Development Advisory Committee
Agenda
Wednesday, August 8, 2012
Meeting Time 5:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.
Martha Riley Library – Meeting Room #1
1501 Pleasant Grove Blvd.
Committee Members
Scott Barber
Steve Pease
Brett Baumgarten
Betty Sanchez
Steve Hicks
Mark Sauer
Rick Jordan
Steve Schnable
Marcus Lo Duca
John Tallman
Jack Paddon

City Staff
Chris Robles, Community Development Manager
Rob Jensen, Assistant City Manager
Bob Schmitt, Assistant City Attorney
Lonnye Heple, Administrative Aide/DAC Secretary

1.

Roll Call

2.

Approval of Minutes of July 11, 2012 Meeting

3.

Public Comment

4.

Traffic Mitigation Fee Status Update – Scott Gandler
(10 minute presentation, 10 minute discussion)

5.

Regional and Special District Development Impact fees - Chris Robles
(15 minute presentation, 30 minute discussion)

6.

Sierra Vista Fee Estimate, Single Family and Retail – Chris Robles
(10 minute presentation, 10 minute discussion)

7.

Update from the City Manager’s Office - Chris Robles
a. Weekly Building Report
b. Update on EU CIP’s and Fees
c. Public Facilities Fee
d. Committee membership
e. Next Meeting
(15 minutes)

8.

Comments from Committee Members

9.

Adjournment

Development Advisory Committee Meeting
311 Vernon Street, Roseville, CA 95678 (916) 774-5334

July 11, 2012
Draft Minutes

1.

Roll Call
Committee Members Present: Scott Barber, Brett Baumgarten, Steve Hicks, Rick
Jordan, Marcus LoDuca, Krista Looza, Jack Paddon,
Steve Pease, Betty Sanchez, Steve Schnable, John
Tallman
Committee Members Absent: Mark Sauer
Staff Present:

2.

Chris Robles, Michelle Sheidenberger, Lonnye Heple

Approval of Minutes of June 13, 2012 Meeting
Steve Hicks made a motion to approve the minutes of the June 13, 2012 meeting with
the addition of the word “meeting” on Item #6 to read “The committee is to be
established at the July 11, 2012 meeting”. Jack Paddon seconded the motion.
Motion Passed with 6 ayes and 1 abstention (Abstention: Marcus LoDuca)
Note: Brett Baumgarten, Krista Looza, Steve Pease and John Tallman had not arrived
prior to vote

3.

Public Comment
Chair LoDuca opened the floor for public comments. No comments.

4.

Regional Development Exaction Study (Continued)
A sub-committee was established to review and discuss issues related to Environmental
Utilities impact fees in detail. The committee will consist of: Rick Jordan, Mark Sauer,
Steve Hicks, and Steve Schnable.
No Action Required

5.

City Development Impact Fees
The following fees will be reviewed in further detail at an upcoming meeting:
• Public Facilities Fee
• Sewer & Water Connection Fees (Derrick Whitehead to discuss at August
meeting)
• Citywide Park CIP
• Animal Control Shelter Fee
• Electric Backbone Fee
No Action Required

6.

Update from the City Manager’s Office
No Action Required
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7.

Comments from Committee Members & Staff
None

8.

Adjournment – 7:15 p.m.

Development Advisory Committee
Staff Report – August 8, 2012
Contact: Scott Gandler
sgandler@roseville.ca.us
(916) 774-5439
Agenda Item #4 - Traffic Mitigation Fee Status Update
Recommendation
This informational item updates the Committee on the status of the various traffic mitigation fees
and requires no action.
Background
The City currently participates in 5 citywide and regional traffic mitigation fee (TMF) programs to
construct the necessary improvements required to meet the south placer area’s travel demands
now and in the future. Those programs are the City of Roseville TMF, The Highway 65 Joint
Powers Authority (JPA), the City/County Fee, the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority
(SPRTA) fee and the SPRTA Tier II fee. The following is a status update on the various traffic fee
programs as of July 24, 2012.
City TMF – City Staff updated Roseville’s traffic mitigation fee and Roadway Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) last year. Updated fees became effective July 1, 2012 and on average, dropped by
$1,300. There has been no Inflationary update for last 4 years.
Highway 65 JPA – There is no inflationary adjustment for 2012. Instead, the Highway 65 JPA
Board directed staff to begin a comprehensive update with additional DUE’s and updated project
costs. Project costs are expected to go down and with additional Creekview and Sierra Vista
DUE’s, fees per DUE should go down. That update is expected to be completed and become
effective by July 1, 2013.
City/County fees – The City/County comprehensive fee update is substantially complete. Staff is
working to finalize the technical memorandum documenting the analysis and present it to the
Roseville City Council/Placer County Board of Supervisors in August, September 2012. Current
fees range from $40/DUE to $1,201/DUE. Sierra Vista fees were capped at $1,350. Placer
County expects to get federal money for the Walerga Bridge but they don’t know how much yet.
Current fees include full cost of the bridge, $16.5 million. If federal money is secured, costs, and
therefore fees will go down. There was no inflationary update in 2011 & 2012.
SPRTA Fees – The SPRTA Board elected to suspend the annual inflationary update for 2012.
The last SPRTA fee update occurred in 2009.
SPRTA Tier II Fees – Roseville Staff performed a detailed fee deferral analysis on several
scenarios with the main focus on a tiered 50%, 30% 15% deferral amount where 50% of the fee
would be deferred for the first 10 years, 30% in years 11 – 20 and 15% in years 21 – 30. All
deferred fees would be due 30 years after deferral date. The SPRTA TAC asked for some
additional analysis which staff is working on. The SPRTA TAC did, however, seem very open to
the idea of deferred fees as long as they can be assured that funds will be available when it comes
time to construct various segments of the Placer Parkway.
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Contact: Chris Robles
crobles@roseville.ca.us
(916) 774-5421
Agenda Item #5: Regional, Specific Plan and Special District Development Impact Fees

