computers for the primary and secondary EOC (Emergency Operations
Center).

o CalRecycle's City/County Payment Program
o Approximately $5,800 received annually for activities related to recycling and
conservation education.
o Town utilizes this money to help fund the Town'’s Earth Day event and related

activities.

¢ CDBG (Community Development Block Grant)
o Town applies each year and receives various amounts based upon federal
funding allocations.
o Most recently have used funds for Code Enforcement projects, and park
improvement projects at the Town’s Community Center, Paradise Park and
Jacobs Park.

¢« OHV (Off Highway Vehicle) Grant
o Used annually for off road vehicle enforcement.
o Amount received varies. $35,000 was applied for in FY 14/15; $15,000 will
soon be received for FY 13/14, and $13,000 was received in FY 12/13.
o Grant requires a 25% match that the Town shares with the City of 29 Palms.

e |LESA (Local Law Enforcement Services Act) Grant
o Town receives $100,000 annually for frontline law enforcement (used to
reimburse overtime salaries, or any direct frontline expense).

One-Time Grants:

e COPS Hiring Grant
o Received $125,000 over three years and used to reimburse a portion of the
salary for the School Resource Officer. Final reimbursement was received
in January 2015.

e TCRP (Traffic Congestion Relief Program)

o Most recently used $499,000 for the design work for medians along Hwy. 62
from La Honda to Dumosa.
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PLHD (Public Lands Highway Discretionary) Grant

o Used for the design work for the sidewalk, gutter and median improvements
on Hwy. 62 from Apache to Palm. Grant funding totaled approximately
$500,000.

SLPP (State & Local Partnership Program)

o Received $723,000 from Department of Transportation and used for the
construction costs of installing sidewalks, gutters and medians along
Highway 62 from Apache to Palm as part of the PLHD project.

o Received $746,000 from Department of Transportation and used for the
construction costs of installing sidewalks, gutters and medians along Hwy.
62 from La Honda to Dumosa as part of the TCRP Project.

SRTS (Safe Routes to School) Grant
o Received $400,000 for infrastructure activities. Used for the installation of
curbs, gutters and sidewalks near Yucca Valley High School and the
installation of radar speed signs at Yucca Valley Elementary, Onaga
Elementary and La Contenta Middle Schools.
o Received $114,500 for non-infrastructure activities. Used to purchase bike
helmets, bike locks and backpacks for school children.

CMAQ
o Received $112,750 and used on the street light synchronization.

SAFETEA-LU
o Received $1.44 million and used on PLHD portion of Highway 62

improvements from Apache to Palm.

HSIP (Highway Safety Improvements)
o Received $900,000 for TCRP portion of Highway improvements along Hwy.

62 from La Honda to Dumosa.

Housing Related Parks Program Grant
o Received $168,700 and used for Paradise Park improvements.

Future Activities

Staff has recently reviewed various grant management systems that specialize in assisting
local jurisdictions in finding grants, determining eligibility, and managing the requirements
via an online application. Through that review process, staff has determined that a grant
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service subscription to eCivis would be both operationally and financially beneficial in
assisting the Town in continuing to pursue various grant funding opportunities.

The primary benefits of utilizing a subscription service such as eCivis are as follows:

o Provides the ability to search for grants using customized search tools. Automated
search agents can be applied to deliver specific grant opportunities via email on a
daily or weekly basis.

e Provides a centralized and simplified cloud based grant management system that
provides calendar integration, task and approval management, financial system
integration and tracking and reporting management.

¢ Assists with managing the entire grant life cycle, including assistance with writing
grant applications and automating all pre-award and post-award activities.

o Provides educational and reference resources such as online training courses,
publications and resource library.

To ensure cost effectiveness of the service, a review of the operational and financial
success of the subscription service will be completed on a periodic basis.

Alternatives: None recommended.

Fiscal impact: Annual eCivis subscription service fees are $3,675 for a three year term.
These costs will be accommodated by the existing FY 2014-16 budget, and will be
reviewed periodically for cost effectiveness.

Attachments: None.
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TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Honorable Mayor & Town Council
From: Sharaon Cisneros, Finance Manager
Date: April 2, 2015

For

Council

Meeting:  April 7, 2015
Subject:  FY 2014-16 Investment Policy

Prior Council Review: Current Investment Policy reviewed and approved by Council
June 26, 2012.

Recommendations: It is recommended that Council:
e Review and approve the FY 2014-16 Investment Policy
¢ Review and approve the town planned investment activities which includes
moving funds from the Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) to Negotiable
Certificates of Deposit as allowed by the Investment Policy

Order of Procedure:
Request Staff Report
Request Public Comment
Council Discussion / Questions of Staff
Motion/Second
Discussion on Motion
Call the Question (Voice Vote)

Discussion: Management of the Town'’s investments is governed by the Prudent
Investor Standard as set forth in California Government Code Section 53600.3.

The attached policy represents an updated and revised investment policy outlining the
principles and practices of the investment of the Town'’s surplus funds. All guidelines
incorporated into the policy are in accordance with, or more stringent than the
requirements set forth in the California Government Code.

The proposed investment policy is a comprehensive framework by which the Town's
investment practices will be governed. It is important to note that the underlying
foundation for the proposed policy remains safety, liquidity, and yield as identified by
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California Government Code with respect to the investment of surplus funds. Aside
from date, name and other minor changes, there are three changes to the Policy that
are worth noting:

e Pages 2-3 — The guestionnaires required of banking institutions to be updated
have been replaced with the requirement to provide audited financial statements
as a part of the annual review of financial institutions which is common practice
among other entities.

e Page 3 — The language related to "Negotiable Certificates of Deposit” was
updated to reflect changes to California Government Code Sections 53601.8 and
53635.8. Local Agencies are now authorized to invest up to 30 percent of their
surplus funds in deposits at a commercial or savings bank, savings and loan or
credit union using a private sector deposit placement service. The legislation
which went into effect on January 1, 2014, also changed the portfolio allocation
limitations: No more than 30 percent of a local agency’s surplus funds may be
invested in placement service-assisted deposits, inclusive of placement service-
assisted CD’s. A 30 percent allocation limit also applies to an agency’s
investment in the combination of placement service assisted CDs and negotiable
CDs authorized under GC Section 53601(i).

