June 27, 2024

Marlow LaFountaine
54934 Twentynine Palms nghway
Yucca Valley, CA 92284

RE:  SITE PLAN REVIEW, SPR 01-24; ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 04-24
55546 YUCCA TRAIL STORAGE FACILITY
RESPONSE TO EMAIL INQUIRY

Mr. LaFountaine:

Thank you for your email dated June 19, 2024 (attached). Below are responses to the
questions contained in the email.

1. According to the off-street parking and loading standards provided in
Chapter 4, Section 4.7 of the Old Town Specific Plan (OTSP), off-street
parking and loading for uses within the OTSP area shall be provided in
accordance with applicable sections of the Yucca Valley Municipal Code.
However, Section 4.7 provides an allowance for on-street parking:

On-Street Parking. Existing parking spaces for standard-sized vehicles along
a public street that abut a parcel are eligible to meet part or all of the
parking requirements for the development on that parcel.

Chapter 4 of the Old Town Specific Plan is located here: https://www.yucca-
- alley.org/home/showpublisheddocument/2500/637008979442030000

Parking requirements are provided in Chapter 9.33 of the Town's

Development Code, located here:
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/yuccavalleyca/latest/yuccavalley ca
/0-0-0-15974
2. Easements for utilities, roadways and other public services shall be included
on the site plan. Planning
(760) 369-6575
3. A dedication for the purpose of public right-of-way for Wall Street is (75(‘)‘)1’13‘2;(;‘;‘71‘;
required, however road improvements are not required. Building and Safety

(760) 365-0099
Code Compliance

(760) 369-6575
Yhe Town of Engineering
(760) 369-6575
ucca alley Animal Control
: (760) 365-1807
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT/PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT Animal Shelter
58928 Business Center Dr. " (760) 365-3111

Yucca Valley, California 92284 FAX (760) 228-0084



https://www.yucca-valley.org/home/showpublisheddocument/2500/637008979442030000
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/yuccavalleyca/latest/yuccavalley_ca/0-0-0-15974

4. Development Impact Fees (DIF) and calculations are established by the
Town Council Resolution 11-46 (attached).

5. DIF fees can be paid at any time prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

6. At the time of the preparation of the OTSP Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR), the regulatory framework pre-dated the current regulations
for the western Joshua Tree.

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Handbook includes criteria for determining impacts to various
environmental resources. The first criterion for biological impacts is the
following:

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

The biological assessment provided by the applicant’s consultant identifies
multiple removals of western Joshua Trees. As these are protected by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, removal of these plants is
considered a significant impact. Because the updates to the regulatory
framework for the western Joshua Tree that was not present at the time of
the preparation of the OTSP PEIR, the removal or disturbance of a western
Joshua Tree is a new significant impact that was not previously analyzed in
the PEIR.

There are several ways to address new impacts not analyzed in the PEIR
(e.g., supplemental EIR). Town staff will request prospective bidders on the
RFP for CEQA services to provide their recommendation for the preferred
way to address these new impacts.

7. |The PEIR for the OTSP is located here: https://www.yucca-valley.org/our-
town/departments/community-development/planning/development-
docs/old-town-specific-plan-eir



https://www.yucca-valley.org/our-town/departments/community-development/planning/development-docs/old-town-specific-plan-eir

Thank you for your inquiry and if you have any questions or require any additional
information, please contact Planning Division via email at jjerome@yucca-valley.org or by
phone at 760-369-6575, extension 317.

Best regards,

Rt

JARED JEROME
Associate Planner



Jared Jerome

From: Marlow LaFountaine <lafountaine@evoquemodern.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 19, 2024 2:37 PM

To: Jared Jerome; Evan Willoughby; M. Archer Stephenson
Subject: Fwd: storage questions

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon Gentlemen,

Thank You for getting back to us Post Review of submitted documentation for references storage
project. The are a few questions we have as we evaluate
moving forward with said project.

SPR 01-24 QUESTIONS
1. What are the parking requirements for Mini Storage in Old Town?
2. Please review title report and advise as to what recorded easements and or grant easements that the
City views as impactive and need to be included on site plan. .
3. At what point will the determination be made about possible improvements to Wall Street ? This plan
shows no access via Wall street. What possibly could trigger inmprovements to Wall Street if this project
has no impact nor access to Wall Street. Obviously this factor is a major economic impact to the project
and one we have to be fully aware of to make financial decisions as to the viability of the project.
4. DIF fees have been calculated to be 241,426.40. Whats the basis for the calculation of these fees and
how is the final number arrived at?
5. Can DIF Fees be defered to a Pre-Final Payment Condition ?
6. Initial Biological Assessment is that there could be 'signifigant impacts'. What additional studies
would/ could this situation trigger, or would the blanket study

conducted by the City in Old Town stll suffice?
7) The'City has requested a 'Cultural Resorces Review-Study'. The agencies we've requested quoted for
to move forward with this have requested a Copy of the initial EIR.| am assuming that the City has
conducted this under the auspices of the Old Town Master Plan. Can we recieve a Copy of that, at least
in the area pertinent to this project...

Thank You

S i Marlow LaFountaine

a: Evoque Modern

e: LaFountaine@evoguemodern.com
W:_WWW.evoquemodern.com

p: 760-880-6436




RESOLUTION NO. 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.




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




SECTION 6.

SECTION 7.

SECTION 8:

SECTION 9.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

ATTEST:

MAY®GR

TOWN



ATTACHMENT “A”
PUBLIC FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
PREPARED BY MUNIFINANCIAL
MAY 2, 2005
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TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY

PUBLIC FACILITIES
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY

MaAYy 2, 2005

Final
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6" Floor Industry, CA
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
W

This report surnmarizes an analysis of the need for public faclities and capital
Imp1ovensents to support future development within the Town of Yuccs Valley through
2025. Ttis the Town’s intent that the costs representing future development’s share of
these facilities and improvements be imposed oo that development in the form of a
development impact fee, also known 15 a public Bachities fee. The public facilites and
improvements inchided in this analysis of the Town's public fadilities fec program arc
divided into the fee categories listed below. ) ’

*+ Greoerl *  Stomm Dreins
*  Parks * Steets and Treaffic
+ Trails
Backgrovind!an StudyObiechivesil T

The primary policy objective of a public faclities fee PTOTAM i5 to ensure that new
development pays the capital costs assodated with growth. To Fulfll this objective
W public agendies shonld review and vpdate their fee Programs perodically to
incorporate the best avallzble information. The prunary purpose of this report & to
adjust fees to incorporate current fadlity plans to serve a 2025 service population.

The Towsn imposes public facdlifies fees noder authority granted by the Mitigation Fee Aa,
conteined in Coliforma Govermment Code Sections 66000 ¢ seq. ‘This report provides the

gecessary Andings required by the .4df for adoption of the revised fees presented in the
fee schedules contained herein.

IS

ent

D

if
it |

Develo Pirojectiohs I

To estimate facility needs, this studp uses residential and houschald population data
provided by the California Department of Finance and mternal projections developed
for the Town of Yocea Valley by Stan Hoffman and Associates. Current and projected
employment Fgures were based on data provided by Claritas and the Southern Califarnia
Assocation of Govemments {SCAG). The devclopment projections used in this
analysis are summarized in Table E.0.

e

@
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Town of Yurrn Vallyy Pubkic Facifiies Foe Snudy

Table E.0: Demographic Assumptions

2004 2025  Increase
Residents’ 18,410 33,880 15,470
Dweiling Units’
Single Family B,710 11,230 4520
Muli-famity 1,790 2,500 1,370
Total 8,440 14,13D 5,650
Employment’?
Commercisl 3040 - -5,080 2,050 —
Office 860 1,100 440
Industrial 500 1,000 400
Sublotal 4,300 7,190 2,880
Other* 1,840 2,750 1.110
Tolal 5,940 9,940 4,000
Building Square Fest (000s)" )
Commerclal 7.600 12,730 5,130
Office 2,200 3,670 1,470
Industrial 1,000 1,670 570
Total 10,800 18,070 7,270

1 Calliemia Departmeni of Finence (OOF], Southem Cablomla Assoclation of Govammenls
{SCAG), Dala from Town of Yuccs - Slan Hofimen and Assoclaies Populalion Frojections,
March, 2005,

2 Assumes percantuga of employess by land usa remains conslani to tolel rem 2004 o
2025,

3 Eslimeles by Yand use typa basad a Clartes repar prapared for the Town of Yuccs Valley,
February 2004, Projected employment Nguras datived by assuming a consten] railo of Jobs
o housing.

* Represents govemment and other Inslivtonal,

* Based on employment by lond use and occupant density shown in Table 2.0,

Sources: Table 2.0; Cafifomia Bepariment of Finance {DOF), Table E-5, 2004: Town ol
Yucca Velley: Soulhem Callfomia Associalion of Governments [SCAG); Glarias 2004;
Wunifinanclal.

Facility Staindards and Costs of Growthi .

This fee analpsis uses standards based oo the Town's policy to determine the cost of
facilities required to accommodate growth for public facilities. A standard for each
facility category considered in this study is dedved from the Town’s facility plans for
2025. Depending on the facility standard, tbe Towa cuzxently may or may oot bave
sufficient Facilites to serve existing development. 1f the Town's existing facilitics are
below standard, then o deficiency exists. In this case, the portion of the cost of planned

MuniFinonoal 3




Teny of Yura Volley Pubfic Faribtics Fer Study

m facibties associated with correcting the deficiency must be allocated to funding sources
other than the fee. Public facilitics fees can only fund planned facilities needed to
accommodate new development at the adopied standard.

Therefore, this study distinpuishes hetween the share of planned faclities peeded to
accommodate growth and the shdre that serves existing residents and businesses. h
New development can only fund its fair shate of planned facllities. To ensure
compliance with the law, this study ensures that there is x rensonable relationship
bemeen new development, the amonnt of the fee, 2ad faclities fanded by the fec.

grce Schedulesiatid BBVEnues)

ML LG

Table E.1 summarizes the schedule of maxinum justified public facilitics fees based on
the 2oalysis contained in this report.

Table E.1: Proposed Facllities Fee Summary

General Storm | Ghrecls &

Land Usa Facllities Parks Tralls Drains Trafflc Total
Residenilat (Fea par Dwelling Unit)

Singla Familly Unit 3 1200 § 2568 3 458 § 51461 § 6,437({% 156815

m MullHamily Unil 808 1,880 354 2,509 4,600 10,820

Non-residential (Fee per 1,000 Bullding Squere Feel)

Commerclal § 340 h/A NA S 3407 § 15741|% 19488

QOffice 452 NIA N/A 3,560 13,531 17,543

fndusirial 226 NIA N/A 2,377 4,694 7.497
Sounze; MuniFinancisl
MuriFinandal 4
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1. INTRODUCTION

This seport presents an anelysis of the aeed for public facilities to accommodate new
development in the Town of Yucca Valley. This chapter explains the study approach
and summarizes results under the following sections:

* Background and study objectives;

*+ Public facilities finandog ia California;
. D.rgamzan;)fl_uf ‘I:hi:rcpnrt; and

*  Facility standards approach.