Recommendation
Receive a staff presentation on City development impact fees and provide staff with direction on
regional, specific plan and special district development fees that the Committee would like to
review in greater detail.
Background
At the meeting of June 13, 2012 staff provided an overview of the 2012 Exaction Study that
provides an update of current development costs. The exaction study provided an overview of six
cost categories required of development. At the meeting of July 11, 2012 the Committee reviewed
cost categories that included City processing fees and development impact fees. The outcome of
this meeting identified that the following fees warrant further review:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Public Facilities Fee
Sewer and Water Connection Fees
City Wide Park CIP
Animal Control Shelter Fee
Electric Backbone Fee

This report is a continuation of the July meeting; however it focuses on the next category of fees
that are comprised of regional, plan area and special district fees. The evaluation utilizes the single
family development type as the base line for evaluating the regional and special district costs. As
was done with the City fee evaluation the single family development type was chosen as it
represents an equivalent dwelling unit or EDU which is the unit of measure that is utilized to
calculate several of the development impact fees for other development types.
The Exaction Study provided a generalized accounting of development impact fees applicable to
new development. In some cases fees were co-mingled into a single line item fee for ease of
comparison between jurisdictions. For example the City’s traffic mitigation fee, City/County traffic
Mitigation fee and HWY 65 JPA fee were all mingled and termed “roadway fees”. To understand
the makeup of the fees they need to be broken down into their individual components. Below is a
table that defines the regional, plan area and special district fees applicable to single family
development. The table is more inclusive than the fee estimate utilized within the 2012 exaction
study as it includes both fees for the West Roseville and Sierra Vista Specific Plans.
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Regional, Plan Area and Special District Fees -- Paid Upon Building Permit Issuance
1.

Regional Sewer Fee - All

$6,711.00

2.

Water Meter Fee - SV

$358.10

3.

Water Use Fee - SV

$75.00

4.

Water Meter Retrofit
Program - WP

$151.00

Highway 65 JPA Fees All
6. South Placer Regional
Traffic (SPRTA) Fee - All
7. South Placer Regional
Traffic SPRTA Tier II
Traffic Fee - SV
8. City County Traffic
Mitigation Fee - All
9. Placer County Traffic
Impact Fee – SV
10. Traffic Signal
Coordination Fee - WP

$487.09

11. Sierra College Blvd.
(Town of Loomis Fee) WP
12. Placer County Capitol
Facilities Fee – All
13. Bike Trail Fees - SV

$75.00

14. Transit Shuttle Service WP

$59.02

15. Public Benefit Fee – WP,
SV
16. General Fund
Contribution - WP
17. Air Quality Program Fee WP

$1,280.00

18. Air Quality Mitigation Fee
- WP

$134.10

19. School Impact Fee

$11.933 WP
$13,213 SV

5.