¢« Page 5 — The maximum allowable investment amount per institution has been
increased to 50% with a single financial institution, excluding LAIF investments to
enable the Town to keep the majority of funds in LAIF as has been the practice
as well as utilize one other bank for operating and investment purposes.

Despite authorization within the investment policy to invest in other safe investment
vehicles, it has been Town practice to utilize only the Local Agency Investment Fund
(LAIF) or FDIC Insured Demand Deposit accounts for investment of surplus monies.
Increased interest earnings could be realized with the investment of surplus funds in
Negotiable Certificates of Deposits (CDs) as authorized in the investment policy. With
LAIF interest rates earning 0.25% and CDs earning from 0.75% to 1.0% for a 7 month
to 13 month period respectively, the increase in interest earnings would be three to four
times the current earnings on the portion of the funds invested. All certificates of
deposit must be properly collateralized in accordance with Section 53652 of the
California Government Code or fully insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation (FDIC). The Certificates of Deposit (CDs) must comply with Government
Code Section 53601(i). The time commitment is short thus keeping the funds available
if needed.

Alternatives: Review and approve the FY 2014-16 Investment Policy without
approving the investment into the Certificates of Deposit (CDs).
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Fiscal impact: The approval of the change to Town practice by Investment into
Certificates of Deposit (CDs) will increase interest income in the General Fund. There
is no anticipated financial impact associated with the recommended approval of the

Town Investment Policy.

Attachments: Town Investment Policy (Red-line version)
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TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY
INVESTMENT POLICY

1.0 POLICY

WHEREAS the Legislature of the State of California has declared that the deposit and
investment of public funds by local officials and local agencies is an issue of statewide concern
(California Government Code (CGC) Sections 53600.6 and 53630.1);

WHEREAS the legislative body of a local agency may invest surplus monies, not
required for the immediate necessities of the local agency, in accordance with the provisions of
CGC §53601 et seq.; and

WHEREAS the Finance Manager of the Town of Yucca Valley (“Town”) shall biennially
prepare and submit a statement of investment policy and such policy, and any changes thereto,
shall be considered by the legislative body at a public meeting (CGC §53646).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the policy of the Town of Yucca Valley is
to invest funds in a manner which will provide: (i) the maximum security; (ii) the funds
necessary to meet the daily cash flow demands of the Town; and (iii) the highest investment
return while conforming to all statutes governing the investment of Town funds within the
constraints of this Investment Policy.

2.0 SCOPE

This Investment Policy applies to all cash and investment assets of the Town of Yucca Valley.

3.0 PRUDENCE

Investments shall be made with that degree of judgment and care which persons of prudence,
discretion, and intelligence exercise in the management of their own affairs; not for speculation,
but for investment, considering the probable safety of their capital as well as the probable income
to be derived. The standard of prudence to be used by designated investment signatories shall be
the "prudent investor” standard (CGC §53600.3) and shall be applied in the context of managing
an overall portfolio. Designated investment signatories, acting in accordance with written
procedures, this investment policy, and exercising due diligence shall be relieved of personal
responsibility for an individual security's credit risk or market price changes, provided deviations
from expectations are reported in a timely fashion and appropriate action is taken to control
adverse developments.

4.0 OBJECTIVES

As specified in CGC §53600.5, when investing, reinvesting, purchasing, acquiring, enhancing,
selling, and managing public funds; the primary objectives, in priority order, of the investment
activities shall be:
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A. Safety: Safety of principal is the foremost objective of the investment program.
Investments made by the Town shall be undertaken in a manner that seeks to ensure the
preservation of capital in the overall portfolio.

B. Liquidity: The investment portfolio will remain sufficiently liquid to enable the Town to
meet all operating requirements, which might be reasonably anticipated.

C. Return on Investments: The investment portfolio shall be designed with the objective of
attaining a market rate of return throughout budgetary and economic cycles, taking into
account the investment risk constraints and the cash flow characteristics of the portfolio.

5.0 DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

Authority to manage the investment program is derived from CGC §53600, et seq., and the Town
Code of the Town of Yucca Valley. Management responsibility for the investment program is
hereby delegated to the Finance Manager, who shall establish written procedures for the
operation of the investment program consistent with this investment policy. No person may
engage in an investment transaction except as provided under the terms of this investment policy
and the procedures established by the Finance Manager. The Finance Manager shall be
responsible for all transactions undertaken and shall establish a system of controls to regulate the
activities of the investment program. Under the provisions of CGC §53600.3, the Finance
Manager is a trustee and a fiduciary subject to the prudent investor standard.

6.0 ETHICS AND CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

Town personnel involved in the placement of investments shall refrain from personal business
activity that could conflict with the proper execution of the investment program, or which could
impair their ability to make impartial investment decisions.

7.0 AUTHORIZED FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND DEALERS

The Finance Manager will maintain a list of financial institutions selected on the basis of credit-
worthiness, financial strength, experience, and capitalization. In presenting financial institutions
to the Town’s Town Council for the deposit or investment of Town funds, the Finance Manager
consideration shall include the depository’s latest financial performance data.

For the services of banks, savings banks, and savings and loan associations, depository
agreements shall be prepared by the Finance Manager and authorized representatives of the
respective financial institutions for consideration and execution by the Town Council of the
Town of Yucca Valley. These depository agreements shall be reviewed from time to time to
ensure they reflect the current relationship between the Town and the financial institution.