Background and Study OBJeCtives -~ x5 it
The primary poli¢y objective of a public faciliies fee program is to ensure that new
development pays the capital costs associated with growth. To fulfil] this objective
public agendies should review and update their fee prograes pedodically ta

incorporate the best available information. The primary purpose of this report is to

adjust fees to incorporate currest facility plans to serve a 2025 service population for
the Town of Yucea Valley.

The Town imposes public facilities fees undet authosty granted by the Mitigation Fee Ad,
contained in California Government Code Scctions 66000 ef seg. This report provides the

pecessary fAndings required by the A for adoption of the revised fees presented in the
fre schedules contained herein.

L

lic-Fadilities Financing.Ii Califoin

ERNPPRI TN
T
N L

The changing fiscal landscape 1n California dusng the past 30 years has steadily undercut

the fAinancial capacity of local povernmeats to fund infrastructute. Three dominaat
trends stand out

» The passage of a string of tax limitation measures, starting with Proposition 13
in 1976 and continuing through the passage of Proposition 218 in 1996;

+  Detlining popular support for bood measures to foance infrastructuze for the
nest generation of resideats 2nd businesses; and

+  Steep reductions in federal and state assistance.

Faced wth these trends, many cities aod countes have bad to adopt 2 policy of "growth
pays its own way". This policy shifts the burden of funding infrastructure expassion
from existing rate and taxpaycrs onto new development. This funding shift has been
accomplished primarily through the imposition of assessments, specal taxes, and

MuniFinansial
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Town of Yueos Velly Fublic Faafnes Fre Sindy

development impact fees also known a5 public facilities fees. Asseserments and special
taxes require approval of propenty owners and are appropriste when the funded facilies

arc directly related to the developing property. Development fees, on the other band,
are an appropdste funding source for facilities thar benefit all development jursdichon-

wide. Development fees need only & majority vote of the legislative body for adoption.

of'thieireport

L T

S DI

The determination of a public facilities fee begins with the selection of a planning
horizon and development of projections for population and cmployment These

projections are used throughout the analysis of diffesent facility categories, and are
summarzed in Chapter 2,

Chapters 3 through 7 are devoted to documenting the maximum justified public facilites
fee for cach of the following five facility categodes:

*+  Genemnl +  Storm Drains
¢+  TParks * Streets and Traffic
¢ Tiaily

The five statutory findings required for 2doption of the proposed public fadlities fees in
aceordance with the Mitigation Fre Act (codified in California. Gavernment Code Sections
66000 through 66025) are surnmarized jo Chapter 12.

ility Standards Adpraach UL T

i

LI [ B
A faclity standard is a policy that indicates the amount of Fadlities required to
accomimodate service demand. Examples of fadlity standards inclnde building square
feet per capita 2nd park acres per capita. Standards also may be expressed in monetary
terms such as the replacement value of facilries per capita. The adopted facility standard

5.2 catical compopent in determining new developmeot's peed for pew faclities and the
amount of the fee. Standards determine new development’s fair share of planned
facilities and ensvre that new development does not fund deficiendies assodiated wi th

existing development.

"The most commonly accepted epproaches to determining a facility standard are
described below.

*+ The existing inventory method uses a facility standard based on the mtio of
existing focilities to the existing development. Under this approach new
developmeot funds the expansion of facilities at the same mate that existing
development hos provided faclities to date. By definition, the existing
inventory method does not consider facllity deficiendies attdbutable io existing
development. To increase facility standards the judsdiction must secure
funding io addition to development Fees.

MuriFinonaal
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Town of Yoo Volly - Pubfic Fagbtios Fre Seudy

+ The system plan method calculates the smadard based oo the ratio of all .
existing plus planned fcilities to total future demand (existing and oew
development). This method is used when (1) the local sgency anticipates
increasing jts facility standard above the existiog inventory standard discussed
above, and (2) planoed facilifies are part of a system that benefit both existing
and new development. Using 2 facility standard that is higher thao the existing
igventory standard creates a deficiency for exisung development. The
junsdiction must secuze noo-fee funding for that portion of planned faciliGes
required to correct the defidency.

* The planned facilities method caleulates the standard solely based on the

xabio of placaed facilities to the increase in demand associated with pew
development. This method is appropriate when planned faclities only bepeft
new development, such as a sewer bunk lice extension to a previously
undeveloped area. This methed also may be nsed when there is excess

capacily in existing facilities that ean accommodate new development. In that
case new development can fund facilities at 2 standard Jower than the existing
inventory standard and still provide an acceptable level of fadlines.

This study uses the existing inventory approach to determine facility standards for
geoeral facilities. Fees for parks, trails, and stonm drains are based on the system plan
method. Finally, streers and maffic fees are based oo the planoed fadlitics standard.

MuniFinonoal 3
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®

2. GROWTH PROJECTIONS
W

To assist in deteomining the appropriate fee strcture, new development growth
projections are used. Projected new development is estimated using the existing service

population in 2004 a5 2 base year with a Planning Horizop through the year 2025.

foril

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

[

¢ Estimates of total development at the 2025 Planaing Honzoan are used to
determine the total amount of public faclities required to accommodate

growth and to allorate those costs oo o per unit basis (for exemple, costs per
capita or per EDU).

*+ Estimates of service population growth from 2004 to 2025 sre used to allocate
to new development its fair shate of total planned faclity needs.

To measure the cxistiog service population and futore growth, population and worker
data, also identified as tesidents-and workers, respectively, are used for the General and
Pazks ao0d Trails faciliies. These measures are used because numbers of residents and
worlers are reasonable indicators of the level of demaad for public facilitics. The Town
builds public facilities primarily to serve these populntons and, typically, the greater the
population the larger the facility required to provide o piven level of service. To measure
growth for storm drains, the impervious susface arez of a new development is linked to
EDUs, while trip generation by vuse dassification is used for strects and traffic signals.

Different types of new development use public faclities at different rates in relation to
each other, depending on the services provided. 1o Chapters 3 through 5, a specific
service population is identified for each facility category to reBect total demend. The
service population weights residential land use types agaiost nop-residential land nses
bascd on the relative demand for services between residents and workers. Chapter 6
uses an impervious surface area linked to 20 EDU factor that weights each land use type
apainst onc single-family unit’s demand for services. Chapter 7 uses trip generation by
use classihication to detesmine the fees.

MnniFinantiof £
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Toom of Yuere Volly i Publc Fodbtier Fee Study

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

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

+  Multi-family: All attached single family dwellings such as duplexes and
condorminivms, plus mobie homes, apartivents, and dopmitodes.

*  Commercial: Al commercial, retail, educatiopal, 20d hotel/motel
development.

* Office: All geoenl, professional, and medical office developmeat.
+ lodustrial: All manufscturing and warehouse development.

Some developments may include more than one Jand usc type, such as an industrial
warchouse with living quarters (a live-work designation) or a planned unit development
with both single 2nd multi-family uses. 1n these cases the public facllities fee would be
calculated separately for each land use type.

The Town shonld have the discretion to impose the public fadiliies fee based op the
specific aspects of 3 proposed development regardless of zoning. The guidcline to use is
the probable occupant deosity of the development, either residents per dwelling unit or
workers per building square foot. The fec imposed should be based on the land nse type
that mast closely represeats the probable occupant deosity of the development

Occupant Densities:. -+ -~ il - -

Occupant densities ensure a reasonable relatonship between the increase in service
population and amount of the fee. To do this, they must vary by the estimated service
population penerated by a particular development project. Developers pay the fee based
on the pumber of additiopal housing units or building square feet of nonresidential
develepment, 50 the-fee schedule must canvert service population estrmates ta these
measures of project size. This conversion is done with average occupant density factors
by Jand use type, shown in Table 2.0

The residential occupast density factors are derived from the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau's
Tables H-31 through H-33. Table H-31 provides vacant housing units dats, while Table
H-32 provides information relating to occupied housing. Table H-33 documents the
tota] 2000 population residing in occupied hovsing. The US Censos numbers are
adjusted by using the California Department of Finaace ("DOF*) estimates for Januaty
1, 2004 found on Table E.S, and the most recent State of California data available. The
pon-residential density factors are based on Employment Density Siudy Summary report,
prepared for the Southern Califoznia Assoaation of Govemments, October 2001 by The
Natelson Company. For example, the industrial density Factor represents an average for
Light industrial, besvy industdal, and warehouse uses likely to occur in the Town.

MimniFinandol g
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Table 2.0: Density Assumptions
Land Use Density
Regidentlal

Single Family 229 Residents per Dwelfing Unit

Multifamily 1.77 Residenis per Dwelling Unit
Non-residentiat

Commercial 2.50 Employees per 1,000 square feet

Office 3.33 Employees per 1,000 square fest

industrial * 167 Employees per 1,000 square feet

Source: 2000 Census, Tablaa H34-H33; Callomin Dapariment of Finance {DOF), Toble E-5, 2004;
Southem Callfornla Assoclation of Govemmenls {SCAG); MunlFinanclal,

Glduith Rrojections)

For (YLEeaivan ey e

i

The base year for this study is the year 2004. The existing facilities in 2004 combined
with the plaaped facilities in 2025 will make up the system plan staodard in our study.

Basc year residential estimate is caleulated using the California Department of Finance
(DOF) January 1, 2004 estimates and informatios provided by Town staff. Base year
employment estimates are based on dats from the Southern California Assodation of
Governments (SCAG) and the California Enaployment Development Department
(EDD). Furure 2025 population and dwelling units were provided by the Town of
Yucea Valley. Employment projections were interpolated from the current employment
esdmates (provided by Clasitas) by maintnining the jobs-housing retin. Building square
footage was computed by MuniFinancial using the dessity ssseroptions shown in Table
2.0.

Table 2.1 shows estimates of the prowth in terms of residents imd workers.

MuxniFinancal 10
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Table 2.1: Demographic Assumptions

2009 2025  Increase
Residenls’ 18,410 33,880 15,470
Dwelling Units'
Single Family 6,710 11,230 4,520
Multl-family 1,730 2,500 1,170
Tolal B,440 14,130 5,680
Employment®
Commerciel 3,040 .. 5,090 2,050
Office B60 1,100 440
Industrial 500 1.000 400
Sublotal 4,300 7,180 2,850
Other’ 1,640 2750 . 1,110
Tolal . 5,940 9,940 4,000
Buliding Square Feet (000s)’
Commercie 7,600 12,730 5,130
Office 2,200 3,670 1.470
industrial 1,000 1,670 670
Tolal 10,800 18,070 7,270
' caliiomia Department of Flnancs [DOF], Southem Collfomia Assodolion of Gevemmenls .
{SCARG}, Dete from Town of Yoeea - Stan Hoflmen and Associales Populalion Projeciions,
Maych, 2005,
? pssumes percentege of employees by 1and nse ramslns tonstant 1o {otel from 2004 1o
2025,

3 Estimales by jand uss typ based 3 Gladlas repon prepared for the Town of Yucca Valley.
Febrvary 2004, Projected employment ligures derived by sssuming a conslani retio of jobs
1o housing.