$885.26
$5,600.00

$412.25
$327.00
$100.00

$1,899.73
$636.00

$1,060.00
$90.84

The Regional Sewer Connection Fee is a flat rate
charged per equivalent dwelling or sewer unit
required (one unit per single family home). Funds
the construction of treatment facilities.
Funds the cost of the water meter and the
installation of meter
Funds the cost of water used during construction.
This fee is in lieu of a Hydrant Permit used during
project construction for water.
Funds the Meter Retrofit Program that includes
ongoing meter maintenance, meter testing, ERT
installation etc. This is part of the water
conservation program.
Funds the construction of interchange
improvements on highway 65.
Funds construction and widening of regional
roadways i.e. Sierra College, Auburn Folsom Road.
Funds the planning and construction of Placer
Parkway
Funds Baseline Road widening and Walerga Road
bridge
Fee established to offset the traffic impacts from
Sierra Vista Specific Plan to Placer County roads.
Contribution to traffic operations fund which covers
a portion of the operational costs of the traffic
operations center. (initial funding by Kaiser)
Settlement Fee established to offset the traffic
impacts of the West Plan on the Town of Loomis
Funds the construction of County buildings, i.e.
courts, libraries County offices.
Funds Construction of Bike Trails in the Sierra Vista
Specific Plan
Settlement Fee established to fund: 1) the service
of a 15 passenger bus between WRSP and Watt/I80 Light Rail Station; 2) local fixed bus routes; and
3) the promotion of transit to new projects.
Funds the Strategic Improvement Fund
Provides a financial offset to balance the negative
fiscal costs of a Specific Plan
Funds an off-site mitigation program aimed at
mitigating air quality impacts administered by Placer
County Air Pollution Control District
Settlement Fee established to further promote
emission reduction programs administered by the
Placer County Air Pollution Control District
Funds the construction of elementary, middle and
high school facilities. Fee does not include $6,000
per lot paid at final map.

Action
Staff requests that the Committee review each of the fees stated above and provide staff with
direction on costs that the Committee would like to evaluate further.
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Contact: Chris Robles
crobles@roseville.ca.us
(916) 774-5421
Agenda Item #6: Sierra Vista vs. West Roseville Single Family and Retail Fee Comparison

Recommendation
Receive a staff presentation on Sierra Vista development impact fees versus the West Roseville
Specific Plan.
Background
At the meeting of June 13, 2012 the 2012 Exaction Study was provided to the Committee for their
review. The exaction study provided an overview of six cost categories on six different
development types and compared the costs to eleven jurisdictions in the region. The study utilized
the West Roseville Specific Plan for the Roseville portion of the cost modeling. The West Roseville
Specific Plan was chosen as it provided a direct comparison to the exaction study prepared in
2008 in which the study consultant had chosen the West Plan for their sampling. As previously
stated by staff, the study provides a snap shot in time for a particular development type at a
particular location. It is expected that a project with the same development assumptions will have
different resulting costs when located in different areas of the City.
As it relates to our specific plans, it is generally consistent that the older the plan area the lower the
cost of development fees. The direct correlation to the age of a specific plan and its lower fees is
attributable to the lower cost of improvements. As can be expected the cost of improvements
today is significantly higher than the cost of improvements ten to 20 years ago which is the age of
the majority of the City’s specific plans. Correspondingly new projects and their impact fees are
based on the cost of current construction estimates. With recognition of higher cost for the most
recent developments the Committee had asked for a comparison of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan
to be contrasted with the information provided in the 2012 Exaction Study.
Cost estimates were prepared for single family and retail developments as they are representative
of the majority of development types within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan.
Single Family
The Sierra Vista Specific Plan results in a higher overall permit cost when compared to the West
Roseville Specific Plan The primary differences in the permit costs between the two plan areas is
related to increased costs in traffic mitigation fees, followed by school fees. The difference in traffic
mitigation fee is primarily a result of the SPRTA Tier II fee at $5,600 which funds the planning and
construction of Placer Parkway.
In favor of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan are modest cost differences between the two plan areas
that are attributable to the lack of environmental mitigation fees associated with the Sierra Vista
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Specific Plan and reduced permit processing costs. The two tables below detail the costs between
the two plan areas. The Sierra Vista fee estimate was prepared after the July 1, 2012, inflationary
adjustments so there are minor deviations in some fees that would otherwise be expected to be the
same.
The gross fee difference between the plan areas reflects approximately a $10,000 increase in the
cost of a permit within Sierra Vista. Unique to Sierra Vista is the option to elect to place certain
fees within a Community Facilities District (CFD). Exercising the option to fund certain fees
through a CFD results in a reduced permit cost and the net difference is a $4,800 increase in
permit cost over the West Roseville Specific Plan permit cost. Assuming the full permit cost
without utilization of the CFD offset the permit cost for Sierra Vista is below the median of the eight
other jurisdictions sampled.
With the anticipated revisions to the City County traffic fee and the SPRTA Tier II fees the Sierra
Vista Specific Plan Fees are expected to become more competitive.
Retail
As with single family development the cost of a retail permit in Sierra Vista is greater than the West
Plan. The difference in fees is almost wholly attributable to increased traffic mitigation fees that
total approximately $10.00 per square foot. The resulting costs for a permit are approximately
$12.00 a square foot in West Roseville and $21.40 a square foot in Sierra Vista. Comparative to
other specific plans in the City the West Roseville plan area has some of the lower traffic mitigation
fees in the City which makes the cost differential more dramatic. The average cost of a permit for
the eleven jurisdictions sampled is $22.60.
As with single family development the anticipated revisions to the City County traffic fee and the
SPRTA Tier II fees within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan will make commercial development more
competitive.
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West Roseville Specific Plan Single Family