For broker/dealer services utilized to invest in government securities and other investments, the
Town Council of the Town shall select only broker/dealers who are licensed and in good
standing with the California Department of Securities, the Securities and Exchange Commission,
the National Association of Securities Dealers, or other applicable self-regulatory organizations.
In addition, the broker/dealer must be a primary government securities dealer as defined by the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York.
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Before engaging in investment transactions with a broker/dealer, a bank, or a savings and loan
association, the Finance Manager shall have received from each financial institution a signed
Certification Form. This form shall attest that the financial institution has reviewed the Town's
Investment Policy, understands it, and intends to present investment recommendations and
transactions to the Town that are appropriate under its terms and conditions. An example of the
Certificate Form is attached (see Attachment "A").
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of the financial condition and registrations of qualified financial instutions and dealers and
require annual audited financial statements to be on file for each company. The Town shall send
a copy of the current Investment Policy to all financial institutions and dealers approved to do
business with the Town.

8.0 AUTHORIZED AND SUITABLE INVESTMENTS

The Town of Yucca Valley is empowered by CGC §53601 et seq. to invest in the following:

A. United States Treasury notes, bonds, bills, or certificates of indebtedness, or those for
which the full faith and credit of the United States are pledged for the payment of
principal and interest.

B. Federal agency or United States government-sponsored enterprise obligations,
participations, or other instruments, including those issued by or fully guaranteed as to
principal and interest by federal agencies or United States government-sponsored
enterprises.

C. Commercial Paper rated "prime quality' or of the highest letter and numerical rating by a
nationally recognized statistical-rating organization (NRSRO). The corporations issuing
the commercial paper must be organized and operating within the United States, have
assets of at least $500,000,000, and an "A" or better rating on debentures other than
commercial paper. The term of the investment shall not exceed 180 days, nor shall the
amount placed exceed 10% of the outstanding commercial paper of an issuing
corporation. Purchases of commercial paper shall not exceed 15% of the Town's surplus
funds available for investment, at the time of the investment decision.

D. Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) investments cannot exceed the maximum per
agency cap of the Local Agency Investment Fund.

E. Negotiable Certificates of Deposit issued by a nationally or state chartered bank, savings
bank, or savings and loan association; total purchases shall not exceed 2030% of
available surplus funds, subject to the provisions identified in CGC §53601(3).
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F. Money Market Accounts (MMASs) with qualified financial institutions may be used as
short-term investments and to facilitate the transfer of funds into longer-term investments
in conformance with CGC §53601(k). Funds may also be deposited in MM As with
Trustees in conjunction with debt service accounts and escrow accounts in conformance
with CGC §53601(k).

G. Passbook Savings Accounts and Demand Deposit Accounts offered by federally insured
institutions and meeting all of the aforementioned criteria.

H. Funds held under the terms of a Trust Indenture or other contract or agreement may be
invested according to the provisions of those indentures, contracts, or agreements.

Also, see CGC §53601 for a detailed summary of the limitations and special conditions that
apply to each of the above listed investment securities. CGC §53601 is attached and included by
reference in this Investment Policy (see Attachment "BB").

Surplus Funds are defined, for the purposes of this Investment Policy, as all funds of the Town
excepit.

s Funds Held in Deferred Compensation Accounts

* Bond Proceeds invested pursuant to Council approved bond documents

= Trustee controlled MMAs associated with escrow accounts

= Debt Service Reserves invested in Guaranteed Investment Contracts and Trustee MMAS

Prohibited Investments and Deposit. Investments not covered under Section 8.0, items A
through G, are prohibited. In addition, the Town shall not invest any funds covered by this
Investment Policy in repurchase agreements or reverse repurchase agreements. No public
deposit shall be made except in a qualified public depository as established by state laws and
approved by the Town’s Town Council. To ensure liquidity of Town funds, at the time of
investment, no more than 20 percent of the Town’s surplus funds shall be invested for a term
remaining to maturity in excess of one year. Furthermore, where this section does not specify a
limitation on the term or remaining maturity at the time of the investment, no investment shall be
made in any security that at the time of the investment has a term remaining to maturity in excess
of two years- with the exception of Section 8.0 H above, unless the Town Council has granted
express authority to make that investment.
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9.0 COLLATERALIZATION

All certificates of deposits must be collateralized. The collateral must be held by a third party
trustee and valued regularly by the State Banking Department’s Administrator of Local Agency
Security.

10.0 SAFEKEEPING AND CUSTODY

All security transactions entered into by the Town shall be conducted on delivery vs. payment
(DVP) basis. All securities purchased or acquired shall be delivered to the Town by book entry,
physical delivery, or by third party custodial agreement as required by CGC §53601.

11.0 DIVERSIFICATION

The Town Council recognizes that investment risks can result from issuer defaults, market price
changes, or various technical complications leading to temporary illiquidity. Portfolio
diversification is employed as a way to control these risks. Investment signatories are expected
to display prudence in the selection and/or approval of securities, as a way to minimize the risks
present in the investment portfolio. No individual investment transaction shall be undertaken
which jeopardizes the total capital position of the overall portfolio. Furtherfinancialinstitutions;

.
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investments: With the exception of U.S. Treasury securities and Local Agency Investment Fund
(LAIF). no more than 50% of total investment portfolio will be invested with a single financial
institution.

The Town Council acknowledges that from time to time certain situations may arise during
which strict adherence to an inflexible investment policy may be overly restrictive. On a case-
by-case basis, the Town Council may consider any pertinent information of such situations and
may, by minute action, modify or waive, within the constraints of CGC §53601 et seq., any of
the provisions or restrictions of this Investment Policy.

12.0 REPORTING

In accordance with CGC §53646, the Finance Manager shall submit to the Town Council a
quarterly investment report. This report will include all required elements of the quarterly report
as prescribed by CGC §53646. Required elements of the quarterly report include:

a. Type of investment;
b. Name of institution;
c¢. Date of maturity;
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d. Amount of deposit or cost of the security and the par value
e. Current market value of all securities; and
f. Rate of interest/earnings (yield).