* Represents povemment and olher insiiutlonal

# Based on employmen! by Jand use snd occupant danslly shown InTabls 2.0.

Sources: Table 241 Califormle Depariment of Finance (DOF), Table £-5, 2004; Town ol
Yucca Valey: Southem Cefifomnla Association of Govemnments {SCAG); Clarias 2004;
Mun¥Financisl,

MuniFiponaol 11
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3. GENERAL FACILITIES

The purpose of the fee is to egbure that new development funds jts fair share of geoeral
public facilities. A fee scheduld is presented based on the cost of these facilities to
eosurc that new development provides adequate funding to meet its peeds.

efvicel Popllation

il
!

LR AT

General public faclities serve both residents and businesses. Theréfore, demand for

services and associated faclitiel are based oo the Town's service population inclnding
residents and workers.

Table 3.0 shows the estimateq service population in. 2004 and 2025. In caloulating the
service population, workers az¢ weiphted Jess than residents to refiect lower per capita
service demand. Nonresidentid] buildiogs are typically occupied less intensively than
dwelling units, 5o it is reasonakle to assume that average per-worker demaod for services
is less than averape per-resideqt demand. The 0.24-weiphting factor for worters is based
oa & 40-hour workweek divided by the tota) pumber of bours in a week (168).

Table 3.0: General Facililies Service Population

“Service
Reslidents Workers Population

Exlsting (2004) 48,410 5,940 19,840
New Development {2004-2025) 15,470 4,000 16,430

Total (2025) 33,880 8,940 36,270
Weighting fector 1.00 0.24

Sowces; Table 2.1; WMonlFinandal

i d

ac

htof

AR

Existing Tows faclites housd the Town Conndl chambers, the Town Mmmge_r and
Town Clerk’s offices and othgr goversance and administrstive fapctions. These existing
facilities, as well as, the current facility standard are noted in Table 3.1

B8} Plans &/Stand ol

ility nve

NfnuiFinavaal
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Table 3.1: General Facilities Existing Standard
Inventory  Cost/Unjt Total Value

Exisling Facilitles

Land {acres)
Town Hall Complex 027 % 20000 3 185,000
Calilomnia Welcome Center 1375 20,000 35,000
Public Woiks Complex 1.60 20,000 32,000
Subiotal Land 5 252,000

Bulldings (sq. L)
. . ... JoOwn Hall Complex

“Town HalliLibrary 42,840 § 200 5 2,528,000
Communily Center 11,922 250 2,984,000
Museumn 5,108 200 1,022,000
Californfa Welcome Center 4,400 200 880,000

Sublotal Town Hall Complex 34,070 3 7.411,000
Corporation Yard
Admin, Bullding 60897 % 200 % 1,378,000
Operalions Bullding 8,623 200 1,925,000
Subtolal Corporate Yard 16,520 ¥ 3,304,000
Total Facliles ' $ 10,957,000 ®
Existing Service Population (2004) 19,840
Cosl per Caplta L] 553
Facility Slandard per Resldent 3 553
Facllity Slandard per Worlar 133

Sources: Tables 2.1 end 3.0; Town of Yucca Valley; MunlFinendial

The contmbution of pew development towards furare general fadilifes expendirures is
captured in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: New Development Development Contribution

Facility Standard Per Capita ¥ 553
Growth in Service Populatlon {2004-2025) 16,430
New Dsvelopment Coniribution 5 8,082,000

Sources: Tables 3.0 end 3,1, MuniFinanclel

MuniFmonaot 73
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Table 3.3 shows the proposed general facilities fees based on the existing inventory
standard shown in Table 3.1. The cost per capita.is converted to a fee per unit of new
development based on dwelling unit aad building space densiries (persons per dwelling

unit ("DU”) for tesidential development 2nd workers pex 1,000 square feet (“KSF”) of
building space for non-residential development).

i
Table 3.3: General Facllities - Proposed Fee Schedule .
Costs per Total Fee/

Land Use Caplta  Density Fea Admin’ Fee 8q. FL
Residentipl

Singie Family ] 553 229 § 1265 % 25 % 1,290

Multi-family 563 1.77 576 20 986
Non-residential &

Commercial § 133 250 % 333 § 73 340 5 034

Office 133 3.33 443 9 452 0.45

Industrial 133 1.67 222 4 226 0.23

m ! Adminlstration fes of 2.0 percenl
Sowrces: Tebles 2.0 and 3.1; Muﬂﬂ-‘lnann!al
MuniFinandal 14
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4. PARK FACILITIES

The purpose of the fee 15 to eosure that new development funds its {air shoze of pazk
facilities. The Town would use fee revenues to expand park faclities to serve new
development.

Service Population -

Residents are the primary nsers of parkland. Therefose, demand lor patks and assocated
facilites ate based on the Town's 1esidential population. Teble 4.0 provides estirnates
of the resident population with a projection for the year 2025.

Table 4.0: Parks Facllities Service Population

Residents
Existihg (2004) 18,410
New Developmenl (2004-2025) 15,470
Total {2025) 33,880
Spurca; Table 2.1
Facility Inventories, Plans'& Standards: > &7 070"

This section describes the T'own’s existing facility inventory, standards, and Planned Park
fecilities.

Existing Inventory

The Town owss and opentes, or hes agreements with other agencies to vse varions pack
facilities. The Town's inventory of improved park Faclities includes approximately 2
tota} of 37.67 acres sumrnarized in Table 4.1

MuniFinandal
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m Table 4.1: Exlsting and Planned Park Facllities
Improved  Unimproved Total
Faclllty Acres Acres Acres
Existing Parks
Community Center Park 12.94 12.54
Jacobs Park 6.00 5.00
Machris Park 12.00 12.00
Remembrance Park 0.20 0.20
Sunnyslope Park 2.53 8.00 10.53
Paradise Valey Park 5.00 5.00
South Side Park B0.DC 80.00
lenned Parks
West End Park 10.00 10,00
Easi End Park 15.00 15.00
North End Park 10.00 10.00
Total Acres 37.67 123.00 160.67

Nole: Excludes BLM palenled open space lends

Sources: Tovn Parke Mesier Plan by Pukisa Rose-RS1, Der, 18, 1998; Town of Yuos Valley:
MuniFinandal

Park Facility Standards

To calculste new developroent’s need for new parks, munidpalites commonly vse o ratio
expressed in teoms of developed patk acres per 1,000 residents. ‘The current Town
General Plan policy standard for parks is 5.0 acres per 1,000 residears. Additonal
information included jo this report was tales from the Town Packs Master plan
completed for the Town by Purkss Rose-RST in December 1999. According to the
provided information, The Towa curreatly has 37.67 acres of improved parkland. To
reach the Town’s planning standard of 5.0-acresper 1,000 residents, the acquisifion and
improvement of an additional 8.33 acres and 131.33 acres, respectively, by 2025 i=
required (as shown in Table 4.2).

@

MumiFinangal 18
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Tahle 4.2: Parks Facilities General Plan Standard .

Genersl Plan Standard (developed acres per 1,000 residents) 5.00
2025 Service Population 33,880
Tolal Faclliles Needs (acres) 169.00
Total Land Acquired 160.67

Deficit {8.33)
Tolal Improved Acrespe 37.67

_ Deficit (131.33)

Sowces: Table 4.0; Town of Yuoce Velley Comprehensive General Pian, Prepared by Town al
Yucea Valley Communily Developmenl Deparimenl, Dec. 14, 1885; MuniFinendsl

Unit Costs for Land Acquisition and Improvement

Unit costs represent the carrent cost of park acquisition and improvement. This

approach represents the land costs and level of improvements that existing development

bave provided to date. This approach ensures that the cost of faciliies to serve new

development is not artificially increased, and new developmeat unfairly burdened, .
compared to exsting development.

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

Table 4.3: Park Facilities Unit Costs

Average
Cost
Par Acre |
Land Acquisilion $ 20,000 |
Park Improvemenl 200,000 |
Tolal $ 220,000
Source; Town of Yuces Valley; MuniFirandal
MuniFinandal 17
F.57

P.99




Town of Yuma 17alley Fublic Facifities Fer Study

Total Needs and Costs

The total amouot of park facilities to serve growth is calculated by multiplying the Mcility
standards developed in Table 4.2 by the prowth in residents. The total cost of these
needs for park facilities is based on the average uait costs for land acquisition and
improvements shown in Table 43, To accommodate the increase jo seevice population
through 2025 new development or altemative sources would need to fund fadlities
estimated to cost approximately $17 million as shown in ‘Table 4.4.

Table 4.4: Park Facilitles to Accommodate Growth

Lend Acouisiiion
General Plan Standard (acres/1,000 residents) 5.00
Resident Growth {2004-2025) 15470
Facility Neede (acres) 77.35
Averags Unit Cosl (per acie) b 20,000
Totel Cosl of Facilities 3 1,547.000
Land improvemanl
General Plan Standard (acres/t,000 residents) 5.00
Resident Growth (2004-2025) 15470
Facility Needs {acras) T7.35
Average Improvement Cost (per acre) L3 200,000
Total Cosl of Facllities $ 15,470,000
Total ¥ 17,017,000

Sowces: Tables 4.0, 4.1, and 4.3; MuniFnandal

1 the Town cannot acquire all 77.35 acres calculated in Table 4.4 because of land
constraints, the Town may apply the same fuods to rehabiliteting, renovating, or
rebudding facilities in existing parks. The §15.47 million in impzovement facilities must
be vsed for enhancing, upgradiog, 2dding, or expanding new parl: facilities. Renovating
and igtensifying development of existing parks is another reasonable method for
sccommodating growth that could be used in conjunction with expanding improved
pack screage. The vse of fec revenues would be ideatified throngh planoed parlland
acquisition and improvement projects described in the most recently adopred version of
anoua] capitel improvement budget.

The Town anticipates that the park fees would be the primary revesue source to fund
the planned facilities required to serve new development. Table 4.5 shows the sbare of

MunFinonon! id
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costs that could be attriboted to pew development. This amount represents the balance
after allocating to new development its share of those planned Park faalities.

Table 4.5: Parks Facilities Costs per Capita for New Development

Land Land
Acgulsition Improvement

Cost Per Acre 5 20,000 3 200,000
Faciity Standard {acres per 1,000 residents) 5.00 5.00
Cost Per 1,000 capha 100,000 1,000,000
1.000 1,000

Cosl Per Residenl $ 100 § 1,000

‘Sources; Tables 4.3 and 4 4; MuniFinanclal

Alternative Funding Sources:

The Town can obtain the funding needed to complement fadilities fee revennes over the
Planning Horizon through noo-fee revenue sources. This fundiog is necessary to justify
the fee imposed on new development using the standard showo bere. 1 this funding is

not obtained, the new development will have paid too high a fee by the end of the
Planning Horizon.