Sierra Vista Specific Plan Single Family
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WRSP Retail Cost per 1,000 Sq Ft (Willdan Study)

Sierra Vista Retail Cost per 1,000 Sq Ft
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Staff Report – August 8, 2012
Contact: Chris Robles
crobles@roseville.ca.us
(916) 774-5421

Agenda Item #7: Update from the City Manager’s Office

Discussion
a.

Weekly Building Report

Attached for the Committee is the Weekly Building Report (Attachment 1) quantifying the permit
activity for the week and year to date with a comparison for the same time last year. Notable is the
continuing strong activity in the issuance of single family home permits. The first six months of
2012 have produced 96% of the total single family permits issued last year. The table below
reflects the single family home production for the past five years.

b.

Update on Environmental Utilities Capitol Improvement Plans (CIP) and Connection
Fees.

Environmental Utilities staff is continuing to update and refine the CIP lists for both water and
wastewater. The CIP lists are in draft form and still require further updating. The wastewater CIP
is undergoing review to account for both regional infrastructure as well as local improvements
including treatment facilities, equipment and collection system expansion that are currently not
included. The water CIP is undergoing significant change responding to the change in direction on
the Sacramento River project and how this change impacts the water utility long-term planning.
In conjunction to right sizing the CIP lists staff is reconciling these lists with the anticipated growth
and construction timing to ensure that we have the right infrastructure on the list at the right time.
Given the dramatic changes in absorption that have occurred in the last five years growth
estimates are proving to be challenging. Once the CIP lists and growth projections have been
completed than the connection fee calculations can begin. While the CIP lists are not completed
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they have reached a level of completeness that staff believes their review and discussion of their
contents can begin. As such an EU subcommittee meeting has been scheduled to review the
structure and content of the CIP lists. The CIP lists will along with the growth projections will create
the basis for the development of the connection fees. It is envisioned that regular subcommittee
meetings will occur from the initial CIP review meeting through to the resulting connection fee
development.
c.

Public Facilities Fee Update

Staff has reviewed a scope of work prepared Economic Planning Systems to prepare a nexus
study to update the Public Facilities Fee. The scope includes a review of the 2007 Facilities Fee
Update, update of land use assumptions and unit allocations, refine facility standards and costs,
and prepare the nexus and technical program analysis. The update will include the addition of unit
allocations from both the Sierra Vista and Creek View Specific Plans.
The scope and contract are scheduled for Council action at the August 15, 2012 City Council
meeting. It is expected that the update, DAC review, public outreach and Council action will be
complete to accommodate a July 1, 2013 implementation.
d.

Committee Membership

On July 30, 2012, Krista Looza tendered her resignation from the Development Advisory
Committee. Krista cited a time conflict with another volunteer effort in which she is deeply involved
as the reason for her departure.
The Development Advisory Committee meeting procedures provide for a 9 to 13 member
committee therefore recruitment for a new member is not warranted. With this resignation the
committee membership resides at ten members and a quorum is now six members.
e.

Next meeting

August topics include continued discussion on the Development Cost Study

Attachments:
1. Weekly Building Report

The Weekly Building Report
Applied Building Permits
New Commercial
Hybrid Commercial
Multi Family
Tenant Improvements
SFD
WR SFD
Total SFD & WR SFD Applied
All Other Misc Permits
Total Permits

7/23 - 7/27

Issued Building Permits
New Commercial
Hybrid Commercial
Multi Family
Tenant Improvements
SFD
WR SFD
Total SFD & WR SFD Issued
All Other Misc Permits
Total Permits

7/23 - 7/27

2011
0
0
0
8
0
7
7
85
100

2012 YTD
5
12
0
289
30
83
113
1919
2338

2011
0
0
0
10
34
1
35
80
125

2012 YTD
0
10
0
247
69
154
223
1660
2140

Fee Deferral Applications
SFD Fee Deferrals ISSUED
SFD Fee Deferrals Applied but not reviewed to date (18 non-deferred)
SFD Fee Deferrals Approved but not Issued (12 non-deferred)
SFD Fee Deferrals FINALED
Customers At Permit Center

3
15
0
250
152
225

377
2081
2726

To Date
215
15
16
1564
7/23 - 7/27
259

Your Permit Center

9
16
0
257
144
240
384
2639
3305

YTD
7344
7085