CGC §53646 also requires that the investment report must include a statement that (i) all
investment actions executed since the last investment report have been made in full compliance
with the Investment Policy and that (ii) the Town will meet its expenditure obligations for the
next six months. The Finance Manager shall maintain a complete and timely record of all
investment transactions in support of the above statement.
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Attachment A

CERTIFICATION STATEMENT

I hereby certify that I have personally read Town of Yucca Valley’s (the Town's) Investment
Policy pertaining to the investments of the Town, and have implemented reasonable procedures
and a system of controls designed to preclude imprudent investment activities arising out of
transactions conducted between our financial institution and the Town. All sales personnel will
be routinely informed of the Town’s investment objectives, horizon, outlook, strategies, and risk
constraints whenever we are so advised. We pledge to exercise reasonable diligence in
informing the Town’s Finance Manager. 1 attest to the accuracy of our responses to your
questionnaire.

NOTE: Completion of the attached questionnaire is only part of Town of Yucca Valley’s
certification process and DOES NOT guarantee that our financial institution will be guaranteed
any portion of the investment business with Town of Yucca Valley.

Firm Name

Name Signature
Date

Name Signature

(person in charge of government
securities operations)

Date
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TOWN OF VUCCA VALLEY
BROKERSDEALERS QUESTIONNAIRE-AND CERTIFICA
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Government Code Section 53601

53601. This section shall apply to a local agency that is a city, a
district, or other local agency that does not pool money in deposits

or investments with other local agencies, other than local agencies
that have the same governing body. However, Section 53635 shall apply
to all local agencies that pool money in deposits or investments

with other local agencies that have separate governing bodies. The
legislative body of a local agency having moneys in a sinking fund or
moneys in its treasury not required for the immediate needs of the
local agency may invest any portion of the moneys that it deems wise
or expedient in those investments set forth below. A local agency
purchasing or obtaining any securities prescribed in this section, in

a negotiable, bearer, registered, or nonregistered format, shall

require delivery of the securities to the local agency, including

those purchased for the agency by financial advisers, consultants, or
managers using the agency's funds, by book entry, physical delivery,
or by third-party custodial agreement. The transfer of securities to
the counterparty bank's customer book entry account may be used for
book entry delivery.

For purposes of this section, "counterparty" means the other party
to the transaction. A counterparty bank's trust department or
separate safekeeping department may be used for the physical delivery
of the security if the security is held in the name of the local
agency. Where this section specifies a percentage limitation for a
particular category of investment, that percentage is applicable only
at the date of purchase. Where this section does not specify a
limitation on the term or remaining maturity at the time of the
investment, no investment shall be made in any security, other than a
security underlying a repurchase or reverse repurchase agreement or
securities lending agreement authorized by this section, that at the
time of the investment has a term remaining to maturity in excess of
five years, unless the legislative body has granted express authority
to make that investment either specifically or as a part of an
investment program approved by the legislative body no less than
three months prior to the investment:

(a) Bonds issued by the local agency, including bonds payable

solely out of the revenues from a revenue-producing property owned,
controlled, or operated by the local agency or by a department,
board, agency, or authority of the local agency.
(b) United States Treasury notes, bonds, bills, or certificates of
indebtedness, or those for which the faith and credit of the United
States are pledged for the payment of principal and interest.

(c) Registered state warrants or treasury notes or bonds of this
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state, including bonds payable solely out of the revenues from a
revenue-producing property owned, controlled, or operated by the
state or by a department, board, agency, or authority of the state.

(d) Registered treasury notes or bonds of any of the other 49
states in addition to California, including bonds payable solely out
of the revenues from a revenue-producing property owned, controlled,
or operated by a state or by a department, board, agency, or
authority of any of the other 49 states, in addition to California.

(e) Bonds, notes, warrants, or other evidences of indebtedness of
a local agency within this state, including bonds payable solely out
of the revenues from a revenue-producing property owned, controlled,
or operated by the local agency, or by a department, board, agency,
or authority of the local agency.

(f) Federal agency or United States government-sponsored
enterprise obligations, participations, or other instruments,
including those issued by or fully guaranteed as to principal and
interest by federal agencies or United States government-sponsored
enterprises.

(g) Bankers' acceptances otherwise known as bills of exchange or
time drafts that are drawn on and accepted by a commercial bank.
Purchases of bankers' acceptances shall not exceed 180 days' maturity
or 40 percent of the agency's moneys that may be invested pursuant
to this section. However, no more than 30 percent of the agency's
moneys may be invested in the bankers' acceptances of any one
commercial bank pursuant to this section.

This subdivision does not preclude a municipal utility district
from investing moneys in its treasury in a manner authorized by the
Municipal Utility District Act (Division 6 (commencing with Section
11501) of the Public Utilities Code).

(h) Commercial paper of "prime" quality of the highest ranking or
of the highest letter and number rating as provided for by a
nationally recognized statistical rating organization (NRSRO). The
entity that issues the commercial paper shall meet all of the
following conditions in either paragraph (1) or (2):

(1) The entity meets the following criteria:

(A) Is organized and operating in the United States as a general
corporation.

(B) Has total assets in excess of five hundred million dollars
($500,000,000).

(C) Has debt other than commercial paper, if any, that is rated "A"
or higher by an NRSRO.

(2) The entity meets the following criteria:

(A) Is organized within the United States as a special purpose
corporation, trust, or limited liability company.

(B) Has programwide credit enhancements including, but not limited
to, overcollateralization, letters of credit, or a surety bond.

P.188

Page 13 of 22



(C) Has commercial paper that is rated "A-1" or higher, or the
equivalent, by an NRSRO.

Eligible commercial paper shall have a maximum maturity of 270
days or less. Local agencies, other than counties or a city and
county, may invest no more than 25 percent of their moneys in
eligible commercial paper. Local agencies, other than counties or a
city and county, may purchase no more than 10 percent of the
outstanding commercial paper of any single issuer. Counties or a city
and county may invest in commercial paper pursuant to the
concentration limits in subdivision (a) of Section 53635.