Park fadlity cost per resident is shown in Table 4.6.

MumiFinonriol
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Table 4.6: Parks Facilities Fees
Cost per Total
Land Use Capita _ Dansity Fes Admin' Fee
Resldential
Single Femily
land Acquisition  § 100 229 § 228 § 5% 233
Park Improvement 1,000 229 2,288 46 _ 2,335
Tolal § 2,568
Multi-farnily
Land Acquisition  § 100 177 % 177 § q % 180
Park Improvement 1,000 177 1,765 35 __ 1,800
Total § 1,080
' Adminisiretion fes of 2.0 percen

Sourcas: Tables 2.0 and 4.5, MunlFinencial

gl G rad iSRG

(I T AR B

The fec schedule in Table 4.6 includes separate components for land scquisiion and
improvement 5o that the Town can calenlate 2 credit if = developer dedicates pazkland or
provides improvements. An average per-acre seimbursement js reasonable because the
fees collected may not be used in the same area from which they wese collected. The
costs provided in this report represent the current Towo-wide valoe.

MuniFinangal 20
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8. TRAILS

The purpose of the fee is to ensure that new developmest funds its fair share of trails.
The Town would use fee revenues to expand the town’s network of trils to serve new
development

Service POpUIAtoN . 2

Residents are the pomary users of Yucea Valley’s trails. Therefore, demand for hiking
and bike trails, and their associated facilities, are based on the Town’s residential

population. Table 5.0 provides estimates 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

Faicility Inventories; Plaiis & Standards i::- =

This section describes the Town’s existing facility inventory, standards, and planned
Trails fadlites.

Proposed Inventory

The Town bas 2 comprebensive Trail Master plac completed by RHA Lapdseape
Arschitects — Planpess, Ioc. The Trails Mastes Plan was completed in June 2002, The
Town hes since made amendments to this Trails Master Plan aod the information in chis

report seflects those changes. The proposed Trails facilities are summarized in Table
51

MumiFinantinf E2]
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@m Table 5.1 Trall Inventory {Proposed)
Estimated  Eslmated Estimated
Consiruction Easamemt Total
Cost Cast’ Cosl

Yucca Wash Trall - Reach 1 ] 218,000 5 - & 216,000
Yucca Wash Trall- Reach 2 310,500 - 310,500
Yicca Wash Trall - Reach 3 234,000 890 234,890
California Riding & Hiking Trall - Yuces Wash - Reach 4 214, 500 - 214,500
Californle: Riding & Hiking Trall - Marvin Brive 85,800 3,300 88,100

Callfornia Riding & Hiking Trall - Hadenda Drive - Reach 1
278,900 1,320 278,220

California Riding & Hiking Tr=ll - Haclenda Drive - Reach 2
’ 191,100 4,290 165,380
Cabifornia Riding & Hiking Trall - Chipmunk Trall 218,400 6,600 225,000

Californla Riding & Hiking Tr - Skyline Ranch Rd - Reach 1
280,800 230 283,110

Calfornia Riding & Hiking Tr - Skyline Ranch Rd - Reach 2
93,600 2,840 86,240

Cellfomia Riding & Hiking Tr - Skyline Ranch Rd - Reach 3
] 188,000 4,280 483,280
Kickapoo Trall 144,300 2,640 148,840
Liis Morongo Canyon Road - Reach { 187,200 1,320 188,520
Li¥e Morongo Canyon Road - Reach 2 128,600 680 137,160
Royal Springs Wesh Trall 280,800 1,650 282,450
Bleck Rock Canyon Trell 148,200 10,230 158,430
East Burni Mountaln Wash Tiall - Reach § 144,300 2,540 148,940
m Easl Bumt Mountaln Wash Trail - Reach 2 226,200 8,250 234,450
| Easl Bumi Mountoln Wash Trail - Reech 3 251,300 - 261,300
| San Andreas Rosed Trail - Reach 1 4588 520 8,260 507,770
| San Andreas Road Trall - Reach 2 472,760 3,860 476,720
Sen Andreas Road Trall - Reach 3 472 760 5,610 478,370
Sen Andress Road Trall - Reach 4 148,200 850 148,180
Carmelita Wash Trail 202,800 - 202,600
Black Rock Wash Trali 148,200 - 148,200
Covington Wash Trail - Reach 1} 183,300 1,650 165,450
Covington Wash Trill - Reach 2 226,200 3,850 230,180
Caovington Wash Trall - Reach 3 265,200 3,860 288,160
Covinglen Wash Trall - Reach 4 214 500 4,280 218,780

Totals; & 6653340 § 85800 § 6,739,140

Tota] Trall Miles: 2775
Estimated GostUMlle: $ 239793 % 3092 § 242604

VEasemenl Costs Inflatod by 30 percent over tosts provided In the Town of Yuere Valley Tralls Biks Rovle Masles Plan.

Sowrces: Town of Yvcra Valley Adopled Tralle/Ske Route Mosier Plan, March 10, 2005; Town of Yucca Valley Planning
Depariment, MuniFinenclal

MzuniFinanno! 23
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Linit Costs for Land Acquisition and Improvement .

Unit costs represent the cucrent cost of constrnction and ensement acquisition. By
dividing the total costs over the 2025 service populadon, this approach cosures that
these is an equitable distribution of costs between new and existing development.

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

Table 5.2: Trails Facilities Cost per Capita

Constniction Easemant
Costs Acquisition Costs®
Cosl 3 5,653,340 3 85,800
2025 Service Populatien 33,880 33,880
Cost Per Resldent 3 1896 § 3
Tolal Costper Resident 5 199

Sources: Tables 5.0 snd 5.1; MuniFlnoncial

Allgcation of Facilities Costs to Néw Development . - . ; -

The Town aoticipstes that the trai} fees would be the primary revenoe sontee to fund the
planned [acdlities required to serve new developroent. The allocation of costs for trails
facilities between the existiop service pepulation and new devdopment is shown io Table

3.3. The trails impact fee would be nsed in conjunction with alternative fusding sources
to close the defidency.

MuniFinonaol
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W Table 5.3: Costs Atiributable to New Development
Deficlency To it
Be Funded By
New Non-Fee
Davelopment Total Planned Revenue
Contributlon Facllites Sources
Cosl per Resident 5 198 i
New Development (2004-2025) 15470
New Development Contribution $ 3,077,168

$ 3,077,189. § 67397140. 5 (3,661,971

Sources: Tables 5.0 and 5.2; MuniFinancial

f
I
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Thoble 5.4 shows the maxitoam allownble trails faclities fees bosed on the Master Plan

standard. These cost factors are based oo the cost per capita derved from the unit cost
estimates.and facility standards..

%l

Table 5.4: Trails Facilities Fee

Cost psr Total
Land Use Capita’  Denslty Fee Admin’ Fee
Residantlsi
Single Family
Consiruchion ] 196 229 § 445 3 9 % 458
Easemenl 3 2.29 6 ] 6
Sublotal 5 464
Muili-family
Constriction 5 196 177 § 347 & 75 354
Easement 3 1.77 4 0 S
Sublotel $ 358

' Administralion fee of 2.0 parcent

Sowces: Tabtes 2.0 and 5.2; MuniFinancial

MumFinanciol 24
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The fec schedule in Table 5.4 includes separate componeats for copstructon and
easement acquision so that the Towso can calenlate a credit if 8 developer dedicates trail

easements or otber improvements. This fee eredit plan conld be structared similar to the
one discussed for Parks fadlites in the previous chapter.

MuniFinanool ,
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6. STORM DRAIN FACILITIES

This chapter documents a reasonsble relationship between new development and the
funding for proposed Stoem Dimin facilities. Information included in this chaprer cornes

from tbe Yocea Valley Master Plan of Drainage (the “Stomm Drain Study™) completed 1n
Juoe 1999 by Johs M. Tettermer & Assodates, Inc.

(il it BT TGN 1

Table 6.0 calculates the equivalent dwelling uait (EDU) for each land use using average
densities shown in the December 1995 Yocen Valley General Plan and impervious

surfece valves dexived from United States Department of Agtculture. Table 6.1 shows
the total existing and future EDUs for stormn drainape facilities by Innd vse.

| Table 6.0: Storm Drains - Impervious Surface.
| DU/Acre  Averape Equlvalent

or Percant Dwelling Unit  Acres/ EDW/
_ m Acra'  Impervieus® (EDU)Y K5F® KSF® )
' i
Residential (dwelling unils) E
Single Famiy 274 35% 1.00 !
Multi-Famlly 10.85 68% 0.50
Non-residential
Commerclal Space 1.00 90% 7.16 0.09 0.66
Office Spaca 1.00 85% 7.55 0.09 0.69
Industrial 1.00 75% 5.96 0.0B 0.46

" Dwelfing vnlls per aere for residential usage end scsas for Nor-rasidential usaga. Residonllo!l average based on
midpoini of dwalling un!ls par-were - Yucca Veliey Genera! Plan, Decamber 1095,

? Percenl Impervious Service derfved kom USDA dota.

* Figor Area Ratls ['FAR"} per acre based upen Non-residenlis] spece claseiication 25 lor Ofics, Rstall & Sendce and

,30 for Induslyie] space end desived by tha loltoving formula: 14{]435680° 25)41,000) for Commerclal and Office Spaca and
Hi{{43580°.30)1,20 lor tndustrial and Nsted b KSF,

Sowrces: Yucca Volley General Plan, Decomber 1295; MuniFinandal
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Table 6.1: Storm Drain Facilities Total Equivalent Dwelling Units

Projected
EDU Existing Growth | Existing Growth In
Foclor | (DWKSF) {DWKSF)| EDUs EDUs Total
Residantisl
Single Family 1.00 6,710 4,520 6,710 4,520 11,230
Mult-Famlly 0.50 1,730 1,170 865 685 1,450
Tolal Bwelling Unils 8,440 5,680 1575 5105 12,680
Nop-residenitisl
Commercia! Space 0.66 7,600 5,130 6,016 3,368 8,402
Office Space ... . . ..089] .-2200.... 1470] . 4,618 - 10149 2532 -
Industral D.45 1,000 670 480 308 768
Total KSF Commercial 10,800 7.210 6,994 4,708 14,702
Total 14,569 9,813 24,382
Perceni of Tolal 59.8% 40.2%  100.0%

Sources: Tebles 2.1 and 8.0, MuniFinanctst

Facility Inveitories, Plans & Standards -~ . .

Hydrologic madeling uses 2 "design storm" to estimate the rainfall mooff peeding to be
accommodated by Stomn Drain facilities. The measute of 2 design stomn is typically
expressed in terms of the probability of a particular storm in any ope year. For example,
a 100-year storm 1s the storm that would occur on average ooce during 100 years,
Facilitics designed to accommodate runoff from this type of storm provide 100-year
Hood protection.

The modeling completed for the Storm Drain Study was based on 100 year-and 25-jcar
peak discharges using an approved watershed sub-srea delineation tnap with defined
Dow paths. Selected peak discharges resulting from the computations were vsed in
sizing the drainage facilites.

The Yucea Valley Master Plag of Drsinage developed two different types of stom drzio
systerns, a non-detaied system, with an estimated cost of $121,303,000, and 2 detained
system with an estimated cost of §102,016,000. Based upon information provided by the
Town, the detained system was selected as the preferred system.

The storm drainage facilities fec vses a facility standard (Table 6.2) o dempuostrate 2

seasonsble relationship between new development and the need for pew facilities. The

fucility standard is based on the planned facilitics investment into the Town’s system of

storm drainage facilities on a per EDU basis. The aeed for new stonn drainage facilities

is deterrnined by maintaining the same investment on 2 per EDU basis as pew

developmeot occurs. .

MuniFinanaal . 27
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Table 6.2: Storm Drain Facilitles Standard
Cost (2004)

Delained Flood Control System Projected Cosl'’  § 402,016,000
Cosl Escalalor’ 1.21

Escalzied Detained Flood Control System Cost $ 123,439,360

Tolal EDUs {2025) 24,382

Equity per EDU ™ o 5 5,063

' Town of Yucca Velley Masler Plan of Dralnege - Finai Reporl Prepured by John M.
Tetismer & Assoclsles, nc. A Divislon of Kalth Compenies, Inc. June 1889,

7 Enpinerering News Recard Construction Cosl Index - Juns 1939 1o Novemsher 2004,

Sources; Toeble 8,1; Town of Yucco Valley; MuniFinencal

Table 63 presents the cost of upgraded, expanded, or orw stoom drainage
improvements needed to accommodate new development. The new development
contribution shown in the table represents the total revenue that fhe storm drain
facbties fee would generate.

Table £§.3: Storm Drain Facillies to Accommodate Growth

Total
Facillty Standard Per EDU $ 5,063
Growth in EDUs (2005-2025) 9,813
New Development Contribution § 4B,681428

Sources: Tebles B.2 and 6.3; MuniFinendal

e Serigdaalel AU 0L DI T R Rl

Tsble 6.4 shows the sewer fadlities fec based on the cost per EDU shown in Table 6.2.
The cost per EDU is cogverted to a fee per unit of development based on dvrelling units
for residential and 1,000 building square feet for nonresidential devclopment.
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Table 6.4; Storm Drain Facllities Fee

Costper Total Fes!

Land Use EDU EDU Fee Admin’ Fee §q. Ft.
Residential

Single Family $ 5063 100 5 5080 § 101 § 5,961

Muljil-Famlly 5,063 0.50 2,530 51 2,581
Non-residential

Commerclal $ 5,063 066 5 3,40 % 67 5 3407 § 341

OHice 5,063 0.69 3,490 70 3,560 3.56

Industrial 5063 - 046 - 2330 47 2,317 -2.38-

) Adminisiration fea of 2.0 percent

Sources; Tablas 6.0 and B.2; MuniFinancial
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7. STREETS AND TRAFFIC

—oI ey

This chapter summarizes an analysis of the need for sueets and related tansportation
facilities to accommodate growth within the Town of Yucca Vallcy. It documents a
reasonable relationship between new developroent and 2 traffic fee to fund streets and
related transportaton facilities that serve new development.
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Estimates of existing and new development provide the basis for calculating the traffic
facllitics fec, Estimates of existing development provide the basis for the fadlity
stindard. The facility standard is vsed 1o determine the rate at which pew development
must increase the value of the Town’s equity in jts system of street improvements.

Estimates of new developmeat are nsed 1o caloulate the total amount of fee revenuves
that would be penerated.

The need for street jmproverments is based on the tip demand placed oa the system by
developmenot. A feasonable measure of demand is the sumber of average daily velicle
trips, adjusted for the type of trip. Vehicle tip generation rates are a reasonable measure
of demand on the Town’s system of street improvements across all modes because
alternate modes (transit, bicycle, pedestrian) often substitute for vehicle tps.

The two types of tps adjustments made to tdp generation rates to calcdlate trp demand
are deserbed below:

* Pass-by trips are deducted from the tip generation rate. Pass-by tops are
ntermediates stops between an origin and 1 final destination that requite no
diversion from the route, such as stopping to get gas on the way to work.

* The mip generation mate is adjusted by the avernge length of wips for a specific
land use category compared to the average lenpth of all tips on the steet

systern.

Table 7.0 shows the calculation of tdp dermand factors by land use catepory based on
the adjustments described above. Data is based oo exteosive and detiled tip surveys
conducted in the San Diego region by the San Diego Assodiation of Governments, The
surveys provide one of the most comprehensive databases avsilable of tip generation
rates, pass-by trps factors, and average trip Jength for n wide range of land uses. Urban
development patterns are similar enough amonp the San Diego and Southern

. California/Los Angeles regions to make the use of the San Diego data applicable to the
Town of Yucca Valley.
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Table 7.0: Trip Rate Adjustment Factor

y

Non-Pasa-by Trips
Total Average Average Tdp

Primary Diverled Excluding Trip  Adjustment  Dally Demand
Teps'  Trips’  Pass-by’  Length’  Factor  Trips'  Factor’

Residential®
Single Family B&% 1% 7% 7.9 1.04 10 10.4
Mulll-amily B6% 11% 57% 1.8 1.04 8 8.3
Nonrgsidantial’
Commertial 7% 3% 78% a6 0.38 70 26.6
Office 1% 18% 88% B.8 1.4 20 228
Industrial 02% 5% 97% 9.0 1.18 1 8.3

* Percend of total tps. Primary bips are trips with no midway stops, o *ligks”. Divened tips e linkod Wips whoso distance odds at
\ass) one mie o he pimary Wip. Pass-by ¥ips om ¥nks that do ot add more than ene mile 1o the tot2 tis snd therefore ploca Hile
addiional burden on the stract syslem. As o msull the tip adjustment focior includes & mdurtion for tha sham of pass-by bips.

T 1 mben.

3 Tha tip acjustment lacor equsts tha percent of nen-pass-by trips wultipind by the svarags Yip length and divided by he syslamwido
ovorage bip lenpth of 6.9 miles,

4 Trips per dwalinp unit of per 1,000 bullding squars fest

* Tha tip damond fecior bs the praduc of the bip rdgustmoni factor and the eveogn dally tpa,

£ Trip prereninges, avempe ip lzngihe, and averags dally bips bosod on “residantinl” coléigory. See SANDAS Jor aource, below.

? Trip pomontages, nvooge ip longihs, and evarags dally ips for. commeecis) bosed op *eomremily shopping centes” category, for
ufiice based on "stendand temmerndiel office® calegory, and for Indus sl tased on “nduatrial perk (no commerclal)” aategory. See

Sources: San Diego Assectation of Governmants, Brief Gukde of Veblcule: Trvfic Generation Rates For tha San Dlego Reglon, July .
1853; MuniFinsnciel,

Table 7.1 estimates the trip demand for existing 2nd new development on the Town's
system of street improvements. Total thp demand is based on the top demand factors
caleulated in Table 7.0 and the growth estimates in Table 2.1. As shown in the table,
new development would represent about 40.5 percent of total trip demand.
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m Table 7.1: Trip Demand From Existing and New Developrment

Trp Demand Exlsting Trip Trip Demand Total

Factor Existing Growth Demand _ From Growih Trip Demand
Residenfial
Single Famlily 10.36 6,710 4,520 64,485 45,008 116,291
Multi-family a.28 1.730 1,170 14,332 9,693 24,025
Subtotal ] 8,440 §,690 B3,B17 56,409 140,316
identlal

Commercial 28.56 7,600 5,130 201,872 136,264 336,136
Oihce + 22.83 2,200 1.470 50,231 33,564 'B3,72495
Industrial 8.26 1,000 670 B,258 5,533 13,7879
Subtotal 10,800 7.270 260,362 175,361 435,722
Tolal ) 344,179 231,860 576,038
Parcent ol Total 58.7% 40.3% 100%

Sourres: Tatiex 2,1 and 7.0; MunFinancial
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The cost of streets and tfhic facilifes attrbuted to new development (Table 7.2) are
vced to develop a Streets and Traffic Signals facility standard in Table 7.3, This
approach allows the town to use fee revenes only to those projects that add new
facilites and otherwise expand capacities for new development and exclude projects that
upgrade exdsting faciliies. This standard calculates and existing equity per top that
becarnes the stindard sed in fee determination.

MnniFfpandal 37

=
3
%)