(i) Negotiable certificates of deposit issued by a nationally or
state-chartered bank, a savings association or a federal association
(as defined by Section 5102 of the Financial Code), a state or
federal credit union, or by a federally licensed or state-licensed
branch of a foreign bank. Purchases of negotiable certificates of
deposit shall not exceed 30 percent of the agency's moneys that may
be invested pursuant to this section. For purposes of this section,
negotiable certificates of deposit do not come within Article 2
(commencing with Section 53630), except that the amount so invested
shall be subject to the limitations of Section 53638. The legislative
body of a local agency and the treasurer or other official of the
local agency having legal custody of the moneys are prohibited from
investing local agency funds, or funds in the custody of the local
agency, in negotiable certificates of deposit issued by a state or
federal credit union if a member of the legislative body of the local
agency, or a person with investment decisionmaking authority in the
administrative office manager's office, budget office,
auditor-controller's office, or treasurer's office of the local
agency also serves on the board of directors, or any committee
appointed by the board of directors, or the credit committee or the
supervisory committee of the state or federal credit union issuing
the negotiable certificates of deposit.

(G) (1) Investments in repurchase agreements or reverse repurchase
agreements or securities lending agreements of securities authorized
by this section, as long as the agreements are subject to this
subdivision, including the delivery requirements specified in this
section.

(2) Investments in repurchase agreements may be made, on an
investment authorized in this section, when the term of the agreement
does not exceed one year. The market value of securities that
underlie a repurchase agreement shall be valued at 102 percent or
greater of the funds borrowed against those securities and the value
shall be adjusted no less than quarterly. Since the market value of

the underlying securities is subject to daily market fluctuations,

the investments in repurchase agreements shall be in compliance if
the value of the underlying securities is brought back up to 102

P.189 Page 14 of 22



percent no later than the next business day.

(3) Reverse repurchase agreements or securities lending agreements
may be utilized only when all of the following conditions are met:

(A) The security to be sold using a reverse repurchase agreement
or securities lending agreement has been owned and fully paid for by
the local agency for a minimum of 30 days prior to sale.

(B) The total of all reverse repurchase agreements and securities
lending agreements on investments owned by the local agency does not
exceed 20 percent of the base value of the portfolio.

(C) The agreement does not exceed a term of 92 days, unless the
agreement includes a written codicil guaranteeing a minimum earning
or spread for the entire period between the sale of a security using
a reverse repurchase agreement or securities lending agreement and
the final maturity date of the same security.

(D) Funds obtained or funds within the pool of an equivalent
amount to that obtained from selling a security to a counterparty
using a reverse repurchase agreement or securities lending agreement
shall not be used to purchase another security with a maturity longer
than 92 days from the initial settlement date of the reverse
repurchase agreement or securities lending agreement, unless the
reverse repurchase agreement or securities lending agreement includes
a written codicil guaranteeing a minimum earning or spread for the
entire period between the sale of a security using a reverse
repurchase agreement or securities lending agreement and the final
maturity date of the same security.

(4) (A) Investments in reverse repurchase agreements, securities
lending agreements, or similar investments in which the local agency
sells securities prior to purchase with a simultaneous agreement to
repurchase the security may be made only upon prior approval of the
governing body of the local agency and shall be made only with
primary dealers of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York or with a
nationally or state-chartered bank that has or has had a significant
banking relationship with a local agency.

(B) For purposes of this chapter, "significant banking
relationship” means any of the following activities of a bank:

(1) Involvement in the creation, sale, purchase, or retirement of
a local agency's bonds, warrants, notes, or other evidence of
indebtedness.

(11) Financing of a local agency's activities.

(1i1) Acceptance of a local agency's securities or funds as
deposits.

(5) (A) "Repurchase agreement" means a purchase of securities by
the local agency pursuant to an agreement by which the counterparty
seller will repurchase the securities on or before a specified date
and for a specified amount and the counterparty will deliver the
underlying securities to the local agency by book entry, physical
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delivery, or by third-party custodial agreement. The transfer of
underlying securities to the counterparty bank's customer book-entry
account may be used for book-entry delivery.

(B) "Securities," for purposes of repurchase under this
subdivision, means securities of the same issuer, description, issue
date, and maturity.

(C) "Reverse repurchase agreement” means a sale of securities by
the local agency pursuant to an agreement by which the local agency
will repurchase the securities on or before a specified date and
includes other comparable agreements.

(D) "Securities lending agreement" means an agreement under which
a local agency agrees to transfer securities to a borrower who, in
turn, agrees to provide collateral to the local agency. During the
term of the agreement, both the securities and the collateral are
held by a third party. At the conclusion of the agreement, the
securities are transferred back to the local agency in return for the
collateral.

(E) For purposes of this section, the base value of the local
agency's pool portfolio shall be that dollar amount obtained by
totaling all cash balances placed in the pool by all pool
participants, excluding any amounts obtained through selling
securities by way of reverse repurchase agreements, securities
lending agreements, or other similar borrowing methods.

(F) For purposes of this section, the spread is the difference
between the cost of funds obtained using the reverse repurchase
agreement and the earnings obtained on the reinvestment of the funds.

(k) Medium-term notes, defined as all corporate and depository
institution debt securities with a maximum remaining maturity of five
years or less, issued by corporations organized and operating within
the United States or by depository institutions licensed by the
United States or any state and operating within the United States.
Notes eligible for investment under this subdivision shall be rated
"A" or better by an NRSRO. Purchases of medium-term notes shall not
include other instruments authorized by this section and shall not
exceed 30 percent of the agency's moneys that may be invested
pursuant to this section.

(1) (1) Shares of beneficial interest issued by diversified
management companies that invest in the securities and obligations as
authorized by subdivisions (a) to (k), inclusive, and subdivisions
(m) to (q), inclusive, and that comply with the investment
restrictions of this article and Article 2 (commencing with Section
53630). However, notwithstanding these restrictions, a counterparty
to a reverse repurchase agreement or securities lending agreement is
not required to be a primary dealer of the Federal Reserve Bank of
New York if the company's board of directors finds that the
counterparty presents a minimal risk of default, and the value of the
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securities underlying a repurchase agreement or securities lending
agreement may be 100 percent of the sales price if the securities are
marked to market daily.