Town of Yuuo Vol ' Public Fucibtier Fee 5 By

Table 7.2: Streets & Traffic Facliities Master Plan Cost Summary for New Development .
Cost
Stresls
ROW Cosls o widen 5R 62 - Wast Town Boundary le Kickapoo Trall, 2.88 AC 5 1,346,408
VWiden SR 62 Ib 6 Lanes - Wesl Town Beundary Io Kickepoo Trall, 1.42 miles 2,227,500
FOW Costs lo widen SR 62 - Kickapoa Trall fo Acoma/Mohswk Trafl, 1.32 AC 1,033,511
Widen SR 62 to § Lanes - Kickapoo Trail 1o Acomw/Mehawk Trafl, 1.08 miles 1,707,750
ROW Costs lo widen SR 62 - Acoma/Mohawk Trall to SR 247, 1.83 AC 1427 160
Widen SR 82 o B Lanes - Acoma/Mohawk Trall fo SR 247, 1.51 miles 2,361,150
ROW Costs la widen 5R 62 - SR 247 lo Hillon Avenue, 1.03 AC B02,775
Widan SR B2 to 6 Lanes - SR 247 1o Hillon Avenve, 0.85 miles 1,336,500
ROW Cos's lo widen SR 62 - Hillon Avenue la Avalon Avenue, 1.03 AC Bb6 515
- . Widen SR 62 o B Lanes - Hillon Avenue o Avalon Avenue, 0.85 miles 4,336,600
FLOW Cosls to widen SR 52 - Avalon Avenve Yo Yucca Mesa Road, 1.26 AG "“'BB4,828
Widen SR B2 o 6 Lanes - Avalon Avanue bo Yycta Mesa Road, 1.04 milss 1,633,500
ROW Cosls 10 widen SR 247 - State Roule 62 to San Jush Road, 1218 AC 2,804,775
Widan SR 247 Io 4 Divided Lanes - Stale Rla. 62 lo San Juan Rd, 1.57 miles 12,322,412
ROW Gosis to widen SR 247 - 8en Juan Rd. Yo Buena Vista Dr., 12,18 AC 2,804,775
Widen SR 247 to 4 Divided Lanes - San Juan Rd. Ip Buena Vista Dr., 1.57 miles 12322412
ROW Casl 1o widan SR 247 - Buena Vista Dr. o N. Town Boundary, 17.50 AC 4,093,113
Widen SR 247 lo 4 Divided Lanes - Buena Vista Dr, ta N. Town Bndry., 218 mi 13,543,200
VWiden Onapa Trali, 4 Lane Arlerial Divided - Kickspoo Tr. lo Joshun Lene 7,437,150
Widen Yuces Trall, 4 Lane Arteris) Divided - Sage Ava. o Avalon Avenue 5,883,5R4
Widen Joshug Lene, 4 Loane Arlerial Divided - Onaga Tr. Io Stals Routs 62 2,621,389
Widen/Consinuct Camino del Clalo, 4 Lane Colteclor - Onega Tr. lo Sunnyslope (2 Lenes) 851,941
Widen/Constract Sunnyslups Dr., 4 Lens Collector~ Camine del Clelo to Ploneeriown (21 1,186,400
widen Kichapoo Trall, 4 Lana Cullecior Onaga Trell 1o Stala Route §2 3n7,318
widen Ploneertown Rosd, 4 Lena Collactor - Stele Ria. 82 lo Sunnyslope Drive 1,402,235
Widen Acoma Trall, 4 Lene Collector - Goldan Bee Drive v Skile Rie. 62 3,327,726 .
Widen Soge Avenue, 4 Lane Collector - Gelden Bee Drive to Stels Roule 62 3,371,726
\Widen Jashua Lann, 4 Lane Collecior - Golden Bee Driva o Onaga Trall 2.085,4B5
Widen La Conlenia Road, 4 Lana Colleclor - Yucea Trall io State Raule 62 . 3,174,245
Widen Palomar Avenue, 4 Lane Collector - Joshus Lane to Yuces Trah 3,877,871
Widen Avalon Avenue, 4 Lana Collecior - Yucca Trall lo Stels Route 62 2,530,329
Widen Yucea Trzll, 4 Lane Collecior - Avalon Avenue to Yucca Mese Road 4,037,342
Widen Onaga Trall, 4 Lane Colleclor - Joshua Lane I Palomar Avenue 2,983,478
Conslruct Onaga Trafl, 4 Lana Collecior - Camina del Clelo 1o Kickapoo Trall 1,703,882
Widen Joshua Drive, 4 Lans Colleclor - Acbra Tiall 1o Jushue Lene 2,486,232
Widen Warren Visla Avenua, 2 Lene Collecior - Yucca Trall o Siate Rie. 82 474,964
Widen Golden Bee, 2 Lane Collgclor - Acoma Trell lo Jushua Lane 1,587 605
Widen Joshua Lane, 2 Lane Collecior - Golden Bee Drive 1o Wanen Visia 783,406
Sublelal - Slreels -0 5 117,555,292
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Table 7.2: Streets & Traffic Facilitles Master Plan Cost Summary for New Devalopment

Cosl

Trafiic Safely

Ralsed Medlans on SR 62 - West Town Boundary to Faliwey Drive

Ralsed Medlans on SR 62 - Falrway Drive lo Camino dei Clefo

Ralsed Medienz on SR 62 - Camtno def Clelo to Kiehapoo Trail

Ralsed Medians on SR 62 - Kickapoo Trall to Elk Tral

Reised Medlans on SR 62 - Cherohee Trall \p Acome/Mohawk Tral

Raised Medlans on SR 62 - AcomaMohawk Trafl to Pelm Avenua

Raised Medlans on SR 62 - Palm Averue to Sage Avenue

Ralsed Medlans on SR 62 - SR 247 Ip Wanen Visis Avenus

Ralsed Medlans on SR 62 - Warren Visle Avenue to Hitlon Avanue

Rased Medians on SR B2 - Hillen Avenus 1o Balsg Avenus

Raksed Medlens on SR 52 - Belse Avenue to Avalon Avenus

Ralsed Mediens on SR 62 - Avalon Avenve Lo Indlo Avenue

Raksed Medians on SR B2 - Indlo Avenus o Yucca Mesa Roed

Sidawslks on both sides SA 62 - West Town Boundary lo Falrway Dr.

Sldewslks on both sides SR 62 - Felrwuy Drive 1o Cemine del Glelo

Sidewalks on bath sidas SR B2 - Camino del Clzlb to }ckapoo Trall

Sldewalks on both sides SR 62 - Kickapoo Trall to Elk Tral

Sidewa (ks on both sides SR 62 - EX Trall 1o Chermkes Trail

Sldews ks on beth sides SR 62 - Cherokes Trall to AcomaMohawk Trak

Sidewaks an both sldes SR 82 - AcomaMohawk Treil o Palm Avenue

Sidewalks on both sldes SR 62 - Palm Avenue o Saga Avenue

Slidewalks on both skias SR 82 - Sapa Avenue o 5R 247

Sidevralka on both sides 5R 62 - SR 247 to Wamen Viste-Avenue

Sldewalks on both sides SR 62 - Werren Vista Avenue lo Hillon Avenue

Sidewalke on both skies SR 62 - Hlilen Avenue to Balsa Avenue

Sidewalks on bolh sides SR 62 - Bakka Avenue Io Avslon Avenua

Sldewalks on both sides SR 62 - Avalon Avanue Io Indie Avenue

Sidewalkks on bolh sldes SR 62 - indlo Avanue o Yocea Mesa Road
Subtolsl - TraHlc Safaty

I 8ls

Yucea Trall @ Joshua Lane

Hwy62/Camino Clelo

Hwy 62/5ape Avenue

Hwy 82/Joshua Laha

Hwy 62/Yucca Mesa Road/fLa Conienla Road
Yutca TrallAvalon Avenue/Palomar Avenue
Onags TrallAtoma Trai

Sublotsl - Trallic Signals

Taotal

810,000
1,114,000
1,114,000
1,335,000
615,000
1,025,000
794,000
1,108,000
508,000
£40,000
1,178,000
1,084,000
1,126,000
278,000
380,000
380,000
456,000
130,000
210,000
350,000
378,000
370,000
408,000
208,000
218,000
402,000
373,000
484,000

17,676,000

500,000
500,600
500,000
508,000
500,000
500,000
500,000

2,500,000

138,631,282

Seurces: Town of Yuces Valizy;, ExhIbA T, of the General Plon EIR Treliic Shudy prapared Sy Robest Kahm, John Kaln & Astocloles, Br395
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Table 7.3: Streets & Traffic Facillties Standard

Cosi
Planned Projecis
Street Improvemenls $ 117,555,292
Trafiic Sefety 17,576,000
Traffic Signals 3,500,000
Total Shreels & Traffic Facllites 5 138,631,292
Less: Other Funding Sources (2004-2025)’ ——4.015,000
Nel Fecifity Needs R § 134,616,202-
Prejecled Trip Demand for Future Growth (2004-2025) 231,860
Slandard Per Trp b 581

' Reprasenis pariion ol Mezsvre 1 funding avallabls for reglanal iraffic pojects. Estimated sl
%182 500 per year.

Suurces: Town of Yuces Valley; Tables 7.1 and 7.2; MunfFinanclal

Fee and Revenuia Schedules =

The maximum justified fee for traffic faclities is shown in Table 7.4. The Town may
adopt any fee up to that shown in the table. If the Town adopts a Jower fee then it
should consider reducing the fee for each land use by the same percentage. This
approach wonld ensure that cach sew development project funds the same fair share of
costs to improve the Town's system of strect improvements.
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m Table 7.4: Streets & Traffic Faclliies Feas
Trip
Stendard Demend Fea/
Land Use PerTap  Fector Fee Admin'  Total Fee Sq. FL,
Residential
Single Femily § 581 104 $ 6016 § 120 $ 6,137
Multifamily 581 8.3 4,813 95 4,908
Nog-residentiol
Commercial 5 581 266 5% 15433 § N9 % 15741 § 1574
Office - - - 581 22.8 13,266 265 $3.531 1353 |
Indusirial EB1 8.3 4,798 86 4 899 4.89
' Administration fze of 2.0 percan|
Sowvcas: Toblas 7.0 and 7.3; MunlFinencial
MiuiFinandal 36
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8. IMPLEMENTATION
_-__-'m“_—m—..‘_

Programming Revenues and Projects with the GIP

The Town CIP should be amended to identify fer revene with specific projects. The
use of the CIP in this manner documents a reasonable relationship between pew
development and the use of those revenues.

The Towo may decide to alter the scope of the planned projects o to substitate new-
projects a5 long as those new projects continue to represent an expansion of the Town's
{aclies. If the total cost of facilities varies from the total cost used as a basis for the
fres, the Town should consider revising the fees accordingly.

For the Bve-year planning period of the CIP, the Town should consider allocating
existing fund balaoces and projected fee revenue to spedfic projects. The Town can
hold funds in 5 project account for Jooger than five years if necessary Ip collect sufficient
mdnies to complete a project.

identify Non-Fee Revenue Sources

The use of the methed for calculating facility standards can identify revenne DeBiciendes
attobutable (o the existing service population. As fees are only imposcd undes the Act
to fund new developmesnt’s fair portion of faclities, the Town should consider how
Defioendes might be supplemented throngh the nse of alternative funding sources.
Potential sources of revenue include existing or new geaeral fund revenues or the use of
extsting or new taxes. Any new tx would require two-thirds voter approval, while pew
assessments or propenty-related charges would require majority property-owner

approval.

inflation Adjustment

Approprate inflation indexes should be identified in a fee ordicance including an-
sutpmatic adjustment to the fec anoually. Scparate indexes for Jand and construction
costs showuld be used. Calenlating the Jand cost index may require the pedodic use of a
property appraiser. The constraction cost index can be based on the Town's recent
capital project experience or can be taken from any reputable source, sech as the
Engincering news Record. To calculate prospective fee increases, each index sbould be
weighed against jts share of total planned facility costs represented by land ar
construction, as appropriate

Reporting Requirements

The Town should comply with the annual apd five-year reporting requirements of the
Act For facilities to be funded by a combination of public fees and ather revenues,
identificaion of the sovtrce and amount of these son-fee revesues is essential.
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Identification of the timing of receipt of other tevenes to fund the faclities is also
importent.
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9. MITIGATION FEE ACT FINDINGS

Fees are assessed and typically paid when a building permit is issved and imposed oo
new development projects by local agencies responsible for regulating land nse (cities
and counties). To guide the imposition of fadlities fees, the California State Lepislatore
adopted the Act with Assembly Bill 1600 in 1987 and subsequent amendments. The
Act, contained in Californis Government Code §§66000 — 66025, establishes requirements op
local ageodies for the imposition and administration of fees. The Act requires Joeal
agencics to document five starutory findings when adopting fees. -

The five findings in the Act required for adoption of the maximum justified fees
documented in this report are: 1) Purpose of fec, 2) Use of fer Reveoues, 3) Bencht
Relationship, 4) Burden Relationship, and 5) Proportionslity. They are cach discussed
below and are supported throughout the rest of this report.

Purposeof Fea. - . -

¢ Identify the purpose of the fer (§66001 (a)(1) of the Act).

We understand that it s the palicy of the Town that new development will not buiden
the existing service population with the cost of fadlities required to saccommeodate
growth. The purpose of the fees proposed by this report is to implement this policy by
providing a funding source fom new devdlopment for capital improvements ta serve
that development. The fees sdvance a legitimate Town interest by enabling the Town to
provide municipal services to new development.

Use of Fee Revenues™ -7 0 o 7Whal 0

*  ldentsfy the use to mibich the feex will be pus. If the use &5 financing facilities, the facifities sholl be
identifed. That identificotion may, but need not, be made by reference 1o a capitol improvement
Plan o1 specified in §65403 or [66002, may be raade in applicable generol or specific plan
requirements, or may be madk in other public decurvents that identsfy the facikities for which the
Jees are charged (§66001 (a)(2) of the Ad).

Fees proposed in this report, if enacted by the Town, would be svailable to fund
expanded facilities to serve sew development. Facilities fanded by these fees are
designated to be Jocated within the Town. Fees addressed in this report have been
identified by the Town to be restricted to funding the following facility categories:
Geoeral fadlities, Park faciliges, Trails facilities, Storm Diain facilifies, and Strects and
Traffic Signals.

MomFinanedal 3y
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Summary descriptions of the planned facilites such s size a0d cost estimates were
provided by the Town and are included i Chapters 4 through 8 of this report. More
thorough descaptions of certain planned facilities, incloding their specific location, if
koown at this time, are included in master plans, capital improvemeat plans, or other
Town planning documents or are available from Town staff. The Town may change the
list of planned facilities to meet changing needs and circumstaoces, as it deems necessary.
The fees should be updated if these amendments result in 2 significant change in the fair
share cost allocated to new development.

Placped facilities to be funded by the fees arc described in the foghises, Tnventories, Plans
and standards sections o each facility catepory chapter,

41 +

i

BenefitiRel:

tionsHird [ AT U I

*  Diutermiue the reasonable relationsbip hetween the fees' sue ond the Nype of development
project on which ihe fees are inmpased (§66001 (a)(3) of ibe Ar).

We expect that the Teown will restrict fee reveone to the acquisiton of land, construction
of facilibes and buildings, and purchase of related equipment, furnishings, vehicles, and
services used to serve new development. Fadlities fupded by the fees are expected to
provide 8 Town-wide network of fadlities accessible to the additional residents and
workers associated with pew development. Under the Act, fees are not intended 1o fund
planoed faalitics necded to correct existing Deficiencies. Thus, a reasonsble selationship
can be shown between the use of fer revenue and the new development residential snd
noo-residestial use classifications that will pay the fees.

Blirdeni|Relatipns
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*  Deterruine the reasonable relationship between the need for the public fackities and the typer
of deceloprent on which the fees are imposed ({66001 (3)4) of the Act).

Fadilities need is based on a fadlity standard that represents the demand generated by
new development for those fadlides, Faalities demand is determined as follows:

0 The service population is established based vpon the number of
residents and wotkess, which comelates to the demand for General
facilities, Park facilities and Trals facilities;

0 Stooo water peperation is directly related 1o the impervious sutface
nres of a pew development and is linked to the number of EDUs
and comresponds to an increased demand for Storm Draio facilities;

0 The number of vehicular tips generated per use dassification
deteomines Strects and Traffic Signals facilides demand.

MuniFinandal 40
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For each fadility category, demnnd is measured by a single Iacility standard that can be
2pplied scross Jand nse types to ensure a reasopable relationship to the type of
development. Service population stapdards are calculated based upos the number of
residents associated with residential development and the pumber of wozkers assodiated
with noo-residential development. To calculate a single, per capita standard, onc worker
is weighted Jess than ope sesident based on an analysis of the relative use demand
between residential a0d nos-residential development. For Stomm Drain facilities, facility
standards are based on the impervious surface area of a development and linked ro the
sumber of EDUs as compared (o one single-family dwelling unit.

The standards used to identify growth needs are also used to determine if planned
facilities will partially serve the existing service population by correcting cxisting
Debdendes. This approach eosures that new development will only be responsible for
its fair share of planned facilities, aod that the fees will oot unfairly burden new
development with the cost of facilities associated with serving the existing service
population.

Clapter 3 Growth Projections provides a deseription of how service populstion and growth
projections are calcnlated. Facility standards are described in the Foaities, Inventorses,
Plans and standards sections of in each facility category chapter.

Proportionality -~

*  Determaine bow therr it o reasonoble relotiontship between the fees amount and the st of the
Jacilifies or portion of the fankities attributable fo the develgpment on which the fee is inspased
{§66001(b) of the Ac),

The reasonahle relationship between each fadlities fee for a specific new developmeat
project and the cost of the fadlities attributable to that project is based on the estimated
new development growth the project will accommodate. Fees for a spedific project are
based on the project’s size or increases in the sumber of EDUs or vehicle trips. Larper
new development projects can result io a higher service population, larger impervious
surface 2tcas, or 2 hipher top geoeration mie.resultiog in higher fee revenne than smaller
projects in the same Jand use dassification. Thus, the fees can egsure 2,reasopable
rclationship between a specibc new development project and the cost of the facilitics
attobutable to thet project.

Sec Chapter 3, Growth Projictions, or the senvice population, Equivalent Dweliing Unit or Trip Rate
Adsiment Faclor sections in each facility estegory chapter for a descoption of how
service population, EDUs or Trip Rate Adjustment Factors are determined for different
types of land vses. See the Fee Schedulr section of each fadlity category chapter for a
presentation of the proposed facilities fees.
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ATTACHMENT *“B”
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

GENERAL FACILITIES: Additional Findings

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

expansions of existing peneral 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 the 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 municipal buildings as described in the
foregoing section. These facilities will provide centralized, efficient, and expanded
public service facilities to accommodate the projected increase in the Town’s population

due to new development.

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

anticipated to occur during 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 to accommodate the new growth. The fee recormmended
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.
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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 identified in the Parks Master Plan, and that are required
to augment the Town’s current park systemn to accommodate the needs of projected new

growth and development in the Town.

Use of Fee Revenues:
The revenve 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 to the goals and objectives of such facilities contained in the General P]an and

the Parks Master Plan.

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

wil] 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 growth 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 10 maintain existing service levels. Growth from new development will
require adding five acres of new park facilities per 1,000 population to accommodate
such growth 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, 4.1, 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.
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TRAILS FACILITIES: Additiona) Findings

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

The purpose of the fee is to ensure that development funds its fair share of the trails
system,

Use of Fee Revenues:
The Town will use fee revenues to expand the Town’s network of trails 10 serve new

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

goals 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 to 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 additional or improved and/or expanded trail facilities 1o
maintain existing service levels as new growth occurs.

Proportionality:

Chapter 5, specifically Tables 5.0, 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3, identify the methodology and basis
for calculating the fee level identified in Table 5.4.
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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 starm drain facilities and projects identified in the Master Plan of Drainage, and
that are required to augment the Town’s curreni flood control system to accommodate the
needs of projected new growth and development in the Town,

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

drain facilities within the Town of Yucca Valley pursuant to the goals and objectives of
such facilities contained in the General Plan and as identified in the Master Plan of

Drainage, as well as within Chapter 6 of the Study.

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

to occur during the planning period will generate sigmificant need to 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 will be needed in order to accommeodate the
projected growth from new development which will be occurring during the planning
period as well as maintain existing service levels.

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 based
on the planned facilities investment inlo 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 6.3, identify the
methodology and basis for calculating the maximum fees that may be imposed for storm

drain facilities as identified in Table 6.4
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STREETS AND TRAFFIC: Additional Findings

Purpose:

Chapter 7 summarizes an analysis of the need for streets and related transportation
facilities to accommodate growth within the Town of Yucca Valley. It 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 to the Town’s street facilities
as identified in Chapter 7.

Use of Fee Revennes:

The revenue generated from this fee is to provide funding for the construction of those
improvements to the Town’s street facilities as identified in Chapter 7, which are required
1o augment the Town’s current street system to accommodate the needs of projected new
growth and development in the Town.

Benefit Relationship:

The new residential, commercial and industrial development which is projected to occur
during the planning period and to build out will generate significant additional traffic and
the need to improve and expand the Town’s street 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
industrial development will generate additional traffic, which will create an incremental
need to add to 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 is demand or trip generation based. Based upon trip generation
rates, Chapter 7 identifies the costs attributable to new development including residential,
commercial, office, and industnal. 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
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ATTACHMENT “C”
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

Subdivision, single family residential development:
Infill, single family residential development;
Multi-Family residential development:

Commercial, Office and Industrial development:

*Industrial Development is capped at:

**Office Development is capped at:

59,081 Per Unit

$2,568 Per Unit allocated to Park Facilities
$3,600 Per Unit

Up to 3,000 sq. ft. $1.00 Per Sg. Ft.
3,001t0 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.**
$3.18 Per Sq. Ft.

$7.08 Per Sq. Ft.



ATTACHMENT A
GENERAL FACILITIES

|Table 3.1 General Facllities Exlsting Standard

iExisting Faciltties Inventory Cost / Unit Total Value
iLand (Acres)
! Fublic Works Complex 1.6 20000 § 32,000
rBUildlngs {sq-fi)
: Town HalWLibrary 12640 § 200 % 2,528,000
Community Center 11,922 250 3§ 2980500
© Mussum 5,108 200 § 1,021 600
Corp. Yard Operations 9,623 - 200 § 1,824 500
Animal Shelter {Future)* 10,000 150 % 1,500,000
[Total Facilities 5 9,966,700
iExisting Senvice Population ' 19,840
fCost Per Capita 5 503
'F acility Standard per Resident § 503
103

iFat:mty Standard per Worker

f“ Animal Shelter costs applied to residential users enly

‘Table 3.2: New Development Contribution

;Faciliiy Standard per Resident 5 503
iGrowlh in Residents (2005-2025) 15,470

{Faciiity Standard per Worker 103
iGrowth in Workers (2005-2025) 4,000
) 8,199,009

fNew Development Contribution
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“Table 3.3: General Facllities Fee

f - Standard Fee/
{Lami Use Per EDU Density Fee Admin Total Fee  Sq-ft
{RESIDENTIAL {par dwslling unit)
Single Family § 503 229 § 1,182 $ 28 5 1,181
i MuRi Family - 503 1.77 Bs0 22 913
INON-RE SIDENTIAL (per 1,000 square feet building araa)
Commercial § 103 280 $§ 248 § b $§ 264 5§ 026
Office 103 3.33 343 g 352 0.35
Industrial 103 1.67 172 4 176 0.18
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ATTACHMENT B
STORM DRAIN FACILITIES