(2) Shares of beneficial interest issued by diversified management
companies that are money market funds registered with the Securities
and Exchange Commission under the Investment Company Act of 1940 (15
U.S.C. Sec. 80a-1 et seq.).

(3) If investment is in shares issued pursuant to paragraph (1),
the company shall have met either of the following criteria:

(A) Attained the highest ranking or the highest letter and
numerical rating provided by not less than two NRSROs.

(B) Retained an investment adviser registered or exempt from
registration with the Securities and Exchange Commission with not
less than five years' experience investing in the securities and
obligations authorized by subdivisions (a) to (k), inclusive, and
subdivisions (m) to (q), inclusive, and with assets under management
in excess of five hundred million dollars ($500,000,000).

(4) If investment is in shares issued pursuant to paragraph (2),
the company shall have met either of the following criteria:

(A) Attained the highest ranking or the highest letter and
numerical rating provided by not less than two NRSROs.

(B) Retained an investment adviser registered or exempt from
registration with the Securities and Exchange Commission with not
less than five years' experience managing money market mutual funds
with assets under management in excess of five hundred million
dollars ($500,000,000).

(5) The purchase price of shares of beneficial interest purchased
pursuant to this subdivision shall not include commission that the
companies may charge and shall not exceed 20 percent of the agency's
moneys that may be invested pursuant to this section. However, no
more than 10 percent of the agency's funds may be invested in shares
of beneficial interest of any one mutual fund pursuant to paragraph
(1.

(m) Moneys held by a trustee or fiscal agent and pledged to the
payment or security of bonds or other indebtedness, or obligations
under a lease, installment sale, or other agreement of a local
agency, or certificates of participation in those bonds,
indebtedness, or lease installment sale, or other agreements, may be
invested in accordance with the statutory provisions governing the
issuance of those bonds, indebtedness, or lease installment sale, or
other agreement, or to the extent not inconsistent therewith or if
there are no specific statutory provisions, in accordance with the
ordinance, resolution, indenture, or agreement of the local agency
providing for the issuance.

(n) Notes, bonds, or other obligations that are at all times
secured by a valid first priority security interest in securities of
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the types listed by Section 53651 as eligible securities for the
purpose of securing local agency deposits having a market value at
least equal to that required by Section 53652 for the purpose of
securing local agency deposits. The securities serving as collateral
shall be placed by delivery or book entry into the custody of a trust
company or the trust department of a bank that is not aftiliated

with the issuer of the secured obligation, and the security interest
shall be perfected in accordance with the requirements of the Uniform
Commercial Code or federal regulations applicable to the types of
securities in which the security interest is granted.

(o) A mortgage passthrough security, collateralized mortgage
obligation, mortgage-backed or other pay-through bond, equipment
lease-backed certificate, consumer receivable passthrough
certificate, or consumer receivable-backed bond of a maximum of five
years' maturity. Securities eligible for investment under this
subdivision shall be issued by an issuer having an "A" or higher
rating for the issuer's debt as provided by an NRSRO and rated in a
rating category of "AA" or its equivalent or better by an NRSRO.
Purchase of securities authorized by this subdivision shall not
exceed 20 percent of the agency's surplus moneys that may be invested
pursuant to this section.

(p) Shares of beneficial interest issued by a joint powers

authority organized pursuant to Section 6509.7 that invests in the
securities and obligations authorized in subdivisions (a) to (q),
inclusive. Each share shall represent an equal proportional interest
in the underlying pool of securities owned by the joint powers
authority. To be eligible under this section, the joint powers
authority issuing the shares shall have retained an investment
adviser that meets all of the following criteria:

(1) The adviser is registered or exempt from registration with the
Securities and Exchange Commission.

(2) The adviser has not less than five years of experience
investing in the securities and obligations authorized in
subdivisions (a) to (q), inclusive.

(3) The adviser has assets under management in excess of five
hundred million dollars ($500,000,000).

(q) United States dollar denominated senior unsecured
unsubordinated obligations issued or unconditionally guaranteed by
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development,
International Finance Corporation, or Inter-American Development
Bank, with a maximum remaining maturity of five years or less, and
eligible for purchase and sale within the United States. Investments
under this subdivision shall be rated "AA" or better by an NRSRO and
shall not exceed 30 percent of the agency's moneys that may be
invested pursuant to this section.

53601.1. The authority of a local agency to invest funds pursuant
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to Section 53601 includes, in addition thereto, authority to invest
in financial futures or financial option contracts in any of the
investment categories enumerated in that section.

53601.2. As used in this article, "corporation” includes a limited
liability company.

53601.5. The purchase by a local agency of any investment
authorized pursuant to Section 53601 or 53601.1, not purchased
directly from the issuer, shall be purchased either from an

institution licensed by the state as a broker-dealer, as defined in
Section 25004 of the Corporations Code, or from a member of a
federally regulated securities exchange, from a national or
state-chartered bank, from a savings association or federal
association (as defined by Section 5102 of the Financial Code) or
from a brokerage firm designated as a primary government dealer by
the Federal Reserve bank.

53601.6. (a) A local agency shall not invest any funds pursuant to
this article or pursuant to Article 2 (commencing with Section 53630)
in inverse floaters, range notes, or mortgage-derived, interest-only
strips.

(b) A local agency shall not invest any funds pursuant to this
article or pursuant to Article 2 (commencing with Section 53630) in
any security that could result in zero interest accrual if held to
maturity. However, a local agency may hold prohibited instruments
until their maturity dates. The limitation in this subdivision shall
not apply to local agency investments in shares of beneficial
mterest issued by diversified management companies registered under
the Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. Sec. 80a-1 et seq.)
that are authorized for investment pursuant to subdivision (1) of
Section 53601.
53601.8. Notwithstanding Section 53601 or any other provision of
this code, a local agency that has the authority under law to invest
funds, at its discretion, may invest a portion of its surplus funds
in deposits at a commercial bank, savings bank, savings and loan
association, or credit union that uses a private sector entity that
assists in the placement of deposits. The following conditions shall

apply:
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(a) The local agency shall choose a nationally or state chartered
commercial bank, savings bank, savings and loan association, or
credit union in this state to invest the funds, which shall be known
as the "selected" depository institution.

(b) The selected depository institution may use a private sector
entity to help place local agency deposits with one or more
commercial banks, savings banks, savings and loan associations, or
credit unions that are located in the United States and are within
the network used by the private sector entity for this purpose.

(c) Any private sector entity used by a selected depository
institution to help place its local agency deposits shall maintain
policies and procedures requiring both of the following:

(1) The full amount of each deposit placed pursuant to subdivision
(b) and the interest that may accrue on each such deposit shall at
all times be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation or
the National Credit Union Administration.

(2) Every depository institution where funds are placed shall be
capitalized at a level that is sufficient, and be otherwise eligible,
to receive such deposits pursuant to regulations of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation or the National Credit Union
Administration, as applicable.

(d) The selected depository institution shall serve as a custodian
for each such deposit.

(e) On the same date that the local agency's funds are placed
pursuant to subdivision (b) by the private sector entity, the
selected depository institution shall receive an amount of insured
deposits from other financial institutions that, in total, are equal
to, or greater than, the full amount of the principal that the local
agency initially deposited through the selected depository
institution pursuant to subdivision (b).

(f) Notwithstanding subdivisions (a) to (e), inclusive, a credit
union shall not act as a selected depository institution under this
section or Section 53635.8 unless both of the following conditions
are satisfied:

(1) The credit union offers federal depository insurance through
the National Credit Union Administration.

(2) The credit union is in possession of written guidance or other
written communication from the National Credit Union Administration
authorizing participation of federally insured credit unions in one

or more deposit placement services and affirming that the moneys held
by those credit unions while participating in a deposit placement
service will at all times be insured by the federal government.

(g) It is the intent of the Legislature that this section shall
not restrict competition among private sector entities that provide
placement services pursuant to this section.

(h) The deposits placed pursuant to this section and Section
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53635.8 shall not, in total, exceed 30 percent of the agency's funds
that may be invested for this purpose.

() Purchases of certificates of deposit pursuant to this section,
Section 53635.8, and subdivision (i) of Section 53601 shall not, in
total, exceed 30 percent of the agency's funds that may be invested
for this purpose.

(j) Excluding purchases of certificates of deposit pursuant to
this section, no more than 10 percent of the agency's funds that may
be invested for this purpose may be submitted, pursuant to
subdivision (b), to any one private sector entity that assists in the
placement of deposits with one or more commercial banks, savings
banks, savings and loan associations, or credit unions that are
located in the United States, for the local agency's account.

(k) This section shall remain in effect only until January 1,

2017, and as of that date is repealed, unless a later enacted
statute, that is enacted before January 1, 2017, deletes or extends
that date.

53601.8. Notwithstanding Section 53601 or any other provision of
this code, a local agency that has the authority under law to invest
funds may, at its discretion, invest a portion of its surplus funds

in certificates of deposit at a commercial bank, savings bank,
savings and loan association, or credit union that uses a private
sector entity that assists in the placement of certificates of

deposit, provided that the purchases of certificates of deposit
pursuant to this section, Section 53635.8, and subdivision (i) of
Section 53601 do not, in total, exceed 30 percent of the agency's
funds that may be invested for this purpose. The following conditions
shall apply:

(a) The local agency shall choose a nationally or state-chartered
commercial bank, savings bank, savings and loan association, or
credit union in this state to invest the funds, which shall be known
as the "selected" depository institution.

(b) The selected depository institution may submit the funds to a
private sector entity that assists in the placement of certificates
of deposit with one or more commercial banks, savings banks, savings
and loan associations, or credit unions that are located in the
United States for the local agency's account.

(c) The full amount of the principal and the interest that may be
accrued during the maximum term of each certificate of deposit shall
at all times be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
or the National Credit Union Administration.

(d) The selected depository institution shall serve as a custodian
for each certificate of deposit that is issued with the placement
service for the local agency's account.
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(e) At the same time the local agency's funds are deposited and
the certificates of deposit are issued, the selected depository
institution shall receive an amount of deposits from other commercial
banks, savings banks, savings and loan associations, or credit
unions that, in total, are equal to, or greater than, the full amount
of the principal that the local agency initially deposited through
the selected depository institution for investment.

(f) Notwithstanding subdivisions (a) to (e), inclusive, no credit
union may act as a selected depository institution under this section
or Section 53635.8 unless both of the following conditions are
satisfied:

(1) The credit union offers federal depository insurance through
the National Credit Union Administration.

(2) The credit union 1s in possession of written guidance or other

written communication from the National Credit Union Administration

authorizing participation of federally insured credit unions in one
or more certificate of deposit placement services and affirming that
the moneys held by those credit unions while participating in a
deposit placement service will at all times be insured by the federal
government.

(g) It 1s the intent of the Legislature that this section shall
not restrict competition among private sector entities that provide
placement services pursuant to this section.

(h) This section shall become operative on January 1, 2017.
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TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Honorable Mayor & Town Council
From: Sharon Cisneros, Finance Manager
Date: April 2, 2015

For Council

Meeting: April 7, 2015

Subject: Gas Tax Fund Financial Model Forecast

Recommendation: Receive and file the Gas Tax Fund 515 Analysis and Five year
Forecast and approve the proposed Gas Tax fund balance reserve policy.

Executive Summary: Town staff has recently implemented a new financial forecasting
tool to assist staff in long-term financial planning activities. This review of the Town’s
Gas Tax Fund is the initial rollout of the forecasting tool, and is presented in large part
to introduce the forecasting model to the Council.