é
| Table 6.2: Storm Draln Facliities Standard

{2004 Costs)
|Detained Fload Control System Projected Cost $ 102,016,000
{Cost Escalator 121%
iEscalated Detained Flood Control System Cost 123,433,360
iFacilities Standard Cest Allocation: 50% % 61,719 680
Total EDUs (2025) 24 362
i

|Equity Per EDU ) 253

i

ETabIe 6.3: Development Share of Storm Drain Facilities

l

iFacility Standard Per EDU ! 2531
iGrowth in EDUs (2005-2025) 9813
INew Development Contribution 5 24,840,260

{Table 6.4: Storm Drain Facllity Fees

: Standard EDU : Fee/
|Land Use Per EDU Factor Fee Admin Total Fee Sq-f
{RESIDENTIAL (per dwelling uni)
Single Family § 259 1.00 § 257 5 1N ¥ 25832

" Muiti Family 2531 0.50 1,266 51 1,316
?NON-RES!DENTML (per 1,000 square {eet building area)

Commercial § 2531 0.68 § 1670 § & $ 1737 § 174

Oflice 253 0.69 1,746 70 1816 1.82
" Industrial 2531 0.46 1,164 47 1211 1.21
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ATTACHMENT C
STREETS AND TRAFFIC

|
|

i!.Tahle 71.2: Swreets & Traffic Facllities Master Plan Cost Summary for New Development

iStreets Cost

ROW Casts to widen SR 62 - West Town Boundary 1o Kickapoo Trail, 2.689 AC ¥ 1346 408

Widen SR 62 to B Lanes - Wesl Town Boundary ta Kickapoo Trail, 1.42 miles 2,227 500

{ROW Costs to widen SR B2 - Kickapoo Trail io AcomafMahawk Trail, 1.32 AC 1,033511

'Widen SR 62t b Lanes - Kickapoo Trail to Acoma/Mohawk Trail, 1.08 miles 1707 750

ROW Caosts 1o widen SR 62 - Acoma/Mohawk Trall o SR 247, 1.03 AC 1,427 190

Widen SR 62 ta B Lanes - Acoma/Mohawde Trail to SR 247, 1.51 miles 2,361,150

ROW Caosts 1o widen SR 62 - SR 247 1o Hillon Avenug, i.03 AC BO2,775

Widen SR 6210 6 Lanas - SR 247 to Hilion Avenue, 0.85 miles 1,336 500

ROW Costs o widen SR 62 - Hilton Avenue ta Avalon Avenue, 1.03 AC 806,575

Widen SR B2 10 B Lanes - Hiton Avenue to Avalon Avenue, 0.85 miles 1,336,500

ROW Costs to widen SR 62 - Avalon Avenue to Yucca Mesa Road, 1.26 AC 984 529

Viden SR 6210 6 Lanes - Avalon Avenue 1o Yucca Mesa Road, 1.04 miles 1,633,500

ROW Costs 1o widen SR 247 - SR B2 to San Juan Road, 12.19 AC 2804 775

Widen SR 247 10 4 Divided Lanas - SR 62 {o San Jusn Road, 1.57 miles 3,140,000

ROW Caosts to widen SR 247 - San Juan Road to Buena Vista Drive, 12.13 AC 2.804,775

Widen SR 247 to 4 Divided Lanes - San Juan Road 1o Buena Vista Drive, 1.57 miles 3,140,000

ROW Cost 1o widen SR 247 - Buena Vista Drive to N. Town Boundary, 17.80 AC 4,093,113 |
Widen SR 247 1o 4 Divided Lanes - Buana Vista Drive to N. Town Boundary, 2.16 miles 4,320,000 |
Widen Onapga Trail, 4 Lane Arerial Divided - Kickapoa Trail 1o Joshua Lane 7 437 150 |
YWidenh Yucca Trail, 4 Lane Arerial Divided - Sage Avenue 1o Avelon Avenue 6 B3 584 |
Widen Joshua Lane, 4 Lane Arterial Divided - Onaga Trail te SR 52 2 521390

Widen Kickapoo Trail, 4 Lang Collacior - Dnaga Treil 1o SR 62 387 318

Widen Acoma Trail, 4 Lane Collector - Golden Bee Drive 10 SR 62 3327726 |
Widen Sags Avenue, 4 Lane Colleclor - Golden Bee Drive ta SR 52 332776

{Widen Joshua Lane, 4 Lane Collector - Golden Beg Drive to Onaga Trail 2,065 485

Widen La Conienta Road, 4 Lane Collettar - Yucca Trail 10 SR B2 3,174 245

Widen Palomar Avenue, 4 Lane Collector - Juoshua Lane 1o Yucca Trail 3977871

IWiden Avalon Avenue, 4 Lang Collector - Yucca Trail to SR 62 2,930 329

Widen Yucca Trail, 4 Lane Collector - Avalon Avenue to Yucea Mesa Road _ 4,037 342

Widen Onaga Trail, 4 Lane Collector - Joshua Lane o Palomar Avenus 2583479

Widen Joshua Drive, 4 Lane Collsclor - Acoma Trail to Joshua Lane 2486232

Widon Warron Wiclo .Avonue, D Laona Relloctar Vuceo Troil le ©A G 474,064

fWiden Joshua Lane, 2 Lane Collector - Golden Bae Drive 1o Warren Vista Drive 793,406

|¥Widen Sage Avenue, 4 Lane Collactor - SR 62 to Sunnyslope Drive 1,147 482

|Widen Deer Trail, 4 Lane Colleclor - Onaga Trail to SR 62 1,032,743

Widen Balsa Avenue, 4 Lane Colleclor - Yucca Trail to SR 62 1,338,740

'Widen Yucca Mesa Road, 4 Lane Collector - SR 62 ta N. Town Boundary 4 360 459
{Widan Buena Vista Drive, 4 Lane Colleclor - SR 247 1o Yucce Mesa Road 6,196 455

iCenstrucl Sunnyslope Drive, 4 Lane Collecior - Balsa Avenue to La Contenla Road 3,856 674

' : 4 579 468

‘Construct Indio Avenue, 2 Lang Industrial - Yucca Trail 1o SR 62
Total: $ 106,029,446
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iTable 7.2: Streets & Traffic Focllities Master Plan Cost Summary for New Development

T raffic Safety Cost
iRaised Madians on SR 62 - West Town Boundary to Fairway Drive § 810,000
iRaised Medians on SR 62 - Camino del Cielo to Kickapoo Trail F 1.114.000
‘Raisad Medisne on SR 62 - Cherakes Trail 1o Acoma/Mahawk Trail § B15000
‘Raised Medtans on SR B2 - Palm Avenue to Sage Avenus $ 794,000
'Raised Medians on SR 62 - SR 247 10 Warren Visia Avenue 5 1,198,000
‘Raised Medians on SR B2 - Warren Visla Avenue to Hillon Avenue $§ _ 608,000
'Raisad Meding on SR 62 - Hiltan Avenue to Balsa Avenue ¥ 640000
tRaised Medians on SR 62 - Balsa Avenus 1o Avalon Avenue § 1,176,000
‘Raised Medians on SR 62 - indio Avanus 10 Yucca Mesa Road $ 1,126,000
iSidewalks on bath sides SR 62 - West Town boundary 1o Faiway Drive $ 276000
‘Sidewalks on buth sides SR 62 - Fairway Drive to Camino dsl Cielo § 380,000
*Sidewalks an both sides SR 52 - Camino del Cielo 1o Kickapan Trail $ 380,000
:Sidewalks on both sides SR B2 - Kickapoo Trail to Elk Trail § 4565000
:Sidewalks on bolh sides SR 62 - Elk Trail 10 Cherakee Trail $ 130,000
'Sidewalks on both sides SR 62 - Cherckse Trail to Acoma/Mohawk Trail $_ 210000
Sidewalks on both sides SR B2 - Acoma/Mohawk Trail 1o Palm Avenue § 350,000
:Sidewalks on both sides SR 62 - Palm Avenue to Sage Avenue § 378,000
i Sidewalks on both sides SR 62 - Sage Avenue to SR 247 $ 370000
:Sidewaliks on both sides SR 62 - SR 247 to Warren Vista Avenue § 408000
'Stdewalks on both sides SR 62 - Warren Visla Avenue 1o Hilton Avenue § 208,000
'Sidewalks on both sides SR 62 - Hilton Avenue lo Balsa Avenue $ 218,000
:Sidewalks on both sides SR B2 - Balsa Avenue ta Avalon Avenue § 402,000
'Sidewalks on belh sides SR 62 - Avalon Avenue to Indio Avenue § 373,000
‘Sidewsalks on both sides SR 62 - Indio Avenue 10 Yucca Mesa Road § 3B4000
Subtota! - Traffic Safety $§ 13,007,000

:Lratiic Signals Cost
“Yucca Trail @ Joshua Lana § 500,000
‘SR B2/Camino del Cielo § 500,000
‘SR 62/Sage Avenue 500000
‘3R B2A\nshua Lans § 500,000
iSR B2fYucca Masa Road/La Conienla Road $ 500000
Juees Tail/Avalon Avenue/Palnmar Avenue §_AN0.0mM
iOnaga Trail/Acoms Trail § 500,000
Subtolal - Traflic Signale § 3,500,000
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;;Table 7.3: Streets & Traffic Fachlities Standard

iF’Iannsd Projects

; Streel Improvements ¥ 106,029,446

Traffic Safety 13,007,000

Traffic Signals 3,600,000
Totel Streets & Traffic Facilities $ 12253445
ILess: Other Funding Sources 2004-2025 (4 015,000)
Net Facility Needs 5 118521 446
éDavélopment Share: 40% 47 408 578
Projected Trips Demand for Fulure Growth 231 860

{Standard Per Trip 5 204

‘Table 7.4: Streets & Traffic Facility Fees

Trip

; Standard Demand Fee/
iLand Use Per Trip Faclor Fee Admin Total Fee Sq-ft
IRESIDENTIAL {per dwelling unit)

Single Family § 204 10.4 § 212 $§ 120 ¥ 2242

Multi Family 204 8.3 1,693 96 1,789
|NON-RESIDENTIAL {per 1,000 square feel building area)
. Commercial 5 204 6.6 $ 5426 $ 308 $ 5734 § 573
- Ofiice 204 228 4 B51 264 4915 491
< Industrial 204 B.3 1693 96 1,769 1.79
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

TOWN OF YUCCA VALLEY

I, Janet M. Anderson, Town Clerk of the Town of Yucca Valley, California do
hereby certify that Resolution No. 11-46 was duly and regularly adopted by the Town Council of
the Town of Yucca Valley, California, at a meeting thereof held on the 18" day of October
2011, by the following vote:

AYES: Council Members Abel, Lombardo, and Mayor Huntington
NOES: Council Member Hagerman and Rowe
ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: None