Order of Procedure:
Staff Report
Public Comment
Council Discussion
Motion/Second
Discussion on Motion
Roll Call Vote

Discussion:

Town staff has recently implemented a new financial forecasting tool to assist staff in
long-term financial planning activities. The Municast© Forecasting and Trend Analysis
package is an analytical tool for creating baseline and alternative annual forecasts of
revenue, expenditures and corresponding fund balances, projected out up to 20 years
into the future. In addition to creating baseline forecasts, staff can test the fiscal impact
of alternative financial and programmatic assumptions and options vs. the baseline
scenario. The model also includes financial pro forma, a chart gallery of key financial
indicators, and a variety of interactive statistical and trend analysis charts, graphs and
data tables, as will be introduced in the presentation.

The Town’s Gas Tax Fund supports the Town’s primary recurring street maintenance
program, including funding for the four street crew employees. The Town of Yucca
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Valley receives an allocation of tax revenues from the State of California from the state
Highway Users Tax Account (HUTA) which consists of excise taxes imposed on motor
vehicle fuels. Current estimates project a significant downturn in revenue for FY2015-
16 and beyond largely due to falling gasoline prices and consumption as well as “true
ups” under the fuel tax swap system. Based on current fund activity, staff forecasts that
revenues are projected to fall short of expenditures in the coming years which would
result in decline and eventual elimination of the current fund balance absent corrective
action.

With the release of 2014-15 and 2015-16 estimates for Gas Tax revenues, Staff began
an analysis of the financial stability of the Gas Tax Fund including a five year forecast to
assist Council with planning and budgeting for street maintenance operations. Staff has
prepared three such forecasts to identify activity under the following scenarios, and will
present these forecasts during discussion of this item:

Scenario #1 - Utilizes the current two-year budget for FY2014-16 plus a three
year forecast without any corrective actions.

Scenario #2 — Utilizes an estimated projection for the same two-year period of
FY2014-16 plus a three year forecast with corrective actions in expenditures to ensure
sustainability of the Fund.

Scenario #3 — Utilizes the same estimated projection for two-year period of
FY2014-16 used in scenario #2 plus a three year forecast with expanded revenue
projections based on an increased growth rate in both gas tax fund revenue streams,
along with the same corrective actions in expenditures as scenario #2.

Future Actions

As a receive and file report, there is no specific budgetary action requested at this time.
Rather, recommended actions for Council consideration will be presented as part of the
FY2015-16 budget update. However, based on the current fund forecast, staff would
recommend that the council establish a fund balance reserve policy for the Gas Tax
Fund, similar to that used for the Town’s General Fund. A draft policy is included for
council consideration that establishes a fund policy range of 20-25% of operating
expenditures, approximating six months of recurring labor expense. Establishment of a
formal fund reserve policy enables staff to monitor the fund and report to council when
the fund balance is not projected to be in compliance with the reserve policy, along with
recommended corrective action.

Alternatives: None.

Fiscal impact: There is no immediate fiscal impact of receiving the report.
Recommended actions for Council consideration will be presented as part of the FY
2015-16 budget update.

Attachments:
Updated Reserve Policy
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Effective: April 7, 2015

By:

Town Manager

SUBJECT: RESERVE POLICY

1.0

2.0

3.0

3.1

3.2

PURPOSE

To establish a policy which will provide adequate reserves within the
Town'’s general fund to maintain the Town’s credit worthiness and to
reasonably provide for:

e Economic uncertainties, financial hardships or downturns in the
local or state economy.

o Local disasters or catastrophic events.

e Cash flow requirements.

e Legal requirements.

AUTHORITY

This policy is enacted through adoption by the Town Council

POLICY

General Fund

The Town's unreserved, undesignated general fund balance shall
be maintained between 25% and 30% of annual general fund
expenditures, excluding specific designations.

The Town shall maintain specific designations of general fund
balance for the following priorities:

Local Disaster and Catastrophic Events $1,000,000
Risk Management Reserve 100,000
Accrued Leave Liability Reserve 100,000

Designation for the Risk Management reserve may be modified in
accordance with the terms established by the Town's risk
management authority.
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3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

Designation for the Accrued Leave Liability reserve may be
modified as recommended by the Town'’s independent auditor.

Capital Projects Reserve Fund

The Town shall establish and maintain a Capital Projects Reserve
Fund for the purpose of providing funding for the planning,
construction, repair, rehabilitation, or replacement of the Town's
capital assets.

Appropriations from the Capital Projects Reserve Fund shall be
authorized through the Town's standard budget process, or by
specific council action.

Internal Service Reserve Fund

Within the Town'’s Internal Service Fund, the Town shall establish
and maintain a Vehicle & Equipment Replacement reserve at an
amount equal to 125% of annual depreciation, not to exceed
3$500,000. The reserve shall be funded as necessary through
annual expenditures against the appropriate departments.

Gas Tax Fund

The Town’s gas tax fund balance shall be maintained between 20%
and 25% of annual gas tax fund expenditures.

Reporting

The Town's annual budget shall be adopted in accordance with the
unreserved general fund balance level set in this policy.

Within sixty days following publication of the Town's audited
financial statements, the Town Manager or his/her designee shall
report to the Town Council the unreserved general fund balance as
a percentage of actual revenues in the General Fund.

If the Town Manager's report indicates that the unreserved general
fund balance is below 25%, the report shall contain a corrective
action plan to increase the unreserved fund balance back to 25%.

If the Town Manager's report indicates that the unreserved general
fund balance is in excess of 30%, the report shall propose the
appropriation of the unreserved fund balance to the Capital Projects
Reserve Fund.
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4.0 DEFINITIONS

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

Fund Balance—The difference between the Town's assets and
liabilities. In other words, the difference between the Town's
economic resources and its debt. Fund balance is further
subdivided into reserved and unreserved fund balance.

Reserved Fund Balance—The portion of the Town's fund balance
that does not represent spendable resources. Money set aside for
encumbrances is an example of a reservation of fund balance.
Unreserved Fund Balance—The portion of the Town'’s fund
balance that does represent spendable resources. Unreserved
fund balance is further subdivided into designated and
undesignated fund balance.

Designated Fund Balance—Classification of the unreserved fund
balance to reflect the Council's tentative plans for future operations.
Undesignated Fund Balance—The Town’s spendable resources
not designated for future operations.
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